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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Shasta County Department of Resource Management (County), as Lead Agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), was responsible for preparing the Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(DEIR) for the proposed Tierra Robles Planned Development (Z10-002/TM 1996) (State Clearinghouse No. 
2012102051) that was circulated for public review on October 24, 2017, and the Partial Recirculated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (RDEIR) that was circulated for public review on December 18, 2020.  
 
Subsequent to the DEIR being released for public review, changes to the regulatory environment related 
to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change, Energy Consumption, and Traffic and Circulation 
occurred. Therefore, these sections of the DEIR were revised accordingly. In addition, revisions to the 
Utilities and Service Systems section of the DEIR was needed because the water supply analysis was 
revised to identify an alternative water source during dry years, and a discussion of the feasibility and 
reliability of that source was warranted. Additional revisions to the Traffic and Circulation section of the 
DEIR were needed related to mitigation to minimize traffic impacts to the Deschutes Road and Cedro Lane 
intersection. Lastly, due to recent legislative changes to CEQA, a new Wildfire section was included in the 
RDEIR.   
 
Both the DEIR and RDEIR were prepared in conformance with CEQA (California Public Resources Code 
[PRC] §21000 et seq.), California CEQA Statutes and Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 
14, §15000 et seq.), and the rules, regulations, and procedures for implementation of CEQA, as adopted 
by the County. Comments on both documents were received from agencies, the public, and other 
stakeholders. All comments received on the DEIR and RDEIR and responses to those comments are 
included within this Final EIR. 
 
This Final EIR is intended to and does, allow the public and the Lead Agency an opportunity to review the 
previous and current comments and responses, and any revisions to the DEIR and RDEIR that were made 
as a result of the comments received. Comments received did result in some revisions and refinements to 
the components and language in both the DEIR and RDEIR, all of which are listed in the following section 
of this chapter. The Final EIR serves as the environmental document to support a decision on the proposed 
project. The Final EIR is comprised of the following elements: 
 

• Draft EIR (DEIR) 
• Partial Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) 
• DEIR and RDEIR Technical Appendices  
• Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) 
• Comments and Responses 

 
After completing the Final EIR, and before approving the project, pursuant to §15090 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines the decision-making body must certify: 
 

• That the Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA; 
• That the Final EIR was presented to the decision-making body of the Lead Agency, and the 

decision-making body reviewed and considered the information in the Final EIR prior to approving 
the project; and 
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• That the Final EIR reflects the Lead Agency’s independent judgment and analysis. 
 
Additionally, pursuant to §15093(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, when a Lead Agency approves a project 
that would result in significant, unavoidable impacts that are disclosed in a Final EIR, the agency must 
submit in writing its reasons for supporting the approved actions. This is referred to as the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations. These certifications and the Findings of Fact are included in a separate Findings 
document. Both the Final EIR and the Findings document have been submitted to the Planning 
Commission for consideration prior to taking action on the proposed project. 
 

ES1. PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 
 
The DEIR for the proposed Tierra Robles Planned Development was circulated for review and comment 
by the public, agencies, and organizations in 2017. The DEIR was also circulated to State agencies for 
review through the State Clearinghouse, Office of Planning and Research. The public review period was 
originally noticed to begin on October 24, 2017 and end at 5:00 p.m. on December 7, 2017. The close of 
the public review period was subsequently extended to December 29, 2017. 
 
The planning and environmental review process has been ongoing since 2012 and has followed the CEQA 
requirements of public notice and review since that time. As required by State CEQA Guidelines §15082, 
the County issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 26, 2012 that summarized the proposed 
project, stated its intention to prepare an EIR, and requested comments from interested parties. The NOP 
also included notice of the County’s public scoping meeting on November 8, 2012. The review period for 
the NOP ended on November 26, 2012. Fifty-four (54) comment letters were submitted by private 
individuals during the scoping process, and approximately forty-seven (47) individuals presented oral 
comments during the November 8, 2012 scoping meeting. In addition to private individuals, five (5) 
government agencies and two (2) private organizations submitted written and/or oral comments. An EIR 
for the project was not completed or circulated at this time and the environmental review process did not 
recommence until 2016. 
 
Due to the amount of time that passed since the NOP was issued in 2012 and changes to the proposed 
project, a revised NOP was issued on February 19, 2016, with the review period ending on March 25, 2016. 
All written comments received during the review period were also reviewed prior to preparation of the 
DEIR. Forty-one (41) comment letters were submitted by private individuals during the NOP comment 
period. In addition to private individuals, four (4) government agencies and one (2) private organizations 
submitted written comments. 
 
After issuance of the 2016 NOP, the DEIR was prepared in compliance with CEQA. The DEIR was circulated 
for public review on October 24, 2017, with the review period ending on December 7, 2017. Due to 
reported difficulties by the public accessing the DEIR, the close of the public review period was extended 
by the County to December 29, 2017. Ninety (90) written responses (i.e., comment letters and email 
correspondence) were received on the DEIR. 
 
As discussed above, changes to the regulatory environment related to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases and 
Climate Change, Energy Consumption, and Transportation and Circulation occurred subsequent to the 
DEIR being released for public review, resulting in the need to recirculate those sections of the DEIR. In 
addition, revisions to the analysis in the Utilities and Service Systems and Traffic and Circulation sections 



TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL EIR November 2021 ES-3 FINAL EIR EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

were needed. Lastly, due to recent legislative changes to CEQA, a new Wildfire section was included in 
the RDEIR. 
 
The RDEIR was circulated for public review on December 18, 2020, with the review period ending on 
February 2, 2021. Copies of the RDEIR were made available for review at the Shasta County Department 
of Resource Management, Anderson Branch Library, Redding Branch Library, and on the Shasta County 
website. 
 
As shown above and in compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines, the City has taken all steps needed to 
maximize opportunities for interested individuals, parties, and agencies to participate in the 
environmental process. During the preparation of the DEIR and RDEIR, all required efforts were made to 
contact various federal, State, regional, and local government agencies and other interested parties to 
solicit comments, which are provided for review and consideration below, and to inform the public of the 
proposed project. 
 
Section 14.0, COMMENTS AND RESPONSES, of this Final EIR contains the list of persons, organizations and 
public agencies commenting on the content and adequacy of the RDEIR. Additions or modifications to the 
proposed project and/or mitigation measures as a result of comments are shown in the section 
immediately following. These changes, as well as discussion in all three documents (DEIR, RDEIR, and Final 
EIR), will be considered by the Planning Commission prior to making a decision to approve or deny the 
proposed project. 
 

ES2 ERRATA TO THE DEIR AND RDEIR TEXT 
 
This section includes minor edits and revisions to both the DEIR and RDEIR. Revisions herein do not result 
in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant new information, nor do they alter 
the conclusions of the environmental analysis. Added or modified text is underlined (example) while 
deleted text is struck out (example). 
 
This section has been prepared in response to comments received on the DEIR and RDEIR. Additional 
editorial changes initiated by County staff are also hereby incorporated. These clarifications and 
modifications are not considered to result in any new or greater impacts than identified and addressed in 
the DEIR and RDEIR. To avoid redundancy, it should be assumed that additions, modifications, or deletions 
of text within the DEIR and RDEIR are reflected in Section 2.0, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, and Section 9.0, 
INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES. Changes are listed by page and where appropriate by paragraph. 
 
The revisions, as noted below, fall within the scope of the both the original project analysis included in 
the DEIR and RDEIR, and do not result in an increase to any identified impacts or produce any new impacts 
not previously disclosed. No new significant environmental impact would result from the changes or from 
a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. Therefore, no significant revisions have been 
made which would require recirculation of the RDEIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 
(Recirculation of an EIR Prior to Certification). Consistent with §15088.5(b) of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
recirculation of an EIR is not required where changes or new information added to the EIR merely clarifies 
for amplifies or makes insignificant modifications to an adequate EIR.  
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GLOBAL CHANGE 
 
All DEIR and RDEIR references to the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) shall be updated 
to reflect the following language: 
 
Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) or Tierra Robles Homeowners Association (TRHOA). 
 
SECTION 1.0 – INTRODUCTION 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 1.0, INTRODUCTION, of the RDEIR. 
 
SECTION 2.0 – EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Changes or revisions noted throughout the ERRATA result in similar but minor changes and points of 
clarification to Section 2.0, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, of the DEIR.  
 
SECTION 3.0 – PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
For clarification purposes, page 3-20 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
A series of internally looped roads with right-of-way ranging between 50 to 60 feet in width would be 
connected to this main road which would provide access to the internal lots of the proposed project. The 
southerly terminus of Tierra Robles Lane is at the northerly terminus of Northgate Drive, a road used for 
over 40 years as access to the southeast corner of the proposed project site. The proposed connection 
with Northgate Road would be gated per County fire standards and used for reciprocal emergency access 
only. 
 
For clarification purposes, page 3-33 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
Overall construction activities would include grubbing/clearing of the project site, cut/fill and compaction 
of soils, installation of utilities (e.g. underground power, sewer, water, telephone, and storm drainage 
facilities), construction of proposed buildings, and the paving of approximately 52.8 17.2 acres of internal 
roadways. 
 
This change was made in response to Comment 2-9 on the RDEIR. 
 
SECTION 4.0 – BASIS OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 4.0, BASIS OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS, of the DEIR.  
 
SECTION 5.0 – DESCRIPTION OF ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
MEASURES 
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Section 5.1 – Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.2 – Agricultural Resources 
 
In response to comments from the project applicant, University of California Cooperative Extension 
Shasta County staff performed an independent expert analysis of the number of Animal Unit Months 
(AUMs) available on the site. Based upon the results of this analysis, the County concluded that the DEIR 
overestimated the number of AUM available on the site. Therefore, it has been determined that the 
DEIR was overly conservative and required mitigation that was not proportional to the project’s impacts 
to grazing land. Based on this revised analysis, the grazing land mitigation requirement was reduced 
from 1,044.2 AUM to 396.5 AUM. 
 
As a result of this updated analysis, the discussion of potential impacts on grazing land on page 5.2-18, 
Table 5.2-8, and Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 of the DEIR have been revised as follows: 
 
The lands to be protected under the conservation easement should provide an equivalent or greater 
grazing capacity than the development site.  Grazing capacity is defined in terms of “Animal-Unit Months 
(AUM),” which is based on the amount of forage production needed to support one cow and calf for a 
month (26 pounds of dry matter per day). As shown in Table 5.2-8, GRAZING LAND CONVERSION AND 
MITIGATION REQUIREMENT, the project site provides approximately 1,354.1 492.2 AUMs. A total of 95.7 
309.9 AUMs would be preserved within Resource Management Area 5-1 areas designated as Open Space. 
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For clarification purposes, Table 5.2-8 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 

Table 5.2-8 (REVISED) 
GRAZING LAND CONVERSION AND MITIGATION REQUIREMENT 

Map Unit Symbol Soil Name Total Acres 
Acres not Designated 

as Grazing Land1 

Acres 
Preserved 

In 
RMA 5-1 

Acres 
Impacted 

AUM/Acre 
(Based on Soil Type)2 

Mitigation 
Needed 
(AUM) 

Ad Anderson gravelly 
sandy loam 33.32  33.32 0 1.32 0 

Ae 
Anderson gravelly 

sandy loam, 
moderately deep 

27.65  0 27.65 1.32 36.50 

CfA Churn gravelly loam, 
deep, 0-3% slopes 6.7 6.7 0 0 1.98 0 

CgB Clough gravelly loam, 
3-8% slopes 60.41 16.88 0 43.53 1.32 57.46 

IeD Inks-Pentz complex, 5-
30% slopes 50.93  50.93 0 0.4 0 

IeE Inks-Pentz complex, 
30-50% slopes 105.02  56.11 48.91 0.4 19.56 

NeC 
Newtown gravelly 

loam, 8-15% slopes 176.57 2.23 0 174.34 0.8 139.47 

RcA 
Red Bluff gravelly 
loam, moderately 
deep, 0-3% slopes 

119.8 12.89 0 106.91 0.6 64.15 

RcB 
Red Bluff gravelly 
loam, moderately 
deep, 3-8% slopes 

135.45  4.24 131.21 0.6 78.73 

RdA 
Redding gravelly 

loam, 0-5% slopes, 
moist, MLRA 17 

8.23  8.23 0 0.6 0 

ReA 
Redding-Red Bluff 

gravelly loams, 0-3% 
slopes 

1.12  0 1.12 0.6 0.67 

StD Supan gravelly loam, 
15-30% slopes 1.37  1.37 0 1.0 0 

Total 726.57 38.7 154.2 533.67  396.5 
1 As mapped by the California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) 
2 University of California Cooperative Extension - Shasta County 
Sources:  Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2017; USDA, Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service. 1974. 
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Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 on page 5.2-19 of the DEIR has been revised as follows:  
 
MM 5.2-2: The loss of agricultural (grazing) lands on the subject property shall be offset through 

establishment of a conservation easement providing for agricultural use of offsite lands 
in perpetuity. Shasta County or a qualified land conservation organization shall facilitate 
the establishment of the conservation easement. The conservation easement shall be 
held by a conservation-oriented third party acceptable to Shasta County. The offsite 
agricultural lands shall be located in Shasta County and shall provide a grazing capacity of 
at least 1,044 396.5 Animal-Unit Months (AUMs). An Operation and Management Plan 
identifying the land to be protected, acceptable land uses, management practices, and a 
reporting program shall be provided for Shasta County review and acceptance prior to 
establishment of the easement. All costs associated with establishing the conservation 
easement shall be the responsibility of the project applicant. 

 
Section 5.3 – Air Quality 
 
For internal consistency with Mitigation Measure 5.7-1 on page 5.7-21 of the RDEIR, Mitigation Measure 
5.3-2 on page 5.3-20 of the RDEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
MM 5.3-2: Prior to the issuance of individual building permits, the Shasta County Building Division 

Department shall confirm that all construction documents and specifications stipulate 
that the installation of wood-burning and natural gas fireplaces is prohibited. Natural 
gas fireplaces are acceptable. 

 
 
Section 5.4 – Biological Resources 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-5 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
The grassland areas can have values has moderate values for wildlife species. The grassland provides 
habitat for a variety of mammals such as black-tailed deer, coyote, mice, gophers, and moles. Reptiles 
expected to utilize the grassland may include gopher snakes, rattlesnakes, and kingsnakes. The grassland 
may also provide potential nesting habitat for ground-nesting migratory birds such as killdeer and 
California quail, which were observed on the site during the field inspections. Pacific treefrogs were 
observed in pools associated with Clough Creek on the site. 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-6 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
Although no salmonids were observed during the field surveys, Clough Creek and the unnamed seasonal 
stream in the eastern portion of the site provide potential rearing/spawning habitat for salmonids during 
spring and early summer when flows are adequate and water temperatures are below 77oF. Additionally, 
the streams support a variety of freshwater invertebrates, and the shallow waters and the relatively short 
duration of ponding provide marginally suitable breeding habitat for Pacific tree frogs and western toads. 
These streams also provide potential habitat for western pond turtles during spring and early summer. 
Standing pools in the unnamed seasonal stream that drains the eastern portion of the project site were 
inhabited by bluegill and mosquitofish. Common garter snakes may forage for frogs and toads along the 
seasonal streams; waterfowl may forage for invertebrates. In addition, the presence of water within these 
drainages for most of the year and the greater diversity of vegetative composition are natural attractions 
for wildlife.  Though not quantified during the field surveys, deer, turkey, raccoon, fox, bobcat, ducks and 
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various songbird species were observed within these drainages in greater numbers than the upland oak 
woodlands. The streams have moderate values to wildlife given the variety of species that may be present. 

 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-6 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
Wetlands on the project site include wet swales located in the central and southern portions of the site, 
two seasonal ponds (associated with Clough Creek and the unnamed stream that flows from north to 
southeast across the eastern side of the project site), and a seep located in the eastern portion of the site. 
These water features can provide some value to wildlife species given their large-ranging size (the largest 
is 11,543 square feet) and increased ponding duration. The wet swales support ostracods and caddisflies, 
and provides marginal breeding habitat for frogs. Similar to the wet swales, the ponds on the site have 
very low value to wildlife species given their very small size, shallow depth, and brief duration of ponding. 
The ponds provide marginal breeding habitat for frogs. 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-24 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 

 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-42 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
Weed Species. A number of introduced weed species are present in the study area. The proposed project 
could potentially introduce additional weed species into the study area or facilitate the spread of unique 
weed species to other locations. The potential for introduction and spread of weeds can be 
avoided/minimized by using only certified weed-free erosion control materials, mulch, and seed; 
precluding the use of rice straw in riparian areas; limiting any import or export of fill to material known to 
be weed free; and requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all equipment at a 
commercial wash facility prior to entering the County and the project site (if the equipment has most 
recently been used within the County, cleaning would not be required), and requiring the contractor to 
thoroughly wash all equipment upon completion of its onsite use. With implementation of MM 5.4-1d 
impacts with respect to weed species would be less than significant. 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-48 has been revised to read as follows: 
 
However, as described in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, and in accordance with the Design 
Guidelines prepared by Shasta Red, LLC, for the project, lighting should will be carefully used and oriented 
downward or shielded to minimize glare to enhance the overall design concept of the home in an 
aesthetically pleasing manner. 
 
 
 
 
 

Oval-
leaved 
viburnum 

Viburnum 
ellipticum 2B.3 

Oval-leaved viburnum is a perennial 
deciduous shrub that occurs in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, and 
lower montane coniferous forests. The 
species often occurs on north-facing 
slopes covered by dense brush. Oval-
leaved viburnum is found between 700 
and 4,600 feet in elevation. The 
flowering period is May and June. 

In California, oval-leaved viburnum is considered a 
California native species an introduced weed. 
Review of CNDDB records found that oval-leaved 
viburnum has been reported within 10 miles of the 
project area. However, CDFW does not consider 
oval-leaved viburnum to be a special-status 
species. No further evaluation of this species is 
warranted. Oval-leaved viburnum was not 
observed during the botanical surveys and is not 
expected to be present. 
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For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 5.4-1a on page 5.4-49 of the DEIR has been revised as 
follows: 
 
MM 5.4-1a: Subject to review and approval by the Shasta County Resource Management Department 

Director, and prior to the removal of any vegetation, the applicant shall establish an 
offsite conservation easement covering a minimum of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland 
in Shasta County. A detailed management plan guiding long-term preservation of the oak 
woodland, which may include a regulated intensity of grazing on the site, shall be 
provided for Shasta County and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife review and 
acceptance prior to establishment of the easement. The management plan shall identify 
monitoring and maintenance activities, conservation easement and deed restriction 
terms, the easement holder, and remedial actions to be taken if the management plan 
objectives are not met.   

 
A conservation-oriented third-party entity acceptable to Shasta County and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife shall hold the conservation easement and shall be 
responsible for ongoing monitoring and management of the site in accordance with the 
management plan. 
 
Monitoring reports shall be submitted to Shasta County and the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife at least once every three years; if management problems are identified 
or other concerns arise, the County may require submittal of more frequent reports (up 
to two per year) until the concerns are adequately addressed. Management activities 
shall be funded through an endowment account established by the project applicant or 
through fees collected by the Tierra Robles Community Services District.  

 
For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 5.4-1d on page 5.4-50 of the DEIR has been revised as 
follows: 
 
MM 5.4-1d:  Grading plans prepared by the project applicant shall note the following construction 

specifications designed to avoid the introduction and spread of weeds: 

• Using only certified weed-free erosion control materials, mulch, and seed. 
• Precluding the use of rice straw in riparian areas. 
• Limiting any import or export of fill material to material known to be weed free. 
• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all equipment at a 

commercial wash facility prior to entering the County, and the project site. If the 
equipment has most recently been used within the County, cleaning is not 
required. 

• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all equipment at a 
commercial wash facility immediately upon termination of its use at the project 
site. 

• The project contractor shall continuously comply with the above stated 
measures throughout the duration of onsite and offsite construction activities. 

 
Red Bluff dwarf rush mitigation has been revised based on comments from the project applicant. The 
revised mitigation measure provides flexibility regarding the design of the project and Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) based on Red Bluff dwarf rush populations at the time of construction while 
still providing protection and specific performance standards for the mitigation of impacted Red Bluff 
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dwarf rush. Mitigation Measure 5.4-1e on pages 5.4-50 and 5.4-51 of the DEIR has been revised as 
follows: 
 

MM 5.4-1e:   Potential impacts to Red Bluff dwarf rush (RBDR) shall be avoided and minimized with 
implementation of the following: 

• The project shall be designed to avoid all RBDR habitat. 

• The areal extent of the RBDR habitat within the project site shall be delineated 
and density of the Red Bluff dwarf rush population shall be documented by a 
qualified biologist within the blooming period prior to construction activities. 
Habitat to be delineated consists of vernally moist areas, including vernal pools 
and swales within the basins valley grassland, chaparral, and foothill woodland 
areas, between elevation from 300 to 1,000 feet (90 to 305 meters) botanist 
through at least two years of baseline monitoring in non-drought years. 
Monitoring shall be completed prior to final design of Lots 60-69 and 77-79, as 
well as the roads bordering these lots.  

• The delineated habitat shall be protected during construction phases by the 
placement of plastic netting 50 feet outside the delineated area. This fenced 
protected area shall be signed every 100 feet to indicate a non-disturbance area. 
This fence shall be inspected weekly throughout the construction period to 
ensure structural integrity. 

• Upon establishment of the baseline Red Bluff dwarf rush population boundary, 
the adjoining building envelopes, RMAs, and roads shall be redesigned to 
provide a minimum 100-foot buffer between the plant population and all roads 
and building envelopes.  

• The spring following construction activities within the general area, the RBDR 
habitat identified shall be surveyed, by a qualified biologist, to assess impacts 
resulting from construction activities. This survey will note any change in 
vegetative composition and hydrological process within the delineated habitat 
area. Baseline data for this follow-up survey may be found in the Tierra Robles 
subdivision development basin G supplementary hydrology analysis prepared by 
S2~J2 Engineering, 2016 and the Tierra Robles Biological Review prepared by 
WRM, 2015. 

• If the post construction survey finds that impacts resulting from construction 
activities to the delineated habitat to be greater than 10 percent of the area or 
there is a hydrological change of greater than 20 percent, off site mitigation shall 
be purchased from an approved mitigation bank at a ratio of 2:1. 

• Low (±24-inch tall) post-and-cable fencing shall be constructed around the Red 
Bluff dwarf rush population prior to construction on any of Lots 60-69 or 77-79. 
The fencing shall be a minimum of 100 feet from the outer edge of the plant 
population. A conservation-oriented third-party entity acceptable to Shasta 
County shall be responsible for annual monitoring of the fence in perpetuity, and 
for ensuring that the fence is maintained in good condition at all times.  
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• Treated effluent from the onsite wastewater treatment plant shall not be 
disposed within 200 feet of the RBDR habitat area Red Bluff dwarf rush 
population.  

• Roadside runoff shall pass through a minimum of 50 feet of vegetated habitat 
prior to entry into the delineated RBDR habitat area. 

• The project applicant shall preserve an offsite population of Red Bluff dwarf rush 
in perpetuity. The offsite preserve shall support an areal extent and density of 
Red Bluff dwarf rush equal to or greater than that of the onsite population. The 
mitigation site and a surrounding upland buffer shall be protected through 
implementation of deed restrictions or a conservation easement, and 
implementation of a management plan approved by Shasta County and CDFW. 
A third-party conservation-oriented entity acceptable to Shasta County shall 
hold the conservation easement and be responsible for monitoring and 
maintenance of the mitigation site in perpetuity, with the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District funding implementation of the management plan 
in perpetuity. 

 
For clarification purposes, page 5.4-54 of the DEIR has been revised to as follows: 
 
Streams corridors are considered primary locations for wildlife migration corridors. However, 
implementation of the proposed project, would not incur development along streams. The RMA within 
each residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from property lines, stream channels and/or 
critical natural resources. These areas would remain undisturbed and would be managed by the private 
landowner under direction of the TRCSD/TRHOA. These areas would allow for travel corridors for wildlife. 
Additionally, the open space preserves, which accounts for more than a quarter of the total acres of the 
site, would also remain undeveloped under management of the TRCSD/TRHOA and would allow for 
wildlife movement and continued use for bird or bat nurseries. Regardless, wildlife movement would be 
impeded to some degree, but would not be considered a significant impact. Native wildlife nursery sites 
would be potentially impacted as discussed in Impact 5.4-1, above; however, implementation of MM 
5.4-1g, MM 5.4-1h, MM 5.4-1i, and MM 5.4-1k would reduce impacts to birds and bats.   
 
Section 5.5 – Cultural Resources 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.5-1 of the DEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
The purpose of this section is to identify any potential cultural resources within or adjacent to the 
proposed project, and to assist the Lead Agency, in this case Shasta County, in determining whether such 
resources meet the office definitions of “historical resources,” as provided in the California PRC, in 
particular under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The analysis in this section has been 
prepared in accordance with §15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which considers the potential 
impacts on prehistoric, historic, and paleontological resources. This section describes the potential 
cultural resources within the project study area, and the applicable regulations that govern those 
resources. The following analysis of the potential environmental impacts related to recreation cultural 
resources is derived from the following sources and agencies: 
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Section 5.6 – Geology and Soils 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.6, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.7 – Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE, of the 
RDEIR.  
 
Section 5.8 – Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.8, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, of the DEIR. 
 
Section 5.9 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.10 – Land Use and Planning 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.11 – Noise 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.11, NOISE, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.12 – Population and Housing 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.13 – Public Services and Fiscal Impacts 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.14 – Recreation 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.14, RECREATION, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.15 – Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.15, TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES, of the DEIR.  
 
Section 5.16 – Traffic and Circulation 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.16-32 of the RDEIR has been revised to read as follows: 
 
A series of internally looped roads with right-of-way ranging between 50 feet to 60 feet in width would 
be connected to Tierra Robles Parkway which would provide access to the internal lots of the proposed 
project. An approved secondary emergency access per Shasta County Fire Safety standards would consist 
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of an emergency access easement across Lot No. 81 and Lot No. 98 and a 5.23-acre offsite extension of 
the proposed new access road to Old Alturas Road.  The southerly terminus of Tierra Robles Lane is located 
at the northerly terminus of Northgate Drive.  The proposed connection with Northgate Road would be 
gated per County fire standards and used for reciprocal emergency access only. Potential long-term 
impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant. 
 
This change was made in response to Comment 2-15 on the RDEIR. 
 
Section 5.17 – Utilities and Service Systems 
 
For clarification purposes, Note 2 of Table 5.17-2 Summary of Water Supply Sources on page 5.17-4 of 
the RDEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
2 Groundwater wells are currently only used to supplement surface water in short and long-term 
shortages. 4,200 AFY is estimated to be the maximum capacity of the existing wells. Additional 
groundwater wells are planned for construction every 10 years starting in 2020 increasing groundwater 
by 810 AFY per well. BVWD did not drill a well in 2020 as planned. 
 
This change was made in response to Comment 3-3 on the RDEIR. 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.17-30 of the RDEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
How this works mechanically is CCCSD would pump 100-acre feet of groundwater from their existing wells 
over the course of multiple months during a dry year to serve existing CCSD customers. In exchange, CVP 
designated water from the Whiskeytown reservoir This water would be transported through CCCSD’s 
existing underground aqueduct from its facilities near the Whiskeytown Reservoir Dam and released into 
the Sacramento River just below the Keswick Dam northeast of city of Redding. BVWD would pump a 
commensurate amount of water from the Sacramento River from their existing intake station 
approximately 0.25-mile down river from the Sundial Bridge in Redding. No new facilities or infrastructure 
would be required to complete this transfer.  
 
Therefore, based upon the information provided by the project applicant, the publicly available data 
regarding groundwater conditions, and historic use data provided by CCCSD, the proposed supplemental 
water supply would be a feasible method to address MM 5.17-4b. 
 
While the potential supply of supplemental water from CCCSD is addressed in this section, this is not the 
only potential available option. MM 5.17-4b provides both assurances and flexibility. The assurance is that 
the mitigation must be satisfied before development may occur (i.e., development is curtailed if sufficient 
water is not available). The flexibility is that potential supplies of supplemental water other than from 
CCCSD may be utilized to satisfy the requirements of MM 5.17-4b.  

For example, as explained in this section two other water providers could potentially provide 
supplemental water. The McConnell Foundation has a contract to receive 5,100 AFY of Central Valley 
Project (CVP) water each year, without any shortage provision curtailment. Additionally, BVWD has a long-
term transfer agreement with the Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District for 1,536 AFY of CVP water. 

Further, to the extent supplemental water supplies would need to come from groundwater, draft sections 
of the Enterprise Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the Anderson Groundwater Sustainability Plan (the 
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applicable groundwater basins) both demonstrate that groundwater levels are and have been stable for 
many years, even when groundwater pumping has increased in the past during dry years.1 Thus, a 
nominal, temporary increase in pumping to satisfy the project's potential supplemental water needs in a 
multiple dry-year scenario would not have a significant effect on the environment. This conclusion is also 
supported by analysis in this section. 

It is also important to consider that the project and its anticipated water demand are specifically 
referenced and included in BVWD's Urban Water Management Plan, both in 2015 and in the 2020 Update 
(Exhibit C to the Tierra Robles Final EIR, Recirculated Draft EIR Responses to Comments). In other words, 
BVWD already anticipated serving the project and is planning accordingly.  

This consideration is particularly important to understand in the context of BVWD's 2020 Drought 
Contingency Plan (Exhibit D to the Tierra Robles Final EIR, Recirculated Draft EIR Responses to Comments). 
As noted in Section 5 of that plan, BVWD is planning numerous actions to ensure that its water supply is 
more efficient (e.g., leak detection), increased (e.g., new groundwater wells), and more available (e.g., 
water storage projects). As one example, the plan analyzed potential new groundwater wells and 
determined that, with one additional groundwater well, BVWD could reasonably provide an additional 
965 to 1,040 AFY of well water supplies beyond what BVWD's current wells provide. BVWD is planning to 
construct new groundwater wells "every 10 years starting in 2020," which could increase groundwater by 
810 AFY per well.2 These figures are well in excess of the project's total anticipated water demand of 80 
AFY. 

There are sufficient water supplies to provide for the project in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and 
the project will not have a significant effect on water supplies. MM 5.17-4b mandates an agreement be 
entered into with BVWD to ensure there is sufficient water, and one potential supplemental water supply 
that could satisfy this mitigation requirement is addressed in this section. But, as discussed previously, 
there are other supplemental water options that could satisfy this mitigation requirement. MM 5.17-4b 
provides BVWD with the opportunity to shape the agreement in a way that integrates with BVWD's 
broader efforts, consistent with BVWD's Urban Water Management Plan (which includes the project) and 
the multiple projects described in BVWD's 2020 Drought Contingency Plan to ensure there is sufficient 
water to meet all anticipated water demands. 
 
For clarification purposes, Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b on page 5.17-30 of the RDEIR has been revised 
to read as follows: 
 
MM 5.17-4b: Concurrent with the establishment of the Tierra Robles Community Services District 

or Tierra Robles Homeowners Association, the project applicant shall provide to the 
Shasta County Department of Resource Management documentation 
demonstrating that the applicant has secured an Agreement with BVWD to provide 
BVWD with adequate water supplies on an annual basis during identified shortage 
conditions in a quantity that represents a minimum of 90 percent of the project’s 

 
1 See pages 3-12 and Figures 3-14 and 3-15 of Section 3 of the draft Enterprise Groundwater Sustainability Plan and 
Anderson Groundwater Sustainability Plan, included as Exhibits A and B to Attachment 1 of this Final Recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments. Also available at 
https://www.cityofredding.org/departments/public-works/eagsa   
2 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-4. As previously noted, the groundwater basin 
levels are stable and capable of sustaining development of new wells.  

https://www.cityofredding.org/departments/public-works/eagsa
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prior year water usage. Shortage conditions shall be defined to exist when BVWD 
has been notified by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) that it will receive less 
than a 100 percent (full) allocation of its CVP water supplies for the coming delivery 
season, as that determination has been announced by USBR as of April 15th of each 
year. The augmenting water supplies shall be made available to BVWD through the 
Agreement until such time as BVWD has completed three years of full CVP water 
allocation after commencement of operations at the project site with BVWD 
consistent with the methodology of USBR’s Central Valley Project Municipal and 
Industrial Storage Policy, Guidelines and Procedures until such time as BVWD has 
received three successive water years of full (Unconstrained) CVP water allocations 
following buildout and completion of all phases of the development and newly 
created water demands. For any shortage condition that occurs after three years of 
full CVP allocation following buildout, the project applicant shall no longer be 
required to provide BVWD with augmenting water supplies, but the project 
applicant shall then be fully subjected to the shortage provisions administered by 
BVWD to all its customers. The project applicant shall demonstrate that any water 
supply provided to BVWD under the Agreement satisfies all CEQA and NEPA 
compliance requirements, as well as any other permitting or regulatory approvals, 
as may be associated with a water supply identified in the Agreement. 

 
This change was made in response to Comment 1-11 on the RDEIR. 
 
 
Section 5.18 – Energy Consumption 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION, of the RDEIR.  
 
Section 5.19 – Wildfire 
 
For clarification purposes, page 5.19-13 of the RDEIR has been revised as follows: 
 
The proposed internal street network consists of approximately 15 roadway segments and would 
be designed and constructed to meet applicable County street standards. A proposed secondary 
access is proposed that would meet all Shasta County Fire Safety standards and would consist of an 
emergency access easement across Lot No. 81 and Lot No. 98. This would include a 5.23-acre offsite 
extension of the proposed new access road to Old Alturas Road on the northerly side of the project.  
the southerly terminus of Tierra Robles Lane at Northgate Drive. The proposed connection with 
Northgate Drive would be gated per County fire standards and used for reciprocal emergency access 
only. As a result, Project operations would have a less than significant impact related to emergency 
response or evacuation activities within the development. 
 
This change was made in response to Comment 2-15 on the RDEIR. 
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SECTION 6.0 – GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 6.0, GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, of the DEIR.  
 
SECTION 7.0 – ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, of the 
DEIR.  
 
SECTION 8.0 – OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 8.0, OTHER CEQA CONSIDERATIONS, of the DEIR.  
 
SECTION 9.0 – INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Additions, modifications or deletions of text within Sections 5.1 through 5.19 noted in this ERRATA result 
in similar changes in Section 9.0, INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES, of the DEIR. 
 
SECTION 10.0 – EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 10.0, EFFECTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT, of the 
DEIR.  
 
SECTION 11.0 – ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 11.0, ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED, of 
the DEIR.  
 
SECTION 12.0 – BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
No changes or revisions are necessary to Section 12.0, BIBLIOGRAPHY, of the DEIR.  
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13.0 Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 

13.1 INTRODUCTION 

Section 15097 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires all State and local 
agencies to establish monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public 
agency whenever approval involves the adoption of either a “mitigated negative declaration” 
or specified environmental findings related to environmental impact reports. 

The following is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Tierra 
Robles Planned Development Project (proposed project). The intent of the MMRP is to ensure 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified within the Partial Recirculated 
Environmental Impact Report (Partial Recirculated EIR) for this project. Unless otherwise 
noted, the cost of implementing the mitigation measures as prescribed by this MMRP shall 
be funded by the applicant. 

13.2 COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

The MMRP contained herein is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate 
to the Final Partial Recirculated EIR prepared for the proposed project. This MMRP is intended 
to be used by Shasta County staff and mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance 
with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation measures identified in 
this MMRP were developed in the Final Partial Recirculated EIR. 

The Final Partial Recirculated EIR presents a detailed set of mitigation measures that will be 
implemented throughout the lifetime of the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA 
Guidelines, Section 15370, as a measure that: 

• Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 

• Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 
implementation; 

• Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 
environment; 

• Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 
operations during the life of the project; or 
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• Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 
environments. 

The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. 
The MMRP will provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary and in-the-field 
identification and resolution of environmental concerns. 

Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated 
by Shasta County. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the 
monitoring action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the monitoring 
action, and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully 
understanding and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the 
MMRP. Shasta County will be responsible for monitoring compliance. 

13.3 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the impact the measure is 
designed to address, the measure text, the monitoring agency, implementation schedule, and 
an area for sign-off indicating compliance. The table includes mitigation measures that were 
included to the original Draft EIR as well as mitigation measures contained in the selected 
chapters of the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR. If applicable, where mitigation measures in 
Section 5.3 Air Quality; Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gases; Section 5.16 Traffic and Circulation; 
and Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems; were modified from the original Draft EIR and 
include to the Final Partial Recirculation EIR, the most recent version is reflected below. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

MM 5.2-1. Upon subsequent sale or lease of all or part of the affected 
property, including the sale of individual lots following subdivision of 
the property, a real estate transfer disclosure statement shall be 
provided to the purchaser or lessee and shall include the following 
language: 

It is the policy of the County of Shasta to protect, promote and 
encourage properly conducted agricultural operations within the 
County.  You are hereby notified that the property you are 
purchasing is located near agricultural lands or operations, or is 
included within or adjacent to an area where agricultural 
operations are or may be permitted. You may be subject to 
inconveniences or discomfort arising from such operations.  

Such discomfort or inconveniences may include noise, odors, 
fumes, dust, smoke, insects, operation of machinery (including 
aircraft), during any 24-hour period. Also, discomfort or 
inconvenience may result from the storage or disposal of manure; 
the application, by spraying or otherwise, of fertilizers, soil 
amendments, herbicides, and pesticides; and grazing of livestock 
on open range. One or more of the inconveniences described may 
occur as a result of any agricultural operation that is in 
conformance with existing laws and regulations and accepted 
customs and standards. If you live near an agricultural area, you 
should be prepared to accept such inconveniences or discomfort as 
a normal and necessary aspect of living in a county with a strong 
rural character and an active agricultural sector. 

At time of sale or lease 
of any lot(s) 

Pre-Construction 
(At time of real 
estate transfer) 

Shasta County 
Assessor’s Office; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Building Division; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Real Estate 
Agent 

   

MM 5.2-2. The loss of agricultural (grazing) lands on the subject 
property shall be offset through establishment of a conservation 
easement providing for agricultural use of offsite lands in perpetuity.  
Shasta County or a qualified land conservation organization shall 
facilitate the establishment of the conservation easement.  The 
conservation easement shall be held by a conservation-oriented third 
party acceptable to Shasta County.  The offsite agricultural lands shall 
be located in Shasta County and shall provide a grazing capacity of at 

Prior to the sale of the 
first lot. 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Land 
Conservation 
Organization; Tierra 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

least 396.5 Animal-Unit Months (AUMs). An Operation and 
Management Plan identifying the land to be protected, acceptable land 
uses, management practices, and a reporting program shall be provided 
for Shasta County review and acceptance prior to establishment of the 
easement. All costs associated with establishing the conservation 
easement shall be the responsibility of the project applicant. 

Robles Community 
Services District 

AIR QUALITY 

MM 5.3-1: Prior to issuance of a grading permit, the project applicant 
shall submit a grading plan for review and approval by the Shasta 
County Building Department. The following specifications shall be 
included to reduce short-term air quality impacts attributable to the 
proposed project:  

• During all construction activities, all diesel-fueled construction 
equipment, including but not limited to rubber-tired dozers, 
graders, scrapers, excavators, asphalt paving equipment, cranes, 
and tractors, shall be California Air Resources Board (CARB) Tier 4 
Interim Certified or better as set forth in Section 2423 of Title 13 of 
the California Code of Regulations, and Part 89 of Title 40 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations 

• All construction equipment shall be maintained and properly tuned 
in accordance with manufacturers’ specifications.  Equipment 
maintenance records shall be kept onsite and made available upon 
request by the County of Shasta. 

• All material excavated, stockpiled, or graded shall be sufficiently 
watered to prevent fugitive dust from leaving property boundaries 
and causing a public nuisance or a violation of an ambient air quality 
standard.  Watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete 
site coverage, preferably in the mid-morning and after work is 
completed each day. 

• All areas (including unpaved roads) with vehicle traffic shall be 
watered periodically or have dust palliatives applied for 
stabilization of dust emissions. 

Prior to grading permit Pre-Construction 
and during 
construction 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

• All onsite vehicles shall be limited to a speed of 15 miles per hour 
on unpaved roads. 

• All land clearing, grading, earth-moving, or excavation activities on 
the project site shall be suspended when sustained winds are 
expected to exceed 20 miles per hour. 

• All portions of the development site which have been stripped of 
vegetation by construction activities and left inactive for more than 
ten days shall be seeded and/or watered until a suitable grass cover 
is established.  

• All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or loose material shall be covered 
or shall maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical 
distance between top of the load and the trailer) in accordance with 
the requirements of California Vehicle Code Section 23114.  This 
provision will be enforced by local law enforcement agencies. 

• All material transported offsite shall be either sufficiently watered 
or securely covered to prevent a public nuisance.  

• Wheel washers shall be installed where project vehicles and/or 
equipment enter and/or exit onto paved streets from unpaved 
roads.  Vehicles and/or equipment shall be washed prior to each 
trip. 

• Prior to final occupancy, the applicant shall re-establish ground 
cover on the construction site through seeding and watering.  

• Off-road construction equipment shall not be left idling for periods 
longer than 5 minutes when not in use. 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

MM 5.3-2: Prior to the issuance of individual building permits, the 
Shasta County Building Division shall confirm that all construction 
documents and specifications stipulate that the installation of wood-
burning and natural gas fireplaces is prohibited. 

Prior to issuance of 
individual building 
permits 

Pre-Construction  Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 

   

MM 5.3-3: Prior to the issuance of individual building permits, the 
Shasta County Building Department shall confirm that all project plans 
and specifications include the following design features: 

• The project shall provide for the use of energy-efficient lighting 
(includes controls) and process systems such as water heaters, 
furnaces, and boiler units. 

• The project shall utilize energy-efficient and automated controls for 
air conditioning. 

• Residential structures shall include exterior electric outlets in the 
front and rear. 

Prior to issuance of 
individual building 
permits 

Pre-Construction  Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 

   

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
MM 5.4-1a:  Subject to review and approval by the Shasta County 
Resource Management Department Director, and prior to the removal 
of any vegetation, the applicant shall establish an offsite conservation 
easement covering a minimum of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland in 
Shasta County. A detailed management plan guiding long-term 
preservation of the oak woodland, which may include a regulated 
intensity of grazing on the site, shall be provided for Shasta County and 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife review and acceptance 
prior to establishment of the easement. The management plan shall 
identify monitoring and maintenance activities, conservation easement 
and deed restriction terms, the easement holder, and remedial actions 
to be taken if the management plan objectives are not met.   
 
A conservation-oriented third-party entity acceptable to Shasta County 
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall hold the 
conservation easement and shall be responsible for ongoing monitoring 
and management of the site in accordance with the management plan. 

Prior to any removal of 
vegetation 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management 
Department; 
California 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 
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Monitoring reports shall be submitted to Shasta County and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife at least once every three 
years; if management problems are identified or other concerns arise, 
the County may require submittal of more frequent reports (up to two 
per year) until the concerns are adequately addressed. Management 
activities shall be funded through an endowment account established 
by the project applicant or through fees collected by the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District. 

MM 5.4-1b:  Oak woodlands within designated open spaces on the 
development site shall be maintained in perpetuity. The open spaces 
shall be protected through establishment of conservation easements 
and deed restrictions. The five small open spaces shall be managed for 
their oak woodland values. The large eastern open space shall be 
managed for both oak woodland and seasonal grazing values. A 
management plan shall be provided for Shasta County review and 
acceptance prior to establishment of the easements and deed 
restrictions. The plan shall be consistent with the Oak Management 
Plan and shall identify monitoring and maintenance activities, 
conservation easement and deed restriction terms, the easement 
holder, and remedial actions to be taken if the management plan 
objectives are not met.  The deed restrictions shall include a provision 
prohibiting dogs in the designated open space areas. 

Should the Tierra Robles Community Services District ultimately own 
and maintain the onsite conservation easements, monitoring reports 
shall be submitted to Shasta County at least once every three years. If 
management problems are identified or other concerns arise, the 
County may require submittal of more frequent reports (up to two per 
year) until the concerns are adequately addressed. 

Should the onsite conservation easements be held by a conservation-
oriented third-party entity (acceptable to Shasta County), the third-
party entity shall be responsible for ongoing monitoring and 
management of the onsite conservation easements in accordance with 
the Oak Management Plan. Monitoring and maintenance of the open 
spaces, in perpetuity, shall be funded through an endowment account 

Prior to the sale of the 
first lot. 

Pre-Construction; 
During 
Construction; 
During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 
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established by the project applicant or through fees collected by the 
Tierra Robles Community Services District. 

MM 5.4-1c:  Resource Management Areas (RMAs) shall be maintained 
in perpetuity for their wildlife habitat values and for fire hazard 
reduction. The RMAs shall be protected through establishment of 
conservation easements and deed restrictions. Each RMA shall be 
managed by the Tierra Robles Community Services District as specified 
in the Final Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, 
which shall be provided for Shasta County review and acceptance prior 
to establishment of the easements and deed restrictions. The plan shall 
identify monitoring and maintenance activities, conservation easement 
and deed restriction terms, the easement holder, and remedial actions 
to be taken if the management plan objectives are not met.  The deed 
restrictions shall include a provision prohibiting dogs within the RMAs.  
As required by the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines, a licensed land 
surveyor shall identify limits of the building envelope on each lot for 
easier identification of RMA boundaries. 

Prior to the sale of the 
first lot. 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 
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MM 5.4-1d:  Grading plans prepared by the project applicant shall 
note the following construction specifications designed to avoid the 
introduction and spread of weeds: 

• Using only certified weed-free erosion control materials, mulch, 
and seed. 

• Precluding the use of rice straw in riparian areas. 

• Limiting any import or export of fill material to material known to 
be weed free. 

• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all 
equipment at a commercial wash facility prior to entering the 
County, and the project site.  

• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all 
equipment at a commercial wash facility immediately upon 
termination of its use at the project site. 

• The project contractor shall continuously comply with the above 
stated measures throughout the duration of onsite and offsite 
construction activities. 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits 

Pre-Construction; 
During 
Construction 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Building Division 

   

MM 5.4-1e:  Potential impacts to Red Bluff dwarf rush shall be avoided 
and minimized with implementation of the following: 

• The project shall be designed to avoid all RBDR habitat. 

• The extent of the RBDR habitat within Basin shall be delineated by 
a qualified biologist within the blooming period prior to 
construction activities. Habitat to be delineated consists of vernally 
moist areas, including vernal pools and swales within the basins 
valley grassland, chaparral, and foothill woodland areas, between 
elevation from 300 to 1,000 feet (90 to 305 meters). 

• The delineated habitat shall be protected during construct phases 
by the placement of plastic netting 50 feet outside the delineated 
area. This fenced protected area shall be signed every 100’ to 
indicate a non-disturbance area. This fence shall be inspected 

Prior to final design on 
individual lots; prior to 
the issuance of 
individual building 
permits 

Pre-Construction; 
During 
Construction; 
During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
California 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife; Tierra 
Robles Community 
Services District 
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weekly throughout the construction period to ensure structural 
integrity. 

• The spring following construction activities within the general area, 
the RBDR habitat identified in step 1 shall be surveyed, by a 
qualified biologist, to assess impacts resultant of the construction 
activities. This survey will note any change in vegetative 
composition and hydrological process within the delineated habitat 
area. Baseline data for this follow-up survey may be found in the 
Tierra Robles subdivision development basin G supplementary 
hydrology analysis prepared by S2~J2 Engineering, 2016 and the 
Tierra Robles Biological Review prepared by WRM, 2015. 

• If the post construction survey finds that impacts resultant of 
construction activities to the delineated habitat to be greater than 
10% of the area or there is a hydrological change of greater than 
20%, off site mitigation shall be purchased from an approved 
mitigation bank at a ratio of 2:1. 

• Treated effluent from the onsite wastewater treatment plant shall 
not be disposed within 200 feet of the RBDR habitat area.  

• Roadside runoff shall pass through a minimum of50’ of vegetated 
habitat prior to entry into the delineated RBDR habitat area. 

MM 5.4-1f:  As part of the on-going vegetation management activities 
conducted by the Tierra Robles Community Services District, 
individual trees in the RMAs and open spaces that provide suitable bat 
roosting habitat (trees ≥12” dbh; trees with cavities, crevices, or 
exfoliating bark; and standing snags) shall be identified and retained. 
Removal of trees providing bat roosting habitat may be authorized by 
the Shasta County Resource Management Department Director if the 
Director determines that the tree(s) pose a significant hazard to the 
public due to their location and condition. 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of trees 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

   

MM 5.4-1g:  For all activities requiring a grading permit, conduct tree 
removal outside of the bat maternity season (i.e., remove trees 
between September 1 and February 28) if possible. If trees must be 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of trees 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
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removed during the maternity season (March 1 through August 31), 
the following measures shall be implemented: 

• Within two weeks prior to tree removal, daytime habitat 
assessments and/or nighttime emergence surveys shall be 
conducted to identify potential roost trees.  

• Potential roost trees shall be removed using a two-step 
process to provide humane eviction of the bats. On Day 1, 
the non-habitat features on the trees shall be removed 
using chain saws for cutting and, as feasible, using chippers 
for disposal, with the objective being to create sufficient 
noise and vibration to cause the bats to choose not to 
return to the tree after they emerge to forage. On Day 2, 
the remainder of the tree shall be removed, with no 
restrictions on removal methods. 

Qualified Biologist; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

MM 5.4-1h:  Install three four-chamber bat houses within the Clough 
Creek open space and three four-chamber bat houses within the 
eastern open space parcel. The bat houses shall be located a minimum 
of 10 feet above ground in open areas oriented south-southeast, 
where they receive at least seven hours of direct sun daily. The bat 
houses shall be located in areas with high habitat diversity (e.g., near 
riparian, woodland, and grassland/open woodland habitats). The bat 
houses shall be annually inspected and maintained between 
November 1-February 1 (when bats are unlikely to be present), and 
shall be replaced as needed, by the Tierra Robles Community Services 
District. 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of trees 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Biologist; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

   

MM 5.4-1i:  Prior to conducting any vegetation removal in the eastern 
open space or on lots that are adjacent to the eastern open space, a 
qualified biologist shall conduct a thorough survey of the brush-
removal area to identify all elderberry shrubs within the proposed 
work area. The survey should occur during the elderberry flowering 
period (generally late April to late June, depending on weather 
conditions) to ensure that the elderberries are visible. The location of 
all elderberries shall be accurately recorded and the elderberries shall 
be permanently marked in the field (e.g., through placement of T-

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of 
vegetation 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Biologist; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 
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posts at a distance of 20 feet outside of the elderberry dripline). No 
elderberries shall be pruned or removed, and no brush removal shall 
occur within 20 feet of the dripline of any elderberry with a basal 
diameter of one inch or greater. 

MM 5.4-1j:  Prior to each brush-removal operation in the general 
vicinity of the elderberries, the following actions shall be undertaken: 

• High-visibility protective fencing or flagging shall be installed at a 
distance of 20 feet outside the driplines of elderberry shrubs; the 
fencing/flagging shall be maintained for the duration of each brush-
removal operation. 

• Environmental awareness training for all vegetation management 
personnel shall be provided by a qualified biologist. The objective 
of the training shall be to ensure that the vegetation management 
personnel can recognize habitats capable of supporting 
elderberries, identify elderberry plants of all sizes and conditions, 
understand the need for protection of the plants, and can properly 
implement protective measures. Confirmation of such training shall 
be maintained by the Tierra Robles Community Services District.  

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of 
vegetation 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Biologist; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

   

MM 5.4-1k:  The following measure applies to any vegetation removal 
activities undertaken by the project developer or the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District for the purposes of fire-hazard reduction 
or oak woodland management, as well as to any onsite action by any 
entity that triggers the need for a grading permit (e.g., road 
construction, multi-lot developments, wastewater collection and 
treatment system construction, etc.). The measure does not apply to 
individual lot owners proposing activities that do not require a grading 
permit; it is the responsibility of individual lot owners to ensure that 
their actions comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.  

• If feasible, vegetation removal and construction shall be conducted 
between September 1 and January 31. If vegetation removal or 
construction must occur between February 1 and August 31, a 
nesting bird survey shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 
one week prior to initiation of work; if active nests are present, work 

Prior to the issuance of 
grading permits; Prior 
to any removal of 
vegetation 

During the life of 
the project 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified Biologist; 
California 
Department of Fish 
and Wildlife; U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife 
Service; Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 
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within 500 feet of the nest(s) shall be postponed until the young 
have fledged, unless a smaller nest buffer zone is authorized by the 
CDFW and USFWS. If a lapse in construction lasting two weeks or 
more occurs during the nesting season, an additional nesting bird 
survey shall be undertaken to ensure that no new nests have been 
constructed during the lapse. All nesting bird survey reports shall be 
kept on file with the Tierra Robles Community Services District and 
shall be provided to the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
within one week following completion of each survey. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

MM 5.5-1a. Should any additional archaeological discoveries (human 
skeletal remains, culturally modified lithic materials, structural features 
or historic artifacts) or paleontological resources be encountered 
during ground disturbing activities, all such activities shall halt within a 
100-foot radius of the discovery, and a qualified archaeologist shall be 
contacted to determine the nature of the find, evaluate its significance, 
and if necessary, suggest preservation or mitigation measures. 

During grading and 
construction activities 

During grading 
and construction 
activities 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Qualified 
Archaeologist; Native 
American Heritage 
Commission 

   

MM 5.5-1b.  If human remains are discovered during development of 
the project, all activity shall cease immediately, the Contractor shall 
notify the Shasta County Coroner’s Office immediately under State law, 
and a qualified archaeologist and Native American monitor shall be 
contacted. Should the Coroner determine the human remains to be 
Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be 
contacted pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and the 
remains interred as provided for by law. 

During grading and 
construction activities 

During grading 
and construction 
activities 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Shasta County 
Coroner’s Office; 
Qualified 
Archaeologist; Native 
American Heritage 
Commission 

   

GREENHOUSE GASES 

MM 5.7-1: The project shall include the following improvements, which 
shall be incorporated into project improvement plans where applicable, 
to ensure consistency with adopted statewide plans and programs. The 

Prior to the issuance or 
building and occupancy 
permit 

During grading 
and construction 
activities 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division. 
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project applicant shall demonstrate compliance with this measure prior 
to issuance of building and occupancy permits as specified below: 

Transportation 

• Pedestrian connections to the offsite circulation network shall be 
provided on improvement/grading plans and implemented 
concurrent with subdivision backbone infrastructure improvements. 
(Building Permit) 

• During formation of the HOA, the HOA bylaws shall be drafted to 
include a ride-sharing program and mechanism for coordination and 
communication between residents regarding ride-sharing. The HOA 
bylaws shall also include a requirement that monthly newsletters 
published by the HOA promote ride-sharing programs through the 
monthly newsletter and association meetings. (Occupancy Permit) 

Project Sources 

• Natural gas hearths and wood burning hearths shall be prohibited. 
(Building Permit). 

• Requirements for use of low VOC interior and exterior paints shall be 
included in the project Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) (Building Permit). 

• Power tools utilized in the course of building construction shall be 
electric powered. Temporary electric service shall be established at 
building construction sites as soon as it is available from PG&E; 
generators, air compressors, and other non-electric construction 
equipment shall not be utilized for building construction after 
temporary electric service is established. (Building Permit) 

• During formation of the HOA, the HOA Covenants, Conditions, and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall be drafted to require the use of Use 100 
percent electric lawnmowers and leaf blowers. The HOA shall provide 
an electric lawnmower to homeowners by request (Building Permit). 

• During formation of the HOA, the HOA bylaws shall be drafted to 
include a requirement that monthly newsletters published by the 
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HOA provide GHG emissions reduction education to the residents. 
(Occupancy Permit) 

• Final project design shall include, in all residential buildings, a “utility” 
room or space for recharging batteries, whether for use in a car, 
electric lawnmower, other electric landscaping equipment, or 
batteries for small items such as flashlights. (Building Permit) 

• Electrical wiring and infrastructure to support a 240-volt EV charger 
shall be installed in the proposed garage(s) for off-street EV charging. 
(Building Permit) 

• Bicycle lockers and bicycle parking shall be installed at a bus stop at 
the southern entrance of the project site. (Building Permit) 

• Building electrification shall be incorporated into project design with 
no natural gas connections. (Building Permit) 

• During formation of the HOA, the HOA bylaws shall be drafted to 
include provision of a bike share program and mechanism for 
coordinating shared bicycle use between residents. (Occupancy 
Permit) 

Energy Efficiency 

• All houses shall be designed to exceed the Title 24 standards by a 
minimum of 20 to 30 percent. Title 24 regulates energy uses including 
space heating and cooling, hot water heating, and ventilation. 
Therefore, potential options to meet the improvement goal could 
include, but not be limited to, high-efficiency HVAC systems, efficient 
hot water heaters (e.g., tankless), and insulation requirements that 
exceed Title 24 standards. (Building Permit). 

• High efficiency lighting shall be installed and achieve at least a 20 
percent reduction in power rating by using either high efficiency 
fixtures and/or bulbs (Building Permit). 

• Energy efficient appliances shall be installed and shall comply with 
EPA Energy Star requirements (Occupancy Permit). 
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• PG&E Smart Meters shall be installed in all lots/dwelling units 
(Occupancy Permit).   

• Onsite renewable energy (photovoltaic cells, solar water heating, or 
other design techniques) shall be installed to reduce energy use by 
15 percent, in addition to State required reductions (Building Permit). 

• Low-carbon construction materials (such as materials that are 
locally-harvested, sustainably grown, made from rapidly renewable 
materials, biodegradable, or free of toxins) shall be used. (Building 
Permit) 

• Energy Star Roof materials shall be used. (Building Permit) 

• Electrical outlets shall be installed on building exteriors. (Building 
Permit) 

• Bicycle lockers and bicycle parking shall be installed at a bus stop at 
the southern entrance of the project site. (Building Permit) 

Water Conservation and Efficiency 

• Individual homes shall be constructed with an engineered grey water 
system that complies with Chapter 16 of the California Plumbing 
Code (Building Permit). 

• Water-efficient irrigation systems shall be installed (Building Permit). 

• Water-efficient fixtures shall be installed (e.g., low-flow faucets, 
toilets, showers) (Building Permit). 

Solid Waste  

• At least 65 percent of solid waste shall be diverted to be recycled.  
Requirements for recycling shall be included in the project 
Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) to ensure the 
project’s solid waste collection contractor provides containers for 
recyclables (Building Permit). 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOU MATERIALS 

MM 5.8-1.   Prior to the issuance of a building permit, all required fuel-
reduction work associated with construction of the onsite roadway 
network, the wastewater treatment plant and associated infrastructure 
facilities shall be completed by the project applicant to the satisfaction 
of the Shasta County Fire Department. Monitoring of fire prescription 
activities within Resource Management Areas 1 through 4 shall be the 
sole responsibility of the Tierra Robles Community Services District 
(TRCSD) and shall occur as each private residential lot is developed and 
monitored to ensure substantial compliance with fire fuel management 
prescriptions and site development guidelines as identified in the Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Shasta County Fire 
Safety Standards, and California Public Resources Code Section 4291, 
Defensible Space. Ongoing maintenance activities within Resource 
Management Area 5 shall be the sole responsibility of the TRCSD. The 
TRCSD shall provide annual fire fuel monitoring and compliance reports 
to the Shasta County Fire Department documenting conformity with 
fire fuel prescription activities and methods, including reporting of any 
enforcement actions taken to fulfill the requirements of the above 
referenced guidelines and standards. The specific reporting methods to 
be used to ensure compliance shall be determined by the TRCSD and 
approved by the Shasta County Fire Department prior to issuance of a 
building permit that would allow construction of the first onsite 
residence. 

Prior to the issuance of 
building permits 

Pre-Construction Shasta County Fire 
Department; Shasta 
County Resource 
Management, 
Building Division; 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

   

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

MM 5.9-4. A requirement shall be placed on Lot #140 that any structure 
finish floor elevation will be one foot minimum above the 100-year 
floodplain elevation at that location of the Clough Creek drainage. At 
Lot #140, the floodplain is approximately 607.1 feet and therefore any 
structure finish flood elevation shall be required to be at or above 608.1 
feet. Verification is subject to County Building Division at plan check. 

Prior to the sale of lot 
#140; prior to the 
issuance of grading 
permit on Lot #140 

Pre-Construction 
(plan check) 

Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, Building 
Division 
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NOISE 

MM 5.11-1.   In addition to permitted hours of operation, project 
grading and construction plans shall note the following noise control 
measures to be implemented by the project contractor throughout the 
duration of onsite construction activities. The plans shall be subject to 
the review and concurrence of the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management that the project complies with the following: 
• Fixed construction equipment such as compressors and generators 

shall be placed the greatest possible distance from sensitive 
receptors, but no closer than 200 feet from residential structures. 

• All impact tools shall be shrouded or shielded, and all intake and 
exhaust ports on power construction equipment shall be muffled or 
shielded. 

Prior to the issuance of 
any grading permit 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Building Division; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division 

   

TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

MM 5.16-1: In accordance with the City of Redding Traffic Impact 
Analysis Guidelines (January 2009), the project applicant shall construct 
the following improvements in the corporate limits of the City of 
Redding prior to issuance of a building permit that would allow 
construction of the first residence: 

• Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps (Intersection #10). Construct traffic 
signal or a single/multi-lane roundabout. Traffic signal construction 
at this location shall also be coordinated with existing traffic signals 
at Old Oregon Trail & Old 44 Drive (Intersection #9) and Airport Road 
& SR-44 EB Ramps (Intersection #11).  

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit of the 
first residence 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Shasta County Public 
Works; City of 
Redding Public 
Works Department, 
Traffic Division; 
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MM 5.16-2. Prior to issuance of a building permit that would allow 
construction of the first residence, the project applicant shall install the 
following intersection warning signs to the satisfaction of the Shasta 
County Public Works Department: 

• Install Caltrans standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P 
advance street name plaques at Lassen View Drive, Beryl Drive, Sunny 
Oaks Drive, Wesley Drive, Robledo Road, Oak Meadow Road, Oak Tree 
Lane, and Coloma Drive. 

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit of the 
first residence 

Pre-Construction Shasta County Public 
Works 

   

MM 5.16-3:  Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8). Prior 
to recordation of a final map for each phase identified on the tentative 
subdivision map, the project applicant shall pay the proportionate share 
of the project’s pro-rated share of the cost of constructing a 
single/multi-lane roundabout (13 percent of $2,562,000, or $333,060, 
based on an engineer’s cost estimate of the improvements prepared by 
the Shasta County Public Works Department). The proportionate share 
is $2,006 per residential lot. Payments for phases two through six shall 
be adjusted annually on May 1 based on the change in the Building Cost 
Index provided by the Engineering News-Record for the prior calendar 
year. 

Prior to recordation of 
a final map or issuance 
of a building permit 
(whichever occurs first) 

Pre-Construction Shasta County Public 
Works 

   

MM 5.16-4: Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). Prior to 
recordation of a final map or issuance of a building permit (whichever 
occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated cost share in 
the amount of $605 representing 11 percent of the cost of upgrading 
the existing two-way-stop-controlled intersection to all-way-stop-
controlled intersection. The fee amount is based on an engineer’s cost 
estimate of the improvements prepared by the Shasta County Public 
Works Department.  

Prior to recordation of 
a final map or issuance 
of a building permit 
(whichever occurs first) 

Pre-Construction Shasta County Public 
Works 

   

MM 5.16.-5: Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane (Intersection #15). Prior to 
recordation of a final map or issuance of a building permit (whichever 
occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated cost share in 
the amount of $38,350 representing 5 percent of the cost of 
constructing a traffic signal. The fee amount is based on an engineer’s 

Prior to recordation of 
a final map or issuance 
of a building permit 
(whichever occurs first) 

Pre-Construction Shasta County Public 
Works 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

cost estimate of the improvements prepared by the Shasta County 
Public Works Department. 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

MM 5.17-4a: Prior to issuance of a building permit, the project applicant 
shall provide written verification to the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management of facility compliance with applicable water 
efficiency design standards required by the California Uniform Building 
Code.  

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit of the 
first residence 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Building Division 

   

MM 5.17-4b: Concurrent with the establishment of the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District or Tierra Robles Homeowners Association, 
the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the 
applicant has secured an Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with 
adequate water supplies on an annual basis during identified shortage 
conditions in a quantity that represents a minimum of 90 percent of the 
project’s prior year water usage. Shortage conditions shall be defined 
to exist when BVWD has been notified by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (USBR) that it will receive less than a 100 percent (full) 
allocation of its CVP water supplies for the coming delivery season, as 
that determination has been announced by USBR as of April 15th of 
each year. The augmenting water supplies shall be made available to 
BVWD through the Agreement with BVWD consistent with the 
methodology of USBR’s. Central Valley Project Municipal and Industrial 
Storage Policy, Guidelines and Procedures until such time as BVWD has 
received three successive water years of full (Unconstrained) CVP water 
allocations following buildout and completion of all phases of the 
development and newly created water demands. For any shortage 
condition that occurs after three years of full CVP allocation following 
buildout, the project applicant shall no longer be required to provide 
BVWD with augmenting water supplies, but the project applicant shall 
then be fully subjected to the shortage provisions administered by 

Prior to issuance of a 
building permit of the 
first residence; 
Concurrent with the 
establishment of the 
Tierra Robles 
Community Services 
District 

Pre-Construction Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Planning Division; 
Shasta County 
Resource 
Management, 
Building Division; 
Bella Vista Water 
District 
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Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
Fairview at Northgate Project 

Mitigation Measure Implementation 
Phase 

Monitoring 
Phase 

Enforcing 
Agency 

Verification of Compliance 
Initials Date Remarks 

BVWD to all its customers. The project applicant shall demonstrate that 
any water supply provided to BVWD under the Agreement satisfies all 
CEQA and NEPA compliance requirements, as well as any other 
permitting or regulatory approvals, as may be associated with a water 
supply identified in the Agreement. 
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14.0 DRAFT EIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
 

14.1 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 
 
As defined by §15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines (CEQA), the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management is serving as “Lead Agency” for preparation of the Environmental 
Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed Tierra Robles Planned Development (Z10-002 / TM 1996) (herein 
referenced as the proposed project). The County’s responses to comments on the Draft EIR for the 
proposed project represents a good-faith, reasoned effort to address the environmental issues identified 
by the comments. As discussed in §15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency is not required 
to respond to all comments on the Draft EIR, but only to those comments that raise environmental issues. 
 
The Final EIR presents the environmental information and analyses that have been prepared for the 
proposed project, including comments received addressing the adequacy of the Draft EIR and Partial 
Recirculated Draft EIR, and responses to those comments. In addition to the responses to comments, 
clarifications, corrections, or minor revisions have been made to the Draft EIR and Partial Recirculated 
Draft EIR. This document and the Mitigation and Monitoring Program (MMP) will be used by the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors in the decision-making process for the proposed project. 
 

14.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
2012 SCOPING 
 
As required by CEQA State Guidelines §15082, the County issued a Notice of Preparation (NOP) on October 
26, 2012 that summarized the proposed project, stated its intention to prepare an EIR, and requested 
comments from interested parties. The NOP also included notice of the County’s public scoping meeting 
that was held on November 8, 2012 at the North Cow Creek Elementary School in Palo Cedro, California. 
The meeting was held with the specific intent of affording interested individuals, groups, and public 
agencies a forum in which to orally present input directly to the Lead Agency, to assist in further refining 
the intended scope and focus of the EIR as described in the NOP and Initial Study. The NOP was filed with 
the State Clearinghouse on October 25, 2012 (SCH# 2012102051), which initiated the 30-day public 
scoping period. The review period for the NOP ended on November 26, 2012.  
 
Fifty-four (54) comment letters were submitted by private individuals during the scoping process, and 
approximately forty-seven (47) individuals presented oral comments during the November 8, 2012 
scoping meeting. In addition to private individuals, five (5) government agencies and two (2) private 
organizations submitted written and/or oral comments.  
 
2016 SCOPING 
 
A revised Initial Study and NOP was circulated for an additional 30-day comment period between February 
19, 2016 and March 25, 2016. All written comments received during the public comment period for the 
NOP were also reviewed during preparation of the Draft EIR. Forty-one (41) comment letters were 
submitted by private individuals during the NOP comment period. In addition to private individuals, four 
(4) government agencies and one (2) private organizations submitted written comments. 
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DRAFT EIR 
 
The purpose of the public review of the Draft EIR is to evaluate the adequacy of the environmental analysis 
in terms of compliance with CEQA. Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines states the following 
regarding standards from which adequacy is judged: 
 
“An EIR should be prepared with sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information 
which enables them to make a decision which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences. 
An evaluation of environmental effects of a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency 
of an EIR is to be reviewed in light of what is reasonably feasible.”  

 
Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, an effect is not considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence; therefore, comments should be accompanied by factual support. Section 15204(c) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines states: 
 
“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data or references offering 
facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion supported by facts in support of the 
comments. Pursuant to §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial 
evidence.” 
 
Comments regarding the proposed project’s ultimate appropriateness for the site or comments that do 
not directly raise an environmental issue are referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning 
Commission and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative 
process. Accordingly, a response is provided noting when a particular statement, general commentary, 
expression, or opinion does not warrant a detailed response under CEQA. 
 
The Draft EIR for the proposed Tierra Robles Planned Development was circulated for public review 
beginning on October 24, 2017 and ending on December 29, 2017. Ninety (90) written responses (i.e., 
comment letters and email correspondence) were received on the Draft EIR.  
 
PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 
 
Changes to the regulatory environment related to Air Quality, Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change, 
Energy Consumption, and Transportation and Circulation occurred subsequent to the DEIR being released 
for public review, resulting in the need to recirculate those sections of the DEIR. In addition, revisions to 
the analysis in the Utilities and Service Systems and Traffic and Circulation sections were needed. Lastly, 
due to recent legislative changes to CEQA, a new Wildfire section was included in the RDEIR. 
 
The RDEIR was circulated for public review on December 18, 2020, with the review period ending on 
February 2, 2021. Copies of the RDEIR were made available for review at the Shasta County Department 
of Resource Management, Anderson Branch Library, Redding Branch Library, and on the Shasta County 
website. 
 
COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR AND PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR 
 
Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons and agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare written 
responses addressing each of the comments received. The comments and responses contained in this 
section and the Draft EIR and Partial Recirculated Draft EIR together comprises the Final EIR. Any 
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additional County recommendations or requirements during the certification will make up the final 
components of the Final EIR. The following is an excerpt from the State CEQA Guidelines §15132: 
 
“The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

(a)  The Draft EIR or a version of the draft. 
(b) Comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR either verbatim or in summary. 
(c) A list of persons, organizations and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR. 
(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and 

consultation process. 
(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

 

14.3 DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 
 
A list of agencies, organizations, and interested persons who have commented on the content and 
adequacy of the Draft EIR is provided below. A copy of each numbered comment letter and a lettered 
response to each comment on the DEIR is provided in Section 14.4 of Volume 3A, DRAFT EIR RESPONSES 
TO COMMENTS. Comments and responses to the RDEIR are contained in Section 15.3 of Volume 3B. 
 
COMMENT LETTERS / CORRESPONDENCE  
 
State Agencies 
 
Letter 1 Governor’s Office of Planning and Research – January 2, 2018 
Letter 2 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board – November 1, 2017 
Letter 3 California Department of Fish and Wildlife – December 26, 2017 
Letter 4 California Highway Patrol – November 28, 2017 
 
Local Agencies/Tribal Agencies 
 
Letter 5 Columbia Elementary School District – October 31, 2017 
Letter 6 Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission – December 7, 2017 
Letter 7 Bella Vista Water District – December 22, 2017 
Letter 8 Wintu Tribes of Northern California December 29, 2017 
 
Commenting Persons 
 
Letter 9 Public Interest Law Project – December 28, 2017 
Letter 10 Wintu Audubon Society – December 28, 2017 
Letter 11 California Oaks – December 29, 2017 
Letter 12 California Native Plant Society, December 27, 2017 
Letter 13 Robert J. Grosch – October 25, 2017 
Letter 14 Karen and Tom Taylor – October 27, 2017 
Letter 15 Dr. and Mrs. Thomas K. Gandy – November 5, 2017 
Letter 16 Phillip and Kay Gibson – November 6, 2017 
Letter 17 Robert J. Grosch – November 6, 2017 
Letter 18 Brad Seiser – November 10, 2017 
Letter 19 Hank and Elizabeth Slowik – November 11, 2017 
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Letter 20 Gunther and Jean Sturm – November 11, 2017 
Letter 21 Leonard and Paula Incristo – November 11, 2017 
Letter 22 Yana Patton – November 13, 2017 
Letter 23 John Whitmer – November 13, 2017 
Letter 24 Leslie Golden – November 13, 2017 
Letter 25 Brad Seiser – November 13, 2017 
Letter 26 Brad Seiser – November 14, 2017 
Letter 27 Brad Seiser – November 15, 2017 
Letter 28 Brad Seiser – November 15, 2017 
Letter 29 Karen Taylor – November 15, 2017 
Letter 30 Tom Taylor – November 15, 2017 
Letter 31 Brad Seiser – November 17, 2017 
Letter 32 Jeannette Baugh (November 22, 2017) 
Letter 33 Christopher L. Stiles of Remy, Moose, Manley, LLP – November 22, 2017 
Letter 34 Brad Seiser – November 29, 2017 
Letter 35 Philip G. Marquis – December 2, 2017 
Letter 36 Renee Ottsman – December 3, 2017 
Letter 37 Mary Severson – December 4, 2017 
Letter 38 Anita Brady – December 6, 2017 
Letter 39 Nathan Hayler – December 6, 2017 
Letter 40 Sue and Randy Brix – December 7, 2017 
Letter 41 Dewayne and Marcia Ellenwood – December 7, 2017 
Letter 42 Brad Seiser – December 7, 2017 
Letter 43 Michael Papillo – December 7, 2017 
Letter 44 Bobbi Pollett – December 7, 2017 
Letter 45 Susan – December 7, 2007 
Letter 46 Stephanie Isaac – December 7, 2017 
Letter 47 Gary and Anne Schoenberger – December 10, 2017 
Letter 48 James and Tresa Griffith – December 10, 2017 
Letter 49 Philip G. Marquis – December 11, 2017 
Letter 50 Gregory Marshall – December 13, 2017 
Letter 51 Scott Grant – December 14, 2017 
Letter 52 Stanley W. Hamrick – December 15, 2017 
Letter 53 Sue Harbert – December 17, 2017 
Letter 54 Jacqueline Matthews – December 21, 2017 
Letter 55 Maggie Freeman – December 22, 2017 
Letter 56 Rick Thompson – December 22, 2017 
Letter 57 Christie Smith – December 22, 2017 
Letter 58 Rebecca Final – December 26, 2017) 
Letter 59 Steve & Diane Davis - December 26, 2017 
Letter 60 Mr. & Mrs. Ronald Cibard - December 22, 2017 
Letter 61 George and Janice Smith -  December 26, 2017 
Letter 62 Amy Allen – December 27, 2017 
Letter 63 Linda Welch – December 27, 2017 
Letter 64 Kathy Creasey – December 27, 2017 
Letter 65 Barbee and Brad Seiser – December 27, 2017 
Letter 66 Thomasina Maneely – December 28, 2017 
Letter 67 Robert and Joan Tornai – December 28, 2017 
Letter 68 James and Tresa Griffith – December 28, 2017 
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Letter 69 James and Tresa Griffith – December 28, 2017 
Letter 70 Ed Walters – December 28, 2017 
Letter 71 Kathy and Steve Callan – December 29, 2017 
Letter 72 Ann Mobley – December 27, 2017 
Letter 73 Glenn and Sara Hoxie – December 28, 2017 
Letter 74 Andrew Creassy – December 28, 2017 
Letter 75 Nancy Main – December 29, 2017 
Letter 76 Terri Thompson -  December 26, 2017 
Letter 77 Gary and Angela French – December 28, 2017 
Letter 78 Glenn and Sara Hoxie – December 28, 2017 
Letter 79 Irene and Jason Salter – December 29, 2017 
Letter 80 Carol and David Waters – December 29, 2017 
Letter 81 John Whitmer – December 28, 2017 
Letter 82 Leah Mecchi – December 29, 2017 
Letter 83 Tom and Becki Semb – December 29, 2017 
Letter 84 Leslie Golden – December 29, 2017 
Letter 85 Eleanor Townsend – December 29, 2017 
Letter 86 Ron and Gina Knowles – December 27, 2017 
Letter 87 Michael R. Shapiro – December 29, 2017 
Letter 88 Brad Seiser – December 29, 2017 
 
Applicant Comments 
 
Letter 89 Wildland Resource Managers – December 28, 2017 
Letter 90 S2-J2 Engineering – December 29, 2017 
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14.4 DRAFT EIR RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Master responses to comments raised in multiple comment letters on the Draft EIR have been prepared 
to address comments related to general issues that are common throughout several comment letters. 
The intent of a master response is to provide a comprehensive response to an issue so that all aspects of 
the issue are addressed in a coordinated, organized manner in one location. This reduces repetition of 
responses. When an individual comment raises an issue discussed in a master response, the response to 
the individual comment includes a cross reference to the appropriate master response. For example, if a 
comment identifies a question concerning an extension to the public review period, the response will 
include the statement, “refer to Master Response-1.” 
 
Numerous comments covered similar issues, particularly with regards to adequate access to the Draft EIR 
and related materials, project zoning, density, community character, and water supply availability. In 
order to reduce repetitive responses, this document includes a “Master Responses to Comments” 
specifically focusing on the above noted concerns raised through the Draft EIR public review.  
 
WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS 
 
Written and verbal comments received on the Draft EIR during the 45-day public review period are also 
addressed in their entirety in this section. Each comment has been assigned a reference code. The 
responses to reference code comments follow each letter. A response is provided for each comment 
raising significant environmental issues, as received by the County during the Draft EIR 45-day public 
review period. Where appropriate, the commenter may be referenced back to the Master Responses to 
Comments noted above. 
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MASTER RESPONSE-1. REQUEST TO EXTEND PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD  
 
Several commenters have stated the public input process was not sufficient due to technical difficulties in 
accessing the Draft EIR and associated technical appendices. For this reason, these commenters have 
requested that the comment period of the Draft EIR be extended.  
 
Availability and Access to Draft EIR 
 
The Draft EIR for the proposed project was prepared and circulated for a 45-day public review period 
beginning on October 24, 2017. The County noticed the document’s availability in accordance with the 
State CEQA Guidelines and circulated a Notice of Availability to surrounding property owners. In addition, 
noticing for the proposed project was published in the Redding Record Searchlight (October 24, 2017), a 
newspaper of general circulation, posted with the Shasta County Clerk (October 24, 2017), and posted at 
both the Shasta County Library Branches in Redding and Anderson (October 24, 2017).  

 
The County made reasonable efforts to provide the community with multiple options to access the Draft 
EIR. Hard copies of the Draft EIR were available for public review or purchase at the public counter of the 
Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Planning Division, at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103, 
Redding, California 96001, during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). 
Public access to this facility is provided in accordance with the American with Disabilities Act (ADA).  
Electronic copies of the Draft EIR and technical appendices were made available on the County’s website 
online at: http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm_index/planning_index/eirs.aspx. Hard copy, including 
electronic versions of the Draft EIR in Portable Document Format (PDF), were also made available at the 
Shasta County Library located at 1100 Parkview Avenue, Redding, California and the Shasta County 
Library, Anderson Branch located at 3200 West Center, Anderson, CA 96007. 
 
Section 15201 of the State CEQA Guidelines notes that agencies should make documents available of the 
Lead Agency’s website; however, does not mandate online posting. As a matter of practice, the Shasta 
County Department of Resource Management posts environmental clearance documentation on its website 
and as noted above provided the public with noticed online access to the Tierra Robles Draft EIR and 
technical appendices on October 24, 2017.  However, after circulation began, Staff was made aware that the 
online version of the Draft EIR had inadvertently omitted referenced graphical exhibits or “Figures.” It should 
be noted that this inadvertent omission of chapter Figures was limited to the online version of the Draft EIR 
only, with distributed hard copy and CD versions containing all referenced Figures. Upon receiving notice of 
this omission, Staff immediately rectified the problem and uploaded the completed Draft EIR chapters the 
same day. Refer to County Corrective Actions, below, for additional detail. 
 
One commenter also noted that a physical copy of the Draft EIR appendices was not readily available at 
the Shasta County Library in Redding and noted additional technical difficulties accessing the electronic 
copy of appendices that accompanied the Draft EIR. It should be noted that consistent with the NOA, the 
technical analysis and documentation, including information relative to the proposed Tierra Robles 
Community Services District (Appendix 15.2) and Biological Resources Documentation (Appendix 15.4), 
were available in hard copy format for public viewing along with the Draft EIR beginning on October 24, 
2017, at the Department of Resource Management located at the address noted above. The County 
subsequently submitted a hard copy of the technical appendix to the Shasta County Library immediately 
upon notification of this inadvertent oversight and notified the commenter. Refer to County Corrective 
Actions, below, for additional detail. 
 

http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm_index/planning_index/eirs.aspx
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Other commenters noted difficulties in opening online versions of the project appendices on home 
computers and at the County Library due to large file sizes. In addition, it was noted that a portion of the 
appendix (specifically Appendix 15.2 and 15.4) were too large to open for several internet providers.  In 
direct response to this, Staff made CD copies of the Draft EIR and technical appendices available free of 
charge for those who were experiencing online technical difficulties. This was noticed on the County’s 
website in addition to individual notifications sent to those individuals that submitted a comment or 
concern on the matter.  As noted above, the complete document, including appendices, has been 
available at the Department of Resource Management public counter in paper form and on compact disc 
from the beginning of the public review period.  
 
County Corrective Actions 
 
Upon receiving notification of complications accessing the Draft EIR, County staff immediately employed 
several corrective actions to resolve difficulties in retrieving the information. It should be noted that these 
actions are not as a result of failure to comply with §15105 of the State CEQA Guidelines related to public 
review and distribution, rather, reflect a good-faith effort by the County to provide alternative access to the 
Draft EIR for those who raised concerns. 
 

• Upon notification of missing Draft EIR figures, updated Draft EIR Chapters were uploaded to the 
County’s website the same day. 
 

• Upon notification of a hard copy of the Technical Appendices (Section 15.0) being absent at the 
Shasta County Library in Redding being absent, County staff delivered a copy of Section 15.0 the 
same day.    

 
• The County’s website containing the Draft EIR and related materials was updated to include the 

following statement:  
 
“**PLEASE NOTE: Some of the Appendices are very large and may take a long time to download. 
CD's are available upon request that contain the appendices. To receive a CD, please contact Kent 
Hector at khector@co.shata.ca.us or by phone at (530) 225-5532.” 

 
• County staff also responded via email to individual commenters that raised a concern regarding the 

availability of information with the above statement and again stating the availability of the Draft 
EIR and related materials at the public counter of the Shasta County Department of Resource 
Management, Planning Division, at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103, Redding, California 96001, during 
normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). 

 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105 - Unusual Circumstances 
 
Pursuant to the CEQA statute and the regulations implementing CEQA (State CEQA Guidelines), the public 
review period for a Draft EIR must not be fewer than 45 days, or longer than 60 days, except under unusual 
circumstances (Pub. Res. Code §21091(a); 14 Cal. Code Regs. §15105(a)). The State CEQA Guidelines also 
indicate that a Lead Agency, in this case Shasta County, is under no legal obligation to grant an extension 
of the public review period; and that the decision to do so is at the discretion of the Lead Agency. The 
State CEQA Guidelines provide, however, that if an extension is granted, in no event may the public review 
period run beyond 60 days absent "unusual circumstances." (14 Cal. Code Regs. §15105(a)). There is no 
case law compelling a Lead Agency to extend the comment period upon request, or otherwise limiting the 

mailto:khector@co.shata.ca.us
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Lead Agency’s discretion in deciding whether to grant an extension. Likewise, there is no case law defining 
what “unusual circumstances” might justify a longer review period. 
 
Planning staff has followed all procedures and has exceeded the legal requirements with regard to public 
and agency notice and scoping meetings prior to preparing the EIR, consultation with agencies and 
individuals during EIR preparation, and providing public and agency notice of the availability of the Draft 
EIR for review.  Complete documents, including all figures and exhibits, and all appendices, have been 
available to the public from the beginning of the public review period (October 24, 2017).  As noted above, 
the State CEQA Guidelines does not prescribe how or where the Draft EIR must be made available, only 
that it shall be available for public and agency review and that adequate notice of that availability be 
provided.  It does not require that the lead agency post the Draft EIR on their website, or make electronic 
copies available, or provide CDs, or distribute copies to the library; however, the County, in good faith, 
has provided the Draft EIR in all noted formats to provide the greatest availability and convenience to the 
public.   
 
Planning Staff evaluated requests for an extension of the public review period and concluded that an 
extension of the public review period to December 29, 2017 was appropriate.  Staff will continue to accept 
all comments on the Draft EIR and project throughout the entire project environmental review and 
application process, until the close of the public hearing before the Board of Supervisors. All comments will 
be included in the record for the project. The general comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project. 
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MASTER RESPONSE-2. ZONING AND DENSITY 
 
Numerous comments received during the public review period raise concerns regarding the density of the 
Proposed Project in relationship to the surrounding residential area, the consistency of the proposed 
project with the applicable planning policies, the adequacy of the EIR discussion of land use impacts and 
the potential for future development to occur at the density of the proposed project.  The following 
Master Response address comments received relative to land use and planning (Section 5.10 of the Draft 
EIR).  
 
Background 
 
Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, of the Draft EIR evaluated the proposed project in terms of 
whether it would 1) physically divide an established community; 2) conflict with any adopted plans, 
policies, and regulations adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect; and 
3) conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  As part 
of this evaluation, the EIR preparers 1) reviewed applicable planning documents, including the Shasta 
County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 
(Zoning); 2) consulted with Shasta County Department of Resource Management staff regarding policy 
interpretation; and 3) examined the surrounding area to determine whether the proposed project would 
be compatible with land uses in the immediate project vicinity.  
 
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s consistency with the 
Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 
17 (Zoning).  As identified in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would require Zone Amendment to apply 
the Planned Development (PD) zone district to the existing Rural Residential (R-R), with a minimum lot 
area of three to five acres (R-R-BA-3 and R-R-BA-5) and Unclassified (U) zoning districts.  The proposed 
design is intended to maintain a semi-rural appearance given the siting of proposed building envelopes, 
the extent of open space preservation (approximately 74.2%), and the overall density of the development 
(1 dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres). The proposed parcels range in size from 1.38 acres to 6.81 acres with 
the smallest lots (1.3 acres to 2 acres) sited internal to the subdivision. The proposed project would be 
required to comply with Shasta County Code, Title 17 (Zoning), which is designed to ensure land use 
compatibility and orderly development. Regulations for setbacks, density, allowed land use, and other 
elements of development projects serve to reduce incompatibility that might otherwise accompany 
unplanned development. As a result, the Draft EIR determined that while the proposed project is 
consistent with applicable General Plan policies and the project would not result in a significant and 
unavoidable land use impact (refer to Table 5.10-2, CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS WITH SHASTA COUNTY 
GENERAL PLAN OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES FOR LAND USE AND PLANNING, Draft EIR page 5.10-15).   
 
Proposed Zoning and Density  
 
Several comments received during the public review period raise concerns regarding the density of the 
proposed project in relationship to the surrounding residential area.  These comments state the opinion 
that the scale of the proposed project is incompatible with the character of the area, and would result in 
significant impacts to the surrounding neighborhood.  These comments also suggest that because the 
proposed zoning would be incompatible with the surrounding area, the only development that should 
occur on the site should be under the existing designations (i.e., minimum lot area of three to five acres 
(R-R-BA-3 and R-R-BA-5) and Unclassified (U) zoning districts). 
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As noted in Table 5.10-1, EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS (Draft EIR page 
5.10-3) the site’s ultimate development potential under existing County zone classifications would 
conservatively yield 188 residential units, approximately 11 percent more than the proposed project, or 
1 dwelling unit per 3.7 gross acres. Comments regarding development under the existing zoning 
designation are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental 
issue that warrants further consideration under CEQA.  These comments are referred to decision-makers 
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary.    
 
As noted, the Draft EIR found that the overall density of the proposed project is not substantially 
inconsistent with densities within the surrounding area, however, proposed project does not conform to 
the grid like pattern of residential lots within the surrounding area. The proposed design is intended to 
maintain a semi-rural appearance given the siting of proposed building envelopes, the extent of open 
space preservation (approximately 74.2%), and the overall density of the development (1 dwelling unit 
per 4.4 gross acres). Draft EIR Figure 5.10-1 illustrates the proposed project relative to the existing 
surrounding neighborhood.  This figure and the discussion in the Draft EIR support the conclusion that the 
overall scale and intensity of the project is substantially consistent with other densities in the surrounding 
area.   
 
Alternative Zoning and Density Evaluations 
 
The EIR fully analyzed the increased density of the proposed project and identified the level of physical 
impacts to the surrounding residential neighborhood based upon the increased development.  The EIR 
analyzed impacts to views, the increase in project generated traffic, increased noise, fugitive dust and 
other construction related emissions, and the removal of vegetation including mature trees. These 
impacts were evaluated within the context of the Draft EIR in the applicable topical CEQA section (i.e., 
Aesthetics, Biological Resources, Cultural Resources, etc.).  Project specific mitigation measures were also 
developed to minimize the extent of these impacts to a less than significant level wherever feasible. As 
noted in the Draft EIR, the proposed project would have the following significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts: Agricultural Resources (refer to Section 5.2); Air Quality (refer to Section 5.3); 
Biological Resources (refer to Section 5.4); Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change (refer to Section 5.7); 
and Traffic and Circulation (refer to Section 5.16). 
 
The Draft EIR included an evaluation of alternatives that included a wide range of densities that could 
avoid or substantially lessen environmental impacts of the proposed project related to the environmental 
categories listed above (refer to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT). As noted in 
Section 7.0, the following alternatives to the proposed project were initially considered but determined 
not to be viable and eliminated from further consideration: 1) Alternative Site; 2) Annexation to 
Community Service Area No. 8; 3) Development in Accordance with Existing General Plan Land Use and 
Zoning Classifications; 4) Clustered 3-Acre Parcels; and 5) Wastewater Dispersal Alternative. Refer to 
Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR for discussion of each rejected alternative. 
 
Alternatives that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project and that 
would feasibly attain most of the basic project objectives were evaluated in detail.  These alternatives 
included the following: 1) No Project; 2) No Project / Development in Accordance with Existing Zoning; 3) 
Non-Clustered Large Lot; and 4) Reduced Density (25 percent reduction). It should be noted that these 
alternatives and several of the rejected alternatives were suggested by the public during the 2012 and 
2016 scoping sessions.  
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As noted above, the Draft EIR did evaluate a development concept under the existing zoning classifications 
onsite. Under this alternative, the total number of residential dwelling units were anticipated to be 
reduced from 166 to 80 representing a reduction of 86 units, or approximately 51 percent. However, the 
325.6 acres of Unclassified (U) zoning would remain available for other types of unspecified future use 
that is consistent with the Shasta County General Plan, and said development may also result in impacts. 
Under this alternative, the efficient and orderly integration planning of future land uses as well as the 
significant preservation of open space would not be achieved to the degree as the proposed project. While 
many environmental categories would be slightly reduced under this alternative, significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to agricultural and biological resources would remain significant and 
unavoidable. As a result, this alternative was ultimately determined not to be environmentally superior 
to the proposed project (refer to Draft EIR page 7-26).  
 
Some commenters noted several existing large areas (80 to 160 acres) north of the site and other large 
tracts of land larger than 10 acres to the south and the proposed project is inconsistent with these areas. 
While the several parcels to the north and south of the project site vary in size, the overall project density 
of one dwelling unit per 4.4 acres is not considered inconsistent with existing properties to the east, 
southeast, and west, nor inconsistent with the larger areas noted by the commenters. It should be noted 
that over 70 existing parcels between 1 and 6 acres are present west of the referenced large-acre 
undeveloped parcels to the immediate north of the project and over 20 existing parcels between 2 and 6 
acres surround the larger parcels to the south. Unique to the proposed project is the large 154.9-acre 
open space preservation area proposed on the east side of the property. This parcel would serve to 
provide continuity with several of the larger parcels to the north, while maintaining a large open space 
preserve for environmental stewardship. It should be noted that the project proposes a total open space 
preservation of 192.7 acres onsite that will be maintained in perpetuity in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.2-2.  
 
As previously noted above under Proposed Zoning and Density, comments identifying the scale of the 
proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area and suggesting that the only development 
should be under the existing zoning designations are referred to decision-makers as opinions on the 
project. 
 
Inducement of High Density Developments 
 
A number of comments further contend that the proposed project’s land use amendment, if approved, 
may be used to justify other high-density developments within the area.  This contention is inconsistent 
with the requirements of CEQA.  In the event that future high-density development is proposed within 
this area of unincorporated Shasta County, the environmental impacts and merits of that future project 
will be evaluated at that time, as required by CEQA.  It is speculative to state that the proposed project 
would be used as justification for promoting high-density development in the area.  CEQA analysis is 
limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, assuming further rezoning is speculative and not a 
part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR. 
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MASTER RESPONSE-3. WATER SUPPLY AVAILABILTY AND RELIABILITY 
 
Several comments, opinions and questions of common concern have been submitted regarding water 
supply and availability within Bella Vista Water District (BVWD). The following Master Response address 
comments received relative to water supply (Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Appendix 
15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR).  
 
Demand Projections follow Statutory Requirements: 
The proposed project is similar to other rural residential dwellings within BVWD, given the lot sizes ranging 
from 1.38 to 6.8 acres; however, each lot within the project site has stipulated development envelopes 
that restrict irrigable landscape to less than 5,000 square feet, and homes will be built to the latest 
California Building Code requirements, including being equipped with low and ultra-low water use 
appliances and fixtures.  This landscape restriction, coupled with efficient appliances and fixtures, results 
in an estimated water use for the proposed lots mimicking new residential developments within the more 
urban areas of BVWD.  Other than the footprint of the residence and hardscapes (e.g. driveways and 
patios), the remainder of the lot will not have any water demand and will be preserved as native 
vegetation within the Resource Management Areas (RMAs); refer to Master Reponse-4 regarding RMAs.   
 
A significant assumption for the project’s water demand is restricted landscape irrigation demand as 
determined by the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) within the 5,000 square feet of 
landscape area.  BVWD has already identified that a condition of approval for the project must include 
County certification of MWELO compliance (refer to requirement 1g in BVWD Letter to Shasta County 
dated March 24, 2016 provided in Appendix 15.1, NOTICE OF PREPARATION, of the Draft EIR).  The County 
recognizes this requirement and intends to include such provisions as a condition of approval, should the 
project be approved. 
 
Furthermore, the proposed project includes the formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services 
District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo).  The 
TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee, implement and enforce compliance with the State MWELO 
or County ordinance requirements (if more restrictive than the State MWELO).   It will be incumbent on 
the TRCSD to make all property owners aware of all covenants and conditions regarding use of all 
properties within the Tierra Robles project area; refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT. 
 
As detailed in Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s 
water demand is estimated by separately determining indoor and outdoor use factors for each parcel.  
Indoor estimates are based upon an assumed average daily per-capita use of 55 gallons for each day of 
the year.  With an average occupancy of 2.5 people, each home would be estimated to use 137.5 gallons 
per day, or nearly 51,000 gallons per year.  The use of 55 gallons per-capita per day (gpcd) complies with 
the California Water Code § 10608.20(b)(2)(A) which directs this value to be used for estimating 
residential indoor uses. 
 
As most recently codified, the California Water Code has amended the residential indoor standard to drop 
below 55 gpcd.  The new statutory requirements reduce the average value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and 
potentially to 50 gpcd as of 2030, as required by California Water Code §10609.4(a), chaptered on May 
31, 2018.  It is possible that, even given currently available residential water use fixtures and appliances, 
indoor per-capita demands could be even lower than those estimated using 55 gpcd. 
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Outdoor demand estimates are also based upon statutory requirements detailed in the California Water 
Code, including the use of local temperature and climate factors affecting landscape water use (e.g. as 
detailed in Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR, the landscape demands used 
an evapotranspiration value designated for use in the Redding region).  The TRCSD will be tasked with 
enforcing compliance with these restrictions. 
 
Existing BVWD Residential Use: 
Several comments compared the proposed project’s estimated per-parcel water use (also known as water 
demand) to existing demands served by BVWD, attempting to demonstrate that the water use estimates 
are understated.  However, many of these comments compared the proposed project’s estimated water 
use to existing rural residences or to BVWD’s targeted average gpcd as detailed in its recently adopted 
UWMP.  Because of the landscape restrictions placed on each parcel, a more appropriate comparison of 
per-dwelling unit water use for the proposed project is an average BVWD urban residential within higher 
density developments (e.g. an 8,000-square-foot lot with 5,000 square feet of MWELO-compliant 
landscaping, 2,000 square feet of home foundation footprint, and 1,000 square feet of driveway, patio 
and other hardscape area).  BVWD does not publish data at this detail in their UWMP.  Rather, BVWD 
provides two categories that may relate to the project: residential and rural.  The BVWD residential 
classification includes single- and multi-family residences, and all ages and densities of single family 
homes.  The rural category is undefined as to parcel sizes, typical uses, and other water-use affecting 
factors.  For instance, most rural parcels served by BVWD do not have any restriction on landscape area 
or use, thus demand can vary significantly on a parcel by parcel basis.   
 
BVWD provides a total population served, which can be divided into the total residential and rural use to 
develop an average (such data is available in appendices to the UWMP).  However, such an average does 
not provide any basis for comparing to the demand estimates for a new project as it represents an average 
across many different existing residential and rural users – with no refinement to adjust for density, age 
of home, occupancy, total irrigated landscape area, or other water uses. 
 
In other projects around the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys, Tully & Young has been able to use 
recent meter data for new homes and has generally confirmed the estimates for future homes are 
consistent with newer homes subject to the various California Water Code statutory restrictions.   
 
Existing Customer Shortages will not be Exacerbated: 
Existing users will not see water use reductions any sooner or to any greater degree than currently 
experiencing as a result of the project.  Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) water supply depends on its 
long-term Central Valley Project (CVP) contract to purchase water from the USBR, as well as existing 
groundwater wells within BVWD’s service area.  As discussed by BVWD, BVWD faces dry-year water supply 
challenges and is actively working to improve conditions. 
 
As shown in Table 5.17-3 (Draft EIR page 5.17-5), the BVWD anticipates a water surplus between 7,847 
and 9,204 acre-feet per year (AFY) through year 2040 during normal rainfall years.  During a multiple-dry 
year period, CVP contract water can be reduced by 50 percent or more for municipal and industrial uses 
and agricultural water can be reduced to zero percent. Table 5.17-5, SUPPLY AND DEMAND COMPARISON 
– MULTIPLE-DRY YEAR, (Draft EIR page 5.17-5), available water supplies are projected to be insufficient to 
meet the water demands under a multiple-dry year period.  Therefore, as detailed in the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measure MM 5.17-4b is intended to address shortage conditions for the project.  However, 
existing shortage conditions due to a variety of conditions affecting CVP supplies will continue as noted.  
Once reaching full demand for a specific period (see MM 5.17-4b), the future homeowners at the 
proposed project will also be subject to the same shortages faced by existing customers.  But, due to the 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-16 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the demands of the proposed project will not exacerbate the shortage 
conditions faced by existing users.  For instance, if BVWD CVP water supplies are reduced to 50%, the 
quantity is determined as 50% of the demand during the past three years where the CVP water supply 
allocation was 100%.  If the project’s demand were already served within those three prior years, the 
overall total supply delivered to BVWD would be higher than without the project.  Thus, the 50% reduction 
would apply to the new, higher historic value.  BVWD would then implement its Water Shortage 
Contingency Plan and deliver water to the existing customers (which would include the new project at 
that point) in a manner that would be the same to today’s existing customers whether the project was 
built or not.  The magnitude and frequency of CVP shortages on existing customers will be the same with 
or without the additional demands of the proposed project. 
 
As required by MM 5.17-4b, the applicant must provide an alternative supply to serve the project’s 
demands during shortages for the period until three years of 100% CVP allocation have occurred.  The 
alternative water supply must be acceptable to BVWD, including addressing any reliability concerns and 
providing appropriate financing such that BVWD’s current customers are not impacted.  The details of an 
alternative water supply and the structure of an agreement with BVWD will be negotiated between BVWD 
and the applicant, to the satisfaction of the County as the responsible party overseeing mitigation 
measure implementation.  Implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the project 
applicant to identify and implement an agreement to augment BVWD dry-year water supplies prior to 
commencement of project construction.  This measure ensures that actual physical development does 
not occur until such time as there is adequate water to serve it. 
 
To make water available for transfer either on a temporary or permanent basis, a willing seller may take 
an action to legally make water available by reducing the consumptive use through idling cropland, 
pumping of groundwater, or other allowed methodology.  In the case of the proposed project, the 
required water would be secured by the project applicant to temporarily offset project-related dry-year 
allocations, although the transaction would be contractually between BVWD and a selling entity. The 
purchased water would be limited to serve the needs of the proposed project only and would not be 
available to support any new demand in BVWD’s service area.  
 
The BVWD would act as the Lead Agency over this future transaction and water supply provided to BVWD 
under any future transfer agreement must demonstrate long-term availability (i.e., reliability of the water 
source). This Agreement and the subsequent water supplied to BVWD would ensure that project-related 
dry-year water demands would not exacerbate water supply shortfalls within BVWD’s service area.  
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MASTER RESPONSE-4. RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AREAS  
 
Several comments, opinions and questions of common concern have been submitted regarding the size 
and function of the Resource Management Areas (RMAs). The following Master Response address 
comments received relative to the RMAs (Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR).   
 
Task and approach 
 
The approach to the proposed project was to find a way to implement a housing development within oak 
woodland and grassland ecosystems while maintaining and enhancing the natural resources of those 
areas.  As the technical study analysis and Draft EIR progressed, it soon became evident that the 715 acres 
of the project area had several distinctive natural communities that would require separate management 
prescriptions if the resources were to be maintained and enhanced.  As identified in the Tierra Robles 
Biological Review (refer to Appendix 15.4), these ecosystems manifested themselves in four unique 
vegetation associations grown over diversified soil types.  These four association are described in Section 
5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the 
Draft EIR, as follows (refer to Appendix 15.4, Report titled “Chatham Ranch Biological Evaluation,” of the 
Draft EIR, specifically Figure 2): 

1) Annual grassland: 88.1 acres 
2) Blue oak woodlands: 474.3 acres 
3) Blue oak/Interior live oak woodland: 138.77 acres 
4) Interior live oak: 20.01 

 
As discussed in the Draft EIR, in order to provide on-site mitigation and to manage these vegetative 
associations, the project site was divided into five RMAs.  Four of the RMAs generally conform to the 
location of the vegetation associations. The fifth RMA is comprised of what is called “Open Space Areas” 
(OSA) within the four vegetation associations; OSAs are essentially non-developed areas.   
 
For each of the five RMA areas, a set of management guidelines was developed with two primary 
objectives.  First, within the oak woodland area, in order to enhance the oak stand vigor and mast (canopy) 
production, timber stand improvement (TSI) thinning would be used to remove suppressed trees to 
reduce competition for sunlight, available moisture, and nutrients. The effect of this work will be healthier 
trees with more robust crowns, thereby facilitating increased wildlife habitat values. The second objective 
is to reduce fire fuel loading to comply with the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection/Shasta County Fire Department requirements (refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR, specifically, Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan).  This will be done by reducing fine fuel (grass) height and the removal of mid-story 
shrub vegetation from some areas to reduce fire intensity and rate of spread.  
 
Privately owned RMA areas 
 
For each of the 166 proposed parcels, a building envelope has been designated in which a residence may 
be constructed. The remainder of each parcel is to remain open and managed in accordance with the RMA 
guidelines as appropriate for the location of each individual parcel.  For example, if parcel 1 is located in 
RMA 2, then the parcel will be managed in accordance with the RMA 2 guidelines; if the parcel is located 
in RMA 1 then it will be managed in accordance with RMA 1 guidelines, and so forth.  Management 
guidelines are detailed in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft 
EIR, specifically, the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan.   
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RMA boundaries were drawn along parcel lines that most closely matched the vegetation association 
where the parcel was located.  For example, if 90% of a parcel was grassland (RMA 1) and 10% was oak 
woodland (RMA 2), the parcel was considered as being in the grassland vegetation association and the 
management guidelines for the annual grasslands (RMA 1) would apply to the parcel.  It is the 
responsibility of the landowner to comply with the management prescriptions of the RMA in which his 
property is located, and the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) to ensure that the property 
owner is complying with the prescriptions.    
 
Open Space RMA areas 
 
The OSAs comprise 192.7 acres, or 26.9%, of the total project area.  The OSAs are located in two separate 
locations on the project site. The first OSA is located in the eastern portion of the project site and consists 
of what is called the East Creek drainage.  This OSA has a diversity of vegetation including annual 
grasslands, oak woodlands and wetland plants associated with the stream itself.  East Creek runs north to 
south and the area provides a natural travel corridor for wildlife.       
 
The second OSA is located within the northwest portion of the project site in association with the Clough 
Creek stream system.  This OSA contains Clough Creek itself and diversity of vegetation including wetland 
plants, annual grassland and oak woodlands.  The combination of available water and diversity of 
vegetation combine to make it a valuable wildlife habitat and functions as a natural travel corridor for 
wildlife (refer to Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, and Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR).   
 
Although no development is planned for any OSA, they need to be managed to enhance oak resources 
and to reduce fire fuel loading.  In order to do this, specific management prescriptions were written for 
the East Creek and the Clough Creek OSAs.  Implementation of these prescriptions will be the 
responsibility of the TRCSD (refer to Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION).  Figure 
8 of the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan, in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR illustrates the location of the five RMA’s with respect to the stream 
courses and parcels.  Management guidelines are detailed in the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland 
Management Plan, Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR.   
 
 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-19 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
STATE AGENCIES 
 
 
 
  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-20 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 1 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (January 2, 2018) 
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Response to Letter 1 – Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
 
Response 1-a: The participation of the State Clearinghouse in the public review of this document is 

appreciated.  The commenter states that the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 
(OPR) State Clearinghouse distributed the Draft EIR for selected agencies to review, in 
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  
Comment letters were received from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW, December 29, 2017) and Department of California Highway Patrol (CHP, 
November 28, 2017) and are attached to this comment letter.   

 
Responses to the CDFW letter (Letter 3) are provided in Responses 3-a through 3-v and 
responses to the CHP letter (Letter 4) are provided in Responses 4-a through 4-c.  No 
further response is required and no changes to the Draft EIR have been made as a result 
of this comment. All comments received from State agencies, and responses thereto, will 
be provided to the Shasta County Planning Commissions and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.   
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Letter 2 – Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (November 1, 2017) 

 
 

2-a 

2-b 

2-c 
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Response to Letter 2 – Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
 
Response 2-a: The participation of the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 

in the public review of this document is appreciated. The CVRWQCB provided 
introductory remarks to the comment letter. No environmental issues or concerns were 
raised in this summary paragraph; therefore, no further response is necessary. 

 
Response 2-b: The CVRWQCB notes that the proposed project must be evaluated for the presence of 

jurisdictional waters, including wetlands and other waters of the State and steps must be 
taken to first avoid and minimize impacts to these waters and then mitigate for impacts. 
The CVRWQCB further states that a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 Permit and a 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification must be obtained prior to site disturbance. The 
commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Section 5.9, 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, of the Draft EIR, for a detailed analysis of biological 
resources and regulatory requirements, including short-term and long-term water quality 
control measures.  

 
Jurisdictional delineation studies were prepared by qualified professional biologists for 
the proposed project site (refer to Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR). Appendix 15.4 contains the following biological 
resource documents that address CWA Section 401 Water Quality Certifications and other 
resource agency permit requirements: 
 

• Wildland Resource Managers. Wetland Delineation for Chatham Ranch. 
December 2008. 

• Wildland Resource Managers. Chatham Ranch Wetland Delineation Addendum. 
May 2011. 

• Wildland Resource Managers. Chatham Ranch Biological Evaluation. January 
2005. 

• Wildland Resource Managers. Biological Review for Geringer’s Capitol “Tierra 
Robles Ranch.” August 2016. 

 
As discussed on page 5.4-37 of the Draft EIR, the proposed project has been designed to 
avoid waters of the U.S and wetlands, and thus, would not result in the permanent fill of 
these features. The proposed roadway network would result in the crossing of Clough 
Creek at two locations with bridge piers located outside the limits of the riparian zone 
along the stream channel. Other smaller crossings of natural onsite drainages will require 
shorter precast concrete structures and have been designed to avoid the need for 
permanent or temporary fill of the drainages (refer to Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION). Potential indirect impacts to jurisdictional waters would 
be reduced through compliance with conditions of the General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (refer to Section 
5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY). No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 2-c: The commenter states that some wetlands and waters are considered “geographically 

isolated” and thus are not within the jurisdiction of the Clean Water Act and that 
discharge or fill into these waters may require waste discharge permits from the 
CVRWQCB.   
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Refer to Response 2-b, above. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 2-d: The commenter recommends that the County establish and incorporate appropriate 

setbacks and buffers as protective measures for any onsite stream habitat, wetlands, 
riparian areas, and species of special concern.  

 
The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, Section 5.4, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 15.2, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR for information regarding the project’s unique 
planning efforts in avoiding impacts to the above-mentioned resources. The following 
provides for a summary of project specific design elements that serve to achieve the 
CVRWQCB stated recommendation regarding setbacks: 

 
The proposed project site was subdivided into five Resource Management Areas (RMA’s) 
representing distinct and identifiable habitat types (refer to Section 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION). Detailed development and management restrictions were developed for 
each RMA and are evaluated in detail in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Section 
5.8, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, and Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY, of the draft EIR. Full RMA descriptions, fire fuel prescription methods, and other 
development restrictions are contained in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR.   
 
As noted in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, a RMA has been established within each 
residential lot to create setbacks from property lines, stream channels and/or critical 
natural resources. These setback areas would remain undisturbed and would be managed 
by the private land owner under direction of the Tierra Robles Community Services 
District (TRCSD) as specified in the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management 
Plan (TRWF/VMP). The total area of resource management is 333.9 acres or 46.9% of the 
total project site. In addition, the project proposes 192.7 acres or 26.9% of the total 
project area as managed Open Space to ensure the undeveloped areas of the property 
continue as a means of fire protection and environmental preservation throughout the 
life of the project.   

 
In addition to the above RMA’s and in an effort to provide specific guidance for future lot 
development, an individual parcel “Lot Book” page has been created and reflects the 
unique characteristic for each lot with the goal of providing long-term resource 
protection, including the management and maintenance resources and avoidance of 
onsite drainages and streams as directed by the TRWF/VMP. The designated building 
envelope for each individual lot would allow for the area to be cleared and graded for the 
construction of one single family residence and desired accessory buildings. The Lot Book 
is included in its entirety in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT. These individual lot development requirements in addition to the management 
prescriptions of onsite RMA’s and permanent open space areas would serve to maintain 
appropriate setbacks and minimize impacts to sensitive onsite resources. No change to 
the Draft EIR is required. 
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Response 2-e: Comment noted. The County recognizes the State Water Resources Control Board’s 
(SWRCB) responsibility for implementing the Clean Water Act and continues to comply 
with the statewide General Permit (Water Quality Order No. R5-2016-0040) for 
construction activities within the State. The County further notes and recognizes that a 
State General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit (CGP) is implemented and 
enforced by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) statewide and the 
CVRWQCB is responsible for administering the CGP process for projects in Shasta County. 
The CGP applies to construction activity that disturbs one acre or more, and requires the 
preparation and implementation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
that identifies Best Management Practices (BMPs) to minimize the discharge of pollutants 
from construction sites to the maximum extent practicable. The proposed project will be 
conditioned to design and construct all site facilities in accordance with Shasta County 
Code Chapter 12.12 and the statewide General Permit (Water Quality Order No. R5-2016-
0040). No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 2-f:  The CVRWQCB notes that the proposed community sewage collection, treatment and 

disposal system requires issuance of a Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) permit and 
completion of a Report of Waste Discharge (ROWD) must be submitted at least 140 days 
prior to discharging waste.  

 
The proposed treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements for 
discharge of Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent as well as the CVRWQCB’s Waste 
Discharge Requirements. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 2-g:  The commenter provides information on Resolution No. R5-2009-0028 and states that 

any application for a wastewater discharge permit will need to include a full evaluation 
and feasibility analysis of wastewater regionalization opportunities, including any options 
to connect to existing municipal wastewater sewer systems.  The commenter strongly 
supports any efforts to regionalize wastewater services and recommends that Shasta 
County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) and Shasta County work together to 
limit the development of small community treatment plants. 

 
The requested information regarding the feasibility of wastewater regionalization 
opportunities associated with this proposed project will be provided to the CVRWQCB 
concurrent with the WDR application and ROWD described above under Response 2-f. It 
should be noted that between 2010 and 2012 the project applicant extensively studied 
an option to annex the project site into County Service Area (CSA) No. 8 for sewage and 
treatment disposal. Refer to Appendix 15.1, NOTICE OF PREPARATION, which includes the 
project’s Public Scoping Report that specifically discusses this early project concept. 

 
Annexation to CSA No. 8 would have required the construction of approximately 3.4-miles 
of new force main sewer line offsite within the Boyle Road and Deschutes Road rights-of-
ways from the southern portion of the proposed project to an existing CSA No. 8 manhole 
located near the intersection of Old 44 Drive and Deschutes Road in Palo Cedro.  The new 
sewer collection system would collect the sewage from the individual parcels and 
ultimately transmit it to a wet well and pump house located at the southern portion of 
the proposed project site.  From the wet well and pump house, it would be sent by force 
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main to a connection point within the existing gravity sewer line system in the north 
portion of CSA No. 8.  It would then be transmitted through the existing infrastructure to 
the treatment facility and ponds at the CSA No. 8 treatment facility (refer to Draft EIR 
page 7-5 and Figure 7-2, 2011 PROPOSED ANNEXATION BOUNDARY AND OFFSITE 
UTILITIES IMPROVEMENTS, in Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT).  

 
The concept of connecting to CSA No. 8 through over 3 miles of new pipeline 
infrastructure did not include the formation of a CSD as proposed by the project. The 
proposed project’s CSD has been specifically developed to oversee and implement the 
plans and facilities which are a critical aspect of the proposed project and include the 
following: Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland 
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan; Open Space Management; Resource Management 
Area management and oversight; Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; road maintenance; 
Storm Drain Maintenance; and Waste Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal 
Facilities. Absent formation of a CSD similar to the proposed project, the same level of 
resource management and environmental stewardship would not be achieved with 
annexing the project to CSA No. 8 (refer to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT). 
 
When compared to the proposed project, impacts related to air quality (construction) and 
offsite biological impacts (two creek crossings) as a result of the 3.4-miles of pipeline 
construction to CSA No. 8, and increased wastewater delivery and treatment at CSA No. 
8’s existing treatment facility would be greater.  
 
Annexation to CSA No. 8 under this concept would require a separate application and 
approval from the Shasta County LAFCo. Given the distance of the project from CSA No. 
8 and the noncontiguous nature of the boundary modification request, it was unlikely 
that the annexation would have been ultimately supported. As such the applicant 
withdrew this concept and revised the proposed project based on a localized community 
collection and treatment system. The County will continue to work collaboratively with 
the CVRWQCB and Shasta County LAFCo on efforts to regionalize wastewater services 
throughout Shasta County. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 3 – California Department of Fish and Wildlife (December 26, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 3 –– California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
 
Response 3-a: The participation of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) in the public 

review of this document is appreciated.  The commenter summarizes the role of CDFW, 
the CEQA process, and the Project Description from Section 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION of 
the Draft EIR, and notes that the Draft EIR addresses comments and recommendations 
that CDFW provided on the Notice of Preparation (NOP).  The commenter feels that there 
are remaining questions regarding impact analyses and the listed mitigation measures.   

 
The Lead Agency has prepared Responses 3-b through 3-v, below, to specifically address 
the commenter’s concerns. The comments are noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

 
Response 3-b: The commenter maintains that the RMAs are too small, and while they would provide oak 

trees, the ecological processes of an oak woodland would not stay intact. In addition, the 
commenter states that a 3:1 ratios for the permanent and enhanced blue oak woodland 
mitigation, if the current crediting system is used.   

 
 The Lead Agency analyzed impacts to biological resources in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 

RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as 
resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, 
of the Draft EIR.   

 
 With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master 

Response-4, above.  The Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan, provided in Appendix 15.2 
of the Draft EIR, was developed by a team that included a PhD blue oak resource scientist, 
a registered professional forester and a certified wildlife biologist.  This Oak Management 
Plan was developed with the purpose of integrating a housing development within the 
oak woodlands while retaining the ecological process of the oak woodlands.  To do this, 
oak management prescriptions were developed to enhance the quality of the oak 
woodland through increasing the crown development, stand vigor and fire fuel reduction, 
while retaining diversity of stand structure and vegetative understory.  The project’s 
design placed roads and residential unit envelopes in locations that minimized the 
impacts to the oak woodland resources (refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, for further detail).  Roads and residential unit envelopes 
were placed at locations to minimize, to the greatest extent possible, the impact to the 
oak woodland resource.  As a result, more than 85% of the oak woodland resource will 
remain intact.  Through the resource management prescriptions, the oak woodland will 
be enhanced as compared to the present condition. 

 
 The project area is composed of four vegetative associations as identified in the Draft EIR 

Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and further described in the Tierra Robles Biological 
Reviews (refer to Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft 
EIR).  To effectively manage these associations to retain their biological diversity, 
management prescriptions needed to be developed for each association.  To do this, the 
project area was divided into five Resource Management Areas (RMAs), four of which 
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were the vegetative associations and the fifth being the open space areas (Refer to TR 
Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, pg.10 and Figure 8, pg. 11A; Appendix 15.2 
of the Draft EIR). RMA sizes were dependent upon the size of the vegetation association, 
the smallest of which was 43.89 acres and the largest being 318.97 acres. Each RMA is 
contiguous within itself and not fragmented; collectively, the five RMAs included all areas 
within the project site with the exception of the road and house pad footprints.   

 
 With respect to the impacts and mitigation measures identified within the Draft EIR, while 

the commenter requests additional mitigation for oak woodland and provides a “routine 
range” of mitigation ratios, the commenter does not provide any justification as to why 
this project would be subject to higher mitigation ratios or larger RMAs.  Implementation 
of the project would comply with all existing laws related to the protection of biological 
resources, including oak woodlands.  There is no law in the State, in the governing 
documents of Shasta County or from within policy documents of State agencies that 
mandates and prescribes an appropriate amount of mitigation for Oak Woodlands 
resulting from the impacts of development.  Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 15041, “a 
lead agency for a project has authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities 
involved in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the 
environment, consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such as the ‘nexus’ 
and ‘rough proportionality’ standards established by case law.”  The Lead Agency has 
exercised its judgement on appropriate mitigation measures after determining that a loss 
of Oak Woodlands will result from the implementation of the project.  Pursuant to CEQA 
Statute 21083.4, discretion given to the Lead Agency is as follows:  

 
“...a county shall determine whether a project within its jurisdiction may 
result in a conversion of oak woodlands that will have a significant effect on 
the environment.  If a county determines that there may be a significant 
effect to oak woodlands, the county shall require one or more of the 
following oak woodlands mitigation alternatives to mitigate the significant 
effect of the conversion of oak woodlands: 
(1) Conserve oak woodlands, through the use of conservation easements. 
(2) (A)  Plant an appropriate number of trees, including maintaining plantings 

and replacing dead or diseased trees. 
(B)  The requirement to maintain trees pursuant to this paragraph 
terminates seven years after the trees are planted. 
(C)  Mitigation pursuant to this paragraph shall not fulfill more than one-
half of the mitigation requirement for the project. 
(D) The requirements imposed pursuant to this paragraph also may be 
used to restore former oak woodlands. 

(3) Contribute funds to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund, as 
established under subdivision (a) of Section 1363 of the Fish and Game 
Code, for the purpose of purchasing oak woodlands conservation 
easements, as specified under paragraph (1) of subdivision (d) of that 
section and the guidelines and criteria of the Wildlife Conservation Board.  
A project applicant that contributes funds under this paragraph shall not 
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receive a grant from the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund as part of the 
mitigation for the project. 

(4) Other mitigation measures developed by the county.” 
  
 The County, as Lead Agency, has assessed the impacts of the proposed project and 

exercised its discretion in calculating an appropriate amount of mitigation and provided 
mitigation requirements accordingly (pursuant to CEQA Statute Section 20183.4) and 
included them within the DEIR.  The County has not abused its discretion granted by CEQA 
and a thoughtful and deliberate discussion of a calculation (for mitigation) has been 
provided in the DEIR, Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. 

 
Response 3-c:  The commenter maintains that fully functional oak woodlands will not be preserved 

onsite and that the project will result in an increase in edge effects, lighting, noise, and 
human disturbance.  In addition, the commenter reiterates that the RMA size is too small 
and that the Oak Management Plan does not take into consideration the overall 
woodland habitat. 

  
 The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts 

related to light, biological resources, and noise, as provided in Section 5.1, AESTHETICS 
AND VISUAL RESOURCES, Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Section 5.11, NOISE, 
of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as resource 
management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, and 
Appendix 15.7, NOISE DATA, of the Draft EIR.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-4 and Response 3-b, regarding the size of the RMAs and 

maintaining intact oak woodland.  Every effort was made by the project applicant to 
design the project site in order to minimize impacts to biological resources.  The 
management prescriptions for each RMA utilize proven forest timber stand (TSI) practices 
to enhance the function (stand vigor and health and associated wildlife utilization) of the 
oak stands.  It is anticipated and expected that through time, the function of the oak 
woodlands would increase, not decrease, as evidenced by the results of such TSI work 
throughout the western forest ecosystems and the eastern oak woodlands.  As analyzed 
in the Draft EIR, the project design and the implementation of mitigation measures would 
reduce impacts related to biological resources, to a less than significant level.   

 
Response 3-d: The commenter believes that the project and RMAs will have reduced habitat values and 

that CAL FIRE and RMA fuel reduction prescriptions will result in a continuously managed 
oak woodland.  Thus, recommends that the eastern open space preserve receive 
preservation credits at 0.75:1, and provides the total mitigation recommended for oak 
trees at 1,199.22 acres.   

 
 The Lead Agency analyzed impacts to biological resources in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 

RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as 
resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, 
of the Draft EIR.   

 
 With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master 

Response-4 and Responses 3-b and 3-c, above.  With respect to the project impacts and 
mitigation measures, please refer to Response 3-b, above.  With respect to habitat value 
and functional oak woodlands, please refer to Response 3-c, above.   

 
Every effort was made by the project applicant to design the project site in order to 
minimize impacts to biological resources.  The Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan, 
provided in Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR, was developed by a team that included a PhD 
blue oak resource scientist, a registered professional forester and a certified wildlife 
biologist.  The management prescriptions for each RMA utilize proven TSI practices to 
enhance the function (stand vigor and health and associated wildlife utilization) of the 
oak stands.  The management prescriptions for the five RMAs are unique and designed to 
enhance the oak stand character in terms of improved stand vigor, crown development, 
and mast production.  The fuel reduction practices have two objectives: first to remove 
the danger of catastrophic fire and second to reduce competition with the oak resource.  
The Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan specifies the retention of 
mid-story brush species of specific size and location to provide habitat diversity while at 
the same time minimizing the fuel loading.  As analyzed in the Draft EIR, the project design 
and the implementation of mitigation measures, the Oak Management Plan, and the 
Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan would reduce impacts related to biological 
resources, to a less than significant level.   

 
Response 3-e: The commenter states that neither the Oak Woodland Management Plan nor the 

Wildland Fire Vegetation Management Plan address maintaining oak woodland function 
and diversity of species.  The commenter recommends developing a strategy in 
consultation with the CDFW and CAL FIRE. Additionally, the commenter is not clear on 
how landscaping and increased water enhances existing oak woodland habitat, as 
discussed on page 32 of the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan (Appendix 15.2 of the 
Draft EIR).   

 
 With respect to addressing the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan and the Tierra Robles 

Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan and maintaining functional oak woodland 
and diversity of species, please refer to Responses 3-b, 3-c, and 3-d.  The management 
prescriptions for each RMA utilize proven TSI practices to enhance the function (stand 
vigor and health and associated wildlife utilization) of the oak stands.  The management 
prescriptions for the five RMAs are unique and designed to enhance the oak stand 
character in terms of improved stand vigor, crown development, and mast production.  
The fuel reduction practices have two objectives: first to remove the danger of 
catastrophic fire and second to reduce competition with the oak resource.  The Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan specifies the retention of mid-story 
brush species of specific size and location to provide habitat diversity while at the same 
time minimizing the fuel loading.  As analyzed in the Draft EIR, the project design and the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the Oak Management Plan, and the Wildland 
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan would reduce impacts related to biological resources, 
to a less than significant level.   
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 With respect to developing a strategy in consultation with local and State agencies, the 
fuel management prescriptions present in the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan were developed using the California Public Resources Code, Section 
4291-4299 guidelines as well as the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) fire models 
for different vegetation communities and input from Shasta County Fire Warden per 
letter to the Director of the Shasta County Department of Resource Management.  As 
stated in Master Response-4, Response 3-b, and Response 3-c, above, the Tierra Robles 
Oak Management Plan, provided in Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR, was developed by a 
team that included a PhD blue oak resource scientist, a registered professional forester 
and a certified wildlife biologist.  As stated in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, on 
page 5.4-31 of the Draft EIR, consultation with Shasta County and CDFW occurred 
regarding oak woodland analysis during the preparation of the Draft EIR.  In addition, 
CDFW received notices of availability and the opportunity to respond to the Notices of 
Preparation (2012 and 2016) and the Draft EIR (2017).   

 
With respect to landscaping and irrigation water, the project is designed so that the 
building envelopes are located in areas where the presence of the oak trees are limited.  
Associated landscape irrigation would therefore be in areas where oaks are least affected.  
The increased irrigation and introduction of landscape vegetation would add vegetative 
diversity which would result in foraging and nesting opportunities.   

 
Response 3-f: The commenter states that herbaceous communities within the project site should be 

mapped separately and each vegetation type described in detail in accordance with the 
Manual of California Vegetation (2009).  Substantial impacts to native grasslands and rare 
prairie types need to be mitigated.   

 
 As stated in Section 5.4.2, METHODOLOGY, of the Draft EIR, page 5.4-28, the field surveys 

were undertaken in general accordance with the CDFW’s Protocols for surveying and 
evaluating impacts to special status native plant populations and natural communities.  
In addition, field surveys were conducted during the blooming period (late May to early 
June) for slender Orcutt grass.  All plant species observed are documented in Table 5.4-1, 
PLANT SPECIES OBSERVED, beginning on page 5.4-7 of the Draft EIR. As discussed further 
in Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, the grassland areas on the 
project site are typical of north state annual grassland as described by Kie in Meyers and 
Laudenslayer (1988) and are comprised of native and non-native species.   

 
The Draft EIR analyzes the project impacts to the annual grasslands.  As discussed on page 
5.4-38 of the Draft EIR, annual grasslands are not considered a sensitive natural 
community by CDFW, and mitigation for the conversion of annual grasslands is typically 
not warranted.  The annual grassland located within the project site is heavily disturbed 
by past and on-going seasonal livestock grazing.  This has resulted in a low diversity of 
plant species, high proportion of introduced plant species, and a limited amount of 
vegetative cover.  Therefore, the onsite grassland offers no unique habitat values.  The 
Draft EIR further states that the proposed protection of nearly half of the annual grassland 
in the residential RMAs (42 acres) will provide sufficient mitigation and impacts are less 
than significant.  No further mitigation is required.   

 
Response 3-g: The commenter requests that the assumptions on habitat value be better articulated and 

clarified.   
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 Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, provides the basis for 

Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Therefore, the text within the EIR has been revised 
to clarify the project site’s existing habitat and habitat value, as well as to better align 
with the information provided in Appendix 15.4 (also refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT 
EIR).   

  
 Page 5.4-5 Revisions are as follows: 
 The grassland areas can have values has moderate values for wildlife species. The 

grassland provides habitat for a variety of mammals such as black-tailed deer, 
coyote, mice, gophers, and moles. Reptiles expected to utilize the grassland may 
include gopher snakes, rattlesnakes, and kingsnakes. The grassland may also 
provide potential nesting habitat for ground-nesting migratory birds such as killdeer 
and California quail, which were observed on the site during the field inspections. 
Pacific treefrogs were observed in pools associated with Clough Creek on the site. 

 
Page 5.4-6 has been revise as follows: 

 Although no salmonids were observed during the field surveys, Clough Creek and 
the unnamed seasonal stream in the eastern portion of the site provide potential 
rearing/spawning habitat for salmonids during spring and early summer when flows 
are adequate and water temperatures are below 77oF. Additionally, the streams 
support a variety of freshwater invertebrates, and the shallow waters and the 
relatively short duration of ponding provide marginally suitable breeding habitat 
for Pacific tree frogs and western toads. These streams also provide potential 
habitat for western pond turtles during spring and early summer. Standing pools in 
the unnamed seasonal stream that drains the eastern portion of the project site 
were inhabited by bluegill and mosquitofish. Common garter snakes may forage for 
frogs and toads along the seasonal streams; waterfowl may forage for 
invertebrates.  In addition, the presence of water within these drainages for most 
of the year and the greater diversity of vegetative composition are natural 
attractions for wildlife.  Though not quantified during the field surveys, deer, turkey, 
raccoon, fox, bobcat, ducks and various song bird species were observed within 
these drainages in greater numbers than the upland oak woodlands.   The streams 
have moderate values to wildlife given the variety of species that may be present. 

 
Page 5.4-6 has been revise as follows: 

Wetlands on the project site include wet swales located in the central and southern 
portions of the site, two seasonal ponds (associated with Clough Creek and the 
unnamed stream that flows from north to southeast across the eastern side of the 
project site), and a seep located in the eastern portion of the site. These water 
features can provide some value to wildlife species given their large-ranging size 
(the largest is 11,543 square feet) and increased ponding duration. The wet swales 
support ostracods and caddisflies, and provides marginal breeding habitat for frogs. 
Similar to the wet swales, the ponds on the site have very low value to wildlife 
species given their very small size, shallow depth, and brief duration of ponding. 
The ponds provide marginal breeding habitat for frogs. 

 
Response 3-h: The commenter states that on page 5.4-6 of the Draft EIR, there is language stating that 

the riparian habitat was not mapped.  The commenter requests that all vegetation 
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communities existing onsite should be mapped, acreages disclosed, and impacts 
evaluated.   

  
 As discussed in further detail in Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR, within Clough Creek drainage, there is no significant 
riparian vegetation associated with this stream; however, there are clump s of isolated 
willow bushes scattered along the stream in various locations.  The same is true for East 
Creek drainage.  These occurrences of individual plants are isolated and do not constitute 
a riparian habitat as defied by CDFW.  Thus, the stream side vegetation is not considered 
a riparian habitat type and they were not mapped as such.   

 
Response 3-i: The commenter states that the biological surveys were conducted during the drought and 

therefore the Draft EIR should include a description of the effects of the drought on the 
surveys. 

 
 As mentioned in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, beginning in January 

2014, Governor Jerry Brown issued a series of Executive Orders regarding the drought.  
As discussed in the Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR and further 
discussed in Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR, 
the original botanical survey of the project site was conducted in April 2005.  Subsequent 
surveys were conducted in 2008, 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2015.  The original 2005 survey 
was conducted prior to the onset of the drought, while subsequent surveys were 
conducted during the course of the drought, which is estimated to be approximately 
2011.1  Between 2005 and 2015, each year had unique weather patterns of sufficient 
diversity to facilitate a complete determination of the floral conditions of the project area.  
Therefore, a discussion specific to the limitations of the botanical surveys as a result of 
the drought is not needed.    

 
Response 3-j: The commenter requests additional information regarding the botanical surveys and the 

qualifications of the surveyors.  In addition, the commenter recommends conducting a 
focused plant survey for all of the special status plant species during the appropriate 
blooming time and following the Department’s 2009 protocols. 

 
 Regarding surveyor qualifications, Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR, contains the biological technical studies, which 
include the names of the main authors of each study.  The main authors include, but are 
not limited to, certified wildlife biologist(s), forest research ecologist(s), registered 
professional forester(s), and wetland delineation specialist(s).  
 
Regarding the botanical surveys, please refer to Response 3-i, regarding the number of 
surveys and the timing of the surveys.  As discussed in further detail in Appendix 15.4, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, a complete biological survey was conducted 
by establishing 200-foot transects through the eight vegetative communities found on the 
project site.  Each transect consisted of 10-meter plots spaced 20 feet apart.  All plant 
species within the plots were identified.  In addition, any other plants found outside of 
the plots were also identified and recorded.  During the course of the biological surveys, 

 
1 California Drought information, executive orders, and timelines are provided by the State of California and can be accessed at 
http://drought.ca.gov/.   

http://drought.ca.gov/
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including the wetland delineations, every drainage and upland area was examined 
numerous times on foot, horseback, and ATV.   State CEQA Guidelines Section 15149(b) 
states that “... The EIR serves as a public disclosure document explaining the effects of the 
proposed project on the environment, alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize 
adverse effects and to increase beneficial effects.”  The County, as Lead Agency, 
determined that the surveys completed by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are 
sufficient to describe the biological resources, including flora, on-site and meet CEQA and 
other regulatory requirements.   

 
Response 3-k: The commenter recommends surveying for Bellinger’s meadowfoam during the 

appropriate blooming period because it can occur around seeps, and a seep is located in 
the eastern portion of the project site. 

 
 As stated in Table 5.4-4, POTENTIALLY IMPACTED SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN THE 

PROJECT AREA, of the Draft EIR, Bellinger’s meadowfoam was not observed during the 
botanical surveys and is not expected to be present within the project site.  One special-
status plant species, Red Bluff dwarf rush, was observed in the project study area during 
a 2012 field evaluation. No other special-status plant species are expected to be present 
within the project site. In addition, as shown in Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP, 
the seep in question would not be impacted, as it is within designated open space.  
Additionally, wetland features on the project site will be protected under either open 
space or RMAs and setbacks.  Therefore, potential habitat for Bellinger’s meadowfoam 
will remain intact.  Refer to Responses 3-i and 3-j for further detail regarding botanical 
surveys. 

 
Response 3-l: The commenter states that oval-leaved viburnum is listed as a California Rare Plant Rank 

2B.3, meaning that the plant is rare, threatened, or endangered in California, but more 
common elsewhere.  Thus, the oval-leaved viburnum meets the definition of Rare or 
Endangered under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(c) and Section 15380.  The 
commenter recommends surveying for this species following the Department’s 2009 
protocols during the appropriate blooming period. 

 
 Table 5.4-4, POTENTIALLY IMPACTED SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN THE PROJECT AREA, of 

the Draft EIR, has been revised to identify oval-leaved viburnum as a California native 
plant species.  Table 5.4-4 identifies oval-leaved viburnum as a California Rare Plant Rank 
2B.3.  Changes to the text in Table 5.4-4 on page 5.4-24 of the Draft EIR are as follows 
(refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT):   

 
 

 

Oval-
leaved 
viburnum 

Viburnum 
ellipticum 

2B.3 

Oval-leaved viburnum is a perennial 
deciduous shrub that occurs in 
chaparral, cismontane woodland, and 
lower montane coniferous forests. The 
species often occurs on north-facing 
slopes covered by dense brush. Oval-
leaved viburnum is found between 700 
and 4,600 feet in elevation. The 
flowering period is May and June. 

In California, oval-leaved viburnum is considered a 
California native species an introduced weed. 
Review of CNDDB records found that oval-leaved 
viburnum has been reported within 10 miles of the 
project area. However, CDFW does not consider 
oval-leaved viburnum to be a special-status 
species. No further evaluation of this species is 
warranted.  Oval-leaved viburnum was not 
observed during the botanical surveys and is not 
expected to be present. 
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As discussed in Responses 3-i, 3-j, and 3-k, above, during the course of the biological 
surveys, including the wetland delineations, every drainage and upland area was 
examined numerous times on foot, horseback, and ATV.  All plant species within the 10-
meter plots were identified.  In addition, any other plants found outside of the plots were 
also identified and recorded.  Oval-leaved viburnum, if present, would have been 
identified.  As mentioned above, one special-status plant species, Red Bluff dwarf rush, 
was observed in the project study area during a 2012 field evaluation. No other special-
status plant species are expected to be present within the project site. 

 
Response 3-m: The commenter recommends that the contractor wash all equipment before and after 

use with every project to help prevent the spread of invasive and noxious weeds between 
projects within Shasta County.   

 
 Page 5.4-42 has been revised as follows (refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT): 
 
 Weed Species. A number of introduced weed species are present in the study 

area. The proposed project could potentially introduce additional weed species 
into the study area or facilitate the spread of unique weed species to other 
locations. The potential for introduction and spread of weeds can be 
avoided/minimized by using only certified weed-free erosion control materials, 
mulch, and seed; precluding the use of rice straw in riparian areas; limiting any 
import or export of fill to material known to be weed free; and requiring the 
construction contractor to thoroughly wash all equipment at a commercial 
wash facility prior to entering the County and the project site (if the equipment 
has most recently been used within the County, cleaning would not be 
required), and requiring the contractor to thoroughly wash all equipment upon 
completion of its onsite use. With implementation of MM 5.4-1d impacts with 
respect to weed species would be less than significant. 

 
 MM 5.4-1d has been revised as follows (refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT): 
 
 MM 5.4-1d:  Grading plans prepared by the project applicant shall note the 

following construction specifications designed to avoid the 
introduction and spread of weeds: 

• Using only certified weed-free erosion control materials, mulch, 
and seed. 

• Precluding the use of rice straw in riparian areas. 
• Limiting any import or export of fill material to material known 

to be weed free. 
• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all 

equipment at a commercial wash facility prior to entering the 
County and the project site. If the equipment has most recently 
been used within the County, cleaning is not required. 

• Requiring the construction contractor to thoroughly wash all 
equipment at a commercial wash facility immediately upon 
termination of its use at the project site. 
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• The project contractor shall continuously comply with the above 
stated measures throughout the duration of onsite and offsite 
construction activities. 

 
Response 3-n: The commenter states that the western spadefoot toad is a rare, threatened, and 

endangered species pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15380.  The commenter 
believes that the surveys conducted for western spadefoot road were incomplete and 
inconclusive.  The commenter recommends proper surveys for this species be conducted 
by a qualified biologist familiar with this species’ life history requirements.  If western 
spadefoot toad is present, the EIR should be revised to include avoidance and mitigation 
measures. 

 
 The Draft EIR Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, provides discussions on special-status 

species, including existing conditions, survey results and survey methods, and analysis of 
project impacts.  Section 5.4 of the Draft EIR is based on the biological resources studies 
provided in Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, as well as 
resource management reports provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT.   

 
Field surveys were conducted in conformance with existing protocols for species of 
interest to identify any plant communities, listed plant species, listed wildlife species, and 
wildlife habitat present on the proposed biological resource study area.  Data sources 
examined for the literature review and known species occurrence, as related to special-
status wildlife species, included the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Special-Status Animals list and BIOS 
database, United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) records, and the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).   
 
As discussed on page 5.4-18 of the Draft EIR, the USFWS official species list identified eight 
federally listed animal species as potentially being affect by work in the project area.  
Review of the CNDDB records found that no special-status animal species or animal 
species proposed for listing have been reported within the project study area.  Seventeen 
(17) special-status animal species and 10 non-status species are known to occur within 10 
miles of the project area.  The 17 special-status animal species known to occur within 10 
miles of the project site includes the western spadefoot.   
 
Table 5.4-4, POTENTIALLY IMPACTED SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN THE PROJECT AREA, 
discusses the western spadefoot status, general habitat, and the potential to occur in the 
project area; refer to page 5.4-23 of the Draft EIR.  Further, as discussed in Draft EIR 
Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
DOCUMENTATION, the initial wildlife surveys were conducted in 2005, with subsequent 
surveys in 2012, 2016, and 2017.  During the 2016 surveys, Wildland Resource Managers 
conducted six site visits in 2016 in an attempt to locate any toads.  Vernal swales and 
other streams were walked in the morning and late evening hours as the toads were 
looked and listened for.  These visits were done during a very wet spring with abundant 
surface water on the site.  No toads were detected.  The onsite aquatic habitats remained 
ponded for a length of time considered normal for similar shallow habitats in the Redding 
area.  The results of these surveys provide a reliable basis for concluding that western 
spadefoot toads are not utilizing the onsite aquatic features as breeding habitat.  As 
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discussed in Response 3-j, the County, as Lead Agency, determined that the surveys 
completed by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are sufficient to describe the 
biological resources on-site and meet CEQA and other regulatory requirements. 

 
Response 3-o: The commenter states that the pallid bat is known to occur in oak woodlands and thus 

recommends conducting proper surveys by a qualified biologist.  If pallid bat is present, 
the EIR should be revised to include avoidance and mitigation measures. 

 
 Refer to Response 3-n regarding general information on field surveys, data sources, and 

the number of listed species.  The 17 special-status animal species known to occur within 
10 miles of the project site do not include the pallid bat; however, two other bat species, 
spotted bat and silver-haired bat, were included in this list.   
 
Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, provides a more detailed 
discussion on bats, including the pallid bat.  Wildland Resource Managers conducted field 
inspections for bats in June and July 2015 and April and May 2016.  Bats were observed 
in flight, with flight patterns indicative of foraging behavior.  While these observations 
were not in the woodland areas of the project, the tree structure of the larger trees in the 
woodlands contains bat habitat roosting features such as cavities, defoliating bark and 
other crevices in the bowls and limbs.  These features most often occur in standing snags 
and tress with a diameter at breast height (dbh) greater than 12 inches and which are in 
a declining condition.   
 
While pallid bat was not specifically identified in database searches, bats were identified 
during the 2015 and 2016 bat surveys.  Therefore, the Draft EIR impact analysis 
determined that vegetation removal associate with the implementation of the proposed 
project could potentially cause physical harm to roosting bats, thus, MM 5.4-1f, MM 5.4-
1g, and MM 5.4-1h would reduce potential impacts to roosting bats to less than 
significant.  These mitigation measures are written such that it covers all bat species, 
which would include pallid bat.  These measures include identifying and retaining trees 
that provide bat roosting habitat, conducting tree removal outside of the bat maternity 
season (typically March 1 through August 31), and install four-chambered bat houses 
within the project site.   

 
Response 3-p: The commenter states that western pond turtle could have been overwintering during 

the spring surveys and recommends conducting proper surveys by a qualified biologist.  If 
western pond turtle is present, the EIR should be revised to include avoidance and 
mitigation measures. 

 
 Refer to Response 3-n regarding general information on field surveys, data sources, and 

the number of listed species.  The 17 special-status animal species known to occur within 
10 miles of the project site include the western pond turtle.   

 
Table 5.4-4, POTENTIALLY IMPACTED SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN THE PROJECT AREA, 
discusses the western pond turtle, general habitat, and the potential to occur in the 
project area; refer to page 5.4-21 of the Draft EIR.  Further, as discussed in Draft EIR 
Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
DOCUMENTATION, the initial wildlife surveys were conducted in 2005, with subsequent 
surveys in 2012, 2015, 2016, and 2017.  During the 2015 surveys, the Clough Creek area 
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was surveyed by walking the length of the stream in March and the East Creek drainage 
and surrounding area was surveyed by walking the length in April. During the 2016 
surveys, Wildland Resource Managers conducted six site visits in 2016.  No western pond 
turtles were observed at any wetland areas within the project site during the surveys.  As 
discussed in Response 3-j, the County, as Lead Agency, determined that the surveys 
completed by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are sufficient to describe the 
biological resources on-site and meet CEQA and other regulatory requirements. 
 
The Draft EIR impact analysis acknowledges that there is potential habitat for western 
pond turtle on the project site.  However, the proposed project would not directly affect 
western pond turtle because the project has been designed to fully avoid all streams.  
Indirect effects to western pond turtle would occur if sediment or pollutant 
concentrations are sufficiently high to cause physical impairment of turtles or degradation 
of turtle habitat.  Compliance with conditions of the General Permit for Storm Water 
Discharges Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities would preclude 
potential indirect impacts to wester pond turtle.  No mitigation measures are warranted 
and impacts were found to be less than significant.   

 
Response 3-q: The commenter recommends completing a Wildlife Movement Study to evaluate 

potential impacts to wildlife movement from the proposed project.   
 
 As shown on Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP, of the Draft EIR, the project would 

provide approximately 526 acres designated as RMA or open space, which is 
approximately 73.6% of the project site.  As shown in Figure 3-6, these areas allow for 
wildlife movement throughout the project site, including drainages and well as along 
upland areas.  The RMAs and open space have been designed to link the entire project 
site to facilitate movement on land by providing contiguous areas of sufficient size (width 
and cover).  These areas would act as movement corridors.   

 
The Draft EIR provides an impact analysis of wildlife movement in Impact 5.4-3, beginning 
on page 5.4-53.  The RMAs within each residential lot has been created to establish 
setbacks from property lines, stream channels, and/or critical natural resources.  These 
areas would remain undisturbed and would be managed by the probate land owner under 
direction of the TRCSD.  These areas would allow for travel corridors for wildlife.  
Additionally, the open space preserves, which accounts for more than a quarter of the 
total acres of the project site, would also remain undeveloped under management of the 
TRCSD and would allow for wildlife movement.  For aquatic species, the project has been 
designed to fully avoid all streams, thus the project would not impede movement.  
Terrestrial wildlife would not be significantly affected by the proposed project because 
the site has been designed to allow for wildlife movement throughout the project site.  
Therefore, due to the extent of the areas available for wildlife movement (73.6% of the 
project site), a movement study was not deemed necessary for the purposes of CEQA.  
Rather, the project can facilitate movement by providing habitat corridors as shown on 
the project plan. 

 
Response 3-r: The commenter recommends that lighting fixtures associated with the project be 

downward facing, fully-shielded, and designed and installed to minimize photo-pollution 
in order to minimize adverse effects of artificial light on wildlife. 
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 The Draft EIR discusses light and glare in Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL 
RESOURCES, as well as in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Impacts on wildlife 
related to nighttime lighting are discussed beginning on page 5.4-47 of the Draft EIR.  As 
stated in Section 5.4, while the proposed project would introduce new light sources, in 
accordance with the Design Guidelines prepared by Shasta Red, LLC for the project, 
lighting should be carefully used and oriented or shielded to minimize glare.  Glare shields 
are required to eliminate bright spots and glare sources on pool and landscape lighting.  
Exterior lighting should utilize low-voltage or similar non-glare direct task type fixtures as 
close to grade as possible.  Light fixtures shall be equivalent to “Good Light Fixtures” as 
defined by the International Dark Sky Association.  Side shielding should restrict sideways 
light to at least 20 degrees below the horizontal plane at the light fixture.   

 
 As discussed in Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, all residential exterior 

lighting would be required to comply with the Design Guidelines, at Section 17.84.050 
(Lighting) of the Shasta County Code.  The Design Guidelines and the Shasta County Code 
Section 17.84.050 required new exterior lighting to be oriented and shielded to minimize 
glare, and avoid light spillage onto adjacent properties.  Shielding of light would reduce 
impacts on nocturnal wildlife species. 

 
Response 3-s: The commenter requests revisions to MM 5.4-1a to include the timing of the conservation 

easement establishment as well as to clarify responsible agencies.   
 
 Mitigation Measure MM 5.4-1a has been revised as follows (refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE 

DRAFT EIR TEXT): 
 

MM 5.4-1a: Subject to review and approval by the Shasta County Resource 
Management Department Director, and prior to the removal of any 
vegetation, the applicant shall establish an offsite conservation 
easement covering a minimum of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland 
in Shasta County. A detailed management plan guiding long-term 
preservation of the oak woodland, which may include a regulated 
intensity of grazing on the site, shall be provided for Shasta County 
and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife review and 
acceptance prior to establishment of the easement. The 
management plan shall identify monitoring and maintenance 
activities, conservation easement and deed restriction terms, the 
easement holder, and remedial actions to be taken if the 
management plan objectives are not met.   

 
A conservation-oriented third-party entity acceptable to Shasta 
County and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife shall hold 
the conservation easement and shall be responsible for ongoing 
monitoring and management of the site in accordance with the 
management plan. 
 
Monitoring reports shall be submitted to Shasta County and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife at least once every three 
years; if management problems are identified or other concerns 
arise, the County may require submittal of more frequent reports (up 
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to two per year) until the concerns are adequately addressed. 
Management activities shall be funded through an endowment 
account established by the project applicant or through fees 
collected by the Tierra Robles Community Services District.  

 
Response 3-t: The commenter states that MM 5.4-1g should not be finalized until a bat survey by a 

qualified bat biologist can be conducted.   
  
 Please refer to Response 3-o, above regarding surveys, impacts, and mitigation measures 

associated with bats and bat habitat. 
 
Response 3-u: The commenter states that for mitigation lands and conservation easements, all entities 

that will hold land are required to go through CDFW’s due diligence process.   
 
 Thank you for your comment.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 

to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
 
Response 3-v: The commenter acknowledges that the Draft EIR states that no impacts to drainages or 

wetlands would occur.  The commenter states that the Fish and Game Code Section 1602 
requires any entity to notify CDFW before beginning any activity that may substantially 
divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from 
the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream or lake. 

  
 Thank you for your comment.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 

to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 4 –– California Highway Patrol (November 28, 2017) 

 

4-a 

4-b 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-72 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 

4-c 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-73 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

4-c 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-74 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
  

4-c 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-75 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter 4 –– California Highway Patrol 
 
Response 4-a: The commenter provides the project location and states that the CHP serves and has 

primary jurisdiction over the unincorporated areas of Shasta County, including the 
proposed project. 

 
 Thank you for your comment.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 

to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
 
Response 4-b: The commenter shared in the concern for potentially significant transportation/traffic 

impacts created by the project.  The commenter states that four intersections, Old 
Oregon Trail/Old Alturas Road, Deschutes Road/Old Highway 44, Boyle Road/Deschutes 
Road, and Deschutes Road/Lassen View Drive, should be carefully evaluated for 
congestion management as well as emergency access to and from the project location.   

 
 The Draft EIR analyzes 18 environmental resource areas, including traffic and circulation 

(refer to section 5.16).  Details regarding traffic are also provided in Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR.  Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, 
identified three of the intersections of concern as follows: 

 
• Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) 
• Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) 
• Deschutes Road & Old 44 Drive (Intersection #14) 

 
As discussed in Section 5.16, and evaluated in detail in Appendix 15.9, these three 
intersections would operate below the threshold LOS under Existing Plus Project 
conditions and Year 2035 Plus Project Conditions; refer to page 5.16-34 of the Draft EIR.   
 
With respect to the Deschutes Road & Lassen View Drive intersection, it is located 
between two studied intersections, Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) and 
Deschutes Road & Old 44 Drive (Intersection #14).  Deschutes Road was analyzed Boyle 
Road to SR-44 as a roadway segment and mitigation measures are required.  
Implementation of MM 5.16-2 would reduce impacts for Existing, Existing Plus Project, 
and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions on Deschutes Road.  MM 5.16-2 requires the 
installation of intersection warning signs with advanced street name plaques at several 
intersections, including Lassen View Drive.    
 

Response 4-c: This was an attached letter from the Special Projects Section of the CHP to the Redding 
Area CHP requesting that the Redding Area review the Draft EIR and use a checklist to 
assess the project’s potential impact to local area operations and public safety.   

 
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 5 – Clay Ross, Superintendent – Columbia Elementary School District (October 31, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 5 – Clay Ross, Superintendent – Columbia Elementary School District 
 
Response 5-a: The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter and references a 

prior letter submitted on the project in March 2016.  
 

Information provided in the referenced March 2016 letter was in response to the public 
services information request submitted to the District in an effort to gain insight on 
existing facilities and operational characteristics of District, as well as an understanding 
of concerns that this proposed project would have on the District’s ability to serve the 
community. As acknowledged by the commenter, applicable information provided in the 
District’s March 2016 letter was utilized during preparation of the Draft EIR (refer to Draft 
EIR Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, was incorporated as part of the 
administrative record, and is attached for reference at the conclusion of this response. 
No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 5-b: The commenter offers background and operational context for the school district’s four 

schools.  
  
 The comment is appreciated and noted for the record.  No further response or change to 

the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 5-c: The commenter restates Impact 5.16-5 and correctly cites the Draft EIR Executive 

Summary on page 2-12 relative to intersection operations under the No Project condition 
for the intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail. The commenter further 
provides a verbatim summary of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3.  

 
This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue. The commenter is referred 
to Response 5-f, below. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 5-d: The commenter expresses an opinion of an agency of which there is no affiliation.  
 

It should be noted that North Cow Creek School District received a copy of the Draft EIR 
and no comment was received during the 45-day public review period. No further 
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 5-e: The commenter further provides a verbatim summary of the significance determination 

provided on page 5.16-38 of the Draft EIR.  
 

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue. The commenter is referred 
to Response 5-f, below. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 5-f: The commenter expresses concern that the intersection mitigation measures are based 

on if the County updates the fee program.  The commenter also assumes that the fees 
will be tied to building permits so that the fees will not be paid in full until the 166th 
building permit is received.   

 
Relative the commenter’s suggestion on the timing and ultimate funding of 
improvements identified for the intersections of Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail 
(Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13), the proposed 
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project is not responsible for assuring that the fair share contribution mitigation projects 
will be constructed prior to occupancy or full buildout of the proposed project.  Both the 
project Traffic Impact Study (May 2015) and Supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis (August 
2017) (refer to Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY) conclude that the improvements 
will be necessary under Year 2035 traffic conditions and not due to initial project 
development.  The project Traffic Impact Analysis concludes that the proposed project 
represents 13% and 11%, respectively, of Year 2035 traffic triggering the need for 
improvements at these intersections; increases in overall County traffic account for the 
remaining 87% and 89% share of the improvement costs, respectively.  The fair share cost 
or payment can be based upon the percentage of project traffic at the particular 
intersection and/or road system.   

 
The Draft EIR appropriately identifies improvements for the intersections of Old Alturas 
Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection 
#13). However, as stated on Draft EIR page 5.16-38, neither intersection is currently part 
of the County’s existing road impact fee program. As a result, full implementation as 
described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 
cannot be assured by the project applicant. The Draft EIR further states that proposed 
project may contribute to this program, should Shasta County update the fee program to 
include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & 
Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections. The payment of applicable fair-share 
costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a cumulatively less than 
significant impact at each intersection. The County programs use of these funds for traffic 
improvements on a priority basis through a budgetary process as the improvements 
become necessary.   
 
Per State CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3), payment of fees is an equitable and typical 
method for collecting the necessary funds to implement transportation improvements. 
The concerns raised in this comment are noted for the record will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during the decision-
making process for the proposed project. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 5-g: The commenter re-asserts suggestions related to traffic impact fee structure and timing.  
 

Please refer to Responses 5-c, 5-e, and 5-f, above.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary. 
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Response 5-a Attachment to Letter 5 -  March 2016 Letter from Columbia School District 
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Letter 6 – Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (December 7, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 6 – Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission 
 
Response 6-a: The commenters opening paragraph provides background information and Shasta Local 

Agency Formation Commission (Shasta LAFCO) understanding of the proposed project 
and restates facts presented in the Draft EIR.  The comment also provides a list of some 
of the documentation presented in support of the proposed project.  Shasta LAFCO notes 
that they are a Responsible Agency under CEQA and outlines the Community Service 
District (CSD) formation and operation process.  The commenter appreciates the 
opportunity to comment and indicates additional comments regarding clarifying how a 
CSD would manage services in an application filed with Shasta LAFCO. 

 The Lead Agency has prepared Responses 6-b through 6-j, below, to specifically address 
the commenter’s concerns. The comment is appreciated and noted for the record.  The 
additional comments indicated above are addressed individually below. 

Response 6-b: The commenter states the Shasta LAFCo must review CDS formation proposals and that 
a Plan for Services must be submitted along with the CSD formation application.  The 
commenter states that many of the remaining comments within the letter address Plan 
for Services content and supporting funding that the CDS, if formed, understands the 
revenues needed to offset management, operations, and administrative expenses.   

 The comment is appreciated and noted for the record.  Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, provides documentation of the plans and design 
guidelines for the project.  This includes the Tierra Robles CSD (TRCSD) formation.  The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that the ultimate approval of the TRCSD would be subject to 
separate application and approval from the Shasta LAFCo; refer to Draft EIR page 1-3.  The 
additional comments indicated above are addressed individually below. 

Response 6-c: The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services on how the Tierra 
Robles Architectural Review Committee (TRARC) will be appointed as the Tierra Robles 
Design Guidelines provides conflicting information.  In addition, the commenter requests 
that TRARC costs be provided in a fee schedule.   

 This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
within the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines and specific to questions regarding language 
and cost within the plans and guidelines associated with the TRCSD, rather than specific 
to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of 
significance associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County 
will work with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all 
application and documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 6-d: The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services regarding applicable fee 
amounts, how the fees are assessed and all TRCSD responsibilities for interacting with the 
proposed conservation-oriented third-party.  In addition, the commenter requests 
clarification on what expertise the TRCSD would need to implement the services in the 
Plan for Services and include mitigation measure oversight amounts in the Fee Schedule.  
The commenter also asks that all OWMP expenses that the TRCSD may incur be 
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incorporated into the Fee Schedule/TRCSD Budget so there are adequate revenues for 
the services.   

 This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
within the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan, which will be implemented by 
the TRCSD.  The comment is also specific to questions regarding language and cost within 
the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan associated with the TRCSD expertise 
and budget, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The 
project applicant and the County will work with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details 
needed for the TRCSD within all application and documentation required to form the 
TRCSD.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-e: The commenters requests clarification within the Plan for Services on what specific 
reporting methods for the fire fuel monitoring should be used in the Plan for Services and 
requests including RMA fire prescription monitoring costs in Fee Schedule/CSD Budget. 

 This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
within the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, which will be 
implemented by the TRCSD.  The fuel management prescriptions present in the Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan were developed using the California 
Public Resources Code, Section 4291-4299 guidelines as well as the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture (USDA) fire models for different vegetation communities and input from 
Shasta County Fire Warden per letter to the Director of the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management.  

The comment is also specific to questions regarding language and cost within the Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan associated with the reporting 
methods for fire fuel monitoring and the TRCSD budget, rather than specific to the EIR 
analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance 
associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County will work 
with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and 
documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-f: The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services on who holds the 
mitigation credits and TRCSD responsibilities for mitigation measure monitoring and 
reporting.   

 With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master 
Response-4 and Responses 3-b and 3-c, above.  With respect to the project impacts and 
mitigation measures, please refer to Response 3-b, above.  In addition, please refer to the 
revised MM 5.4-1a as provided in ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT, and in Response 
3-s.   

 This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
within the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan, which will be implemented by 
the TRCSD.  The comment is also specific to questions regarding mitigation credits and 
TRCSD responsibilities for mitigation measure monitoring and reporting within the Tierra 
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Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of 
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated 
with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County will work with Shasta 
LAFCo to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and 
documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-g: The commenter states that the TRCSD will be the enforcing agency to ensure residents 
implement their part of the fuel management plan, as well as managing the RMA areas 
outside home owner responsibility.  The commenter requests clarification within the Plan 
for Services on how this monitoring will be conducted by the TRCSD and any expected 
costs.   

 With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master 
Response-4 and Responses 3-b and 3-c, above.  Please also refer to Responses 6-b 
through 6-f, above.  The project applicant and the County will work with Shasta LAFCo to 
provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and documentation 
required to form the TRCSD.  This comment is specific to the Plan for Services related to 
the TRCSD rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-h: The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services related to the TRCSD 
regarding storm drain inspection responsibilities and annual procedures, transportation 
system responsibilities including scheduled inspection and maintenance, and cost/fees 
associated with these infrastructure facilities. 

 This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
that need to be in the Plan for Services for the TRCSD.  The comment is also specific to 
questions regarding language and cost associated with the TRCSD responsibilities and 
budgets for storm drain and transportation facilities, rather than specific to the EIR 
analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance 
associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County will work 
with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and 
documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-i: The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services related to the TRCSD 
staffing levels and qualifications needed for annual septic tank inspections and fees 
associated with these inspections.  In addition, maintenance costs and operational 
expenses should be provided in the Fee Schedule/ TRCSD Budget.   

This comment is specific to the Tierra Robles Community Service District and the details 
that need to be in the Plan for Services for the TRCSD.  The comment is also specific to 
questions regarding language and cost associated with the TRCSD responsibilities and 
budgets for annual septic tank inspections and costs associated with the inspections, 
rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
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measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project 
applicant and the County will work with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details needed for 
the TRCSD within all application and documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 6-j: The commenter refers to Section 7.3, ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
CONSIDERATION, specifically the “ANNEXATION TO COMMUNITY SERVICE AREA NO. 8” 
ALTERNATIVE (beginning on page 7-4 of the Draft EIR), and states that the broader range 
of services could be accomplished by the CSA reorganizing into a CSD, which would have 
the authority to provide a higher level of resource management and environmental 
stewardship and avoid the formation of an additional special district.    

 Four potential alternatives to the proposed project were initially considered but 
determined not to be viable and eliminated from further consideration, including the 
“Annexation to Community Service Area No. 8” Alternative.  As discussed on page 7-5 of 
the Draft EIR, the project applicant previously proposed the annexation of the entire 
project site into CSA No.8 for sewage treatment and disposal.  This alternative was part 
of a revised project concept in 2011 and did not include the formation of a CSD.  This 
alternative, created in 2011, did not include the potential for CSA No. 8 to be reorganized 
into a CSD.  In addition, the alternative was rejected because this alternative would have 
greater impacts to air quality (construction), offsite biological impacts, and increased 
wastewater delivery and treatment at CSA No. 8’s treatment facility as compared to the 
proposed project.  In addition, this alternative was further rejected as it failed to meet 
several Project Objectives.   

 Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines permits the elimination of an alternative 
from detailed consideration due to: 

 
• Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives;  
• Infeasibility; and 
• Inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

 
Section 15126(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “Among the factors that may 
be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site suitability, 
economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency, other plans or 
regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries…and whether the proponent can 
reasonably acquire control or otherwise have access to the alternative site. No one of 
these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable alternatives.” In 
addition, the California Supreme Court has stated that lead agencies, not project 
opponents, have the burden to formulate alternatives for inclusion in an EIR. 
 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 7 – Bella Vista Water District (December 22, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 7 – Bella Vista Water District 
 
Response 7-a: The commenter acknowledges review of the Draft EIR. 

 This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  
Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Responses 7-b through 7-p. 

Response 7-b: The commenter states that the project site is entirely within the Bella Vista Water District 
(BVWD) boundaries and within the BVWD Welch Pressure Zone.  BVWD has adopted 
reimbursement policy and will require hydraulic modeling analysis within the Welch 
Pressure Zone to determine appropriate waterline sizes.  In addition, the commenter 
states that to accommodate the development, the Welch Pumping Station would need to 
run year-round.  The commenter also states that it is anticipated that the water line 
extensions and looping of water mains within the project site will generally improve the 
hydraulics within the Welch Zone.   

 This comment is specific to the BVWD reimbursement policy and determining appropriate 
waterline sizes, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The 
project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to 
satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to 
BVWD initiating any potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-c: The commenter states that generally, water demands for similarly zoned rural residential 
developments within BVWD are substantially higher than the projected in the Draft EIR.  
The commenter requests examples of rural residential developments with similar water 
demand to that projected for this proposed project. The commenter expresses concern 
that the County does not have the capabilities to fully implements the provisions of the 
Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) and questions how the proposed 
project will fully implement the MWELO. 

 Please refer to Master Response-3.  Furthermore, the proposed project includes the 
formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) after approval by the 
Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo).  The TRCSD would be used 
as a means to oversee, implement and enforce compliance with the State’s MWELO or 
County ordinance requirements (if more restrictive than the State MWELO). It will be 
incumbent on the TRCSD to make all property owners aware of all covenants and 
conditions regarding use of all properties within the Tierra Robles project area.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-d: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate groundwater extractions or 
impacts to the Enterprise Subbasin from private wells and does not identify any current 
groundwater wells within the project site.  The commenter states that it is BVWD’s 
experience that private groundwater wells are permitted despite the existence of the 
BVWD public water system.  The commenter asks if new wells will be prohibited and 
existing wells will be properly destructed. 
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 Please refer to Master Response-3.  Please refer to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR 
(specifically page 5.17-28), which further discuss the proposed project’s water demand 
and the impacts on the water supply in Impact 5.17-4 (project specific impacts) and 
Impact 5.17-8 (cumulative impacts).  As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b 
requires the project applicant to identify and implement an agreement with BVWD to 
provide BVWD with dry-year water supplies prior to commencement of project 
construction.  This measure ensures that actual physical development does not occur until 
such time as there is adequate water to serve it.  With the implementation of mitigation 
measures, the Draft EIR found impacts to be less than significant.  No private wells are 
anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-e: The commenter states that BVWD receives nearly all of its water supply from the federal 
Central Valley Project (CVP) and is subject to shortage provisions pursuant to the U.S. 
Bureau of Reclamation’s municipal and industrial shortage policy and amendments.  The 
commenter states that with current and anticipated regulatory actions, BVWD’s 
likelihood of receiving the full water supply allocations in “below normal” will be reduced 
and will result in single and consecutive year shortages. 

 The commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern and does not 
comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR in the comment.  However, Mitigation 
measure MM 5.17-4b is intended to address shortage conditions for the project.  
However, as discussed in Master Response-3, existing shortage conditions due to a 
variety of conditions affecting CVP supplies will continue as noted.  Once reaching full 
demand for a specific period (see MM 5.17-4b), the future homeowners at the proposed 
project will also be subject to the same shortages faced by existing customers.  But, due 
to the structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the demands of the proposed project will not 
exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by existing users.  The magnitude and frequency 
of CVP shortages on existing customers will be the same with or without the additional 
demands of the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-f: The commenter summarizes the Water Supply Evaluation of the Draft EIR and states that 
the proposed mitigation has several complications.  The commenter states the availability 
of water transfers is reduced and thus cannot be considered a reliable water source.  The 
commenter also states that there is no funding source identified for any purchase of 
water for the expected duration of buildout. 

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  As stated in Draft EIR MM 5.17-4b 
“…the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County Department of Resource 
Management documentation demonstrating that the applicant has secured an 
Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with adequate water supplies on an annual basis 
during identified shortage conditions in a quantity that represents a minimum of 90 
percent of the project’s prior year water usage.” [emphasis added].  As noted in MM 5.17-
4b, the applicant must enter into an agreement that is acceptable to BVWD, and 
therefore, assumes that BVWD would require various assurances regarding availability 
and reliability of the temporary supply, and financing prior to approving any agreement 
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for temporary water supplies.  MM 5.17-4b ensures that actual physical development 
does not occur until such time as there is adequate water to serve it.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-g: The commenter states that there are presently no existing BVWD water lines within the 
project site. 

 This comment is specific to existing BVWD infrastructure within the project site, rather 
than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, 
and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and 
the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD 
infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any 
potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-h: The commenter states that the plans for water system improvements must be submitted 
to BVWD for review and approval.  BVWD has adopted a Reimbursement Policy and will 
require a Reimbursement Agreement with the project applicant to recover expenses 
incurred from the proposed project. 

 This comment is specific to plans for the proposed water system improvements, including 
determining appropriate waterline sizes, and the BVWD reimbursement policy, rather 
than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, 
and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and 
the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD 
infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any 
potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-i: Th will be necessary to determine the commenter notes that the water lines on Boyle 
Road and Old Alturas Road are owned by the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and operated 
and maintained by BVWD, thus any connections to these lines will require U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation approval. 

 This comment is specific to existing water lines outside of the project boundaries and the 
multiple jurisdictions that oversee the existing infrastructure, rather than specific to the 
EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of 
significance associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County 
will work with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and BVWD to provide the details needed 
to satisfy necessary U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and BVWD infrastructure improvements 
and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-j: The commenter states that new water mains may need to be looped in order to meet fire 
hydrant flow requirements and that a hydraulic model will be necessary to determine the 
sizes of the water main connections and water lines. 
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 This comment is specific to plans for the proposed water system improvements, including 
determining the need to loop new water mains in order to provide appropriate hydrant 
flow requirements, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental 
impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed 
project.  The project applicant and the County will comply with all existing applicable laws 
and regulations, and will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy 
necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to BVWD 
initiating any potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-k: The commenter states that required water system improvement for each phase of the 
project must be installed and accepted by BVWD prior to providing permanent water 
services to the project site. 

 This comment is specific to the proposed water system improvements, rather than 
specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the 
County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD 
infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any 
potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-l: The commenter states that the water supply needs for the project shall be determined 
based on the full potential range of development of the parcels.  For example, if there are 
no imposed and enforceable land use restrictions, then parcels may potentially be utilized 
for agricultural purposes which would have a larger annual water supply demand.  The 
commenter questions how the land use restrictions will be enforced. 

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, regarding the water demand of the 
proposed project and the projected water supply.  With respect to enforcement of land 
use restrictions, the proposed project includes the formation of the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta County Local Agency 
Formation Commission (LAFCo).  The TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee, 
implement and enforce compliance with the landscape limitations included in the project. 

Response 7-m: The commenter states that the per capita per day water demand estimated for indoor 
residential demand was incorrectly derived from the California Water Code Section 
10608.20.   

Please refer to Master Response-3.  The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Act 
requires an urban purveyor to reduce its overall per-capita water use by some amount by 
2020.  BVWD has committed to reducing the overall per-capita water use by 20% from 
2013 averages.  This target per-capita value is derived by dividing the total “gross water” 
use (as defined by the California Water Code) by the total population served.  Thus, the 
average per-capita use incorporates all customer uses within BVWD, including 
commercial, residential, rural, agricultural (as this customer type also receives municipally 
treated water), industrial, parks, and any other specific BVWD customer classification.  
Estimating water demands for a new customer, such as the residential indoor and limited-
landscape outdoor demands associated with the proposed project, are based upon other 
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methods as articulated in Appendix 15-10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft 
EIR.  The new customer demands, and associated population, will be included in future 
determinations of the overall BVWD average per-capita use.  The fact that they will be 
lower than average may help BVWD achieve its overall 20% average per-capita use 
reduction target.  
 
Furthermore, as most recently codified, the California Water Code has amended the 
residential indoor standard to drop below 55 gallons per-capita per day (gpcd).  The new 
statutory requirements reduce the average value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and potentially 
to 50 gpcd as of 2030, as required by California Water Code §10609.4(a), chaptered on 
May 31, 2018.  It is possible that available residential water use fixtures and appliances 
will result in indoor per-capita demands that are even lower than those estimated using 
55 gpcd.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 7-n: The commenter states the 2015 BVWD UWMP has a baseline per capita daily water use 
of 947 gallons per capita per day.  The target usage for water planning purposes is 80% of 
the baseline usage, therefore, the commenter estimates that the proposed project would 
have a water demand of 2.12-acre-feet per year for the proposed 166 residential units, 
which would include both indoor and outdoor usage. 

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  The determination of baseline and 
target per-capita water use in the UWMP represents an average value for all classes of 
existing and future BVWD customers which range from multi-family apartments to multi-
acre agricultural users.  The value is determined by dividing “gross water,” which reflects 
all of the treated water produced by BVWD, divided by the population served (baseline 
gpcd = gross water/population).  This value does not represent the value for a particular 
user classification, such as new residential homes (which are required to comply to new 
State standards).  The calculation provided in this comment implies that the actual 
demand for a house with limited landscaping would use the BVWD average target value.  
If that method was applied to BVWD’s agricultural customers, who likely have the same 
occupancy rate (or less), then the agricultural customers would be anticipated to only use 
2.12 acre-feet per year for the entire property served by a meter.  BVWD recognizes that 
agricultural and other customers have above-average use, while other customers have 
below average use.  The proposed project’s water demand was estimated by separately 
determining indoor and outdoor use factors for each parcel, as described in detail in 
Appendix 15-10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 7-o: The commenter states that the assumption of a secondary unit replacing 1,500 square 
feet of irrigated acreage is not supported within the Water Supply Evaluation.  The 
commenter states that there is no viable reason to assume landscape area will be 
replaced by a secondary unit and requests that water usage projections be revised 
accordingly. 

 If the landscaped area is not adjusted, and the secondary unit is constructed, then the 
parcel could potential be developed outside of the development enveloped, depending 
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on the lot configuration and associated development envelope.  However, adjusting to 
not reduce the maximum landscape area results in an upward adjustment of 1.2 acre-feet 
per year.  As detailed in Appendix 15-10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, the 15 parcels 
with secondary residential units had a reduced demand factor for the outdoor water use 
from 0.29 acre-feet per year (for standard parcels) to 0.21 acre-feet per year.  This 
reduction in the outdoor demand factor reflects the calculation for the landscape area 
that is 1,500 square feet less than the area used in the standard parcels.  If this adjustment 
is not made, the 15 parcels with secondary units would instead have the same outdoor 
demand factor as the standard parcels, which is 0.29 acre-feet per year.  The resulting 
increase of 0.08 acre-feet per unit per year for the 15 units results in a total increase of 
1.2 acre-feet per year.  This would increase the estimated demand of the entire proposed 
project from 80 acre-feet per year to 81 acre-feet, a non-substantial change that would 
have no effect on the conclusions of the analysis provided in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Appendix 15-10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, the Draft EIR.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 7-p: The commenter states that water service to the project site will be subject to water 
service requirements, needs, and availability at such time as water service is requested 
from BVWD. 

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-b.  This 
comment is specific to the proposed water service to the project site being subject to 
BVWD requirements, needs, and availability, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of 
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated 
with the proposed project.  The project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to 
provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and 
service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service.  Approval of the 
proposed project will be conditioned to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure 
improvements and water service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable 
water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 8 – Wintu Trribes of Northern California (December 29, 2017) 

 

  

8-a 
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Response to Letter 8 – Wintu Tribes of Northern California 
 
Response 8-a: The commenter states that the Tribe is opposed to the project and would have negative 

effects on sensitive historical and cultural sites. The commenter requests that no 
excavations or other ground disturbing activities of any kind take place in the project area 
without a contracted tribal monitor. 

This comment is specific to opposition of the project and requiring a contracted tribal 
monitor during ground disturbing activities, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of 
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated 
with the proposed project.  The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft 
EIR, including impacts related to cultural resources and tribal cultural resources as 
provided in Section 5.5, CULTURAL RESOURCES, and Section 5.15, TRIBAL CULTURAL 
RESOURCES.  In addition, as stated on page 5.5-1 of the Draft EIR, analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts was derived from the three cultural resource investigations on-
site, as well as the results from the Sacred Lands File of the NAHC.  The analysis identified 
the implementation of MM 5.5-1a and MM 5.5-1b.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 9 – Public Interest Law Project (December 28, 2017) 

 

9-a 

9-b 
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9-b 
Cont. 

9-c 
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9-d 

9-e 
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Response to Letter 9 – Public Interest Law Project 
 
Response 9-a: The commenter makes an introductory statement regarding the status of the County’s 

General Plan Housing Element and needs for lower income households.  The commenter 
notes that the project site could be rezoned to accommodate lower income housing 
needs.  The commenter refers to additional comments regarding the Draft EIR not 
complying with CEQA.    

 
The comment is specific to the Shasta County General Plan and Housing Element, rather 
than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, 
and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
 
The additional comments referenced above are addressed individually below.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

  
Response 9-b: The commenter states that the Tierra Roble EIR must identify and discuss any 

inconsistencies the proposed project has with the County’s General Plan and cites 
Highway 66 Coalition v. County of Monterey, 14 Cal. App. 5th 883, 893 (2017).  The 
commenter states that the EIR’s Land Use and Planning Section does not identify or 
discuss whether the proposed project is consistent with the County’s Housing Element 
Programs, specifically Program 8, to zone land for higher-density residential use.  The 
required analysis is missing and must be included in order to comply with the State CEQA 
Guidelines.  The commenter states that this proposed project adds to the surplus of sites 
while the housing needs of lower income households are almost completely ignored by 
the County.   

 
The commenter is incorrect in the citing of Highway 66 Coalition v. County of Monterey, 
14 Cal. App. 5th 883, 893 (2017).   The case should be properly cited as the Highway 68 
Coalition v. County of Monterey.  The commenter, however, is correct in the summary of 
that case regarding CEQA requiring an evaluation of inconsistencies with the General Plan.  
As stated on page 12 of the decision: 

 
 “[w]hile there is no requirement that an EIR itself be consistent with the 
relevant general plan, it must identify and discuss any inconsistencies 
between a proposed project and the governing general plan. [Citation]” 
[Citation.] “Because EIRs are required only to evaluate ‘any 
inconsistencies’ with plans, no analysis should be required if the project is 
consistent with the relevant plan. [Citation].” 

The commenter also cites Program 8 of the Housing Plan, which is located in Section V. 
Housing Plan of the Shasta County General Plan.  The commenter states that the proposed 
project should evaluate consistency with this Program.  In part, Program 8 states the 
following:  
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“As part of the General Plan update, Shasta County shall identify adequate 
sites with appropriate land use designations to accommodate 800 housing 
units for lower income households. Each site selected will require a minimum 
density of 20 units per acre and must be capable of supporting at least 16 
units per site (i.e., each site must have at least 0.80 acres of developable land) 
based on parcel size, configuration, development standards, water and sewer 
service and other factors. Each site must allow for rent and owner-occupied 
multi-family housing without the need for a conditional use permit. At least 
50 percent of the total housing units will be accommodated by sites in which 
the zoning does not allow for non-residential uses. Sites Shasta County will 
consider for rezoning to accommodate the lower-income portion of the 
RHNA consists of the following specific parcels.” 

Immediately following the above, page 102 of lists the 19 assessor parcel numbers that 
Shasta County will consider: 5 within the Burney Area, 12 within the Cottonwood Area, 
and 2 within the Fall River Mills Area.  None of the assessor parcel numbers are within the 
proposed project site nor is the proposed project in proximity to any of the 
aforementioned locations.   

In addition, page 102 further states: 

“Approximately 40 acres of land, at 20 units per acre, is required. As shown 
by the above list, the County has identified substantially more land than 
would be required to accommodate for the extremely low and very low 
income household portion of the RHNA.  All identified sites are vacant and (in 
order to reduce the costs of development) located within water and sewer 
districts with existing service lines either on or adjacent to the property. Most 
of the identified sites are either free of major environmental constraints or, 
where they do exist, only the developable portion of the property will be 
considered. The selected sites will be rezoned to the existing Multiple-Family 
Residential (R-3) district, which allows only residential and residential 
accessory uses, with a modification to allow 20 units per acre. Parcels 
currently zoned for commercial use, may be rezoned to Mixed Use with a 
modification to allow 20 units per acre. 103 To assist the development of 
housing for lower income households on larger sites, the County will facilitate 
land divisions or lot line adjustments resulting in parcel sizes that allow 
multifamily developments affordable to lower income households in light of 
state, federal and local financing programs (i.e., parcels of 2 to 10 acres). The 
County will work with property owners and non-profit developers to target 
and market the availability of sites with the best potential for development. 
In addition, the County will offer information and assistance related to all 
incentives adopted by the County for the development of affordable 
housing.” 

The commenter is directed to the aforementioned italicized section in the preceding cited 
paragraph.  As stated, the County has already identified more land than would be needed, 
therefore, using the proposed project for lower income housing would be extraneous.  In 
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addition, as discussed at length in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the 
Draft EIR, use of the project site for higher density residential units would be constrained 
by water supply and there are no current developed sewer service lines within the project 
site.  Lastly, as illustrated immediately above, the use of the proposed project site for 
higher density development would exacerbate the existing environmental constraints as 
discussed and disclosed in the various section of the Draft EIR, and hence, the proposed 
project site does not possess, “the best potential for development,” for affordable 
housing. 

Therefore, discussion of Program 8 in terms of this proposed project would be 
inconsistent, and as cited in the noted court case, unnecessary based on Case Law and 
State CEQA Guidelines for discussion within the Draft EIR.    

The County is currently reviewing and revising the housing needs and updating the Shasta 
County General Plan Housing Element.  As required by law, this Housing Element update 
will identify sites the meet the various income level needs of the County residents.  This 
process is outside of this proposed project and Draft EIR.   

The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 

Response 9-c: The commenter states that it is questionable whether the proposed project can be 
considered consistent with the Shasta County General Plan because the County has not 
adopted the required 5th revision of the Housing Element and therefore the County 
currently lacks an updated and legally compliant Housing Element as part of its General 
Plan.  The General Plan must include all of the mandatory elements to be valid.  No action 
can be consistent with a General Plan that does not have all mandatory elements. 

 
 Refer to Response 9-b, above.  The proposed project would include a Zone Amendment 

(Z10-002) to change the current zoning to Planned Development (PD) zone district.  This 
zone change is consistent with the currently adopted Shasta County General Plan Land 
Use Designations.  No general plan amendment is required as a result of the proposed 
project.  By law, if zoning changes increase housing density beyond the general plan land 
use designations, then a general plan amendment would also be required.  As mentioned 
above, Shasta County is currently reviewing and revising the housing needs and updating 
the Shasta County General Plan Housing Element.  As required by law, this Housing 
Element update will identify sites the meet the various income level needs of the County 
residents.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 9-d: The commenter restates that the proposed project site should be rezoned to 

accommodate higher density housing needs.  The commenter further elaborates that the 
project should include rezoning sites to allow 20 units per acre.    

 
Please refer to Responses 9-b and 9-c, above, which describes why such a rezone would 
be inappropriate for the project site, for reasons to include numerous sites are already 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-111 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

accounted for in Program 8, the proposed rezone of the project site for high density 
residential would be inconsistent with Program 8, and use of the proposed project site 
for high density residential would exacerbate environmental impacts.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 9-e:  The commenter concludes the letter encouraging the County to consider the previous 

comments.   
 

Please refer to Responses 9-a through 9-d, above.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 10 – Wintu Audubon Society (December 28, 2017) 

 

10-a 

10-b 
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Response to Letter 10 – Wintu Audubon Society 
 
Response 10-a: The commenter expresses concern about bird and wildlife conservation and the impacts 

on native bird and wildlife species that may result from this project.  The commenter also 
mentions that former Conservation Shari commented on the 2012 NOP. 

 The Lead Agency analyzed impacts to biological resources in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as 
resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, 
of the Draft EIR.  In addition, the 2012 NOP and associated comment letters, as well as 
the 2016 NOP and associated comment letters, are provided in Appendix 15.1, NOTICE 
OF PREPARATION.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-b: The commenter states that the elimination of approximately 146 acres of oak woodlands 
will result from the project.  The commenter requests that the mitigation ratio for oak 
woodland be 3:1, rather than the 2:1 ratio identified in the Draft EIR.   

 Please refer to Response 3-b, above, as it related to oak woodland mitigation ratios.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-c: The commenters states that the proposed project impacts, such as light intrusion, noise, 
edge effects, and domestic animals, in addition to the Fire Management Plan, will result 
in a tendency to reduce the quality, density, and variability of oaks and associate 
vegetation inclining understory and grasslands due to management for fire prevention, 
and consequently reduce the wildlife habitat values.  The commenter states that the Draft 
EIR provides no substantial evidence, short of declarative statements, that habitat values 
will be increased due to oak management.  The commenter also suggested that if credits 
for on-site preservation of oak woodlands against off-site mitigation requirements are to 
be made, that should be at ratios less than 1:1. 

With respect to the oak woodland wildlife habitat, habitat values, and mitigation, please 
refer to Master Response-4 and Responses 3-b,3-c, 3-d, and 3-e, above.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-d: The commenter states that the impact conclusions within the Draft EIR itself as well as 
between the Draft EIR and the associated technical studies are inconsistent as related to 
wildlife corridor movements and native wildlife nursery sites.  The commenter believes 
that significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors with the project would result from 
project implementation.  The commenter feels that mitigation measures provided in the 
technical studies are not reflected in the Draft EIR. 

 With respect to wildlife movement corridors, please refer to Response 3-q, above.  As 
shown on Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP, of the Draft EIR, the project would 
provide approximately 526 acres designated as RMA or open space, which is 
approximately 73.6% of the project site.  As shown in Figure 3-6, these areas allow for 
wildlife movement throughout the project site, including drainages and well as along 
upland areas.  The RMAs and open space have been designed to link the entire project 
site to facilitate movement on land by providing contiguous areas of sufficient size (width 
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and cover).  These areas would act as movement corridors.  The RMAs within each 
residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from property lines, stream 
channels, and/or critical natural resources.  These areas would remain undisturbed and 
would be managed by the probate land owner under direction of the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District (TRCSD).   

 With respect to wildlife nursery sites, Page 5.4-54 of the Draft EIR has been revised to 
read as follows (also refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR): 

Streams corridors are considered primary locations for wildlife migration 
corridors. However, implementation of the proposed project, would not 
incur development along streams. The RMA within each residential lot 
has been created to establish setbacks from property lines, stream 
channels and/or critical natural resources. These areas would remain 
undisturbed and would be managed by the private land owner under 
direction of the TRCSD. These areas would allow for travel corridors for 
wildlife. Additionally, the open space preserves, which accounts for more 
than a quarter of the total acres of the site, would also remain 
undeveloped under management of the TRCSD and would allow for 
wildlife movement and continued use for bird or bat nurseries. 
Regardless, wildlife movement would be impeded to some degree, but 
would not be considered a significant impact.  Native wildlife nursery 
sites would be potentially impacted as discussed in Impact 5.4-1, above; 
however, implementation of MM 5.4-1g, MM 5.4-1h, MM 5.4-1i, and 
MM 5.4-1k would reduce impacts to birds and bats.   

With respect to consistency of the mitigation measures discussed in the Draft EIR versus 
the technical studies, the intent of Mitigation Measures 1 through 5 of the Biological 
Evaluation for Geringer’s Capitol Tierra Robles Ranch (Revised 2016) are reflected in the 
Draft EIR as MMs 5.4-1a, 5.4-1b, 5.4-c, 5.4-1d, and 5.4-1k. The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 10-e: The commenter states that prohibiting dogs in all RMAs as required by MM 5.4-1c would 
be difficult, especially since the wildlife fencing required in the Oak Woodland 
Management Plan would allow passage of all animals, including dogs. 

 The impacts of domesticated pets are discussed throughout Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 5.4-48 of the Draft EIR, 
implementation of the proposed project would include residential development which 
could result in an increased number of domesticated animals being present on the site.  
The Draft EIR further states that the County cannot reasonable forecast the intensity of 
domesticated animals that could be onsite and any effort to quantify the potential 
degradation of onsite habitat and/or species would be speculative.  However, MM 5.4-1b 
and MM 5.4-1c require open space and RMAs to be protected through establishment of 
conservation easements and deed restriction.  The deed restrictions would prohibit dogs 
in these areas.  The RMAs will be managed by the TRCSD.   

 As part of the deed restrictions, the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines state that all fences 
must conform to Tierra Robles Master Fencing Plan and be subject to conditions as 
described in the Logbook, which designated the location and design of fencing for 
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individual homesites.  The Tierra Robles Design Guidelines further state that side yard and 
rear yard fences shall be open view fencing consisting of six feet high black painted 
wrought iron fencing, although upgraded fencing will be considered on a case by case 
basis.  Chain link and wood fences will not be permitted on residential home sites. Fencing 
requirements vary depending on lot and location.  These wrought iron fences for side and 
rear yards, would contain domesticated animals such as dogs, to the development 
envelope of the project site.  This would allow for dogs to be contained within their own 
yards, and not wander into the open space and easement areas.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

Response 10-f: The commenter states that there are discrepancies between the Draft EIR and the 
technical studies, especially related to the oak woodland numbers.  The commenter 
requests reconciliation of all acreage calculations so that mitigation acreage calculations 
can be consistently applied and compared. 

 The commenter only specifies an inconsistency with the percent of the project area 
considered oak woodland and does not provide specific detail regarding the “other 
inconsistencies.”  The Draft EIR is based on the technical studies provided in Appendices 
15.1 through 15.10.  Prior to public circulation, the Draft EIR went through four rounds of 
consultant, County, and applicant peer reviews and edits.  In addition, Section E2, ERRATA 
TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT, includes minor edits or revisions to the Draft EIR.  The ERRATA 
has been prepared in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. Additional 
editorial changes initiated by County staff are hereby incorporated. These clarifications 
and modifications are not considered to result in any new or greater impacts than 
identified and addressed in the Draft EIR. To avoid redundancy, it should be assumed that 
additions, modifications, or deletions of text within Sections 5.1 through 5.18 of the Final 
EIR, where applicable, are reflected in Section 2.0, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, and Section 
9.0, INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES. 

Regarding the consistency with oak woodland percentages, these vary depending on the 
type of oak woodland or grassland and the project impacts being discussed.  As shown in 
Figure 3 of the Oak Management Plan (refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT), as well as Figure 5.4-1, PRIMARY HABITAT TYPES, of 
the Draft EIR, the project site contains approximately 88 acres of annual grassland and 
approximately 633 acres of oak woodland (approximately 307 acres of Blue Oak 
Grassland, approximately 306 acres of Blue Oak Woodland/Gray Pine, and approximately 
20 acres of Interior Live Oak).  Therefore, the project site currently contains approximately 
12 % annual grassland and approximately 88 % oak woodlands, assuming rounding to the 
nearest whole number.  In addition, depending on the context of the discussion, these 
numbers may vary depending on the impact discussed, the type of habitat discussed, and 
rounding.  Thus, the numbers between the Draft EIR and the technical studies are 
consistent, when taking into consideration the context of the numbers and whether 
rounding the numbers to the nearest whole number was a factor. The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 
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Response 10-g: The commenter expressed thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR and 
provided contact information. 

 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.    
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Letter 11 – California Oaks (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 11 –California Oaks 
 
Response 11-a: The commenter states that the Draft EIR has been reviewed and further comments are 

provided in the letter. 

This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  
Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Response 11-b through 
Response 11-j. 

Response 11-b: This comment summarizes the project’s direct and indirect impacts to oak woodlands.  
The comment incorrectly characterizes the conclusions in the Draft EIR and specifically 
Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE.  

The Draft EIR does not state that the carbon sequestration rates of existing forests would 
mitigate the project’s GHG emissions as indicated in the comment.  The Draft EIR 
determines that project GHG impacts would be significant and unavoidable despite the 
implementation of mitigation measures. 

Impacts to oak woodlands were addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources.  
Tierra Robles Design Guidelines address the protection and preservation of oak trees.  In 
accordance with the Design Guidelines, an Architectural Review Committee appointed by 
the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) would review all building and 
landscape plans prior to commencement of any clearing, grading, construction, or 
landscaping, to ensure oak trees outside of the established building envelope are not 
removed. In the event that the owner of a future lot desires to impact a greater basal area 
than identified in the Design Guidelines Lotbook, the additional number of trees removed 
over the baseline basal area will be assessed a fee at $75.00 per inch diameter by the 
TRCSD. 

The Design Guidelines, which apply to all development within the project boundaries, 
include measures for the protection of oak trees during construction (prohibiting work 
within the dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring drainage improvements when 
necessary to ensure continued health of existing oak trees, etc.). The Design Guidelines 
also require planting an average of one street tree per 35 feet of lineal parcel frontage 
(minimum of three street trees for each parcel); 50 % of the street trees must be native 
oak species. In addition, one tree must be planted on the property per 1,000 square feet 
of lot area where appropriate (in areas not already heavily forested). The Design 
Guidelines include a plant palette of trees, shrubs, and ground covers that complement 
the character of the oak woodland, grassland, and riparian setting. 

Draft EIR Section 5.4 also identifies various mitigation measures to reduce the impacts to 
oak woodlands.  For example, MM 5.4-1a requires a permanent offsite conservation 
easement to be established for the preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland, 
while MM 5.4-1b requires the protection of open space areas through establishment of 
conservation easements and deed restrictions to ensure protection of oak woodland 
values.  Additionally, MM 5.4-1c requires Resource Management Areas to be maintained 
in perpetuity.  With implementation of MM 5.4-1a, MM 5.4-1b, and MM 5.4-1c, impacts 
on the oak woodlands would be less than significant from a Biological Resources 
perspective.  However, it should be noted that as analyzed in Draft EIR Section 5.7, 
Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change, project impacts were determined to be 
significant and unavoidable despite the implementation of proposed energy efficiency 
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measures, water conservation measures, and MM 5.7-1.  The Draft EIR does not state that 
the carbon sequestration rates of existing forests would mitigate the project’s GHG 
emissions as indicated in the comment.  

Response 11-c:  The comment provides a statement from the 2008 California Air Resources Scoping Plan 
regarding carbon sequestration.  It should be noted that this statement is in the context 
of the State’s role in the West Coast Regional Carbon Sequestration Partnership 
(WESTCARB).   

WESTCARB is a public-private collaboration to characterize regional carbon sequestration 
opportunities in seven western states and one Canadian province.  The 2008 Scoping Plan 
also notes that the Forest sector is unique in that forests both emit GHGs and uptake 
carbon dioxide (CO2). While the current inventory shows forests as a sink of 4.7 
MMTCO2e, carbon sequestration has declined since 1990. For this reason, the 2020 
projection in the 2008 Scoping Plan assumes no net emissions from forests. 

The 2009 Natural Resources Agency CEQA GHG Amendments response to comments and 
Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (December 2009) refers to the direct 
and indirect GHG emissions that may result in forest land conversion.  Direct emissions 
(e.g., construction, mobile, and area source emission) and indirect emissions (e.g., 
electricity consumption, water, and solid waste generation) were analyzed the Draft EIR 
GHG section.  The Draft EIR concluded the Project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts concerning GHG emissions.  Since CEQA considers the impacts of a 
project as a whole and encourages an expansive analysis of a project’s impacts, the 
project’s GHG emissions due to land use conversion has been considered as part of the 
cumulative issue of climate change.  The Resources Agency, in transmitting OPR’s 
Guidelines for rulemaking, clarified that the revisions to the State CEQA Guidelines are 
intended “to emphasize that the effects of greenhouse gas emissions are cumulative, and 
should be analyzed in the context of CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impacts 
analysis.”  Accordingly, analysis of the project’s impacts with conversion of forest 
resources would not change the project’s significant and unavoidable climate change 
finding. 

Additionally, the Draft EIR acknowledges that despite the implementation of proposed 
energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, and MM 5.7-1, project related 
GHG emissions would not meet the reduction targets established by AB 32 or SB 32, and 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  MM 5.7-1 requires the project to 
provide pedestrian connections to the offsite circulation network, use natural gas instead 
of wood burning hearths, exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards, install energy 
efficient appliances, use smart grid technology, use onsite renewable energy, include grey 
water systems, install water-efficient irrigation, install water efficient fixtures, and divert 
at least 65 % of the project’s solid waste.  The Project Design Features and MM 5.7-1 
represent all feasible mitigation measures available to reduce project related GHG 
emissions. 

Response 11-d: The commenter discusses the decomposition of biomass and states that CEQA does not 
differentiate between anthropogenic and biogenic GHG emissions and quotes Response 
95-1 of the 2009 Natural Resources Agency’s response to the California Wastewater 
Climate Change Group. 
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The project would not remove all trees within the impact area.  As noted in Response 11-
b, the Design Guidelines include measures for the protection of oak trees during 
construction (prohibiting work within the dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring 
drainage improvements when necessary to ensure continued health of existing oak trees, 
etc.).  Additionally, the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the removal of trees 
and vegetation is also generally considered carbon neutral in the long term given that 
trees and vegetation would release the carbon when they die and decompose.  Also, refer 
to Response 11-c regarding the Natural Resources Agency CEQA Amendments and SB 97.  
 

Response 11-e:  The commenter states that simply preserving existing natural lands does not mitigate 
natural land conversion GHG emissions.  The commenter discusses GHG emission 
modeling and states that appropriate means to feasibly and proportionately mitigate 
forest land conversion GHG emissions is be planting/maintaining the requisite number of 
native woodland trees in Shasta County. The comment cites Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measures from Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and incorrectly attempts to create 
a nexus to GHG emissions.   

 Mitigation Measures MM 5.4-1a and 5.4-1b in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to be established for oak woodland 
preservation the establishment of conservation easements and deed restrictions to 
ensure protection of oak woodland values.  These mitigation measures are identified in 
the Draft EIR to mitigate impacts to Biological Resources.  The Draft EIR does not take any 
GHG emissions mitigation credit or any other emissions reductions credits from the 
implementation of the Biological Resources mitigation measures.   

As indicated above, to reduce project-related GHG emissions, the project would be 
required to implement energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, among 
others identified in the Project Design Features and MM 5.7-1.  The Project Design 
Features and MM 5.7-1 represent all feasible mitigation measures available to reduce 
project related GHG emissions.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that despite the 
implementation of proposed energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, 
and MM 5.7-1, project related GHG emissions would not meet the reduction targets 
established by AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  
Refer to Response 11-c, above.  

The comment also indicates that little sequestration occurs in a tree’s first 20 years.  This 
statement is in direct conflict with data from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC).  According to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas 
Inventories, trees are net carbon sinks during the active growing period of 20 years.  
Thereafter, the accumulation of carbon in biomass slows with age and increases in 
biomass carbon are assumed to be offset by losses from pruning and mortality. 

Response 11-f:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides no science or fact to support how the 
potential land preservation and enhancement mitigation measures are going to mitigate 
the significant biomass disposal FHF emissions and requests that the proposed project 
demonstrate mathematically that the mitigation will mitigate CO2, CH4, N2O, black carbon, 
and hydrofluorocarbon emissions associated with the impacts to natural lands. 

Refer to Response 11-e, above.  As discussed above, the Draft EIR does not take GHG 
emissions reduction credits for the preservation of oak woodlands.  The project also 
would not remove all trees within the impact area. Offsite conservation identified in 
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Mitigation Measures MM 5.4-1a and 5.4-1b are related to the mitigation of biological 
impacts and not GHG emissions impacts.  Additionally, the Shasta County Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) adopts and enforces controls on stationary sources of 
air pollutants through its permit and inspection programs, and regulates burning.  Burning 
is regulated by SCAQMD Rule 2.6 and requires a valid permit and is limited to certain 
times of the year for areas below 1,000 feet.  Additionally, the SCAQMD may declare No-
Burn Days in addition to those so declared by the California Air Resources Board.   
SCAQMD Rule 2.7 requires smoke to be minimized, prohibits smoke to be transported 
into sensitive areas, and prohibits violations of the ambient air quality standards.  As 
noted in the Draft EIR Project Description, vegetation could potentially be disposed of in 
a variety of ways including chipping, piling, or burning.  Therefore, the project would not 
result in excessive N2O or black carbon emissions from potentially impacted to trees.  
Additionally, as stated above, the accumulation of carbon in biomass slows with age and 
increases in biomass carbon are assumed to be offset by losses from pruning and 
mortality.  As such, the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the removal of trees 
and vegetation is considered carbon neutral in the long term given that trees and 
vegetation would release the carbon when they die and decompose. 

Response 11-g:  The commenter requests that forest land conversion GHG emissions accurately account 
for the total biomass weight and that land conversion information should be provided in 
the Draft EIR related to biomass weight of the impacted overstory and understory, 
biomass decomposition, biomass combustion, emissions related to transporting biomass 
off-site, and how mitigation will be consistent with SB 1383. 

 Refer to Response 11-d, above.  As previously noted, the project would not remove all 
trees within the impact area.  As noted in Response 11-b, the Design Guidelines include 
measures for the protection of oak trees during construction (prohibiting work within the 
dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring drainage improvements when necessary to 
ensure continued health of existing oak trees, etc.).  Additionally, the potential loss of 
carbon stock associated with the removal of trees and vegetation is also generally 
considered carbon neutral in the long term given that trees and vegetation would release 
the carbon when they die and decompose.  Therefore, emissions related to biomass 
decomposition would already occur even without project implementation. 

 As indicated in Response 11-f, burning is just one potential option for disposal of impacted 
vegetation.  However, burning is regulated by the SCAQMD and is prohibited during 
certain times of the year and is prohibited from impacting other receptors and violating 
the ambient air quality standards.  Furthermore, the project Design Guidelines include 
provisions to protect trees and avoid conflicts with the trees and proposed building 
envelopes.  Therefore, the project would not result in excessive N2O or black carbon 
emissions from any potential impacts to trees.   

Response 11-h:  The commenter summarizes comments provided in the letter and states that the 
environmental effects have not been sufficiently analyzed within the Draft EIR.   

 This comment provides a summary of the previous comments.  Refer to Responses 11-b 
through 11-g, above.  As stated above, project-related GHG emissions are fully disclosed 
in Section 5.7 of the Draft EIR and all feasible mitigation measures have been identified.  
The Draft EIR does not take any GHG emissions mitigation credit or any other emissions 
reductions credits from the implementation of the Biological Resources mitigation 
measures, including oak tree preservation measures.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that 
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despite the implementation of proposed energy efficiency measures, water conservation 
measures, and MM 5.7-1, project related GHG emissions would not meet the reduction 
targets established by AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

Response 11-i:  The commenter provides Attachment A to the letter providing additional biomass 
disposal GHG emissions information. 

 Refer to Response 11-e, above.  As stated above, the accumulation of carbon in biomass 
slows with age and increases in biomass carbon are assumed to be offset by losses from 
pruning and mortality.  As such, the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the 
removal of trees and vegetation is considered carbon neutral in the long term given that 
trees and vegetation would release the carbon when they die and decompose. 

Response 11-j:  Attachment B of the comment letter provides general summaries of various California 
regulations regarding GHG emissions.   

 The comment does not specifically reference the analysis in the Draft EIR or any specific 
CEQA issue.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is required.  
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Letter 12 – California Native Plant Society (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 12 –California Native Plant Society 
 
Response 12-a: The commenter discusses the mission of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and 

states that the project is detrimental to California native plants and there is inadequate 
protection of oak woodlands and inadequate mitigation measures for oak woodlands in 
the Draft EIR.   

 The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts 
related to biological resources, as provided in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as resource management 
plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, 
and Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR.  With 
respect to the oak woodland habitat, habitat values, herbaceous communities, native 
plants, and mitigation, please refer to Master Response-4 and Responses 3-b, 3-c, 3-d, 3-
e, 3-f, 3-g, 3-k, 3-l, 3-s, and 3-t, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 12-b: The commenter states that the fire safety plan measures would result in oak woodlands 
that are no longer oak woodlands but a parklike setting.  The commenter feels that this 
will adversely affect ground nesting animals, soil hydrology and plant cover with a 
resulting decrease in native flora and fauna. 

 Please refer to Master Response-4 and Responses 3-b, 3-c, 3-d, 3-e, 3-f, 3-g, 3-k, 3-l, 3-n, 
3-o, 3-p, 3-q, 3-s, and 3-t, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 12-c: The commenter states the prescribed fire management practices will hinder native plants 
and that the RMA will be a parklike setting.  In addition, the commenter states that the 
oak woodland mitigation credits should be based on loss of 446 acres, not 146 acres. 

 Please refer to Responses 3-d, 3-e, and 10-c regarding fuel reduction prescriptions and 
oak woodland management.  Please refer to Responses 3-b and 3-c regarding oak 
woodland management and oak woodland mitigation ratios.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 12-d:  The commenter states they have noted the concerns of the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (CDFW) related to the botanical assessment and survey.   

The CDFW comment letter is provided as Letter 3, above, for the responses to CDFW’s 
comments and concerns.  Responses to Letter 3 comments are provided in Responses 3-
a through 3-v.  Specific to botanical assessments and surveys, please refer to Responses 
3-f through 3-l, 3-s, and 3-u, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 13 – Robert J. Grosch (October 25, 2015) 
 

 
 

13-a 

13-b 

13-c 

13-d 
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13-j 

13-k 
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Response to Letter 13 – Robert J. Grosch 
 
Response 13-a: The commenter provides statements regarding urban planning theory and states that the 

proposed project is a suburban-like development resulting in increased air pollution, 
increased traffic, and other unfavorable contributions to a semi-rural area. 

 
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The proposed design is intended to 
maintain a semi-rural appearance given the siting of proposed building envelopes, the 
extent of open space preservation (approximately 74.2%), and the overall density of the 
development (1 dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres). As noted, the Draft EIR found that the 
overall density of the proposed project is not substantially inconsistent with densities 
within the surrounding area, however, proposed project does not conform to the grid like 
pattern of residential lots within the surrounding area. The proposed project would be 
required to comply with Shasta County Code, Title 17 (Zoning), which is designed to 
ensure land use compatibility and orderly development. Regulations for setbacks, density, 
allowed land use, and other elements of development projects serve to reduce 
incompatibility that might otherwise accompany unplanned development. As a result, the 
Draft EIR determined that while the proposed project is consistent with applicable 
General Plan policies for the site and surrounding area. No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 
 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 and Response 13-b through Response 
13-l, above, for additional concerns raised by this comment.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.   

 
Response 13-b: The commenter states that the existing drainage floods on occasion, overtopping the 

road.  The commenter states that the project will increase runoff and, thus, increase the 
danger of flooding.  The commenter states that Starwood would be damaged from 
flooding, thus stranding the occupants of the four residential units north of the culvert, 
resulting in a risk to public safety.   

  
 The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts 

related to hydrology, as provided in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, of 
the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as resource management 
plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, 
and Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, of the Draft EIR.  Specifically 
related to erosion and flooding, Impact 5.9-3, beginning on page 5.9-15 of the Draft EIR, 
analyzes the impact of the project related to onsite or offsite erosion, while Impact 5.9-4 
beginning on page 5.9-17 of the Draft EIR, analyzes the impact of the project related to 
onsite or offsite flooding.   

 
 As discussed in Impact 5.9-4, the Preliminary Hydrology Analysis determined the rates of 

runoff produced by the local watersheds of interest under existing conditions and after 
development.  The peak flows for the project site are provided in Table 5.9-2, EXISTING 
AND POST-DEVELOPMENT PEAK FLOWS FOR SITE, on page 5.9-18 of the Draft EIR.  The 
proposed project would use onsite low impact development (LID) facilities to retain 
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additional storm water runoff that would result from the proposed project.  Therefore, 
the runoff from the project site after the implementation of the project, with 
incorporation of the recommended LID facilities, would not overwhelm any offsite storm 
water drainage systems.  The proposed project would also comply with Shasta County 
Code Chapter 12.12 to reduce project impacts as the result of creating or contributing to 
runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage 
systems.  The Draft EIR found that impacts would be less than significant, thus, the 
project’s impacts on offsite flooding and erosion would not substantially change the 
conditions that currently exist.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-c: The commenter raises concerns regarding the discovery of archaeological resources 

onsite. No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter; however, 
Staff offers the following response specific to the discovery of unknown cultural resources 
onsite during project construction. 

 
 Section 5.5, CULTURAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR discussed the potential for cultural 

resources to be encountered within or adjacent to the proposed project. The analysis of 
potential impacts to cultural resources were based on several studies conducted onsite 
and include the following: (refer to Draft EIR page 5.5-1): 

 
• Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Additional Archaeological Reconnaissance for the 

Chatham Ranch Development. April 2006. 
• Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Chatham Ranch 

Environs (820 Acres North of Boyle Road Between Deschutes Road and Old Alturas 
Road), Palo Cedro, Shasta County, California. July 2004. 

• Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Cultural Resources Investigation for Tierra Robles 
Development (North of Boyle Road Between Deschutes Road and Old Alturas 
Road) Palo Cedro, Shasta County, California. January 2013. 

 
As noted on page 5.5-10 of the Draft EIR, it is expected that the project area will have a 
moderate likelihood of containing both prehistoric and historic resources. To minimize 
potential impacts to prehistoric and historic resources, including Native American cultural 
resources, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1a is required that limits construction activities 
should unknown resources be discovered. Additionally, the project would comply with 
strict adherence to California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 5097.98 
of the Public Resources Code (as amended by Assembly Bill 2641) be followed in the event 
that human remains are encountered as a result of project development, as addressed in 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1b. With compliance with applicable regulations and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1a and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-
1b, impacts to cultural resources would be less than significant. No change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-d: The commenter expresses that the proposed wastewater treatment solution for the 

proposed project is unacceptable and will result in fouling the air and polluting local 
streams. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, (Draft EIR page 5.3-21) regarding 

the discussion of potential odors associated with the proposed community wastewater 
collection and treatment system. As noted on page 5.3-21, individual septic tanks onsite 
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would include carbon filters to control odors.  The wastewater treatment system would 
be designed to meet the reuse requirements for discharge of Title 22 (Disinfected 
Secondary Effluent).  Title 22 reuse requires daily testing for coliform and also includes 
provisions for odor and nuisance control.  Furthermore, the project would be required to 
comply with Shasta County Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 3:16 and 
California Health & Safety Code Section 41700, which prohibits the discharge of 
contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to 
any considerable number of persons or to the public.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 3-15 and page 3-
22) for a detailed description of proposed community wastewater collection and 
treatment system. Wastewater from the proposed project would be collected via 
individual residential septic tanks, transferred to a community collection system, treated, 
and then recycled for roadway median landscape irrigation. This system must obtain the 
requisite Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) Waste 
Discharge Requirements permit.  

 
As documented on Draft EIR page 5.9-13 (refer to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY), the proposed treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse 
requirements for discharge of Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent.  Per Title 22, 
recycled water used for the irrigation of roadway landscaping would be disinfected 
secondary-23.  Secondary-23 recycled water is water that has been oxidized and 
disinfected so that the median concentration of total coliform bacteria in the disinfected 
effluent does not exceed a most probable number (MPN) of 23 per 100 milliliters.  The 
Orenco AXMAX treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements for 
discharge of the Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent as well as the CVRWQCB’s Waste 
Discharge Requirements. Therefore, the project would not involve any unpermitted 
discharges of waste material into ground or surface waters.  
 
The commenter also is referred to Page 5.17-19 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, which provides further discussion of the wastewater system.  As discussed 
above, the system would meet the reuse requirements for discharge of Title 22 
Disinfected Secondary Effluent, which requires daily testing for coliform.  Effluent also is 
monitored for turbidity, oxidation reduction potential (ORP), and chlorine residual.  In 
addition, the treatment system would include flow equalization and emergency storage 
tankage.  The proposed project would fall under the Central Valley RWQCB requirements.  
The proposed project would comply with local, State, and federal laws and regulations, 
and would obtain all applicable permits for the system.  The Draft EIR, thus concluded 
that these project components would result in a less than significant impact.  No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 13-e: The commenter states that the proposed project would create 1,660 vehicle trips per day 

and this increase in traffic would use one driveway and would use Boyle Road.  The 
commenter expresses concern that Boyle Road cannot safely handle the increase in 
traffic.  The commenter suggests that roundabouts would be necessary at several 
locations along Boyle Road. 
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The Draft EIR analyzes traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project in Section 5.16, 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION.  In addition, Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the 
Draft EIR provides additional details regarding the technical analysis of traffic related 
impacts on the roadway system.  Traffic analyses was completed for 17 intersections and 
8 roadway segments.   
 
As shown in Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, it is estimated that the proposed 
project would generate approximately 1,774 new daily trips, with 135 vehicle trips 
generated during the AM peak hour period and 175 vehicle trips generated during the 
PM peak hour period.  The directional trip distribution and assignment of project-
generated trips were estimated based on an understanding of existing and projected 
future traffic flows and travel patterns within the vicinity of the proposed project site, 
location of local and regional housing and employment/commercial centers in relation to 
the propose project site, and supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional 
Travel Demand Forecast model.  Trip distribution from the two entrances into the project 
site is graphically depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, of the Draft EIR, 
page 5.16-16.  The traffic would be distributed along multiple roadways within the 
circulation network, and would not only use Boyle Road.   
 
As discussed in Impact 5.16-1, beginning on page 5.16-22 of the Draft EIR, one 
intersection, Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps, would operate at an unacceptable level of 
service (LOS); all other intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS under Existing 
Plus Project conditions.  All roadway segments would operate at acceptable LOS under 
Existing Plus Project conditions.  Therefore, mitigation related to traffic increases under 
Existing Plus Project conditions would only be required at one intersection.  No further 
mitigation measures are warranted at this time.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 

Response 13-f: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 
supply water to the proposed project.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 13-g: The commenter raises concerns relative to the proposed zoning request and states that 

placing a suburban tract in the midst of properties that are of larger acreage destroys the 
nature of the semi-rural environment.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional information 
regarding the project’s proposed zoning and density.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 13-h: The commenter states that urban light pollution destroys the enjoyment of the evening 

sky and the introduction of 166 residential units a few hundred feet from properties 
zoning for rural residential is not appropriate. 

 
The commenter is referred to Impact 5.1-2 on page 5.1-20 of the Draft EIR that specifically 
discusses the project’s potential for creating a new source of substantial light or glare 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-141 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

which could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. As described on page 5.1-
20, all residential exterior lighting would be required to comply with the Design 
Guidelines, and §17.84.050 (Lighting), of the Shasta County Code.  The Design Guidelines 
and Shasta County Code §17.84.050 require new exterior lighting to be oriented or 
shielded to minimize glare, and avoid light spillage onto adjacent neighbors.  Glare shields 
would be required to eliminate bright spots and glare sources, and exterior lighting would 
utilize low-voltage or similar non-glare direct task type fixtures as close to grade as 
possible.  All exterior lighting would be equivalent to “Good Light Fixtures” as defined by 
the International Dark Sky Association, and would be reviewed and approved by the Tierra 
Robles Architectural Review Committee (TRARC) prior to installation.  Compliance with 
the Design Guidelines and County’s lighting standards would result in a less than 
significant impact from exterior lighting sources at the project site. No change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
As previously noted above under Master Response-2, comments identifying the scale of 
the proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to 
decision-makers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no 
further response is necessary.    

 
Response 13-i: The commenter expresses a concern that the proposed 166 units will contribute to air 

pollution from smoke associated with wood stoves. 
 

As noted in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.3-2 on page 5.3-17 of the Draft EIR (refer to 
Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY), the installation of wood-burning fire places onsite are 
specifically prohibited. Only natural gas fireplaces are acceptable. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-j: The commenter states concerns regarding the impact the project would have of flight 

patterns of migratory birds and that water runoff from the project would pollute water 
that the birds use during migration. 

 
 Impact 5.4-1 (refer to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES), evaluates, in detail, oak 

woodland impacts associated with the proposed project. As noted on page 5.4-38 of the 
Draft EIR, tree removal would result in the loss of potential nesting habitat for migratory 
birds. 

 
 The project applicant is taking a number of steps to avoid impacts on oak woodlands and 

to enhance the value of the oak woodlands. With respect to avoidance, the project 
applicant has proposed the establishment of several open space preserves to provide at 
least partial mitigation for the loss of oak woodlands. Specifically, the onsite preserves 
include the principal onsite stream corridors, which provide some of the highest wildlife 
habitat values on the site. Because the onsite preserves are within the onsite Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) (refer to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, for a full 
discussion of the RMAs, including preservation goals and long-term maintenance), they 
provide for enhanced buffering and reduction of edge effects. The onsite preserves are 
also clearly capable of supporting the same suite of plants and wildlife that occupy the 
planned development areas; this ability is unlikely to be met in full at offsite preserves. 
Finally, the onsite preserves provide “islands” and corridors for wildlife use and dispersal, 
which are particularly valuable in the urbanizing portions of the County. 
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 In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan prescribes a number of measures 

that will help maintain and enhance the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity. Plan 
implementation will provide for ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the oak 
woodlands, promote oak regeneration, ensure that a variety of tree size-classes are 
represented onsite, promote retention of snags and downed trees, maintain acorn 
production (which is essential for wildlife), and reduce fire hazards, especially the hazard 
of catastrophic wildfire. 

 
 Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to 

be established for the preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland. As required by 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, the onsite areas classified as Open Space would be 
protected through establishment of conservation easements and deed restrictions to 
ensure protection of oak woodland values. Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires 
RMAs to be maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be managed for their oak 
woodland habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would provide a degree of 
connectivity with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would maintain a woodland 
structure capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to medium-sized wildlife species. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-
1b, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c, impacts on the oak woodlands would be less 
than significant. 

 
 Relative to the commenter’s concern regarding water quality impacts from the proposed 

project, development of the proposed project would introduce additional impervious 
surfaces and would have the potential to increase the amount of storm water runoff 
either onsite or that exiting the site. As discussed under Impact 5.9-4 (page 5.9-20 of the 
Draft EIR), with incorporation of the recommended low-impact development (LID) 
attributes, the proposed project would not overwhelm any offsite storm water drainage 
systems. Permit requirements for the SWPPP and the permanent erosion plan required 
by Shasta County Code Chapter 12.12, would reduce project impacts as the result of 
creating or contributing to runoff that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff 
would be minimized. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-k: The commenter believes that existing predatory animals currently living onsite will move 

into larger acreages surround the proposed project site and the balance in the area will 
be changed with displaced predators finding it necessary to feed on small livestock, 
chickens, geese and household pets. 

 
Please refer to Master Response-4, Response 3-a through Response 3-v, and Response 
12-a through Response 12-d regarding biological resources, including impacts on habitat 
and wildlife species.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 13-l: The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project and urges the county to 

deny the proposed project. 
 

Thank you for your comment. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
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Letter 14 – Karen and Tom Taylor (October 27, 2017) 
 

 
  

14-a 

14-b 
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Response to Letter 14 – Karen and Tom Taylor 
 
Response 14-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply availability within the Bella 

Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed project 
and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD. The commenter 
further states that the developers of the proposed project should pay for additional water 
for BVWD.  

 
Please refer to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR (specifically 
page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the project applicant 
to identify and implement an agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with dry-year 
water supplies prior to commencement of project construction.  This measure ensures 
that actual physical development does not occur until such time as there is adequate 
water to serve it. The commenter is also referred to Master Response-3 and Response 7-
d above for additional discussion. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 14-b: The commenter questions the anticipated daily vehicle trips and expresses safety 

concerns regarding additional traffic on Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. 
 
 Project trip generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth 
Edition). Single Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 
daily trips per unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed 
project. The Apartment category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily trips 
associated with up to 15 accessory dwelling units. 

 
 With regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the commenter 

is referred to page 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION). The following reflects a summary of the offsite pedestrian, bicycle, and 
motorized vehicle safety review completed on Old Alturas Road, Boyle Road, and 
Deschutes Road in the immediate project vicinity. The safety performance analysis was 
based on historical collision data and a field review. 

 
For Old Alturas Road (Deschutes to Seven Lakes Road), it is estimated that 17 % of the 
project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) by 27 % in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 23 % in the Year 2035 Plus 
Project conditions. The increase in traffic, in combination with the overall very low traffic 
volumes and LOS A conditions, is not expected to significantly increase the rate of 
collisions. Safety mitigation was not identified along this segment of Old Alturas Road. 
 
Old Alturas Road (Boyle Road to Old Oregon Trail), it is estimated that 61 % to 62 % of the 
project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 24 percent 
in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 22 % in the Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. 
A collision rate 9 % higher than the statewide average for similar facilities is not 
statistically significant and is considered to be within a normal and expected range. The 
increase in traffic, in combination with the LOS A conditions and the modern roadway, is 
not expected to significantly increase the rate of collisions. Safety mitigation was not 
identified along this segment of Old Alturas Road. 
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For Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to State Route 44), approximately 85 % of the collisions 
were reported to occur during daylight conditions and 56% were identified as rear-end 
collisions. South of Boyle Road, it is estimated that 15 % of the project traffic will use this 
section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 5 % in both the Existing Plus Project 
and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. Immediately north of SR-44, it is estimated that 7 
% of the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 1 
% in both the Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. The installation 
of intersection warning signs at various locations along Deschutes Road between Boyle 
Road and SR-44 would serve to notify drivers of upcoming driveways. Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.16-2 (page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR) requires the project applicant to install 
intersection warning signs at Lassen View Drive, Beryl Drive, Sunny Oaks Drive, Wesley 
Drive, Robledo Road, Oak Meadow Road, Oak Tree Lane, and Coloma Drive prior to 
issuance of a building permit that would allow construction of the first residence. No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 15 – Dr. and Mrs. Thomas K. Gandy (November 5, 2017) 
 

 
  

15-a 
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Response to Letter 15 – Dr. and Mrs. Thomas K. Gandy 
 
Response 15-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply availability within the Bella 

Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed project 
and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD.  

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft 
EIR (specifically page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the 
project applicant to identify and implement an Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD 
with dry-year water supplies prior to commencement of project construction. This 
measure ensures that actual physical development does not occur until such time as there 
is adequate water to serve it. The commenter is also referred to Master Response-3 and 
Response 7-d above, for additional discussion. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 16 – Phillip and Kay Gibson (November 6, 2017) 
 

 
  

16-a 

16-b 

16-c 

16-d 

16-e 
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Response to Letter 16 – Phillip and Kay Gibson 
 
Response 16-a: The commenter provides opening remarks and general opinions, none of which raise an 

environmental concern.  
 

The remarks are noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Responses to specific comments are 
addressed below in Response 16-b through Response 16-e. 

 
Response 16-b: The commenter expresses concern regarding loss of the remaining onsite oak 

woodland habitat. 
 

The commenter is referred to Impact 5.4-1 (Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) of the 
Draft EIR which evaluates oak woodland impacts associated with the proposed project. 
As noted on page 5.4-38, the project applicant is taking a number of steps to avoid 
impacts on oak woodlands and to enhance the value of the oak woodlands onsite while 
meeting safety requirement of the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal Fire) 
as well as those of the Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD). With respect to avoidance, 
the project applicant has proposed the establishment of several open space preserves 
and Resource Management Areas (RMAs) to provide partial mitigation for the loss of oak 
woodlands. The proposed project site was subdivided into five RMA’s representing 
distinct and identifiable habitat types.  
 
The RMA within each residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from property 
lines, stream channels and/or critical natural resources. These areas would remain 
undisturbed and would be managed by the private land owner under direction of the 
Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) as specified in the Tierra Robles 
Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (TRWF/VMP). The total area of the RMA is 
333.9 acres or 46.9% of the total area (refer to Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP, in 
Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR). 

The area classified as Open Space includes 192.7 acres, 26.9% of the total project area, 
and would be managed through an Open Space Management Plan to ensure the 
undeveloped areas of the property continue as a means of fire protection, open space 
preservation and to manage the open spaces throughout the life of the project.  The Open 
Space areas designated as RMA 5 consist of large tracts of open space land divided into 
two RMA sub-categories; RMA 5-1 and RMA 5-2. RMA 5-1 would be managed through the 
use of livestock grazing from January to May of each year.  

 In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan prescribes a number of measures 
that will help maintain and enhance the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity. Plan 
implementation will provide for ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the oak 
woodlands, promote oak regeneration, ensure that a variety of tree size-classes are 
represented onsite, promote retention of snags and downed trees, maintain acorn 
production (which is essential for wildlife), and reduce fire hazards, especially the hazard 
of catastrophic wildfire. 

 
 In addition to establishment of open space preserves and RMAs, several mitigation 

measures have been implemented to promote the long-term protection and 
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management of oak woodland resources onsite, including the preservation of additional 
oak woodland resources offsite. Specifically, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a requires a 
permanent offsite conservation easement to be established for the preservation of 137.8 
acres of blue oak woodland. As required by Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, the onsite 
areas classified as Open Space would be protected through establishment of conservation 
easements and deed restrictions to ensure protection of oak woodland values. Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires RMAs to be maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be 
managed for their oak woodland habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would 
provide a degree of connectivity with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would 
maintain a woodland structure capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to medium-
sized wildlife species. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 16-c: The commenter expresses concerns regarding impacts to the resident wildlife and wildlife 

movement.  
 

The commenter is referred to Response 3-q, Response 10-d, and Response 16-b above.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 16-d: The commenter expresses concerns regarding water supply availability within the Bella 

Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed project 
and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD. The commenter 
states that the proposed project would result in the re-routing of residents along Boyle 
Road and Deschutes Road triggering zone changes throughout the area. 

 
Regarding water supply, the commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR (specifically page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the project applicant to identify and implement an 
Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with dry-year water supplies prior to 
commencement of project construction. This measure ensures that actual physical 
development does not occur until such time as there is adequate water to serve it. The 
commenter is also referred to Master Response-3 and Response 7-d, above for additional 
discussion. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 Regarding the proposed project triggering other zone changes, as noted above in Master 

Response-2, in the event that future high-density development is proposed within this 
area of unincorporated Shasta County, the environmental impacts and merits of that 
future project will be evaluated at that time, as required by CEQA.  It is speculative to 
state that the proposed project would be used as justification for promoting high-density 
development in the area.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably 
foreseeable, assuming further rezoning is speculative and not a part of the analysis 
included in the Draft EIR.  

 
With regards to the proposed onsite community wastewater collection and treatment 
system, please refer to Response 13-d, above.  With regards to the increase in traffic along 
Boyle Road and Deschutes Road, the commenter is further referred to Responses 4-b, 5-
f, 13-e, and 14-b, above. 
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Response 16-e: The commenter states that there are inadequate roads, schools, water, and sheriff 
services to serve the proposed project and existing residents would lose aesthetics and 
lifestyles. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL 
RESOURCES, Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Each of the 
referenced topics were evaluated in the Draft EIR and found to be less than significant or 
less than significant after mitigation. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
The commenter re-asserts opinions regarding the necessity of the proposed project. The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary.  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-152 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 17 – Robert J. Grosch (November 6, 2017) 
 

 
 
 

17-a 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-153 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

17-b 

17-c 
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17-d 

17-e 
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17-f 

17-g 

17-h 
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17-h 
Cont. 

17-i 

17-j 

17-k 
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17-l 

17-m 

17-n 
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17-o 

17-p 
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17-q 
Cont. 

17-r 

17-s 
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Cont. 
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Response to Letter 17 – Robert J. Grosch 
 
Response 17-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding the request to change the zoning.  The 

commenter states that what is being requested is that the aspirations of the proposed 
developer override the aspirations of the County residents as reflected in the General 
Plan, the Zoning Plan, and accepted standards of modern urban planning.   

 
 This comment is specific to the zone change request of the proposed project and does 

not raise issue with the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project 
site’s existing zoning designations are Rural Residential 5-acre minimum (RR-BA-5), rural 
Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U).  The existing RR-BA-5 and 
RR-BA-3 apply to approximately 389.8 acres.  The remaining 325.6 acres are currently 
zoned Unclassified (U) which is intended to be applied as a holding district until a precise 
zone district has been adopted for the property.  Therefore, these areas could ultimately 
be rezoned to allow for higher density residential development that what is currently 
being considered for the proposed project.  The Shasta County General Plan designates 
the project site as Rural Residential A (RA) and allows 1 dwelling unit/2 acres.  The 
proposed project would provide 166 single-family residential parcels ranging from 1.38 
acres to 6.81 acres in size under the proposed zone change.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 17-b: The commenter requests data to demonstrate that homeowners will use the recycled 

water systems for irrigation and requests data regarding the water quality of recycled 
water and whether it is safe and sanitary under all conditions.  The commenter requests 
that the systems be designed so that they cannot be overridden by residents. 

 
 As discussed in Chapter 3, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, wastewater from the proposed project 

would be collected via individual residential septic tanks, transferred to a community 
collection system, treated, and then recycled for roadway median landscape irrigation. 
This system must be designed to meet the requirements of the requisite Central Valley 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements 
permit.  Design criteria for landscaping selection, dispersal system criteria, as well as for 
operation and maintenance of the system would be included in the Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the proposed project. 

 
 Impacts related to water supply, grey water (i.e., recycled water), and water quality were 

analyzed in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, and Section 5.17, UTILTIES 
AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as 
well as resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, 
and Appendix 15.10. WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.   

 
 As discussed in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, discusses that the use of 

the proposed grey water system is consistent with Executive Order (EO) B-29-15 related 
to State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, and EO B-37-16 upholding previous 
EO’s, which emphasizes wise water use and less water waste to become permanent 
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requirements in order to prepare for more frequent and persistent periods of limited 
water supply.  Accordingly, as stated on page 5.17-19 of the DRAFT EIR, “the dual-
plumbing wastewater drain system at each residential unit would comply with Chapter 
16 (now Chapter 15) of the California Plumbing Code.”  Chapter 15 of the California 
Plumbing Code specifically addresses requirements pertaining to greywater use and as 
discussed in the DRAFT EIR, these requirements would ensure that waste discharge 
requirements are not exceeded.  In addition, page 5.17-19 of the Draft EIR, states that 
grey water diversion systems would be installed under permit with Shasta County Building 
Division and the Shasta County Environmental Health Department would review all plans 
for grey water discharge to the ground.  Each individual parcel would require a sewage 
disposal system permit issued by Shasta County Environmental Health Department for 
the installation of septic tank and pump system.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 
are less than significant.    

 
 As discussed above, conformance to California Plumbing Code Chapter 15, Alternate 

Water Sources for Nonportable Applications, and obtaining proper permits through the 
Shasta County Environmental Health Department would ensure impacts associated with 
any health risk effects of the proposed grey water system are less than significant.   No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 17-c:  The commenter requests that the proposed project fit into the community in a way that 

will retain the rural residential appearance.  The commenter also requests that all 
buildings should have a minimum setback of 30 feet from the nearest lot line, and that 
homes and other buildings should be a minimum of 200 feet from the nearest edge of 
Boyle Road. 

 
 As discussed in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project 

would include 166 single-family residential parcels ranging from 1.38 acres to 6.81 acres 
in size on approximately 471.92 acres (total residential parcel area).  Each residential lot 
would have a designated building envelope to designate the acceptable building area for 
that individual parcel.  Site clearing and grading for the construction of a single-family 
residence and desired accessory buildings would be limited to the delineated building 
envelope.  

 
 As discussed in Section 5.1, AESTHETICS, each individual residential parcel would be 

developed in compliance with the proposed Design Guidelines (refer to Appendix 15.2, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT).  The proposed Design Guidelines were 
created to provide property owners, architects, homebuilders, and contractors with a set 
of parameters for the preparation of their drawings and specifications.  Adherence to 
these Design Guidelines would assure homeowners that a consistent level of quality 
would be maintained.  The Tierra Robles Architectural Review Committee (TRARC) or the 
“Committee” would review all designs, plans, and construction. Figure 5.1-6, KEY VIEW 2 
– EXISTING AND PROPOSED CONDITIONS, provides a photosimulation of views of the 
proposed project afforded from motorists traveling along Boyle Road as well as resident 
uses to the south and west of the project site (refer to page 5.1-17 of the Draft EIR).   

 
 As analyzed in Impact 5.1-1, project implementation would change the character of Key 

View 2 as a result of the addition of hardscape and massing from the new residential 
structures.  However, as shown in Figure 5.1-6, the proposed residential units would 
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appear generally similar in massing and scale to the existing development to the west of 
the proposed project site.  Further, the proposed exterior earth tone colors, encouraged 
by the Design Guidelines, reduce color contrast of the new structures with the 
surrounding natural landscape.  As such, the proposed residential uses from the proposed 
project would appear similar in massing and scale to the surrounding community.  
Impacts to character/quality of the proposed project site and its surroundings, as seen 
from Key View 2, would be less than significant. 

 
 Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, provides information 

related to the proposed project’s design standards and development envelopes.  The 
vesting maps provide the delineation of the setback lines that are shown in greater detail 
in the Lotbooks; refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT.  
As discussed in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines (Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR), the 
conceptual design submittal package for each lot must include the material list, color 
palette, floorplan, and site plan, including home location, setbacks, and easements.  The 
Design Guidelines include setback requirements.  For all lots, a building setback of 30 feet 
from the property line in accordance with California Fire Safe Regulations.  For each 
individual lot, setbacks are outlined in the Logbook (refer to Appendix 15.2 of the Draft 
EIR) based on size and location of each lot. For the lot nearest Boyle Road, please refer to 
Logbook Lot #-4.  No other lot is adjacent to Boyle Road.   

 
 As previously noted above under Master Response-2, comments identifying the scale of 

the proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to 
decision-makers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no 
further response is necessary. 

 
Response 17-d: The commenter expresses concern regarding light pollution and requests that limitations 

on lighting include specific regulations that can be enforce with a phone call to the 
County’s Code Enforcement Office.   

 
 Please refer to Responses 3-r and 13-h regarding lighting and the light regulations and 

standards provided in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines and enforced by the Tierra 
Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) and the Tierra Robles Architectural Review 
Committee (TRARC).  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-e: The commenter expresses concern that the change in zoning from this project would 

make it easier for other developers to demonstrate that similar changes in zoning nearby 
would not be out of character for the area.  The commenter states that the cumulative 
effect would change the character of the area and in effect change the General Plan.   

 
Refer to Master Response-2 regarding changes in character as a result of the proposed 
project’s land use amendment, if approved, may be used to justify other high-density 
developments within the area.  This contention is inconsistent with the requirements of 
CEQA.  In the event that future high-density development is proposed within this area of 
unincorporated Shasta County, the environmental impacts and merits of that future 
project will be evaluated at that time, as required by CEQA.  It is speculative to state that 
the proposed project would be used as justification for promoting high-density 
development in the area.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably 
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foreseeable, assuming further rezoning is speculative and not a part of the analysis 
included in the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
 

Response 17-f: The commenter requests that proposed bicycle lanes should be a unique color of 
pavement.  In addition, the commenter requests that bicycle lanes be provided along 
Boyle Road to connect to the underground bicycle tunnel at Deschutes Road.   

 
 Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR describes the elements of the 

proposed project, including bicycle lanes.  The proposed project includes a total of 6 miles 
of shared bicycle/pedestrian trails along one side of the roads.  Refer to figure 3-8, 
TYPICAL ROADWAY SECTIONS, for an illustration of the bicycle facilities that will parallel 
the roadway network within the project site.  The bicycle/pedestrian trails would have a 
minimum of a 4-foot shoulder buffer between the trail and the travel lanes.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
 Bicycle facilities and impacts are discussed in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of 

the Draft EIR.  County roadways including Old Alturas Road, Boyle Road, and Deschutes 
Road in the immediate project vicinity do not currently have bicycle facilities.  The Shasta 
County 2010 Bicycle Transportation Plan show proposed Class II bicycle lanes on 
Deschutes Road and Old Alturas Road within unincorporated Shasta County.   

 
Proposed project impacts regarding bicycle facilities are discussed in detail in Impact 5.16-
4, beginning on page 5.16-29 of the Draft EIR.  In order to fund local roadway 
improvements, including the addition of shoulders and bicycle lanes, Shasta County 
collects fees through its Major Road Impact Fee Program at the time of development.  
These fees are used to implement local roadway improvements as necessary throughout 
the County. As states on page 5.16-30 of the Draft EIR, improvements noted above and 
implemented by the County for Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road, and Deschutes Road would 
include shoulder improvements that would serve to enhance existing and future bicycle 
movement within the area.  The Draft EIR found that impacts related to bicycle facilities 
would be less than significant. 

  
Response 17-g: The commenter raises concerns regarding water pressure at the existing residential units 

in the project vicinity and states that carefully designed water mains and additional 
booster pumps should be provided to increase water pressure in the area.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Response 7-a through Response 7-p, above.  The 

project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to 
satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to 
BVWD initiating any potable water service.  This comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-h: The commenter questions the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) management of water 

supply and capability of providing the proposed project with the adequate water supply.  
The commenter states that the EIR does not provide evidence to show that BVWD has 
sufficient water supply and does not address the overextension of BVWD’s capabilities 
with its pledge to serve the Bethel Church campus. 
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 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Response 7-d, regarding BVWD’s ability to provide 

water to future customers.  With respect the BVWD’s commitments to serve other water 
customers, this is analyzed under cumulative impacts.  Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, further discuss 
the proposed project’s water demand and the impacts on the water supply in Impact 
5.17-4 (project specific impacts) and Impact 5.17-8 (cumulative impacts).  With the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the Draft EIR found impacts to be less than 
significant.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-i: The commenter states that no evidence is given that sufficient easements exist to bring 

power to the proposed project.  The commenter also states that the power for the 
proposed project should be via renewable solar energy. 

 
 The Draft EIR discusses public utilities and energy consumption in Section 5.17, UTILITIES 

AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Section 5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION.  Details related to the 
Draft EIR analysis are provided in Appendix 15.3, AIR QUALITY/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS 
DATA.  Electricity in the project area is provided by Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).  PG&E is 
regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) and is required to update 
existing systems to meet any additional demand.  The utility easement associated with 
the proposed project is provided in the Vesting Maps, which are located in Appendix 15.2, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, the 
requirements regarding solar energy are provided in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines, 
also provided in Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR.   

 
As discussed in Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE, the passive solar 
design of the project would be required as a Condition of Approval for each single-family 
home built onsite would include green building design components and use a 
combination of photovoltaic cells, solar water heating, and other construction design 
techniques to reduce energy usage by 15 percent or more.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-j: The commenter recommends that the grey water system should be defaulted to use grey 

water for irrigation.   
 
 Please refer to Response 17-b, above.  Technical details and analyses, as well as resource 

management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, and Appendix 
15.10. WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-k: The commenter requests that special permits be required if any open burning is to be 

allowed; however, the commenter states that given the density of the housing, no open 
burning should be allowed on the project site. 
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As stated in Master Response-4, above, within each RMA, piled grass cuttings, slash and 
pruning’s from trees may be burned on-site on burn days with approval of the Fire 
Marshall.  For further discussion regarding burning and burn days, please refer to 
Response 11-f and Response 11-g.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-l: The commenter states that calculations for particulate matter launched into the air by 

construction vehicles must be done based on realistic speeds because it is unrealistic to 
assume that the construction trucks will maintain speeds of no more than 15 miles per 
hour (mph).   

  
Particulate matter is analyzed in Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, and Appendix 15.3, AIR 
QUALITY/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS DATA, of the Draft EIR.  Table 5.3-6, UNMITIGATED 
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS, shows that construction would not result in the 
exceedance of particulate matter thresholds.  Table 5.3-7, MITIGATED CONSTRUCTION-
RELATED EMISSIONS, provides the emissions numbers after the implementation of 
mitigation measures, which includes a 15-mph speed limit on unpaved roads.  The 
modeling was completed using CalEEMod, a statewide land use emissions computer 
model designed to quantify potential criteria pollutant emissions associated with both 
construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.  No further response or 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-m: The commenter states that the EIR should compare the air quality impact of the proposed 

project to the impact of a similar project built adjacent to the existing urban development, 
the proposed project would show itself to be a significant contributor to greenhouse 
gasses via unnecessarily long vehicle commutes.   

 
 As discussed in Impact 5.3-1 of Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, of the Draft EIR, the consistency 

of the proposed project with the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan is determined 
by its consistency with air pollutant emission projections in the plan.  Implementation of 
the project could increase vehicle miles traveled, and thus ROG and NOX emissions, which 
could conflict with air quality planning efforts associated with the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality 
Attainment Plan.  As previously stated, the plan cites projected O3 precursor emissions 
(ROG and NOX) through the year 2020.  For the purposes of this analysis, the emissions 
resulting from proposed project operations were quantified and compared with the 
NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan 2020 ozone precursor emissions projections.  
The addition of these project emissions to the area and mobile source projections 
documented in the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan for year 2020 results in 
exactly the same statistical percentage reduction in both ROG and NOX emissions from 
area and mobile sources in the NSVPA as existing conditions.  In other words, the 
proposed project would represent a 0.00 percent increase in ROG emissions and a 0.00 
percent increase in NOX emissions compared with existing projections in the NSVPA.   

 
 As stated in Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE, the project’s GHG 

emissions would be 3,755.92 MTCO2eq/yr without the implementation of any reduction 
measures.  Implementation of proposed energy efficiency measures, water conservation 
measures, and MM 5.7-1 would reduce project GHG emissions to 3,453.10 MTCO2eq, 
resulting in an 8.1 percent reduction; refer to Table 5.7-3.  It should be noted that the 
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Project Design Features and MM 5.7-1 represent all feasible mitigation measures 
available to reduce project related GHG emissions.  Despite the implementation of the 
Project Design Features and MM 5.7-1, project related GHG emissions would not meet 
the reduction targets established by AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable. 

 
 No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for 

the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-n: The commenter notes that rural roads, such as Boyle Road, often experience drivers 

unfamiliar with the area and street signage is inconsistent and below standard, resulting 
in safety hazards.  The commenter recommends requiring adequate, standard street signs 
at the intersection of each road connecting to Boyle Road.   

 
 As discussed in Impact 5.16-2 of the Draft EIR, the installation of intersection warning 

signs at various locations along Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44 would 
serve to notify drivers of upcoming driveways. Implementation of MM 5.16-2 would 
reduce impacts for both Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Year 2035 Plus Project 
conditions to less than significant levels.  MM 5.16-2 requires the project applicant to 
install intersection warning signs to the satisfaction of the Shasta County Public Works 
Department, which meet Caltrans standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P 
advance street name plaques.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-o: The commenter states that the increase of traffic at Boyle Road and the southern 

entrance to the project site would become a safety hazard.  In addition, the commenter 
states that introducing a 4-way stop controlled intersection at Boyle Road and Deschutes 
Road would be the only stop-controlled intersection on Deschutes Road between Palo 
Cedro and Bella Vista, thus not maintaining the rural atmosphere of the existing 
conditions.   

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 13-e, and Response 14-b regarding traffic impacts on 

Boyle Road as well as at the Boyle Road and Deschutes Road intersection.   Section 5.16, 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, provides 
analysis on all study intersections and roadway segments.  The Shasta County Department 
of Public Works operates a county-wide traffic impact fee program based on residential 
units or non-residential building square footage. The proposed project may contribute to 
this program as described in MM 5.16-3 and MM 5.16-4, should Shasta County update 
the fee program to include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and 
Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections. The payment of applicable 
fair-share costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a cumulatively less 
than significant impact at each intersection. 

 
 Regarding safety on Deschutes Road, MM 5.16-2 requires the project applicant to install 

intersection warning signs to the satisfaction of the Shasta County Public Works 
Department, which meet Caltrans standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P 
advance street name plaques.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-168 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-p: The commenter requests the project pay a much higher share of the roundabout 

improvements. 
 
 As stated in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, on page 5.16-20, in some cases, the 

project applicant is expected to provide the full improvements needed for offsite roadway 
improvements or transportation programs. In other cases, where the contribution of 
project-generated traffic is minimal, it more appropriate for the project applicant to 
contribute a “fair-share” payment for the cost of the improvements.  As required in MM 
5.16-3 and MM 5.16-4, the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated cost share of the cost 
of the roadway improvements.  The fee shall be established based on an engineer’s cost 
estimate of the improvements prepared by the project applicant and approved by the 
Shasta County Public Works Department.  The Shasta County Department of Public Works 
operates a county-wide traffic impact fee program based on residential units or non-
residential building square footage. The proposed project may contribute to this program 
as described in MM 5.16-3 and MM 5.16-4, should Shasta County update the fee program 
to include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & 
Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections.  The fair share calculations are provided 
in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, on pages 38 and 39 of the Traffic Impact Study.  
No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-q: The commenter notes that the EIR does not address impacts on aesthetics as related to 

the entry to the development.  The commenter suggests conditions of approval on the 
entrances to the development.   

 
 Please refer to Response 17-c and Response 17-d regarding the impacts to visual 

resources, including the impact on the community character.  Also, please refer to Master 
Response-2, regarding the character of the area.  No further response or change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-r: The commenter states that the purchase of an agricultural easement elsewhere is not a 

sufficient mitigation for the loss of agricultural land. 
 
 Agricultural impacts are discussed in Section 5.2, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES, of the Draft 

EIR.  The current zoning designation for the westerly area of the site is Unclassified (U).  
The Unclassified (U) district is applied as a holding district until a principal zone district 
has been determined.  The remainder of the site is zoned Rural Residential (R-R) (3 and 5-
acre minimum lot sizes).   

 
As analyzed in Impact 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR, according to the FMMP Important Farmland 
Map, no portion of the project site is designated Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance; however, approximately 687.87 acres of the 
proposed project site is designated by the FMMP as Grazing Land and has been used for 
dryland cattle grazing since the early 1940s.  Approximately 154.6 acres will remain as 
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open space and allow continued use as Grazing Land.  In order to determine whether 
impacts to agricultural resources are significant, the Draft EIR used the California 
Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model for evaluating agricultural 
impacts.  The LESA analysis does not include the 154.6 acres that will remain as open 
space and continue to be used as Grazing Land.  The LESA analysis for the project site 
resulted in a Land Evaluation (LE) rating of 23.66 and a Site Assessment (SA) rating of 18, 
for a total score of 41.66.  Loss of agricultural lands with a score between 40 and 59 is 
considered significant only if both the LE and SA ratings are each 20 or more.  Therefore, 
the LESA model indicates that the project would have a less than significant impact on 
Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and Farmland of Statewide Importance. 
 
If the commenter is referring to the biological resources mitigation and the associated on- 
and offsite, the County, as Lead Agency, has assessed the impacts of the proposed project 
and exercised its discretion in calculating an appropriate amount of mitigation and 
provided mitigation requirements accordingly (pursuant to CEQA Statute Section 
20183.4) and included them within the DEIR.  The County has not abused its discretion 
granted by CEQA and a thoughtful and deliberate discussion of a calculation (for 
mitigation) has been provided in the DEIR, Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Please 
refer to Responses 3-a through 3-v, above, regarding biological impacts and mitigation. 

 
Response 17-s: The commenter asks if future homeowners will try to forbid the existing gun range from 

future activities such as hours or any future site improvements.  The commenter states 
that future homeowners should be noticed in writing that the gun range creates noise on 
a regular basis. 

 
 The Draft EIR analyzes the compatibility with surrounding land uses in Section 5.10, LAND 

USE AND PLANNING, of the Draft EIR.  Page 5.10-4 of the Draft EIR discloses that a gun 
and rod club is on an adjacent parcel northeast of the project site.  In addition, Page 5.11-
8 in Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR identifies the Redding Gun Club as a stationary 
source of noise, lists the hours of operation, location, and notes that noise from the gun 
club may represent a single-event or a continuous occurrence.  Page 5.11-23 of the DRAFT 
EIR identifies the potential noise impacts that residence may be exposed to and states, 
Pursuant to California Civil Code Sections 3482.1(4)(b)(1) and 3482.1(4)(d), the operation 
or use of the shooting range is not liable as a noise nuisance as long as the range complies 
with applicable noise control laws at the time of approval.  The proposed project would 
add a condition of approval that would disclose the present of the gun club to all future 
residents.  The DRAFT EIR concluded that with all these considerations and others, 
impacts would be less than significant.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-t: The commenter states that the proposed project is an urban neighborhood and thus, all 

cannabis growing should be forbidden with the boundaries of the proposed project, even 
if a grow is otherwise in conformance with the County’s ordinances and guidelines.   

 
 This comment is specific to the potential that future residents may grow cannabis on their 

property, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  All 
residents of Shasta Count are required to comply with County ordinances related to 
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cannabis cultivation, including Ordinance 2017-07, which prohibits commercial cannabis 
activity, delivery of cannabis, and temporary events involving the onsite sale or 
consumption of cannabis in all zones of the unincorporated area, with some exceptions 
for medical uses.  Regarding personal use, the State’s Medical and Adult Use Cannabis 
Regulation and Safety act (MAUCRSA), regulates cultivation on private property for 
individual use.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 18 – Brad Seiser (November 10, 2017) 
 

 
  

18-a 
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Response to Letter 18 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 18-a:  The commenter states that the public input process was not sufficient due to technical 

difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated technical appendices and requests an 
extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  Upon receiving notification of 
complications accessing the Draft EIR, County staff immediately employed several 
corrective actions to resolve difficulties in retrieving the information. It should be noted 
that these actions are not as a result of failure to comply with §15105 of the State CEQA 
Guidelines related to public review and distribution, rather, reflect a good-faith effort by 
the County to provide alternative access to the Draft EIR for those who raised concerns.  
Planning Staff evaluated requests for an extension of the public review period and 
concluded that an extension of the public review period to December 29, 2017 was 
appropriate.  Staff will continue to accept all comments on the Draft EIR and project 
throughout the entire project environmental review and application process, until the 
close of the public hearing before the Board of Supervisors. All comments will be included 
in the record for the project. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 19 – Hank and Elizabeth Slowik (November 11, 2017) 

 
 
  

19-a 

19-b 

19-c 
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Response to Letter 19 – Hank and Elizabeth Slowik 
 
Response 19-a: The commenter expresses concerns related to impacts to the rural character of the area 

and water supply availability.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 and Master Response-3 above relative 
to zoning densities and water supply availability, respectively.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 19-b: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 19-c: The commenter asserts opinions regarding the necessity of the proposed project.  
 

This comment is specific to the opinions of the commenter on the project, rather than 
specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 20 – Gunther and Jean Sturm (November 11, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 20 – Gunther and Jean Sturm 
 
Response 20-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 21 – Leonard and Paula Incristo (November 11, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 21 – Leonard and Paula Incristo 
 
Response 21-a: The commenter expresses concerns related to water supply, additional traffic, and 

wastewater. In addition, the commenter states that the project will impact the rural 
characteristic of the area.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 and Master Response-3 relative to 
zoning densities and water supply availability, respectively.  With regards to the proposed 
onsite community wastewater collection and treatment system, please refer to Response 
13-d, above.  With regards to the increase in traffic along Boyle Road and Deschutes Road, 
the commenter is further referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, and 14-b, above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 22 – Yana Patton (November 13, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 22 – Yana Patton 
 
Response 22-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 23 – John Whitmer (November 13, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 23 – John Whitmer 
 
Response 23-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 23-b: The commenter asserts opinions regarding the necessity of the proposed project and 

states a concern that the private road serving his property could become an access point 
for the project. 

 
The project proposes two access locations, one accessing Boyle Road, south of the site, 
and the other accessing Old Alturas Road, north of the site.  The Draft EIR does not 
describe or analyze if any of the access points to and from the project site have legal 
access rights. This is not an environmental concern that needs to be addressed.  Pursuant 
to State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b), effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change in the environment.  Therefore, it is not appropriate for discussion in the 
Draft EIR.  The inclusion of an emergency access road from the project site through 
Northgate Drive is a redundant access point that supplements the two main points of 
ingress and egress. It will be used for “reciprocal emergency access only” per page 5.16-
29 of the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY). No mitigation measures are required. Impacts are considered 
Less than Significant.  The proposed connection with Northgate Drive would be gated per 
County fire standards and utilized for reciprocal emergency access only. No additional 
access is proposed or required. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-183 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 24 – Leslie Golden (November 13, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 24 – Leslie Golden 
 
Response 24-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 25 – Brad Seiser (November 13, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 25 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 25-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Response 18-a, above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 26 – Brad Seiser (November 14, 2017)  

 
 

26-a 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-191 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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Response to Letter 26 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 26-a: The commenter directs “No on 166 Houses Participants” on the Draft EIR and notes 

technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated technical appendices and 
requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Response 18-a, above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 26-b: The commenter directs the “No on 166 Houses Participants” to note specific inaccuracies, 

poor or unsupported rationales, mitigation measures that don’t provide remediation or 
missing mitigation measures.   

 
This comment is specific to the review of the Draft EIR and what the “No on 166 Houses 
Participant” should be reviewing, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the 
proposed project.  The commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern in 
the comment. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 27 – Brad Seiser (November 15, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 27 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 27-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Response 18-a, above.  No further 
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 27-b: The commenter asks how the technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and 

associated technical appendices will be fixed. 
 

The commenter is also referred to Master Response-1. County staff also responded via 
email to individual commenters that raised a concern regarding the availability of 
information with the above statement and again stating the availability of the Draft EIR 
and related materials at the public counter of the Shasta County Department of Resource 
Management, Planning Division, at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103, Redding, California 
96001, during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through 
Friday).Refer to the attached correspondence following this response.  No further 
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 
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Letter 28 – Brad Seiser (November 15, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 28 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 28-a: The commenter submitted a corrected version of the comments provided above in Letter 

27, above.  
 

The revised comment reflects the correction of a typographical error and does not change 
the intent of the original comment or Staff’s response noted above under Responses 27-
a and 27-b, and Master Response-1.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 29 – Karen Taylor (November 15, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 29 – Karen Taylor 
 
Response 29-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  No further response or change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 30 – Tom Taylor (November 15, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 30 – Tom Taylor 
 
Response 30-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  No further response or change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 31 – Brad Seiser (November 17, 2017) 

 
  

31-a 
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Response to Letter 31 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 31-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Responses 18-a, 27-a, and 27-b, 
above.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 32 – Jeannette Baugh (November 20, 2017) 
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32-b 
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Response to Letter 32 – Jeannette Baugh 
 
Response 32-a: The commenter raises concerns about her comments on the Draft EIR not being fully 

considered.    
 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency evaluate 
comments on environmental issues received from persons and agencies that reviewed 
the Draft EIR and prepare written responses addressing each of the comments received.  
All comments raised by the commenter in her letter from November 20, 2017 are 
addressed below.  This comment does not raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR and no further response is required.   

 
Response 32-b: The commenter raises concerns about increasing traffic volumes, questions the 

anticipated daily vehicle trips, and expresses safety concerns regarding additional traffic 
on Boyle Road due to the existing roadway configuration.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, and 17-o, above.  

This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 32-c: The commenter raises additional concerns about traffic safety, and collisions with 

domestic animals and wildlife, and questions if it will take the loss of a human life to 
prevent the project.  The commenter also raises concerns about notifications of the 
project.   

 
 The commenter is referred to pages 5.16-6 and 5.16-7 of the Draft EIR (Section 5.16, 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION) which discloses that there have been four reports of animal 
related collisions during the study period.    

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-b, above, regarding pedestrian safety.  As 

discussed, improvements by the County for Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road, and Deschutes 
Road would include shoulder improvements that would serve to enhance existing and 
future pedestrian movement within the area.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would 
be less than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 32-d: The commenter provides statements regarding her desire to live in a rural open setting, 

and the traffic generated by residential developments, and questions why the project is 
being considered.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-b, above, regarding project trip generation 

and traffic impacts of the proposed project. 
 
While the commenters desire to live in a rural open setting does not raise concerns about 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated 
the proposed project’s consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and 
Shasta County Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional information regarding 
the project’s proposed zoning and density. 
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Response 32-e: The commenter reiterates general concerns about increased housing and traffic, and 
raises a non-specific concern about increased noise.  The commenter also questions water 
supply, drought, and having to personally cut back on water consumption due to the 
drought.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 32-b, 32-c, and 32-d regarding traffic safety.  The 

commenter is referred to Master Response -3 regarding concerns related to water supply 
and use.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
 With regards to noise, the commenter is referred to pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-26 of the 

Draft EIR (Section 5.11, Noise).  This section provides a complete discussion of noise 
impacts of the proposed project.  As discussed in that chapter, the Draft EIR concluded 
that project design features as well as mitigation, would result in less than significant 
impacts.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 32-f:  The commenter states that there are depleted sheriff services and police services, and 

fire stations and the proposed project cause increased hardship to these agencies.    
 

The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, 
Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. Each of the referenced 
topics were evaluated in the Draft EIR and concluded less than significant or less than 
significant after mitigation.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 32-g: The commenter states that the schools are already overcrowded and states more schools 

equals higher taxes.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  Page 
5.13-13 of the Draft EIR addresses the payment of school fees that would be incurred by 
the proposed project and would generate approximately $1,980,048 to be distributed to 
the local school districts.  In addition, Foothill High School, Columbia Elementary School, 
and Mountain View Middle School have been experiencing a declining enrolment and 
therefore has capacity to accommodate and increased student population.  The Draft EIR 
concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  No further response or change to 
the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 32-h: The commenter notes that the proposed project is being allowed to split the acreage into 

smaller lots and questions the environmental impact should other property owners do 
the same.  The commenter also presents a non-specific question about the proposed on-
site wastewater facility.    
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 With regards to the use of smaller lots, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR Sections 
3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION and 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING.  The proposed project 
includes a Zone Amendment and a requested Tract Map approval.  As stated on page 3-
12 of Section (3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION) the Tract Map is requested to divide the 
property into 166 residential parcels ranging from 1.38 acres to 6.81 acres in side, and six 
open space parcels totaling 192.7 acres.  In addition, as stated on page 5.10-12 of Section 
(5.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING) the proposed project would require Zone Amendment 
to apply the Planned Development (PD) zone to the project site.   

 
As stated on page 5.10-11 of the Section (5.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING) the proposed 
project is consistent with the existing Rural Residential A (RA) General Plan land use 
designation for the site, and no changes to the existing land use designation is required. 

 
Response 32-i:  The commenter raises concern with the effects on trees and wildlife, states that there are 

existing lots and homes for sale, and is concerned that the proposed lots will not sell 
resulting in permanent loss of the serene open area. 

 
The commenter is referred to Impact 5.4-1 (Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) of the 
Draft EIR which evaluates oak woodland impacts associated with the proposed project. 
As noted on page 5.4-38, the project applicant is taking a number of steps to avoid 
impacts on oak woodlands, will establish several open space preserves and Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) totaling 192.7 acres to be managed in perpetuity, and has 
established setbacks from property lines, stream channels and/or critical natural 
resources leaving these areas undisturbed.  In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak 
Management Plan prescribes a number of measures that will help maintain and enhance 
the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity.  Through implementation of Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.4-1a a permanent offsite conservation easement would be established for the 
preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland.   
 
Preservation of the Oak Woodlands and open space, both on site and in the off-site 
conservation easement including onsite stream corridors, would preserve some of the 
highest wildlife habitat values on the site.  In addition, because the onsite preserves are 
adjacent to the onsite Resource Management Areas (RMAs) (refer to Section 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION, for a full discussion of the RMAs, including preservation goals and long-
term maintenance), they provide for enhanced buffering and reduction of edge effects. 
The onsite preserves are also clearly capable of supporting the same suite of plants and 
wildlife that occupy the planned development areas; this ability is unlikely to be met in 
full at offsite preserves. Finally, the onsite preserves provide “islands” and corridors for 
wildlife use and dispersal, which are particularly valuable in the urbanizing portions of the 
County.  The Draft EIR found that impacts on the oak woodlands and wildlife would be 
less than significant. 

 
Regarding concerns about available housing and housing demand, the commenter is 
referred to Section 5.12, Population and Housing of the Draft EIR.   Page 5.12-1 and 5.12-
2 reviews the existing regional and local population trends and regional and local housing 
trends.  The commenter also is referred to Impact 5.12-1 (Population and Housing) on 
page 5.12-9.  The impact discussion states, “The housing goal of the 2014 RHNA for 
unincorporated portions of Shasta County is 755 units between 2014 and 2019 (2,200 
units for the County as a whole). The project proposes to build up to a maximum of 166 
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new dwelling units with 15 accessory dwelling units onsite.  Dwellings would be 
constructed over a projected buildout period of 10 to 15 years.  Assuming an equal 
number of units over a 10-year buildout, this would equate to approximately 16 dwelling 
units and 2 accessory unit per year, or 54 total units during the three years of the current 
housing needs assessment planning period, which runs through December 31, 2019.  The 
project would represent approximately 7 percent of the total housing needs for the three-
year period in unincorporated Shasta County and approximately 2 percent of the housing 
needs for the County as a while. Therefore, the project’s impacts to housing are 
considered less than significant.”  
 
For additional information on impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred to 
Response 16-b and Response 13-j. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 32-j: The commenter raises concern about the project having a significant and detrimental 

impact on the project area.  The remainder of the comment reflects continued concern 
about water resources but does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.    
 

The commenter is referred to Page 1-1, Section 1.0, PURPOSE OF THE EIR, of the Draft 
EIR, which summarizes the Purpose of the EIR. As discussed, the EIR is intended to be an 
informational document that apprises decision-makers and the general public of the 
potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project.  An EIR must describe a 
reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project and identify possible means to 
minimize the significant effect.  The Draft EIR goes on to state the purpose of an EIR is to 
identify 1) The significant potential impacts of the project on the environment and 
indicate the manner in which those significant impacts can be avoided or mitigated; 2) 
Any unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated; and 3) Reasonable and 
feasible alternatives to the project that would eliminate any significant adverse 
environmental impacts or reduce the impacts to a less than significant level. 

In conformance with these and other CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR analyses all 
reasonably foreseeable potential impacts, appropriate mitigation or avoidance measures, 
unavoidable impacts, as well as a reasonable range of alternatives.  All listed elements are 
fully disclosed within the Draft EIR to fully inform the public and decision makers.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.    

 
Response 32-k: The commenter requests that her comments are considered by decision makers and 

reiterates her concern about the project. 
 

The commenter is referred to Response 32-j, above.  The Draft EIR was written in 
compliance with State CEQA Guidelines and as such has been reviewed and considered 
by decision makers decision making bodies.   As described on page 1-5 through 1-7 (1.0 
Introduction and Purpose), the Draft EIR explains describes the CEQA process including 
the scoping process, completion of an initial study, preparation of a Notice of Preparation, 
scoping meetings, preparation of this Draft EIR, and publication of a Notice of Completion.  
Throughout the process and through the process of completing a Final EIR, all pertinent 
decision makers are involved in the CEQA process and have input for the approval 
process. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 32-l:  The commenter requests that her comments are considered by Mr. Steve Morgan, 
District 4 Supervisor, and reiterates her concern about the project including health, that 
the project applicant is not local to the area and requests that Mr. Morgan and the Shasta 
Board of Supervisors support those against the project.  The commenter also restates her 
concern about the loss of open space.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-a through Response 32-k, above. This 

comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 33 – Christopher L. Stiles of Remy, Moose, Manley, LLP (November 22, 2017) 

 
 

33-a 
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Response to Letter 33 – Christopher L. Stiles of Remy, Moose, Manley, LLC 
 
Response 33-a:  The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices for interested parties to access and review the Draft EIR and 
requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period by 22 days.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Responses 18-a, 27-a, and 27-b 
above.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  Upon receiving 
notification of complications accessing the Draft EIR, County staff immediately employed 
several corrective actions to resolve difficulties in retrieving the information, including 
updating the County’s website and delivering a new copy of technical appendices to the 
Shasta County Library.  County staff also responded via email to individual commenters 
that raised a concern regarding the availability of information with the above statement 
and again stating the availability of the Draft EIR and related materials at the public 
counter of the Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Planning Division, 
at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103, Redding, California 96001, during normal business hours 
(8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). 
 
Planning Staff evaluated requests for an extension of the public review period and 
concluded that an extension of the public review period to December 29, 2017 was 
appropriate.  Staff will continue to accept all comments on the Draft EIR and project 
throughout the entire project environmental review and application process, until the 
close of the public hearing before the Board of Supervisors. All comments will be included 
in the record for the project.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 34 – Brad Seiser (November 29, 2017) 
 

 

34-a 
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Response to Letter 34 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 34-a: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 and Responses 18-a, 27-a, 27-b, and 
33-a, above.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 35 – Philip G. Marquis (December 2, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 35 – Philip G. Marquis 
 
Response 35-a: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water and provide adequate water pressure to the proposed project as well as 
existing residents.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 35-b: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project and existing residents and raises concerns regarding 
existing water infrastructure.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 35-c:  The commenter cites concerns about old Alturas Road with construction traffic and 

project traffic.  The comments also raise safety concerns for road alignment, sharp curves, 
and steep slopes off shoulders.  The commenter also requests improvements to Old 
Alturas Road from Boyle Road to Seven Lakes Road.   

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR 
(specifically pages 5.16-27 and 5.16-28).  As noted, the impacts and safety performance 
of Alturas Road from Boyle Road to Seven Lakes Road is discussed.  Mitigation Measure 
5.16-2 requires the installation of warning signs and advance street name plaques at eight 
intersections.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  No 
further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 
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Letter 36 – Renee Ottsman (December 3, 2017) 
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36-b 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-235 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
  

36-c 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-236 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Response to Letter 36 – Renee Ottsman 
 
Response 36-a:  The commenter asks about the wastewater treatment site and where it is located within 

the project area.  The commenter also asks about other similar waste treatment sites and 
doing a site visit to such a facility.  The commenter also questions the on-site monitoring 
and who would be responsible for it. 

 
The commenter is correct that that Draft EIR does not identify a specific site for the 
wastewater treatment plant and states that the wastewater treatment site would be 
centrally located.  The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 
3-15 and page 3-22) for a detailed description of proposed community wastewater 
collection and treatment system.  Wastewater from the proposed project would be 
collected via individual residential septic tanks, transferred to a community collection 
system, treated, and then recycled for roadway median landscape irrigation. This system 
must obtain the requisite Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(CVRWQCB) Waste Discharge Requirements permit.   
 
The comment regarding wanting to know where the wastewater treatment plant would 
be specifically located is noted.   The wastewater treatment plant would be located to 
best serve the proposed project and would be developed in an area within the project 
footprint and in an area of proposed disturbance.  The exact location, however, is not 
known.   
 
Regarding the commenters questions regarding similar wastewater treatment plants and 
an associated site visit; such a request is outside the scope of this CEQA document, 
outside the responsibility of the Shasta County, and the request cannot be 
accommodated.  

 
The proposed project includes mitigation measures that would be monitored by qualified 
parties to the satisfaction of Shasta County.   Should the proposed project be approved a 
Final EIR would be prepared.  California Public Resources Code §21081.6 requires public 
agencies to adopt mitigation monitoring or reporting programs (MMRP) whenever 
certifying an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or a Mitigated Negative Declaration.  This 
requirement facilitates implementation of all mitigation measures adopted through the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) process.  Accordingly, the Final EIR would 
contain a MMRP in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines § 15097 Mitigation Monitoring 
or Report.  Subsection (a) of the Guideline states: 
 

 “This section applies when a public agency has made the findings 
required under paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 
relative to an EIR or adopted a mitigated negative declaration in 
conjunction with approving a project. In order to ensure that the 
mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR or 
negative declaration are implemented, the public agency shall 
adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on the revisions which 
it has required in the project and the measures it has imposed to 
mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public agency 
may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another 
public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; 
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however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead 
agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of 
the mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.” 

 
The MMRP would list each mitigation measure to include the entire text of the mitigation 
measures.  The MMRP also could include the implementation phase (when the measure 
must be implemented), the monitoring phase (how often the measure must be 
monitored), the enforcing agency (who is responsible for ensuring the measures are 
implemented, monitored, and successful).  The MMRP also requires the initials of the 
monitor, date each monitoring action took place, and any pertinent remarks or notes 
regarding the mitigation measure(s).  Typically, the monitor also will prepare a monitoring 
report and present the report to the enforcing agency for their review and approval.  
Implementation and use of the MMRP will ensure that mitigation is properly 
implemented.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 36-b: The commenter notes the potential for hundreds of accessory dwelling units and states 

that development should include a homeowner’s association (HOA) and it should be 
made a part of the EIR.  The commenter also states the accessory dwelling units be of the 
same design to the primary residence and should be controlled and managed by the HOA. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 3-31 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, for the 
design requirements of ancillary structures which would include accessory dwelling units.  
The Draft EIR states, that the Tierra Robles Architectural Design Guidelines apply to all 
structures constructed on the home-sites. This includes ancillary structures such as 
gazebos, storage sheds, detached garages, guest houses, pool houses, garbage 
enclosures, etc. Home-site owners will not be allowed to construct any ancillary 
structures until full architectural review of the plans and specifications are complete. All 
detailed construction plans applicable to the construction of a home will be needed for 
any ancillary structure including a site plan, elevations, material selections, colors, etc. 
The design of all ancillary structures must be compatible with the architecture of the 
home.  Materials and color selections should utilize the same elements used on the home. 

 
 The proposed project includes 166 lots and although each lot may have one accessory 

unit, the maximum number of potential accessory units would limited be 166.    
 
 The proposed project includes the formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services 

District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission 
(LAFCo).  The TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee and implement the plans and 
facilities within the development and they would oversee the Tierra Robles Design 
Guidelines; Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland 
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Open Space Management, and Resource 
Management Area Management and Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm Drain 
Maintenance; and Waste Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal Facilities.   As such, 
the TRCSD would largely act as an HOA in addition to having more responsibility in the 
management of the proposed project.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 36-c:  The commenter relates her own dissatisfaction with the proposed project as well as that 
of other residents in the surrounding area and makes a non-specific reference to the far-
reaching implications of the proposed project.   

 
This comment is specific to the commenter’s opposition of the project, rather than 
specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The commenter does not raise 
a significant environmental concern in the comment. No further response is necessary, 
and no changes to the Draft EIR have been made as a result of this comment.  This 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 37 – Mary Severson (December 4, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 37 – Mary Severson 
 
Response 37-a:  The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the detrimental 

effect of increase population growth to a rural area, and impacts to wildlife habitat. 
 

The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning).  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 
Regarding comments about population growth, the commenter is referred to Section 
5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING of the Draft EIR.  Page 5.12-9 under Impact 5.12-1 
discloses that the proposed 166 units and potential 15 accessory dwelling units would 
result in an increased population growth over a 10 to 15 year horizon of 445 residents.  
Although the proposed project would result in direct population growth, the proposed 
project would result in 22 fewer lots than what would be allowed by the Shasta County 
General Plan.  In addition, the proposed project is consistent with and would not result in 
an exceedance of the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA).  The Draft EIR 
concluded impacts would be less than significant.  No changes to the Draft EIR is required. 
 
Regarding impacts to wildlife, the project proposed project includes onsite preserves that 
include the principal onsite stream corridors, which provide some of the highest wildlife 
habitat values on the site. Because the onsite preserves are within the onsite Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) (refer to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, for a full 
discussion of the RMAs, including preservation goals and long-term maintenance), they 
provide for an enhanced buffering and reduction of edge effects. The onsite preserves 
are also clearly capable of supporting the same suite of plants and wildlife that occupy 
the planned development areas; this ability is unlikely to be met in full at offsite preserves. 
Finally, the onsite preserves provide “islands” and corridors for wildlife use and dispersal, 
which are particularly valuable in the urbanizing portions of the County. 
 
In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan prescribes a number of measures 
that will help maintain and enhance the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity. Plan 
implementation would provide for ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the oak 
woodlands, promote oak regeneration, ensure that a variety of tree size-classes are 
represented onsite, promote retention of snags and downed trees, maintain acorn 
production (which is essential for wildlife), and reduce fire hazards, especially the hazard 
of catastrophic wildfire. 
 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to 
be established for the preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland. As required by 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, the onsite areas classified as Open Space would be 
protected through establishment of conservation easements and deed restrictions to 
ensure protection of oak woodland values. Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires 
RMAs to be maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be managed for their oak 
woodland habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would provide a degree of 
connectivity with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would maintain a woodland 
structure capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to medium-sized wildlife species. 
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With implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-
1b, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c, impacts on the oak woodlands would be less 
than significant.  No changes to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
For additional information on impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred to 
Response 16-b and Response 13-j. 

 
Response 37-b:   The commenter makes a non-specific comment regarding the raising of property taxes 

to pay for school.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  Page 
5.13-13 of the Draft EIR addresses the payment of school fees that would be incurred by 
the proposed project and would generate approximately $1,980,048 to be distributed to 
the local school districts.  In addition, Foothill High School, Columbia Elementary School, 
and Mountain View Middle School have been experiencing a declining enrolment and 
therefore has capacity to accommodate and increased student population.  The Draft 
EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.   No changes to the Draft EIR 
is required. 

 
Response 37-c:  The commenter cites traffic concerns within Palo Cedro and increased traffic volumes to 

and from Redding and Highway 44, Boyle Road, and Highway 299 because of the two 
college’s and recently approved Bethel Complex.  The commenter also expresses concern 
about the Northgate Drive exit, and intersections of Boyle Road, Sweede Creek Road, and 
Deschutes especially when school traffic is present.   

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR.  Figure 
5.16-4, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION TRAFFIC VOLUMES, which provide 
information on traffic volumes at selected intersections along all the listed roadways 
except Sweede Creek Road.  All intersections with the exception of Airport Road and SR-
44 are projected to operate at or above the threshold Level of Service (LOS) during AM 
and PM peak hours.  Mitigation Measure MM 5.16-1 was included to reduce these 
impacts.  A total of four intersections (Deschutes Road and Old Forty-Four Drive, 
Deschutes Road and Cedro Lane, Deschutes Road and SR-44 westbound ramps, and 
Deschutes Road and eastbound ramps) were evaluated in the Draft EIR and with 
mitigation, would operate above the threshold LOS during AM and PM peak hours.   The 
Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.   No change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 
Please refer to Response 23-b regarding the use of Northgate Drive, which will be gated 
and used as a secondary project site access for emergencies only.  Regarding roadway 
safety, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, and Response 
37-c.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No changes to the Draft EIR is 
required 

 
Response 37-d:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
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The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 37-e:  The commenter raises concerns about increased noise from activities such as shooting 

and motorcycle riding in the proposed open spaces and how that would affect future 
homeowners.    

 
As discussed on Page 3-12 of Section 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION, management of the 
proposed project will be done by a Community Services District (CSD) formed and 
operated in accordance with California Government Code §61000 et. Seq.  The CSD for 
the proposed project would be named the Tierra Robles Community Services District 
(TRCSD) and would be endowed with a wide range of powers.  The TRCSD will be 
responsible for overseeing and implementing the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; as well 
as management of all open space to include the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland 
Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan; Open 
Space Management; and Resource Management Area Management and Oversight.   It 
will be incumbent on the TRCSD to determine allowable uses within the overall 
management area, and all property owners would be made aware of all covenants and 
conditions regarding use of all properties within the Tierra Robles project area. No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 37-f:  The commenter raises concerns about the provision of safety protection specifically fire 

protection services and increased demand due to the increased 166 homes of the 
proposed project.    

 
 The commenter is referred to Impact 5.13-1 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR which evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  As 
noted on page 5.13-12 through 5.13-13, the proposed project is within the Shasta County 
Fire Department/CAL FIRE Station 32 response area, which has adequate capacity to 
serve the project area.  While, the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project would 
add demand to existing fire and emergency services, the proposed project would pay 
impact fees.  Impact fees are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure they are 
commensurate with the facilities and services needed.  In addition, property taxes 
generated from the proposed project would result in increased revenues to the General 
Fund that would assist in offsetting increased costs associated with fire protection 
services.   The proposed project would be required to pay $1,459 per single family unit 
for fire protection services and each parcel with $1,000 or more in improvements must 
pay a $20 annual fee specifically for purchase of fire apparatus. 

 
 The proposed project includes wildfire hazard protections including the use of defensible 

space, implementation of a Wildland-Fuel Vegetation Management Plan, and proper 
hydrant spacing, meeting fire flow requirements, ensuring access and roadway 
requirements are met, and that all project elements meet the Shasta County Fire Safety 
Standards, Uniform Fire Code, and applicable sections of the California Safety Code of 
Regulation and National Fire Prevention Association Standards.  In addition, all projects 
and structures would be reviewed by the Shasta County Fire Marshall for compliance 
with all pertinent State and local requirements.  These elements of the proposed would 
reduce the risk of wildland fires within the proposed project site as well as reduce the 
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risk of wildfire spreading to other nearby areas.   The DRAFT EIR concluded that impacts 
would be less than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 
Response 37-g: The commenter reiterates her concern about the impacts of population growth and 

makes a non-specific comment about the negative impacts that it brings.  The commenter 
then requests that the proposed project be denied.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 37-a, above, regarding impacts associated with 
population growth.  The Draft EIR analyses all reasonably foreseeable potential impacts, 
appropriate mitigation or avoidance measures, unavoidable impacts, as well as a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  All listed elements are fully disclosed within the Draft 
EIR to fully inform the public and decision makers.   No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 38 – Anita Brady (December 6, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 38 – Anita Brady 
 
Response 38-a:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 38-b: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 38-c:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 38-d:   The commenter raises concerns about the ingress and egress to the proposed project 

during a fire emergency.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Impact 5.13-1, in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR which evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  As 
noted on page 5.13-12 through 5.13-13, the proposed project is within the Shasta County 
Fire Department/CAL FIRE Station 32 response area, which has adequate capacity to 
serve the project area.  As described, the proposed project would be designed to ensure 
proper emergency access and meet roadway requirements.  The proposed project would 
conform to all of the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, Uniform Fire Code, and 
applicable sections of the California Safety Code of Regulation and National Fire 
Prevention Association Standards, which would ensure safety access (ingress and egress) 
to the proposed project is adequate and impacts would be less than significant.   No 
changes to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 38-e:  The commenter notes that she protested the Bethel Expansion and asserts that 

developers rule the county and City of Redding.   
 

This comment is specific to the commenter’s opposition of the Bethel expansion project 
and the perceived role of the developers, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of 
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated 
with the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 39 – Nathan G. Hayler (December 6, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 39 – Nathan G. Hayler 
 
Response 39-a:  The commenter requests responses be made to a document attached to the e-mail.  The 

comment is noted and responses to comments are shown immediately below in 
Response 39-b through Response 39-e. 

 
Response 39-b:  The commenter raises concerns about the proposed project and use of grey water 

diversion for irrigation of landscaping and makes comment that the DRAFT EIR does not 
list all of the potential risks of using untreated grey water for this purpose. 

 
 Please refer to Response 17-b, above, for further discussion on the grey water system and 

potential risks of using grey water for irrigation purposes.   
 
 The commenter is correct that Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, describes a portion of 

the grey water diverter system.  Page 3-29 of the Draft EIR states, “Individual homes 
would be constructed with a partial dual-plumbing wastewater drain system (grey water) 
that complies with Chapter 16 of the California Plumbing Code. This would allow diversion 
of flow from washing machines, showers, and bath tubs to a manual diverter valve. 
Typical operations would direct flow to provide subsurface irrigation for appropriate 
drought tolerant trees and shrubs within the individual yard, reducing domestic water 
demand. During periods of rainfall the flow would be directed to the onsite septic tank. 
Design criteria for landscaping selection, dispersal system criteria, as well as for operation 
and maintenance of the system would be included in the Covenants, Conditions, and 
Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the proposed project.” 

 
 The commenter also is correct that Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, 

discusses the grey water system and that the Shasta County Environmental Health 
Department would review and permit all grey water discharges to the ground.  
Accordingly, page 5.17-19 of the Draft EIR states, “A separate Shasta County Sewage 
Disposal System permit would be required.  Grey water diversion systems would be 
installed under permit with Shasta County Building Division and the Shasta County 
Environmental Health Department would review all plans for grey water discharge to the 
ground.  Each individual parcel would require a sewage disposal system permit issued by 
Shasta County Environmental Health Department for the installation of septic tank and 
pump system.” 

 
 As discussed in Response 17-b, above, conformance to California Plumbing Code Chapter 

15, Alternate Water Sources for Nonportable Applications, and obtaining proper permits 
through the Shasta County Environmental Health Department would ensure impacts 
associated with any health risk effects of the proposed grey water system are less than 
significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 39-c:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the potential impacts 

associated with future homeowners’ inexperience with controlling the grey water system 
and that this creates a risk of having untreated grey water enter into stormwater systems 
and waterways.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 39-b, above.  Conformance with Chapter 15 - 
Alternate Water Sources for Nonpotable Applications would help ensure that 
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homeowners properly maintain their respective systems.   In addition, as discussed above, 
following the permitting process through the Shasta County Environmental Health 
Department would ensure impacts associated with any health risk effects of the proposed 
grey water system are less than significant.   The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 39-d:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to analyze the potential impacts of the 

grey water system and the potential to discharge untreated water, which could contain 
chemicals and human waste, into the environment. 

 
The commenter is referred to Response 39-b, above.  Conformance with Chapter 15 - 
Alternate Water Sources for Nonpotable Applications, would help ensure that 
homeowners properly maintain their respective systems.  In addition, as discussed above, 
following the permitting process through the Shasta County Environmental Health 
Department would ensure impacts associated with any health risk effects of the proposed 
grey water system are less than significant.   This includes potential impacts from the 
greywater systems to Hydrology and Water Quality, Biological Resources, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, Recreation, and Harm to Public Health.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 39-e: The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the grey water system and the potential 

for untreated water to be discharged into the environment, potentially increasing impacts 
to hydrology, water quality, biological resources, recreation, public health, and hazards 
and hazardous materials.   

 
The commenter is referred to Responses 39-b, 39-c, and 39-d, above.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 40 – Sue and Randy Brix (December 7, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 40 – Sue and Randy Brix 
 
Response 40-a:  The commenter raises concerns regarding the volume of traffic on Boyle Road and Old 

Alturas Road and raises safety concerns at the existing roundabout.    
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter; however, Staff offers 
the following response in regard to increased vehicle traffic and safety.  Project trip 
generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth Edition). Single 
Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 daily trips per 
unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed project.   With 
regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the commenter is 
referred to page 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION). 

 
For Old Alturas Road (Deschutes to Seven Lakes Road), it is estimated that 17 percent of 
the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) by 27 percent in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 23 percent in the 
Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. The increase in traffic, in combination with the overall 
very low traffic volumes and LOS A conditions, is not expected to significantly increase the 
rate of collisions. Safety mitigation was not identified along this segment of Old Alturas 
Road. 
 
Old Alturas Road (Boyle Road to Old Oregon Trail), it is estimated that 61 percent to 62 
percent of the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT 
by 24 percent in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 22 percent in the Year 2035 
Plus Project conditions. A collision rate 9 percent higher than the statewide average for 
similar facilities is not statistically significant and is considered to be within a normal and 
expected range. The increase in traffic, in combination with the LOS A conditions and the 
modern roadway, is not expected to significantly increase the rate of collisions. Safety 
mitigation was not identified along this segment of Old Alturas Road. 
 
Table 5.16-15- Year 2035 Plus Project Roadway Level of Service on Page 5.16-34 of the 
DRAFT EIR, shows that Boyle Road (west of Dechutes Road) would operate at a Level of 
Service (LOS) A.    No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 40-b:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 40-c:  The commenter notes that they moved to Palo Cedro to be outside of the City of Redding 

and they like the lack of traffic and quiet.    
 

This comment is specific to the commenter’s decision to move to Palo Cedro, rather than 
specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and 
level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The commenter does not raise 
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a significant environmental concern in the comment.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 40-d:  The commenter questions the disclosure of the existing gun club and potential noise 

impacts.   
 

Please refer to Response 17-s, above.  The proposed project would add a condition of 
approval that would disclose the present of the gun club to all future residents.  No further 
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 40-e:  The commenter states that future residents will want to cut through to Cholet Drive in 

order to access Deschutes Road, thus increasing traffic on Cholet Drive. 
 
 Please refer to Response 13-e, above.  Trip distribution from the two proposed entrances 

of the project site is graphically depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, 
of the Draft EIR, page 5.16-16.  There would be two entrances to the proposed project, 
one accessing Boyle Road and one accessing Old Alturas Road.  There would be no access 
to Cholet Drive, as shown in Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP.  No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.  This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 40-f:  The commenter opposes the project.   
 

This comment is specific to opposition of the project, rather than specific to the EIR 
analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance 
associated with the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 41 – Dewayne and Marcia Ellenwood (December 7, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 41 – Dewayne and Marcia Ellenwood 
 
Response 41-a:  The commenter recognizes the planning efforts but states the 166 units is a significant 

number.  The commenter states that the proposed project will result in a significant 
change to the environment, change the rural character of the area, and increase noise 
and traffic, and impact the wildlife in the area.     

 
Regarding the commenters concern about changing the rural character of the area, the 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning).  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 Regarding impacts to noise and traffic, the commenter is referred to Section 5.11, NOISE 

and Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, respectively.  Noise Impacts area discussed 
on pages 5.11-15 through 5.11-24 in Impacts 5.11-1 through 5.11-4, which discuss project 
related noise increases during construction and operation of the proposed project, and 
from increased traffic generated by the proposed project.  As discussed in Impact 5.11-1, 
the proposed project would implement mitigation which would limit construction related 
noise and reduce impacts to less than significant.  Noise Impacts discussed in Impacts 
5.11-2 through 5.11-3, were concluded to be less than significant and no mitigation was 
required.  Impact 5.11-5 on page 5.11-24 describes the cumulative noise impacts and 
concluded that the project would not result in significant short or long-term stationary 
noise impacts.   

 
 Traffic related impacts are discussed on pages 5.16-22 through 5.16-38.  Impacts 5-16.1 

and 5-16.2 incorporate mitigation to reduce impacts to the Airport Road and SR-44 ramps 
to less than significant, and mitigation to improve safety at eight intersections along 
Deschutes Road.  The Draft EIR concluded that these impacts also were reduced to less 
than significant.  Regarding concerns related to related to emergency access and conflicts 
with adopted plans, the Draft EIR concluded impacts were less than significant.   

 
Two mitigation measures for cumulative traffic impacts also would be incorporated to the 
proposed project.  Page 5.16-38 of the Draft EIR appropriately identifies these 
improvements for the intersections of Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection 
#8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). However, as stated in the Draft 
EIR, neither intersection is currently part of the County’s existing road impact fee 
program.  As a result, full implementation as described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-
3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 cannot be assured by the project applicant and 
the Draft EIR correctly discloses that a cumulatively considerable and significant and 
unavoidable impact would result.  

 
Regarding the impact conclusion discussed immediately above, page 5.16-38 continues 
explaining that the Shasta County Department of Public Works operates a county-wide 
traffic impact fee program based on residential unit or no-residential building square 
footage.  The proposed project may contribute to this program, and should Shasta County 
update the fee program to include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection 
#8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections; the payment of 
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applicable fair-share costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a 
cumulatively less than significant impact at each intersection.   

  
Regarding impacts to Biological Resources the commenter is referred to Section 5.4, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Impact 4.5-1 and Impact 4.5-4, with the implementation of 
eleven mitigation measures concluded less than significant impacts, and Impact 4.5-2 and 
4.5-3 were concluded less than significant without any mitigation.   Cumulative impacts 
to BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES are discussed on pages 5.4-55 through 5.4-56.  Cumulative 
impacts to riparian habitat, wetlands, special-status species, and critical habitat, with 
seven of the listed mitigation measures would be less than significant.  Cumulative 
impacts to Annual Grassland and Oak Woodland, however, even with mitigation, are 
disclosed as being significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 41-b: The commenter states that while growth and development are expected in every 

community, the project is not needed and will cause and environmental imbalance for 
wildlife and homeowners.   The commenter also states that proposed project will strain 
the limited water supply, increase vehicles, traffic pollution, and noise and result in 
additional development and roads, and require more sewage, waste removal, power 
lines, phone lines.  The commenter recognizes that these things are sure to have been 
noted in the report. 

 
 The commenter is correct that all the aforementioned concerns are discussed and 

disclosed in the DRAFT EIR.  The commenter is referred to Response 41-a, above.  
Regarding the Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to supply water to the proposed 
project, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 
 
Regarding sewage, waste removal, powerlines, and phone lines, the commenter is 
referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  As discussed on page 5.17-18 
through 5.17-22, the proposed project would utilize an on-site wastewater treatment 
facility that would only be used for the proposed units and the Draft EIR concludes 
impacts would be less than significant.  Impacts from solid waste disposal, and installation 
of other power and phone lines also were concluded to be less than significant.  In 
addition, all impacts in Section 5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION, were less than significant. 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 41-c The commenter states that the proposed project is unnecessary.   
 

This comment is specific to the commenter’s opinion that the project is unnecessary, 
rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The commenter 
does not raise a significant environmental concern in the comment.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 
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Response 41-d The commenter makes a comment regarding the community and job opportunities and 
resources.  The commenter also states that the proposed project will create additional 
housing and take away from the country lifestyle and beauty of the area.   

 
Although, the comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, staff offers the 
following response in regard to increased vehicle traffic and safety.  The commenter is 
referred to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING of the Draft EIR.  Page 5.12-9 under 
Impact 5.12-1 discussion discloses that the proposed 166 units and potential 15 accessory 
dwelling units would result in an increased population growth over a 10- to 15-year 
horizon of 445 residents.  Although the proposed project would result in direct population 
growth, the proposed project would result in 22 fewer lots than what would be allowed 
by the Shasta County General Plan.  In addition, the proposed project is consistent with 
and would not result in an exceedance of the Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 
(SRTA).  The Draft EIR concluded that the associated impacts would be less than 
significant.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Regarding job opportunities, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6.0, GROWTH-
INCUDING IMPACTS.  As discussed on Page 6-4, the proposed project would result in up 
to 20 construction jobs, the proposed project would result in the generation of revenue 
to the County from property taxes and fees which would be available to fund public 
services and capital improvements. The proposed project was found to have a positive 
impact on the County General Fund and generate a surplus of 72,000 dollars.   
 
Lastly, the commenter raises concerns about detracting from the beauty of the area.  
Section 5.1, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES identifies that although the project 
would result in a visual change both short-term and long-term, and result in cumulative 
impacts, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 41-e The commenter provides closing remarks restating concerns about impacts to the 

community and wildlife.  The commenter requests decision makers be responsible in the 
process and reflect on the proposed project.   

 
The commenter does not raise any additional environmental concern. The remarks are 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  The commenter is referred to Response 41-a through 
Response 41-d, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 42 – Brad Seiser (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 

42-a 
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Response to Letter 42 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 42-a: The commenter does not address any adequacy issues with the content of the Draft EIR, 

but is posing questions to the County regarding the comment period and expressing 
concern that not all comments will be received or addressed due to confusion regarding 
the e-mail address the comments should have been sent to.   

 
Please also refer to Master Response-1 and Responses 18-a, 27-a, and 27-b, above.  
County staff responded to this e-mail, ensuring the commenter that all comments 
received during the established commenting period will be addressed.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 43 – Michael Papillo (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
  

43-a 

43-b 

43-c 

43-d 

43-e 
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Response to Letter 43 – Michael Papillo 
 
Response 43-a:  The commenter states his position as a real estate broken and says that the Tierra Robles 

project is not needed for the area.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 
Response 43-b: The commenter questions the anticipated daily vehicle trips, mentions morning and 

evening hours alluding to heavier traffic, and expresses safety concerns regarding 
additional traffic on Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. 

 
 Project trip generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth 
Edition). Single Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 
daily trips per unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed 
project. The Apartment category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily trips 
associated with up to 15 accessory dwelling units. 

 
 For all study intersections, existing weekday AM and PM peak hour counts were 

conducted.  All intersections are analyzed during the weekday AM and PM peak hour 
period. The AM peak hour is defined as the one continuous hour of peak traffic flow 
counted between 7 AM and 9 AM. The PM peak hour is defined as the one continuous 
hour of peak traffic flow counted between 4 PM and 6 PM. 

 
 With regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the commenter 

is referred to Response 14-b, above which refers to pages 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of 
the Draft EIR in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION.  The discussion in the listed 
Response and Section 5.16 addresses this commenters concerns.  No change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
Response 43-c: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

 
Response 43-d:  The commenter is concerned about the feasibility of the proposed wastewater treatment 

system.  The Commenter requests the system be re-evaluated.   
 
 Page 3-22 of Chapter 3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION describes the wastewater systems 

stating that it was designed to meet the requirements of the Waste Discharge permit 
issues by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for the total buildout of the 
development.  The system will incorporate Individual Septic Tanks, a Community 
Collection System, Community Wastewater Treatment System, and a Community 
Wastewater Dispersal System.  Specifically, the Wastewater Dispersal System would 
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include drip lines 6 to 12 inches below the surface, divided into multiple zones to minimize 
the effective locating rate to the receiving soil and provide system redundancy. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Page 5 of the Brown and Mills, Inc. Preliminary Geotechnical 

Investigation which discussed the soils of the site.  The commenter also is referred to 
pages 12 and 14 which describe the engineered fill material that would be used within 
the proposed project site.  Pages 5.6-12 through 5.6-13 of Section 5.6, GEOLOGY AND 
SOILS, Impact 5.6-4, evaluated the on-site soils being adequate to support an alternative 
wastewater disposal system.  The Draft EIR discussed that the wastewater pumped to the 
central treatment facility for secondary disinfection and dispersed to landscaped areas 
via drip dispersal system.  The Draft EIR does disclose that the onsite are often difficult to 
excavate due to cementation and hardpan layers and wastewater infiltration into these 
soils is limited.  Therefore, the greywater disposal strategy includes dispersal of greywater 
and treated wastewater into shallow landscaped soils, which is appropriate.  Impacts 
were found to be less than significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, and 17-j for information regarding 

the grey water reuse system, disinfection, odor management, and safety measures to 
ensure impacts are less than significant. 

 
Response 43-e:  The commenter raises concerns about the provision of fire safety services.   
 

Impact 5.13-1 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR 
which evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  As noted on page 5.13-12 through 
5.13-13, the proposed project is within the Shasta County Fire Department/CAL FIRE 
Station 32 response area, which has adequate capacity to serve the project area.  While, 
the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project would add demand to existing fire and 
emergency services, the proposed project would pay impact fees.  Impact fees are 
reviewed on an annual basis to ensure they are commensurate with the facilities and 
services needed.  In addition, property taxes generated from the proposed project would 
result in increased revenues to the General Fund that would assist in offsetting increased 
costs associated with fire protection services.   The proposed project would be required 
to pay $1,459 per single family unit for fire protection services and each parcel with 
$1,000 or more in improvements must pay a $20 annual fee specifically for purchase of 
fire apparatus. 

 
 The proposed project includes wildfire hazard protections including the use of defensible 

space, implementation of a Wildland-Fuel Vegetation Management Plan, and proper 
hydrant spacing, meeting fire flow requirements, ensuring access and roadway 
requirements are met, and that all project elements meet the Shasta County Fire Safety 
Standards, Uniform Fire Code, and applicable sections of the California Safety Code of 
Regulation and National Fire Prevention Association Standards.  In addition, all projects 
and structures would be reviewed by the Shasta County Fire Marshall for compliance with 
all pertinent State and local requirements.  These elements of the proposed would reduce 
the risk of wildland fires within the proposed project site as well as reduce the risk of 
wildfire spreading to other nearby areas.   The DRAFT EIR concluded that impacts would 
be less than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 44 – Bobbi Pollett (December 7, 2017) 

 
 
 
  

44-a 
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Response to Letter 44 – Bobbi Pollett 
 
Response 44-a:  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter, but the commenter 

voices concerns regarding water restrictions and traffic causing unsafe roads, and 
requests a different location for the proposed project to be considered.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Regarding traffic concerns, the commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION and for issues related to traffic and traffic safety.   

 
Regarding water restrictions, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3.   
 
Regarding alternatives, the commeter is referred to Master Response-1.  State CEQA 
Guidelines requires that, “an EIR describe a reasonable range of Alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT.   

 
Pages 7-3 through 7-4 of Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, in the 
Draft EIR discuss the potential use of an Alternative site.  As notes, the key question and 
first step in the decision whether to include in the EIR an analysis of alternative sites is 
whether any of the significant impacts of the project would be avoided or substantially 
lessened by relocating the project. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant impacts of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR 
(State CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6[f][2][A]).  

 
Alternative site evaluations are most relevant for projects carried out by public agencies 
and other entities that hold large tracts of land in multiple locations, where there is a 
choice in project placement.  One Alternative site for the proposed project, however, does 
exist and was evaluated.   This site is located in the Bella Vista area, generally located 
adjacent to an on the north side of State Route 299E, due north of the junction of State 
Route 299E and Deschutes Road.   It should be noted that the planned residential use of 
the proposed project site would remain even if this project were to occur elsewhere. 

 
If the project site were developed with a project similar to that of the proposed project, 
similar significant impacts on air quality, agricultural resources, biological resources and 
greenhouse gases would occur. Therefore, moving the proposed project to this site could 
potentially exacerbate these significant impacts or result in similar impacts and would not 
contribute to minimizing, reducing, or avoiding potentially significant impacts of the 
proposed project. In addition, alternative locations for this project are considered 
infeasible due to the absence of other similar land holdings in central Shasta County 
owned by the project applicant (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[f][1]). Lastly, this 
alternative site is not of sufficient size to meet most of the basic objectives of the 
proposed project and this offsite alternative was eliminated from further review.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required.   

Letter 45 – Susan (December 7, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 45 – Susan 
 
Response 45-a:  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter, but the commenter 

voices concerns regarding the lack of water and traffic.  The commenter notes that units 
on 20-acre parcels would be more appropriate, that the project should not be about tax 
dollars, and that adequate infrastructure does not exist for that many homes.  The 
commenter raises no other specific concern.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Regarding water resources and the Bella Vista Water District providing water to the 
project site, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, regarding traffic 
concerns.   

 
In relation to the commenters suggestion that 20-acre Ranchettes would be more 
appropriate, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT.  Page 7-1 describes what State CEQA Guidelines requires for analysis of a 
reasonable range of Alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines requires, “an EIR describe a 
reasonable range of Alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which 
would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or 
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluates the 
comparative merits of the alternatives.”  

 
The Draft EIR analyzes in detail four project alternatives including the “No Project” 
Alternative, a “No Project/Development in Accordance with Existing Zoning” Alternative, 
a “Non-Clustered Large Lot” Alternative, and a “Reduced Density” (25% Reduction) 
Alternative.  In addition, there were four Alternatives that were eliminated from further 
consideration for their failure to meet basic project objectives; or that they were 
infeasible; or would not avoid significant environmental impacts.   

 
Although none of the Alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR evaluated 20-acre Ranchettes, 
the Draft EIR does comply with CEQA requirements and does provide for, and evaluate a 
reasonable range of alternatives.  While this comment does not require a change to the 
Draft EIR, the comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 46 – Stephanie Isacc (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 
  

46-a 
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Response to Letter 46 – Stephanie Isacc 
 
Response 46-a:  The commenter requests that the zoning for the site not be changed until adequate 

infrastructure and water is available.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by 
the commenter; however, Staff offers the following response regarding water resources, 
infrastructure, and cost.  

 
 Regarding concerns about water resources and the Bella Vista Water District providing 

water to the project site, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 
7-a through 7-p. 

 
 Regarding concerns about the zoning change of the site the commenter is referred to 

Master Response -2.   
 

Regarding the commenters statements about other infrastructure, they do not raise an 
issue of adequacy with the Draft EIR and the commenter is referred to Section 5.16 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Section 
5.18, ENERGY CONSUMTION, which discuss and disclose impacts associated with 
infrastructure.     
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Letter 47 – Gary and Anne Schoenberger (December 10, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 47 – Gary and Anne Schoenberger 
 
Response 47-a:  The commenters note the reasons for their letter. 
 

This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  
Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Response 47-b through 
Response 47-h.  No additional response is required. 

 
Response 47-b: The commenters state they are opposed to the development and that they moved here 

because it is rural, small, and would impact wildlife but do not question the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR.    

 
While the commenters desire to live in a rural open setting, this comment does not raise 
concerns about the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The analysis contained in the Draft EIR 
specifically evaluated the proposed project’s consistency with the Shasta County General 
Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 
(Zoning).  The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional 
information regarding the project’s proposed zoning and density.  No change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
Regarding wildlife, the commenters are referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
for a discussion of impacts to wildlife.  The commenter is also referred to Responses 3-a 
through 3-v, and Response 37-a.  The Draft EIR concluded that with mitigation, impacts 
to wildlife would be less than significant.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 47-c:  The commenters note that Boyle Road is already very busy and the additional traffic 

would increase accidents.   
 

The commenter is correct that the proposed project would increase traffic on Boyle Road.  
Project trip generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth 
Edition). Single Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 
daily trips per unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed 
project. The Apartment category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily trips 
associated with up to 15 accessory dwelling units. Regarding a discussion of traffic safety, 
the commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC, and 
Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, 41-a, and 43-b.  This comment is 
introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns. 

 
Response 47-d:  The commenters note previous water restrictions and questions the potential for future 

restrictions from the Bella Vista Water District.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  Existing users will not see water use 
reductions any sooner or to any greater degree than currently experiencing as a result of 
the project.  Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) water supply depends on its long-term 
Central Valley Project (CVP) contract to purchase water from the USBR, as well as existing 
groundwater wells within BVWD’s service area.  As discussed by BVWD, BVWD faces dry-
year water supply challenges and is actively working to improve conditions.  Due to the 
structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the demands of the proposed project will not 
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exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by existing users.  This comment is introductory 
and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  No further response is required.   

 
Response 47-e:  The commenters raise a question about odors that may result from the water treatment 

plant.   
 

The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, and 43-d for information 
regarding the grey water reuse system, disinfection, odor management, and safety 
measures to ensure impacts are less than significant. 

 
Response 47-f:  The commenters question property values and ask if their property taxes will go up.   
 

State CEQA Guideline §15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related 
to a physical change to the environment.  With regard to the commenters concern of 
negative impacts to their property values, the actual determination of the property value 
effect is difficult since so many variables can affect the sale price of a residence.  In the 
appraisal process, the appraiser looks at “comparable” units which have recently sold in 
a similar area of the development.  The actual property value effect on housing units 
cannot be known until the first unit is sold after implementation of the project.  However, 
even if property value changes were to occur following implementation of the project, 
the changes would not reuse to the level of “Physical changes” as defined by the State 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.  No change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 47-g:  The commenters state the change in zoning would change the rural setting and character 

of the surrounding area and would increase population.  
 

The commenter is referred to Table 5.10-1, EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING – LAND 
USE ASSUMPTIONS, on Page 5.10-3 of Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING.  The table 
indicates the existing zoning of the site consists of 74.4 acres of Rural Residential 3-acre 
minimum(R-R-BA-3); 315 acres of Rural Residential 5-acres minimum (R-R-BA-5); and 
325.6 acres of Unclassified (U).  The commenter is correct that the proposed project 
would change the zoning as the proposed project would require a Zone Amendment to 
apply the Planned Development (PD) zone district to the existing Rural Residential (R-R), 
with a minimum lot area of three to five acres (R-R-BA-3) and (R-R-BA-5) and Unclassified 
(U) zoning districts.    

 
Regarding the commenters statement pertaining to changing the rural setting, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional information regarding 
the project’s proposed zoning and density. 

 
The commenters are referred to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the Draft 
EIR.  Page 5.12-9 under Impact 5.12-1 discussion discloses that the proposed 166 units 
and estimated 15 accessory dwelling units would result in an increased population growth 
over a 10 to 15-year horizon of 445 residents.   No change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 47-h: The commenters state that the developer is not local, does not care about impacts to the 

community, and only cares about the money to be made.   
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This comment does not raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 
further response is required. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations 
on the project. 
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Letter 48 – James and Tresa Griffith (December 11, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 48 – James and Tresa Griffith 
 
Response 48-a:  The commenter requests that an PDF attached to his e-mail be included to the public 

comments.  The commenter is responding to by the Deputy Clerk of the Board advising 
him that the attachment will be distributed to the board of Supervisors.  The comment is 
noted here, and responses to comments made in the attached PDF are shown 
immediately below in Responses 48-b through 48-cc.  

 
Response 48-b: The commenter makes a non-specific comment regarding the rural community and 

lifestyle of the area, states a desire to live in a rural open setting, expresses concerns 
regarding Bella Vista Water District’s water supply, and notes that further comments are 
provided in the letter.   

 
Regarding the rural community and lifestyle, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2.  The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed 
project’s consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County 
Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning).  This comment is 
introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  No further response 
is required and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
With respect to BVWD’s water supply, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3, 
and Responses 7-a through 7-p.  This comment is introductory and includes an overview 
of the commenter’s concerns.  No further response is required. 
 
The commenters also state that he has several comments on the Draft EIR.  These 
comments are address below in Response 48-c through Response 48-cc. This comment is 
introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  No further response 
is required. 

 
Response 48-c: The commenter questions the communication with the telephone and internet service 

providers who serve the Redding area and questions who will serve the project and brings 
up issues related to quality of internet service. 

 
The commenter is correct that Frontier Communication is not listed in Section 11.0 
ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED but on page 5.17-9 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES 
AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, Frontier Communications is discussed.  Regarding inclusion of 
AT&T in the discussion, AT&T is discussed because as stated on Page 5.17-9, AT&T 
provides telephone, internet, and television services to the majority of the Redding area 
and areas south of Boyle Drive, which Frontier Telephone provides service to Palo Cedro, 
Bella Vista, Millville, and areas north of Boyle Drive.  The question of internet quality, 
however, is not an issue for CEQA.  State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b) state that effects 
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment.  In regard 
to the proposed project, the discussion focuses on the physical extension of utility lines, 
including telephone and cable, that could have a physical impact on the environment.  As 
discussed, any extension of these lines would occur with areas already proposed to be 
disturbed, such as roadways and residential footprints.  Therefore, the extension of these 
lines would not result in any additional environmental impacts not previously disclosed.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 
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Response 48-d:  The commenter questions the water use rates used in the Draft EIR and expresses 
concern that there is no room for conservation during dry years.   

 
Please refer to Master Response-3, Response 7-m, and Response 7-n.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 48-e: The commenter notes that BVWD’s projections show a shortfall in water supply during a 

single dry year and that the project will take water from other intended BVWD users, thus 
the increase in water demand would be significant during drought years. 

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, Response 7-m, and Response 7-n.  No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 48-f: The commenter does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR but restates 

concerns regarding the adequacy of water supply, impacts to current users, and questions 
that BVWD will benefit from higher residential water costs.  The commenter also restates 
his use as an agricultural user and highlights personal measures taken to reduce water 
consumption.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, Response 7-a through Response 7-p, 
Responses 48-d, and Response 48-e.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 48-g: The commenter questions the accident rates and how the increase in average daily trips 

(ADT) will affect the accident rates and the number of accidents.  
 

With regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the commenter 
is referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, 41-a, and 43-b, above, 
which refers to pages 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION.  The discussion in the listed Response and Section 5.16 addresses this 
commenters concerns.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-h: The commenter notes that the lanes on Deschutes Road are so narrow that cars must 

cross a double yellow line to pass cyclists and pedestrians must walk on a narrow 
shoulder.   

 
Although this comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter 
is referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, 41-a, and 43-b.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 48-i:  The commented states that the roadway segment on Old Oregon Trail from Old Alturas 

Road to SR-44 was not analyzed and should be analyzed given that mitigation measures 
are recommended at Intersections #10 and #11, this section contains 4 intersections 
listed in the study (Intersection #8 through Intersection #11), and the roadways segment 
includes an elementary school zone. 
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The Draft EIR analyzes roadway segments in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION.  
Specific to Old Oregon Trail, this roadway segment was analyzed north of Old 44 Drive 
(Segment #7).  As shown in Table 5.16-6, EXISTING ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, Old 
Oregon Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) currently operates at LOS C and has 8,031 ADT.  As 
shown in Table 5.16-9, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, Old Oregon 
Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) would continue to operate at LOS C with 8,386 ADT.  Under 
cumulative conditions, Old Oregon Trail would operate at LOS E with 11,195 ADT in Year 
2035 with the proposed project (refer to Table 5.16-15, YEAR 2035 PLUS PROJECT 
TOADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE).   
 
Roadway segments are analyzed differently than intersections and have different criteria 
for LOS.  Intersection LOS criteria are provided in Table 5.16-4, LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA 
FOR INTERSECTIONS, while roadway segment LOS criteria are provided in Table 5.16-5, 
LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR ROADWAYS.  Therefore, a roadway segment that 
operates within acceptable LOS with the introduction of traffic from a project, may also 
have specific intersections that operated at unacceptable LOS and require mitigation 
measures.  Please refer to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC ANC CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, for further details regarding the thresholds and analysis of the 
study area roadways and intersections.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during 
deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 
 

Response 48-j: The commenter notes mitigation listed in Table 17 and comments that another mitigation 
project was planned and not built in 2008.  

 
The commenter is correct that mitigation was planned and funded but not built in 2008.  
That project will now be constructed as part of the proposed project.   This will not result 
in any impacts not identified in the Draft EIR, and no changes to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 48-k: The commenter asks why there was no mention that the significant traffic safety impact 

on Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to SR 44) would occur in a school zone. 
 

Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, 
provide analysis of the proposed project on traffic and circulation.  As discussed in Section 
5.16.3, METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES, roadway segments and intersections are 
analyzed based on level of service.  The focus is therefore on stop delay per vehicle (in 
seconds) for intersections and average daily trips (ADT) for roadway segments.  Traffic 
impacts are based on the standards identified in Section 5.16.7, STANDARDS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE, of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR.  This sections 
states: 

“In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, the effects of a project are 
evaluated to determine whether they would result in a significant 
adverse impact on the environment.  An EIR is required to focus on these 
effects and offer mitigation measures to reduce or avoid any significant 
impacts that are identified.  The criteria used to determine the 
significance of impacts may vary depending on the nature of the project.  
According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the proposed 
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project would have a significant impact related to traffic and circulation, 
if it would:  

 
• Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 

existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result 
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections). Refer to Impact 5.16-1 and Impact 5.16-5 in 
Section 5.16.9, CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND 
MITIGATION MEASURES, below. 

 
• Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 

standard established by the County congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highway. Refer to Impact 5.16-1 
and Impact 5.16-5 in Section 5.16.9, CUMULATIVE SETTING, 
IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES, below.  

 
• Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 

sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment). Refer to Impact 5.16-2, below. 

 
• Result in inadequate emergency access. Refer to Impact 5.16-3, 

below. 
 
• Result in inadequate parking capacity. Refer to AREAS OF NO 

PROJECT IMPACT, below. 
 
• Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks). 
Refer to Impact 5.16-4, below.  

 
• Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks. Refer to AREAS OF NO PROJECT IMPACT, 
below. 

 
Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have been 
categorized as either a “less than significant” impact or a “potentially 
significant” impact.  Mitigation measures are recommended for 
potentially significant impacts.  If a potentially significant impact cannot 
be reduced to a less than significant level through the application of 
mitigation, it is categorized as a “significant and unavoidable” impact.” 
 

Therefore, all areas are analyzed equally, whether within a school zone or outside 
of a school zone.  This is because all drivers in California must pass the California 
driving test and must obey all speed limits, stop signs, signals, and rules deemed 
necessary for any given area.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration 
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during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-l: The commenter restates language from the Tierra Robles Traffic Impact Study in 

reference to intersections #10 and #13 and makes comment regarding the 
aforementioned mitigation that was not completed.   

 
The commenter is referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, 41-a, 
43-b, and 48-i.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.  

 
Response 48-m: The commenter restates the text of mitigation measure 5.16-1 and questions why the 

County has not yet installed the proposed signage.   
 

The question posed by the commenter is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR.  For the 
purposes of this Draft EIR, State CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2 (a). The Significant 
Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project.  The EIR shall identify and focus on the 
significant environmental effects of the proposed project.”  Accordingly, the placement 
of the signage is now being discussed within scope of the proposed project.  No Changes 
to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 48-n: The commenter questions the traffic counts shown for the intersection of Old Oregon 

Trail and Old Alturas Road (Intersection #8).  The commenter states that the existing and 
existing plus project AM and PM traffic numbers are the same. 

 
It is true that the modeling includes the same numbers for the northbound and 
southbound through lanes. It is also true that the trips are also the same numbers for 
southbound right turn, east bound left turn, east bound right turn and northbound left 
turn in both described conditions for AM – leaving six turning movements at Old Oregon 
Trail and Old Alturas Road (Intersection #8) with differing numbers.  In the PM the same 
trip numbers are used for northbound left turn, southbound left turn, the southbound 
through lane and eastbound left turn – leaving eight turning movements at Intersection 
No. 8 with differing trip numbers. It is not a mistake or error to have duplicate trip 
assignments for various modeling scenarios.  
 
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of 
the draft EIR provide analysis of the proposed project on traffic and circulation.  As 
discussed in Section 5.16.5, TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION, project trip 
generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth Edition). Single 
Family Detached Housing (ITE Code 210) has been used to estimate the trip generation 
for the proposed project. Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, on page 5.16-15 of 
the Draft EIR, provides a summary of the land use and quantities (i.e., units) for the 
proposed project, along with corresponding ITE land use codes from which trip generation 
characteristics were established and analyzed.  As shown in Table 5.16-8, it is estimated 
that the proposed project would generate approximately 1,774 new daily trips, with 135 
vehicle trips generated during the AM peak hour and 175 vehicle trips generated during 
the PM peak hour period. 
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As discussed on page 5.16-15 of the Draft EIR, the directional trip distribution and 
assignment of project-generated trips were estimated based on an understanding of 
existing and projected future traffic flows and travel patterns within the vicinity of the 
proposed project site, location of local and regional housing and 
employment/commercial centers in relation to the proposed project site, and 
supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional Travel Demand Forecast model. 
The directional trip distribution for the proposed project is graphically depicted in Figure 
5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION.   
 
As discussed in Section 5.16.3, METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES, intersection LOS is 
calculated for all control types using the Synchro 8 software by Trafficware, implementing 
the methods documented in the HCM 2010. For signalized intersections and all-way-stop-
controlled (AWSC) intersections, the intersection delays and LOS are average values for 
all intersection movements. For two-way-stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections, the 
intersection delays and LOS are representative of those for the worst-case movement.    
 
Based on the above trip generation models and trip distribution models, the traffic 
numbers at the intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail Road differ.  While 
some movements at the intersection remain the same between existing and existing plus 
project scenarios, other movements differ.  The traffic volumes on Old Alturas Road 
increase in the AM peak hour heading away from the project site, while they increase in 
the PM peak hour heading toward the project site on Old Alturas Road.  Similarly, traffic 
movements from Old Oregon Trail Road onto Old Alturas Road head towards the project 
site increase as well.  The traffic volumes that the commenter refers to are the through 
movements on Old Oregon Trail Road, and thus are not affected by the proposed project.  
The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-o: The commenter restates some of the text the Tierra Robles Traffic Impact Study, May 

2015, supplemental Technical Memorandum August 17, 2017, and questions the use of 
an all way stop.    

 
The commenter is correct that proposed mitigation includes installation of an all way 
stop.   Page 5.16-38, lists mitigation measure 5.16-4 which reads, “Boyle Road & 
Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). Prior to recordation of a final map or issuance of a 
building permit (whichever occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated cost 
share representing 11 percent of the cost of upgrading the existing two-way-stop-
controlled intersection to all-way-stop-controlled intersection. The fee shall be 
established based on an engineer’s cost estimate of the improvements prepared by the 
project applicant and approved by the Shasta County Public Works Department.” 

 
Because the proposed project would be required to pay eleven percent of the cost of the 
all way stop control, under Level of Significance After Mitigation, Page 5.16-38 further 
states, “: The improvements identified for the intersections of Old Alturas Road & Old 
Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) are not 
currently part of any current Shasta County improvement plan or fee program. As a result, 
full implementation as described in MM 5.16-3 and MM 5.16-4 cannot be assured by the 
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project applicant. This is considered to be a cumulatively considerable and significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 
The Shasta County Department of Public Works operates a county-wide traffic impact fee 
program based on residential units or non-residential building square footage. The 
proposed project may contribute to this program as described in MM 5.16-3 and MM 
5.16-4, should Shasta County update the fee program to include the Old Alturas Road & 
Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) 
intersections. The payment of applicable fair-share costs towards a programmed 
improvement would result in a cumulatively less than significant impact at each 
intersection.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 48-p  The commenter restates information regarding vehicle trips.  The commenter questions 

why mitigation measure 5.16-3, which requires a pro-rated 13% share for a single/multi-
lane roundabout at Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8), while the 
intersection of SR 44 and Deschutes Road with 8,761 ADT (with project) does not.   

 
On Page 5.16-14 in Table 5.16-6 Existing Roadway Level of Service in Section 5.15 TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION shows that the ADT on Old Oregon Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) would 
be 8,031, and in Table 5.16-9 Existing Plus Project Roadway Level of Service shows that 
the ADT on Old Oregon Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) would have an ADT (with project) of 
8,386.  Regarding Deschutes Road (north of Old 44 Drive), Table 5.16-6 also shows an 
existing ADT of 8,495, and Table 5.16-9 shows that Deschutes Road (north of Old 44 Drive) 
would have an ADT (with project) of 8,761.   

 
Page 5.16-28 of Section 5.16 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION recognizes the 38 percent 
collision rate on Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to SR-44).  This page also recognizes that 
approximately 85 percent of the collisions occurred during daylight conditions and 56% 
were rear-end collisions. South of Boyle Road, it is estimated that 15 percent of the 
project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 5 percent in 
both the Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. Immediately north 
of SR-44, it is estimated that 7 percent of the project traffic will use this section of roadway 
which will increase the ADT by 1 percent in both the Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 
Plus Project conditions.  The installation of intersection warning signs in accordance with 
MM 5.16-2, at various locations along Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44, 
would serve to notify drivers of upcoming driveways. Impacts for both Existing, Existing 
Plus Project, and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions were concluded to be reduced to less 
than significant levels.  

 
Response 48-q The commenter states that the is currently no plan to implement any mitigation measures 

at Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road and Deschutes 
Road (Intersection #13).  

  
The commenter is correct that no mitigation is proposed for Deschutes Road and Old 
Alturas Boulevard (Intersection #2).  As discussed on page 5.16-25 in Section 5.16 TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION, Table 5.16-10 Existing Plus Project Intersection Level of Service, the 
intersection would operate at level of service (LOS) C during AM Peak hours, and LOS B 
during PM Peak hours.  In both cases the warrant was not met for needed traffic 
improvements; refer to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, 
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR.   The comment is part of the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during 
deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft 
EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-r: The commenter recommends mitigation for telephone and internet services resulting in 

the construction of telephone and internet facilities adequate for existing and existing 
plus project demand.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 48-c, above.  The comment is part of the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and 
no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48- s: The commenter questions that how water demand can be mitigated.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 48-d, 48-e, and 48-f, 

above.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-t: The commenter recommends mitigation for traffic, shoulder width, intersection lane 

movements, pedestrian facilities, and intersection controls. 
 
The commenter is referred to Responses 48-g through 48-q, above.  The comment is part 
of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-u: The commenter paraphrases previous questions related to telephone and internet 

service, water conservation, dry-year concerns related to water use, and school zones.   
 

The commenter is referred to Response 48-c related to telephone and internet, 
Responses 48-d, 48-e, and 48-f, related to water, and Responses 48-h, 48-k, and 48-m 
related to schools.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-v: The commenter questions the traffic study having accounted for the schools in the area.   
 
 The schools in the area were accounted for and addressed in numerous locations within 

the Draft EIR.  Specifically related to traffic and circulation, Page 5.16-7 and Page 5.16-8 
of Section 5.16 of TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION address the data collection and recognizes 
the schools in the area stating that they were in session but no known special events were 
occurring.  Page 5.16-13 addressed traffic signal warrants and states that the signal 
warrant criteria are based upon several factors, including the volume of vehicular and 
pedestrian traffic, frequency of accidents, and location of school areas.  Page 5.16-30, 
under Impact 5.16-4 addresses pedestrian and bicycle facilities and recognizes that 
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schools are more than 2 miles from the project site.  Impacts to pedestrians and bicycle 
were found to be less than significant.   

 
Response 48-w: The commenter questions if the County will install the listed traffic mitigation and asks 

when the mitigation will be installed.   
 

Should the proposed project be approved, the County will ensure that the applicant 
ensure that all listed mitigation be implemented.  State CEQA Guideline § 15126.4(2) 
states, “Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments.  In the case of the adoption of a plan, 
policy, regulations, or other public project, mitigation measures can be incorporated into 
the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” 

 
 Regarding the commenter question of the timing of mitigation.  As stated on Page 5.16-

26 of Section 5.16 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, Mitigation Measure 5.16-1 Airport Road 
& SR-44 WB Ramps would be implemented, “prior to the issuance of a building permit 
that would allow construction of the first residence.”  Mitigation Measure 5.16-2, 
required the Caltrans standard W2 intersection warning signs, “prior to issuance of a 
building permit that would allow construction of the first residence.  Both Mitigation 
Measures 5.16-3 and 5.16-4 requiring pro-rated cost sharing would be implemented, 
“prior to recordation of a final map or issuance of a building permit (whichever comes 
first).”  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 48-x: The commenter asks how a four-way stop at Deschutes Road and Boyle Road would 

impact traffic on Deschutes Road. 
 

Please refer to Response 17-o and Response 37-c regarding impacts to Deschutes Road 
and the mitigation involving a four-way stop.  The comment is part of the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration 
during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and no change to 
the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-y: The commenter questions why Old Oregon Trail from Old Alturas Road to SR-44 is not 

mentioned in the traffic study.  The commenter asserts that the data regarding the 
intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) is flawed.  The 
Commenter restates questions regarding proposed mitigation for signals/roundabouts at 
certain intersections but not at others.   

 
The commenter is referred to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 35-c, 41-a, 
43-b, 48-i, 48-o, and 48-p.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on 
the project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

  
Response 48-z: The commenter states that using the Year 2035 impacts may be required by regulations, 

but this implies to the general public that the traffic will gradually increase through 2035. 
 

As discussed in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC 
IMPACT STUDY, the traffic impacts are looked at under existing and future conditions.  
The first, existing conditions, is analyzed with and without the project to determine the 
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proposed project’s impact on existing traffic facilities.  The second, Year 2035, is analyzed 
with and without the project to determine the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the proposed project’s traffic impacts are analyzed for conditions 
when the project is fully occupied and again in Year 2035, using Shasta County’s growth 
rates and assumptions from the Shasta County General Plan.  The comment is part of the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and 
no change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 

Response 48-aa:  The commenter restates concerns regarding impacts associated with traffic in school 
zones.   

 
The Commenter is referred to Responses 48-i, 48-k, 48-t, 48-u, and 48-v, above.  The 
comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-bb: The commenter states that he believes the Traffic Study was conducted to minimize 

impacts and was not a good faith effort to studying the significant environmental effects 
of the project.   

 
Project trip generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the 
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth 
Edition). Single Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 
daily trips per unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed 
project. The Apartment category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily trips 
associated with up to 15 accessory dwelling units.   

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.16-1 of Section 5.16 TRANSPORTATION AND 
TRAFFIC, which lists the sources used to analyze the potential environmental impacts 
related to traffic and circulation, including: 1) Caltrans. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies. December 2002; 2) City of Redding. Bikeway Action Plan 2010-2015. April 
2010; 3) City of Redding. Redding General Plan 2000 – 2020. October 2000; 4) City of 
Redding. Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. January 2009; 5) Shasta County. 2030 
Shasta County Travel Demand Model (SCTDM); 6) Shasta County. Shasta County 2010 
Bicycle Transportation Plan. 2010; 7) Shasta County. Shasta County General Plan. 
September 2004; and 8) Shasta County. Regional Transportation Plan.   No changes to the 
Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 48-cc: The commenter raises concerns about a previous EIR in which it is claimed concerns were 

ignored.  The commenter also reiterates opposition to the proposed project. 
 

This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment will be 
referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County 
Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 49 – Philip G. Marquis (December 11, 2017) 

 
 
  

49-a 

49-b 
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Response to Letter 49 – Philip G. Marquis 
 
Response 49-a:  The commenter states that the Bella Vista Water District, at the expense of the developer 

must conduct a hydraulic test of the Welsh pumping system and make all results available 
to customers prior to approval of the subdivision.   The commenter notes that no such 
hydraulic test was conducted as part of the Draft EIR and is not included to the data 
presented.  The comment is noted and the commenters request will be forwarded to the 
appropriate decision makers for their review.   
 
The commenter is correct that a hydraulic test was not conducted as part of the 
environmental review for this Draft EIR.  State CEQA Guidelines do not require the 
preparation of a hydraulic test.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Response 49-b: The commenter expresses concern that the Traffic Study does not reflect current roadway 

flows and conditions, does not mitigate for the dangerous intersection that would occur 
at the proposed north entrance and Seven Lakes Road and Old Alturas Road.  The 
commenter requests the addition of turn lanes to ensure safe turns into and out of the 
project site and requests that this be a condition of approval.   

 
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of 
the Draft EIR, analyze the Old Alturas Road and Seven Lakes Road intersection 
(Intersection #3).  As shown in Table 5.16-10, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION 
LEVEL OF SERVICE, this intersection is a two-way stop controlled intersection and will 
operate at level of service (LOS) A in the AM and PM directions.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 50 – Gregory Marshall (December 13, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 50 – Gregory Marshall 
 
Response 50-a: The commenter states that he is a former resident of the area and provides subsequent 

comments about the proposed project.  The commenter does not question the adequacy 
of the Draft EIR and does not the raise a substantive question about the proposed projects 
ultimate appropriateness for the site, and does not directly raise an environmental issue.  
The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission 
and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 50-b: The commenter is opposed to the proposed project.  The commenter states that people 

buy property to escape and alludes to the project being a subdivision.  The commenter 
states Boyle Road will need to be widened and claims traffic during construction will be 
“insane”.  Although the commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and 
does not raise a substantive question about the validity of the environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR, the commenter is provided the following response. 

 
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning).  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 The proposed project does not propose not analyze the widening of Boyle Road.  The 

commenter is referred to page 5.16-34, Table 5.16-15 Year 2035 Plus Project Roadway 
Level of Service in Section 5.16 TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC.  Boyle Road (west of 
Deschutes Road) is projected to have 1,847 average daily trips (ADT) and operated at the 
Level of Service (LOS) A.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 50-c The commenter questions the County catering to the money grubbers and offers to find 

a better site for the proposed project.    
 

The commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not the raise a 
substantive question about the proposed projects ultimate appropriateness for the site, 
and does not directly raise an environmental issue.  In addition, pages 7-3 through 7-4 in 
Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, of the Draft EIR Discussion the 
potential use of an Alternative site.  As noted, the key question and first step in the 
decision whether to include in the EIR an analysis of alternative sites is whether any of 
the significant impacts of the project would be avoided or substantially lessened by 
relocating the project. Only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant impacts of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR (State CEQA 
Guidelines, §15126.6[f][2][A]).  

 
For additional discussion regarding Alternatives, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-1, Response 44-a, and Response 45-a.  This comment will be referred to 
decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County Board of 
Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No change to 
the Draft EIR is required.   
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Letter 51 – Scott Grant (December 14, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 51 – Scott Grant 
 
Response 51-a: The commenter thanks the County for receiving his comments and indicates other 

comments further below in his letter.   
 

No change to the Draft EIR is required.  Responses to the commenter’s concerns are 
provided below in Response 51-b through Response 51-g.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 51-b: The commenter speculates that the increased housing densities will increase crime and 

alludes that law enforcement services will not be adequate.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES.  Page 5.13-
13 states that the proposed project would bring additional annual revenue from local 
property and sales taxes that would offset demand for law enforcement services by 
funding increases in personnel, training and equipment.  In addition, payment of 
development impact fee’s ($789 per single-family unit) would further offset costs.  The 
Draft EIR concludes that impacts to law enforcement services would be less than 
significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 51-c: The commenter states they chose to live on 5-acre parcels, which is the opposite of city 

living.   
 

This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The commenter, 
however, is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, and Master 
Response-2 for a discussion of proposed housing densities.  No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 51-d: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 51-e: The commenter reiterates concerns about increases in crime, loss of aesthetic value, and 

density of the proposed development.   
 

The commenter is referred to Response 51-b, 51-c, 51-d, Master Responses-2, and 
Master Response-3.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 51-f: The commenter states that if the development proceeds at a pace commensurate with 

consumer demand, maintains high enough property values, residential square footage 
relative to acreage size, and ensures water supply, he could support the project.    
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The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission 
and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 51-g: The commenter expresses thanks for considering his thoughts and those of his neighbor.   
 

The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission 
and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 52 – Stanley W. Hamrick (December 15, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 52 – Stanley W. Hamrick 
 
Response 52-a:  The commenter photo copied an article entitled “Neighbors worried about subdivision 

east of Redding,” dated December 11, 2017.   Across the heading of the article, the 
commenter hand wrote, “You must be kidding?” and “No.”   

 
The commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not the raise a 
substantive question about the proposed projects ultimate appropriateness for the site, 
and does not directly raise an environmental issue.  The comment and article will be 
referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County 
Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 53 – Sue Harbert (December 17, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 53 – Sue Harbert 
 
Response 53-a:  The commenter notes that the proposed project would require a zone change and a loss 

of grazing land that the commenter states needs protection would result. 
 
The commenter is correct that the proposed project does include a zone amendment, 
which would change the current zoning from Rural Residential 5-acre minimum (RR-BA-
5), Rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U), to a Planned 
Development (PD) zone district.   Page 5.2-11 of Section 5.2 AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
discussed that 687.87 acres of the proposed project is designated by the California 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as grazing land, of which 
approximate 154.6 acres would remain.  Page 5.2-14 concludes that individually this 
impact would be less than significant.   Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 discussed on page 5.2-
19, establishes an off-site agricultural conservation easement that shall provide a grazing 
capacity of 1,044 Animal-Unit Months (AUMs).  Although this mitigation would help off-
set the impacts, the DRAFT EIR properly concludes that a significant and unavoidable 
impact would result.   

 
The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission 
and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 53-b: The commenter makes various observations about Boyle Road, including the existing 

configuration, the adjacent homes that use Boyle Road for access, and mentions 
increased construction traffic.  The commenter states that a left turn is needed into Tierra 
Robles, Boyle Road needs to be widened, a bike a pedestrian path is needed, and 
shoulders need improvement. 
 
With respect to construction traffic, heavy equipment will be used during construction 
and that worker trips would increase.  As discussed on pages 5.16-28 through 5.16-29 of 
the DRAFT EIR, some traffic delays during project construction would be expected.  A 
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to address road closures, maintaining access, noticing, 
adequate sign posting, detours, and permitted hours of construction would be 
implemented to minimize disruptions.  The use of these measures would result in less 
than significant short-term construction impacts. 
 
With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 
13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 47-c, above.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 53-c: The commenter notes numerous obstruction on Boyle Road but only notes the hill prior 

to Maddelein Lane specifically.  The speed limit on Boyle Road is posted as 45 miles per 
hour.   

 
 With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 

13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 47-c, above.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Response 53-d: The commenter states that Boyle Road has peak traffic flow times, with the high school 

and North Cow Creek being among these high traffic times. 
 
 With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 

13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 47-c, above.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 53-e: The commenter reiterates that Boyle Road needs to be improved.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 52-b, 53-c, and 53-d, above.  No changes to the 

Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 53-f:  The commenter questions where the wastewater treatment plant would be located and 

if there is daily testing, greenhouse gas emissions, monitoring and treatment, concerns 
about accidental spills, and odors. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 3-15 and page 3-
22) for a detailed description of proposed community wastewater collection and 
treatment system. Wastewater from the proposed project would be collected via 
individual residential septic tanks, transferred to a community collection system, treated, 
and then recycled for roadway median landscape irrigation.  This system must obtain the 
requisite Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) Waste 
Discharge Requirements permit. The wastewater treatment plant would be located to 
best serve the proposed project and would be developed in an area within the project 
footprint and in an area of proposed disturbance.  The exact location, however, is not 
known.    
 
The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, and 17-j for information regarding 
the grey water reuse system, disinfection, odor management, and safety measures to 
ensure impacts are less than significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
 
Regarding Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the commenter is referred to Section 5.7, 
GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE.  Pages 5.7-13 through 5.17-16 disclose the 
emissions and associated impacts of the proposed project and proposed mitigation to 
reduce the level of impact.  The Draft EIR concludes and properly discloses that impacts 
related to greenhouse gas emissions would exceed thresholds both at the project level 
and cumulatively and are considered significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  

 
Response 53-g: The commenter questions needed changes to school and asks who will pay and alludes 

to raising of property taxes.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  Page 
5.13-13 of the Draft EIR addresses the payment of school fees that would be incurred by 
the proposed project and would generate approximately $1,980,048 to be distributed to 
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the local school districts.  In addition, Foothill High School, Columbia Elementary School, 
and Mountain View Middle School have been experiencing a declining enrolment and 
therefore has capacity to accommodate and increased student population.  The Draft EIR 
concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  For additional details, refer to 
Response 37-b.   No changes to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 53-h: The commenter makes a statement that people purchasing smaller lots will not want the 

same lifestyle as those purchasing larger lots.   
 

Comments regarding the proposed project’s ultimate appropriateness for the site or 
comments that do not directly raise an environmental issue are referred to decision-
makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, for 
further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  Differing desires of potential 
future property owners do not constitute or rise to the level of a “Physical changes” as 
defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15064.  No change to the Draft EIR is required and 
the opinion does not warrant a detailed response under CEQA.  

 
The commenter states there should not be mixed zoning for the parcels.  The proposed 
project does not propose to mix zoning.  The proposed project includes a zone 
amendment, which would change the current zoning from Rural Residential 5-acre 
minimum (RR-BA-5), Rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U), to 
a Planned Development (PD) zone district.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density   
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Letter 54 – Jacqueline Matthews (December 21, 2017)  
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Response to Letter 54 – Jacqueline Matthews 
 
Response 54-a:  The commenter states concern regarding traffic on Old Alturas Road north of Boyle Road 

to Deschutes Road because the road is highly travelled, is narrow with no shoulders, areas 
have trees adjacent to the roadway, and there are collisions between vehicles and 
wildlife/domestic animal. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 32-c, 35-c, 40-a, and 43-b, above, 
regarding traffic and safety.  Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR provide further detail regarding traffic impacts.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 54-b: The commenter states that significant flooding occurred along Old Alturas Road north of 
Boyle Road to Deschutes Road during 2016 – 2017 and is concerned impervious surfaces 
built as part of the proposed project will increase flooding risk. 

 
The commenter is referred to Page 5.19-18 in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY, which discussed the potential for increased flooding.  The Draft EIR discussed 
infiltration, runoff, and how new impervious surfaces can affect hydrology and may affect 
downstream flooding.  The Draft EIR concluded that there was no change in the pre- and 
post-development flow of Clough Creek due to the use of onsite LID facilities to retain the 
additional storm water runoff that would result from roof impervious areas significantly 
reduces the total impervious area of the basin.   

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 54-c:  The commenter makes a statement regarding increased noise from project related traffic 

entering and exiting the site.   
 

Regarding traffic noise, please refer to Response 41-a, above.  No issue or adequacy of 
the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 54-d: The commenter notes that fire danger is high and the project will compound the issue.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 43-e.   The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 

would be less than significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 54-e: The commenter requests that traffic impacts be reassessed for Old Alturas Road from 

Seven Lakes Road to Boyle Road and requests that mitigation such as flashing speed limit 
signs and paved shoulders be required.   
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 Please refer to Responses 14-b, 35-c, 40-a, and 49-b, above.  The comment is noted for 

the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 54-f: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include complete statistics on the 

number of collisions for the section of Old Alturas Road from Deschutes Rod to Seven 
Lakes Road.  The commenter states that the collision rate of 33 percent is statistically 
significant.  The commenter requests mitigation measures including paved shoulders. 
 
The text on page 5.16-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include all six primary collision 
factors so that the EIR now includes: 1 DUI, 1 hitting an animal, 1 unsafe speed, and 2 
improper turn.  With this revision, the EIR text matches the information in Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY. 
 
With respect to project-specific impacts related to traffic and safety, please refer to 
Responses 14-b, 32-c, 40-a, and 48-p, above.  Please also refer to Impact 5.16-2 in Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, for 
additional details on traffic and safety related impacts.  As discussed in Impact 5.16-2, the 
section of Old Alturas Road between Deschutes Road to Seven Lakes Road is curvilinear 
and narrow with roadside obstructions. This section of rural roadway has a collision rate 
33 percent higher than the statewide average for similar facilities.  It is estimated that 17 
percent of the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT 
by 27 percent in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 23 percent in the Year 2035 
Plus Project conditions. The increase in traffic, in combination with the overall very low 
traffic volumes and LOS A conditions, is not expected to significantly increase the rate of 
collisions. Less than significant impacts would occur in this regard. 
 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 54-g: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the figures in Section 5.16, 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 54-h: The commenter expresses concern that the currently proposed access from the project 

site to Old Alturas Road is a safety hazard and suggests project outlet alternatives 
including an outlet from the project site to Deschutes Road, either in addition to the 
currently proposed outlets or in lieu of the currently proposed outlet to Old Alturas Road.   

 
 With respect to project-specific impacts related to traffic and safety, please refer to 

Responses 14-b, 32-c, 40-a, 48-p, 54-e, 54-f, and 54-g, above.  With respect to project site 
access, because of biological restrictions, the resource management areas (RMAs) 
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identified on-site, and the proposed site plan (refer to Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE 
MAP, of the Draft EIR), no access is currently proposed to Deschutes Road.  In addition, 
currently there is no feasible access between the project site and the existing roadway 
network that would not require right-of-way acquisition from neighboring parcels.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 54-i: The commenter restates the position of requesting road mitigation and requesting an 

additional outlet to Deschutes Road.    
 

Please refer to Response 54-a through Response 54-h, above.  No new issue or adequacy 
of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter that was not discussed above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-319 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 55 – Maggie Freeman (December 22, 2017)  
 

 
  

55-a 
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Response to Letter 55 – Maggie Freeman 
 
Response 55-a: The commenter opposes the project and states reasons such as lack of water supply, lack 

of Sheriff services, inadequate roadway networks, and potential location of the sewage 
facility.   

 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.    

 
With respect water supply, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3, as well as 
Responses 7-a through 7-p.  With respect to traffic impacts and the roadway 
infrastructure, refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, 
and 47-c, above.  With respect to the wastewater facility (sewage facility), please refer to 
Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, 43-d and 53-f, above.   

 
For additional information regarding public services and utilities and service systems, 
including the proposed sewage facility, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 
5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, which concluded that each of the referenced topics were evaluated in the Draft 
EIR and concluded less than significant or less than significant after mitigation.   
 
 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-321 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 56 – Rick Thompson (December 22, 2017) 

 
 
  

56-a 
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Response to Letter 56 – Rick Thompson 
 
Response 56-a:  The commenter states opposition to the proposed project stating issues related to water 

and monitoring traffic.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.   However, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding concerns about water supply.  
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION for a discussion of 
traffic impacts.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 57 – Christie Smith (December 22, 2017) 
 

 
 

57-a 

57-b 

57-c 

57-d 
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57-d  
Cont. 

57-e 

57-f 

57-g 
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57-h 

57-i 
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57-t 

57-u 

57-v 

57-w 

57-x 
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Response to Letter 57 – Christie Smith 
 
Response 57-a: The commenter makes an introductory statement requesting the comments in the letter 

are considered.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  
Specific comments in the letter are addressed individually below.  No change to the Draft 
EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-b: The commenter questions the use of accessory dwelling unit and states that every unit 

could request an accessory dwelling.   The commenter suggests conditioning the project 
to disallow or limit accessory units.  The commenter also questions that some residents 
will use illegal room conversions to bedrooms or other illegal habitation. 

 
The commenter is referred to Page 5.12-8 in Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, 
which notes that pursuant to Government Code Section 65852.2 every approved 
residential lot would be entitled to an accessory dwelling unit.  The commenter also is 
referred to Page 3-16 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, which explains that the 
estimate of 9% of residences having accessory dwelling units is based on data compiled 
as part of the County’s 2009-2014 Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land 
Inventory) and the County’s Draft Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land 
Inventory.   

 
Regarding the commenters questions regarding illegal activity resulting in additional 
residents.   State CEQA Guidelines §15064 (d)(3) states, “An indirect physical change is to 
be considered only if that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused 
by the project.  A change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably 
foreseeable.”  It is speculative to state that future residents would illegally convert rooms 
and that such a conversion would have a negative impact on the environment.  CEQA 
analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, therefore, this speculation 
is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
Response 57-c: The commenter questions enforcement of water use restrictions and states the 

responsibility should not fall to the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter 
then states that the large and expensive homes will use more water.   

 
Please refer to Master Response-3, above, as well as Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  
The proposed project includes the formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services 
District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission.  
The TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee and implement the plans and facilities 
within the development and they would oversee the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; 
Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan, Open Space Management, and Resource Management Area 
Management and Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm Drain Maintenance; and Waste 
Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal Facilities.   As such, the TRCSD would largely 
act as an HOA in addition to having more responsibility in the management of the 
proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.     
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Response 57-d: The commenter questions the formation of the TRCSD and questions who will enforce the 
various development standards if the CSD Board fails to act.   

 
 This comment is specific to the formation of the TRCSD and the actions of the TRCSD, 

rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project 
applicant and the County will work with Shasta LAFCo to form the TRCSD.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-e: The commenter states concern that the proposed onsite wastewater treatment plan will 

not be adequately supported by the proposed Community Services District and 
recommends requiring a condition to pump effluent to the Palo Cedro CSA.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, which 

discloses potential impacts associated with the operation of the wastewater treatment 
plan and explaining how it would stay in compliance with Title 22 and other requirements.  
Impacts were less than significant.    

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, and 53-f for additional 

information regarding the grey water reuse system, disinfection, odor management, and 
safety measures to ensure impacts are less than significant.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 57-f: The commenter notes an inability to download some portions of the appendices and 

notes that the internet system in the project area is slow.  The commenter suggests a 
condition of approval to require installation of new internet lines to serve the proposed 
project.   
 
The question of internet quality, however, is not an issue for CEQA.  State CEQA Guidelines 
§ 15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change 
in the environment.  The commenter is referred to Response 48-c, above.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-g: The commenter questions where the soil test results are and questions that the on-site 

soils can adequately handle wastewater dispersal.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 43-d for a discussion of the site soils and use to 

dispersal.  The commenter also is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 
3-15 and page 3-22) for a detailed description of proposed community wastewater 
collection and treatment system.  Regarding the concern of meeting the same standards 
the State of California requires of local property owners, the wastewater treatment 
system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements for discharge of Title 22 
(Disinfected Secondary Effluent).  The commenter is referred to Response 13-d, above.  
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The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

  
Response 57-h: The commenter is concerned with traffic safety and accident rates on study area 

roadways, especially Boyle Road, and requests a condition of approval to require the 
project developer to provide improvements to the four curves on Boyle Road and to 
require turn lanes on Boyle Road at the project site’s entrance.  

  
 Regarding traffic safety and accident rates, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 

17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 40-a, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, and 54-f, above.  
Traffic impacts and required mitigation measures are analyzed in detail in Section 5.16, 
TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR.  
When requiring roadway improvements associated with a specific project, the fair share 
cost or payment can be based upon the percentage of project traffic at the particular 
intersection and/or road system.  Refer to Response 17-p for further discussion regarding 
fair share funding.  Regarding the request for turn lanes, please refer to Response 53-b, 
above.  County roadway improvement that are not directly related to the proposed 
project, and are not required as mitigation for project-specific traffic impacts, are out of 
the scope of the proposed project.  These are roadway improvements and safety program 
concerns that can be accommodated by the Regional Transportation Plan.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-i: The commenter expresses concern with the increase in new vehicle trips per day and the 

safety of Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13).  The commenter also 
questions the differences between the average daily trips provided in Table 5.16-9 and 
the new vehicle trips provided in Table 5.16-8.  The commenter requests a condition of 
approval to widen and straighten portions of Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. 

 
 Regarding the proposed projects impacts to Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection 

#13), please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 13-e, 14-b, 17-o, 17-p, and 48-q, above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 As discussed in Response 13-e, Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, provides a 

summary of the land use and quantities (i.e., units) for the proposed project, along with 
corresponding ITE land use codes from which trip generation characteristics were 
established and analyzed.  As discussed on page 5.16-15 of the Draft EIR, it is estimated 
that the proposed project would generate approximately 1,774 new daily trips, with 135 
vehicle trips generated during the AM peak hour and 175 vehicle trips generated during 
the PM peak hour period.  The directional trip distribution and assignment of project-
generated trips were estimated based on an understanding of existing and projected 
future traffic flows and travel patterns within the vicinity of the proposed project site, 
location of local and regional housing and employment/commercial centers in relation to 
the propose project site, and supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional 
Travel Demand Forecast model.  Trip distribution from the two entrances into the project 
site is graphically depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, of the Draft EIR, 
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page 5.16-16.  the traffic would be distributed along multiple roadways within the 
circulation network, and would not only use Boyle Road.  Thus, Table 5.16-9, EXISTING 
PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, provides the average daily trips that each 
roadway segment would accommodate assuming the existing traffic volumes and the 
addition of the project’s estimated traffic volumes, based on the distribution of the traffic.  
Therefore, Boyle Road (west of Deschutes Road) would experience LOS A with 1,793 ADT, 
an increase of 337 ADT from the exiting conditions (refer to Table 5.16-6, EXISTING 
ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, of the Draft EIR).  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 Regarding conditions of approval to improve safety on area roadways, please refer to 

Response 57-h, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-j: The commenter questions the priority of the improvements at Airport Road/Highway 44 

versus improvements on Boyle Road or at Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection 
#13).  The commenter questions why the improvement funding would be given to the 
City of Redding. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 13-e, 41-a, and 48-w, above, regarding the Airport Road/SR 44 

interchange.  Refer to Responses 57-h and 57-i, above, regarding improvements to Boyle 
Road and Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13).  Regarding a project’s fair 
share of roadway improvements, please refer to Responses 17-p and 57-h, above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-k: The commenter requests that access to the project be made available from Deschutes 

Road. 
 
 Please refer to Response 54-h, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 

provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-l: The commenter requests that the proposed project construct a bicycle lane the entire 

length of Boyle Road and along Deschutes Road from Boyle Road to Foothill High School, 
and on Old Alturas Road from the north entrance of the project site to Bella Vista 
Elementary School.   

 
 Please refer to Responses 14-b, 17-f, and 48-v, above, regarding bicycle lanes.  The 

comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-m: The commenter states that a condition of approval should prohibit the removal of all oak 

trees and riparian vegetation.    
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 CEQA analysis should be focused on the reasonableness of the action as whole.  Requiring 
a condition of approval to completely avoid all oak trees and riparian areas is not a 
reasonable condition or mitigation as it would disallow the proposed project and all 
Alternatives, except the No Project Alternative.  For additional discussion regarding 
Alternatives, the commenter is referred to Master Response-1, Response 44-a, and 
Response 45-a.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-n: The commenter requests that the drilling of private wells be prohibited because BVWD 

needs the revenue and BVWD maintains the pipelines, valves and fire hydrants. 
 
 Please refer to Master Response-3, Responses 7-d, 14-a, 15-a, 16-d, and 17-h, above.  No 

private wells are anticipated as a result of the proposed project.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.       

 
Response 57-o: The commenter disagrees with the conclusion of the Draft EIR in regard to impacts to 

water quality.  The commenter states that uses including keeping of domestic and farm 
animals, the sewage treatment plant, upset conditions, and use of grey water will impact 
storm water.  The commenter further questions how the potential ancillary structures 
and project infrastructure would not seriously impact storm water runoff.  The 
commenter then recommends conditions of approval to include farm animal setbacks 
from channels, and additional storm water retention basins. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, which as 
was stated in the comment, noted impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality would be less 
than significant, or less than significant with mitigation.  The commenter states 
disagreement with the conclusion of the Draft EIR but does not provide comments 
accompanied by substantial evidence or factual support. Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-p: The commenter states that a condition of approval should require the wastewater 

treatment facility and any secondary disposal area be 150 feet from the development 
perimeter to reduce potential for odors.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 53-f, above, and is referred to Page 5.3-21 of 

Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, regarding the discussion of potential odors associated with the 
proposed community wastewater collection and treatment system.  Impacts from odors 
were found to be less than significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 57-q: The commenter states that a condition of approval prohibiting any disturbance within 
150 feet of Clough Creek should be included.   

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-r: The commenter asks what chlorine compound will be used for wastewater treatment and 

requests that a condition of approval be made to prohibit chlorine gas use.  
 

Please refer to Responses 13-d, 43-d, 53-f, 57-e, and 57-p, above, regarding the 
wastewater treatment facility.  Please refer to Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, 
subheading “Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR for a detailed 
description of the wastewater system and facility.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 57-s: The commenter raises questions regarding the grey water systems and asks who is 

responsible for operating of flow diversion devices and routine maintenance.  The 
commenter asks if maintenance is required to function properly, who is responsible for 
the maintenance, and stated that the average homeowner does not have the ability to 
maintain these systems.    

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.17-21 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, which states that community wastewater and treatment system would be 
owned and operated by the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD).   No issue 
or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 57-t: The commenter notes they did not see any discussion of regulations related to grading of 

driveways, residential pads, and other similar grading in relation to individual parcels.  The 
commenter questions who will be responsible for enforcing these grading operations.    

 
 All grading on the project site would be required to conform to the Shasta County Grading 

Ordinance.  As such, grading permits would be required and all conditions attached to any 
grading permit would be verified by the County.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR 
was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-u: The commenter questions the uses within the Resource Management Areas and Open 

Space, and asks what County Agency would enforce the non-disturbance concept.  The 
commenter notes that monitoring would be difficult and proposes to eliminate the 
construction of any improvements private open space areas.   
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 As discussed on page 5.10-14 of Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, the TRCSD, as 
approved by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission, would management 
the resource management areas and open space.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR 
was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-v: The commenter notes that under the design guidelines there are numerous instances of 

the use of the word ‘should’ instead of ‘shall.’    
 
 The commenter is correct that both ‘should’ and ‘shall’ are used within Section 3.0, 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION, to describe the design guidelines.  No issue or adequacy of the 
Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-w: The commenter expresses opposition to the rezone and states that should the rezone 

be allowed, residences should be limited to the number allowed under the existing 
zoning.   

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-x: The commenter states that the Shasta County Sheriff’s Department does not have 

capacity to respond to more than routine incidents and funding generated by the 
proposed project would not be adequate to promote retention of existing deputies. 

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   The commenter is referred to Page 5.13-13 
of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES, that states that the proposed project 
would bring additional annual revenue from local property and sales taxes that would 
offset demand for law enforcement services by funding increases in personnel, training 
and equipment.  In addition, payment of development impact fee’s ($789 per single-
family unit) would further offset costs.  The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to law 
enforcement services would be less than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 57-y: The commenter states that Shasta County has a need for affordable housing.  The 

commenter states that the project would disrupt the rural nature of the area and go a 
long way to turning it into an urban area, needs to be denied, would be more appropriate 
for the City of Redding, and asks why another project like this needs to be approved.   

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 57-z: The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comments and re-iterates the hope of the 
extension of the comment period.  

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, above.  The comment is noted for the 

record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 58 – Rebecca Final (December 26, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 58 – Rebecca Final 
 
Response 58-a: The commenter notes opposition to the proposed project. 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 58-b: The commenter notes that the proposed project is in opposition to the idea that people 
moved to the area for the rural nature of unincorporated Shasta County.   

 
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning).  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  
 

Response 58-c: The commenter states that she expects the new residents of the proposed project to 
result in complaints about noise, insects, and dust from rural uses. 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised.  However, the commenter is referred to 
Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Section 5.11, NOISE, 
of the Draft EIR regarding the analysis of the areas of concern.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 58-d: The commenter notes that during proposed project construction noise and dust will 
occur.  The commenter also states that if plots stay empty transients may move into the 
property.   

With regard to noise, the commenter is referred to pages 5.11-1 through 5.11-26 of the 
Draft EIR (Section 5.11, NOISE).  This section provides a complete discussion of noise 
impacts of the proposed project.  As discussed in that chapter, the Draft EIR concluded 
that project design features as well as mitigation, would result in less than significant 
impacts.  

 The commenters concern about transients using the project site is not an issue for CEQA.  
State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related 
to a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, it is not appropriate for discussion in 
the Draft EIR. 

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 58-e: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 
supply water to the proposed project.   
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The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 

Response 58-f: The commenter states that the traffic on Boyle Road causes delays and does not know 
how it will handle the increase in vehicles and it is not clear what improvements are 
needed.    

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 40-a, 48-
i, 48-k, 48-p, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, and 57-h, above.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft 
EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 

Response 58-g: The commenter states that both law enforcement and fire protection need funding and 
staffing.  The commenter states that the lack of protection will not improve with the 
proposed project but does not raise an issue or question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 51-b in reference to law enforcement and 
Response 37-f in reference to fire protection.   The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 58-h: The commenter mentions that some parcels would be 1.33 acre in size but current 
property owners wanted to be in an area with 2.5 acres lots but does not question the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 for a discussion of the proposed project 
in relation to zoning and density.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 58-i: The commenter appears to be referring to a couple albino deer that are reported to be 
within or in proximity to the project site.   The commenter states its reasonable that they 
may not survive due to the proposed project and additional noise, light, sanitation, and 
traffic.   

 The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, which included an 
analysis of impacts to wildlife including deer.  During biological evaluation for the site, on 
three occasions, two albino deer were observed.  It should be noted, although rare, albino 
deer are not a unique or protected species, and the albinism is cause by a recessive 
genetic trait.  The commenter also is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL 
RESOURCES, Section 5.11, NOISE, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Section 
5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, for a discussion of the other issue areas 
mentioned.  Although the commenter speculates that the proposed project may result in 
the incidental take of an albino deer, deer are highly mobile and are expected to fully 
vacate an area prior to ground disturbance.  No impacts from take of deer are expected.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
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and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 58-j: The commenter reiterates concerns by referencing the comments listed above.  
 

The commenter is referred to Response 58-a through 58-i, above.  This comment does 
not raise an issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 59 – Steve & Diane Davis (December 26, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 59 – Steve & Diane Davis 
 
Response 59-a: The commenter states opposition to the proposed project, and is concerned that the 

Draft EIR is based on opinions of paid experts and that it did not adequately address 
concerns and the reports did not require mitigation.   

 
In order to fulfil the basic purpose of CEQA as detailed in State CEQA Guideline § 15002, 
technical reports prepared by experts are needed to inform decision makers of potential 
environmental consequences and identify mitigation measures to reduce impacts.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-b: The commenter discusses the density of the proposed development and comments that 

the smaller lots, 1.33 acres, should be planned for the interior of the lot as mitigation for 
the surrounding homes.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 and Response 44-a.  In addition, the 
commenter is referred to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which 
discusses in detail, all the alternatives evaluated.  This includes the “Clustered 3-Acre 
Parcels” Alternative, which describes a project with 166 3-Acre parcels.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-c: The commenter states that the water supply is not adequate to supply the proposed 

project and other uses served by Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter 
states that the information in the Draft EIR does not adequately address project impacts 
and there is not an adequate plan identified for future water supply.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-b, 7-e and 7-f, above.  

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-d: The commenter mentions that BVWD was required to provide “will serve” letters but the 

project would reduce water supplies and water pressure.  The commenter requests a 
detailed plan for future water supply, and requests water supply mitigation fees.  The 
commenter notes that BVWD pipes are decades old and that increased pressure would 
cause failure, which is not addressed by the Draft EIR and mitigation is not provided and 
it should.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 59-e:  The commenter reiterates comments regarding water supply.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 59-c and 59-d, above.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-f: The commenter questions the Traffic Impact Study’s analysis regarding increased traffic 

volumes, roadway safety, vehicle collisions, bicycle and pedestrian safety, the lack of turn 
pocket or center dual left-turn lanes, and the dangerous existing curves on Boyle Road. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 40-a, 43-
b, 47-c, 48-g, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-v, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, and 57-h, above.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-g: The commenter questions the impact of the mitigation measures at area intersections, 

especially the installation of stop controls or roundabouts and questions the data used to 
identify traffic impacts. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 40-a, 48-
i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-o, 48-n, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, and 57-h, above.  With respect to the 
traffic data, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC 
IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR, did not use county data to determine trip generation and 
distribution, but rather empirical data collected as part of the project analysis for roadway 
segments and intersections.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-h: The commenter states that roundabouts are cheap and ineffective and the Draft EIR does 

not identify the studies that show if they will be successful.   
 

Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 40-a, 48-
i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-o, 48-n, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, and 57-h, above.  The commenter is also 
referred to Section 5.16 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, which concluded that impacts to 
traffic and circulation, with the use of roundabouts for mitigation, would less than 
significant, or less than significant with mitigation.  The commenter states disagreement 
with the conclusion of the Draft EIR but does not provide comments accompanied by 
substantial evidence or factual support. Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an 
effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Response 59-i: The commenter states that the main access to the project site will be from Boyle Road; 
however, a secondary access is located near Seven Lakes Road.  The commenter expresses 
concern that this concentrates traffic onto Boyle Road creating an inappropriate and 
dangerous traffic environment for the existing County residents. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, and 
57-i, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-j: The commenter states that the proposed project would result in increased criminal 

activity and states that the Draft EIR does not address or mitigate the impacts associated 
with an increase in crime. 

 
 Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in 

the absence of substantial evidence.   Although this comment does not provide comments 
accompanied by substantial evidence or factual support, the commenter is referred to 
Response 51-b, above, which addresses the concern.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary. 

 
Response 59-k:  The commenter states that the onsite waste water treatment plant would result in odors 

and have a detrimental impact on homeowners.  The commenter speculates that the cost 
would eventually be borne by non-project residents.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, and 53-f, above.  Regarding 

funding, the commenter does not provide comments accompanied by substantial 
evidence or factual support. Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not 
be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 59-l: The commenter states that the project area has been habitat for the piebald black tailed 

deer but this was not addressed in the Draft EIR.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 15.4, 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR, which notes that on three 
occasions, during field work, two albino deer were noted on the project site.  The 
commenter is referred to Response 58-i, above.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Response 59-m: The commenter states that Shasta County residents benefit from carefully planned and 
environmentally sound development and that a new development should not harm the 
existing community, way of life, public services, or cause financial hardship.   

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter; however, please 

refer to Master Response-2, regarding the character of the area.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.    
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Letter 60 – Mr. & Mrs. Ronald F. Cibard  (December 22, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 60 – Mr. & Mrs. Ronald F. Cibard   
 
Response 60-a: The commenter discusses the reasons for moving to the area, which included the five acre 

lots, the agricultural district, and the rural nature of the area.    
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 60-b:`The commenter discusses past planning efforts and improvements for Old Alturas Road, 
and discusses plans for a church building, uses of the gun club and the other 
improvements that didn’t occur.   

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-c: The commenter states that Old Alturas Road is too narrow and is unsafe for cycling.  The 

commenter states that traffic entering Old Alturas Road is not safe and more traffic 
increases the potential for death.   

 
 Although this comment does not raise an issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 

commenter is referred to Response 14-b, regarding pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized 
vehicle safety related to Old Alturas Road.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-d: The commenter states that the proposed project would destroy wildlife habitat and 

would harass wildlife, and is a seasonal stream used by wildlife at the entrance off Old 
Alturas Road.    

 
 Although this comment does not raise an issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 

commenter is referred to Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-
k, 16-c, and 32-i.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-e: The commenter makes a statement about properly permitting developments near gun 

clubs and loss of freedoms.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 17-s and 40-d.  The commenter is also referred 

to Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR for additional information.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Response 60-f: The commenter makes statements about the lack of water and how it has affected them 
states they do not want the project but does not raise an issue of adequacy regarding the 
Draft EIR.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-a through 7-p.   The 

comment will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 60-g: The commenter asks a non-specific question about sewage.    

 
The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, and 36-a, regarding the 
proposed wastewater treatment facility. The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-h: The commenter relates anger at the subdividing of both small and large pieces of property 

that detract from the rural character of the land.   
 

The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 
(Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, and Responses 13-a, 13-h, 17-a, 17-c, 17-e, 19-a, 21-a, and 41-a.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary.  

 
Response 60-i: The commenter states that if the project is approved to generate more tax revenue, that 

would be a betrayal to the people.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-j: The commenter requests the project be stopped.   
 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 61 – George and Janice Smith  (December 26, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 61 – George and Janice Smith 
 
Response 61-a: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 61-b:  The commenter is concerned that there will be odors coming from the septic systems.    
 

The commenter is referred to Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-p, and 59-
k regarding the odors from the proposed wastewater treatment facility.  In addition, the 
commenter is referred to Page 5.17-20 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, 
which notes all individual septic tanks would be watertight and oversized to provide 
emergency storage capacity and additional treatment capacity.   The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 61-c: The commenter raises concerns about the wildlife on the project site and asks where will 

they go.  
 

Although this comment does not raise an issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR, Responses 
3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, and 32-i.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration.  No further response is necessary. 
 

Response 61-d: The commenter reiterates concern regarding water supply.   
 

The commenter is referred to Response 61-a, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 62 – Amy Allen  (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 62 – Amy Allen 
 
Response 62-a: The commenter notes that she wanted to be away from populated areas and that the 

project is being built for greed and investors wanting to make money.   

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s consistency with 
the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 15 (Subdivision 
Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, and 
Responses 13-a, 13-h, 17-a, 17-c, 17-d, 17-e, 19-a, 21-a, 41-a, 65-p, and 65-q for 
additional information.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 63 – Linda Welch  (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 63 – Linda Welch 
 
Response 63-a: The county received a comment but it did not specify a particular project. Based on the 

description, however, it is assumed that the comment was in reference to the Tierra 
Robles Project.  Therefore, the comment is addressed in Response 63-b, below. 

 
Response 63-b: The commenter states that the zoning change is a mistake and raises concerns about 

other projects, water supply, sewage, traffic, and specifically noise from the 166 units.   
  
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The Lead Agency 

analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts related to water and 
wastewater, traffic, and noise.  These resources are analyzed in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY 
AND WATER QUALITY, Section 5.11, NOISE, Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL 
IMPACTS, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as 
resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, 
Appendix 15.7, NOISE DATA, Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, and Appendix 15.10, 
WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.  For further discussion on zoning, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  For further information regarding water 
supply, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 64 – Kathy Creasey  (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 64 – Kathy Creasey 
 
Response 64-a: The commenter voices opposition to the proposed project citing the areas existing rural 

environment, peace and quiet, and star gazing.  The commenter states that the proposed 
project is not consistent with and contradicts the purpose of the Shasta County Zoning 
and General Plan and implies it would impact these things.  The commenter states that 
because the proposed project would result in a significant impact to Noise and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the proposed project is in conflict with the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinance.   

Outside of these statement, however, the commenter does not provide facts or evidence 
to support this position but restates one conclusion in the Draft EIR and misstates a 
second.   Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, an effect is not considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence; therefore, comments should be accompanied by 
factual support. Section 15204(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit data 
or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts. Or expert 
opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to §15064 an 
effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.” 

 It should be noted, that Section 5.11 NOISE of the Draft EIR found that noise impacts 
would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated, 
contrary to the comment.  The commenter is correct, however, that the Draft EIR 
discloses that impacts associated with Greenhouse Gas Emissions would be significant 
and unavoidable.  

Further, Section 5.10 LAND USE AND PLANNING of the Draft EIR evaluated the proposed 
project for consistency with both the Shasta County Zoning Plan and Shasta County 
General Plan.   The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed 
project’s consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County 
Code Title 15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The commenter is referred 
to Master Response-2, above, for additional information regarding the project’s 
proposed zoning and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional information 
regarding the project’s proposed zoning and density. 

Response 64-b: The commenter restates facts disclosed in the Draft EIR stating that the proposed project 
would result in dust, diesel fumes, noise, and traffic.   

The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, Section 5.11, NOISE, and Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR for additional information.  No issue or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 64-c: The commenter questions how the deepest pockets can come into the area and change 
zoning laws.  The commenter then restates concerns previously stated in Comment 64-a, 
above.   
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The proposed project would result in a change of the existing zoning of the proposed 
project site from Rural Residential 5-acre minimum (RR-BA-5), Rural Residential 3-acre 
minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U), to a Planned Development (PD) zone district.  
No change in the actual zoning law would occur.  Regarding the balance of the comment, 
the commenter is referred to Response 64-a, above.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 64-d: The commenter questions the calculations used to estimate the proposed project’s water 

demand and expresses concern that these calculations underestimate the water demand 
for the project.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-m and 7-n, above.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 64-e: The commenter questions the treatment capacity of wastewater treatment facility based 
on the comment above regarding water use.  The commenter speculates that the 
wastewater treatment facility would not have enough capacity to serve the proposed 
project and accessory units.      

Please refer to Responses 13-d, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-e, 57-p, and 57-r, above, regarding 
the wastewater treatment facility.  Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, subheading 
“Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed description of 
the wastewater system and facility.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 64-f: The commenter refers to an attached media release from the California Water Board, 
dated July 6, 2016.  The commenter states that the water supplier should demonstrate 
adequate capacity to serve customers through three drought years (multiple-dry years).   

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-b, 7-e, and 7-f.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 64-g: The commenter questions the attractiveness of the homes to buyers considering the 
square footage, cost of heating, cost of taxes and TRCSD fees, and water restrictions.  

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 64-h: The commenter notes that other developments in the area have not sold and questions 
the desirability of the proposed project.  The commenter asks who will be responsible for 
the facilities developed as part of the proposed project if not enough people purchase 
homes.   
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No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  State CEQA Guideline 
§15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change 
to the environment.   The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 64-i: The commenter states that the Draft EIR states there will be significant impacts to noise 
and air from short term construction impacts.  The commenter states, the construction 
could take place over a number of years.    

 The Draft EIR anticipates project buildout in 10 to 15 years.   Regarding noise impacts, the 
commenter is referred to Responses 41-a, 41-b, 58-I, 63-b, 64-a, and 64-b, as well as the 
discussion of impacts in Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR, which were less than 
significant, or less than significant with mitigation.  Regarding air quality, the commenter 
is referred to Responses 13-a, 13-d, 17-l, 17-m, 64-a, and 64-b, as well as Section 5.3, AIR 
QUALITY, of the Draft EIR, which discuses that all but cumulative impacts would be less 
than significant or less than significant with mitigation, with the exception of cumulative 
impacts.  Cumulative impacts were disclosed to be significant and unavoidable on page 
5.3-22.   

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 64-j: The commenter requests that Shasta County maintain the existing zoning and allow the 
developer to build within those parameters.  The commenter states that this would 
reduce water usage, traffic, noise, eliminate the need for the treatment facility, and 
maintain the rural community.   

 The commenter is referred to Response 64-a through 64-j, above, which address the 
previously stated concerns.  The commenter also is referred to Chapter 7.0, 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which discuss Alternatives including the No 
Project/Development Alternative in Accordance with Existing Zoning.  The commenter 
also is referred to Master Response-2 and Response 44-a, which also discuss the 
Alternatives in the Draft EIR. 

Response 64-k: This comment is reference to the previously referenced State Water Resources Control 
Board article.   

The article is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 65 – Barbee and Brad Seiser  (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 65 – Barbee and Brad Seiser   
 
Response 65-a: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 

supply water to the proposed project and the precedent that will be set by approving the 
subdivision of the rurally zoned parcels.  

Regarding the rezoning of the proposed project site, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2, above.  Regarding water supply, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-3, above.  Regarding a precedent setting action, the commenter is referred to 
page 6-6 of Section 6.0, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, which analyzed and found that the 
proposed project does not provide any precedent setting actions that, if approved, would 
specifically allow or encourage other projects and resultant growth to occur. The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

Response 65-b: The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply and the proposed project’s 
water demands.  The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure MM 5.17-4b be 
amended to better align with Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above, in particular, 

Responses 7-c, 7-e and 7-f.  As discussed in Master Response-3, and detailed in Appendix 
15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR, the proposed project’s water 
demand is estimated by separately determining indoor and outdoor use factors for each 
parcel.  Indoor estimates are based upon an assumed average daily per-capita use of 55 
gallons for each day of the year.  With an average occupancy of 2.5 people, each home 
would be estimated to use 137.5 gallons per day, or nearly 51,000 gallons per year.  The 
use of 55 gallons per-capita per day (gpcd) complies with the California Water Code § 
10608.20(b)(2)(A) which directs this value to be used for estimating residential indoor 
uses. 

 
 As most recently codified, the California Water Code has amended the residential indoor 

standard to drop below 55 gpcd.  The new statutory requirements reduce the average 
value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and potentially to 50 gpcd as of 2030, as required by 
California Water Code §10609.4(a), chaptered on May 31, 2018.  It is possible that, even 
given currently available residential water use fixtures and appliances, indoor per-capita 
demands could be even lower than those estimated using 55 gpcd. 

 
 As discussed above, MM 5.17-4b is intended to address shortage conditions for the 

project.  MM 5.-14b states “…the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the applicant 
has secured an Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with adequate water supplies on 
an annual basis during identified shortage conditions in a quantity that represents a 
minimum of 90 percent of the project’s prior year water usage.” [emphasis added].  
Existing shortage conditions due to a variety of conditions affecting CVP supplies will 
continue as noted.  Once reaching full demand for a specific period (see MM 5.17-4b), the 
future homeowners at the proposed project will also be subject to the same shortages 
faced by existing customers.  But, due to the structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the 
demands of the proposed project will not exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by 
existing users.  The magnitude and frequency of CVP shortages on existing customers will 
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be the same with or without the additional demands of the proposed project. As noted in 
MM 5.17-4b, the applicant must enter into an agreement that is acceptable to BVWD, 
and therefore, assumes that BVWD would require various assurances regarding 
availability and reliability of the temporary supply, and financing prior to approving any 
agreement for temporary water supplies.  MM 5.17-4b ensures that actual physical 
development does not occur until such time as there is adequate water to serve it.   

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.     

 
Response 65-c: The commenter expresses concern regarding the calculations for water demand and 

states that they underestimate this demand, referring to page 49 of the BVWD Urban 
Water Management Plan Update 2015.  The commenter requests new mitigation 
measures requiring a new water demand analysis and requiring the drilling of a new well 
in the south county water basin that ties into the BVWD system. 

 
Please refer to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above, in particular, 
Responses 7-m and 7-n.  The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Act requires an 
urban purveyor to reduce its overall per-capita water use by some amount by 2020.  
BVWD has committed to reducing the overall per-capita water use by 20% from 2013 
averages.  This target per-capita value is derived by dividing the total “gross water” use 
(as defined by the California Water Code) by the total population served.  Thus, the 
average per-capita use incorporates all customer uses within BVWD, including 
commercial, residential, rural, agricultural (as this customer type also receives municipally 
treated water), industrial, parks, and any other specific BVWD customer classification.  
Estimating water demands for a new customer, such as the residential indoor and limited-
landscape outdoor demands associated with the proposed project, are based upon other 
methods as articulated in Appendix 15-10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft 
EIR.  The new customer demands, and associated population, will be included in future 
determinations of the overall BVWD average per-capita use.  The fact that they will be 
lower than average may help BVWD achieve its overall 20% average per-capita use 
reduction target.  
 

 Furthermore, as most recently codified, the California Water Code has amended the 
residential indoor standard to drop below 55 gallons per-capita per day (gpcd).  The new 
statutory requirements reduce the average value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and potentially 
to 50 gpcd as of 2030, as required by California Water Code §10609.4(a), chaptered on 
May 31, 2018.  It is possible that available residential water use fixtures and appliances 
will result in indoor per-capita demands that are even lower than those estimated using 
55 gpcd.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.        

 
Response 65-d: The commenter questions the water supply during multiple-dry years when a single dry 

year has a deficit in water supply by 6,000 acre-feet. 
 
 Please refer to Master Response-3, Responses 7-a through 7-p, and Responses 65-b and 

65-c, above.  Mitigation measure MM 5.17-4b is intended to address shortage conditions 
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for the project.  Once reaching full demand for a specific period (see MM 5.17-4b), the 
future homeowners at the proposed project will also be subject to the same shortages 
faced by existing customers.  But, due to the structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the 
demands of the proposed project will not exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by 
existing users.  The magnitude and frequency of CVP shortages on existing customers will 
be the same with or without the additional demands of the proposed project.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 65-e: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not analyze and/or mitigate for fluctuating 

water pressure to existing residences and recommends that a mitigation measure be 
added to require a complete hydraulic study of the Welsh system to ensure that all 
pressure issues are identified and fully mitigated. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, and 17-g, above.  The 

project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to 
satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to 
BVWD initiating any potable water service.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 65-f: The commenter restates concerns regarding the water demand calculations as well as 

concerns that the County and its taxpayers will ultimately assume the fiscal liability to 
finish the wastewater treatment system.  The commenter also questions the number of 
AXMax treatment modules needed to meet demand if the design flow data is 
underestimated, the total area needed to fully accommodate the treated effluent, what 
happens when soils are already saturated during the rainy season, and what happens with 
the flow system when power outages occur and no generator is present.  Finally, the 
commenter requests additional mitigation measures be incorporated to require added 
storage facilities and backup generators as well as a new design flow study. 

 
 Regarding water demand, please refer to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 

7-p, 17-g, 65-b through 65-e, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
 Regarding fiscal liability, State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b) state that effects analyzed 

under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, it is not 
appropriate for discussion in the Draft EIR.  In addition, State CEQA Guidelines §15064 
(d)(3) states, “An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a 
reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.  A change which is 
speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.”  It is speculative to assume 
that the developer would not develop the project site and that the Tierra Robles 
Community Service District (TRCSD) would not be put in fully funded and functional.  
CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, therefore, this 
speculation is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR. 
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 Regarding the wastewater treatment facility, please refer to Responses 13-d, 36-a, 43-d, 
53-f, 57-e, 57-p, and 57-r, above, regarding the wastewater treatment facility.  Chapter 
3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, subheading “Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the 
Draft EIR provides a detailed description of the wastewater system and facility.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 65-g: The commenter expresses concern regarding project property access, specifically the 

secondary emergency access on Northgate Drive, a private road that does not provide 
legally recorded easements to access the project site.  The commenter requests that all 
current and future site maps remove Northgate Drive as an emergency access and 
determine a new emergency access road. 

 
Refer to Response 23-b, above.  Access to and from the “Chatham Ranch” site (project 
site) has been in existence for many years, circa 1941 according to the project proponent. 
This type of access today can be considered and, qualify as, a prescriptive easement given 
its long-term, short-term and present/proposed use. No access (from owners that 
purchased subdivided lots along Northgate Drive - at least since 1957) would need to be 
granted for the purpose of establishing a prescriptive easement and no legal instrument 
was or has been created to prohibit the use of the currently named “Northgate Drive” by 
owners of the project site (and any successors in interest). 
 
As can be seen from a 1957 United States Geological Survey (USGS)USGS 7.5-minute quad 
(scale 1:24000), two pathways/roads/access/trails are located along the westerly side of 
Section 30 of Township 32 North and Range 3 West (T-32-N, R-3-W).  These geographical 
features are significant enough to warrant inclusion in the quad by the preparers of the 
USGS quad. These are not named roads and are assumed to be less that an improved 
surface. It is very likely that the most westerly one of the two identified access points to 
Boyle Road is the one that was later improved as “Northgate Drive”. As can be seen from 
the 1957 USGS quad, there are very few structures present at that time. The Chatham 
Ranch site benefited from having access to Boyle Road since 1957.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR, 
including figures, is necessary.   
 

Response 65-h: The commenter states that Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, only includes the May 
2015 documents and does not include the supplemental Traffic Impact Analysis of August 
2017.  The commenter requests that the August 2017 data be made available to the public 
in order to provide a thorough record for review.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-1, above, regarding the availability of the Draft EIR and 

technical appendices for public review and comment.  The 2017 Traffic Impact Study 
update was available to the public at the time of the release of the Draft EIR at public 
locations as required by law.  Availability of 2017 Traffic Impact Analysis Update was also 
made available electronically.   

 
 With respect to the 2017 traffic data, the purpose of the 2017 Traffic Impact Study update 

was to add the trips associated with secondary units that may be built in the project and 
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to add the impacts to those already studied. The Draft EIR incorporates the 2017 data for 
potential secondary units and provides adequate mitigation as necessary. All traffic 
impacts associated with the project have been analyzed. The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR, including 
figures, is necessary. 

 
Response 65-i: The commenter questions the traffic counts at Old Oregon Trail and Old Alturas Road 

(Intersection #8).  The commenter states that the existing and existing plus project AM 
and PM traffic numbers are the same.  The commenter requests that these traffic counts 
be revised and analysis be completed to determine if changes in impacts and mitigation 
measures are required. 

 
 Please refer to Response 48-n, above.  It is true that the modeling includes the same 

numbers for the northbound and southbound through lanes. It is also true that the trips 
are also the same numbers for southbound right turn, east bound left turn, east bound 
right turn and northbound left turn in both described conditions for AM – leaving six 
turning movements at Old Oregon Trail and Old Alturas Road (Intersection #8) with 
differing numbers.  In the PM the same trip numbers are used for northbound left turn, 
southbound left turn, the southbound through lane and eastbound left turn – leaving 
eight turning movements at Intersection No. 8 with differing trip numbers. It is not a 
mistake or error to have duplicate trip assignments for various modeling scenarios. 

 
 Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of 

the draft EIR provide analysis of the proposed project on traffic and circulation.  As 
discussed in Section 5.16.5, TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION, project trip 
generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth Edition). Single 
Family Detached Housing (ITE Code 210) has been used to estimate the trip generation 
for the proposed project. Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, on page 5.16-15 of 
the Draft EIR, provides a summary of the land use and quantities (i.e., units) for the 
proposed project, along with corresponding ITE land use codes from which trip generation 
characteristics were established and analyzed.  As discussed in Section 5.16.3, 
METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES, intersection LOS is calculated for all control types using 
the Synchro 8 software by Trafficware, implementing the methods documented in the 
HCM 2010. For signalized intersections and all-way-stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections, 
the intersection delays and LOS are average values for all intersection movements. For 
two-way-stop-controlled (TWSC) intersections, the intersection delays and LOS are 
representative of those for the worst-case movement.   

 
 Based on the above trip generation models and trip distribution models, the traffic 

numbers at the intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail Road differ.  While 
some movements at the intersection remain the same between existing and existing plus 
project scenarios, other movements differ.  The traffic volumes on Old Alturas Road 
increase in the AM peak hour heading away from the project site, while they increase in 
the PM peak hour heading toward the project site on Old Alturas Road.  Similarly, traffic 
movements from Old Oregon Trail Road onto Old Alturas Road head towards the project 
site increase as well.  The traffic volumes that the commenter refers to are the through 
movements on Old Oregon Trail Road, and thus are not affected by the proposed project.   
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 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR, including figures, is necessary. 

 
Response 65-j: The commenter states that the 2017 Traffic Study Update should have analyzed the 2014-

2016 CHP SWITRS collisions data and thus created a new data set for 2012-2016, rather 
than rely on old collision data.  The commenter also states that the Draft EIR does not 
analyze how the increase in average daily trips (ADT) from the proposed project will 
impacts rates and number of accidents on the local roadways.  The commenter requests 
that the analysis, and mitigation if appropriate, be revised to analyze more recent traffic 
collision data and that the revised analysis include consideration of school zones. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 14-b, 40-a, 48-h, 48-i, 48-k, 48-m, 48-p, 48-t, 48-u, 48-v, and 

54-f, above.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 65-k: The commenter questions Table 5.16-6, EXISTING ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, data 

because it is based on 2015 numbers and should be based on numbers provided within 
the 2017 Update.  The commenter then questions how these new numbers change the 
analysis of traffic impacts and mitigation measures.   

 
 As discussed in Response 65-h, the purpose of the 2017 Traffic Impact Study update was 

to add the trips associated with secondary units that may be built in the project and to 
add the impacts to those already studied. The Draft EIR incorporates the 2017 data for 
potential secondary units and provides adequate mitigation as necessary.  Therefore, the 
use of 2015 LOS data is appropriate for the Draft EIR.  All traffic impacts associated with 
the project have been analyzed with the appropriate data provided by the technical 
studies.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-l: The commenter states that no vehicle speed data was measured as part of the traffic 

analysis and requests that vehicle speed be provided for existing average use, AM peak 
hours, PM peak hours, and projections for Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 Cumulative 
Plus Project scenario.  The commenter also requests information on roadway vehicle 
speeds after the implementation of mitigation measures. 

 
 Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of 

the Draft EIR provides a discussion of roadway safety performance. Existing speeding 
conditions are not reviewed in the analysis as they are not related to roadway impacts 
and safety resulting from vehicle trips generated by the project. The Draft EIR discusses 
roadway performance on local roads and determined that LOS levels will be acceptable 
with the addition of project-generated vehicle trips.  

 
 The Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT 

STUDY, of the Draft EIR do not include discussions on future speed data that will result 
from the trips associated with a given project.  The commenter requests that the Traffic 
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Impact Study include speed data. The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 Please refer to Response 48-k, above.  All roadway segments are analyzed equally with 

respect to LOS.  This is because all drivers in California must pass the California driving 
test and must obey all speed limits, stop signs, signals, and rules deemed necessary for 
any given area.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 65-m: The commenter expresses concern that safety at the Boyle Road and Project Road A 

(Intersection #18) has not been adequately analyzed and addressed because of the sight 
lines on Boyle Road.  The commenter then asks a series of questions regarding existing 
and projected traffic counts and turning movements for the existing, existing plus project, 
and year 2035 plus project conditions.  The commenter provides suggested mitigation 
regarding the use of the frontage property for Tierra Robles to provide for turn lanes on 
Boyle Road. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, and 59-i, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response65-n: The commenter questions why mitigation is proposed for Old Oregon Trail at SR 44 and 

Deschutes Road, but not for Deschutes Road at Boyle Road (Intersection #13) and at SR 
44.  The commenter requests that a signal or roundabout on Deschutes Road be made a 
mitigation measure. 

 
 Please refer to Response 4-b, above.  As stated in Response 4-b, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC 

AND CIRCULATION, identified three of the intersections of concern as follows: 
 

• Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) 
• Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) 
• Deschutes Road & Old 44 Drive (Intersection #14) 

 
As discussed in Section 5.16, and evaluated in detail in Appendix 15.9, these three 
intersections would operate below the threshold LOS under Existing Plus Project 
conditions and Year 2035 Plus Project Conditions; refer to page 5.16-34 of the Draft EIR.   
 
Implementation of MM 5.16-2 would reduce impacts for Existing, Existing Plus Project, 
and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions on Deschutes Road.  MM 5.16-2 requires the 
installation of intersection warning signs with advanced street name plaques at several 
intersections.  MM 5.16-3 requires the project applicant to pay a fair share for the 
construction of a signal or multi-lane roundabout at Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon 
Trail (Intersection #8).  MM 5.16-4 requires the project applicant to pay a fair share for 
the construction of a signal or multi-lane roundabout at Boyle Road and Deschutes Road 
(Intersection #13).  Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) level of service 
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(LOS) will be improved from LOS F to LOS C under Year 2035 Plus Project conditions.  
Without the proposed project, this intersection would operate at LOS F under Year 2035 
Plus Project conditions.  Because MM 5.16-3 and MM 5.16-4 cannot be assured by the 
project applicant, the Draft EIR identified cumulative impacts to be significant and 
unavoidable.   
 
In addition, please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-
b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 
54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, and 59-i, above, for additional discussions on traffic impacts, 
safety, mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-o: The commenter questions whether mitigation measures will be effective at full buildout 

of the project, what the increased maintenance would cost the County, what portion of 
these maintenance costs would be the responsibility of the project applicant or future 
homeowners, and what assurances do existing County residents have that the proposed 
mitigation measures will be constructed. 

 
 With respect to the effectiveness of the mitigation measures at full buildout, Section 5.16, 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR 
analyzed the proposed project’s impacts on area roadways under Existing and Year 2035 
conditions.  As mentioned in Responses 14-b and 40-a, project trip generation was 
estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth Edition). Single Family 
Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment (6.65 daily trips per unit) has 
been used to estimate the trip generation for the proposed project. The Apartment 
category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily trips associated with up to 15 
accessory dwelling units.  The trip generations were based on full buildout. 

 
 With respect to project-related impacts and general roadway maintenance, when 

requiring roadway improvements associated with a specific project, the fair share cost or 
payment can be based upon the percentage of project traffic at the particular intersection 
and/or road system.  Refer to Response 17-p for further discussion regarding fair share 
funding.  Regarding the request for turn lanes, please refer to Response 53-b, above.  
County roadway improvements that are not directly related to the proposed project, and 
are not required as mitigation for project-specific traffic impacts, are out of the scope of 
the proposed project.  These are roadway improvements and safety program concerns 
that can be accommodated by the Regional Transportation Plan.   

 
 In addition, property owners within the project site will pay taxes, just as other County 

residents pay taxes.  The County uses these taxes to fund various programs to benefit its 
residents.  Therefore, the residents will be paying taxes, that in turn, will help with all 
County services including roadway maintenance.   

 
 With respect to the implementation of traffic-related mitigation measures, as discussed 

in Response 17-o, the Shasta County Department of Public Works operates a county-wide 
traffic impact fee program based on residential units or non-residential building square 
footage. The proposed project may contribute to this program as described in MM 5.16-
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3 and MM 5.16-4, should Shasta County update the fee program to include the Old Alturas 
Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection 
#13) intersections. The payment of applicable fair-share costs by the project applicant 
would be required in order for the County to implement the mitigation measures.   

 
 Further traffic related issues are also discussed in Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-

f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-
w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, and 59-i, above.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 65-p: The commenter states that the proposed project is not consistent with the Shasta County 

General Plan or the County Zoning Ordinance and is a suburban development in an area 
with a rural/agricultural character.  The commenter states that the development should 
not be approved because the acreage sizes of the parcels do not meet the standard to fit 
with the area’s existing zoning and these parcel sizes do not correlate with the 
surrounding rural community.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-2 and Responses 17-c, 17-d, 17-e, 17-q, and 41-a, above.  

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

    
Response 65-q: The commenter restates that the proposed project is not consistent with the Shasta 

County General Plan or the County Zoning Ordinance and has no correlation to the 
surrounding rural community.  The commenter suggests that the developer convert the 
usable acres of the project site to a number that mimics the exact percentage of the 
surrounding parcels as depicted in Figure 5.10-1, with the exception of parcel sizes that 
fall below two acres. 

 
 Please refer to Response 65-p, above, regarding the impacts of the project on the 

surrounding community character.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-2 and Responses 9-b, 9-c, 9-d, 17-a, 32-h, 47-g, 53-a, 

53-h, and 64-c, above.  This zone change is consistent with the currently adopted Shasta 
County General Plan Land Use Designations.  No general plan amendment is required as 
a result of the proposed project.  By law, if zoning changes increase housing density 
beyond the general plan land use designations, then a general plan amendment would 
also be required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-r: The commenters expresses concern with the development of the Tierra Robles 

Community Service District (TRCSD) and feels that the TRCSD will be overtasked, 
underfunded, and lack technical expertise.  The commenter requests that the Draft EIR 
document the financial integrity and sustainability of the project applicant, or developer, 
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and provide evidence of funding for the TRCSD.  The commenter requests a mechanism 
be put into place to ensure the TRCSD has enforcement powers to function sustainably. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 6-c through 6-j, 57-d, and 65-f, above.  Appendix 15.2, TIERRA 

ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR provides documentation of the 
plans and design guidelines for the project.  This includes the TRCSD formation.  The Draft 
EIR acknowledges that the ultimate approval of the TRCSD would be subject to separate 
application and approval from the Shasta Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo); 
refer to Draft EIR page 1-3.   

 
 Regarding fiscal liability, State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b) state that effects analyzed 

under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, it is not 
appropriate for discussion in the Draft EIR.  In addition, State CEQA Guidelines §15064 
(d)(3) states, “An indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a 
reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.  A change which is 
speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.”  It is speculative to assume 
that the developer would not develop the project site and that the Tierra Robles 
Community Service District (TRCSD) would not be put in fully funded and functional.  
CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, therefore, this 
speculation is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR. 

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-s: The commenter questions the financials for the TRCSD.  These questions include the 

TRCSD’s ability to pay for the drought contingency water agreement, questions how the 
TRCSD will enforce the CC&Rs or the collection of annual fees, and questions why the 
Draft EIR does not provide a financial analysis.  The commenter also asks how the County 
will ensure implementation of the required mitigation.   

 
 Regarding the financial aspect of the project and the TRCSD, please refer to Responses 6-

c through 6-j, 57-d, 65-f, and 65-r, above.  State CEQA Guidelines § 15358(b) state that 
effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment.  
Therefore, it is not appropriate for discussion in the Draft EIR.  In addition, State CEQA 
Guidelines §15064 (d)(3) states, “An indirect physical change is to be considered only if 
that change is a reasonably foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.  A 
change which is speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable.”  It is 
speculative to assume that the developer would not develop the project site and that the 
Tierra Robles Community Service District (TRCSD) would not be put in fully funded and 
functional.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, 
therefore, this speculation is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR. 

 
 Regarding the implementation of mitigation measures, State CEQA Guidelines §15097 

applies when a public agency has made the CEQA Findings per Section 15091 relative to 
an EIR in conjunction with approving a project.  Section 15097 states that “[i]n order to 
ensure that the mitigation measures and project revisions identified in the EIR or negative 
declaration are implemented, the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or 
reporting on the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-403 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects.  A public agency may 
delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another public agency or to a private 
entity which accepts the delegation; however, until mitigation measures have been 
completed, the lead agency remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the 
mitigation measures occurs in accordance with the program.”   

 
 As states in Section 14.1, INTRODUCTION AND PURPSE, above, the Final EIR presents the 

environmental information and analyses that have been prepared for the proposed 
project, including comments received addressing the adequacy of the Draft EIR, and 
responses to those comments. In addition to the responses to comments, clarifications, 
corrections, or minor revisions have been made to the Draft EIR. This document and the 
Mitigation and Monitoring Program (MMP) will be used by the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors in the decision-making process for the proposed project. 

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-t: The commenter states that the roadway alignments will impact the Red Bluff dwarf rush 

because the 100-foot buffer is not achievable.  The commenter requests the roadway 
alignments be moved outside of the buffer area and that no run off occur into the 
drainages where the plant is located. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-4 and Responses 2-d and 41-a, above.  As discussed in 

Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, on page 5.4-42 of the Draft EIR, a population of Red 
Bluff Dwarf Rush was identified in a wet swale in the south-central portion of the project 
site. The plant population is located in the RMAs of approximately 13 lots, as shown in 
Figure 5.4-4, MAPPED OCCURENCES OF RED BLUFF DWARF RUSH. Although no 
development would occur in the RMAs, the RMAs and road as currently designed do not 
provide a sufficient minimum buffer (100 feet) from the mapped occurrence of Red Bluff 
dwarf rush. With the current project design, the dwarf rush occurs in or adjacent to the 
road right-of-way, and is 100 feet or less from about five building envelopes. Project 
implementation is considered potentially significant with respect to Red Bluff dwarf rush. 
With implementation of MM 5.4-1e, impacts would be less than significant.   

 
 Pursuant to MM 5.4-1e, final design of the roadways as well as Lots 60-69 and 77-79 shall 

not be completed until the areal extent and density of Red Bluff dwarf rush population 
has been documented by a qualified botanist through at least two years of baseline 
monitoring in non-drought years.  Upon completion of this baseline population boundary, 
the building envelopes, RMAs, and roads shall be redesigned to provide a minimum 100-
foot buffer between the plant population and all roads and building envelopes.   

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-u: The commenter states that the botanical surveys should be conducted during the proper 

season and in a year when there are proper hydrological regimes present.  The 
commenter questions the adequacy of the botanical surveys given the age of the 
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botanical surveys and requests that new rare plant surveys be conducted in order to 
better analyze impacts to rare plants.  

 
 Please refer to Responses 3-I, 3-j, 3-l, and 12-d, above.  State CEQA Guidelines §15149(b) 

states that “... The EIR serves as a public disclosure document explaining the effects of the 
proposed project on the environment, alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize 
adverse effects and to increase beneficial effects.”  The County, as Lead Agency, 
determined that the surveys completed by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are 
sufficient to describe the biological resources, including flora, on-site and meet CEQA and 
other regulatory requirements.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-v: The commenter states that a wetland verification from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

is only good for five years, and thus the project applicant must request a current wetland 
delineation and resubmit for verification with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 
 Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15125, “[a]n EIR must include a description of the 

physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time 
the notice of preparation is published…”  Section 15125 further states that the 
“environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which 
a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.”  The proposed project 
completed a Notice of Preparation (NOP) and circulated to the public for public review 
period from October 2012 to November 2012.  A second NOP was prepared and 
circulation to the public from February 2016 to March 2016.   

 
 As described on Page 5.4-30 of the Draft EIR, the pre-jurisdictional wetlands delineation 

report was submitted to the Corps for verification on September 25, 2009. Subsequently, 
a field visit between the Corps and consultant who prepared the report occurred on 
March 30 and 31, 2010. As a result of the field meeting, an addendum to the wetland 
delineation report, the “Chatham Ranch Wetland Delineation Addendum,” was prepared 
in May 2011 to incorporate changes requested by the Corps. Verification of the wetlands 
mapping was received from the Corps on October 24, 2011. A Corps verification is valid 
for a 5-year period; therefore, the existing verification may be subject to renewal if 
wetlands or other waters of the U.S. are impacted by the proposed project.  Therefore, 
the wetland delineation verification from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers was valid at 
the time of both the 2012 NOP and 2016 NOP.   

 
 In addition, State CEQA Guidelines §15149(b) states that “... The EIR serves as a public 

disclosure document explaining the effects of the proposed project on the environment, 
alternatives to the project, and ways to minimize adverse effects and to increase 
beneficial effects.”  The County, as Lead Agency, determined that the surveys completed 
by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are sufficient to describe the biological 
resources, including flora, on-site and meet CEQA and other regulatory requirements. 

 
 Please also refer to Responses 2-b, 2-d, 3-j, and 3-l, above, regarding wetlands and the 

proposed project’s impacts on wetlands.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 65-w: The commenter states that the elderberry clusters are habitat for the valley elderberry 

longhorn beetle (VELB), which is a Federally listed species.  The commenter states that 
the elderberry’s found onsite should be given protection in perpetuity.   

 
 As analyzed on page 5.4-45 of the Draft EIR, at least five elderberry clusters have been 

identified on the project site. Because elderberry bushes are present, VELB could also be 
present. The plants appear to be confined to the proposed open space on the eastern 
side of the site, on steep slopes. Implementation of the proposed project could directly 
or indirectly affect VELB due to activities associated with the vegetation management 
plan for the proposed project. The vegetative management prescription for this open 
space area calls for removal of all brush and mid-story vegetation for a distance of 200 
feet downslope of the crest of the slope. At least three elderberries are located within 
this zone; therefore, brush clearing could result in accidental removal of elderberries. 
Although the plan states that elderberry bushes should be retained where found, brush 
removal crews would be unlikely to recognize the bushes, particularly when leaves are 
absent. Project implementation would have a potentially significant impact on the valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle. Implementation of MM 5.4-1i and MM 5.4-1j are required.  
Pursuant to these mitigation measures, no elderberries shall be pruned or removed and 
no brush removal shall occur within 20 feet of the dripline of any elderberry with a basal 
diameter of one inch or greater.  The Draft EIR found that impacts would be less than 
significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-x: The commenter questions how the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan will be 

accomplished, the type of vegetation removal, and how the plan will ultimately affect 
native vegetation. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-4 and Responses 3-b, 3-d, 3-e, and 12-c, above.  Specific 

to the implementation of the Terra Robles Oak Management Plan, the project applicant 
and the County will work with Shasta LAFCo to provide the details needed for the TRCSD 
within all application and documentation required to form the TRCSD.  The TRCSD would 
be used as a means to oversee and implement the plans and facilities within the 
development and they would oversee the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; Tierra Robles 
Oak Woodland Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management 
Plan, Open Space Management, and Resource Management Area Management and 
Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm Drain Maintenance; and Waste Water Collection, 
Treatment and Dispersal Facilities.    

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 65-y: The commenter thanks the Lead Agency for the attention to all of the issues listed in the 

EIR and looks forward to the Final EIR.   
 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  Please refer to 

Responses 65-a through 65-x, above, regarding the issues in this comment letter.  The 
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comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-407 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 66 – Thomasina Maneely  (December 28, 2017) 
 

 
  

66-a 
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Response to Letter 66 – Thomasina Maneely   
 
Response 66-a:  The commenters states concern about the water supply and provides examples of results 

of the water shortage.  The commenter does state that he is impressed by the grey water 
landscaping, but concludes that he is not in favor of the proposed project.     

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter is 
referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, regarding the BVWD and 
water supply. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 67 – Robert and Joan Tornai  (December 28, 2017) 

 
 

67-a 
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Response to Letter 67 – Robert and Joan Tornai   
 
Response 67-a:  The commenter states concern over the rural character of the community being affected 

by the proposed project.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, and Responses 13-a, 13-h, 17-a, 17-c, 
17-e, 19-a, 21-a, and 41-a, above.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by 
the commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 67-b:  The commenter reiterates concern over the rural nature of the area and changes to the 

existing zoning and meeting the General Plan requirements and suggests the proposed 
project mimic densities of the surrounding developed areas.    

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 67-a, above, and the referenced other responses 

for a discussion of the rural nature of the area and proposed changes to land use 
designations.  The commenter is referred to Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT, and Responses 32-j, 44-a, 45-a, 50-c, 64-j, and 65-v, for a discussion 
of the different project configurations analyzed as part of the Draft EIR.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 
Response 67-c:  The commenter raises concerns about the water demand for the proposed project and 

states that the age of the existing water infrastructure is approaching 50 years.   
 
 The commenter also requests that a hydraulic study of the Welsh pumping system be 

conducted and fully mitigated.  The commenter is referred to Bella Vista Water District 
(BVWD) Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary. 

 
Response 67-d: The commenter questions the use of the proposed wastewater treatment facility and the 

states that the property will not pass percolation requirements.  The commenter 
questions the design of the wastewater treatment facility including the use of an 
adequate number of AXMax modules and phases of their installation, backup power 
source, and financial responsibility for the maintained of the system.  The commenter 
also states that a new wastewater flow study must be conducted based on realistic water 
use rates.     

 
 Please refer to Responses 13-d, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-e, 57-p, 57-r, and 65-f, above, 

regarding the wastewater treatment facility and fiscal responsibility.  Chapter 3.0, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, subheading “Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the Draft 
EIR provides a detailed description of the wastewater system and facility.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 67-e:  The commenter states the additional vehicle trips will be added to the existing roads 
which are narrow and winding and not at standard.  The commenter states that the Draft 
EIR did not measure the impact on speed on heavily uses roads, did not require a 
dedicated left turn lane on Boyle Road, and concludes that a revised traffic study is 
needed. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k,48-m, 48-p, 48-q, 48-t, 48-u, 48-v, 48-w, 49-b, 50-
b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, and 65-m, above.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 67-f:    The commenter notes, but does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR in terms of 

increased demand on Sheriff, fire services, schools, and requirements to form a new 
Community Services District.  The commenter also notes, but does not question, the 
impacts on oak trees and wildlife. 

 
 Regarding concerns about law enforcement and fire services, and schools, the 

commenter is referred to Response 51-b and Response 37-f, respectively. Regarding 
impacts to schools, the commenter is referred to Responses 32-g, 48-h, 48-k, and 48-m.  
In regard to wildlife, the commenter is referred to Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-
a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, and 32-i, above. The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 67-g: The commenter urges the Planning Commission to reconsider the development and its 

impact on the rural lifestyle of the area. 
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  Please refer to 
Master Response-2, regarding community character.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 68 – James & Teresa Griffith (December 28, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 68 –James & Teresa Griffith   
 
 
Response 68-a:  This comment letter is a verbatim copy of the letter previously sent by the commenter 

on December 11, 2017.   
 
 Because this letter is the same as Letter 48, the comments have already been addressed.  

Please refer to Responses 48-a through 48-cc, above.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 69 – James & Teresa Griffith (December 28, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 69 –James & Teresa Griffith  
 
 
Response 69-a: The commenter notes that based on the review of the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) 

Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) dated December 2016, additional questions 
have been raised. 

 
The Lead Agency has prepared Responses 69-b through 69-d, below, to specifically 
address the commenter’s concerns.  The comments are noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

 
Response 69-b: The commenter provides excerpts from the BVWD UWMP and asks questions regarding 

the BVWD’s ability to produce 4,200 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water from their ground 
well pump stations and how the water uses will impact the aquifer water levels.  

 
 This comment is specific to the BVWD UWMP, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of 

physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated 
with the proposed project.  The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding 
water supply and reliability.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 69-c: The commenter quotes from page 56 of the BVWD UWMP and questions the assumption 

in the Draft EIR of using 4,200 AFY when BVWD has only averaged 704 AFY of groundwater 
pumping since 1995. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  The comment 

is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 69-d: The commenter quotes the information in the BVWD UWMP, questions the data used in 

Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR, and questions the 
availability and reliability of the BVWD’s water supply.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3, and Responses 7-a through 7-p, 69-b, and 69-c, 

above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.     
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Letter 70 – Ed Walters  (December 28, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 70 – Ed Walters   
 
Response 70-a: The commenter expresses opposition to the project and expresses concern regarding the 

addition of traffic to area roadways given the existing traffic and safety conditions. 
 
 Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of 

the Draft EIR provides discussions regarding existing traffic, traffic conditions with the 
addition of project-generated traffic, and roadway safety performance.  Please refer to 
Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-
a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-
i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 71 – Kathy and Steve Callan  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 71 – Kathy and Steve Callan   
 
Response 71-a: The commenter restates Impact 5.4-5 and the impact discussion under the Annual 

Grassland and Oak Woodlands heading on page 5.4-56 of Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES.    

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 71-b: The commenter expresses concern regarding the increased volume of traffic on already 

overburdened roads and the cost of roadway and intersection improvements because 
they are not in the plan or fee program.  The commenter states that the four-way stop 
proposed at Boyle Road and Deschutes Road would not alleviate the traffic congestion 
because it would result in additional traffic queue lengths and exacerbate the existing 
conditions. 

  
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above.  These responses to comments 
provide discussion regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, and fair share funding.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.    

 
Response 71-c:  The commenter disagrees with less than significant conclusion of the Draft EIR regarding 

water supply and availability.  The commenter makes additional statements regarding 
water supply, droughts, and sustainability.  The commenter then questions how the 
developer will find additional supply for the increased demand.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above. 

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

 
Response 71-d:  The commenter states that growth inducement is of concern and disagrees with the 

assessment in the Draft EIR and correctly quotes a discussion of growth inducement from 
the Draft EIR.  The commenter continues stating if the variances are accepted it will dilute 
the effectiveness of the General Plan and set precedence for other zoning variances, and 
purchasers should have to abide by the existing zoning.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the listed concerns, and 

Response 65-a regarding precedent setting action.  The commenter states disagreement 
with the conclusion of the Draft EIR but does not provide comments accompanied by 
substantial evidence or factual support. Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an 
effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.   The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
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Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 71-e:  The commenter restates that impacts to Greenhouse gas emission would be significant 

and unavoidable.  The commenter also restates Impact 5.7-1, Impact 5.7-2, and portions 
of the conclusions of the Draft EIR.    

 
Although, no issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter the 
commenter is referred to Response 11-a through 11-j for discussions of greenhouse gas 
emissions.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 71-f:  The commenter restates concerns regarding the above listed comments.  The commenter 

restates concern about zoning, impacts to oak woodland, grassland, and wildlife, water 
availability, and increased traffic, and requests the project not be approved.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 71-a through 71-e, above.  Regarding impacts 

to wildlife, the commenter is referred to Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 
12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, and 32-i.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the 
commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 72 – Ann Mobley  (December 28, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 72 – Ann Mobley   
 
Response 72-a: The commenter states concern about the proposed project setting precedent for 

rezoning and place additional demand on the Bella Vista Water District.  The commenter 
states the resulting urban sprawl does not meet the General Plan and Zoning Ordinances. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-a regarding precedent setting.  The 

commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding the BVWD and water supply.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding project consistency with the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 72-b:  The commenter states that water and wastewater are of concern and the Draft EIR erred 

in water use rates and results in infrastructure being flawed.  The commenter also states 
that water issues are already significant and approval of the project will worsen problems.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p 

regarding water supply and water rates, and Responses 13-d, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-e, 57-
p, 57-r, and 65-f regarding wastewater.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 72-c:  The commenter states that the roads in the area are already over-taxed and adding the 

homes from the proposed project will have a serious impact but does not provide 
comments accompanied by substantial evidence or factual support.  

 
 Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in 

the absence of substantial evidence.   The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 72-d:  The commenter requests the ramifications of the proposed project be considered and 

that if the project is approved that it should only be done with the mitigation measures 
proposed by Brad Seiser and others.    

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter is 
referred to Responses 65-a through 65-y.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response to Letter 73 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie   
 
Response 73-a:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR is not adequate in addressing water supply, 

wastewater treatment, schools, and traffic, and it does not comply with the general plan 
but does not provide comments accompanied by substantial evidence or factual support. 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence.    

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding water supply, Responses 13-

d, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-e, 57-p, 57-r, and 65-f regarding wastewater, Responses 32-g, 48-
h, 48-k, and 48-m regarding school, is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, for a discussion of traffic impacts, and Master Response-2 for a discussion 
of the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 73-b:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address water resources 

including water use over time, water sources, impacts to other residents, and impacts 
from drought.  The commenter asks what water will be used is the proposed project sets 
a precedent for other developments, and makes an unclear statement that, “Furthermore 
it the DEIR states that a development would have a “significant impact’ on groundwater.”   
The commenter concludes that groundwater is a precious resource and can’t be 
compromised for existing residents.   

   
 Please refer to Responses 7-a through 7-p, above.  The comment is noted for the record 

and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.    

 
Response 73-c:  The commenter states that the proposed project is not in compliance with the General 

Plan, violates zoning requirements, and is inconsistent in discussion of rural and semi-
rural.  The commenter further states that the existing zoning regulations are sustainable 
but the exception is not and would likely be precedent setting resulting in additional 
impacts. 

 
The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to support statements made. 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence.  For additional clarification, however, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2, regarding conformance with the General 
Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and discussion of rural and semi-rural. In addition, the 
commenter is referred to Response 65-a and page 6-6 of Section 6.0, GROWTH 
INDUCEMENT, which discusses the potential for precedent setting action.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 73-d:  The commenter states that the water use rates are based on faulty data and therefore, 

wastewater treatment impacts are no correct, must be rewritten and mitigated. 
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The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to support statements made. 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guideline §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in 
the absence of substantial evidence.  For additional clarification, however, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, 48-b, 48-
d, 64-d, and 69-b through 69-d.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

 
Response 73-e: The commenter states that Boyle Road is a thoroughfare connecting several schools and 

that the Draft EIR does not address speeds on these roads.  The commenter expresses 
concern for the safety of the students with the addition of project-generated traffic. 

 
  Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic speed and roadway 
safety.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e provide further discussion related 
to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to traffic impacts and school zones.  
These responses to comments provide discussion regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.     

 
Response 73-f:  The commenter states that the proposed project is a type of leapfrog development and 

is not sustainable.  The commenter then restates that the Draft EIR omitted important 
data without providing specific examples and the proposed project leaves existing land 
owners with unknown future costs.   

 
 The commenter is referred to page 6-5 of Section 6.0, GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, 

which discusses, “leap frog” development.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed 
project is consistent with surrounding land use patterns and fills in a gap between 
developed areas, which is the opposite of “leap frog” development.  In addition, the Draft 
EIR concludes the proposed project would result in a contiguous development pattern 
within the area, would be accessed by the existing transportation network, and includes 
utility infrastructure to serve increased demand.  For these reasons, the proposed project 
is not considered a “leap frog” or “premature” type of development.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 74 – Andrew Creasey  (December 28, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 74 – Andrew Creasey   
 
Response 74-a:  The commenter states that the proposed project would set a precedent for rezoning, 

resulting in urban sprawl and increasing water demand within the Bella Vista Water 
District (BVWD).  The commenter also states the proposed project does not meet the 
General Plan or Zoning Ordinance.   

 
 Regarding setting a precedent, the commenter is referred to Response 65-a.  In addition, 

the commenter is referred to Response 73-f regarding urban sprawl and associated “leap 
frog” development.  The proposed project is an infill development and, although it would 
increase demand on water resources, it would not induce additional growth.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding BVWD and water supply.  Lastly, 
the commenter is referred to Master Repsonse-2 for a discussion of the proposed project 
and the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-b:  The commenter states BVWD has outstanding commitments to serve 707 other parcels 

and questions demand and water supply.  The commenter questions if additional 
restrictions will be needed.  The commenter states that BVWD water supply assumptions 
must be re-examined and states that until this is done, responsible development cannot 
occur. 

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding Responses 7-a through 7-p, 
48-b, 48-d, 64-d, 65-c, and 69-b through 69-d.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-c:  This comment is a copy of Comment 65-p, provide above. 
 

The commenter is referred to Response 65-p.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-d: This comment is a direct copy of portions of Comment 65-p and 65-q.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-p and 65-q.  The comment is noted for the 

record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 74-e:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-b.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-b.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 74-f:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-c.   
 
 Accordingly, the commenter is referred to Response 65-c.  The comment is noted for the 

record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 74-g:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-e.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-e.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-h:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-f.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-f.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-i:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-l. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-l.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-j:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-j.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-j.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-k:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-r.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-r.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 74-l:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-s.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-s.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 75 – Nancy Main  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 75 – Nancy Main   
 
Response 75-a:  The commenter states Figure 5.1-5 is misrepresentative, should include all home 

locations, fencing, building envelopes, and accessory units and questions the less than 
significant impact finding.  The commenter also notes a discrepancy in the lots on Figures 
3-7 and Figure 3-6.  The commenter states the description of homes and views of the 
proposed homes at the intersection of Tierra Roble Boulevard with Boyle Road are 
misrepresented, and would not appear generally similar in massing and scale because the 
proposed project is more dense than existing adjacent developments, adjacent 
development has a different look and feel, and the topography is flat. 

 
Regarding Figure 5.1-5, the commenter is referred to page 5.1-15 of Section 5.1, 
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES.  The commenter disagrees with the findings of the 
Draft EIR which relates that due to the limited grading, preservation of most surrounding 
vegetation, the views north would maintain a similar visual character.  In addition, the 
Draft EIR states that the homes would be comprised of earth tones, would be similar in 
terms of mass and scale to surrounding residences.  Because of these factors, impacts 
were found to be less than significant.   
 
Regarding the discrepancy between figures, Figure 3-6 provides a representation of the 
proposed tentative map, while Figure 3-7 represents the proposed phases of the project.  
All residential lots are numbered in Figure 3-7, and show a proposed 166 residential areas, 
just at Figure 3-6 depicts.  Figure 3-7 also includes lines representing drainages within the 
project site.  This could result in areas that may appear to be residential; however, these 
areas depicted as drainages are not numbered because they are not proposed for 
residential units.   In reviewing the figures, the Lead Agency determined that there is an 
extra line on Figure 3-7 that appears to depict a residential lot adjacent to the northwest 
corner of the project area and intersection with Northgate Boulevard; however, this is not 
a residential lot and does not contain a number assigned to it as the other residential lots 
do on Figure 3-7.  There is no proposed residence at this location.  No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
 
Regarding the analysis in the Draft EIR of views from Key View 2 (Figure 5.1-6) and views 
from motorists on Boyle Road and from adjoining residential uses, the Draft EIR discloses 
that project implementation would change the character of the area as a result of the 
addition of hardscape and massing from the new residential structures.  The Draft EIR 
concludes, however, that through similar massing and scale and the use of earth tone 
exteriors to reduce contrast with the natural landscape, impacts to the character and 
quality of the proposed project site and its surroundings, as seen from Key View 2, would 
be less than significant.   
 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 75-b:  The commenter states that changing the zoning would alter the feel of the rural 

community, that no changes should be made, and it would create an opportunity for 
other developers to do the same and degrade other areas. 
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 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the zone change.  The 
commenter is referred to Response 65-a regarding setting a precedent for other 
development.  The commenter is referred to Response 73-f regarding “leap frog” 
development and degradation of other areas.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 75-c:  The commenter comments on Bella Vista Water Districts ability to provide enough water 

questioning that if under drought and water restrictions would pools be allowed.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, 

regarding water supply and availability.  The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, which discusses the potential for future residences to have a pool.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 75-d:  The commenter notes that Northgate Drive is shown as a proposed emergency access.  

The commenter states that no notice to owners was given, and asks how this can happen 
without property owner’s approval. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 23-b and 65-g regarding the use of Northgate Drive, which will 

be gated and used as a secondary project site access for emergencies only.  The comment 
is noted and the emergency access would not be constructed until the proposed project 
and access was approved by Planning Commission.  No further response is necessary and 
no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 76 – Terri Thompson  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 76 – Terri Thompson   
 
Response 76-a:  The commenter makes statements about being opposed to the proposed project.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 76-b:  The commenter states there is not enough water and the proposed project would be 

taking water from existing residents.   
 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter, 

however, is referred to Master Response-3 which provides additional detail about Bella 
Vista Water District and water supply.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 76-c:  The commenter states that the natural beauty of the area would be destroyed and wildlife 

would be forced from the area.   
 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter, 

however, is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, for a discussion 
of visual impacts of the proposed project, and is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOIGICAL 
RESOURCES, and Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, 
and 32-i, for additional discussion of impacts to wildlife.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 76-d:  The commenter states hope that Department of Fish and Wildlife and the water district 

has looked at the project.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 2-a through 2-g for comments from the Central 

Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Responses 3-a through 3-v for comments 
from the California Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Responses 7-a through 7-p for 
comments from the Bella Vista Water District.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 76-e:  The commenter states opposition to the project and does not want the serenity, beauty 

of the area destroyed.    
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter is 
referred to Responses 76-a through 76-d, immediately above.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 77 – Gary and Angela French  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 77 – Gary and Angela French   
 
Response 77-a: The commenter states opposition to the proposed project stating they are new 

homeowners to the area and believe the proposed project conflicts with surrounding 
rural uses and the country atmosphere.   

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 77-b: The commenter states that mitigation for traffic impacts is not sufficient and the more 

current data from California Highway Patrol’s SWITRS system should be used.  The 
commenter states that the risk of fatalities and collisions will increase on Boyle Road.  The 
commenter also states that additional mitigation should include widening roads, 
additions of bike lanes, and turn lanes to reduce risks.  The commenter suggests the 
project be put on hold until the traffic study is redone and accounts for vehicle speed. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic speed and roadway 
safety.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e provide further discussion related 
to speed of traffic.  These responses to comments provide discussion regarding traffic 
impacts, safety, mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 77-c:  The commenter states that the water use rates in the Draft EIR are inadequate and a 

significant underestimate and the numbers should be closer to 156 acre-feet (AF).  The 
commenter states the developer should provide water augmentation to BVWD and the 
developer should drill a new well in the south county water basin to tie into BVWD so 
existing customers will not be impacted. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, 48-b, 

48-d, 64-d, 65-c, and 69-b though 69-d.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
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Response 77-d:  The commenter states the proposed project sets a precedent to rezone other rural and 
semi-rural areas of Shasta County.  The commenter states the proposed project should 
be required to include lots that mimic the surrounding parcels to maintain the existing 
atmosphere.   

  
 Regarding a precedent setting rezone, the commenter is referred to Section 6.0, GROWTH 

INDUCING IMPACTS, and Response 65-a.  Regarding varying use of lots, the commenter 
is referred to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which discusses a 
reasonable range of different project configurations and Master Response-2 which also 
discusses alternatives, as well as the zoning ordinance and general plan.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.    
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Letter 78 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 78 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie   
 
Response 78-a: These comments are duplicate copies from Comment Letter 73.   
 
 The commenters are referred to Response 73-a through 73-f, above.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 79 – Irene and Jason Salter  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 79 – Irene and Jason Salter 
 
Response 79-a:  The commenter notes they live in the area and are concerned that the proposed project 

would set a precedent regarding rezoning.  The commenter also voices non-specific 
impacts to traffic, and water use and infrastructure, and that the proposed project does 
not fully or carefully consider pedestrian/bike safety and water use.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 6.0, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, Master 

Response-2, and Response 65-a, regarding the rezoning and precedent setting.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p regarding 
the Bella Vista Water District and water supply.  The commenter is referred to Responses 
4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-
c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-v, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-
l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic and pedestrian and bicycle safety.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 79-b:  The commenter states that the rezoning for the proposed project should not be granted 

and does not meet the current standards and goes against the zoning ordinance and 
general plan.  The commenter states there is no need to make such an exception and the 
developer should be required to mimic surrounding development with 3-acre lots.    

 
 The commenter is referred to page 7-10 of Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED 

PROJECT, of the Draft EIR, which describes the “Clustered 3-Acre Parcels” Alternative.  
This alternative would result in the development of 166 single family units on 3-acres 
parcels.  This Alternative too, however, would require a zone change from Unclassified 
(U), Rural Residential 3-Acre Minimum (RR-BA-3), and Rural Residential 5-Acre Minimum 
(RR-BA-5) to Planned Development (PD) on the 715.4-acre project site to allow 
development of the 166 single-family units.  This alternative was removed from 
consideration however, because it did not fully meet several Project Objectives and 
because subsequent environmental impacts in all environmental categories would be 
greater than those of the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 79-c:  The commenter states that traffic increases would negatively impact traffic safety.  The 

commenter notes that no speed data was measured and vehicles on area roadways and 
gives examples of schools in the area and states it is dangerous for people and school 
children to cross area roadways and states none of their students can safety walk or bike 
to school and a new traffic study must be conducted with emphasis around Foothill High 
School, Chrysalis Charter School, and Redding Christian School and mitigated. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic speed and roadway 
safety.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e provide further discussion related 
to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to traffic impacts and school zones.  
These responses to comments provide discussion regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
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mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 79-d:  The commenter notes that the Draft EIR incorrectly estimates water use at 80 AF per 

household per year and the actual demand is 156 AF and this must be taken into account 
in the analysis and also will change impacts the wastewater treatment plant and states 
that mitigation must be at the developer’s expense.   

 
 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p, above, in particular, 

Responses 7-a, 7-e, and 7-f.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 79-e:  The commenter restates concerns about rezoning, student safety, and water, and states 

they must be considered prior to approval, and reiterates lack of support for the proposed 
project.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 79-a through 79-d, above.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 80 – Carol & David Waters  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 80 – Carol & David Waters 
 
Response 80-a:  The commenter states they are concerned about the rural lifestyle of the area make a 

non-specific statement about many areas being inadequately mitigated and suggest input 
in the subsequent comments.   

 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-b:  The commenter reiterates that they are concerned about the project, urge it not be 

approved unless the significant impacts to zoning, water supply, traffic and other issues 
are resolved.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding zoning and densities.  Refer 

to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p regarding water supply.  Refer to 
Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-
a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-
i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, and fair 
share funding.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to traffic impacts and school zones.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-c:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-b. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-b.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-d:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-c. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-c.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-e:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-e  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-e.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response80-f:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-f. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-f.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 80-g:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-g. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-g.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-h:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-g. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-g.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-i:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-g. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-g.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-j:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-m. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-m.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 80-k:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-p and 65-q. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 65-p and 65-q.  The comment is noted for the 

record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 80-l:  This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-r.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-r.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 
Response 80-m: This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-s.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-s.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 81 – John Witmer  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 81 – John Witmer 
 
Response 81-a:  The commenter states the proposed project will negatively affect property values and 

quality of life and resulting in increased taxes, use of easements, increased traffic by 
changing the zoning restrictions, and use of Northgate boulevard for emergency access, 
but the commenter does not make any comment or questions the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR.  The commenter also restates that emergency access on Northgate Drive will be used 
and impact nearby residents. 

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter is 

referred to Master Response-2 regarding zoning and density.  Refer to Responses 4-b, 5-
c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-
i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-
n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, and fair share funding.  
Refer to Responses 23-b and 65-g regarding the use of Northgate Drive, which will be 
gated and used as a secondary project site access for emergencies only.   

 
 Regarding increased property taxes State CEQA Guideline § 15126 discusses that all 

phases of a project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environment.  
State CEQA Guideline § 15360 defines the Environment as the physical conditions which 
exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, 
water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and object of historical or aesthetic 
significant.  Therefore, discussion of the potential for property taxes to rise are omitted 
from the CEQA analysis.   

 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 82 – Leah Mecchi  (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 82 – Leah Mecehi   
 
Response 82-a: The commenter reflects his experience and observations in Brentwood and seeing the 

area change from a rural to more suburban area.  The commenter fears the same thing 
will happen to Palo Cerdro.   

 
Although, no issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the change of zoning and change 
to the character of the proposed project site.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-b: The commenter makes a non-specific statement asking why these issues were not 

addressed and states that he was not notified of the proposed project.   
 
 regarding addressing issues of concern for the commenter, refer to Response 82-a, above.  

Regarding noticing, refer to Master Response-1.  The County noticed the document’s 
availability in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and circulated a Notice of 
Availability to surrounding property owners.  The commenter is referred to page 1-6 of 
Section 1.0, INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE, of the Draft EIR which describes the steps 
that were taken to comply with these State CEQA Guidelines requirements to include the 
EIR Scoping Process, preparation and review of the Initial Study, Scoping Meetings, 
preparation and drafting of the EIR, and review of the EIR.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 82-c:  The commenter states that impacts to wildlife have not been addressed.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, which described 
impacts to wildlife as well as Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 
13-k, 16-c, and 32-i.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-d: The commenter writes “the fact police and fire are already short staffed?”   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 37-f and 51-b, as well as Section 5.13, PUBLIC 

SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR.  Impacts to public services, including fire 
and police services, were found to be less than significant.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 82-e: The commenter notes the potential dangers from wildfires but does not question the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.8, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, and 

Response 37-f regarding wildfires.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
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provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-f:  The commenter makes a statement about being a small rancher asking about water.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p 

regarding water supply.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the 
commenter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-g:  The commenter questions why the traffic report is incomplete, outdated, and asks about 

the survey from Sweede Creek to Deschutes.  
 
 Refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 

40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 
59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, 
and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-h:  The commenter questions why only some residents were sent disks.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1 regarding the extended review period.   

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 82-i:  The commenter questions the use of a guest house care giver units and questions the 

potential for more people and the impact on schools and crime.   
 
 The commenter appears to be questioning the estimate of 15 accessory dwelling units.  

The commenter is referred to page 5.12-9 of Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, 
which estimates a total of 15 accessory dwelling units that would be occupied by 2 
persons, which equates to 30 residents.  Impacts were found to be less than significant.   
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 Regarding impacts to schools, the commenter is referred to Responses 32-g, 48-h, 48-k, 

and 48-m.  Regarding impacts crime the commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC 
SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPCTS, and Response 51-b.  Impacts were found to be less than 
significant.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
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Response 82-j:  The commenter questions the impact to nearby residents and ranchers from street lights, 
loud music, traffic noise, and a non-specific question about other things. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, for a 

discussion of impacts to lighting, and Section 5.11, NOISE, for a discussion of impacts from 
noise including vehicle noise.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 82-k: The commenter asks if property taxes will increase to pay for the sewer and if new 

homeowners will be required to pay State Fire Tax.    
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 43-e, 47-f, 53-g, 57-b, 57-x, 65-f, 65-o, and 81-

a regarding the analysis of tax increase in relation to environmental analysis.  The future 
property owners within the project site will pay taxes, just as other County residents pay 
taxes.  The County uses these taxes to fund various programs to benefit its residents.  
Therefore, the residents will be paying taxes, that in turn, will help with all County services 
including infrastructures and public services.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 82-l:   The commenter reiterates opposition to the proposed project and restates reasons listed 

above.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter is 
referred to Responses 82-a through 82-k, above. The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 83 – Tom and Rebecca Semb (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 83 – Tom and Rebecca Semb 
 
Response 83-a:  The commenter noted an attached or subsequent sheet with comments.   
 
 These comments are addressed in Responses 83-b through 83-d, below.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 83-b:  The commenter states that the zoning change is concerning because the proposed 

project conflicts with the size of surrounding lots and such a conversion is unprecedented.  
The commenter states that the proposed project should blend in with the surrounding 
areas, that Draft EIR incorrectly says the majority of surround parcels are vacant, and 
surrounding parcels would be adversely impacted.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which discusses zoning, residential 

densities, and how the proposed project would blend in with the surround areas.  The 
commenter also is referred to Section 5.1 AESTHETIC AND VISUAL IMPACTS for additional 
discussion of the visual elements of the proposed project and design elements to reduce 
visual conflicts.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 83-c:  The commenter questions the reported 62% of traffic travelling west on Boyle Road.   
 
 Refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 

40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 
59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, 
and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   

 
Response 83-d:  The commenter states that the study does not adequately discuss impacts to Boyle Road 

west of the project to Alturas Road.  The commenter notes there are no shoulders, it is 
unfit for pedestrians and bicycles, and the proposed project would make it worse, and 
pedestrian and bicycle access should be included to the project.  

 
 Refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 

40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-v, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
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Letter 84 – Leslie Golden (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 84 – Leslie Golden 
 
Response 84-a:  The commenter makes an introductory statement expressing concern about the 

proposed project.  The commenter states concern about water supply and says the 
additional 166 residences would put additional strain on the limited resources causing 
severe environmental impacts. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding the Bella Vista Water District 

and water supply.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 84-b:  The commenter states that the use of Northgate Drive is a private drive maintained by 

current residents and is not appropriate or adequate for emergency access and should be 
moved to an alternative location.   

 
 Please refer to Responses23-b and 65-g regarding the use of Northgate Drive, which will 

be gated and used as a secondary project site access for emergencies only.  The comment 
is noted and the emergency access would not be constructed until the proposed project 
and access was approved by Planning Commission.  No further response is necessary and 
no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 84-c:  The commenter states that traffic safety is a serious concern and local surface streets 

such as Boyle Road is overused and cars travel over the speed limit.  The commenter 
states that Draft EIR should be revised to evaluate the safety of roadway segments during 
high use times.  The commenter provides an example of left turns from the proposed 
project to Boyle Road. 

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 84-d:  The commenter states that changing zoning laws to allow smaller parcels would be an 

overall negative to homeowners and rural community.    
 
 The commenter misstates that a zoning law would be changed.  The proposed project 

would result in a change of the existing zoning of the proposed project site from Rural 
Residential 5-acre minimum (RR-BA-5), Rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and 
Unclassified (U), to a Planned Development (PD) zone district.   Regarding the changes to 
rural community, the commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 85 – Eleanor Townsend (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 85 – Eleanor Townsend 
 
Response 85-a: This comment is a direct copy, or copy of portions, of Comment 65-a. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-a.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-b: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of, Comment 65-b. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-b.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-c: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-c. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-c.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-d: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-d. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-d.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-e: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-e.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-e.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-f: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-f.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-f.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-g: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-g. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-g.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-h: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-h. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-h.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 85-i: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-i. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-i.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-j: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-j.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-j.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-k: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-k. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-k.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-l: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-l.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-l.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-m: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-m.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-m.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-n: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-n.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-n.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-o: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-o.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-o.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-p: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-p and 65-q.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-p and 65-q.  The comment is noted for the 

record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Response 85-q: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-r. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-r.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-r: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-s.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-s.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-s: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-t.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-t.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-t: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-u.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-u.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-u: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-v.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-v.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-v: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-w. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-w.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 85-w:  This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-x. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-x.  The comment is noted for the record and 

will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 86 – Gina Knowles (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 86 – Gina Knowles 
 
Response 86-a:  The commenter makes an introductory statement related to comments occurring further 

below in the e-mail of an attachment.  The commenter then states the letter is written in 
opposition to the proposed project and objects.  The commenter states the requested 
zone change is unreasonable and out of character for the area, and the zoning laws, rural 
lifestyle, and residents of Shasta County should be protected. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the change of the zone and 

existing rural community.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 86-b:  Without making any specific comment of any of the issues or questioning the adequacy 

of the Draft EIR, the commenter lists a series of environmental issues analyzed in the Draft 
EIR that they state could be impacted and diminish property values and quality of life.  

 
 No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 86-c:  The commenter states they chose the area because it is quiet, less populated and has 

large lots.  The commenter states they didn’t choose to live in an urban area with a foul-
smelling sewage plant.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the change of zone and how 

the project will affect the rural area.  The commenter also alludes to the fact that the 
sewage plant will cause bad odors.  The commenter is referred to Page 5.3-20 and 5.3-21 
in Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, and Responses 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, 36-a, 43-d, 53-f, 57-p, and 59-k 
regarding odors from the wastewater treatment plan. 

 
Response 86-d:  The commenter asks a series of questions regarding impacts to resources that were 

discussed in the Draft EIR but does not question the analysis of the impacts.  Among the 
questions, the commenter asks if there will be adequate water will be available for 
agriculture; if law enforcement resources will be reduced and jeopardize safety; will deer 
and wildlife be as plentiful; if soils will be depleted and ground impacted; will oaks be cut 
down and replaced by power poles; if air pollution will be increased; if taxes will be 
increased for road improvements; and the commenter questions safety on Boyle Road.   

 
 None of the questions the commenter asks questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The 

commenter is referred to the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the 
impacts questioned.  The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding water 
and groundwater; to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, and Response 
51-b for impacts to law enforcement; to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and 
Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, and 32-i for impacts 
to wildlife and oak trees, Section 5.6, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, for impacts to geology and 
soils; and Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, for impacts related to air pollution. 
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 Regarding road improvements and safety on Boyle Road refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 
13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 
48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 
65-o.  Regarding taxes, the commenter is referred to Responses 43-e, 47-f, 53-g, 57-b, 57-
x, 65-f, 65-o, and 81-a. 

 
 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 

and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 86-e: The commenter makes a statement that the previous house on their property was 

destroyed due to fire because a lack of resources, accessibility, and water availability.  The 
commenter then asks what will happen to their existing coverage. 

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter. The question of an 
off-site residence obtaining fire insurance is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis of this 
Draft EIR.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 86-f: The commenter questions the applicant and why they are using this site.  The commenter 

then makes statements that do not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR or make 
comments on its validity.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

  
Response 86-g: The commenter makes statements that do not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR or 

make comments on its validity.  The commenter states no opposition to contentious and 
sound growth and makes a non-specific statement about new development not harming 
the environment or negatively impacting the way of life for existing residents or burden 
Shasta County tax payers with costs of enhanced infrastructure, roads, fire, school, and 
public safety.  

 
 As discussed, the commenter makes non-specific statements about the Draft EIR and does 

not question the adequacy.  The commenter is referred to Responses 86-a through 86-f, 
immediately above, for a discussion of impacts to the issue area mentioned in the last 
sentence of the comment.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 87 – Michael R. Shapiro (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 87 – Michael R. Shapiro 
 
Response 87-a:  The commenter makes and introductory statement in opposition to the proposed project.   
 

The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-b:  The commenter states he has observed speeding, accidents, and congestion in areas 

servicing schools.  The commenter notes the Draft EIR does include some incidents but 
not those unreported (CEQA Requires best data- if there is not data…).  The commenter 
asks what threshold the Draft EIR uses to determine significance.  The commenter states 
that the 27% accident rate increase should be significant.   
 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-c:  The commenter estimates the current school population of Foothill Highschool is 1,452 

students and estimates that 25% of those students drive to school and states such drivers 
have higher rate of accidents and offenses.  The commenter states that he believes that 
increased population and resultant traffic will have a negative impact on the community.   

   
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 87-d: The commenter states that he believed the traffic study does not address any traffic 
counts for Sweede Creek Road which is used to access North Cow Creek Elementary 
School and impacts were unaccounted for.  The commenter states that traffic volumes on 
this road were not taken that it should have been included in the study.   

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 87-e:  The commenter states he does not see mention of pedestrian and equestrian in the 
subject area, specifically Deschutes Road and Swede Creek Road.  The commenter states 
that these facilities would be installed as part of the project but states Swede Creek Road 
is not addressed in the Draft EIR and it should be. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-f:  The commenter agrees with, and supports, the letter written by James Griffith.    
 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 48-a through 48-cc and Responses 69-a through 

69-d.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-g:  The commenter notes that there is a lack of patrol or proactive enforcement of traffic 

laws within the area of Swede Cree Road that access North Cow Creek Elementary.   
 

The commenter raises no issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 87-h:  The commenter notes that there is a lack of patrol and proactive enforcement in the 

Deschutes area, especially near Foothill High School.  The commenter states that 
additional enrollment will increase traffic and affect safety.  The commenter states that 
the numbers presented in the Draft EIR and supplemental reports do not give the reader 
a clear view of impacts.   

 
 Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 

37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-i:  The commenter states that better mitigation would be to install a traffic circle at 

Deschutes Road and Boyle Road instead of a four way stop and northbound Deschutes is 
poorly suited for a stop sign.  The commenter notes that he is aware of one accident death 
at the of Deschutes Road and Old Deschutes Road and further notes additional 
observation about heavy traffic including truck traffic, visual hazards, and improper safety 
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fencing, but it is unclear if this is in reference to Deschutes Road and Boyle Road or 
Deschutes Road and Old Deschutes Road. 

  
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-h, 57-
i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-j:  The commenter states that the safety and traffic issues would be further mitigated by 

improvement, extension, and installation of pedestrian sidewalks, at least from North 
Cow Creek School west to the underground pedestrian walkway at Deschutes Road.  In 
addition, the commenter states a lighted and delineated crosswalk should be installed at 
Old Deschutes Road in two locations.  The commenter also notes how students attending 
Foothill Highschool are walking in and on the shoulders of the roadway. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-v, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-
h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-k:  The commenter recommends that mitigation include installation of a lighted modern 

design radar based speed warning sign in approach to the north Cow Creek Elementary 
School Zone and the crosswalk should be updated with lighted crosswalk and signs. 

 
Please refer to Responses 4-b, 5-c, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 32-c, 35-c, 
37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-p, 48-q, 48-v, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-a, 54-f, 57-
h, 57-i, 59-f, 59-g, 59-i, 65-l, 65-m, 65-n, and 65-o, above, regarding traffic impacts, safety, 
mitigation, and fair share funding.  Specifically, Responses 17-l, 53-c, 65-l, and 67-e 
provide further discussion related to speed of traffic.  Response 48-k, above, is specific to 
traffic impacts and school zones.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-l:  The commenter questions why other schools are mentioned in the EIR when the Draft EIR 

defines Foothill High School and North Cow Creek Elementary School as the schools that 
would service the proposed project.  The commenter requests that the Draft EIR define 
the purpose of the school information provided.   

 
 Page 5.13-4 of the Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR 

explains that the proposed project is within both the Columbia Elementary School District 
and North Cow Creek School District.  In addition, to provide a complete view of the 
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existing school conditions in these two districts, additional schools were discussed.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

 
Response 87-m:  The commenter states there appears to be no reference for the declining school 

enrollment and states they are not pertinent in reference to traffic.   The commenter 
makes additional statements about the Draft EIR appearing incomplete and confuses 
school enrollment and traffic impacts.  The commenter asks for a more clear and concise 
accounting of maximum enrollment and ability to handle increases. 

 
 Regarding the references to declining school enrollment, the commenter is referred to 

Page 5.13-4 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which has a total of 
six footnotes and associated numbered references in the text of the corresponding page 
of the Draft EIR.  The references all refer to current enrollment or expansion plans and 
are noted as from the Education Data Partnership or as Letters received from the school 
districts.    

 
 It is unclear what the commenter is referencing regarding school enrolment and traffic 

impacts.  Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, does not mention school enrollment 
but does highlight the schools in proximity to the proposed project and associated 
impacts.   

 
 Regarding the request for a more clear and concise accounting of ability to handle 

increases, the commenter is again referred to Page 5.13-3 and 5.13-4 of Section 5.13, 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which list school enrollments and Page 5.13-13 
and 5.13-14 of the same section that discuss impacts to school including use of the 
enrollment figures.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would not result 
in the need to alter or construct new facilities for school, thus impacts are less than 
significant.  This is in direct response to the CEQA threshold of significance listed in Impact 
5.13-1 on page 5.13-11 of the same Section.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-n:  The commenter states the most recent Census shows an average 2.9 persons per 

household and questions the Draft EIR’s use of 2.5 persons per household, and says the 
percentage of school age children appears low.  The commenter asks what is the basis for 
estimating the number of potential students and that he does not see any citable data.  
The commenter then asks if there is in fact data referenced in the Draft EIR to factor 
appropriate estimates as it relates to school enrollment. 

 
 The commenter is referred to page 5.13-11 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL 

IMPACTS, which states the 2.5 persons per household is based on DOF (Department of 
Finance) estimates.  The commenter is also referred to Page 5.12-1 of Section 5.12, 
POPULATION AND HOUSING, which states in part, the population and housing 
information is derived from sources including the California Department of Finance, 2016 
and U.S. Census Bureau. 2000, 2010, 2015, 2016.  The commenter is referred to Page 
5.12-2 under the heading Regional and Local Housing Trends which shows that the 
number of persons per household in Shasta County in 2010 was 2.48 and in 2016 was 2.5.  
These are sourced as Census, 2010, and DOF, 2016, respectively, immediately following 
their use in the Draft EIR on the listed page.   
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 The Draft EIR used the data available for Shasta County as opposed to the of the State as 
a whole to provide a more accurate representation of likely population generation as a 
result of the proposed project. 

 
 Regarding the percentage of school age children being low, the commenter is again 

referred to Page 5.13-4 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which 
states, “According to the CESD, the current student generation rates per dwelling unit is 
0.5.”  This source is cited as a letter received from Columbia Elementary School.  

 
 Based on the commenters comments, no further response is necessary and no change to 

the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 
Response 87-o:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR stays silent on the enrollment for North Cow 

Creek Elementary.  The commenter continues stating that other schools are mentioned, 
and alludes to the thought this is to support reports of declining enrollment. 

 
Regarding the enrollment of North Cow Creek Elementary, the commenter is referred to 
page 5.13-4 and 5.13-5 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, the Draft 
EIR states that the North Cow Creek Elementary is in the North Cow Creek Elementary 
School District and is a one school district.  North Cow Creek works in partnership with 
Shasta County YMCA and had a 2014-2015 enrollment of 255 students.   

 
 The commenter also states that the number of interdistrict transfers and priorities of 

transferee’s and the resulting potential impacts on families with existing students should 
be addressed to evaluate level of service, impacts on families, and traffic concerns.  The 
commenter further asks why these things are not considered in determining if the schools 
can handle the additional capacity. 

 
 The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not analyze the number of potential 

interdistrict transfers.   Calculating inter district transfers is unnecessary to evaluate the 
impacts to the school.  The commenter is again referred to pages 5.13-13 and 5.13-14 in 
Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which, based on information 
obtained from the pertinent school districts, determine that impacts to school from the 
projected generated 83 students, would be less than significant.   

 
State CEQA Guideline §15204 pertaining to the Focus of Review.  In part this guidelines 
states, “At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of an EIR is 
determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as the 
magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, and the 
geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to conduct every 
test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended or demanded by 
commentors.  When responding to comments, lead agencies need only respond to 
significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all information requested by 
reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR.” 
 
In addition, CEQA does not call for speculation.  State CEQA Guideline §15187(d) states, 
“d) The environmental analysis shall take into account a reasonable range of 
environmental, economic, and technical factors, population and geographic areas, and 
specific sites. The agency may utilize numerical ranges and averages where specific data 
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is not available, but is not required to, nor should it, engage in speculation or conjecture.”  
Accordingly, the Draft EIR did take into account technical factors, the existing as well as 
project populations, as well as geographic factors including that of the proposed project 
and surrounding areas, school used generation rates to determine the demand from 
future residents of the proposed project.   However, to attempt to guess the number of 
interdistrict transfers, as the commenter suggests, would be based on speculation and 
conjecture over the years of project buildout and, according to State CEQA Guidelines, 
such speculation is not appropriate. 
 

Response 87-p:  The commenter reiterates that the project number of resident of the proposed project 
is underestimated.  The commenter cites the same census data (2.9 persons per 
household) twice.  The commenter also states that the number of accessory dwelling units 
is underestimated and the overall population generated by the proposed project is 
underestimated because of Government Code §65852.2 that would allow “granny flats.”  
The commenter then questions why a “worst case scenario,” such as 25% was not used 
for the analysis.   

  
 The commenter is referred to Response 87-n, above, which explains the use of 2.5 

persons per household based.  The 2.5 persons is based on California Department of 
Finance data for Shasta County alone, while the 2.9 persons is based on US Census data 
for the State of California as a whole. 

 
 The commenter is referred to page 3-16 of the Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the 

Draft EIR which cites Government Code §65852.2 in text and discusses how it entitles 
approved lots to an accessory dwelling unit.  On the same page the Draft EIR states that 
it is assumed approximately 9% or 15 lots would have secondary units based on historical 
County Trends.  The Draft EIR states that data obtained from the Shasta County 2009-
2014 Housing Element (appendix B-Residential Land Inventory) and the County’s Draft 
Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land Inventory) was used to estimate accessory 
dwelling units.  Accordingly, as states in the citation, from 2007-2009 79 accessory 
dwelling were constructed out of 664 total units, and from 2014-2016 (the most current 
data available at the time of the Draft EIR) 11 accessory dwellings were constructed out 
of 356 units constructed countywide.  As a result, the 8.8% accessory dwelling unit 
assumption was reasonably made based on the available historical data. 

 
 Regarding the commenters suggestion to use 25% or a worst-case scenario, State CEQA 

Guideline §15144 requires some degree of forecasting to which an agency must use its 
best efforts to find out and disclose what it reasonably can.  In the case of the proposed 
project, the Draft EIR used the best information available to forecast a reasonable 
estimate of accessory dwelling units but CEQA does not require a worst-case analysis.   

 
Response 87-q:  The commenter states that he is concerned about water usage and the impact on the 

Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter states that he concurs with the 
comments from James Griffith and others in the comments about water shortfalls, past 
drought and potential future drought, water rationing, and higher bills.  The commenter 
states that he owns several acres and uses 591 gallons a month and does not think the 
water use estimates for the proposed project are accurate.  The commenter also asks 
about potential cost increases to water customers and questions if the Draft EIR presents 
a clear picture of water issues. 
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 The commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, for a 

discussion of impacts to water use, Master Response-3, Responses 7-a through 7-p, 
Responses 48-a through 48-cc, and Responses 69-a through 69-d.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  

 
Response 87-r:   The commenter states that they moved to Palo Cedro was for the rural nature of the 

area and states that the proposed project does not fit with the surrounding residential 
area.   

   
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which discusses the proposed project 

zoning and development.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 87-s:  The commenter suggests mitigation to include a reduced side and numbers of homes, 

greater minimum lot sizes, less parcels, and greater open space that is consistent with the 
community.  The commenter concludes that he is opposed to the project as proposed in 
part because of the listed concerns.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which discusses the proposed lot sizes 
and also provides some discussion of Alternatives.  Regarding the commenters suggested 
mitigation, these are all elements of the different project alternatives discusses in Section 
7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT.   The commenter also is referred to 
Response 44-a which further discusses alternatives and CEQA requirements for a 
discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives, which is again discussed in Section 7.0.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
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Letter 88 – Brad Seiser (December 29, 2017) 
 

  

88-a 

88-b 

88-c 
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Response to Letter 88 – Brad Seiser 
 
Response 88-a: The commenter states that the proposed project is out of place for the rural community 

and constitutes urban sprawl.  The commenter notes that the use of the street name, 
“Tierra Robles Parkway” demonstrates this.   

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 88-b: The commenter states that changing the “parkway” name will not change the 

irresponsible precedent setting development.  The commenter states that the proposed 
project will kill thousands of trees, displace wildlife, and add to unsustainable water 
demand, add to traffic, and create a new overtasked and underfunded community 
services district that will ultimate require a bailout by the county. 

 
 The commenter states previously noted disclosures in the Draft EIR.  The comment is 

noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. Although no further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary, the commenter is referred to the following sections for 
further explanation regarding the statements. 

 
 Regarding the statement about precedent setting development, the commenter is 

referred to Response 65-a, which explains the discussion in Section 6.0, GROWTH 
INDUCING IMPACTS, and why the proposed project is not precedent setting.  Regarding 
impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, and Responses 3-a through 3-v, 10-d, 12-a through 12-d, 13-j, 13-k, 16-c, 
and 32-i for a discussion and explanation of and the Draft EIR’s disclosure of impacts to 
oaks and wildlife.  Regarding impacts regarding water, the commenter is referred Master 
Respone-3.  Regarding the comment that the community service district is underfunded 
and will require a bailout, the commenter does not provide any facts or evidence to 
support the contention that this will occur.  In addition, it is speculative to state that 
community services district would be underfunded and require a bailout.  CEQA analysis 
is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, therefore, this speculation is not a 
part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

 
Response 88-c:  The commenter states an opinion about responsible rural development and mentions 

urban sprawl.  The commenter requests the project be stopped so a responsible rural 
development can be designed and implemented.   

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 
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APPLICANT COMMENTS 
 
 
 
 
  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

DRAFT FINAL June 2018 14-537 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 89 – Wildland Resource Managers (December 28, 2017) 
 

 

89-a 
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89-a 
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89-a 
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89-a 
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Response to Letter 89 – Wildland Resource Manager 
 
Response 89-a: The applicant provided comments related to biological resources on the Draft EIR.   

The applicant has discussed these concerns with the Lead Agency and has determined 
that all environmental resources have been evaluated appropriately by the Lead Agency 
in the Draft EIR and that mitigation measures are sufficient for the proposed project.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 90 – S2-J2 Engineering – Steve Nelson (December 29, 2017)  
 

 

90-a 
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90-a 
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Response to Letter 90 – S2-J2 Engineering 
 
Response 90-a: The applicant provided comments related to biological resources, specifically the Oak 

Woodland Mitigation on the Draft EIR.   

The applicant has discussed these concerns with the Lead Agency and has determined 
that all environmental resources, specifically biological resources, have been evaluated 
appropriately by the Lead Agency in the Draft EIR and that mitigation measures are 
sufficient for the proposed project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
 




