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SECTION THREE 
RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
This section contains the letters of comment that were received on the Draft EIR and Partially 
Recirculated Draft EIR.  Following each comment letter is a response intended to either 
supplement, clarify, or amend information provided in the Draft EIR and Partially Recirculated 
DEIR, or refer the commenter to the appropriate place in the Draft EIR where the requested 
information can be found.  Those comments that are not directly related to environmental issues 
are briefly described and noted for the record. 
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3.1 Responses to Draft EIR Comments 
 
Letter 1 Scott Morgan, Acting Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s 

Office of Planning and Research 
 
Response 1A:  The comment is noted.  All letters received from the Clearinghouse are included 
in Section Three and in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, written responses to 
all comments are provided.   
 



A

Letter 2
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Letter 2 Glen & Linda Adams 
 
Response 2A: The comment is noted. Comments of proposed project opposition should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. Noise impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.10, air quality is addressed in 
Section 3.3, water quality is addressed in Section 3.8, agricultural impacts are addressed in 
Section 3.2, Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, sewer, water and storm water 
impacts are addressed in Section 3.13, and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12.  
 
 



Letter 3
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B cont.
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Letter 3 James L. & Rebecca S. Anderson 
 
Response 3A: The comment is noted.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project, 
including impacts identified by the commenter, are addressed by Mitigation Measures #3.12-1a 
through #3.12-8 beginning on page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR and in the Partially Recirculated 
DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon. 
  
Response 3B:  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather an opinion of 
the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural/open 
space purposes.  
  
Response 3C:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 



Letter 4

A

B



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 4-1  

Letter 4 Mary Ascinar 
 
Response 4A:  The comment is noted.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project, 
including impacts identified by the commenter, are addressed by Mitigation Measures #3.12-1a 
through #3.12-8 beginning on page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR and in the Partially Recirculated 
DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon. 
 
Response 4B:  See Response 4A above. 
 



Letter 5
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Letter 5 Mrs. Diana Belongie 
 
Response 5A:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Response 5B:  The comment is noted.  Potential effects to wells in the vicinity of the project site 
are addressed under Impact #3.8-3 and Impact #3.13-2 of the Draft EIR and Appendices I, J and 
P of the Draft EIR.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project, including impacts 
identified by the commenter, are addressed by Mitigation Measures #3.12-1a through #3.12-8 
beginning on page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR and in the Partially Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) 
and the response to comments thereon. 
 
Response 5C:  The comment is noted.  The commenter/resident of Churn Creek Bottom is 
voicing an opinion regarding the need for the proposed project.  Commenter opposition should 
be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 



Letter 6
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Letter 6 Melita Bena 
 
Response 6A:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Response 6B:  The comment is a statement that the project conflicts with provisions of the 
Shasta County General Plan regarding land use designations and commercial development at the 
I-5/Knighton Road intersection.  Land use designations and potential General Plan conflicts have 
been addressed in the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.9).  As noted 
on Draft EIR page 3.9-14 Impact #3.9-2, this is a matter of policy that must be decided by the 
Board of Supervisors.     
 
Response 6C:  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather an opinion of 
the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural 
purposes due to Class 1 soil.  
 



Letter 7
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Letter 7 Douglas Bennett, Citizens for Responsible Government 
 
Response 7A:  The comment is noted. Comments of proposed project opposition should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Response 7B:  See Response 7A above. 
 
Response 7C:  The comment is noted. Fiscal impacts of the proposed project, including projected 
revenues from sales tax and other sources, are summarized on pages ES-5 and ES-6 of the Draft 
EIR. Urban blight is discussed and analyzed on pages 3.9-2 through 3.9-4 of the Draft EIR.  
Appendix L (Urban Decay analysis) and Appendix M (Fiscal Impact Analysis) provide 
additional detail on this subject.  Comments of proposed project opposition should be directed to 
the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 7D:  Urban blight is discussed and analyzed on pages 3.9-2 through 3.9-4 of the Draft 
EIR.  Appendix L (Urban Decay analysis) and Appendix M (Fiscal Impact Analysis) provide 
additional detail on this subject.  Comments of proposed project opposition should be directed to 
the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 7E:  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather an opinion of 
the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural 
purposes. Impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources are discussed and analyzed 
on pages 3.2-1 through 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 7F:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
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Letter 8 Rod Evans, Churn Creek Bottom Homeowners and Friends 
Association 

 
Response 8A:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment related to any one specific 
environmental topic, but rather a statement by the commenter that the environmental analysis 
reflects pre-determination that the project should be approved. 
 
Response 8B:  The comment is noted. The widening of Knighton Road from the I-5 southbound 
ramps to Churn Creek Road is necessary to accommodate forecasted traffic volumes generated 
by the project.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project, including impacts identified 
by the commenter, are addressed by Mitigation Measures #3.12-1a through #3.12-8 beginning on 
page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR and in the Partially Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) and the 
response to comments thereon. 
 
Response 8C:  The opinion of the commenter that the assumptions of the Draft EIR regarding 
“the handling of storm water runoff” and that “projections are based on unsupported data that 
contradicts available FEMA studies and data” is noted.   
 
The impacts’ analysis in the Draft EIR was based on a hydrologic study prepared by Hydmet, 
Inc. for PACE Civil Inc., a Redding engineering firm.  The methodology for the study was 
described, in Appendix K to the EIR, as:  
 

The Redding Hydrology manual (Hydrology manual, City-wide Master Storm 
Drain Study, Appendix C, City of Redding Department of Public Works, 1993, 
Revised 2005) was used to evaluate the hydrology of the project.  The hydrologic 
model uses the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers HEC-1 (version 4.1, June 1998) 
flood hydrograph model.  The HEC-1 Data processor was written with XML 
format and Microsoft Dot Net Framework.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
HEC-RAS (version 3.1.2, April 2004) model was used to evaluate the floodplain. 

 
The Draft EIR does not purport to have “secured ACID facilities to assist with the runoff.”  The 
Draft EIR, rather, as detailed in Appendix K, Analysis of Churn Creek Floodplain and Detention 
Storage, provides for total onsite retention of any drainage volumes exceeding those currently 
emanating from the site, some of which is currently drained through ACID facilities.  Please see, 
however, Appendix U and the DEIR errata noting that all storm water is now proposed to be 
retained on the project site. 
 
The comments of the Hydrology engineer attached to the comment letter are addressed in 
Responses 8I through 8N below.  
 
Response 8D:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, 
but a statement of concern that the proposed project will result in loss of rural identity, a project 
related impact discussed at page 3.1-6 of the Draft EIR Impact #3.1-1.  
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Response 8E:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, 
but rather an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site 
is in the production of food crops.  
 
Response 8F:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Responses 16Y, 16Z, 16AA and 
16BB regarding the adequacy of the urban decay analysis completed for the proposed project. 
 
Response 8G:  See Section Four – Errata amendments to Draft EIR pages 3.11-5 and 3.11-6 
regarding revenue projections as they relate to public safety costs.  
 
Response 8H:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment related to any one specific 
environmental topic, but rather an opinion of the commenter that the environmental analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR does not reflect an objective, good faith, assessment of the proposed 
project’s impacts relative to its’ benefits. 
 
Response 8I:  The comment is noted.  The Draft EIR (Appendix K) recommends “redirection” 
of flood flows, as a component of the project, as follows: 
 

The purpose of the HECRAS analysis was to determine the influence of the 
project on the Churn Creek overflow 100-year floodplain.  The project grading 
plan diverts part of the shallow overflow to the east side of the project. … A 
channel will be constructed on the west side of Churn Creek Road to carry the 
diverted flow.  The Channel is adjacent to Churn Creek Road on the west.  It 
varies from 30 ft wide and three feet deep for the north half to 50 ft wide and one 
foot deep for the south half.  Table 4 shows the Churn Creek overflow 100-year 
floodplain elevations with and without the project.  The proposed bypass ditch 
creates decreased in the 100-year water surfaces and more than compensates for 
flow displacement due to project grading and fill.  Please also see Appendix U of 
the DEIR and the DEIR errata based thereon. 

 
Response 8J:  The comment is noted.  The Appendix K study is consistent with, and refers to, 
the FEMA baseline data for the project site defining probable flood elevations as one foot above 
project site grades.  FEMA review is, in view of the detailed analysis undertaken, not essential to 
evaluation of project impacts.  Please see, however, Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR 
errata based thereon. 
 
Response 8K:  The analysis in Appendix K, conducted in full compliance with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers modeling standards referenced in Response 8I above, refutes the 
commenter’s unsubstantiated assumption that “the project will redirect flood flows in a manner 
that will place existing housing within the SFHA and redirect flood water over busy roads 
creating a hazardous condition for the public.”  Please also see Appendix U of the DEIR and the 
DEIR errata based thereon. 
 
Response 8L:  See Response 8C above. 
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Response 8M:  PHI Letter of July 6, 2009 was not attached to the 12/18/09 PHI letter attached to 
the Rod Evans letter.   
 
Response 8N: The opinion is noted.  See Responses 8C, 8I, 8J, and 8M above.  Please also see 
Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR errata based thereon. 
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Letter 9 Bridgette Brick-Wells 
 
Response 9A:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Response 9B:  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather an opinion of 
the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural/open 
space purposes.  
 
Response 9C:   The comment is noted.  The potential impact of the proposed project on existing 
area shopping centers such as the Mt. Shasta Mall and the Dana Drive retail stores is discussed 
and analyzed on pages 3.9-2 through 3.9-4 of the Draft EIR.  Appendix L (Urban Decay 
analysis) provides additional detail on this subject.   
 
Response 9D:  See Comment Letter 7, Response 7C. 
 
Response 9E:  The comment is noted.   



Letter 10
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Letter 10 Dixie O. Ten Broeck 
 
Response 10A:  The comment is noted. Comments of proposed project opposition should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. Traffic impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.12 and in the PRDEIR and 
responses to comments thereon, potential flooding impact is addressed in Section 3.8 (please also 
see Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR errata based thereon), Pacheco School impacts are 
addressed in Section 3.11 and agricultural impacts are addressed in Section 3.2.  
 
Response 10B:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.  
Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 10C:  See Response 10B above. 
 



Letter 11
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Letter 11 Tony Ten Broeck 
 
Response 11A:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Response 11B:  The comment is noted. Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.11, drainage system impact is addressed in Section 3.8 (please also see Appendix U of 
the DEIR and the DEIR errata based thereon), traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and 
in the PRDEIR and the responses to comments thereon and agricultural impacts are addressed in 
Section 3.2.  
 
Response 11C:  The comment is noted.  



Letter 12

A
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Letter 12 Sherrie Brookes 
 
Response 12A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 12B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 12C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
 



Letter 13
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Letter 13 Leslie Bryan 
 
Response 13A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 13B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 13C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 14 Charles Capp 
 
Response 14A:  The comment is noted. Noise impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.10, 
traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in the PRDEIR and responses to comments 
thereon and air quality impacts are addressed in Section 3.3.  
 
Response 14B:  The comment is noted. Agricultural impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 
3.2 and growth inducing impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Section 5.6 at page 5-
14.  
 
Response 14C:  The comment is noted. Urban blight is discussed and analyzed on pages 3.9-2 
through 3.9-4 of the Draft EIR.  Appendix L (Urban Decay analysis) and Appendix M (Fiscal 
Impact Analysis) provide additional detail on this subject.   
 
Response 14D:  The comment is noted. Sewer, water and storm water impacts are addressed in 
Draft EIR Section 3.13 (please also see Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR errata based 
thereon) and groundwater quality impacts are addressed in Section 3.8.  
 
Response 14E:  The comment is noted.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.11 and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12.  
 
Response 14F:  The comment is noted. Comments regarding opposition to the proposed project 
should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
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Letter 15 Sara Capp 
 
Response 15A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 15B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 15C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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December 7: 2009 

Ms. Lisa Lozier 
Shasta County Planning Division 
1855 Placer Street 
Redding, CA 96001 

Dear Ms. Lozier: 

The following are our conxnents on the Draft Environmental l~npacl  Report (DEIR) for the 

proposed develop~nent (Project) at the intersection of Knighlon Road and 1-5. We reviewed the 

following sections ofthe DEIR: 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality (porlions relating to groundwater, not drainage) 

Section 3.13, Utilities and Service Systems 
Appendix I, Water Supply Assessment 

SECTION 3.8 - HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Page 3.8-2, 2"" full 11: Last sentence states that cetlain al-eas of the County "...I?nve llze 

greatest n1location.v of wnler.. . . " There should be a distinction 

between surface water 'and groundwater. Two or the entities 

mentioned, Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) and Clear Creek 
Cornrnunity Services District (CCCSD) use mainly surrace water; 
BVWD has \ier)l limited groundwater resources, with CCCSD having 

sotnewhat greater groundwater resources. Currently, BVWD is 
experiencing water shortages because of cutbacks lo their surface- 
water supply, and therefore isn't a prime area for future development 
(as the DEIR states). The cities of Redding, Anderson, and 
Cotlon\vood, and the Anderson Cottonwood l~rigation District (ACID) 

all overlie the most productive parts ofthe Redding groundwater 

3590 Iran Cauil . Shasla Lake. Calilornla 96019 . (530) 275-4800 . lax(530) 275-7970 . V , ~ V W . ~ W T ~ C  c0rr8 
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basin. Redding uses a mixture of surface- and gi-oundwater. Anderson 

and Cottonwood both rely solely on groundwater. ACID currently 
relies solely on surface water. 

Page 3.8-4, 3"' Cull 11: The discussion of aquifer characteristics should be put in perspective. 
The writer should describe the aquifer's ability to tmnsmit water as  

"good" or "bad" (or whatever would be the writer's opinion). Having 
conducted the testing, 1 would characterize the aquirer's abilily to 
tr'ansmit water as "good" to ''\rely good" - groundwater flows through 

the aquirer in this area well. Also, groundwater in the production well 
flouis into the well mainly froin the horizontal direclion, not upward or 
doivnward. This is because the aquifer is constrained by clay layers 

thal inhibit the vertical movement of water (although a small amount 
water still moves downward through the clay layers, whether or not the 

well is pumping). 

SECTION 3.13 - U T ~ L ~ T ~ E S  AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Page 3.13-1, 3rd 11: Anderson Landfill is closer to site than West Central Landfill. Please 
clarify if the Anderson Landfill cannot be utilized. 

Page 3.13-4, 3"' full 1: Three reaional aquifers have been delineated at the site, and there is at 
least one shallower aquifer; the perched zone, ranging from 11 to 25 

feet below ground surface (bgs). There may be deeper zones (below 

325 feet bgs), also. 

The discussion ofthe static water level (about 52 reel bgs) for the 

deeper zone should be expanded to include a description ofthe depth 
ofthe aquifers. For example, although the static water level in the 
deeper aquifer is at 52 feet bgs, the actual aquifer is between 240 and 

325 feet bgs (the upper aquifer extends from 108 to 125 feet bgs and 
the internediate aquirer extends Crom 158 to 209 reel bgs). 

Page 3.13-4, 4"' full 11: The discussion of the screened interval ofthe production well should 
include a definition ofthe "screened interval" (where groundwater 

enters the well casing). Similar to the discussion in the pre~jious 
comtnent, the writer should clarify the distinction between where 
water enters the well and the static water le\lel. 

Page3.13-5, ]"TI: Please include a briefsutntnary on how the water demand was 
calculaled or upon what it is based so the reader does not have to 

search through the appendices as much. 

007103.02 1,1111~rence & A.s.s~,cirr~e,s 
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Page 3.13-5, 2"" I/: States that there are no applicable Federal regulations. There are 
Federal regulations that apply, although they are "administered by the 

State, or the State has their own version. If Federal and State 
regulations do not match, then Federal regulations will apply. Perhaps 

a list of Federal regulations should be included here (e,g, ,  the Clean 
Water Act). 

Page 3.13-6, 5''' 11: We do not understand why the California Urban Water Management 

Planning Act (UWMPA) applies to this Project. The UWMPA applies 

to urban water suppliers providing water to 3,000 or more customers 
or more than 3,000 acre-feet of ~vater annually. Please clan@, 

Page 3.13-7, 2"" full 71: The California Public Utilities Co~n~nission (CPUC) generally 
regulates private utility entities delivering utility senjices. If the 
Project's water supply were to become part of a County Service Area 

(CSA), it would not be under CPUC authority 

Pages 3.13-8 & -9, Thresholds of Significance: Perhaps the last four bullets should be rewritten 
to match the intent of the prefatory sentence. FOI- example, the fourth 
bullet \vould make more sense if it read "Hove &.silfiicient .si~pplie.r... ". 

Page 3.13-9, I" full 11: A wastewater technical memo, dated January 20, 2009 by Lawrence & 
Associates, titled "I'reliminnry Wn.slewntei Impacl.s Anniysis,fi,r 

Knighton Rond I~evelopmenl" (L&A 1120109 Wastewater Technical 
Memo) was not provided by the applicant, but is attached hereto. This 
memo contains the technical details ofthe contaminant modeling and 

recomlnendations for wastewater treatment. 

We believe the wrong standard for nitrate was used; this paragraph 
references a 5 1ng1L standard in the State Water Resources Control 

Board (SWRCB) basin goals. The Basin Goals for the 

SacramentoISan Joaquin Basins do not contain a 5 mg1L standard. 
The Basin Goals reference $64431, Thhle 64431-A of Title 22 

Cnl!fi)rnia Code ofllegi~lalion.~, which is the listing of Maximurn 

Contaminant Levels (MCL) for various parameters. Tnhle 64431-A 
lists the MCL for nitrate+nitrate as nitrogen at 10 mgIL (or 45 mg1L 
for nitrate as nitrate). The Project's wastewater-treatment system will 

reduce the nitrogen concentrations in the effluent so that there will not 
be a statistically significant impact on the underlying groundwater 
(this will be the standard to which the State permit will hold the 
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Project). As concluded in the January 2009 Wastewater Memo by 

L&A, it is anticipated that this level will be well below the MCL. 

Page 3.1 3-9, Mitigation Measure #3.13-1: This mitigation, as proposed, would require the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to "certify" the 
wastcwatcr systcn~. Thc  RWQCB has no procedures or authority to 
"certify" cvaslewaler systems. The  RWQCB will issue Waste 
Discharge Requirements ( W D R )  which tvill describe the conditions 

under which the system may operate, require ~nonitoring o f  various 
system components, and reporting o f  those results. The  W D R  also 
will contain provisions Tor penalties or limitations o f  system 

operations i f  the permit conditions are not met or monitoring results 
show exceedences o f  permit limits. The  correct wording for this 
mitigation would be: 

"The pic:iect proponen1 shall e.stahlish an approyiaie mechcrnism 

lo mainlain and operare the on7rife waslewoler ~rcatmen~,facili~y 

ii? cotnplinnce will1 liegionol Wale, Qualily Conlrol Hoard 

requiremenl.~ 0,s deliizea~ed in Waste llischmge Reyuiremen1.s lhol 

shall he i.s.s~ted,ji,r /he facilily. " 

Page 4-1, I"']: A more recent Technical Memo by Lawrence & Associates, dated 
January 20, 2009, titled "Updale lo I-'relimina~y Waler-Sup]dy 1mpncl.s 
,for Knighlon Xoad/1evelopin.enfn ( L & A  1120109 Water Supply) has 

been attached for your evaluation and should be considered an update 
lo the 5/12/08 menlo. 

There are several incorrect values for water demand - 125 gallons per 

mlnute (gpm) should be 122 gpm; 400 gpm should be 337 gpm: 90 

gprn should be 63 gpm; and 275 gpm should be 212 gpm. 

Page 4- I ,  5"' ?!: States that historic agricultural consumptive use is estimated at about 
193 acre-feet per year, or 2.1 acre-feet per acre. Please provide a 
reference or basis for this statement. For exrunple, was data provided 
by ACID o f  delivered water or was data taken from published values 
for the area (e.g., from the Slza.sln Cormly Waler Re.souice.s Master 

IJ/aiz, /'hose I Re[~orl). 



Ms. Li,sa Lazier; Sk(r,srsta Corrrtty Plarrrrirrg I~ecert~her. 21, Z0W 
K~riglrl~~rt Rood l )o~e~~~~lrtrei l t  - Colrll~relrt.~ oil 1)EIR PllgL' 5 Of 5 

Page 4-2, 2"" 51 For c lar~f~cat~on,  please add underl~ned phrase to "It 1s no/ nnticipated 

rhni future wnier demands or1 tlre site ~vell  will exceed " 

Page 5-1; 2"" 11: Please clarib how the County provides residents with groundwater as 

the County has no intrinsic water rights to groundwater used by its 
citizens (other than beneath specific County-owned properly), and the 

County does not directly supply water to most residents (the Shnsta 

County Water Agency assists with some small County Service Area 
water suppliers). Each landowner in the County has an ooerlying right 

to use the groundwater beneath theil- land for beneficial uses. 

Page 5-3, I" 11: States that ground~vater quantity will not vary significantly between 

wet and dl21 years, but does not define what "significant" is. Please 
clarib the quantitative analysis to define the significant level. Also, 

different aquifers will have dirferent responses. The shallo~vest 

aquifers (and the wells in those aquifers) may be more depleted in 
extended droughts than \\~ould deeper aquifers. 

Page 5-3, 2"" I/: Parts of the County reliant upon surface water delivered through the 

Central Valley Project (CVP) have experienced severe water shortages 
in the past. Groundwater users with wells that do not penetrate far 
enough into an aquifer or with wells in vely shallow aquifers may have 

experienced problems during droughts. Please clarii'~~ the differing 

impacts between surface-water and groundwater supplies. 

Page 6-2, 2"" 11: The water demand values in this paragraph reflect numbers fro111 an 

early drart of our analysis (May 2008). Our January 2009 water- 
supply memo updated the initial figures, and should be used as the 

basis for the EIR: 

Average 'annual demand, total = 90 gpm 

Maxi~iluln day demand, total = 122 gpm 
Peak hour demand, total = 337 gpm 

Maximum day demand, irrigation = 63 gpm 

Peak hour demand, irrigation = 21 2 gpm 

Please reel free to contact me if you have any questtons regardmg these comments 

Sincerely, 

&co&+dy 
Bonnie E. Lampley I /  
Principal Hydrogeologist 



Exhibit E-I 



Technical Memo 

To: Mr. Brian Huffaker, Hawkins Companies 

From: Ms. Bonnie Larnpley 

CC: Mr. Paul Reuter, PACE Civil. inc. 

Date: January 20.2009 

Re: Update to preliminary water-supply impacts for Knighton Road development 

Mr. HufPaker, 

As you requested, this teclinical memo presents an update of the preliminaty analysis of potential 
water-supply impacts 6.om the Mawlcins Companies proposed conlmercial development at l(lug1iton 
Road and Intestate 5, Shasta County, California. We understand that the develop~nent will consist of 
approximately 74 1,000 square feet of commercial development, of which about 26,000 square feet 
will be restaurunts and thc remainder, retail. 

We submitted our initial p r e l i n ~ a ~ y  analysis to you in May 2008. The intent of the prelimuia~y 
analysis was to provide initial info~mation to the Shasta Counry Planning Department (Planning) for 
their preparation of a "Request for Proposals" for the Project's Environ~ncntal Impact Report (EIR). 
Planning has now selected a consultant to prepare the EIR, and you requested that wc update the 
preliininary analysis to reflect current conditions. 

As in tlie initial me~norandum, we are providing no interpretation as to the significance of the potential 
water-supply impacts. The information presented herein is to be used by Shasta County and their 
consultant for the EIR. 

The analysis is based solely on information fi'o111 previous studies, info~mation available in-house at 
L&A, and new inforn~ation presented by PACE Civil, Inc. (Puce), in part as follows: 

L&A, August 1998, rev. Janualy 1999, fVeII Irrstnll(rtiorr, Aqli(fir, Tertirrg nrrd Gr~orrrrcl-IVcrter 
Morklirig,for F!)~irrg J Krriglitorr Rood fi.crilel Pl(rz(r Slrrrstcr Corrrtt~< C(~l(for.rricr. 

L&A, August 2006, lV(rler.-S~~pply Evrrl~rntior~,Ji,~ the Proposed Slrrrsttr Rcgiotrcrl Artto Mrlll, 
K~riglitor~ & I->, Slircvtrr Co~rrltji Cirl(fbrrrirr. 

Pace, May 2008, pen. comm., water demand calculations for Hawltins Companies 
development; January 16,2009, memo re water and wastewater systerus. 

2001 Market Street Room 523 - Redding, Calilornia 96001 0 (530) 244-9703 0 fax (530) 244-5021 0 inlo@lwrnc.com 
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Letter 16 David P. Cincotta, Of Counsel to Jeffer Mangels Buler & Marmaro 
LLP 

 
Response 16A:  Section 2.3 Project Description, beginning at page 2-1 of the Draft EIR, is 
amended as shown below to more precisely reflect the purpose of the 18 acre Transition area at 
the proposed project’s northerly boundary and the regional nature of the proposed project:  
 

2.3 Project Description 

The project applicant has proposed to develop and operate a commercial regional 
retail, dining, entertainment and lodging center on approximately 92 acres in 
Shasta County, located at the northeast corner of the Knighton Road and the 
Interstate Highway 5 interchange, which includes approximately eighteen (18) 
acres of “Transition” area on the northerly portion of the proposed project site.  
When completed the project would include approximately 740,000 square feet of 
mixed commercial development (which may include retail shops, restaurants, 
lodging, food supplies, recreation activities and equipment, traveler services 
including gasoline fueling facilities and entertainment-related facilities) to be 
phased in accordance with market conditions and required improvement 
thresholds.  There will be approximately 3,400 parking spaces, which will include 
the appropriate number of accessible parking spaces as required by the Americans 
with Disabilities Act. The northernmost 18 acres of the project site would serve as 
an open space Transition buffer between the proposed commercial development 
and existing low-density residential uses to the north, and would contain the 
wastewater treatment facilities, and potentially a portion of the water supply 
system, needed to serve the project (see Figure 2-3).  

 
The proposed project site is bordered by I-5 to the west, Churn Creek Road to the 
east, and Knighton Road to the south. The proposed project, as envisioned, has 
primary access off Knighton Road and secondary access points off Churn Creek 
Road (see Figure 2-3).  Proposed transportation improvements to accommodate 
the volume of traffic anticipated at proposed project completion, including 
increases in background traffic from other sources, include: (1) reconfiguration of 
the Knighton Road interchange, with traffic signals at each ramp; (2) widening 
Knighton Road between Riverland Drive and Churn Creek Road: (3) widening 
Churn Creek Road between Knighton Road and the final access point to the 
proposed project; and (4) modification of signalization as required for safety 
along the access routes. 
 
The water supply system for the proposed project would consist of a 300-gallon 
per minute (GPM) on-site well and water storage tanks of sufficient capacity to 
handle excess demands from the proposed project. The waste water system for the 
proposed project would consist of an on-site sewage treatment and disposal 
system comprised of gravity sewer mains, a central pump station, and a 
Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) treatment plant. 
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Native cold- and drought-resistant plant landscaping, and other low maintenance 
landscape materials would be used within the proposed project to promote energy 
efficiency, water conservation, aesthetic appeal and visual buffering. The 
landscaped areas would meet or exceed Shasta County landscape requirements. 
Interior parking areas would also use plant materials and trees to provide 
appropriate shade and landscaping. Irrigation would be provided by the on-site 
water supply system. Signage and exterior lighting would comply with the 
appropriate sections of the Shasta County Code.   

 
Response 16B:  The application of a 20% limit on the total on-site exterior lighting for security 
lighting (watts per square foot of outdoor area) stated in Mitigation Measure #3.1-3 was derived 
from voluntary reductions applicable to similar projects and does exceed the 2005 Building 
Energy Standards requirement of 50%.  Because the intent of the mitigation is to achieve 
compliance with the requirements of the 2005 Building Energy Standards, Mitigation Measure 
#3.1-3 found at page 3.1-8 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure #3.1-3: 
 

Outdoor lighting shall be controlled by timers, which will include shutting off on-
site lighting, with the exception of security lighting located at on-site buildings.  
Security lighting shall account for no more than 2050 percent of total on-site 
exterior lighting (watts per square foot of outdoor area).  All outdoor lighting 
shall be directed downward to prevent unwanted spill, and away from I-5, other 
public roadways, and all adjoining properties. Exterior lighting shall be limited 
to a maximum of 0.5 horizontal foot candles (HFC) at a distance of 25 feet 
beyond the property lines, and shall use “cutoff” light fixtures. 

 
Response 16C:   On page 3.1-8, Impact #3.1-4: Creation of a new source of glare, discusses the 
proposed project potential to reflect light off exterior project feature surfaces during daylight 
hours and associated impact in the vicinity of the project.  Mitigation Measure #3.1-4 concluded 
that the project design shall maximize to the extent feasible the use of glare-reducing materials, 
including non-reflective paints and building materials, to reduce the amount of glare created by 
the project structures.  
 
On page 3.3-16, Impact #3.3-2, discusses the proposed projects potential to cause a violation of 
any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation 
due to area source or operational emissions.  Additionally mitigation measures have been 
proposed to reduce this impact.  Specifically, Mitigation Measure #3.3-2b concluded that the 
proposed project shall use energy efficient windows, high-albedo (reflective) roofing materials, 
awnings, light shelves, and interior transom windows where feasible. 
 
In the comment letter it is brought to attention that on Page 3.1-8, the report identifies that 
building materials have the potential to create glare, and therefore proposes to mitigate that 
potential impact by requiring the use of glare-reducing and non-reflective materials and paints. 
The comment states that this is in contradiction to Mitigation Measure #3.3-2b which suggests 
the use of energy efficient windows, high-albedo (reflective) roofing materials, awnings, light 
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shelves, and interior transom windows. These materials are of a composition that will create 
glare and reflectivity. Please address the compliance requirements for these opposing impacts. 
 
While to some extent they can be seen as contradictory, the mitigation measures can be used in 
conjunction with one another to reduce the amount of glare off the building as well as reduce the 
energy required to heat or cool the facility.  It has been stated in both mitigation measures to use 
these where feasible.   
 
For example, in the event a building has a flat roof, which would not reflect daylight onto the 
surrounding vicinity, a high-albedo roof would be most applicable.  In the event that a roof has a 
slope to it that could potentially reflect light onto the surrounding properties, a cream colored 
clay roof could be installed that would have a high reflectivity of heat but low reflectivity of 
glare.  
 
Another example, is in the event that the applicant will be using a high amount of energy 
efficient windows as required by Mitigation Measure #3.3-2b, a highly reflective material, the 
use of awning to block light, a major reflective source, would be applicable.   
 
With that noted, while the subject mitigation measures may sound like a contradiction, they are 
consistent when considered in the proper perspective. 
 
Response 16D:  The corrections regarding calculation of various FMMP farmland classifications 
are noted and the third paragraph at page 3.2-3 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
 

As shown in Figure 3.2-2, 78.4 67.2 acres of the project site are designated as 
Prime Farmland and 6.8 acres are designated as Unique Farmland.  The remaining 
portion of the project site (7.5 18 acres) is classified as Grazing Land, Other Land 
or Urban and Built Up Land.  LargeAn areas (approximately 20 acres) of Prime 
Farmland are is located to the northeast and southeast of the site.  Larger areas of 
Prime Farmland are located farther north and northeast of the site.  Nearby lands 
to the east are classified as Other Land and lands to the south are classified as 
Urban and Built-Up.  

 
The Impact #3.2-1 discussion found at page 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR and corresponding Mitigation 
Measure #3.2-1 are amended as follows to reflect the farmland classification corrections made on 
page 3.2-3 of the Draft EIR.  
 

Impact #3.2-1:  Conversion and loss of Prime Farmland to a non-
agricultural use. 
 
Discussion/Conclusion: A large portion of the project site is designated as Prime 
Farmland or Unique Farmland.  Implementation of the proposed project would 
therefore result in the conversion of approximately 67.260.5 acres of Important 
Farmland (18 acres of the project site will remain viable for farming above the on-
site waste water treatment plant subterranean leach field).   
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According to the County General Plan, there has been a significant loss of 
agricultural land in Shasta County since 1969.  
 
As discussed above, a Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) model was 
prepared for the proposed project.  The final score, 83.58, indicates that the 
conversion of the project site to a non-agricultural use is considered significant. 
 
Because prime agricultural land is a non-renewable environmental resource, this 
impact is potentially significant, unavoidable, and irreversible.   
 
Mitigation Measures 
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure will reduce this impact; 
however, there are no mitigation measures that can reduce this impact to a level of 
less than significant.  Therefore, this impact is significant, unavoidable, and 
irreversible. 

 
 Mitigation Measure #3.2-1: 
 

Prior to recording any final map or issuance of any building permits for 
the project site, the project proponent shall preserve in perpetuity Prime 
Farmland of equal quality or better quality at a minimum ratio of 1:1, or 
67.2 60.5 acres, and shall protect the land for agricultural uses through 
land use restrictions such as agricultural conservation easements.  A 
qualified land conservation organization shall be used to facilitate the 
establishment of the conservation easements.  To accomplish the above, 
the project proponent shall select three potential sites for consideration by 
the County Director of Resource Management. The sites shall be available 
as close as possible to the project site, to the satisfaction of the County 
Director of Resource Management.  The proposed conservation easement 
for the selected property shall be submitted to the County for review and 
approval. 

 
Response 16E:  The commenter request to allow the proposed project applicant to locate a site 
that is mutually agreeable with Shasta County will be accomplished by selection of three 
potential sites by the applicant, as the mitigation measure is written, and there is no need to 
further amend the mitigation measure.  Use of a qualified land conservation organization to 
facilitate establishment of the conservation easement is the preference of the County. 
 
Response 16F:  The potential for development pressure to evolve on surrounding agricultural 
lands after implementation of the proposed project is present regardless of whether the proposed 
project applicant has control over it or not and this potential impact must remain significant, 
unavoidable, and irreversible.  
 
Response 16G:  As stated, Mitigation Measure #3.2-4 found at page 3.2-9 of the Draft EIR does 
reduce Impact #3.2-4 to be less than significant. 
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Response 16H:  On page 3.3-5 under subheading “Attainment Status,” in the first line the term 
“District” is used without a proper reference before its use.  In this event the term “District” is 
referring to the Shasta County Air Quality Management District.   To properly reference the term 
“District” on the first paragraph, first line, of subsection “Attainment Status” on page 3.3-5, the 
Draft EIR is amended as follows:  
 

The District Shasta County Air Quality Management District (District) is required 
by the California Health and Safety Code to endeavor to achieve and maintain the 
state ambient air quality standards at the earliest practicable date and has 
developed an Attainment Plan with specific emission control strategies in order to 
achieve this goal. The Plan is a coordinated effort with participation from air 
districts in the Northern Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The Plan must be re-
evaluated once every three years and must contain features such as best available 
control technology thresholds, use of reasonable available control technology for 
existing emission sources, transportation control measures, area-wide and indirect 
source control programs, emission inventory analysis, and public education. 

 
Response 16I:  The comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure #3.3-2a at page 3.3-17 of the Draft 
EIR is amended as follows to clarify the intent and timing of specified Level “A” SMMs and 
Level “B” BAMMs mitigation measures and eliminate those measures that are  not feasible: 
 

Mitigation Measure # 3.3-2a: 
 
For the control of operational emissions, the project applicant shall implement all 
appropriate and feasible Shasta County AQMD Level “A” SMMs and Level “B” 
BAMMs for the control of ozone precursors.  The following Shasta County AQMD 
operational SMMs are deemed feasible for the size, location, and character of the 
proposed project: 
 
 The project shall provide for the use of energy-efficient lighting (includes 

controls) and process systems, such as water heaters, furnaces, and boiler 
units. 

 
 Individual users within the proposed project site The project shall utilize a 

central water heating system featuring the use of low-NOx hot water heaters. 
 
 The project shall utilize energy-efficient and automated controls for air 

conditioning. 
 
Table 3.3-8 contains BAMM deemed feasible for a facility of the size, location 
and character of the proposed project: 
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Table 3.3-8 
Mitigation Measures for Controlling Indirect Source Emissions 

Best Available Mitigation Measures 
(BAMM) 

Emission Reduction Efficiency 
ROG NOX PM10 

The project shall improve the thermal 
efficiency of commercial and industrial 
structures as appropriate by: (1) 
reducing thermal load with automated 
and timed temperature controls, or (2) 
occupancy load limits. 

1.0 - 2.0% 
1.5% 

1.0 - 3.0% 
2.0% 

1.0 - 5.5% 
3.25% 

The project shall incorporate shade 
trees, adequate in number and 
proportional to the project size, 
throughout the project site to reduce 
building heating and cooling 
requirements. 

1.0 - 2.0% 
1.5% 

1.0 - 3.0% 
2.0% 

1.0 - 5.5% 
3.25% 

The project shall include the 
installation of solar water heaters for 
at least 25 percent of the building floor 
area. 

1.0 - 7.5% 
4.25% 

1.0 - 7.5% 
4.25% 

1.0 - 7.5% 
4.25% 

The project shall orient buildings and 
main entrances to streets with bus 
services. 

0.2 - 1.2% 
0.7% 

0.2 - 1.2% 
0.7% 

0.2 - 1.2% 
0.7% 

The project shall provide for and/or 
include on-site services such as 
cafeterias, food vending machines, 
automatic tellers, etc., as appropriate. 

0.2 - 3.4% 
1.8% 

0.3 - 4.5% 
2.4% 

0.3 - 4.5% 
2.4% 

The project shall provide on-site 
pedestrian facility improvements such 
as walking paths and building access 
which are physically separated from 
street and parking lot traffic. 

0.2 - 1.2% 
0.7% 

0.2 - 1.6% 
0.95% 

0.2 - 1.6% 
0.95% 

The project shall provide for shower 
facilities for pedestrian employee’s use.  
The project shall provide 
shower/locker facilities, where 
appropriate, for bicycling and 
pedestrian commuters 

0.2 - 2.4% 
1.3% 

0.3 - 3.2% 
1.75% 

0.3 - 3.2% 
1.75% 

The project shall provide for 
synchronized traffic signals, as deemed 
necessary by local transportation 
planning agencies, along streets 
impacted by project development. 

4.0 - 8.0% 
4.0% 

4.0 - 8.0% 
4.0% 

4.0 - 8.0% 
4.0% 

The project shall contribute to traffic-
flow improvements that are deemed not 
to be substantially growth-inducing. 

4.0 - 8.0% 
6.0% 

4.0 - 8.0% 
6.0% 

4.0 - 8.0% 
6.0% 
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Best Available Mitigation Measures 
(BAMM) 

Emission Reduction Efficiency 
ROG NOX PM10 

The project shall design interior major 
streets to serve the main entrances to 
buildings. 

0.1 - 3.0% 
1.55% 

0.1 - 3.0% 
1.55% 

0.1 - 3.0% 
1.55% 

TOTAL EMISSIONS REDUCTION 
FROM BAMM 

11.9-38.7% 
10.5-27.6%  
23.3017.05% 

12.1-43.0% 
10.6-31.1% 

25.6018.90% 

12.1-48.0% 
10.6-36.1% 

28.1021.40% 
Source: Shasta County Air Quality Management District 

 
Response 16J:  The comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure #3.3-2b at page 3.3-18 of the Draft 
EIR is amended as follows to clarify the intent of providing conduit at the time of construction to 
accommodate future high speed modems, DSL and extra phone lines:  
 

Mitigation Measure # 3.3-2b: 
 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures will substantially reduce air 
quality impacts related to human activity within the proposed project area: 
 
 Trees shall be selected to shade paved areas that will shade 30% of the area 

within 15 years.  Structural soil should be used under paved areas to improve 
tree growth. 

 
 If transit service is available to the project site, improvements shall be made 

to encourage its use.  If transit service is not currently available, but is 
planned for the area in the future, easements shall be reserved to provide for 
future improvements such as bus turnouts, loading areas, route signs and 
shade structures.  In the event transit services are not planned for the area in 
the future, efforts to extend or expand service to the project are shall be 
coordinated with local transit operators. 

 
 Projects shall include as many clean alternative energy features as possible to 

promote energy self-sufficiency.  Examples include (but are not limited to):  
photovoltaic cells, solar thermal electricity systems, small wind turbines, etc.  
Rebate and incentive programs are offered for alternative energy equipment.   

 
 Two 110/208 volt power outlets shall be installed for every two loading docks 

in commercial areas. 
 
  Passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar 

energy use shall be promoted; 
 
 Energy efficient widows (double pane and/or Low-E)shall be installed as 

feasible; 
 
 High-albedo (reflecting) roofing materials shall be used as feasible; 
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 Awnings or other shading mechanism for windows shall be installed when 

practicable; 
 
 Porch, patio and walkway overhangs shall be constructed where practicable; 
 
 Daylighting (natural lighting) systems such as skylights, light shelves, interior 

transom windows etc. shall be installed when practicable; 
 
 Electrical outlets around the exterior of the buildings shall be installed to 

encourage use of electric landscape maintenance equipment to promote the 
use of low or non-polluting landscape maintenance equipment (e.g. electric 
lawn mowers, reel mowers, leaf vacuums, electric trimmers and edgers, etc.); 
and 

 
 Structures shall be pre-wire withConduit to accommodate high speed modem 

connections/DSL and extra phone lines shall be installed in structures at the 
time of initial construction. 

 
Response 16K:  The comment is noted. Compliance with Title 24 would not in and of itself 
reduce Impact 3.3-2 to a less than significant level as explained on page 3.3-16 and 3.3-17 of the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response 16L:  The comment is noted.  As stated in the fifth bullet of Mitigation 
Measure #3.3-3a, the Shasta County Grading Ordinance establishes the 96 hour threshold for 
addressing application of soil stabilizers/dust palliatives to previously graded areas of 
construction sites.  Mitigation Measure #3.3-3a at page 3.3-22 of the Draft EIR is amended as 
follows to clarify that dust palliatives constitute a soil stabilizer:  
 

Mitigation Measure #3.3-3a:  

To reduce emissions and thus reduce cumulative impacts, the following measures 
shall be implemented: 

 The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site shall not exceed 
five minutes. 

 The hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment shall be minimized. 

 All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accord with 
manufacturer’s specification. 

 When feasible, electric carts or other smaller equipment shall be used at the 
project site. 
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URBEMIS Mitigation Measures to reduce calculated emissions below SCAQMD 
thresholds: 
 

  The applicant shall be responsible for applying non-toxic soil stabilizers/dust 
palliatives (according to manufacturer’s specifications) to all inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 
hours), in accordance with the Shasta County Grading Ordinance. 

 
 All areas (including unpaved roads) with vehicle traffic shall be watered two 

times per day or have dust palliatives applied for stabilization of dust 
emissions. 

 
 Aqueous diesel fuel for all diesel equipment shall be used. 

 Low-volatile organic compound paints capable of reducing ROG emissions by 
15% compared to existing architectural coating rules shall be used. 

 
Response 16M:  The comment is noted.  The requirement for the use of aqueous diesel fuel for 
all diesel equipment is derived form the URBEMIS program.  Because this fuel is not yet readily 
available throughout California and because construction equipment may not be designed to use 
aqueous diesel fuel, Mitigation Measure #3.3-3a is amended as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measure #3.3-3a:  

To reduce emissions and thus reduce cumulative impacts, the following measures 
shall be implemented: 

 The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site shall not exceed 
five minutes. 

 The hours of operation of heavy-duty equipment shall be minimized. 

 All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accord with 
manufacturer’s specification. 

 When feasible, electric carts or other smaller equipment shall be used at the 
project site. 

URBEMIS Mitigation Measures to reduce calculated emissions below SCAQMD 
thresholds: 
 

  The applicant shall be responsible for applying non-toxic soil stabilizers/dust 
palliatives (according to manufacturer’s specifications) to all inactive 
construction areas (previously graded areas which remain inactive for 96 
hours), in accordance with the Shasta County Grading Ordinance. 
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 All areas (including unpaved roads) with vehicle traffic shall be watered two 
times per day or have dust palliatives applied for stabilization of dust 
emissions. 

 
 Aqueous diesel fuel for all diesel equipment (designed to operate with aqueous 

fuels) shall be used when available. 

 Low-volatile organic compound paints capable of reducing ROG emissions by 
15% compared to existing architectural coating rules shall be used. 

 
Response 16N:  The requirement for suitable grass cover on inactive portions of the development 
site is found in the SCAQMD SMM measures.  That agency should be contacted by the project 
proponent at the time of construction regarding any acceptable measures to stabilize soil in lieu 
of this requirement. 
 
Response 16O:  The mitigation measures included in Mitigation Measures #3.4-1a through 
#3.4-1c are standard protocol to insure that sensitive species, both plant and animal, are 
positively not on the proposed project site because both plants and animals migrate from one 
location to another over time.  
 
Response 16P:  The following text of the Draft EIR, page 3.5-3, is amended as follows to include 
a reference to the previous study dated June 30, 2006 prepared by Peak & Associates, Inc. as 
noted by the commenter. 
 

IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES IN THE PROJECT SITE 
 
Previous Studies 
 
A records search was conducted at the Northeast Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System on July 11, 2005 for the project area.  
The search included the following resources: National Register of Historic Places, 
the California Register of Historical Resources, California Points of Interest, 
California Inventory of Historic Resources, and California State Historic 
Landmarks. 
 
The results of the records search indicated that two cultural resource studies have 
been conducted within portions of the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail 
Center project site with negative results (Jensen, 1998; Genesis Society, 2005).  In 
addition to the two studies identified by the records search, a report titled 
Determination of Eligibility and Effect for the Proposed Shasta Auto Mall 
Project, Shasta County, California dated June 30, 2006 was prepared by Peak & 
Associate, Inc. in association with a previously proposed project.  Known 
prehistoric period resources have been documented within a one-quarter mile 
radius of the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center project site. 
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The text of the third paragraph found at page 3.5-9 of the Draft EIR under the Impact #3.5-1 
Discussion/Conclusion is also amended to include reference to the previous study dated June 30, 
2006 prepared by Peak & Associates, Inc. as follows: 
 

The inspection of the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center project 
site by archeologists determined that there was no significant surface evidence of 
historical or archaeological resources present (Jensen 1998; Genesis Society 
2005; Peak and Associates 2006).   

 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR is also amended as follows: 
 

Identification of Historical Resources in the Project Site 
 
Previous Studies 

A cultural record search was conducted by the Northeast Center of the California 
Historical Resources Information System at California State University, Chico on 
July 11, 2005.  The search included the following resources: National Register of 
Historic Places, the California Register of Historical Resources, California Points 
of Interest, California Inventory of Historic Resources, and California State 
Historic Landmarks. 

The results of the records search indicated that two cultural resource studies have 
been conducted within portions of the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail 
Center project site with negative results (Jensen, 1998; Genesis Society, 2005).  In 
addition to the two studies identified by the records search, a report titled 
Determination of Eligibility and Effect for the Proposed Shasta Auto Mall 
Project, Shasta County, California dated June 30, 2006 was prepared by Peak & 
Associate, Inc. in association with a previously proposed project.  Known 
prehistoric period resources have been documented within a one-quarter mile 
radius of the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center project site.   
 

As pointed out by the commenter, Peak & Associates conducted an excavation at the potential 
artifact site area reported by the earlier Genesis Society study in 2006.  The excavation of 20 
shovel test pits found only one artifact which allowed Peak and Associates to conclude the 
proposed project site does not have the potential to yield information important to the prehistory 
of the local area and will not help to address important research questions, and the site is 
therefore not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or for the California Register of 
Historical Resources. As stated in the Discussion/Conclusion of Impact #3.5-1 at page 3.5-8 of 
the Draft EIR, although the inspection of the proposed project site determined that there was 
minimal surface evidence of historical or archaeological resources, as with any inspection of the 
ground surface, there is always the possibility that historical or archaeological resources may be 
present, but are obscured from view from overlying sediments or vegetation, or have been buried 
by previous human activities and a finding of less than significant can not be made based solely 
on the results of the sub-surface investigation completed by Peak and Associates in 2006.    
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Response 16Q:  Although a focused site reconnaissance was completed for a portion of the 
proposed project site in 2006, future reconnaissance may be necessary for other portions of the 
project site if evidence of historical significance emerges.  The Mitigation Measure must be left 
as written. 
 
Response 16R:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the environmental analysis and 
Peak and Associates are not knowledgeable about any common interests or opposing interests of 
any of the groups on the Native American Heritage Commission Shasta County list.  There are a 
number of Native American groups who represent the Native American people in the region, 
including Wintu and other groups (see Native American Consultation section of text for names 
of groups, Draft EIR page 3.5-3).  The information presented on Draft EIR page 3.5-2 is 
background setting information, and has no relevance to the groups contacted: they are all groups 
that have asked the Native American Heritage Commission to be placed on the list for the 
County. 
   
Response 16S:  Bullet Item 3 relates primarily to CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5, with an 
archeologist called in to make a decision regarding an inadvertent find of artifacts or other 
materials that could represent an archeological resource requiring evaluation, and to ensure that 
there is no effect to the resource from the project.  The Native Americans who have expressed an 
interest in the project will also be invited to view any findings; this is not required by law. 
 
Bullet Item 4 relates to Health and Safety Code 7050.5 and Public Resource Code Section 
5097.98 should human remains be located.  The County Coroner should be notified to make a 
determination, and if the remains are human and Native American, the Coroner is to notify the 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC).  The NAHC will appoint a “Most Likely 
Descendant” of whatever group they deem appropriate for the project. 
 
Response 16T:  Differing structural-guidance recommendations in the two studies have no 
relevance for the CEQA-required environmental impacts evaluation for this project. 
 
Response 16U:  The comment referred letters provide valuable additional data.  Reponses to 
theses comments are below: 
 
A. Lawrence & Associates letter of December 7, 2009 
 

Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Page 3.8-2, 2nd full paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is 
amended as follows: 
 

Regional Water Demand 
 
According to the Shasta County General Plan (1998), approximately 580,000 
acre-feet of water annually are required to sustain all existing land uses within the 
County.  It is also estimated that this requirement will increase to 671,850 acre-
feet by 2030.  Overall, the County’s water supply is more than adequate to meet 
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all existing and projected future needs.  Although the supply is adequate, 
resources are not allocated throughout the County evenly.  Certain areas of the 
County, including the City of Redding and the area under the jurisdiction of the 
Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID), the Bella Vista Water District 
(BVWD), and the Clear Creek Community Services District (CCCSD), have the 
greatest allocations of water and are therefore prime areas for future development 
in regards to water supply.  The Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) and CCCSD 
use mainly surface water; BVWD has very limited groundwater resources, with 
CCCSD having somewhat greater groundwater resources. Currently, BVWD is 
experiencing water shortages because of cutbacks to their surface water supply, 
and therefore isn't a prime area for future development. The cities of Redding, 
Anderson, and Cottonwood, and the ACID all overlie the most productive parts of 
the Redding groundwater basin. Redding uses a mixture of surface and 
groundwater. Anderson and Cottonwood both rely solely on groundwater. ACID 
currently relies solely on surface water. 
 

Page 3.8-4, 3rd paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended as 
follows: 
 

During the aquifer test, maximum drawdown in the Production Well (pumping 
well) was approximately 33 feet after 24 hours of pumping at 500 gpm.  Data 
from the aquifer test was used to calculate aquifer coefficients (transmissivity and 
storativity).  The calculated transmissivity (approximately 37,500 to 49,500 
gpd/foot) was similar to that observed for similar deposits in the Redding ground-
water basin and is good as water flows well through the aquifer in the area of the 
proposed project.  Calculated storativity (approximately 2.5 to 4.9 x lo4) was also 
similar to that observed for deposits in the Redding ground-water basin.  The 
calculated storativity for the lower aquifer indicates that it is confined.  Hydraulic 
conductivity (derived from transmissivity and taking into account aquifer 
thickness) in the lower aquifer ranged from approximately 60 to 80 feet/day.  
Groundwater in the Production Well flows into the well mainly from the 
horizontal direction because the aquifer is constrained by clay layers that inhibit 
the vertical movement of water (although a small amount of water still moves 
downward through the clay layers, whether or not the well is pumping). Vertical 
permeability in the clay zone between the intermediate and lower aquifers was 
calculated to be 0.093 gpd/square foot.  This is equivalent to approximately 0.125 
feet/day.  

 
Section 3.13 – Utilities and Service Systems 
 
Page 3.13-1, 3rd paragraph is amended as follows: 
  

It is anticipated that Tthe West Central Landfill located at 14095 Clear Creek 
Road in Igo on 1,058 acres is the nearest landfill towill serve the proposed project 
site.  The landfill is permitted to accept up to 700 tons of waste per day on a 
permitted disposal area of 107 acres.  The landfill has a capacity of 7,078,000 
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cubic yards with a remaining capacity, as of 2001, of 6,605,722 cubic yards and is 
projected to close in 2019.  Another landfill (such as the Anderson Landfill) may 
be determined by the County to be the appropriate landfill at the time service is 
required. 

 
Page 3.13-4, 3rd full paragraph – The information supplied by the commenter is noted.  The 
text of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:  

 
Groundwater Levels 
 
Three regional aquifers have been delineated at the site, and there is at least one 
shallower aquifer; the perched zone, ranging from 11 to 25 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). Although three regional aquifer zones have been delineated at the 
project site, similar water levels in the upper two zones suggest that these zones 
could be considered as one (see Appendix I, Water Supply Assessment Knighton 
& Churn Creek Commons Retail Center, July 2009). Static water levels in 
observation wells completed in the upper and intermediate zones are about 30 feet 
below ground surface (the upper aquifer extends from 108 to 125 feet bgs and the 
intermediate aquifer extends from 158 to 209 feet bgs).  Static water level for 
water from the deep zone is about 52 feet bgs (the actual aquifer is between 240 
and 325 feet bgs).  There may be deeper zones (below 325 feet bgs), also.  Thus, 
the lower aquifer is distinct from the intermediate and upper zones.  Most of the 
domestic wells in the vicinity are screened in the upper aquifer or above, with a 
few in the intermediate zone.  The site production well was screened in the lower 
aquifer.         

 
Page 3.13-4, 4th full paragraph, last sentence – The comment is noted.  The text of the 
Draft EIR is amended as follows to provide the definition of the “screened interval”:  
 

WATER SUPPLY 
 

The project site is remote from urban water systems, and must therefore be served 
by on-site water supply and distribution facilities.  The source for all potable 
water will be an on-site well installed and tested in 1998 as part of the 
environmental review process for the formerly proposed Flying J Travel Plaza 
project (see Appendix J, Well Installation, Aquifer Testing and Groundwater 
Modeling for Flying J Knighton Road Travel Plaza, Shasta County, California).  
This well, which is 325 feet deep, is located in the southwest portion of the 
project site (see Figure 6-1 of Appendix I, Water Supply Assessment Knighton & 
Churn Creek Commons Retail Center, July 2009).  The screened interval (where 
groundwater enters the well casing) is from 245 to 325 feet below ground surface 
(bgs); the sanitary seal extends to 235 feet bgs.  The casing is 10 inches in 
diameter; the screened interval is wire-wrapped stainless-steel.   
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See Response 16U, A, Section 3.13, Page 3.13-4, 3rd full paragraph above for static water 
level clarification. The distinction between where water enters the well and the static water 
level is evident. 

 
Page 3.13-5, 1st paragraph – The comment is noted.  A repetition in the Draft EIR text of 
the water demand calculations incorporated in the referenced Appendix in not essential. 
 
Page 3.13-5, 2nd paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended 
as follows: 

 
Regulatory Setting  
 
FEDERAL  
 
There are no federal regulations applicable to the proposed utility service systems. 
 
Clean Water Act (CWA) 
 
The CWA administered through the Regulatory Program of the Corps regulates 
the water quality of all discharges into waters of the U.S. including wetlands and 
intermittent stream channels.  Section 401, Title 33, Section 1341 of the CWA 
sets forth water-quality certification requirements for “any applicant applying for 
a Federal license or permit to conduct any activity including, but not limited to, 
the construction or operation of facilities, which may result in any discharge into 
the navigable water.”  

 
Page 3.13-6, 5th paragraph – The commenter is correct.  The text of the Draft EIR is 
amended as follows: 
 

California Urban Water Management Planning Act 
 
The Urban Water Management Planning Act (§10610-10656 of the California 
Water Code) requires that all urban water suppliers prepare urban water 
management plans and update them every five years.   
 

Page 3.13-7, 2nd full paragraph – The commenter is correct.  The text for the Draft EIR is 
amended as follows: 
 

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
 
The CPUC regulates privately owned telecommunication, electric, natural gas, 
water, railroad, rail transit, and passenger transportation companies.  It is the 
responsibility of the CPUC to: assure California utility customers receive safe, 
reliable utility service at reasonable rates; protect utility customers from fraud; 
and promote a healthy California economy.  The Public Utilities Code, adopted by 
the legislature, defines the jurisdiction of the CPUC.   
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Page 3.13-8 & 3.13-9, Thresholds of Significance – The commenter’s suggestions for 
modification to CEQA Thresholds are noted.  The topical analysis provided under each 
threshold is not affected by the commenter’s proposed threshold modifications. 

 
Page 3.13-9, 1st full paragraph – The correction regarding nitrogen concentration 
established in RWQCB’s basin goals and additional supportive data is appreciated.  The text 
of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 

 
Discussion/Conclusion: Wastewater discharges from operation of the proposed 
sanitary wastewater treatment and disposal system could potentially cause 
nitrogen contamination to groundwater in the project area.  The Water and 
Wastewater Facilities Narrative provided by PACE CIVIL, INC (January 20, 
2009) describes the operation of the system and how it will meet the standard of 5 
10mg/liter for nitrogen concentrations established in RWQCB’s basin goals.  The 
analysis found that nitrogen attributable to project discharges would be essentially 
nondetectable below the upper aquifer, beneath the project site and nondetectable 
in all aquifers beyond the project boundary.  Additionally, the Project's 
wastewater-treatment system will reduce the nitrogen concentrations in the 
effluent so that there will not be a statistically significant impact on the 
underlying groundwater (this will be the standard to which the State permit will 
hold the Project). Wastewater quality impacts would not adversely affect 
groundwater pumped from neighboring wells.   

 
Page 3.13-9, Mitigation Measure #3.13-1 – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft 
EIR is amended as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure #3.13-1: 
 
The project proponent shall establish an appropriate mechanism to maintain and 
operate the on-site wastewater treatment facility in compliance with Regional 
Water Quality Control Board requirements as delineated in Waste Discharge 
Requirements that shall be issued for the facility. and the facility shall be in place, 
operational, and certified by the Regional Board prior to issuance of certificates 
of occupancy. 
 

Appendix I – Water Supply Assessment 
 
Page 4-1, 1st paragraph – The receipt of the updated technical memo is acknowledged.  The 
text of Appendix I, Water Supply Assessment is amended as follows: 

 
4.1 Project Demand 
 
According to the Preliminary Water Supply Analysis (L&A, 2008) (Appendix A), 
for potable water, Pace Civil, Inc.(Pace) calculated the annual-average project 
demand to be approximately 9063 gpm with a MDD of approximately 125122 
gpm and a peak demand (two-hour) of approximately 400337 gpm.  For 
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irrigation, Pace calculated the average annual project demand to be approximately 
32 gpm with a MDD of approximately 9063 gpm and a peak demand (two hour) 
of 275212 gpm.  Peak demands will be met from storage, not directly from the 
well. 

 
The revised usage data based on the updated technical memo is acknowledged; however, the 
data changes make no significant impact on the Water Supply Assessment’s conclusions. 
 
Page 4-1, 5th paragraph – The stated acre-foot per year figure is typical to that for Central 
Valley crop consumptions requirements additive to precipitation; it is only approximate. 
 
Page 4-2, 2nd paragraph – The requested clarification is noted.  The text of Appendix I, 
Water Supply Assessment is amended as follows: 
 

4.4 Future Demand 
 

It is not anticipated that future water demands will exceed the 200 acre-feet 
anticipated to meet the needs of the proposed project in that the on-site well is 
intended to solely serve the proposed project.  

 
Page 5-1, 2nd paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of Appendix I, Water Supply 
Assessment is amended as follows: 
 

The County of Shasta has no intrinsic water rights to groundwater used by its 
citizens (other than beneath specific County-owned property), and the County 
does not directly supply water to most residents (the Shasta County Water Agency 
assists with some small County Service Area water suppliers). Each landowner in 
the County has an overlying right to use the groundwater beneath their land for 
beneficial uses. historically supplied its residents with native groundwater 
derivative of the Redding basin through appropriative and prescriptive 
groundwater rights (overlying rights of the overlying landowners).    

 
Page 5-3, 1st paragraph – There is no quantitative threshold for a definition of wet year/dry 
year groundwater quantity significance; comparison for the widely varying quantities 
available in wet years and dry years of surface water supplies may assist the commenter’s 
understanding of the term.  The comment’s comparison of effects in shallow and deeper 
aquifers is valid. 
 
Page 5-3, 2nd paragraph – The comment is noted.  See Response 16U, A, Appendix I – 
Water Supply Assessment, Page 5-3, 1st paragraph above. 
 
Page 6-2, 2nd paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of Appendix I, Water Supply 
Assessment is amended as follows: 

 
For the MDD of 184122 gpm, the model shows about one foot of interference at 
2,250 feet (0.4 miles) from the well and about six inches at 4,050 feet (0.8 miles) 
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(reference Figure 2 in Appendix A).  For the annual-average demand of 12290 
gpm, the model shows about one foot of interference at 1,200 feet (0.2 miles) 
from the well and about six inches at 3,000 feet (0.6 miles) in the deep aquifer 
(reference Figure 3 in Appendix A).  

 
The revised usage data based on the updated analysis does not modify the conclusions of the 
Water Supply Assessment or the significance analyses of the EIR. 

B. PACE Engineering letter of December 22, 2009 
 

Section 3.8 – Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Page 3.8-5 – The noted lack of correspondence between the Draft EIR-noted existing 
drainage facilities and those described by the commenter is of minimal consequence in view 
of the project’s implementation of onsite drainage for storm flows exceeding those currently 
generated on the project site; further records comparison would be of little value.   

 
The EIR reference to the pipe with 5.0 cfs capacity is, for the same reason, deleted from the 
EIR as having no value in the EIR’s environmental evaluation process. 
 
Please note that Appendix U of the DEIR and DEIR errata based thereon provide for onsite 
retention of all stormwater. 
 
Page 3.8-5, last paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended 
as follows: 

 
The 36-inch ACID concrete irrigation/drainage pipe passes through the project 
site from north to south and provides drainage for the westerly portion of the 
project site,the proposed project site easterly drainage area, Knighton Road 
abutting the proposed project site and a portion of the existing truck stop south of 
Knighton Road.  Also, only runoff south of Niles Lane enters the existing truck 
stop south of Knighton Road.  As a practical matter only runoff south of Niles 
Lane is served by the existing drains connecting to the 36-inch pipe in Knighton 
Road because of blockage by roads and east-west irrigation ditches to the north of 
Niles Lane.  There is one 18-inch area drain inlet into the ACID 36-inch concrete 
irrigation/drainage pipe about 400 feet northerly of Knighton Road, and two 18-
inch area drain inlets on the northerly side of Knighton Road with 12-inch laterals 
to the 36-inch irrigation/drainage pipe on the southerly side of Knighton Road.  
There are three storm drain inlets connecting directly to the 36-inch concrete 
irrigation/drainage pipe on the south side of Knighton Road in front of the 
existing truck stop. 
 

Page 3.8-6, 4th paragraph – The Draft EIR statement regarding the capacity of “drains on 
the north side of the Knighton Road” has been removed from the EIR as not essential to the 
environmental analysis.  See Response 16U, B, Section 3.8, Page 3.8-5 above.  The text of 
the Draft EIR has been amended as follows: 
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The capacities of the drains on the north side of Knighton Road and the drain 
within the project site side are about 5.0 cubic feet per second (cfs) each.   

Page 3.8-7, last paragraph – The reference to 2.9 million cubic yards of soil disturbance is 
irrelevant to the NPDES program requirements.  The project will be subject to the NPDES 
program because soil disturbance of more than one acre will occur at the time of proposed 
project implementation.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
 

STATE 
 
Regional Water Quality Control Board Permitting 
 
The National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, under 
Section 402(p) of the Federal Clean Water Act, is administered locally by the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board on behalf of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency.  The program is designed to reduce pollution 
from storm water discharge and may require a permit from parties discharging to 
lakes, streams and other water bodies.  In the case of the proposed project, a 
construction activity permit would be required since construction activities 
associated with the project would result in the disturbance of more than one acre. 
and movement of at least 2.9 million cubic yards of soil.  The permit would 
require that the following measures be implemented during construction 
activities: eliminate or reduce non-storm water discharges to storm water systems 
and other waters of the nation, develop and implement a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and perform inspections of storm water control 
structures and pollution prevention measures. 

 
Page 3.8-15, last paragraph – The comment is noted.  See Response 16U, B, Section 3.8, 
Page 3.8-6, 4th paragraph above.   
 
Section 3.13 – Utilities and Service Systems 
 
Page 3.13-4, 3rd paragraph – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended 
as follows: 

 
Project Wastewater Flows 

 
Based on the analysis contained in the PACE CIVIL narrative, a peak wet weather 
flow design capacity of 265,000 gallons of wastewater per day was determined to 
be more than adequate. 
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Page 3.13-6 – The comment is noted.  The text of the Draft EIR is amended as follows: 
 

Safe Drinking Water Act (Chapter 7 of the California Health and Safety Code) 
 

The adoption of implementing regulations and the enforcement of the drinking 
water laws of California are the responsibility of the California Department of 
Public Health Services (DepartmentCDPH).  A key feature of the Safe Drinking 
Water Act is the requirement that no person may operate a public water system 
without having secured a domestic water supply permit from the 
DepartmentCDPH. The statutes provide a clear definition of a public water 
system. Basically, anyone who serves drinking water to at least 25 persons for at 
least 60 days out of the year, or who serves domestic water to 15 or more service 
connections, is a public water system and must have a domestic water supply 
permit. 

 
California Code of Regulations, Title 22, Reclamation Criteria 

 
The California Department of Public Health Services (CDPHDHS) has 
established statewide reclamation criteria in Chapter 3, Division 4, Title 22, 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), Section 60301, et seq. (Title 22) for the 
use of reclaimed water for food crop, fodder, fiber, seed crop and landscape 
irrigation and impoundment supply. The permit implements the reclamation 
criteria in Title 22. 

 
In 1996, the State Water Quality Control Board and CDPHDHS set forth 
principles, procedures, and agreements to which the agencies committed 
themselves, relative to the use of recycled water in California, in a document 
titled Memorandum of Agreement Between the Department of Health Services and 
the State Water Resources Control Board on the Use of Reclaimed Water (MOA).  
Consistent with the MOA and as authorized by the California Water Code 
[Section 13522.5(a)] Regional Water Quality Control Boards may issue Master 
Reclamation Permits, which are required for “any person recycling or proposing 
to recycle water, or using or proposing to use recycled water, within any region 
for any purpose for which recycling criteria have been established.”  

 
Response 16V:  The commenter’s opinion is appreciated.  BMP identification and selection 
should be incorporated, as noted in the Draft EIR, prior to site plan approval as indicated in 
Mitigation Measure #3.8-2 as amended (see Comment Letter 19, Response 19J).  The BMP’s are 
not, in all instances, building related but site-related. 
 
Response 16W:  As stated in Mitigation Measure #3.8-2 as amended (see Comment Letter 19, 
Response 19J), the sample list of BMP’s are typical of those found within the California 
Stormwater Quality Association’s Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook—New 
Development and Redevelopment and are not additional items. 
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Response 16X:  The potential for development pressure to evolve on surrounding lands after 
implementation of the proposed project is present regardless of whether the proposed project 
applicant has control over it or not and this potential impact must remain significant and 
unavoidable.  
 
Response 16Y:  The comment is noted.  This Urban Decay Analysis’s (UDA) project language 
does not materially affect the UDA’s quantitative analysis and can be removed with no effect on 
conclusions.  However, one of the project goals, per the project proponent's 1/20/2009 project 
description, is to "create an economically viable destination shopping mall…"  This reference 
does not lead to mischaracterization of the project – see definition in its entirety on Page 4 of the 
UDA. 
 
Response 16Z:  The comment is noted.  The existing Churn Creek, Dana Drive, and Hilltop 
Center space contains retailers considered "regional" in character by the Urban Land Institute.  
Also, the older existing space included in the UDA is available for occupancy at competitive 
lease rates and a good possibility of absorption exists.  EPS suggests keeping the current 
approach.   
 
Because retail inventory data sources may exclude unanchored or smaller retail centers, EPS 
included a contingency factor of 20 percent to account for retail supply that may have been 
omitted from the data sources EPS consulted.  EPS discussed the contingency estimate, as well 
as other estimates of existing City of Redding space, with Jim Hamilton, the City of Redding’s 
Planning Director.  Because the contingency factor is an estimate informed by previous analysis 
in other jurisdictions, EPS would not disagree with the notion of testing an alternative scenario.   
 
EPS prepared a sensitivity run that analyzed the impact of reducing the contingency factor from 
20 to five percent (see revised Table 3-1 of Draft EIR Appendix L below).  The five percent 
contingency yielded approximately 150,000 total square feet of additional square footage, which 
still provides a conservative accounting for space that may not have been captured by the NRB 
Shopping Center Directory or EPS’s additional research and site visits.  EPS also updated the 
supply-side analysis to reflect current information on the planning status of the Oasis 
development project (see revised Table 3-2 of Draft EIR Appendix L below).1   

                                                 
1 Per the City of Redding’s Planning Director, the Oasis project has 300,000 square feet approved.  Although the 
project has proposed 3 million square feet of nonresidential space at buildout, it is possible that a portion of this 
space will not be developed or will be converted to residential land uses.  Based on discussions with the City of 
Redding’s Planning Director, approximately 750,000 square feet can be considered as planned, with a total of 1.05 
million square feet identified for the project area. 
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Table 3-1     

Existing Retail Knighton and Churn Creek Commons    
Urban Decay Analysis     
Summary of Existing Local, Community, and Regional Retail   5.0% Supply Contingency 
      
  

            

Item Location Retail Type Sq. Ft. Note Anchor Tenants 
            
      

Community Retail       
84 Lumber (closed) City of Redding Community 50,000  Vacant 

Churn Creek (North of HWY 44) [1] City of Redding Community 163,000 [5] 
Home Depot, Barnes and Noble, Food 4 
Less, Office Max 

Dana Drive [2] City of Redding Community 112,500 [5] 
Wal-Mart, Costco, (vacant former Circuit City 
store) 

Discovery Village City of Redding Community 37,000  Men's Warehouse, Aaron Brothers 
Downtown Mall [3] City of Redding Community 225,300  Boutiques, Restaurants, Cascade Theater 
K-Mart  City of Redding Community 120,000 [5]  
Lowe's  City of Redding Community 125,000 [5]  
Hilltop Pavilion City of Redding Community 178,000  Kohl's department store, Trader Joe's  
Old Alturas Drive City of Redding Community 125,000 [5] WinCo Foods, Cinemark Movies 10 

Shasta Crossroads City of Redding Community 321,000  
Target, Sports Authority, Ashley Furniture, 
Food Maxx 

Village Plaza City of Redding Community 80,000   
Anderson Marketplace City of Anderson Community 208,600  Wal-Mart Supercenter 
Uncaptured Retail [4] 

  
87,000 

349,000   
Subtotal Community Retail 

  
1,832,400 
2,094,400   

      

Regional/Super-Regional Retail      
Churn Creek (North of HWY 44) [1] City of Redding Regional 82,000 [5] See above 
Dana Drive [2] City of Redding Regional 112,500 [5] See above 
Hilltop Center City of Redding Regional 110,000  Petco, Gottshalks 

Hilltop Drive City of Redding Regional 300,000  

World Market; Pier 1 Imports; TJ Maxx; Bed, 
Bath & Beyond; Best Buy; Michael's; Big 
Lots!; PetSmart  
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Item Location Retail Type Sq. Ft. Note Anchor Tenants 
            

Mt. Shasta Mall City of Redding Regional 590,000  Macy’s, Old Navy, Sears, JCPenney 

Prime Outlets at Anderson City of Anderson Regional 165,000  
Gap Outlet, Tommy Hilfiger, Dress Barn, 
Prime Cinemas 

Uncaptured Retail [4] 
  

68,000 
272,000   

Subtotal Regional/Super-Regional Retail 
 

1,427,500 
1,631,500   

      
Subtotal Comm. & Regional/Super-Regional Retail 

 
3,259,900 
3,725,900   

      
Total Retail 

  
3,259,900 
3,725,900   

            
     "existing" 
Source: NRB Shopping Center Directory, Redding Record Searchlight, LoopNet, Redding Mall Properties, and EPS. 
      
[1] Estimated to be 2/3 community-serving and 1/3 region-serving retail.    
[2] Estimated to be 1/2 community-serving and 1/2 region-serving retail.     
[3] Redding Mall Properties has estimated that approximately 338,000 square feet of gross leasable space exists in the Downtown Mall. EPS has 

estimated that 2/3 of this space is occupied as retail.   
[4] EPS added a 20 5% contingency factor to include any retail supply that was omitted by the NRB Shopping Center Directory and unaccounted in 

EPS's supplemental research. 
[5] Square footage reflects rough estimates based on average sizes for selected tenants.   
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Table 3-2           
Knighton and Churn Creek Commons       

Proposed Retail Urban Decay Analysis        
Summary of Developed, Planned, and Approved Retail Square Footage     
           

 
   

 Community  Regional Total  
 Under 

Construction Approved Planned Total 
 Under 

Construction Approved Planned Total 
Retail 

Project Name  Development 
                      

           
City of Anderson            

Vineyards at Anderson [1] - - 100,000 100,000  - - - - 100,000 
           
City of Redding           

Bonnyview Shopping Center [2] - 210,000 - 210,000  - - - - 210,000 

Oasis Road Specific Plan [3] - - - -  - 
300,000 
340,000 

750,000 
2,660,000 

1,050,000 
3,000,000

1,050,000 
3,000,000 

Downtown Gateway [4] - 10,000 - 10,000  - - - - 10,000 
Redding Riverfront Specific Plan - - 187,200 187,200  - - -  187,200 
Wal-Mart Expansion [5] - 80,000 - 80,000  - - - - 80,000 

           
Shasta County (Unincorporated)           

Knighton and Churn Creek 
Commons [6] - - 290,000 290,000  - - 447,000 447,000 737,000 

           

Total Projected Square Footage - 300,000 577,200 877,200  - 
300,000 
340,000 

1,197,000 
3,107,000 

1,497,000 
3,447,000 

2,374,200 
4,324,200 

                     
          "nonres_sum" 
Source:  City of Redding, Shasta County, Villages at Anderson DEIR, and EPS.     
           
[1] This project proposes 40,000 square feet of commercial and 200,000 square feet of mixed use office-retail.  The amount of retail-specific land uses in the 

project has not yet been determined. 
[2] Estimated to be 100 percent community-serving retail.         
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 Community  Regional Total  
 Under 

Construction Approved Planned Total 
 Under 

Construction Approved Planned Total 
Retail 

Project Name  Development 
                      

[3] Development of the Oasis Road Specific Plan is in the long-term horizon and anticipated to occur over the next two or three decades. Approved development 
refers to the Oasis Towne Center. 

[4] The Downtown Gateway is anticipated to contain approximately 13,800 commercial square feet.  EPS has estimated that approximately 10,000 square feet 
will be community-serving retail. 

[5] Estimated based on average sizes of Walmart discount stores and supercenters.        
[6] Derived in Table 1-1.           
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The adjustments in this revised analysis result in a lower probability of potential urban decay 
impacts from the individual proposed project and cumulative development.  As shown in Table 
3-9 below, the revised estimate of existing and proposed retail space is estimated to yield an 
oversupply in 2015 of 15 percent and an oversupply in 2020 of 7 percent.  In comparison, the 
original UDA estimated an oversupply of retail space in 2015 of 23 percent and an oversupply in 
2020 of 16 percent.  As stated in the UDA, the likelihood of urban decay is estimated to increase 
when an oversupply in retail square footage of over 10 percent lasts beyond 3 to 5 years.  
Moreover, the sensitivity run indicates that development of the proposed project independently 
would not result in a level of oversupply that could trigger urban decay impacts.  As shown in 
Table 3-10 below, a five percent contingency results in a breakeven impact on supply in 2015 
and an undersupply of space in 2020 of over 9 percent.   
 
Table 3-9    Cumulative  

Development 
Knighton and Churn Creek Commons  
Urban Decay Analysis   
Net Retail Demand from Cumulative Development 5.0% Supply Contingency 

 
        

    Difference: CTA and RTA  

  Demand Supply Undersupply/(Oversupply) 
Percent 

Oversupplied/ 
Retail Category (Sq. Ft.) [1] (Sq. Ft.) [1] Sq. Ft. Acres [2] Undersupplied 
              

       
Regional Retail     
       

2009  2,933,000  
1,428,000 
1,632,000 

1,505,000 
1,301,000 

138.2  
119.5 -

    

2015  3,303,000  
2,175,000 
2,419,000 

1,128,000 
884,000 

103.6 
81.2 -

    

2020  3,595,700  
2,175,000 
2,419,000

1,420,700 
1,176,700

130.5 
108.1  -

           
    

Community Retail   
    

2009  628,000  
1,832,000 
2,094,000 

(1,204,000) 
(1,466,000)

(110.6) 
(134.6) -

    

2015  690,000  
2,522,000 
2,784,000 

(1,832,000) 
(2,094,000)

(168.2) 
(192.3) -

    

2020  767,000  
2,522,000 
2,784,000

(1,755,000) 
(2,017,000)

(161.2) 
(185.2) -
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    Difference: CTA and RTA  

  Demand Supply Undersupply/(Oversupply) 
Percent 

Oversupplied/ 
Retail Category (Sq. Ft.) [1] (Sq. Ft.) [1] Sq. Ft. Acres [2] Undersupplied 
              

  
Net Retail Demand - Regional and Community Retail  
    

2009  3,561,000  
3,260,000 
3,726,000 

301,000 
(165,000) 

27.6  
(15.2) 

-9.2% 
4.4%

    

2015  3,993,000  
4,697,000 
5,203,000 

(704,000) 
(1,210,000)

(64.6) 
(111.1) 

15.0% 
23.3%

    

2020  4,362,700  
4,697,000 
5,203,000 

(334,300) 
(840,300)

(30.7) 
(77.2) 

7.1% 
16.2%

              
      "net_demand" 
Source: EPS.      
       
[1]  Cumulative totals. See Table 3-9 and Table 3-10 for supply and demand comparisons. 
[2]  A FAR of 0.25 is assumed in calculating acreage undersupply/oversupply.  

 

Table 3-10    
Individual Project 

(Existing Supply + Project) Knighton and Churn Creek Commons  
Urban Decay Analysis   
Net Retail Demand from Individual Project  5.0% Supply Contingency 

 
        

    Difference: CTA and RTA  

  Demand Supply Undersupply/(Oversupply) 
Percent 

Oversupplied/ 
Retail Category (Sq. Ft.) [1] (Sq. Ft.) [1] Sq. Ft. Acres [2] Undersupplied 
              

       
Regional Retail     
       

2009  2,933,000  
1,428,000 
1,632,000 

1,505,000 
1,301,000 

138.2 
119.5  -

    

2015  3,303,000  
1,875,000 
2,079,000 

1,428,000 
1,224,000 

131.1 
112.4  -

    

2020  3,595,700  
1,875,000 
2,079,000 

1,720,700 
1,516,700 

158.0 
139.3  -
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    Difference: CTA and RTA  

  Demand Supply Undersupply/(Oversupply) 
Percent 

Oversupplied/ 
Retail Category (Sq. Ft.) [1] (Sq. Ft.) [1] Sq. Ft. Acres [2] Undersupplied 
              

    
Community Retail   

    

2009  628,000  
1,832,000 
2,094,000 

(1,204,000) 
(1,466,000)

(110.6) 
(134.6) -

    

2015  690,000  
2,122,000 
2,384,000 

(1,432,000) 
(1,694,000)

(131.5) 
(155.6) -

    

2020  767,000  
2,122,000 
2,384,000 

(1,355,000) 
(1,617,000)

(124.4) 
(148.5) -

    
    
Net Retail Demand - Regional and Community Retail  
    

2009  3,561,000  
3,260,000 
3,726,000 

301,000 
(165,000)

27.6  
(15.2) 

-9.2% 
4.4%

    

2015  3,993,000  
3,997,000 
4,463,000 

(4,000) 
(470,000)

(0.4) 
(43.2) 

0.1% 
10.5%

    

2020  4,362,700  
3,997,000 
4,463,000 

365,700 
(100,300) 

33.6 
(9.2)  

-9.1% 
2.2%

              
      "net_proj" 
Source: EPS.      
       

[1]  Cumulative totals. See Table 3-9 and Table 3-10 for demand calculations.  Supply resulting from the 
proposed project is derived in Table 3-2. 
[2]  A FAR of 0.25 is assumed in calculating acreage undersupply/oversupply.  

 
Response 16AA:  The comment is noted.  The UDA capture rate of 75 percent is high based on 
the region's insular location.  EPS recommends keeping the current approach - it is reasonable to 
assume that some leakage will occur, as in any other regional economy. 
 
Response 16BB:  The comment is noted.  A variety of methodologies can potentially be used to 
estimate urban decay.  The method EPS used (10% vacancy of five years or more) does not 
definitively argue urban decay will result.  Rather it estimates the potential for conditions 
conducive to urban decay occurring as a result of the individual project and cumulative 
development.  Indeed, Page 39 indicates that "…the above findings do not guarantee that urban 
decay will result from cumulative development of all anticipated retail.  Rather they suggest that 
this result cannot be ruled out."  In addition, based on EPS’s adjustments noted in Comment 
Letter 16, Response 16Z, the revised results of the UDA indicate a lower probability of urban 
decay from the individual Project and cumulative development. 
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Response 16CC:  The comment is noted.  New nonresidential development, including the 
proposed project and other proposed projects, will be developed in the future pursuant to 
favorable market conditions.  However, as demonstrated in the current economic downturn, the 
market can result in an oversupply of nonresidential development.  Thus, it is important to 
evaluate the potential role of cumulative development in causing urban decay. 
 
Response 16DD:  As a result of changes made in the Urban Decay Analysis (see Response 16Z 
above), the estimated oversupply of retail space from the individual proposed project and 
cumulative development fell to a level that is not estimated to result in urban decay based on the 
definition applied in the Economic Planning Systems Urban Decay Analysis.  As there is no 
single, legally accepted definition and method of measuring of urban decay, the revised analysis 
does not, however, guarantee that potential urban decay impacts will be less than significant.   
 
Response 16EE:  CEQA establishes thresholds of significance for any periodic or substantial 
increase in noise associated with a project.  Many jurisdictions establish a 3 dB (barely 
perceptible) increase in noise as the test of significance.  Where a 5 dB increase results in a 
clearly perceptible (noticeable) change in noise, this document utilized the 4 dB increase as the 
test of significance.  The Shasta County General Plan does not provide guidance on this issue.  
Therefore, this author utilized the 4 dBA increase as the threshold of significance. 
 
Response 16FF: The analysis indicates that the project loading dock and truck circulation 
activities will result in an exceedance of the Shasta County standards.  The mitigation measures 
identified as Mitigation Measures #3.10-2a and #3.10-2b will ensure compliance with both the 
daytime and nighttime noise level criteria.  It is unclear which “improvement measures” the 
commenter is referring to which “will mitigate most impacts”. 
 
The discussion on Impact #3.10-3 should be restated to “potentially significant”.  The final 
project design could include any of the suggested mitigation measures as a part of the project 
design.  In addition, the commercial building could conduct a more detailed analysis of HVAC 
equipment noise when the heating and air requirements are defined.  At that time it may be 
determined that the HVAC equipment complies with the County standards. 
 
The Discussion/Conclusion under Impact #3.10-3 of the Draft EIR (page 3.10-22) is amended as 
follows: 
 

Impact #3.10-3: Roof-top HVAC equipment may result in noise levels 
which exceed the Shasta County noise level criteria. 

 
Discussion/Conclusion:  During the summer months HVAC equipment may run 
continually during the nighttime hours.  Therefore, the HVAC equipment would 
be required to comply with the 45 dB Leq hourly noise level criterion.  This is a 
potentially significant impact.   

 
Response 16GG:  The criteria used for evaluating the HVAC equipment are contained in Table 
N-IV (Noise Level Performance Standards for New Projects Affected by or Including Non-
transportation Sources).  For Impacts 3.10-2 and 3.10-3, each of the impacts being evaluated are 
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for non-transportation noise sources.  There are no State of California standards as mentioned in 
the comment.  Since the HVAC equipment may operate during the nighttime hours, the strictest 
criterion is the hourly 50 dBA Leq. 
 
Response 16HH:  An analysis was conducted to determine a conservative estimate of noise levels 
associated with Impacts 3.10-2 and 3.10-3.  Implementation of the mitigation measures will 
result in compliance with the Shasta County standards.   
 
Response 16II:  The comment is noted.  To clarify that restriction of construction activities to 
daytime hours refers to proposed project on-site construction, Mitigation Measure #3.10-4, page 
3.10-23 of the Draft EIR, is amended as follows:  
 

Mitigation Measure #3.10-4: 
 

On-site Cconstruction activities shall be restricted to daytime hours.  
Construction equipment shall be equipped with proper mufflers and in good 
working order. 

  
Fixed construction equipment such as compressors and generators shall be 
located as far as possible from sensitive receptors. All impact tools shall be 
shrouded or shielded and all intakes and exhaust ports on power construction 
equipment muffled or shielded. 

 
Response 16JJ:  The analysis of noise impacts associated with the wastewater treatment plant is 
based upon noise measurements conducted for recently constructed wastewater plants.  The 
Draft EIR analysis indicates that the impacts can be mitigated based upon the Mitigation 
Measure #3.10-6.  However, substituting the mitigation measures with a performance-based 
mitigation measure would be appropriate.   Mitigation Measure #3.10-6, page 3.10-24 of the 
Draft EIR, is amended as follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure #3.10-6: 
 

All pumps shall be submersible pumps or located inside of enclosures.  The 
blowers shall be located inside a concrete block building.  Aerators shall be 
located below perimeter ground level in the aeration basins.  All equipment 
operations shall comply with the daytime exterior noise level criterion of 55 dB 
Leq, and the nighttime exterior noise level criterion of 45 dB Leq at the nearest 
residential property lines. 
 
The applicant shall construct a wastewater treatment plant, which will result in 
compliance with the noise criteria contained within Shasta County General Plan 
Policy N-b, Table N-IV. 
 

Response 16KK:  The comment is noted.  See Section Four – Errata amendments to Draft EIR 
pages 3.11-5 and 3.11-6 regarding revenue projections as it relates to public safety costs.  
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Response 16LL:  The comment is noted.  The Draft EIR Fiscal Impact Analysis indicates that fire 
protection services funding will be generated by 6.02 percent of the 1 percent property tax as 
well as General Fund transfers in.  Neither impact fees nor sales taxes are included as fire 
protection services revenue sources.  Impact fees are used for capital costs and CSA No. 1 does 
not receive a share of the Proposition 172 Public Safety Sales Tax.   
 
The annual costs of fire protection services shown in Table C-3 were provided by the County 
Fire Warden.  The annual costs of $913,000 at buildout represent the County Fire Warden’s 
estimated equipment and staffing costs required to serve the proposed project based on the 
proposed land use plan.  It does not include CSA #2 costs.   
 
Response 16MM:  The traffic study did not use or reference the Oasis DEIR. 
 
Response 16NN:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 16OO:  The traffic related comments herein were prepared after circulation of the 
original DEIR and prior to re-circulation of the DEIR. The recirculated DEIR provided a revised 
traffic analysis which either supplemented or supplanted the traffic information contained in the 
original DEIR. Therefore, with respect to all traffic related comments, please refer to the 
PRDEIR and the responses to comments thereon. 
 
Response 16PP:  See Response 16OO above. 
 
Response 16QQ: See Response 16OO.    
 
Response 16RR:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16SS:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16TT:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16UU:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16VV:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16WW:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16XX:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16YY:  See Response 16OO.  
 
Response 16ZZ:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16AAA:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16BBB:  See Response 16OO. 
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Response 16CCC:  See Response 16OO.  
 
Response 16DDD:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16EEE:  See Response 16OO. 
 
Response 16FFF:  See Response 16OO.  
 
Response 16GGG:  Responses to comments in “the attached letters” from Lawrence and 
Associates and PACE Engineering have been provided in Response 16U above. 
 
Response 16HHH:  See Response 16U, A, Section 3.13, Page 3.13-9, Mitigation Measure #3.13-1 
above.  The revised Mitigation Measure incorporated in the EIR as a result of that comment is: 
 

Mitigation Measure #3.13-1: 
 
The project proponent shall establish an appropriate mechanism to maintain and 
operate the on-site wastewater treatment facility in compliance with Regional 
Water Quality Control Board requirements as delineated in Waste Discharge 
Requirements that shall be issued for the facility. and the facility shall be in place, 
operational, and certified by the Regional Board prior to issuance of certificates 
of occupancy. 

 
Response 16III:  “The project could potentially result” phrase precedes a discussion of Impact 
#3.14-2 and is correctly used in that regard.  That discussion concludes that the subject impact 
(on project water resources) is less than significant. 
 
Although not critical to the understanding of the listed mitigation measures, the phrase “in the 
spirit of AB32” in Mitigation Measure #3.14-1a is excised from the EIR (DEIR page 3.14-14) as 
follows: 
 

Mitigation Measure #3.14-1a:   
 
The proposed project shall reduce its cumulative contribution to greenhouse 
gases in the spirit of AB 32,pursuant to The Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006, by implementing the following suggested appropriate and feasible measures 
or such replacement measures that Shasta County determines to be effectively 
equivalent from the California Climate Action Team Strategies and the 
Department of Justice Attorney General.  
 

The data in the preceding Impact (“a cumulatively considerable incremental contribution to the 
significant cumulative impact of global climate change”) is sufficient to support the conclusion 
that the project, in combination with growth and development at the local, regional and state 
level would result in a “significant, cumulatively considerable and unavoidable impact”. 
 
The required measures are clearly and adequately detailed as listed. 
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The County may, if it wishes, modify the suggested measures, upon the introduction of adequate 
evidence supporting such modification, prior to certification of the EIR. 
 
Response 16JJJ:  The comment is noted.  The comment supports the conclusion reached in 
Section 4.3 at page 4-5 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 16KKK:  The comment is noted.  The comment supports the conclusion reached in 
Section 4.3 at page 4-5 of the Draft EIR. 
Response 16LLL:  The second sentence in the first paragraph of Section 4.3 – Alternatives 
Rejected at page 4-5 of the Draft EIR is amended as follows:  
 

4.3 Alternatives Rejected 
 
According to the CEQA Guidelines, two major provisions are necessary for an 
adequate alternative site analysis—feasibility and location. The EIR should 
consider alternate project locations if a significant project impacts could be 
avoided or substantially lessened by moving the project to an alternate site. 

 
Response 16MMM:  The comment is noted. The comment supports the conclusion reached in 
Section 4.4.2 at page 4-6 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 16NNN:  The comment is noted.  CEQA requires identification and analysis of a 
reasonable range of alternatives in the Draft EIR that would avoid or lessen any of the 
environmental effects of a proposed project. The Avoidance of Sensitive Areas Alternative has 
been included in the Draft EIR to accomplish this requirement.  Although the sensitive areas 
depicted by Figure 4-2 found after page 4-8 of the Draft EIR, have not been identified in the 
Draft EIR as containing legally protected resources, these areas do have the potential to provide 
habitat or contain cultural resources that other areas of the proposed project site do not and 
consideration of avoidance of these areas is considered appropriate for defining this alternative.   
 
Response 16OOO:  The inclusion of Table 4-1 is common practice in Draft EIR’s to provide a 
mechanism for clearly determining the environmentally superior alternative among the 
alternatives considered. 
 
Response 16PPP:  The comment is noted.  See Response 16F.  
 
Response 16QQQ:  The comment is noted.  The UDA’s reference of the proposed project as a 
mall does not lead to mischaracterization of the project - see definition in its entirety on Page 4 
of the UDA.  However, one of the project goals, per the project proponent's 1/20/2009 project 
description, is to "create an economically viable destination shopping mall…"   
 
EPS stands behind its approach in designating proposed retail space in the proposed project as 
community and regional retail.  According to the Shopping Center Development Handbook2, 
community centers are anchored around junior department stores and supermarkets.  More 

                                                 
2 Published by the Urban Land Institute, 3rd edition. 
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recently, anchors consist of discounters (Kmart, Marshalls), and large-format specialty stores 
such as Sports Authority (sporting goods), Home Depot (building supply), or Borders (books).  
The designation of community retail is consistent with proposed tenants identified by the 
proposed project proponent.  In addition, the consumer demand trends vary for community and 
regional retail establishments.  Disaggregating the project’s tenant base into these two categories 
is helpful in more precisely estimating household expenditures and retail space demanded.  
 
Concerning the established trade areas, EPS recommends keeping the current approach.  In 
Table 2-1 the UDA describes a community trade area (CTA) as an area with a radius of three to 
seven miles and with a population of approximately 50,000 persons.  This is consistent with the 
Urban Land Institute’s (ULI) characteristics (10-20 minute drive; 40K-150K people) and the 
International Council of Shopping Centers (50K people; three-seven miles).  The population in 
the identified CTA is about 100,000 persons. 
 
Also in Table 2-1, the UDA describes a regional trade area (RTA) as an area with a radius of five 
to 25 miles and with a population of around 250,000, which is consistent with the International 
Council of Shopping Centers.  The RTA includes Shasta County, northern Tehama County, and 
eastern Trinity County and contains approximately 230,000 people. 
 
EPS stands behind its designation of the CTA and RTA.  Siskiyou and Modoc populations are 
negligible in population and the southern Tehama area is largely served by Chico's regional retail 
establishments.   
 
Response 16RRR:  The comment is noted.  The comment misinterpreted the language in the 
General Trends section - the 25 percent vacancy estimate was based on a broker interview, 
included as a qualitative description of current market trends, and was not used to prepare the 
quantitative analysis.  EPS recommends keeping the General Trends discussion - it is important 
to recognize current impacts on retail resulting from the economic downturn. 
 
Response 16SSS:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z. 
 
Response 16TTT:  The comment is noted.  The UDA capture rate is high based on the region's 
insular location.  EPS recommends keeping current approach - it is reasonable to assume that 
some leakage will occur, as in any other regional economy. 
 
Response 16UUU:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Responses 16Z and 16TTT. 
 
Response 16VVV:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Response 16BB. 
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Letter 17 David P. Cincotta, Of Counsel to Jeffer Mangels Buler & Marmaro 
LLP 

 
Response 17A:  The comment is noted.  The comment does not raise a specific environmental 
concern related to the proposed project to which a response can be prepared.  
 
Response 17B:  The comment is noted.  The comment does not raise a specific environmental 
concern related to the proposed project to which a response can be prepared.  
 
Response 17C:  The comment is noted.  The comment does not raise a specific environmental 
concern related to the proposed project to which a response can be prepared.  
 
Response 17D:  This comment summarizes findings; responses are described in Responses 17F 
through 17L below.   
 
Response 17E:  See Responses 17F and 17G below. 
 
Response 17F:  The comment is noted.  As a standard method, EPS estimates market demand 
based on the neighborhood, community, or regional trade areas in a project.  As a conservative 
approach, EPS does not typically estimate demand from consumers outside of these trade areas.  
In addition, based on EPS’s adjustments noted in Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z, the revised 
results of the UDA indicate a lower probability of urban decay from the individual Project and 
cumulative development. 
 
Response 17G:  The comment is noted.  As a standard method, EPS estimates market demand 
based on the neighborhood, community, or regional trade areas in a project.  As a conservative 
approach, EPS does not typically estimate demand from consumers outside of these trade areas.  
In addition, based on EPS’s adjustments noted in Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z, the revised 
results of the UDA indicate a lower probability of urban decay from the individual Project and 
cumulative development. 
 
Response 17H:  See Responses 17I, 17J, 17K, and 17L below. 
 
Response 17I:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z. 
 
Response 17J:  The comment is noted.  EPS recommends keeping the current approach; it is 
arguable that the restaurant and entertainment uses anticipated in the proposed project will 
compete with those existing and proposed in the downtown mall. 
 
Response 17K:  The comment is noted. See Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z.  
 
Response 17L:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z. 
 
Response 17M:  The comment is noted.  See Responses 17F and 17G above for a response to 
comments on the UDA’s market demand estimates. 
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See Comment Letter 16, Response 16Z for a response to comments on the UDA’s contingency 
factor. 
 
See Comment Letter 16, Response 16QQQ for a response to comments on the UDA’s 
differentiation of retail space. 
 



Letter 18

A

B

C
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Letter 18 Michael Cobbold 
 
Response 18A:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the 
EIR, but rather an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project 
site is for agricultural purposes. Impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources are 
discussed and analyzed on pages 3.2-1 through 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR.  The commenter’s 
opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors during project deliberations.    
 
Response 18B:  The comment is noted. See Comment Letter 7, Responses 7C and 7D.   
 
Response 18C:  The comment is noted.  Air quality impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 
3.3, traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in the PRDEIR and the responses to 
comments thereon, global climate change is addressed in Section 3.15, and growth inducing 
impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Section 5.6 at page 5-14.  In addition, public 
transportation bus routes throughout the County are periodically modified in response to demand 
generated by new development.   
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Letter 19 George Cole 
 
Response 19A:  The comment is noted.  Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project, 
including impacts identified by the commenter, are addressed by Mitigation Measures #3.12-1a 
through #3.12-8 beginning on page 3.12-15 of the Draft EIR, also please see the PRDEIR and 
the responses to comments thereon. 
 
Response 19B:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 19C:  See Response 19A above. 
   
Response 19D:  The comment is noted.  The proposed 18 acre open space buffer at the north end 
of the proposed project is intended to buffer existing residential uses abutting the proposed 
project site on the north from impacts associated with  the proposed commercial uses (noise, 
light and glare, etc.)  and to accommodate the on-site wastewater treatment operation.  
 
Response 19E:  This is not a comment related to the adequacy of the EIR, but rather an opinion 
of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural 
purposes. Impacts of the proposed project on agricultural resources are discussed and analyzed 
on pages 3.2-1 through 3.2-10 of the Draft EIR.  Urban blight is discussed and analyzed on page 
3.9-2 through 3.9-4 of the Draft EIR.  Appendix L (Urban Decay analysis) and Appendix M 
(Fiscal Impact Analysis) provide additional detail on this subject.  Comments regarding 
opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 19F:  The comment is noted. Growth inducing impacts of the proposed project are 
discussed in Section 5.6 at page 5-14 of the Draft EIR.  
 
Response 19G:  The comment is a statement that the project is out of scale for the proposed 
location and that the proposed project conflicts with provisions of the Shasta County General 
Plan regarding land use designations and commercial development at the I-5/Knighton Road 
intersection.  Land use designations and potential General Plan conflicts have been addressed in 
the Land Use and Planning section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.9).  As noted on Draft EIR page 
3.9-14 Impact #3.9-2, this is a matter of policy that must be decided by the Board of Supervisors.     
 
Response 19H:  The project design provides for sewer and water facilities.  The environmental 
effects of the construction and operation of these facilities are evaluated in Sections 3.8 
beginning at page 3.8-1 and 3.13 beginning at page 3.13-1 of the Draft EIR and Appendices I, J, 
P and Q. 
 
Response 19I:  The comment is noted.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Draft EIR 
Section 3.11 and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12, and in the PRDEIR and the 
responses to comments thereon.  
 
Response 19J:  The onsite treatment of drainage from the site is addressed by Mitigation 
Measure #3.8-2 (page 3.8-11 of the Draft EIR) as amended below, which requires Best 
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Management Practices for runoff water quality protection and source control before discharge to 
receiving waters.   
 
 Mitigation Measure #3.8-2: 
 

The applicant shall design and construct the project drainage system in 
accordance with the drainage system volume requirements specified by Hydmet, 
Inc (Stormwater Retention Storage Churn Creek Flood Plain, April 2011 by John 
H. Humphry).  The drainage system shall be subject to review and approval by 
the Shasta County Public Works Department and the Shasta County 
Environmental Health Division prior to issuance of grading permits for the 
project.  Prior to approval of the proposed project site plan At the time of 
application for the individual grading permits, the project proponent shall 
identify all appropriate and feasible storm water runoff Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) for that portion of the project to be implemented within the 
project site.  These BMPs shall be selected from the California Stormwater 
Quality Association’s Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook—New 
Development and Redevelopment and shall conform to the standards set forth by 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board.  Typical BMPs that 
could be used shall include but would not be limited to catchbasin inserts, 
compost stormwater filters, sandfilters, vegetated filter strips, biofiltration swales, 
oil/water separators, biodetention basins, or other equally effective measures.  
Other BMPs shall include but would not be limited to administrative controls 
such as signage at inlets to prevent illicit discharges into storm drains, parking 
lot and other pavement area sweeping, public education, and hazardous waste 
management and disposal programs. BMPs shall identify and implement 
mechanisms for the routine maintenance, inspection, and repair of pollution 
control mechanisms.  In addition, the BMPs shall be reviewed for adequacy by 
the Shasta County Planning and Public Works Departments. 

 
Also, see Comment Letter 62, Response 62B. 
 
Response 19K:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.  
Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 19L:  See Response 19K above. 
 
Response 19M:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the environmental analysis.  
Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 




