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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 PURPOSE AND BACKGROUND 

This document contains public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(Draft EIR; SCH# 2013052057) for the Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation 
Project (project). Written comments were received by the City of Grass Valley during the public 
comment period from October 24, 2013, through December 9, 2013. Additional comments on 
the Draft EIR were taken at the City of Grass Valley Planning Commission meeting on November 
19, 2013. This Final EIR includes written responses to environmental issues raised in comments on 
the Draft EIR. The responses in the Final EIR clarify, correct, and amplify text in the Draft EIR, as 
appropriate. Also included are text changes made at the initiative of the lead Agency (City of 
Grass Valley). These changes do not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR. This document has 
been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA; Public 
Resources Code Sections 21000–21177). 

In accordance with CEQA regulations, the City released a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on May 
17, 2013, with a comment period from May 21, 2013, to June 20, 2013. The NOP was circulated to 
the public, local, state and federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on 
the proposed scope of the EIR. The purpose of the NOP was to provide notification that an EIR 
for the project was being prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and content of the 
document. The only comment received in response to the NOP was the standard letter of 
receipt from the State Clearinghouse. A copy of the NOP is included in Appendix 1.0-1 of the 
Draft EIR in accordance with CEQA.  

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45 days from 
October 24, 2013, through December 9, 2013. A Planning Commission hearing on the Draft EIR 
was held for this project on November 19, 2013.  In addition, two scoping meetings were held on 
June 6, 2013 during the Notice of Preparation (NOP) comment period.   

1.2  PROJECT UNDER REVIEW 

The project analyzed in Draft EIR consists of the annexation of approximately 120 acres, a 
General Plan Amendment to change existing land use designations on approximately 416 acres, 
and prezoning of approximately 416 acres. Prezoning is a required part of the annexation 
process. Most of the parcels located within the project area already contain some 
development, but some could potentially accommodate additional developed uses. The 
project does not proposed any development, but it is recognized that annexation and the 
change in land use designations and zoning districts could potentially allow for future 
development that could not occur based on existing zoning.   

The following objectives have been identified for the proposed project: 

1. Address the lack of industrial zoned land in the City and county. This will provide 
opportunities to accommodate growth in the “primary jobs” sector 
(industrial/manufacturing sector jobs). 

2. Address an urban rather than rural land use development form to the south of the City. 
This allows the City to cluster the existing rural residential designated lands and increase 
residential densities to allow for an urban form and sustainable development pattern, 
which will lead to more efficient use of land and cost-effective infrastructure.  

3. To protect existing industrial uses from incompatible land uses. Place compatible land 
uses and buffers next to existing industry.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

4. Preserve the hillsides and habitat corridors in open space and incorporate into the 
overall land use plan.  

5. Address the City’s retail leakage by providing opportunities for residents to shop local 
and meet their entire range of retail needs.  

6. Create opportunities to provide for a full range of jobs to meet the existing and long-term 
needs of the community.   

7. Annex the 120 acres to better position the City to seek infrastructure grants for the 
extension of the sewer collection system and assist with road improvements, which are 
tied to job creation.  

1.3 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a program EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15168.   

A program EIR is an EIR that may be prepared on a series of actions that can be characterized 
as one large project and are related in one of the following ways: 

1) Geographically 

2) As logical parts in the chain of contemplated actions 

3) In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern 
the conduct of a continuing program 

4) As individual activities carried out under the same authorizing statutory or regulatory 
authority and having generally similar environmental effects which can be mitigated in 
similar ways 

A program EIR enables the lead agency to consider broad environmental implications of 
development on a conceptual basis, recognizing that a series of actions will occur prior to 
development. Because they are prepared relatively early on, program EIRs allow greater 
flexibility in dealing with overall development options, basic environmental issues, and 
cumulative impacts. 

Subsequent activities in the program must be examined in the light of the program EIR to 
determine whether additional environmental documentation must be prepared. The program 
EIR identifies and mitigates the effects of the overall program of development, and the lead 
agency incorporates feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the program 
EIR into subsequent actions to implement the project. Because the project does not propose 
any development activities, the program EIR analysis is based on broad development 
assumptions. Subsequent environmental analysis and/or other types of studies may be needed 
for future development within the project area.   

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT 

For this Final EIR, comments and responses are grouped by comment letter. As the subject 
matter of one topic may overlap between letters, the reader must occasionally refer to one or 
more responses to review all the information on a given subject. To assist the reader, cross-
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

references between responses to comments may be provided if relevant. The comments and 
responses that make up the Final EIR, in conjunction with the Draft EIR, as amended by the text 
changes, constitute the EIR that will be considered for certification by the City of Grass Valley. 

The Final EIR is organized as follows:   

Section 1 – Introduction: This section includes a summary of the project description and the 
process and requirements of a Final EIR.   

Section 2 – Errata: This section lists the text changes to the Draft EIR. 

Section 3 – List of Agencies and Persons Commenting: This section contains a list of all of the 
agencies or persons who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the public review period.   

Section 4 – Comments and Responses: This section contains the comment letters received on the 
Draft EIR and the corresponding response to each comment. Each letter and each comment in 
a letter has been given a number. Responses are provided after the letter in the order in which 
the comments appear. Where appropriate, responses are cross-referenced between letters. The 
responses following each comment letter are intended to supplement, clarify, or amend 
information provided in the Draft EIR or refer the commenter to the appropriate place in the 
document where the requested information can be found. Those comments not directly related 
to environmental issues may be discussed or noted for the record. 

1.5 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION AND REVIEW PROCESS 

The City of Grass Valley notified all responsible and trustee agencies and interested groups, 
organizations, and individuals that the Draft EIR on the proposed project was available for 
review. The following list of actions took place during the preparation, distribution, and review of 
the Draft EIR: 

NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND INITIAL STUDY 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of 
Preparation of an EIR for the project on May 17, 2013. This notice was circulated to the public, 
local, state, and federal agencies, and other interested parties to solicit comments on the 
Project. The NOP is presented in Appendix 1.0-1 of the Draft EIR.  

DRAFT EIR PUBLIC NOTICE/PUBLIC REVIEW 

The Draft EIR was circulated for public review and comment for a period of 45 days from 
October 24, 2013, through December 9, 2013. A Planning Commission public hearing was held 
on the Draft EIR for this project on November 19, 2013. 

Copies of the Draft EIR were available for review at the following locations: 

• The City of Grass Valley City Hall, Planning Division, 125 East Main Street, Grass Valley; 

• Grass Valley Library, 207 Mill Street, Grass Valley; 

• Madelyn Helling Library, 980 Helling Way, Nevada City 

• The City’s web site at www.cityofgrassvalley.com/. 
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2.0 ERRATA 

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

This chapter presents minor corrections and revisions made to the Draft EIR initiated by the 
public, the lead agency, and/or consultants based on their ongoing review. Revisions herein do 
not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information, 
and to not alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis. New text is indicated in underline, 
and text to be deleted is reflected by a strikethrough unless otherwise noted in the introduction 
preceding the text change. Text changes are presented in the page order in which they appear 
in the Draft EIR. 

2.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

No changes were made to this section. 

2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The text on page 2.0-23 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• As there are only nine vacant parcels located in the projectannexation area, most of the 
parcels are currently occupied with existing development.  

3.0 INTRODUCTION TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS AND ASSUMPTIONS USED 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.1 AESTHETICS 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 

The text on page 3.2-22 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• There are no major sources of odors were identified in the vicinity of the project area that 
could potentially affect proposed on-site land uses, with the possible exception of a 
landscape materials retailer.  

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.4 CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GASES 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.5 CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to this section. 
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3.6 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND MINERAL RESOURCES 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.7 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.8 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY  

The text on page 3.8-16 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• The City currently requires the following stormwater system management practices to be 
implemented for new development in the City:  

o Biofiltration through the use of vegetation. 

o Permanent erosion control features at discharge points and drainage courses. 

o On-site detention via ponds, vegetative swales, underground culverts. 

o Treatment of runoff for all projects via oil/water separators. 

3.9 NOISE 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.10 LAND USE, AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.11 PUBLIC SERVICES 

The text on page 3.11-10 of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

• Brighton StreetMinnie Park (Minnie Street, a neighborhood park, 2.0 acres) provides a 
children’s playground, barbecue areas, and picnic areas. 

And: 

• Mautino Park (a community park, 12.5 acres in size) provides sports facilities including 
tennis and basketball courts, multiple sports fields, skate parks, and children’s play areas. 

3.12 PUBLIC UTILITIES 

No changes were made to this section. 

3.13 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

As discussed later in this Final EIR, Comment C-1 resulted in some minor changes regarding the 
designation of State Route 49 as a freeway. In response to this comment, the designation of a 
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segment of State Route 49 has been revised to rural or two-lane highway, which resulted in the 
need to modify several tables in Section 3.13. Those tables, Tables 3.13-2, 3.12-4 (revised to 3.13-
4), 3.13-7, 3.13-9, and 3.13-12, are provided below. These revisions are considered minor, and do 
not affect the conclusions of the EIR.  

Table 3.13-2 on page 3.13-7 has been revised as follows: 

TABLE 3.13-2 
EXISTING (2013) ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

# Location Roadway 
Type # Lanes Daily 

Volume LOS 

1 SR 49 between McKnight Way 
and Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 
Highway*  2 21,690 AE 

2 SR 49 
south of Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 
Highway*  2 21,690 AE 

3 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of McKnight Way Arterial 2 9,260 A 

4 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of project Arterial 2 7,200 A 

Source: Kimley Horn 2013 
Note: * Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification 

 

The title of and content of Table 3.12-4 on page 3.13-14 have been revised as follows: 

TABLE 3.1213-4 
ROADWAY SEGMENT DAILY SERVICE VOLUME CRITERIA BY AVERAGE DAILY TRAFFIC (ADT) 

Functional 
Classification 

# 
Lanes LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 

Two Lane 
Highway1 2 - 3,700 7,900 14,600 27,600 

Interstate & 
FreewayFour 
Lane Multilane 
Highway1 

2 29,700 34,650 39,600 44,550 49,500 

4 59,400 
- 69,30024,900 79,20035,900 89,10047,200 99,00055,200 

6 89,100 103,950 118,800 133,650 148,500 

Arterial2 

2 9,300 10,850 12,400 13,950 15,500 

4 18,600 21,700 24,800 27,900 31,000 

6 27,900 32,550 37,200 41,850 46,500 

Collector2 2 6,600 7,700 8,800 9,900 11,000 
 
Source: 1  Per Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Rolling Terrain, K=0.90, D=0.60 
2  City of Grass Valley 1999, Table 4-23.9-2 
- LOS is not achievable due to type of capacity 
Note: Two-lane freeway level of service volumes are estimated based on the values for four-
lane and six-lane facilities. 
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Table 3.13-7 on page 3.13-26 has been revised as follows: 

TABLE 3.13-7 
ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

# Location Analysis 
Scenario+ 

Roadway 
Type 

# 
Lanes 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

1 SR 49 between McKnight Way 
and Crestview Dr 

Ex 
Two Lane 
Highway*  2 

21,690 AE 
Ex+PP (1) 

24,970 AE 

  
Ex+PP (2) Four Lane 

Multilane 
Highway 

4 32,950 BC 

2 SR 49 
south of Crestview Dr 

Ex 
Two Lane 
Highway*  2 

21,690 AE 
Ex+PP (1) 

24,970 AE 

Ex+PP (2) Four Lane 
Multilane 
Highway 

4 30,790 BC 

3 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of McKnight Way 

Ex 

Arterial 2 

9,260 A 
Ex+PP (1) 20,740 F 
Ex+PP (2) 14,030 E 

4 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of project 

Ex 

Arterial 2 

7,200 A 
Ex+PP (1) 9,390 B 
Ex+PP (2) 7,740 A 

Source: Kimley Horn 2013 
+ Ex = Existing (2013), Ex+PP (1) = Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project (Scenario 1, east only), EX+PP (2) = Existing (2013) 
plus Proposed Project (Scenario 2, east and west) 
* Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification 
Bold = Substandard per City 
Shaded cells indicate significant impact as defined by City 

Table 3.13-9 on page 3.13-29 has been revised as follows: 

TABLE 3.13-9 
CUMULATIVE (2035) ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

# Location Roadway 
Type 

# 
Lanes 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

1 SR 49 between McKnight Way 
and Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 
Highway*  2 24,170 AE 

2 SR 49 
south of Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 
Highway*  2 24,170 AE 

3 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of McKnight Way Arterial 2 11,800 C 

4 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of project Arterial 2 8,295 A 

Source: Kimley Horn 2013 
* Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification 
Bold = Substandard per City 
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Table 3.13-12 on page 3.13-34 has been revised as follows: 

TABLE 3.13-12 
CUMULATIVE (2035) AND CUMULATIVE (2035) PLUS 

PROPOSED PROJECT ROADWAY SEGMENT LEVELS OF SERVICE 

# Location Analysis 
Scenario+ 

Roadway 
Type 

# 
Lanes 

Daily 
Volume LOS 

1 SR 49 between McKnight Way 
and Crestview Dr 

Cum Two Lane 
Highway*  2 24,170 AE 

Cum+PP 
Four Lane 
Multilane 
Highway 

4 33,290 BC 

2 SR 49 
south of Crestview Dr 

Cum Two Lane 
Highway*  2 24,170 AE 

Cum+PP 
Four Lane 
Multilane 
Highway 

4 31,630 BC 

3 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of McKnight Way 

Cum 
Arterial 2 

11,800 C 

Cum+PP 15,390 E 

4 La Barr Meadows Rd 
south of project 

Cum 
Arterial 2 

8,295 A 

Cum+PP 8,685 A 
Source: Kimley Horn 2013 
+ Cum = Cumulative (2035), Cum+PP = Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project 
* Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification.  
Bold = Substandard per City 
Shaded cells indicate significant impact as defined by City 

In addition, the Traffic Impact Analysis found in Appendix 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR was revised to 
reflect this change. This appendix has been revised to reflect this change and is included as 
Appendix A in this Final EIR. 
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Figure 3.13-8, referenced on page 3.13-35, was inadvertently not included in the Draft EIR, so is 
now incorporated here: 

Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project City of Grass Valley 
Final Environmental Impact Report January 2014 

2.0-6 



2.0 ERRATA 

4.0 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

No changes were made to this section. 

5.0 OTHER CEQA REQUIREMENTS 

No changes were made to this section. 

6.0 REPORT PREPARERS 

No changes were made to this section. 

City of Grass Valley Southern Sphere of Influence Planning and Annexation Project  
January 2014 Final Environmental Impact Report 

2.0-7 





 
3.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND 

PERSONS COMMENTING 
 
  





3.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS COMMENTING 

3.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted 
comments on the Draft EIR:  

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

A Rob Wood Native American Heritage Commission December 3, 2013 

B Trevor Cleak Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board December 3, 2013 

C David R. Van Dyken California Department of Transportation, District 3 December 9, 2013 

D Scott Morgan Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit December 9, 2013 

E Scott Morgan Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State 
Clearinghouse and Planning Unit December 10, 2013 

1 

Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, November 19, 2013 

Orson Hansen Business owner November 19, 2013 

Jon Blinder Business owner November 19, 2013 

Daniel Swartzendruber Planning Commissioner, City of Grass Valley November 19, 2013 
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4.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

4.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires the lead agency to evaluate all comments on 
environmental issues received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and prepare a 
written response. The written response must address the significant environmental issue raised 
and must provide a detailed response, especially when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., 
additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In addition, the written response must be a 
good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant 
environmental issues associated with the project and do not need to provide all the information 
requested by comment, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15204). 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that 
focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the 
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or 
mitigated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an 
explanation and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that where the response to comments results 
in revisions to the Draft EIR, those revisions be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate 
section of the Final EIR.  

COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE HEARING FOR THE DRAFT EIR 

The City of Grass Valley Planning Commission held a public hearing on the Draft EIR for the 
project on November 19, 2013. Oral comments on the project were related to questions on the 
traffic analysis and noise. Each of these topics has been included in written comments on the 
Draft EIR; therefore, those topics are addressed in the responses to comments below. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS 

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

Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the comment 
letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1). 

No comment letters were received from individuals. However, public comments were made at 
the Planning Commission hearing, and their comments, as recorded in the Planning Commission 
meeting minutes, are coded by a number, and each issue raised in by each commenter is 
assigned a number (e.g., Letter 1, comment 1: 1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout 
for deleted text). Comment-initiated text revisions to the Draft EIR and minor staff-initiated 
changes are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 3.0, Errata, of this 
Final EIR. 
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Letter A – Rob Wood, Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 

Response A-1: The comment states that the Draft EIR does not contain any information 
regarding consultation with Native American tribes pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65352.3. The comment also provides some information about 
the requirements of consultation and includes a list of tribe representatives to 
contact for consultation.  

 The commenter is referred to page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR, which provides 
information regarding the Native American consultation that the City of Grass 
Valley conducted in June and July 2013. As stated on page 3.5-4, the City 
met with representatives of the United Auburn Indian Community of the 
Auburn Rancheria on July 10, 2013. That meeting did not result in any 
comments or concerns regarding sensitive Native American resources that 
could be affected by the proposed project.  

The City sent letters requesting Native American consultation to several 
representatives on June 21, 2013. Those letters were not included in the Draft 
EIR, but have been included here in Appendix B. The City did not receive any 
comments from any of the other Native American communities contacted.  
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Letter B – Trevor Cleak, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 

Response B-1: The comment includes a list of the CVRWQCB’s standard requirements, 
processes, and permit requirements for site-specific development projects. 
Since this project would result in a General Plan amendment, prezoning, and 
annexation, and no development is proposed, the listed requirements do not 
apply to this action. However, all future development and site-specific 
projects within the project area will be required to comply with the most 
current CVRWQCB standards and permits in place at time of development. 
The comment does not address any specific issues with the analysis or 
conclusions in the Draft EIR.  
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Letter C – David R. Van Dyken, Caltrans, District 3 

Response C-1: The commenter notes that the designation of highway or freeway for State 
Route 49 materially affects the level of service determination resulting from 
the proposed project. The commenter also notes that the designation of SR 49 
as a freeway in Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR is incorrect as the roadway is a 
highway in its current configuration. The City understands and agrees that the 
current configuration of SR 49 is that of a rural highway and not a freeway 
and will provide the additional information requested by the commenter in 
Table 3.12-4 of the Draft EIR.  

The City’s General Plan contains a number of policies that would require 
improvements to SR 49 as part of any future development approval. These 
include: 

7-CI  Continue to update the Capital Improvement Program to 
implement policy which strives to maintain LOS "D" at all locations during 
the weekday P.M. peak hour. Define "normally accepted maximum" 
improvements that are consistent with the character and terrain of Grass 
Valley. If forecast traffic volumes cannot maintain LOS "D", the City 
Council may consider additional "extraordinary" improvements. The City 
Council may determine, on a case by case basis, that "extraordinary" 
improvements are not feasible or desirable and may relax the LOS "D" 
standard for a particular intersection or roadway segment. In considering 
exceptions to the LOS "D" standard, the City shall consider the following 
factors:  

• The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway 
segment would operate at conditions worse the LOS "D".  

• The ability of the improvement to reduce peak hour delay and 
improve traffic operations.  

• The impact on accessibility to surrounding properties.  

• The right-of-way needs and the physical impact on surrounding 
properties.  

• The visual aesthetics of the required improvements and its impact 
on community identity and character.  

• Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts.  

• Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs.  

• Impacts on pedestrian and bicycle accessibility and safety.  

• The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic 
maintenance.  

In no case should the City plan for worse then LOS "E" at any intersection 
or roadway segment during the afternoon peak hour. 
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15-CI  Ensure adequate funding to meet established Level of Service 
policies. Continue to implement and update traffic impact fees on new 
development and to obtain gas tax and other revenues to fund the 
Capital Improvement Program. Explore funding for transit and for non-
motorized circulation improvements, to be identified in the Trails-
Sidewalks-Bikeways Master Plan. Consider alternative funding sources, 
such as establishment of assessment district(s). Work with regional 
planning agencies to explore funding opportunities for all components of 
its transportation system that are required to meet Level of Service 
standards. 

16-CI  Monitor the status of regional planning efforts and Caltrans design 
work in order to be cognizant of future right of way requirements and 
local responsibilities. Maintain a current record of Caltrans and Nevada 
County Transportation Commission activity for major facilities so future 
right of way needs can be addressed when reviewing development 
proposals. Consider future Caltrans right of way needs when evaluating 
development proposals and shall incorporate measures to preserve rights 
of way into development agreements and conditions of approval. 

While no specific development action is proposed as part of this project, the 
Draft EIR includes mitigation measure MM 3.13.8 that requires the City to 
establish an alignment and development setback within the proposed 
project area for the future Crestview Drive interchange. Compliance with 
General Plan Policies 7-CI and 16-CI will ensure that the additional right-of-
way, along SR 49, in addition to the development setback required under 
mitigation measure MM 3.13, is similarly provided through conditions of 
approval and/or mitigation as development in the project area is considered 
by the City. Finally, the City will regularly review funding mechanisms for all 
transportation improvements, including participation in SR 49 in association 
with regional transportation planning agencies through compliance with 
General Plan Policy 15-CI.  

As shown in the Draft EIR, there is no existing fully-improved intersection at 
Crestview Drive and SR 49, and one would only be constructed in conjunction 
with the planned commercial development on the west side of SR 49. As 
noted by the commenter, Caltrans may not allow for the construction of the 
Crestview Drive intersection unless associated SR 49 widening occurs. The City 
agrees with the comment and understands Caltrans’ position on this issue. As 
noted in the General Plan policies shown above, the City will require the 
addition of travel lanes on SR 49 from the southern project boundary to 
McKnight Road concurrent with any project needing the installation of the 
new intersection. The City also notes that widening of this section of SR 49 is 
specifically listed in the State Transportation Improvement Project (STIP) 
adopted by the California Transportation Commission (CTC). When the CTC 
adds projects from the regional programs into the STIP, a schedule for 
proposed funding is established and these projects are considered 
"programmed." A project must be programmed into the STIP to be given 
funding by the CTC. As a programmed project in the STIP, it is likely that the 
improvements to SR 49 may occur in advance of future development in the 
project area.  
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As noted in Table 3.13-12 of the Draft EIR, with the associated improvements 
SR 49 south of Crestview Drive operates acceptably at buildout of the 
proposed project. Per the project description of this EIR and the City’s General 
Plan, construction of the Crestview intersection can only occur in conjunction 
with improvements along SR 49 that would effectively change the 
designation of the roadway from highway to freeway through the 
construction of additional travel lanes to the southern boundary of the project 
area. The City continues to support the Caltrans and Nevada County 
Transportation Commission (NCTC) efforts to widen SR 49. 
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Letter D – Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

Response D-1: The comment is a standard letter from the State Clearinghouse indicating 
that the public comment period for the Draft EIR has ended. The letter 
includes letters received from state agencies in response to the Draft EIR. In 
this case, a duplicate copy of the letter from the CVRWQB (Letter B) was 
attached. The reader is referred to Response B-1. The comment is noted. No 
further response is necessary.  
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Letter E Scott Morgan, Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse and 
Planning Unit 

Response E-1: The comment states that the State Clearinghouse received the attached 
letter, a duplicate copy of the letter from Caltrans (Letter C) after the close of 
the public comment period. Responses to Letter C can be found beginning 
on page 4.0-7. The comment is noted. No further response is necessary.  
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Letter 1 – Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, November 19, 2013 

Response 1-1: The comment expressed concern that the Draft EIR did not identify Vulcan 
Materials as an existing generator of noise within the plan area, including 
night operations, which could result in noise complaints in the future. 
However, Impact 3.9.4 on Draft EIR page 3.9-17 generally describes the 
existing industrial nature of uses on La Barr Meadows Road and discloses the 
potential for noise-generating activities to occur at all hours and on any day 
of the week. The Draft EIR notes that the project removes the current 
residentially designated areas located on the east side of SR 49 and clusters 
those densities to the north and south to reduce the current potential noise 
conflicts with the existing industrial uses. The Draft EIR also refers to the 
mitigating effects of Grass Valley General Plan policies, including Policy 1-NI, 
which prohibits development of new noise-sensitive land uses where the noise 
level due to fixed noise sources will exceed City noise level standards unless 
effective noise mitigation measures are incorporated into the development 
design to achieve the standards. Consequently, with implementation of the 
existing General Plan policy, new noise-sensitive land uses would not be 
negatively affected by noise from existing land uses and noise complaints 
from new noise-sensitive land uses would not result in restrictions on operations 
at those existing facilities. 

Response 1-2: The comment asks for an explanation of the amount of traffic generated by 
the project, but does not cite a specific portion of the EIR that requires 
clarification. Because the comment is vague, a specific response cannot be 
provided, but the commenter is referred to page 3.13-14 of the Draft EIR, 
which explains that the estimated number of trips that would likely be 
generated by the proposed project was determined using publications by 
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), including Trip Generation, 9th 
Edition (2012) and the Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition (2004).   

Response 1-3: See Response 1-1.  

Response 1-4: The comment is noted. The comment expresses support for the project and 
does not note any specific issue with the Draft EIR.  

Response 1-5: The comment is a question regarding the reasoning for air quality modeling in 
Section 3.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR to use the seven-year construction 
phasing beginning in 2014.  

As explained on page 3.2-12 of the Draft EIR, because the proposed project 
does not include development, but could result in future development 
projects, there is no phasing plan for future construction activities. However, 
the Draft EIR is required to estimate the potential for air quality impacts that 
could result from future construction activities. Page 3.2-12 states: 

For the purposes of this analysis, the project’s nonresidential 
square footage and residential units are divided by seven (the 
number of years between the current year (2014) and the year 
of the General Plan horizon (2021)) in order to roughly depict 
potential construction-related air pollutant emissions which 
may result in any given year over the span of the City General 
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Plan. However, it is important to note that the proposed project 
does not include any policy provisions requiring that its growth 
potential be attained. Not all of the identified land will be 
available for development at any given time based on 
landowner willingness to sell or develop, site readiness, 
environmental constraints, market changes, and other factors. 
This impact discussion assumes full growth potential as 
identified in Table 3.0-2 of the Section 2.0, Project Description, 
under the proposed project in order to present the maximum 
amount of pollutant emissions possible. 

Put simply, in the absence of a specific phasing plan for future development, 
the analysis of the Draft EIR was based on the worst-case buildout scenario, 
which, while possible if all landowners decided to develop their properties to 
the maximum possible development potential at the same time, is highly 
unlikely. No further response is necessary.   

Response 1-6: The comment asked for clarification of the relationship of the future Crestview 
intersection with SR 49, specifically whether it is considered to be a mitigation 
measure for the proposed project. 

 As noted at the Planning Commission hearing and in Section 3.13, 
Transportation and Circulation, of the Draft EIR (page 3.13-10), this 
improvement is neither a component of the proposed project nor a 
mitigation measure for the proposed project, but rather a future improvement 
with separate environmental documentation and permitting needed. 
However, the Draft EIR notes that future development of the western portion 
of the project area is contingent upon completion of this future improvement. 
The analysis is based on the assumption that the intersection will be 
developed in the future. No further response is necessary.  

Response 1-7: As discussed in Chapter 1.0 of the Draft EIR, this is a Program EIR. Subsequent 
and specific projects can tier off this EIR. As also noted in this EIR, future 
development within the area will be subject to the mitigation measures in this 
EIR and in the City’s 2020 General Plan EIR and may require subsequent 
analysis. The comment is noted.   
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for Southern Sphere of Influence 

Planning and Annexation Project in Nevada County, California (the “proposed project” or “project”). The 

purpose of this impact analysis is to identify potential environmental impacts to transportation facilities as 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This study was performed in accordance with 

the City’s traffic study standards and the agreed upon Scope of Services.
 

 

The proposed project is located along State Route 49 (SR-49) adjacent to the southern City of Grass Valley  

boundary lines beginning in the vicinity of McKnight Way and extending south along SR-49 and La Barr 

Meadows Road. The proposed project includes an amendment to the General Plan land use designations on 

423 acres, a pre-zone of 423 acres of land to various zone districts consistent with the proposed General Plan 

amendments, and the annexation of approximately 120 acres. No development is proposed as part of this 

project, although several of the properties involved are either fully developed, or capable of additional 

development. 
 

The project is generally described as having two development components, the East Development Area and 

the West Development Area with SR-49 separating and establishing the demarcation of the areas. While the 

East Development Area will primarily gain access from La Barr Meadows Road, the West Development Area 

is assumed to gain primary access from a new, at-grade intersection in the vicinity of SR-49 at Crestview 

Drive. The following facilities (intersections and roadway segments) are included in this evaluation: 
 

Intersections: 

1. McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road 

2. McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps 

3. McKnight Way @ SR-49 NB Ramps 

4. McKnight Way @ South Auburn Street/La Barr Meadows Road 

5. SR-49 @ La Barr Meadows Road 

Roadway Segments: 

1. SR-49 between McKnight Way and Crestview Drive 

2. SR-49 south of Crestview Drive 

3. La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

4. La Barr Meadows Road south of project limits 
 

A weekday, PM peak-hour Level of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the study facilities for the 

following scenarios: 
 

A. Existing (2013) Conditions 

B. Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project Conditions
+
 

C. Cumulative (2035) Conditions 

D. Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions
++

 
+
 Includes two scenarios: East Development Area only, and East and West Development Areas 

++
 East and West Development Areas 

 

Significant findings of this study include: 

� The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 21,738 new daily trips and 2,411 new PM 

peak-hour trips. When compared to the City’s originally projected trips for the project area, the 

proposed project results in a net increase of 1,962 PM peak-hour trips. 

� The addition of the proposed project results in four significant impacts under Existing (2013) plus 

Proposed Project conditions. All four of these impacts are considered to be unavoidable and 

therefore will require overriding consideration from the City. 

� The addition of the proposed project results in one significant impact under Cumulative (2035) 

conditions. This impact is considered to be unavoidable and therefore will require overriding 

consideration from the City. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 

This report documents the results of a traffic impact analysis completed for Southern Sphere of Influence 

Planning and Annexation Project in Nevada County, California (the “proposed project” or “project”). The 

purpose of this impact analysis is to identify potential environmental impacts to transportation facilities as 

required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This study was performed in accordance with 

the City’s traffic study standards
1
 and the agreed upon Scope of Services.

 

 

The remaining sections of this report document the proposed project, analysis methodologies, impacts and 

mitigation, and general study conclusions. 
 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION  
 
The proposed project is located along State Route 49 (SR-49) adjacent to the southern City of Grass Valley  

boundary lines beginning in the vicinity of McKnight Way and extending south along SR-49 and La Barr 

Meadows Road. The proposed project includes an amendment to the General Plan land use designations on 

423 acres, a pre-zone of 423 acres of land to various zone districts consistent with the proposed General Plan 

amendments, and the annexation of approximately 120 acres. No development is proposed as part of this 

project, although there are properties involved that are either fully developed, or capable of additional 

development. The project’s regional location is depicted in Figure 1, and the proposed General Plan, 

Prezoning, and Annexation maps are shown in Figure 2, Figure 3, and Figure 4, respectively.   

 

The project is generally described as having two development components, the East Development Area and 

the West Development Area with SR-49 separating and establishing the demarcation of the areas. While the 

East Development Area will primarily gain access from La Barr Meadows Road, the West Development Area 

is assumed to gain primary access from a new, at-grade intersection in the vicinity of SR-49 at Crestview 

Drive. 

 

The following facilities (intersections and roadway segments) are included in this evaluation: 
 

Intersections: 

1. McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road 

2. McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps 

3. McKnight Way @ SR-49 NB Ramps 

4. McKnight Way @ South Auburn Street/La Barr Meadows Road 

5. SR-49 @ La Bar Meadows Road 

 

Roadway Segments: 

1. SR-49 between McKnight Way and Crestview Drive 

2. SR-49 south of Crestview Drive 

3. La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

4. La Barr Meadows Road south of project limits 
 

Figure 5 illustrates the study facilities, existing traffic control, and existing lane configurations. 

                                                 
1  

Section 4 of the City of Grass Valley Design Standards, City of Grass Valley, February 2012.
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Figure 1 – Regional Location Map 
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Figure 2 – Preliminary General Plan Map 
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Figure 3 – Preliminary Zoning Map 



Southern SOI EIR  Grass Valley, 

Traffic Impact Analysis  California 

   September 6, 2013 

 
5

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 4 – Annexation Map



Southern SOI EIR  Grass Valley, 

Traffic Impact Analysis  California 

   September 6, 2013 

 
6

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 5 – Study Facilities, Traffic Control, and Lane Geometries 
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PROJECT AREA ROADWAYS  
 
The following are descriptions of the primary roadways in the vicinity of the project. 
 

State Route 49 (SR-49) is a north-south state highway that bisects the proposed project. SR-49 connects the 

City of Grass Valley to Placer County (Auburn and Placerville) to the south, and to portions of Nevada County 

(Nevada City) to the north. In the vicinity of the project, SR-49 is a two-lane highway with a grade separated 

interchange ate McKnight Way. Within the immediate project area, SR-49 currently serves approximately 

25,000
2
 vehicles per day (vpd) with one travel lane in each direction. Under the scenarios in which a new at 

grade intersection is assumed along SR-49 in the vicinity of Crestview Drive, SR-49 would serve as the 

primary access location for both the West and East Development Areas. 
 

McKnight Way is a short east-west arterial roadway that primarily serves as an interchange with SR-49. This 

roadway is the primary access route to the commercial uses in the vicinity of the interchange. McKnight Way 

is four lanes wide on the bridge over SR-49, and has numerous auxiliary lanes serving driveways and minor 

cross streets between Freeman Lane on the west and South Auburn Street/La Barr Meadows Road on the 

east. This roadway via its interchange with SR-49 will serve as the primary access location for the proposed 

project for vehicles originating from and destined to the north. 
 

La Barr Meadows Road is a north-south, two-lane arterial roadway that generally parallels SR-49 to the east. 

North of McKnight Way, this roadway becomes South Auburn Street. La Barr Meadows Road provides 

primary access to the project’s East Development Area as it provides connectivity to McKnight Way to the 

north, and SR-49 to the south. In addition, this roadway essentially bisects the East Development Area 

establishing it as the primary transportation facility on the east side of SR-49. 
 

Crestview Drive is a new east-west arterial roadway this is assumed to be in place when the project’s West 

Development Area is added to Existing (2013) conditions, and under Cumulative (2035) conditions with the 

addition of the proposed project. This short roadway will provide access to the proposed project, primarily 

the commercial uses on the west side of SR-49, by way of a new at-grade intersection with SR-49, as well as 

provide a connection to La Barr Meadows Road to the east. 
 

 

ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED PROJECT 
 

The proposed project was determined to be included in eight traffic analysis zones (TAZs) as established in 

the City’s travel demand model. As depicted in Figure 6, TAZ 407 is the only zone on the west side of SR-49, 

and the remaining TAZs (350, 351, 352, 353, 366, 374, and 375) are east of SR-49. Only TAZs 374 and 350 are 

entirely encompassed within the project boundary. 
 

Proposed Project Trip Generation 

The number of trips anticipated to be generated by the proposed project were approximated using Trip 

Generation, 9
th 

Edition, and the Trip Generation Handbook, Second Edition, both published by the Institute of 

Transportation Engineers (ITE). The project’s trip generation characteristics were documented by TAZ and by 

proposed zoning. As a result, it is possible to isolate the project trips anticipated to be generated by the East 

and West Development Areas. As appropriate, reasonable trip reductions were included to account for 

internal trip sharing and pass-by trips in a manner consistent with industry standard methodologies. Table 1 

presents the trip generation data for the proposed project. 

                                                 
2
  Caltrans Traffic and Vehicle Data Systems Unit, http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/traffops/saferesr/trafdata/2011all/index.html
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Figure 6 – Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ) 
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Table 1 – Proposed Project Trip Generation 
 

TAZ
Proposed 

Zoning
Total Acres

Building 

Square 

Feet
1

Dwelling 

Units
2

ITE Land 

Use Code

Daily Trip 

Rate
Daily Trips

Subtotal 

Daily Trips

PM Peak-

Hour Trip 

Rate
3

PM Peak-

Hour Trips

Subtotal 

PM Peak-

Hour Trips

350 M-2 26.8 175,111 - 130 6.83 1,196 1,196 0.85 149 149

M-2 18.3 119,572 - 130 6.83 817 0.85 102

Public 20.3 - - - - 352
* - 36

*

RE 0.5 - 1 210 9.52 10 1,178 1.00 1 138

R-2 13.3 - 106 210 9.52 1,013 1.00 106

OS 33.6 - - - - - - - -

M-1 4 26,136 - 110 6.97 182 1,195 0.97 25 132

M-1 10 65,340 - 110 6.97 455 0.97 63

OS 21.9 - - - - - 455 - - 63

R-2 19.1 - 153 210 9.52 1,455 1.00 153

M-1 16.1 105,197 - 110 6.97 733 0.97 102

CBP 11.4 124,146 - 750 11.42 1,418 3,606 1.48 184 439

374 M-2 5.1 33,323 - 120 1.50 50 50 0.68 23 23

M-1 40.13 262,209 - 110 6.97 1,828 0.97 254

M-2 37.97 248,096 - 120 1.50 372 0.68 169

OS 7.53 - - - - - 2,200 - - 423

R-1 16.4 - 66 210 9.52 625 1.00 66

R-2 25.2 - 202 210 9.52 1,919 1.00 202

C2 27.71 301,762 - 820 42.7 12,885 3.71 1120

OS 53.96 - - - - - - -

RE 7 - 7 210 9.52 67 15,496 1.00 7 1,394

-1,705 -181

Subtotal External Trips (TAZ 407): 13,791 1,213

Pass-By Trip Reduction (15%)
4

: -1,933 -168

Net New External Trips (TAZ 407): 11,858 1,045

*
  Proposed Negative Declaration, Nevada County, California , May 2, 2013, 10% of Daily Trips for PM peak-hour

4
  Per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition , applied to retail (C2) only, limited to along SR-49

W
e

st
 o

f 
S

R
-4

9

407

2
  RE=1 unit/acre, R-1=4 units/acre, and R-2=8 units/acre

3
  Per ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition

375

E
a

st
 o

f 
S

R
-4

9

1
  Floor Area Ratio (FAR):  0.15 for M-1 and M-2, 0.25 for C-2 and CBP

Internal Trip Reduction (11% Daily, 13% PM)
3

:

351

352

353

366

 

The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 21,738 new daily trips and 2,411 new PM peak-

hour trips. These totals can be further broken down to 9,880 new daily and 1,366 new PM peak-hour trips 

for the East Development Area, and 11,858 new daily and 1,045 new PM peak-hour trips for the West 

Development Area. 
 

Proposed Project Trip Distribution and Assignment 

The near-term and long-term (Cumulative) distribution and assignment of project traffic was developed 

primarily based on existing and projected traffic volumes, the location of households, and the existing and 

planned transportation network conditions. As discussed later in this document, for existing conditions 

evaluation of the proposed project, two scenarios were considered. One scenario with only the East 

Development Area, and one with both the East and West Development Areas. Both development areas were 

considered under cumulative conditions. Project trips were globally distributed as follows: 
 

� 50 percent to/from north using SR-49 

� 40 percent to/from south using SR-49 

� 10 percent to/from north using South Auburn Street 
 

Figure 7, Figure 8, and Figure 9 show the resultant project assignment for the Existing (2013) and Cumulative 

(2035) conditions. It is important to note that the SR-49 intersection with Crestview Drive (Intersection #6) is 

a future intersection that is included in this analysis only with the addition of the project’s West 

Development Area under Existing (2013) conditions, and with the addition of the proposed project to 

Cumulative (2035) conditions. 
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Figure 7 – East Development Area Project Trip Assignment (Existing Conditions) 
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Figure 8 – East and West Development Areas Project Trip Assignment (Existing Conditions) 
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Figure 9 – East and West Development Areas Project Trip Assignment (2035 Conditions) 

TRAFFIC IMPACT ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 
 

Intersections 

Analysis of traffic operations at intersections is typically based on the concept of Level of Service (LOS).  The 

LOS of an intersection is a qualitative measure used to describe operational conditions.  LOS ranges from A 

(best), which represents minimal delay, to F (worst), which represents heavy delay and a facility that is 

operating at or near its functional capacity. Intersection LOS for this study was determined using methods 

defined in the Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 (HCM) and appropriate traffic analysis software. The City of 

Grass Valley
1
 has established an acceptable LOS D threshold (LOS E and F are unacceptable), and Caltrans

3
 

has established acceptable operations on their facilities as “the threshold between LOS C and LOS D.” 
 

The HCM includes procedures for analyzing two-way stop controlled (TWSC), all-way stop controlled (AWSC), 

and signalized intersections. These procedures define LOS as a function of average control delay. Table 2 

presents intersection LOS definitions as defined in the HCM. 
 

Table 2 – Intersection Level of Service Criteria 

 

Level of 

Service 

(LOS) 

Un-Signalized Signalized 

Average Control 

Delay (sec/veh) 

Control Delay per 

Vehicle (sec/veh) 

A ≤ 10 ≤ 10 

B > 10 – 15 > 10 – 20 

C > 15 – 25 > 20 – 35 

D > 25 – 35 > 35 – 55 

E > 35 – 50 > 55 – 80 

F > 50
 

> 80
 

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 

 

Due to the close spacing of the four study intersections along McKnight Way, LOS for these intersections 

were determined using the SimTraffic® traffic analysis software. SimTraffic® Measures of Effectiveness 

(MOEs) were compared against the HCM intersection delay thresholds (Table 2) to equate the SimTraffic ® 

results to HCM LOS. 
 

Roadway Segments 

Roadway LOS in the City of Grass Valley is analyzed by comparing segment Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 

volumes to the thresholds presented in the City’s General Plan
4
. Table 3 presents LOS volume thresholds for 

the various roadway functional classifications. 
 

A weekday, PM peak-hour Level of Service (LOS) analysis was conducted for the study facilities for the 

following scenarios: 
 

A. Existing (2013) Conditions 

B. Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project Conditions
+
 

C. Cumulative (2035) Conditions 

D. Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions
++

 
 

+
 Includes two scenarios: East Development Area only, and East and West Development Areas 

++
 East and West Development Areas 

                                                 
3  

Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies, Caltrans, December 2002.
  

4
  City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan, November 23, 1999.
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The following is a discussion of the analyses for these scenarios. 
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Table 3 – Roadway Segment Daily Service Volume Criteria (Maximums) by Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 
 

Functional Classification 
# 

Lanes 
LOS A LOS B LOS C LOS D LOS E 

Two Lane Highway
1
 2 - 3,700 7,900 14,600 27,600 

Four Lane Multilane Highway
1
 4 - 24,900 35,900 47,200 55,200 

Arterial
2 

2 9,300 10,850 12,400 13,950 15,500 

4 18,600 21,700 24,800 27,900 31,000 

6 27,900 32,550 37,200 41,850 46,500 

Collector
2 

2 6,600 7,700 8,800 9,900 11,000 
1
  Per Highway Capacity Manual 2010, Rolling Terrain, K=0.90, D=0.60 

2 
 Per City of Grass Valley 2020 General Plan Table 4-2 

-  LOS is not achievable due to type of facility 

 
 

EXISTING (2013) CONDITIONS 
 

One new weekday PM peak-period (4:00 p.m. – 6:00 p.m.) intersection turning movement traffic count was 

conducted for the SR-49 intersection with La Barr Meadows Drive in July 2013. Traffic data for the four 

McKnight Way interchange intersections were obtained from Nevada County and were projected one year 

from 2012 to 2013 to establish existing conditions at these locations. Existing (2013) PM peak-hour turn 

movement and roadway segment volumes are presented in Figure 10. Traffic count data sheets are provided 

in Appendix A, and analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix B. 
 

Intersections 

Table 4 presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in 

Table 4, the study intersections operate from LOS A to LOS F during the PM peak-hour. It is important to note 

that, due to the analysis methodology (SimTraffic), the existing operations at the McKnight Way intersection 

with the SR-49 SB Ramps (Intersection #2) reports worse conditions than observed. When evaluated more 

traditionally (Synchro), this intersection operates at LOS A. As discussed later in this report, the ultimate 

reconfiguration of the interchange renders this operational discrepancy moot. 
 

Table 4 – Existing (2013) Intersection Levels of Service 
 

# Intersection 
Traffic 

Control 

PM Peak-Hour 

Delay 

(seconds) 
LOS 

1 McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road TWSC
*
 21.0 (331.0) C (F) 

2 McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps Signal 80.4 F 

3 McKnight Way @ SR-49 NB Ramps Signal 15.5 B 

4 McKnight Way @ S Auburn  St/La Barr Meadows Rd TWSC
*
 6.3 (12.7) A (B) 

5 SR-49 @ La Barr Meadows Rd Signal 9.7 A 

6 SR-49 @ Crestview Dr Not applicable for this scenario 
*
  TWSC presented as Overall Intersection (Worst Minor Approach Movement) 

Bold = Substandard per City 
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Figure 10 – Existing (2013) Traffic Volumes 
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Roadway Segments 

Table 5 presents the peak-hour roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As 

indicated in Table 5, the study roadway segments operate at LOS A during PM peak-hour. 

 
Table 5 – Existing (2013) Roadway Segment Levels of Service 

 

# Location 
Roadway 

Type 

# 

Lanes 

Daily 

Volume 
LOS 

1 
SR-49 between McKnight Way 

and Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 

Highway  
2 21,690 E 

2 
SR-49 

south of Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 

Highway 
2 21,690 E 

3 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of McKnight Way 
Arterial 2 9,260 A 

4 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of project 
Arterial 2 7,200 A 

Bold = Substandard per City 

 

 

EXISTING (2013) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 

Peak-hour traffic associated with the proposed project was added to the existing traffic volumes and levels of 

service were determined at the study facilities. As previously discussed, two scenarios were considered as 

part of this scenario. The following is a summary of both scenarios: 
 

 Scenario 1: East Development Area Only 

   Entire Project Assumed “on top of” Existing Uses 
    

 Scenario 2: East and West Development Areas 

   Entire Project Assumed “on top of” Existing Uses 

   New SR-49 @ Crestview Drive intersection 
 

Weekday PM peak-hour turn movement and roadway segment volumes for this analysis scenario are shown 

in Figure 11 and Figure 12. Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix C. 

 

Intersections 

Table 6 presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for the study intersections. As indicated in 

Table 6, the study intersections operate from LOS B to LOS F during the PM peak-hour. 

 

Roadway Segments 

Table 7 presents the peak-hour operating conditions for the study roadway segments. As indicated in Table 

7, the study roadway segments operate from LOS A to LOS F during the PM peak-hour. 
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Figure 11 – Existing (2013) plus East Development Area Traffic Volumes 
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Figure 12 – Existing (2013) plus East and West Development Areas Traffic Volumes 
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Table 6 – Existing (2013) and Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service 
 

# Intersection 
Analysis 

Scenario
+
 

Traffic 

Control 

PM Peak-Hour 

Delay 

(seconds) 
LOS 

1 McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road 

Ex 

TWSC
*
 

21.0 (331.0) C (F) 

Ex+PP (1) 37.8 (620.7) E (F) 

Ex+PP (2) 26.6 (316.6) D (F) 

2 McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps 

Ex 

Signal 

80.4 F 

Ex+PP (1) 127.8 F 

Ex+PP (2) 96.6 F 

3 McKnight Way @ SR-49 NB Ramps 

Ex 

Signal 

15.5 B 

Ex+PP (1) 17.8 B 

Ex+PP (2) 14.7 B 

4 McKnight Way @ S Auburn  St/La Barr Meadows Rd 

Ex 

TWSC
*
 

6.3 (12.7) A (B) 

Ex+PP (1) 134.1 (415.1) F (F) 

Ex+PP (2) 52.8 (182.3) F (F) 

5 SR-49 @ La Barr Meadows Rd 

Ex 

Signal 

9.7 A 

Ex+PP (1) 18.3 B 

Ex+PP (2) 15.5 B 

6 SR-49 @ Crestview Dr 

Ex Not applicable for this scenario 

Ex+PP (1) Not applicable for this scenario 

Ex+PP (2) Signal 50.5 D 
+  

Ex = Existing (2013), Ex+PP (1) = Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project (Scenario 1, east only), EX+PP (2) = Existing 

(2013) plus Proposed Project (Scenario 2, east and west) 
*
  TWSC presented as Overall Intersection (Worst Minor Approach Movement) Bold = Substandard per City 

Shaded Cells indicate Significant Impact as defined by City. 
 

Table 7 – Existing (2013) Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

# Location 
Analysis 

Scenario
+
 

Roadway 

Type 

# 

Lanes 

Daily 

Volume 
LOS 

1 
SR-49 between McKnight Way 

and Crestview Dr 

Ex Two Lane 

Highway 
2 

21,690 E 

Ex+PP (1) 24,970 E 

Ex+PP (2) 

Four Lane 

Multilane 

Highway 

4 32,950 C 

2 
SR-49 

south of Crestview Dr 

Ex Two Lane 

Highway 
2 

21,690 E 

Ex+PP (1) 24,970 E 

Ex+PP (2) 

Four Lane 

Multilane 

Highway 

4 30,790 C 

3 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of McKnight Way 

Ex 

Arterial 2 

9,260 A 

Ex+PP (1) 20,740 F 

Ex+PP (2) 14,030 E 

4 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of project 

Ex 

Arterial 2 

7,200 A 

Ex+PP (1) 9,390 B 

Ex+PP (2) 7,740 A 
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+  
Ex = Existing (2013), Ex+PP (1) = Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project (Scenario 1, east only), EX+PP (2) = 

Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project (Scenario 2, east and west) 

Bold = Substandard per City 

Shaded Cells indicate Significant Impact as defined by City. 
 

 
CUMULATIVE (2035) CONDITIONS 
 

The Cumulative analysis was performed for year 2035 conditions. Cumulative, year 2030, model segment 

data was obtained from the City’s travel demand model. The model’s 2005 to 2030 annual growth rates for 

roadway segments were used to project model volumes to year 2035. These growth rates, as calculated from 

the model, ranged from a negligible amount to as high as approximately 1.4 percent per year. Using the 

industry standard National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) Furness Method, existing year 

turn movement percentages were applied to the model PM-Peak hour segment volumes to establish turning 

movement volumes at each study intersection for Cumulative (2035) Conditions. 

 

In addition, traffic from development projects that were determined to not have been accounted for in the 

current City traffic model’s development conditions was added to the roadway network. A list of these 

projects is provided in Appendix D. 

 

Roadway network changes were assumed to be in place with this analysis scenario and are reflected in 

Figure 13. As depicted, the SR-49 interchange with McKnight Way is shown to be reconfigured to consolidate 

intersections and make use of two roundabout intersections, one on each side of SR-49. This configuration is 

consistent with improvements identified in the City’s Road Impact Fee Update
5
. It is important to note that 

other interchange improvements may ultimately be explored and implemented. The effect of this relative 

uncertainty on this analysis is discussed in greater detail in the Impacts and Mitigations section. 

 

Figure 14 provides the PM peak-hour traffic volumes for this analysis scenario. Volume growth computations 

and analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix D.  
  

Intersections 

Table 8 presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As indicated in 

Table 8, the study intersections operate at LOS B during the PM peak-hour. 
 

Table 8 – Cumulative (2035) Intersection Levels of Service 
 

# Intersection 
Traffic 

Control 

PM Peak-Hour 

Delay 

(seconds) 
LOS 

1 McKnight Wy @ Taylorville Rd/SR-49 SB Ramps Roundabout 15.0 B 

2 Intersection consolidated with interchange reconfiguration 

3 McKnight Wy @ SR-49 NB Ramps/S Auburn St/La Barr Meadows Rd Roundabout 13.3 B 

4 Intersection consolidated with interchange reconfiguration 

5 SR-49 @ La Barr Meadows Rd Signal 11.5 B 

6 SR-49 @ Crestview Dr Not applicable for this scenario 

Bold = Substandard per City 

 

Roadway Segments 

Table 9 presents the peak-hour roadway segment operating conditions for this analysis scenario. As 

indicated in Table 9, the study roadway segments operate from LOS A to LOS C during PM peak-hour. 
 

                                                 
5  

Road Impact Fee Update, City of Grass Valley, August 2008.
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Figure 13 – Cumulative (2035) Network Modifications 
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Figure 14 – Cumulative (2035) Traffic Volumes 
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Table 9 – Cumulative (2035) Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

# Location 
Roadway 

Type 

# 

Lanes 

Daily 

Volume 
LOS 

1 
SR-49 between McKnight Way 

and Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 

Highway 
2 24,170 E 

2 
SR-49 

south of Crestview Dr 

Two Lane 

Highway 
2 24,170 E 

3 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of McKnight Way 
Arterial 2 11,800 C 

4 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of project 
Arterial 2 8,295 A 

* 
Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification, Bold = Substandard per City 

 

 

CUMULATIVE (2035) PLUS PROPOSED PROJECT CONDITIONS 
 

Because the City’s travel demand model includes trips associated with assumed development within the 

eight TAZs included in the proposed project boundary, the assessment of the addition of the proposed 

project required an interim step to remove these already-assumed-trips from the network so that the project 

could be added without “double-counting” project area trips. As reflected in Table 10, to isolate the trips 

that were already assumed to be on the network, it was necessary to first approximate the proportion of 

each TAZ within the project boundary. In other words, how much of the model’s traffic for these eight TAZs 

are within the project boundary and, therefore, should be removed and replaced with project volumes. It is 

important to note that only two of the eight TAZs are entirely contained within the project boundary, 

thereby introducing the need to “proportion” the remaining six TAZ trips. Accordingly, ranging from 100 

percent to fifty percent, these proportions were then used to calculate the model trips that are included in 

the project boundary and are essentially replaced by the proposed project. 
 

Table 10 – TAZ Trip Comparison 
 

% of TAZ Model Model Rezone Model Model Rezone

in Project TAZ

Daily Trips 

(total)

Daily Trips 

(in Proj)
Daily Trips

PM Trips 

(total)

PM Trips 

(in Proj)
PM Trips

100% 350 612 612 1,196 68 68 149

50% 351 981 491 1,178 109 55 138

75% 352 90 68 1,195 10 8 132

50% 353 423 212 455 47 24 63

85% 366 618 525 3,606 56 47 439

100% 374 1221 1,221 50 82 82 23

85% 375 1729 1,469 2,200 147 125 423

50% 407 756 378 11,858 84 42 1,045

Total: 6,430 4,975 21,738 603 450 2,411

East: 5,674 4,597 9,880 519 408 1,366

West: 756 378 11,858 84 42 1,045  
 

As an example, for TAZ 353, 50 percent of the TAZ is within the project boundary. As such, one half of the 

model PM peak-hour trips were calculated (24) and this value was compared to the project’s trips for this 

TAZ (63). This “delta” (39) was the peak-hour volume analyzed in this scenario for this TAZ. Repeating this 

calculation for each TAZ resulted in the addition of a total of 1,961 PM peak-hour trips (2,411-450). As 

depicted in Table 10, the addition of the proposed project results in a net increase of 959 PM peak-hour trips 

(1,366-408) within the East Development Area, and 1,003 (1,045-42) additional PM peak-hour trips within 

the West Development Area. These “net” trips were then added to the Cumulative (2035) volumes and levels 

of service were determined at the study facilities.  
 

Weekday PM peak-hour turn movement and roadway segment volumes for this analysis scenario are shown 

in Figure 15. Analysis worksheets for this scenario are provided in Appendix E. 
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Figure 15 – Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Traffic Volumes 
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Intersections 

Table 11 presents the peak-hour intersection operating conditions for the study intersections.  As indicated 

in Table 11, the study intersections operate from LOS B to LOS E during the PM peak-hour. 
 

Table 11 – Cumulative (2035) and Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Intersection Levels of Service 
 

# Intersection 
Analysis 

Scenario
+
 

Traffic 

Control 

PM Peak-Hour 

Delay 

(seconds) 
LOS 

1 McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road/SR-49 SB Ramps 
Cum 

Roundabout 
15.0 B 

Cum+PP 18.4 C 

2 Intersection consolidated with interchange reconfiguration 

3 
McKnight Way @ SR-49 NB Ramps/S Auburn St/  

La Barr Meadows Rd 

Cum 
Roundabout 

13.3 B 

Cum+PP 21.9 C 

4 Intersection consolidated with interchange reconfiguration 

5 SR-49 @ La Barr Meadows Rd 
Cum 

Signal 
11.5 B 

Cum+PP 13.9 B 

6 SR-49 @ Crestview Dr 
Cum Not applicable for this scenario 

Cum+PP Signal 49.6 D 
+  

Cum = Cumulative (2035), Cum+PP = Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project 

Bold = Substandard per City. Shaded Cells indicate Significant Impact as defined by City. 

 

Roadway Segments 

Table 12 presents the peak-hour operating conditions for the study roadway segments.  As indicated in Table 

12, the study roadway segments operate from LOS A to LOS E during the PM peak-hour. 
 

Table 12 – Cumulative (2035) and Cumulative (2035) plus 

Proposed Project Roadway Segment Levels of Service 
 

# Location 
Analysis 

Scenario
+
 

Roadway 

Type 

# 

Lanes 

Daily 

Volume 
LOS 

1 
SR-49 between McKnight Way 

and Crestview Dr 

Cum 
Two Lane 

Highway 
2 24,170 E 

Cum+PP 

Four Lane 

Multilane 

Highway 

4 33,290 C 

2 
SR-49 

south of Crestview Dr 

Cum 
Two Lane 

Highway 
2 24,170 E 

Cum+PP 

Four Lane 

Multilane 

Highway 

4 31,630 C 

3 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of McKnight Way 

Cum 
Arterial 2 

11,800 C 

Cum+PP 15,390 E 

4 
La Barr Meadows Rd 

south of project 

Cum 
Arterial 2 

8,295 A 

Cum+PP 8,685 A 
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+  
Cum = Cumulative (2035), Cum+PP = Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project 

* 
Considered as “Interstate & Freeway” classification. Bold = Substandard per City 

Shaded Cells indicate Significant Impact as defined by City. 
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION 
 
Standards of Significance 

Project impacts were determined by comparing conditions with the proposed project to those without the 

project.  Impacts are created when traffic from the proposed project forces the LOS to fall below a specific 

threshold. 
 

City standards
1
 specify that “If the project traffic causes an intersection or roadway segment to worsen from 

an acceptable LOS to LOS E or worse, or is distributed to an intersection or roadway segment currently 

operating at an unacceptable LOS, the project is determined to cause a significant impact which must be 

mitigated.“ 
 

Impacts and Mitigation 
 

Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
 

Impacts:  

I1. Intersection #1, McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road 

As shown in Table 6, this intersection operates at acceptable LOS C during the PM peak-hour 

without the project, and the project results in LOS E. This is a significant impact. 
 

I2. Intersection #2, McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps 

As shown in Table 6, this intersection operates at substandard LOS F during the PM peak-hour 

without the project, and the project contributes traffic. This is a significant impact. 
 

I3. Intersection #4, McKnight Way @ S Auburn Street/La Barr Meadows Road 

As shown in Table 6, this intersection operates at acceptable LOS A during the PM peak-hour 

without the project, and the project results in LOS F. This is a significant impact. 
 

I4. Roadway Segment #3, La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

As shown in Table 7, this segment operates at acceptable LOS A without the project, and the 

project results in LOS E or LOS F. This is a significant impact. 
 

Mitigations: 

M1.  Intersection #1, McKnight Way @ Taylorville Road 

The significant impact at this intersection during the PM peak-hour can be mitigated with the 

implementation of the SR-49/McKnight Way interchange reconfiguration. As documented in Table 

11, when the full project is added to the Cumulative (2035) conditions, the interchange 

intersections operate at acceptable levels. Because the Existing (2013) plus project volumes are 

less than Cumulative (2035) plus project volumes, it is reasonable to assume that the interchange 

reconfiguration adequately mitigates the impact at this intersection. 
 

However, this impact for the Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project conditions requires an 

overriding consideration since the impact experienced prior to Cumulative (2035) conditions may 

be unavoidable due to the following factors:  1) the intersection will exceed LOS standards at some 

unknown time before the Cumulative (2025) conditions which is when the intersection 

improvements are presumably in place; 2) the proposed intersection improvements require 

further analysis as well as the analysis of other alternatives; and 3) the collection of mitigation fees 

to fund the improvements are not guaranteed to be assigned to the needed intersection 

improvements. Further traffic analysis will be required to evaluate the effects of each individual 

development within the project that satisfy the requirements for traffic analysis as detailed in the 

City Improvement Standards. When improvements are determined to be feasible, each of these 

individual development projects will be conditioned to mitigate their impacts accordingly. 

M2.  Intersection #2, McKnight Way @ SR-49 SB Ramps 
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The significant impact at this intersection during the PM peak-hour can be mitigated with the 

implementation of the SR-49/McKnight Way interchange reconfiguration. As documented in Table 

11, when the full project is added to the Cumulative (2035) conditions, the interchange 

intersections operate at acceptable levels. Because the Existing (2013) plus project volumes are 

less than Cumulative (2035) plus project volumes, it is reasonable to assume that the interchange 

reconfiguration adequately mitigates the impact at this intersection.  
 

However, this impact for the Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project conditions requires an 

overriding consideration since the impact experienced prior to Cumulative (2035) conditions may 

be unavoidable due to the following factors:  1) the intersection will exceed LOS standards at some 

unknown time before the Cumulative (2025) conditions which is when the intersection 

improvements are presumably in place; 2) the proposed intersection improvements require 

further analysis as well as the analysis of other alternatives; and 3) the collection of mitigation fees 

to fund the improvements are not guaranteed to be assigned to the needed intersection 

improvements. Further traffic analysis will be required to evaluate the effects of each individual 

development within the project that satisfy the requirements for traffic analysis as detailed in the 

City Improvement Standards. When improvements are determined to be feasible, each of these 

individual development projects will be conditioned to mitigate their impacts accordingly. 
 

M3.  Intersection #4, McKnight Way @ S Auburn Street/La Barr Meadows Road 

The significant impact at this intersection during the PM peak-hour can be mitigated with the 

implementation of the SR-49/McKnight Way interchange reconfiguration. As documented in Table 

11, when the full project is added to the Cumulative (2035) conditions, the interchange 

intersections operate at acceptable levels. Because the Existing (2013) plus project volumes are 

less than Cumulative (2035) plus project volumes, it is reasonable to assume that the interchange 

reconfiguration adequately mitigates the impact at this intersection.  
 

However, this impact for the Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project conditions requires an 

overriding consideration since the impact experienced prior to Cumulative (2035) conditions may 

be unavoidable due to the following factors:  1) the intersection will exceed LOS standards at some 

unknown time before the Cumulative (2025) conditions which is when the intersection 

improvements are presumably in place; 2) the proposed intersection improvements require 

further analysis as well as the analysis of other alternatives; and 3) the collection of mitigation fees 

to fund the improvements are not guaranteed to be assigned to the needed intersection 

improvements. Further traffic analysis will be required to evaluate the effects of each individual 

development within the project that satisfy the requirements for traffic analysis as detailed in the 

City Improvement Standards. When improvements are determined to be feasible, each of these 

individual development projects will be conditioned to mitigate their impacts accordingly. 
 

M4.  Roadway Segment #3, La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

The significant impact on this roadway segment cannot be mitigated by widening the segment 

from 2 to 4 lanes (which if possible for the entire roadway length would result in LOS A or LOS B) 

due to the road’s proximity to existing buildings and SR-49.  The impact for the Existing (2013) plus 

Proposed Project conditions requires an overriding consideration since the impact cannot be 

mitigated by widening to 4 lanes. 

 
 

 

 

 

Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
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Impacts:  

I5.   Roadway Segment #3, La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

As shown in Table 12, this segment operates at acceptable LOS C without the project, and the 

project results in LOS E. This is a significant impact. 
 

Mitigations:  

M5.  Roadway Segment #3, La Barr Meadows Road south of McKnight Way 

The significant impact on this roadway segment cannot be mitigated by widening the segment 

from 2 to 4 lanes (which if possible for the entire roadway length would result in LOS A or LOS B) 

due to the road’s proximity to existing buildings and SR-49.  The impact for the Cumulative (2035) 

plus Proposed Project conditions requires an overriding consideration since the impact cannot be 

mitigated by widening to 4 lanes. 

 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

Significant findings of this study include: 
 

� The proposed project is anticipated to generate a total of 21,738 new daily trips and 2,411 new PM 

peak-hour trips. When compared to the City’s originally projected trips for the project area, the 

proposed project results in a net increase of 1,962 PM peak-hour trips. 

� The addition of the proposed project results in four significant impacts under Existing (2013) plus 

Proposed Project conditions. All four of these impacts are considered to be unavoidable and 

therefore will require overriding consideration from the City. 

� The addition of the proposed project results in one significant impact under Cumulative (2035) 

conditions. This impact is considered to be unavoidable and therefore will require overriding 

consideration from the City. 
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Appendix A: 

 

Traffic Count Data Sheets 
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Appendix B: 

 

Analysis Worksheets for 

Existing (2013) Conditions 
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Appendix C: 

 

Analysis Worksheets for 

Existing (2013) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
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Appendix D: 

 

Analysis Worksheets for 

Cumulative (2035) Conditions
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Appendix E: 

 

Analysis Worksheets for 

Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Conditions 
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CITY OF GRASS VALLEY 
Community Development Department 
Thomas Last, Community Development Director 

125 East Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Building Division 
530-274-4340 

Planning Division 
530-274-4330 

Fax 530-274-4399 
A CENTENNIAL 

 

June 21, 2013 

Eileen Moon, Vice Chairperson 
TSi-akim Maidu Tribal Office 
1275 E. Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Subject: 	Native American Consultation (SB 18 Consultation) for the City of Grass 
Valley General Plan Amendment 

Dear Ms. Moon, 

The City of Grass Valley is in the process of amending the General Plan land use map and is 
requesting your review of the Proposed Project to determine if formal consultation is appropriate 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 (Senate Bill 18). The project involves the 
planning applications described below: 

1) General Plan Amendment - The amendment to the General Plan land use designation on 
approximately 420 acres currently in the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

1) Pre- Zoning - The prezoing of approximately 420 acres to achieve consistency with the 
General Plan. 

2) Annexation - The annexation of 120 acres of land on the east side of Highway 49. 

I have attached a copy of the Notice of Preparation previously circulated by the City to provide 
additional background on the project. 

If you have any questions or request a consultation, please call me at (530) 274-4711. 

Sincerely, 

--~D 4� 
ast 

Community Development Director 

www.cityofgrassvalley.com  



CITY OF GRASS VALLEY 
Community Development Department 
Thomas Last, Community Development Director 

125 East Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Building Division 
530-274-4340 

Planning Division 
530-274-4330 

Fax 530-274-4399 
A CENTENNIAL 

 

June 21, 2013 

David Keyser, Chairperson 
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria 
10720 Indian Hill Road 
Auburn, CA 95603 

Subject: 	Native American Consultation (SB 18 Consultation) for the City of Grass 
Valley General Plan Amendment 

Dear Mr. Keyser, 

The City of Grass Valley is in the process of amending the General Plan land use map and is 
requesting your review of the Proposed Project to determine if formal consultation is appropriate 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 (Senate Bill 18). The project involves the 
planning applications described below: 

1) General Plan Amendment - The amendment to the General Plan land use designation on 
approximately 420 acres currently in the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

2) Pre- Zoning - The prezoing of approximately 420 acres to achieve consistency with the 
General Plan. 

3) Annexation - The annexation of 120 acres of land on the east side of Highway 49. 

I have attached a copy of the Notice of Preparation previously circulated by the City to provide 
additional background on the project. 

If you have any questions or request a consultation, please call me at (530) 274-4711.  

Sincerely, 

Thomas Last 
Community Development Director 

www.cityofgrassvalleycom 



CITY OF GRASS VALLEY 
Community Development Department 
Thomas Last, Community Development Director 

125 East Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Building Division 
530-274-4340 

Planning Division 
530-274-4330 

Fax 530-274-4399 
A CENTENNIAL 

 

June 21, 2013 

Wanda Batchelor, Chairperson 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and CA 
919 Highway 395 South 
Gardnerville, NV 89410 

Subject: 	Native American Consultation (SB 18 Consultation) for the City of Grass 
Valley General Plan Amendment 

Dear Ms. Batchelor, 

The City of Grass Valley is in the process of amending the General Plan land use map and is 
requesting your review of the Proposed Project to determine if formal consultation is appropriate 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 (Senate Bill 18). The project involves the 
planning applications described below: 

1) General Plan Amendment - The amendment to the General Plan land use designation on 
approximately 420 acres currently in the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

2) Pre- Zoning - The prezoing of approximately 420 acres to achieve consistency with the 
General Plan. 

3) Annexation � The annexation of 120 acres of land on the east side of Highway 49. 

I have attached a copy of the Notice of Preparation previously circulated by the City to provide 
additional background on the project. 

If you have any questions or request a consultation, please call me at (530) 274-4711. 

Sincerely, 

Ja §s !~a ~st 
Community Development Director 

www.cityofgrassvalley.com  



CITY OF GRASS VALLEY 
Community Development Department 
Thomas Last, Community Development Director 

125 East Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Building Division 
530-274-4340 

Planning Division 
530-274-4330 

Fax 530-274-4399 
A CENTENNIAL 

 

June 21, 2013 

Grayson Coney, Cultural Director 
T’Si-akim Maidu Tribal Office 
1275 E. Main Street 
Grass Valley, CA 95945 

Subject: 	Native American Consultation (SB 18 Consultation) for the City of Grass 
Valley General Plan Amendment 

Dear Mr. Coney, 

The City of Grass Valley is in the process of amending the General Plan land use map and is 
requesting your review of the Proposed Project to determine if formal consultation is appropriate 
pursuant to Government Code Section 65352.3 (Senate Bill 18). The project involves the 
planning applications described below: 

1) General Plan Amendment - The amendment to the General Plan land use designation on 
approximately 420 acres currently in the City’s Sphere of Influence. 

2) Pre- Zoning - The prezoing of approximately 420 acres to achieve consistency with the 
General Plan. 

3) Annexation - The annexation of 120 acres of land on the east side of Highway 49. 

I have attached a copy of the Notice of Preparation previously circulated by the City to provide 
additional background on the project. 

If you have any questions or request a consultation, please call me at (530) 274-4711. 

Sincerely, 
---V) &~� 
Thomas Last 
Community Development Director 

www . cityofgrassvalley.com  
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