Notice of Completion & Environmental Document Transmittal

Mail to: State Clearinghouse, P, O, Box 3044, Sacramento, CA 95812-3044 (916) 445-0613
For Hand DeliveryyStreet Address: 1400 Tenth Street, Sacramento, CA 95814

JSCH#

Project Title: Zone Amendment 15-008, Parcel Map 12-002 — Fall River Development, Inc. (REVISED)
Eead Agency: Shasta County Department of Resource Management -- Planning Division Contact Person: Kent Hector, Senior Planner

Mailing Address: 1855 Placer Street, Suite 103 Phone: (530) 225-5532
City: Redding, CA Zip: 96001 County: Shasta
Project Location: County: Shasta City/Nearcst Community: Shingletown
Cross Streets: Thatcher Mill Road and Mountain Meadow Road Zip Code: 96088
Lat. / Long.: 40°33' 20" N/ 121°43' 30" W Total Acres: 61
Assessor's Parcel No.: 701-010-031, 701-040-008 Section: 11 Twp.: 3IN Range: 2E Base: MDB&M
Within 2 Miles:  State Hwy #: 44 Waterways: Battle Creek
Airports:  n/a Railways: n/a Schools: n/a
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Document Type:

CEQA: 1 Nop [ Draft EIR NEPA: [] NoOI Other:  [] Joint Document
[[] Early Cons [ Supplement/Subsequent EIR [J EA [] Final Document
[J NegDec (Prior SCH No.) [} Draft EIS ] Other
Mit Neg Dec Other [ FONSI

Local Action Type:

[1 General Plan Update [] Specific Plan DX Rezone [] Annexation
] General Plan Amendment  [] Master Plan O Prezone [] Redevelopment
[C1 General Plan Element {1 Planned Unit Development [} Use Permit [ Coastal Permit
] Community Plan {1 Site Plan B Land Division (Subdivision, ete.) [ Other

Development Type:

x Residential: Units 4 Acres__20 [J water Facilities: Type MGD

1 Office: Sq.ft. Acres Employees [ Transportation: Type

-1 Commerciak:Sq.fi. Acres Employees 1 Mining; Mineral

[ Industrial: ~ Sq.ft. Acres Employees [ 1 Power: Type MW

[] Educational {1 waste Treatment: Type MGD

[] Recreational L] Hazardous Waste: Type

DX Other: Open Space — 41 acres

Project Issues Discussed in Document:

Bg Aesthetic/Visual [] Fiscal [ Recreation/Parks X] Vegetation

[T Agriculturat Land Flood Plain/Flooding [] Schools/Universities Bd Water Quality

1 Air Quality Forest Land/Fire Hazard ] Septic Systems X1 Water Supply/Groundwater

[ Archeological/Historical ~ [[] Geologic/Seismic [] Sewer Capacity Wetland/Riparian

X Biological Resources [} Minerals [] Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading  [X] Wildiife

[ Coastal Zone ] Noise [7] Solid Waste ] Growth Inducing

B4 Drainage/Absorption {1 Population/Housing Balance [[] Toxic/Hazardous [] Land Use

[] Economic/Jabs 1 Public Services/Facititics [ Traffic/Circulation [0 Cumulative Effects

] Other

Present Land Use/Zoning/General Plan Designation:
Residential & Open Space/Limited Residential (RL)/ Rural Residential B (RB)
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Pro;ect Description: (please use a separate page if necessaty)

Request for the approval of a zone change (Z15-008) from Limited Residential (R-1L) zone district to Limited
Residential, minimum lot area as shown on the parcel map (R-L-BSM) zone district on a 20-acre portion of the
property and Open Space, 40 acre minimum lot area (OS-BA-40) zone district on the remainder portion of the
property, The Zone Amendment is requested to facilitate a Parcel Map (PM12-002) consisting of the division of the
property into four parcels being 2.5 to 10 acres in size, along with a 41-acre remainder parcel. Note: The Initial Study

Note: The state Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. If a SCH number already exists for a January 2008
project (e.g. Notice of Preparation or previous draft docuntent) please fill in.




and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared for this project has been revised with a discussion of the studies prepared
to address concerns brought up during the January 14, 2016 Planning Commission hearing regarding the occurience of
potential flooding on site and the impacts to groundwater from the future residential development on the proposed lots.

Note: The state Clearinghouse will assign identification numbers for all new projects. 1f a SCH number already exists for a January 2008
project {e.g. Notice of Preparation or previous draft document) please fil in.



Reviewing Agencies Checklist

Lead Agencies may recommend State Clearinghouse distribution by marking agencies below with and "X".
If you have already sent your document to the agency please denote that with an "8".

Local Public Review Period {to be filled in by lead agency)

Air Resources Board

Boating & Waterways, Department of
California Highway Patrol

CalFire

Caltrans District #

Caltrans Division of Aeronautics
Caltrans Planning (Headquarters)
Central Valley Flood Protection Board
Coachella Valley Mountains Conservancy
Coastal Commission

Colorado River Board

Conservation, Department of
Corrections, Department of

Delia Protection Commission
Education, Department of

Energy Commission

Fish & Game Region# 1

Food & Agriculture, Department of
General Services, Department of
Health Services, Department of
Housing & Community Development
Integrated Waste Management Board
Native American Heritage Commission

Starting Date  4/29/16

Office of Emergency Services

Office of Historic Preservation

Office of Public School Construction

Parks & Recreation

Pesticide Regulation, Department of

Public Utilities Commtission

Regional WQCB# 5

Resources Agency

S.F. Bay Conservation & Development Commission
San Gabriel & Lower L.A. Rivers and Mis Conservancy
San Joaquin River Conservancy

Santa Monica Mountains Conservancy

State Lands Commission

SWRCB: Clean Water Grants

SWRCB: Water Quality

SWRCB: Water Rights

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Toxic Substances Control, Department of

Water Resources, Departinent of

SRR

Ending Date 6/6/16

Lead Agency (Complete if anplicable):

Consulting Firin:

Address:

City/State/Zip:
Contact:

Phone:

Signature of Lead Agency Representative: _

Applicant; Frank Nichols, Fall River Development, Inc.
Address: 2029 Tradition Way

City/State/Zip: Redding, CA 86001

Phone: _(530) 229-9426

Date: ‘%4*6” /.«/;’ér

Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code. Reference: Section 21161, Public Resources Code.



ENVIRONMENTAL
INITIAL
STUDY&MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION
(REVISED)

Zone Amendment 15-008 and Parcel Map 12-002
Fall River Development, Inc.

April 25, 2016

ENVIRONMENTAL INITIAL STUDY &
MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
WITH
References and Documentation

Prepared by
SHASTA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
PLANNING DIVISION
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, California 96001



SHASTA COUNTY
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM

INITIAL STUDY & MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION (REVISED)

1. Project Title:
: Zone Amendment 15-008, Parcel Map12-002 — Fall River Development, Inc.

2. Lead agency name and address:

Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Planning Division
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, CA 96001-1759

3. Contact Person and Phone Number:
Kent Hector, Senior Planner (530) 225-5532

4, Project Location:
The project is located in the Shingletown area on a 61-acre parcel on the east side of Thatcher Mill Road,

approximately 2.2 miles north of State Highway 44.

5, Applicant Name and Address:
Frank Nichols
Fall River Development, Inc.
2029 Tradition Way
Redding, CA 96001

6. General Plan Designation:
Rural Residential B (RB)

7. Zoning:
Limited Residential (R-L)

8. Description of Project:

The request is for the approval of a zone change from Limited Residential (R-L) zone district to Limited Residential,
minimum lot area as shown on the parcel map (R-L-BSM) zone district on a 20-acre portion of the property and
Open Space, 40 acre minimum lot area (OS-BA-40) zone district on the remainder portion of the property, The
Zone Amendment is requested to facilitate a Parcel Map consisting of the division of the property into four parcels
being 2.5 to 10 acres in size, along with a 41- acre remainder parcel. Each of the proposed parcels will be serviced
by individual septic systems and private wells. Note: The Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared
for this project has been revised with a discussion of the studies prepared to address concerns brought up during the
January 14, 2016 Planning Commission hearing regarding the occurrence of potential flooding on site and the
impacts to groundwater from future residential development on the proposed lots (see Sections VIIL HYDROLOGY
AND WATER QUALITY b) & g-h) and XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS b) & d).

9, Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
The 61-acre property consists primarily of a large perennial meadow located at the confluence of Bridge’s Creek
and Battle Creek, which subsequently flows south off site and eventually into Lake McCumber. Along portions of
Battle Creek there is a well-developed riparian corridor comprised of willows and alders. Around the meadow is a
mixed conifer forest containing previous rural residential subdivisions consisting of 1- to 3- acre parcels. The
topography of the site is relatively level, sloping gently to the south. The subject property contains the following
types of water features: perennial, ephemeral, and intermittent streams; wet and dry swales, wetlands and ponds.
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Vegetation on site includes annual grassland, mixed conifer, perennial grassland, riparian, wet meadow, and
wetlands. Current development on the property consists of a single-family residence, accessory structures, and
septic system located on the proposed 4-acre parcel (Lot 3). In the past, the meadow area has been used for grazing
cattle.

10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement.):

Regional Water Quality Control Board
CA Department of Fish and Wildlife
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED:

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact that is
a “Potentially Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

Aesthetics

Agricultural Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Geology / Soils

Hazards & Hazardous

Hydrology / Water Quality

Land Use / Planning

Materials
Mineral Resources Noise Population / Housing
Public Services Recreation Transportation / Traffic

Utilities / Service Systems Mandatory Findings of Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)
On the basis of the initial evaluation:

O I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a significant
effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed fo by the project proponent. A MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

L1 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT is required.

O 1 find that the proposed project MAY have a “potentially significant impact” or “potentially significant unless mitigated”
impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to
applicable legal standards, and 2} has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain
to be addressed.

D} T find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to
applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR of NEGATIVE DECLARATION,
including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.
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Copies of the Initial Study and related materials and documentation may be obtained at the Planning Division of the

Department of Resource Management, 1855 Placer Sireet, Suite 103, Redding, CA 96001. Contact Kent Hector, Senior
Planner at (530) 225-5532.

5/ 06/ 7K

Date

Kéént Hector, Alcp
Senior Planner

P

/({;%: Z /’1”? L ﬂ{/ 2 é/ i

Richard W. Simon, AICP Date
Director of Resource Management
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7

8)

9

A brief explanation is required for all answers except “No Impact” answers that are adequately supported by the
information sources a lead agency cites in the parenthesis following each question. A “No Iimpact” answer is adeguately
supported if all the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A “No Impact” answer should be explained where it is
based on project-specific factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to
poliutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). :

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Once the lead agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less-than-significant with mitigation, or less-than-significant.
“Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there
are one or more, “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

“Negative Declaration: Less-than-significant With Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact” to a “Less-than-significant Impact.”
The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less-than-
significant level (mitigation measures from Section XVIII, “Earlier Analyses,” may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses imay be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect has been
adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion
should identify the following:

a) Earlier Analysis Used. Identify and state where they are available for review.

b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of
and adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether
such effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis.

c) Mitigation Measures: For effects that are “Less-than-significant with Mitigation Measures Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the
extent to which they address site-specific conditions for the project.

Lead agencies are encouraged fo incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts
(e.g. General Plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where
appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list should be attached, and other sources used or individuals contacted
should be cited in the discussion. ‘

This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; however, lead agencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant to a project’s environmental effects in whatever
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identify the following:

a) The significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and
b) The mitigation measure identified, if any, fo reduce the impact to less-than-significant.
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adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?

Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than-
I. AESTHETICS: Would the project: Significant Significant Significant No
Impact With Impact Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? v
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited v

to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State

scenic highway?
¢} Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of v

the site and its surroundings?
d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 4

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made: -

a,b) The project would not result in a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista or scenic resource. The four proposed lots that would

&)

Mitigation/Monitoring; None proposed.

allow for future residential development are located along the western boundary of the property adjacent to existing residential
parcels. The 41-acre remainder parcel would be zoned Open Space, 40 acre minimum lot area (O-S-BA-40), the requirements of
which will largely serve to protect the scenic resource of the meadow as viewed from surrounding residential properties (See
Mitigation Measure #2)

The project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its swrroundings. The project
surroundings consist predominately of large rural residential parcels. Possible construction of additional residential structures on
the 4 proposed lots would be consistent with the existing visual character and quality of the site and its surroundings.

The project would not create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the
area, Any lighting associated with the development of additional structures on the property would be subject to the requirements
of Shasta County Code which requires that lighting be designed so as to confine direct lighting to the premises. Impacts from the
lighting of any additional residential are considered to be less-than-significant.

II. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts

their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to
non-agricultural use?

to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead | Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No
agencies may refer to the California Agricuitural, Land Evaluation and | Significant Significant Significant | Impact
Site Assessment Mode (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Impact With Tmpact
Conservation as an optional mode! to use in assessing impacts on Mitigation
agriculture and farmland. Would the project: Incorporated
a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Statewide v
Tmportance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant
to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural use?
b}  Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson v
Act Contract?
¢) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to v
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Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

©)

The subject property is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Statewide Importance on the map titled Shasta
County Important Farmland 2008. It is shown as “grazing land” on Important Farmland Map.

The subject property and surrounding properties are zoned for rural residential uses. Neither this property nor the surrounding
properties are zoned for agricultural use nor are they in a Williamson Act Contract,

The project would not result in the conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use. The project would not result in any conflicts
with existing or adjacent agricultural operations. The proposed 4 1-acre remainder parcel encompassing the meadow area could still
potentially be used for grazing purposes.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

IIL AIR QUALITY: Where available, the significance criteria Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No
established by the applicable air quality management or air pollution Significant Significant Significant Impact
control district may be relied upon to make the following Impact With Iimpact
determinations. Would the project: Mitigation
Incorporated
a)  Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality v
plan?
b}  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing v
or projected air quality violation?
¢}  Resultinacumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria poliutant v
for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable Federal
or State ambient air quality standard (including releasing emission which
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
d) Expese sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? v
e)  Create objectionable odors affecting a substantiat number of people?

Discussion: Based on related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the project,
observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

€)

The project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 2012 Attaininent Plan for Northern Sacramento Valley Air
Basin as adopted by Shasta County, or any other applicable air quality plan.

Due to the scale and characteristics of the project, it would not contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation. The proposed project is consistent with the Rural Residential B (RB) General Plan designation and the air quality
attainment plan.

Since the proposed project involves a four-parcel division (with an existing residence on one of the proposed parcels) with a
remainder, it is unlikely that it would result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant, including ozone,
ozone pre-cursors or PM10 (particulate matter), the pollutants for which the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin is in non-
attainment under the applicable State ambient air quality standard.

Due to the scale and characteristics of the proposed project, it is unlikely any sensitive receptors in the area would be exposed to
substantial pollutants,

The project would not create objectionable odors which would affect a substantial number of people. The project is consistent
with the RB General Plan designation and the air quality attainment plan.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.
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Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No

1V, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project: Significant Significant Significant | Impact
Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial effect, either directly or through habitat v

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive,
or special-siatus species in local or regional plans, policies, or
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b)

‘Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other v
sensitive natural community identified in local of regional plans,
policies, regulations or by the California Department of Fish and
Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

0)

Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands v
as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but
not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

4

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or v
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native
resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological v
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation v
Plan, Natural Community, Conservation Plan, or other approved
local, regional, or State habitat conservation plan?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, “Biological Review
and Wetlands Delineation for Mountain Meadows Project ©, “Wetlands Delineation: Frank Nichol’s Mountain Meadows Property”, and

“Mit,

Meadows Willow Flycatcher Survey” reports prepared by Wildland Resource Managers, statf review of the project, observations

on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b-d)

According to the, “Biological Review and Wetlands Delineation for Mountain Meadows Project “ report (dated October 2013) and
the “Mt. Meadows Willow Flycatcher Survey” report (dated July 2014) prepared by Wildland Resource Managers, there are three
special status wildlife species listed for the project area, which include the bald eagle, willow flycatcher , and the pacific fisher.
According to these reports, none of these wildlife species or their nests was observed by the biotogist during his surveys of the
project site. The Certified Wildlife Biologist who prepared this report further states that the project site is not suitable or would
be untikely to support bald eagle or pacific fisher wildlife species. However, he did find that the well-developed riparian habitat
along those portions of Battle Creek that flow through the meadow portions of the property would be suitable habitat for the willow
flycatcher. The portion of Battle Creek which the biologist determines has suitable habitat for the willow flycatcher is located
within the Remainder parcel. With the incorporation of Mitigation Measures #1 and #2, potential impacts to these wildlife species
from the proposed project is considered to be less than significant,

According to the “Wetlands Delineation: Frank Nichol’s Mountain Meadows Property” report (dated August 2014) prepared by

- Wildland Resource Managers, the subject property is comprised primarily of a large perennial meadow located at the confluence

of Bridge’s Creek and North Fork of Battle Creck, which subsequently flows south into Lake McCumber, Along portions of Battle
Creek is a well-developed riparian corridor comprised of willows and alders, According to Steve Kearns, the Certified Wildlife
Biologist who prepared this repott, the subject property contains the following types of wetland and water features; Perennial
streams (2.63 acres), Ephemeral streams (1.38 acres), intermittent streams (0.29 acres), Wet swales (0.25acres), Dry swales (0.35),
Wetlands {1.31 acres) and Ponds (0.34 acres). As shown by the tentative parcel map, with the exception of a small portion of
Battle Creek located adjacent to the eastern boundary of proposed Parcel 1, all of these water features would be located on the 41
acre remainder parcel. With the incorporation of those mitigation measures regarding the designation of non-disturbance/non-
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f)

building ateas for the protection of wetlands and riparian areas on Lot 1 and the ephemeral streams located near the western
boundary of the remainder parcel, along with designating the remainder parcel Open Space, 40-acre minimum lot area (O-S-BA-
40); potential impacts from this project would be considered to be less-than-significant (see Mitigation Measures #1 and #2),

The project would not conflict with any ordinances or policies which protect biological resources. Shasta County Board of
Supervisors’ Resolution No. 95-157 provides guidance regarding use and protection of oak trees on a voluntary basis.

There are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community, Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or
State habitat conservation plans for the project site or project area.

Mitigation/Monitoring: With the mitigation measures being proposed, the impacts will be less-than-significant,

1.

With the exception of a driveway to access a home site on Lot 1, the parcel map shall designate non-disturbance/non-building areas
of a minimum of 25 feet in width along the western bank of Battle Creek (on Lot 1) and eastern-most 30 feet of Lots 1 through 4.
The Parcel Map shall note that the driveway on Lot 1 shall be placed as close as possible to its western property line in order to
avoid disturbing the 25-foot buffer area adjacent to Batile Creek. The parcel map shall also note that riparian, wetland, or other
vegetation within these areas shall not be removed or disturbed, except as allowed by prior written approval by the Director of
Resource Management (in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife).

The remainder parcel shown on the tentative parcel map shall be rezoned from Limited Residential (R-L) zone district to Open .. ..
Space, 40 acre minimum (OS-BA-40) zone district. In order to protect wetland and biological resources on this property, the parcel
map shali note that no development permits on the remainder parcel shall be issued until such time as a tract map, or, if applicable,
a parcel map (along with any necessary further CEQA review) has been approved and finaled.

Less-Than-
V. CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
Significant With Significant [mpact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a v
historical resource pursuant to §15064.57
b} Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an v
archacological resource pursuant to §15064.5?
¢} Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource v
or site or unique geologic feature?
. d) Distarb any human remains, including those interred outside of v
formal cemeteries?

Discussion: Based on the Archeology Report, prepared by Trudy Vaughan (w/ Coyote & Fox Enterprises), February, 2010, staffs
review of the project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)
b)

©)

d)

The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource,
The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource.

Upon review of the Minerals Element of the General Plan, there is no evidence to suggest that the project would directly or
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.

The project site is not on or adjacent to any known cemetery or burial area. Therefore, there is no evidence to suggest that the
project would disturb any human remains.
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A field survey, conducted in May, 20135, by Trudy Vaughan (w/ Coyote & Fox Enterprises) found no significant prehistoric or historic
resources within the project boundaries. The study recommended clearance with a general development condition that if any
archaeological discoveries are encountered during ground disturbing activities, all such activities should be halted and a qualified
archaeologist should be contacted to determing the nature of the find.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

Y1. GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
[mpact

No
HImpact

a)

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving;

i) Rupture of a known earthquake, fault, as delineated on
the most recent Alquist-Priole Earthquake Fanlt
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area
or based on other substantial evidence of a known
fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special
Publications 42,

if)  Strong seismic ground shaking?
iiiy Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv)  Landslides?

b)

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

)

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that
would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially
result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence,
Hquefaction, or collapse?

d)

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life
or property?

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers
are not available for the disposal of waste water?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault;

The project would not expaose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death
involving:

According to the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps for Shasta County, there is no known earthquake fault on the
project site.
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b)

¢

d)

ii) Strong seismic pround shaking;

According to the Shasta County General Plan Section 5.1, Shasta County has a low level of historic seismic activity. The entire
County is in Seismic Design Category D. .

All structures shall be constructed according to the seismic requirements of the currently adopted Building Code.
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction;

There are no indications that the proposed project would expose people or structures to these types of hazards.
iv) Landslides.

The project site does not lie at the top ot toe of any slope.

The project would not result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. The Soil Survey of Shasta County, completed by the
United States Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service and Forest Service in August, 1974, identified the soils in the
project site with a hazard of erosion ranging from none to slight. A grading permit is required prior to any grading activities. The
grading permit includes requirements for erosion and sediment control, including retention of topsoil.

The project would not be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project,
and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.

Portions of proposed Parcels 1 through 4 are located on a soil type (i.e. Shingletown Loam) that is identified as moderately
expansive in the “Soil Survey of Shasta County.” Expansive soils are characterized by their ability to undergo significant volume
change (shrink or swell) due to variations in moisture content” which could potentially impact the structural integrity of future
homes or buildings at these Jocations. With the incorporation of mitigation measure #3 requiring the applicant submit
documentation showing sufficient steps have been taken to protect the structural integrity of future buildings on site, impacts would
be considered to be less than significant.

The project would not have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater, The soils on the project site have been tested for wastewater
treatment and have demonstrated compliance with adopted sewage disposal criteria.

Mitigation/Monitoring: With the mitigation measures being proposed, the impacts will be less-than-significant.

3.

The parcel map shall note that prior to the issuance of a building permit for any proposed buildings or structures on each of the
parcels, the applicant shall submit documentation or reports to the Building Division showing that the potential for structural
distress due to the expansion of soils on-site has been reduced to meet building code requirements.

Potentially Less-Than- Less~-Than- No

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the Significant Significant Significant | Impact
pr

oject: : Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Create a siénificant hazard to the public or the environment v

through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous
materials?

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment v

through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?

¢) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely v

hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile
of an existing or proposed school?

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous v

materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section
65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the
public or the environment?

€)

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such v
a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport
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VII HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: Would the
project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
With

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for
people residing or working in the project area?

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the v
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in
the project area?

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted v
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?

h)  Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or v

death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are
adjacent to urbanized areas, or where residences are intermixed
with wildlands?

Discussion: Based on these comments, the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff
review of the project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

©)

d)

g)

h)

The proposed uses resulting from the project are residential and no routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials is
anficipated as a result of the project.

The project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.

The project would not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

The project is not located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites and would not create a significant hazard
to the public or the environment.

The project is not located within an airport Tand use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.
The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

The project would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan,

The project would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas, or where residences are intermixed with wildlands. The Shasta County Fire
Department has indicated that the project is located in an area which is designated a “VERY HIGH" fire hazard severity zone.
Shasta County Fire Department regulations require removal or thinning of flammable vegetation and material consistent with the

required defensible space zones.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No
VIII. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the Significant Significant Significant | Impact
project; : Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge v

requirements?
b)  Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere v

substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be

a new deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local

groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing

nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
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Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No

VIIL BYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would the Significant Significant Significant | Impact
project: Impact With Impact
Mitigation
Incorporated
existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been
granted)?
¢)  Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or arca, 4

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river,
in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation
on- or off-site?

d)  Substantially alter the existing drainage patiern of the site or area, v

including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river,
or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoffin a
manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite?

e} Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the v

capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or
provide substantial additional sources of poliuted runoff?

f)  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? v

g} Place housing within 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a v

Federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or
other flood hazard delineation map?

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would v

impede or redirect flood flows?

i) Expose people or siructures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or v
death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the
failure of a levee or dam?

J) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow? v

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, Proof-of-Water Study prepared by Lawrence & Associates (March 17, 2016), Floodplain Study prepared by John H. Humphrey,
PLD, P.E., {April 21, 2016), observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

The project would not violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. Through adherence to construction
standards, including erosion and sediment control measures, water quality and waste discharge standards will not be violated, If
grading is needed for this project, a grading permit will be required. The provisions of the permit will address erosion and siltation
containment on- and off-site. Prior to the issuance of any development permits or the initiation of any on-site land disturbance
activities, the applicant may also be required to obtain a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit from the Regional
Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB).

The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge. Water
service for the project is to be provided by individual wells. The Proof-of-Water Study prepared by Lawrence & Associates (March
17, 2016) for this project which was reviewed and approved by the Shasta County Environmental Health Division, concluded that
adequate groundwater supplies exist in the area for the proposed project without having a negative influence on wells located on
adjacent properties.

¢,d} The project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area in a manner which would result in

substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site. Non-building/non-disturbance areas along Battle Creek and along the east boundary
of the proposed lots near the ephemeral streams located on the remainder parcel will preserve the existing drainage pattern and not
require alteration of the natural drainage courses (see mitigation measure #1). Drainage improvements and designs for this
development, along with erosion control measures, will be subject to an approved grading plan permit issued by the Shasta County
Building Division. The applicant may also be required to oblain a General Construction Activity Storm Water Permit from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQUCB). If a permit from RWQCB is required, as part of this process, the applicant
must prepare a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and post construction storm water development plant to mitigate
any pollutants from the proposed development. Conditions will be added to the map requiring that these permits be approved prior
to the issuance of any development permits or the initiation of any construction activities on-site.
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€)

g

h)

i)

The project would not create or contribute runoft water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water
drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.

The project would not substantially degrade water quality. If required, appropriate permits by RWQCB would preclude any
potential significant water quality impacts (see discussion under ¢,d).

John H, Humprey, Ph.D. PE. a certified hydrologist & civil engineer, conducted a 100-year floodplain study of the entire property
and determined the base flood elevations of those portions of the property which are subject to flooding, In his report, he states the
proposed house sites on Lots 2, 3, 4 would be above the 100-year floodplain; however, the proposed building site on Lot Twould
be located within the [100-year floodplain. Since any future buildings on Lot | would be required to be constructed in compliance
with the requirements of the Building Code (e.g., requiring the floor elevation of a residence to be 1 foot above base flood
elevation), this impact is considered to be less than significant. This report also notes that the proposed waste water disposal areas
on all four lots are above the 100-year floodplain.

John H. Humprey, Ph.D. PE. a certified hydrologist & civil engineer, conducted a 100-year floodplain study of the entire property |
and determined the base flood elevations of those portions of the property which are subject to flooding. In his report, Mr. Humprey
states the fill for the proposed home pad driveway on Lot 1 would raise the 100-year floodplain from: Cross Section No.9 (as shown
on Figure 4) upstream to Mountain Meadow Road by 0.05 feet (0.6 inches) and widen the 600-foot wide flood plain by 3 feet on
each side. There are no indications at this timee that these changes to the existing 100-year floodplain due to the proposed project
would result in potentially significant impacts to neighboring properties adjacent to or downstream from proposed Lot 1.

There are no levees, dams, or impoundments within or upstream from the project area which would create flooding in the event of
levee or dam failure.

The project is not located near a large lake or the ocean so would not be subject to seiche or tsunami. It is not located on or near a
mountainside or hillside which is subject to mudflows.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

Less-Than-
IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project: Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
Significant With Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a} Physically divide an established community? ' v
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation v
of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but
not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal
program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
¢} Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural v
community conservation plan?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)
b)

The project would not physically divide an established community. The project is not located in any established comm_uuity.

The proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over
the project adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect. The project is consistent with the Rural
Residential B (RB) General Plan land use designation, which allows a density of one dwelling unit per five acres, along with the
proposed Limited Residential, minimum lot area as shown on the parcel map (R-L-BSM) zone district on a 20-acre portion of the
property and Open Space, 40 acre minimum lot area (0S-BA-40) zone district on the remainder portion of the property.

The project would not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. There are
no adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community, Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or State habitat
conservation plans for the project site or project area.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.
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Less-Than-

X, MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project: Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
' Significant With Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource v

that would be of value to the region and the residents of the

State?
b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral v

resource recovery site delineated on a local General Plan,
specific plan or other land use plan?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

The project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the
residents of the state. There are no known mineral resources of regional value located on the project site,

b)  The project site is not identitied in the General Plan Minerals Element as containing a locally-important mineral resource. There

is no other land use plan which addresses minerals.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

X1. NOISE ~ Would the project result in:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess
of standards established in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels

A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in
the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the
project?

For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a
public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive
noise levels?

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would
the project expose people residing or working in the project
area to excessive noise levels?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

The project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local
General Plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies.

The project would not result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise

levels.
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Those residential uses allowed in the R-L zone districts for the proposed parcels are not expected to result in a substantial permanent

€)
increase in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project,

d) The project would not result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project. There would be increased noise levels during construction of the new buildings, along with
residential and other activities permitted in the R-1, zone districts. However, none of these increases are expected to be significant.

¢) The project is not located within an airport land use plan or within two miles of a public airport or public use airport.

f)  The project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No
XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project: Significant Significant With | Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either v
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure)?
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, v
necessitating the construction of replacement housing
elsewhere?
¢) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the v
construction of replacement housing elsewhere?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)  The project would not induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly. The population growth resulting
from the potential 3 new residences or approximately 8 persons given a total County population of approximately 183,023 is not

substantial,

b) Due to the characteristics of the project, it would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the

construction of replaceinent housing elsewhere.

¢)  Due to the characteristics of the project, it would not displace substantial nunbers of people.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

XIIL. PUBLIC SERVICES: Would the project result in substantial | Potentially Less-Than- Less-Than- No
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or | Significant Significant Significant Impact
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physicaily | Impact With Jmpact

altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause Mitigation

significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable Incorporated

service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any

of the public services:

Fire Protection? 4

Police Protection? v

Schools? v

Parks? 4
Other public facilities? v

Initial Study - ZA 15-008, PM 12-002 — Fail River Development, Inc. 16




Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Docuinentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

The project would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for:

Fire Protection:

The project is located in a “VERY HIGH” fire hazard severity zone. However, no significant additional level of fire protection is
necessary. Ifrequired, additional fire hydrants will be installed according to the County Fire Safety Standards.

Police Protection:

The County has a total of 147 sworn and 119 non-sworn County peace officers (Sheriff's deputies) for the County population of 71,091
(Catif. Dept. of Finance, Official State Estimates as of May 2009) persons in the unincorporated area of the County. That is a ratio of
one officer per 267 persons. The project could result in 3 additional residences, with an additional population of 8 persons. This is not
considered a significant number to wairant any additional sworn or non-sworn peace officers.’

Schools:

The resultant development from the project will be required to pay the amount allowable per square foot of construction to mitigate
school impacts.

Parks:

The County does not have a neighborhood parks system.
Other public facilities:

nfa

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

Less-Than-
Potentially Significant Less-Than- No
XIV. RECREATION: Significant With Significant Impact
Impact Mitigation Impact
Incorporated
a)  Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and v
regional parks or other recreational facilities such that
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
be accelerated?
b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the v
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a} The County does not have a neighborhood or regional parks system or other recreational facilities.

b) The project would not include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Mitigation/Monitoring: Nene proposed.
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XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
With
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Cause an ingcrease 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)?

v

b)

Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of
service standard established by the County congestion
management ageney for designated roads or highway?

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including cither
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that
results in substantial safety risks?

4

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g,,
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or mcompat:ble
uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Result in inadequate emergency access?

Result in inadequate parking capacity?

g

Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs
supporting alternative transportation {e.g. bus furnouts,
bicycle racks)?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the

project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b}

¢}

d)
¢)

D
£)

The project would not generate enough traffic to significantly reduce the volume-to-capacity ratio of adjacent roadways to a

reduced level of service. The expected increase in traffic would be about 30 trips per day.

The project would not exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level-of-service standard established by the County congestion
management agency for demgnated roads or highway. There is no County congestion management agency, and no level-of-service
established by such an agency.

The preject would not result in a change in air traffic pafterns.

The project would not substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.

The project has been reviewed by the Shasta County Fire Department which has determined that there is adequaie emergency
aceess.

There is more than adequate parking available for on-site parking.

The project would not conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation,

Mitigation/Monitoring: None¢ proposed.
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Less-Than-

XVIL UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would the Potentially Significant With | Less-Than- No

project: Significant Mitigation Significant Intpact
Impact Incorporated Impact

a) Exceed wastewater freatment requirements of the ‘ v

applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or e

wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause
significant environmental effects?

¢) Require or result in the construction of new storin water v
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the v

project which serves or may serve the project from
existing entitlements and resources, or are new or
expanded entitlements needed?

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater ireatment v

provider which serves or may serve the project that it has
adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand
in addition to the provider's existing commitments?

f)  Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity - v

to accommaodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

g) Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and v

regulations related to solid waste?

Discussion: Based on the related documents listed in the Sources of Documentation for Initial Study Checklist, staff review of the
project, observations on the project site and in the vicinity, the following findings can be made:

a)

b)

c)

d)

The project would not exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board. On-
site septic systems will be used. Each parcel has an identified site for sewage disposal. No other wastewater treatment system
would be affected by the project. The project would not exceed wastewater treatinent requirements of the applicable Regional
Water Quality Control Board,

The project would not require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.

The project will be served by individual wells. Well log data from the vicinity indicates that there is sufficient groundwater to
serve the project. The Proof-of-Water Study prepared by Lawrence & Associates (March 17, 2016) for this project indicates a
sufficient supply of good quality gronndwater for the proposed development without Jeopaldlzmg the integrity of existing
residential wells in the adjacent area.

The project would not require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities,
the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects. This is a rural large-lot land division that does not require

any drainage facilities.
See discussion under b) above.

On-site septic systems will be used. Each parcel has an identified site for sewage disposal. No other wastewater treatment system
would be affected by the project.

The project would be served by a landfill with sufficient permitied capacity to accommodate the prOJect s solid waste disposal

needs.
The West Central Landfill has sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional residence and is in compliance with Federal,

State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste,
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g) The project would comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.

Mitigation/Monitoring: None proposed.

XVII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCYE:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-Than-
Significant
With

Less-Than-
Significant
Impact

No
Impact

Mitigation
Incorporated

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the v
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below the
self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal
conmmunity, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of
the major periods of California history or prehistory?

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but v
cumulatively considerable?  (“Cumulatively considerable”
means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable
when viewed in connection the effects of past projects, the
effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable
future projects)?

¢) Does the project have envirommental effects which will cause v
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or
indirectly?

Discussion:

a) With the incorporation of the mitigation measures into the project specified in Section IV. Biological Resources, there is no
evidence to support a finding that the project would have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below the self-sustaining levels, threaten
to eliminate a plant or animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal,

Rased on the discussion and findings in Section V. Cultural Resources, there is no evidence to support a finding that the project
would have the potential to eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. ‘

b) Based on the discussion and findings in all Sections above, there is no evidence to suggest that the project would have impacts
that are cumulatively considerable.

¢)  With the incorporation of the mitigation measures into the project specified in Section VI. Geology and Soils, there is no evidence
to support a finding that the project would have environmental effects which would cause substantial adverse effects on human
beings, either directly or indirectly.

Mitigation/Monitoring: As described in Sections IV and VL.
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INITIAL STUDY COMMENTS

PROJECT NUMBER __ Zone Amendment 15-008, Parcel Map 12-002 — Fall River Development, Inc,

GENERAL COMMENTS:

Special Studies: The following project-specific studies have been completed for the proposal and will be considered as part of the
record of decision for the Negative Declaration. These studies are available for review through the Shasta County Planning Division.

. Archeology Report, prepared by Trudy Vaughan {(w/ Coyote & Fox Enterprises), June, 2015

Biological Review and Wetlands Delineation for Mountain Meadows Project, prepared by Wildland Resource Managers,
QOctober, 2013 ‘

. Wetlands Delineation: Frank Nichol’'s Mountain Meadows Froperty, prepared by Wildland Resource Managers, August 2014,
. Mt Meadows Willow Flycatcher Survey, prepared by Wildland Resource Managers, July 2014

Floodplain Study for Parcel Map 12-002, prepared by John H. Humpheey, Ph.D, P.E., April 21, 2016

Proof-of-Water Study for Parcel Map 12-002, prepared by Lawrence & Associates, March 17, 2016

B -

o tn

Agency Referrals: Prior to an environmental recommendation, referrals for this project were sent to agencies thought to have
responsible agency or reviewing agency authority. The responses to those referrals (attached), where appropriate, have been
incorporated into this document and will be considered as pait of the record of decision for the Negative Declaration. Copies of all
referral comments may be reviewed through the Shasta County Planning Division. To date, referral comments have been received from
the following State agencies or any other agencies which have identified CEQA concerns:

1. California Department of Fish and Wildlife, letter dated 8/31/15.
Conclusion/Summary: Based on a field review by the Planning Division and other agency staff, early consultation review comments

from other agencies, information provided by the applicant, and existing information available to the Planning Division, the project, as
revised and mitigated, is not anticipated to result in any significant environmental impacts.
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SOURCES OF DOCUMENTATION FOR INITIAL STUDY CHECKLIST

All headings of this source document correspond to the headings of the initial study checklist. In addition to the resources listed below,
initial study analysis may also be based on field observations by the staff person responsible for completing the initial study. Most
resource materials are on file in the office of the Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Planning Division, 1855 Placer
Street, Suite 103, Redding, CA 96001, Phone: (530) 225-5532. '

GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING
1. Shasta County General Plan and land use designation maps.
2. Applicable community plans, airport plans and specific plans.
3. Shasta County Zoning Ordinance (Shasta County Code Title 17) and zone district maps.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

I. AESTHETICS
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 6.8 Scenic Highways, and Section 7.6 Design Review.
2. Zoning Standards per Shasta County Code, Title 17. '

1. AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 6.1 Agricultural Lands. -
2. Soil Survey of Shasta County Area, California, published by U.S. Department of Agricuiture, Soil Conservation
Service and Forest Service, August 1974.

ITI. AIR QUALITY
1. Shasta County General Plan Section, 6.5 Air Quality.
2. Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin, 2006 Air Quality Aftainment Plan.
3. Records of, or consultation with, the Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Air Quality Management

District,

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Shasta County General Plan, Section 6.2 Timberlands, and Section 6.7 Fish and Wildlife Habitat.

Designated Endangered, Threatened, or Rare Plants and Candidates with Official Listing Dates, published by the
California Department of Fish and Game.

Natural Diversity Data Base Records of the California Department of Fish and Game.

. Federal Listing of Rare and Endangered Species.

Shasta County General Plan, Section 6.7 Fish and Wildlife Habitat.

State and Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Animals of California, published by the California Department
of Fish and Game.

7. Natural Diversity Data Base Records of the California Department of Fish and Game,

DD —
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES

1. Shasta County Genera! Plan, Section 6.10 Heritage Resources.

2. Records of, or consultation with, the following:
a. The Northeast Information Center of the California Historical Resources Information System, Department of

Anthropology, California State University, Chico.

b.  State Office of Historic Preservation.
¢. Local Native American representatives.
d. Shasta Historical Society.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 5.1 Seismic and Geologic Hazards, Section 6.1 Agricultural Lands, and Section
6.3 Minerals.
2. County of Shasta, Erosion and Sediment Control Standards, Design Manual
3. Soil Survey of Shasta County Area, California, published by U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation
Service and Forest Service, August 1974,
4. Alquist - Priolo, Earthquake Fault Zoning Maps.

VII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 5.4 Fire Safety and Sheriff Protection, and Section 5.6 Hazardous Materials,

2. County of Shasta Multi-Hazard Functional Plan
3. Records of, or consultation with, the following:
a.  Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division.
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Shasta County Fire Prevention Officer.
Shasta County Sheriff's Department, Office of Emergency Services.
Shasta County Department of Public Works.

California Environmental Protection Agency, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central

Valley Region.

VIIL. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY

I. Shasta County General Plan, Section 5.2 Flood Protection, Section 5.3 Dam Failure Tnundation, and Section 6.6

Water Resources and Water Quality.

2. Flood Boundary and Floodway Maps and Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Shasta County prepared by the Federal

Emergency Management Agency, as revised to date.

3. Records of, or consultation with, the Shasta County Department of Public Works acting as the Flood Control Agency

and Community Water Systems manager,

IX. LAND USE AND PLANNING
I. Shasta County General Plan land use designation maps and zone district maps.
2. Shasta County Assessor's Office land use data.

X. MINERAL RESOURCES
I. Shasta County General Plan Section 6.3 Minerals.

X1, NOISE

1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 5.5 Noise and Technical Appendix B.

XII. POPULATION AND HOUSING
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 7.1 Community Organization and Development Patterns.

2. Census data from U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census.
3. Census data from the California Department of Finance.

4. Shasta County General Plan, Section 7.3 Housing Element,

5. Shasta County Department of Housing and Community Action Programs.

XIII, PUBLIC SERVICES
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 7.5 Public Facilities.
2. Records of, or consultation with, the following:

a.
b.
c.
d.

Shasta County Fire Prevention Officer.
Shasta County Sheriff's Department,

Shasta County Office of Education.

Shasta County Department of Public Works.

X1V, RECREATION
1. Shasta County General Plan, Section 6.9 Open Space and Recreation.

XV. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC
[. Shasta County General Plan, Section 7.4 Circulation.
2. Records of, or consultation with, the following:

a.
b.
C.

Shasta County Department of Public Works.
Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency.
Shasta County Congestion Management Plan/Transit Development Plan.

3. Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Rates,

XVI. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
1. Records of, or consultation with, the following;:

S e o on

Pacific Gas and Electric Company,

Pacific Power and Light Company.

Pacific Bell Telephone Company.

Citizens Uiilities Company.

T.C.L

Marks Cablevision.

Shasta County Department of Resource Management, Environmental Health Division.
Shasta County Department of Public Works.

Initial Study - ZA 15-008, PM 12-002 — Fall River Development, Inc. 23



¥T

UOTSIAL( Suluue]q “BOISIAI( Sulp[ng

‘siorad
Swpmg JO SIURTISSI 3} 01 IO

‘sjuauannbal spod Sulppng
1991 O] PIONPII U2 SBY SYS-UO S[10S Jo uolsuedxs 21 01 anp
$59.0SIp [BIMONYS 10] [enusiod oup Jey) SULMOYS UOISIAL Supng
2173 01 S110dRI X0 UOTRISTNOOP NHIAnS [reys Juestdde ot ‘spooied
11 JO UOBS U0 samyonms Io sfarp(ing pasodord Aue 1oy jmuuad
urpimq e jo souensst o1 03 Joud 1ey) ajou [[eys dew pored oy

¢

STHOS ANV ADOTOED 1A

UOISIAL(] SUIUTe]J
NPT pue gsIJ Jo jueumredacy

UOTSIAL(] SUIuUeld
‘QPIPIIAN PUE UsL] JO pusunedac]

“20UBQINISIP
as-uo Aue 10 spruuied juawdoeasp
Aue JO 20URNSST 1) 01 JOLL]

*AOURQITISIP
2s-uo Aue 10 syuerad ygawrdojeasp
AUE JO 25UBTISST 913 0} IO

‘pareu pue paaoadde uasq sey {(marasl vOID
Ioquny Aressoosu Aue s Suee) dew [eoted e ‘o[qeondde 1r
‘10 ‘deur 1€ € $B 9T} YIS [UN PINSSI 9q [[eys [20Jed Jopureuwal
sy uo suued juswmdopasp ou je oyou Jeys dew [soied
o ‘Auadoxd smpy uo seamosal [eo150[0Iq PUR pue[iom 199301d
0] 19PI0 W[ “IDLNSIP 2UOZ {OF-VI-SO) WU 2198 (f ‘sordg
uad() o1 1oInSIp 20z (<) [RHULPISYY PIIUF] WOL pPouczol
aq eys dew [3o1ed 2anrEIUS) O UO WMOYS [eoIed Jopurewal oY [

"(JUPTEA PUE YSL JO Juounredac]
BILIOJI[RD SU1 TIm UOHBINSUOS Ul) juswsSeuely 92IM0SoYy
Jo 10pa11(] 3y AQ eacidde uaprim Jond Aq pemofe se ydeoxe
‘PagIMSTP IO PAAOWIAL 3G J0U [[BUS $BAIR 9591 UNIIM UONEIOBIA
1830 10 ‘puepiem ‘ueuredu jem sou ospe [eys dew (eored ayj
o210y spyeg 01 Jusoe(pe BAIR I19JJNq 100]-$T 211 SUIqIISIp proae
01 opio ur auy Auadord urssem 3t 071 a1qissod se asopd se pased
2q [[eys [ 107 U0 AeMeALIp 3G B 230U [[eys depy [eored oy, ‘¢
ysnonp [ $1077 J0 183 Q€ 1SOW-WINSER pue (| 107 Uo) 3991 aped
JO Yueq 119)59M 91} SUOTE IPIM UI 199] §7 JO WINUILUIUL B JO SEAIR
Surppng-uou/soueqIysip-uou SjeuSisep qreys dew (pored oy
‘F 30°T UO SIS SUWIOY B $$00E 0] ABM2ALID & JO uondaoxs sy yum

1

[IOUAO0STY TVDIDOTOIE "Al

20071 A % 800-ST VZ J0O4
(D INVID0Yd ONTHOLINOIW NOLLVOLLIA




V4 ¢
INIINJOTIAZA d3AI-L T11vV4 \ \;_1;
200°ZVINd 'B00SIVZ | (1 —— T
NOILYOO01 L03rodd m,/ ,.J//wm ﬂ Sy T B
- | h? QH G2y, _:
S N L 5 mw_,. \.Wa@\ o ¢ EWHNNSHM_W\:}I
3 © -msnfu..m,._r MMM
i ; e S 1 =
. 0 N\ e
S ) o A
3 e IRERRE N
T # oSS A B
Ty 4557 B TR SR %\
L Vw\ 5
il -1.... ‘w/...\n. V- U....\..\ ®
) =&
0 et
[ PPE R
ST g
100loid & k
B,

: o

i

o) §

T < I && M&\b@vﬁ

/, > ’
[ ~ _ \

M
p




vIHVY NMOLTTONIHS |
ININJOTIAIA J3A TIVH b
200-ZLINd ‘800-SLVZ |
NV1d TVH3INID




V3HV NMOLITONIHS
INIFINJOTIAIA A3AR 11V
Z00-ZLINd ‘800-5LVZ
DONILSIX3 - SLORLSIA INOZ




V3¥V NMOLITONIHS
ININJOTIAIA YIAAN 1v4
| 200-ZLINd ‘800-SLVZ
d3S0d0¥d - S1O1¥1SIid INOZ




1».3.3‘.._1-!.... ‘ \J.. ;
R B S S TR

(SIOUQIN) 200-ZLiNd
9JI 102l0id JO MBIA [elIBY




VALY NMOLTTONIHS | o ey mmodmimmnammany =
ININdOTIAIA ST R ) V |

JIAIE TV TARTEEE o ST ,ﬂ%

200-Z1 dVIN T30UVd e -y

J— b, o Sy TR .
- ﬁ M e
ool ) R
] @ o y
J

r ——
T »
A S.Lr a../ errpret o { 1
1 R B2 1 | 3
. . T Ly e f
" ! : . I.II.II..l,...\.? .w. i L. !
\N-I.Hti -l Sy

TR NN
BRSNS g}
FT..II,\ _V/,_P/l/ o A L IR 7 . )
I e e e S Uﬂgaﬁg i
H o %asos.sn mggmgwgmg_—.\"
i ff

e =
b ! nn i I
Hgv&m%mgﬂm . \%ﬂ:nﬂ w i
- i . H 1 ] I . ! 1 I
J S | m i L. ! i ¢
1 Eoland g - |




I O T

L i“-_‘e J').f .
T - «.-d-A-A_-i—F—‘_..L-..‘A-‘—-b-h-.——, 4 !

i ? &n‘iﬁ? L] oy = XD § mh’}g;tg
. w

7

T
aa
e ®
TR

Hu,, -
O

o
Ly

679,
i 3
g

&

N — — - = LOOD PLAIN Rerops HousE PAD + D/t
ELoop AN Wity HouSE PAD + O/ -3’ WIDER

PRSI PO R S ¥ L

¢

s B
SR

. ;'&:‘;

| Parcel Map 12-002 . . ds
- { Frank Nichols Project ™
- | North Fork Batfie Creek ¢ 4
- FloodModel ~

] 100-Year Ws - |.




Fielt Work and Profect Management
by Wildland Resource Managers
Steven J. Kemns
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