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The proposed Loma Rica development raises several questions that, without appropriate Grass Valley City Council action, may lead to a number of negative impacts on our community. Of prime interest to residents of the Banner Mountain area is preserving, or preferably enhancing our fire safety, particularly in regard to evacuation routes. It is clear that emergency traffic (e.g. fire evacuation) will be seriously impacted due to additional traffic loading from the proposed Loma Rica development.  
As County Supervisor Nate Beason points out, realignment of Idaho Maryland and construction of a 2 lane round-about at the relocated intersection with Brunswick is imperative to assure safe fire egress for Banner Mountain area residents. 
County planners’ preferred alternative (and supported by Grass Valley’s District 3 Supervisor Terry Lamphier) is the version illustrated in the attachment. Note that this realigns Idaho-Maryland to avoid the steep section of Brunswick, allows unimpaired access to the proposed intersection and provides for the safest “pass-through” option to access the proposed new Dorsey Drive freeway interchange (should the interchange not be built, the realignment still offers the safest access from Banner Mountain to both directions of Brunswick).
Note that the annexation will transfer control of much of Brunswick Rd. from the County to the City of Grass Valley, so the City will have ultimate control over intersection designs, budget and how it will be funded.  This will create a huge burden for the City. 
Another big question is who pays for it?  I think the GV City Council will approve Loma Rica without placing sufficient responsibility on the developer for the costs of the road changes.  Also, as the City’s budget is severely constrained, the City may yield to cost constraints at the expense of safety and approve a substandard design (for example, one of the City’s proposals was to put a roundabout at the existing intersection, which is at the foot of the steep grade).
The EIR is fought with CEQA loop holes such as “overriding considerations” which justify negative impacts by claiming benefits.  This results in acceptance of the increases in traffic and the other negative environmental impacts which otherwise would preclude City approval.  CEQA also enables the costs of circulation (road)  development and the long-term perpetual costs to the City (all services inc. fire, police, etc.) to be underestimated.  
The proposed development apparently has many other issues, as raised by Supervisor Lamphier in a recent Other Voices (see: http://www.theunion.com/article/20110504/NEWS/110509921&parentprofile=search). All of his points are supported by information found in the EIR and supporting documents, which he is willing to guide people to if requested.
Two examples of potential problems he raised in his column:
The development would trigger need for a new fire station but the development would only be responsible for partial funding annually. The annual operating costs are estimated to be about $1.7 million but the development would only be responsible for about $200,000 or so, raising the question of how the remaining annual $1.5 million would be raised. The documents project that annual property and sales tax revenues to the City will be about $58,000 per year after taking into consideration of the costs of the fire station (and other costs) -- $58,000 is a very small positive margin and is speculative, raising the serious question of how the shortfall for the fire station  would be funded.
Second is that the project fails the EIR/CEQA criteria by dramatically worsening air quality for the Mountain Air Basin, which encompasses our area of the Sierras all the way to the Coastal Range. The EIR states that the problem cannot be completely mitigated but the City is taking the position that there are “overriding considerations” (new jobs, housing, etc which would benefit the Grass Valley area) and there are serious questions regarding those arguments as well.
This appears to be a questionably designed project and a major step backward from what was previously proposed. At the least we should be sure our fire egress safety is preserved.


