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Letter 129 – Petition from Citizens Against Runway Zoning in Penn Valley  

Response 129-A  This petition will be will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to comments 
and will be provided to the County of Nevada decision making bodies for their review 
and consideration. 
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Letter 130 – Planning Commission Hearing, October 10, 2013 

 

Response 130-A: The County Planning Commission considered the request to extend the public review 
period and decided that the public review period would close as scheduled on November 
12, 2013.  The public comment on the Draft EIR was for 60 days which exceeds the 
standard 45-day review period required by CEQA and County Policy.   

Response 130-B:  Please see Response 9-B regarding the Penn Valley Village Focused Economic 
Development Study.  

Response 130-C Please see Response 9-B and Master Response #3. 

Response 130-D Please see Master Response #3.  

Response 130-E Please see Master Responses #1 and #3.  Please see response 10-A and 10-H.  

Response 130-F Please see Master Response #6. Please see Responses 22-F and 22-G and Response 10-
II.       

Response 130-G Please see Responses 130-A and 130-B.  

Response 130-H Mr. Morrill’s letter is included as Letter 21.  

Response 130-I  Please see Response 21-A. 

Response 130-J Please see Response 21-A.  

Response 130-K Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 requires the developer of Site 17 to prepare an oak woodland 
management plan for the protection of sensitive oak woodlands onsite. Please see Response 
26-D.  

Response 130-L The County concurs that approximately 75% of the site has been identified as 
Environmentally Sensitive Area. Please see Master Response #8 regarding the number of 
units on the site.   With regards to development on the site, the Regional Housing Need 
(RH) Combining District requires the following: “Development proposes shall undergo a 
Design Review process and public hearing at the Planning Commission limited to design 
issues only.  No discretionary permit is necessary for the density or use of the site.” (LUDC 
Section L-II 2.7.11.C.5).  This will ensure project design is consistent with surrounding 
area, western Nevada County Design Guidelines and the design criteria established by the 
Higgins Corner Area Plan.  Furthermore, the existing zoning for Site 17 has Scenic 
Corridor (SC) and Site Performance (SP) Combining Districts which will remain.  The SC 
combining district requires future development, “To protect and preserve the scenic 
resources of areas which are adjacent to highways and roads which have been identified as 
having high scenic quality and requiring protection for the benefit of residents and 
visitors.”23  This protection is implemented through the preparation of a Scenic Corridor 
Analysis that is prepared by the developed and reviewed and approved by County Staff.  
The SP combining district provides “for refinements in the site development standards 
and/or the permitted uses in the base zone district with which the SP District regulations 
are combined.”24 As such, site development standards for the site would be adjusted on the 

                                                      
23 County of  Nevada Land Use and Development Code, Section L-II 2.7.7 
24 County of  Nevada Land Use and Development Code, Section L-II 2.7.8 
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site to account for physical constraints such as Ragsdale Creek and sensitive habitats above 
and beyond the development restrictions created by the ESA designations.  

 Response 130-M Please see Master Response #6. 

Response 130-N  The County concurs that any existing sewage treatment facilities would have to be 
removed from Site 16 prior to development.  Please see Master Response #4 regarding a 
future developers obligation to ensure adequate sewer infrastructure and capacity is 
available or to provide adequate sewer facilities prior to development. 

Response 130-O Please see Response 24-I. 

Response 130-P Please see Response 24-I.  All development that would occur as a result of the proposed 
project would have to be served by public water and therefore would not draw from ground 
water supplies.  Additionally, implementation of the proposed project would not require 
homes on Rosewood Road to connect to the NID system. 

Response 130-Q  Please see Master Response #6.  

Response 130-R The County does not concur that the project would result in increased traffic impacts 
along McCourtney Road should site 1 be chosen for rezoning.  As shown in Table 4.15-10 
of the Draft EIR, the traffic generated from the proposed site 1 would not result in any 
change to the level of service at the intersection of McCourtney Road or at the new 
proposed driveway for Site 1.  

Response 130-S The following discussion is provided on page 4.13-15 of the Draft EIR: future 
developments would bring additional annual revenue in the form of increased local 
property taxes and sales taxes that would help offset the increased demand for police 
services by funding increases in police personnel, training and equipment. Furthermore, 
the project developer would be required to pay development impact fees which are intended 
to provide the means which allow the local police and sheriff to maintain the current level 
of service. As such, impacts are considered to be less than significant. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 4.13-1c, which would require the project to provide documentation 
noting adequate response times, would reduce impacts to less than significant. 

Additionally, Mitigation Measure 4.13-1(c) has been revised to include the following 
statement: “The formation of an assessment district may be required to provide adequate 
public safety services.”  The formation of an assessment district, on the proposed units, 
may be used to provide additional funds to the district to allow the District meet the 
required response times to serve future projects. 

Response 130-T Please see Response 55-D.  

Response 130-U Please see Master Response #7 regarding aggregate density.    
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Letter 131 – Penn Valley Chamber of Commerce, December 20, 2013 (Late Letter) 

 

Response 131-A: The County does not concur with this comment.  The traffic analysis in the EIR was 
prepared based on the analysis techniques prescribed by the latest edition (2010) of the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM).  The traffic distribution and analysis are calculated 
using the Synchro 8 analysis software program, which incorporates HCM methodologies.  
Both the HCM and the Synchro traffic modeling program are widely accepted traffic 
analysis tools throughout California and the country for evaluating traffic impacts. No 
traffic mitigation was identified in the Penn Valley area because the proposed project does 
not change the level of service at any existing intersections in Penn Valley.   

Response 131-B:  The County does not concur with this comment.  Traffic impacts are not based solely by 
the amount or percentage increase on of traffic on the road.  The amount of existing 
roadway capacity or existing intersection performance is also taken into account.   

 The following excerpt if from page 4.15-18 of the Draft EIR which explains the 
methodology for calculating project trip generation: 

In accordance with the Nevada County policies and the City of Grass 
Valley Policy Adopting Traffic Impact Study Methodology and Evaluation 

Criteria for Critical Intersections, traffic counts were performed during 
the PM peak hour (4:00 PM to 6:00 PM) at the twenty eight study 
intersections in the vicinity of the project area on November 8, 2012.  The 
PM peak hour is defined by the highest hour for overall traffic volumes or 
the worst-case traffic conditions during the day.  This is reflective of 
typical travel patterns throughout Nevada County and due to the low 
number of retail-related trips that take place during the AM peak hour.  In 
addition, the project trip generation rate is highest during the PM peak 
hour.   

The trip generation per dwelling unit for the proposed project land use of 
multi-family housing (ITE Land Use # 230 Condominiums / Townhouse) 
is highest during the PM peak hour, at 0.44 trips during the AM peak hour, 
0.52 trips per during the PM peak hour, and 0.47 trips during the weekend 
peak hour. 

As shown in Tables 4.15-9 and 4.15-10 of the Draft EIR the proposed project does not 
reduce the level of service at any of the intersections in Penn Valley below the threshold 
of minimum level of service. Table 4.15-1 provides an explanation of the different levels 
of service.  More specifically, the level of service only changed for two intersections in 
Penn Valley.  The intersection of SR 20/Penn Valley Road went from an existing LOS B 
to LOS C which is an acceptable level of service for Caltrans as noted on page 4.15-45 of 
the Draft EIR.  The other intersection to have a change in Penn Valley is the intersection 
of Penn Valley Drive/Broken Oak Court.  As an unsignalized intersection, this intersection 
would change for LOS A to LOS B.  LOS B exceeds the County’s minimum level of service 
threshold of LOS D. For these reasons, potential traffic impacts on intersections in Penn 
Valley are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required. It should be noted 
that Table 4.15-10 shows the Grass Valley intersections in which mitigation is required 
operating at LOS F.       
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Response 131-C Please see Response 131-B regarding the level of service at intersections in Penn Valley.  
All of the intersections meet or exceed Caltrans and County thresholds for minimum levels 
of service.   No left turn lane on Penn Valley Drive onto Broken Oak court is required 
because the volumes of traffic of Penn Valley drive do not warrant a left turn lane.  No 
roadway improvements are proposed or required on Penn Valley Drive between Highway 
20 and Spenceville Road.  Based on the traffic analysis no impacts on this roadway segment 
have been identified.  

Response 131-D  The main entrance to Western Gateway Park is approximately 0.5 mile west of the 
proposed sites in Penn Valley.  As shown in Figure 4.15-5B in the Draft EIR the majority 
of the PM peak hour traffic, the time of the day when the most project traffic is generated, 
goes in the other direction to the east toward the Penn Valley Village Area and toward the 
Penn Valley Road/Highway 20 intersection.  As such, the majority of the project traffic 
would not cross the park entrance.  Special events at the park would be expected to occur 
in evenings, weekends, and holidays when traffic volumes on the roadways would be less 
than the weekday peaks.  No traffic impacts at the park entrance intersection or on Penn 
Valley Drive along the park frontage have been identified under the existing or the existing 
plus project scenarios.  For these reasons, potential impacts associated with events at 
Western Gateway Park are considered less than significant and no mitigation is required.   

Response 131-E As noted in Response 131-D above, the majority of the project traffic from the project site 
will travel east from the proposed sites toward the Penn Valley Village center.  Table 4.15-
9 shows that the project will not change the level of service at the Pleasant Valley 
Road/Highway 20 intersection.  This is a signalized intersection and under the Caltrans 
threshold of maintaining a LOS C.  The LOS will remain at C with the addition of project 
traffic.  For these reasons, potential traffic impacts are less than significant and no 
mitigation is required.  

Response 131-F The County does not concur with this comment.  Please see Response 131-B above. 
Traffic impacts are not measured by percentage of increase alone, but on the capacity of 
the existing roadway and or performance of the relevant intersections.  No new impacts 
were identified as a result of this comment letter and no changes were made to the EIR.      

Response 131-G The County does not concur that any new issues or new impacts have been identified as 
a result of this letter. The public comment on the Draft EIR was for 60 days which exceeds 
the standard 45-day review period required by CEQA and County Policy. Additionally, the 
County held three public comment meetings, one in each of the proposed areas, in addition 
to Planning Commission hearing during the public review period. As requested, the County 
has responded to this letter even though it was received approximately 1-month after the 
close of the public comment period for the Draft EIR.  This comment letter will be included 
in the Final EIR for consideration by the County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors.  
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Letter 132 – Petition 

Response 132-A This petition will be will be included in the Final EIR as part of the response to 
comments and will be provided to the County of Nevada decision making bodies for their review and 
consideration.  
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