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Letter 20 Molly Cole 
 
Response 20A:  The comment is noted. Comments of proposed project opposition should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, law enforcement impacts 
are addressed in Section 3.11 and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in the 
Partially Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon.  
 
Response 20B:  The comment is noted.  Flood flow drainage is addressed in Appendix K to the 
Draft EIR, and in Appendix U thereto and the DEIR text based on Appendix U.  See Comment 
Letter 8, Response 8I. 
 
The non-specific opinion regarding flows in assumptions and data cannot be addressed.  The 
commenter is referred to Appendix K for summaries of analysis assumptions and methodology 
and data assumptions.  Please also see Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR errata based 
thereon. 
 
Response 20C:  The comment states 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.     
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Letter 21 Terry Craig 
 
Response 21A:  This is 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. 
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Letter 22 MaryAnn Czermak, Ph.D. 
 
Response 22A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 22B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 22C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 23 MaryAnn Czermak, Ph.D. 
 
Response 23A:  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.   Also, see Response 23B below.   
 
Response 23B:  Appendix K and Appendix U outlines the required components of project design 
to address the ‘regulation of excess water’ during a flood. 
 
The operation of the wastewater disposal fields, recycling project wastewater effluent, will have 
less influence on area groundwater levels than the current undeveloped site’s irrigation and 
rainfall absorption. 
 
The commenter is referred to the analysis in Appendix J of the Draft EIR for reassurance that 
shallow wells in the project area will not be significantly impacted by the project. 
 
The commenter’s concern regarding the adequacy of EIR/EIR Appendices address of floodplain, 
water quality, and drainage issues is noted. 
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Letter 24 MaryAnn Czermak, Ph.D. 
 
Response 24A:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural purposes.  
 
Response 24B:  The comment is a statement that the proposed project would increase sprawl and 
encourage bad driving habits. The proposed commercial land use designation and potential 
General Plan conflicts are 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. Growth inducing (sprawl) impacts of the proposed 
project are discussed in Section 5.6 at page 5-14.  
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Letter 25 Dick Dickerson, Chair, Shasta County Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency 

 
Response 25A:  The comment states that the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning 
Agency (SCRPTA) is statutorily responsible for inter-jurisdictional coordination, finding, and 
planning of regional transportation needs.  The comment is noted.  
 
Response 25B:  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 25C:   See Response 25A above. 
   
Response 25D:  See Response 25A. 
 
Response 25E:  See Response 25A. 
 
Response 25F:  See Response 25A. 
 
Response 25G:  See Response 25A. 
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Letter 26 Geneva Drinkwater 
 
Response 26A:  See Comment Letter 23, Response 23A. 
 
Response 26B:  See Comment Letter 23, Response 23B. 
 



Letter 27

A

B

C

D



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 27-1  

Letter 27 Annette Faurote 
 
Response 27A:  This is 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.  Commenter 
opposition to the proposed project should be directed to the County Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 27B:  The comment is noted.  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.  
 
Response 27C:  The comment is a statement that the proposed project would increase sprawl and 
encourage extra driving, contributing to CO2 emissions and global climate change. Growth 
inducing (sprawl) impacts of the proposed project are discussed in Section 5.6 at page 5-14, 
traffic impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.12 (and in the Partially Recirculated DEIR 
(PDEIR) and the response to comments thereon) and global climate change is addressed in 
Section 3.14. The proposed commercial land use designation has 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, the proposed commercial land use is a matter of policy that must be decided by the Board 
of Supervisors.  
   
Response 27D:  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. 
 



Letter 28

A

B

C



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 28-1  

Letter 28 Amber Galusha 
 
Response 28A:  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 28B:  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 28C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 29 Kathy Grissom 
 
Response 29A:  The comment is noted.  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and 
best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural/open space 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.  In addition, Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 
3.11, traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 (and in the Partially Recirculated DEIR 
(PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon), and growth inducing impacts of the proposed 
project are discussed Section 5.6 at page 5-14.  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 30 Gloria Hall 
 
Response 30A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 30B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 30C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 31 Glen Harmer 
 
Response 31A:  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 Partially 
Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon).  
 
Response 31B:  See Response 31A above. 
 
Response 31C:  Analyses of 100-year flood runoff from the developed project site, its 
magnitude, and project-incorporated mitigation facilities to address such runoff are contained in 
Appendix K to the Draft EIR.  Please also see Appendix U of the DEIR and the DEIR errata 
based thereon. 
 
Automobile parking related storm drain runoff from the project site will be treated onsite to 
mitigate pollutant discharge to groundwater.  Runoff from a 100-year flood sheet flow event will 
be, by definition, of insufficient frequency to contribute to a significant impact. 
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Letter 32 Jim Hamilton, AICP, Director, City of Redding Development Services 
Department 

 
Response 32A:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 32B:  The commenter summarizes significant and unavoidable impacts identified 
within the Draft EIR and properly concludes that a statement of overriding considerations will be 
required setting forth the reasons why the economic and/or social values of the proposed project 
should override the significant unmitigated environmental effects that will result from the 
proposed project.  Section 15093 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the statement of overriding 
considerations shall be stated in writing when the lead agency approves a project, not at the time 
of Draft EIR preparation.  Much of the information that will be used in drafting a statement of 
overriding considerations at the time of proposed project approval consideration can be found in 
Appendices L and M which address the potential for the proposed project to result in urban 
decay and the fiscal impact of the proposed project. 
 
Response 32C:  The comment is noted.    
 
Response 32D:  The commenter indicates that no detail has been provided in the Draft EIR to 
justify rejection of the 14 alternative sites as not meeting most of the proposed project objectives. 
To address this concern Draft EIR Section 4.3 – Alternatives Rejected beginning at page 4-5 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 significant project impacts could be avoided 
or substantially lessened by moving the project to an alternate site. 
 
Various potential off-site locations were identified for possible analysis in this 
document (see Figure 4-1).  As summarized below Vvacant parcels within a 10 
mile radius were not large enough to accommodate a regional retail shopping 
center, had insufficient access to I-5, or would not result in the elimination or 
lessening of any environmental impacts.   

 
 Fawndale. The location is significantly north of the existing population base 

and no apparent land for development has been identified.  All land 
surrounding the interchange is mountainous or currently used for mobile 
home/RV purposes. 

 
 Wonderland. The location is significantly north of the existing population 

base. All of the available sites observed were substantially smaller than 
required for a regional development. 

 



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 32-2  

 Shasta Dam. The location is north of the existing population base. The only 
available site appeared to be 8-10 acres in size, which is substantially too 
small for a comparable project. The location also had limited I-5 visibility and 
inferior access.  

 
 Pinegrove. This intersection is north of the existing population base. The only 

available site appeared to be an approximately 5 acre parcel, which is too 
small for any shopping center development. 

 
 Oasis. Other than the Levinson project that has already received EIR approval 

at this intersection, no other parcels of property appeared to be of sufficient 
size to develop any retail shopping center, regional or otherwise. In addition, 
the market would not support further commercial development in competition 
with the Levinson project.  Finally, all such available land had inferior 
visibility off of  I-5 and inferior access. 

 
 Twin View. One 6-10 acre developable parcel was located, which is too small 

to be comparable to the proposed project. Visibility from I-5 is limited and the 
access is inferior. 

 
 Lake/299 E. One 8.5 acre parcel near the I-5 interchange was located, but it 

was not visible from I-5. In addition, access to this site is inferior. 
 
 Cypress.  No vacant sites we identified at the interchange. 
 
 Bonnyview. An 18 acre site at Bonnyview and Churn Creek was identified as 

suitable for a neighborhood/community retail shopping center or for one 
regional superstore tenant. The access to this site is inferior as is visibility 
from I-5. A  19 acre site at the northwest comer of Bonnyview & I-5 was also 
located. This site may have wetland issues. The "for sale" sign on the site 
indicated it was zoned for multi-family use. Access to this site is substantially 
inferior. 

 
 Riverside. Two parcels that could be assembled into a 41 acre development 

were located; however, they are still too small for a regional shopping center. 
The location has inferior access to the site. In addition, high-voltage power 
lines traverse a portion of the site, which may make that portion 
undevelopable. 

 
 Anderson S/B. A fairly large parcel at Balls Ferry & I-5 was located. Access 

to the property is substantially inferior and the main hard corner is already 
developed. Therefore, any new development would have to develop around 
this existing development. The site has minimal street frontage but does have 
equivalent I-5 visibility. The surrounding area, however, is improved for 
industrial uses. Finally, further studies would be required to determine the 
extent, if any, of potential wetland issues. 
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 Anderson N/B. One site of approximately 10-15 acres was located across the 
street from the existing Wal-Mart development which would be ideally suited 
as a complementary use to that existing development. The site has limited 
visibility off of I-5 and access is substantially inferior to the proposed project 
site.  

 
 Gas Point. A 24 acre site at the northwest comer of Gas Point and I-5 was 

located; however, it  is too small for a retail shopping center.  In addition, this 
location is too far south of the existing population base.  The access to the site 
appears to be through a residential street, which would create significant other 
issues against and such commercial development. 

 
Based on the above, analysis of alternative project sites was eliminated from further 
consideration. 
 
Response 32E:  The comment is noted.  A detailed analysis regarding the appropriateness of each 
alternative site identified by Figure 4-1, found after page 4-6 of the Draft EIR, is provided in 
Response 32D above.  
 
Response 32F:  See Response 32D. 
 
Response 32G:  See Comment Letter 25, Responses 25C and 25D. 
 
Response 32H:  See Comment Letter 25, Response 25G. 
 
Response 32I:  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 32J:  The comment is noted.  The employment rate is not a model determinant and 
thus has no impact on results.  However, EPS can replace the Urban Decay Analysis (UDA) 
rates, which were based on 2009 data from Claritas, Inc., with preliminary unemployment rates 
as of March 2010 from the Employment Development Department (EDD) shown below.   
 

Source CTA RTA 

Final UDA  4.6% 5.0% 
EDD, March 2010 17.1% 15.6% 

 
The UDA uses a blend of growth projections to estimate population growth from the CTA.  The 
data sources included Claritas, the Department of Finance, and Shasta County Regional 
Transportation and Planning Agency (RTPA).  The RTA growth projections are based on 
Claritas, which is the only source that could provide population growth data for customized 
geographies.   
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The CTA growth rate includes data from the DOF and from other known forecasts.  The 
methodology is appropriate.  In addition the difference between the DOF and average growth 
rates is negligible. 
 

Data Source Growth Rate 

Claritas    1.7% 
DOF 1.5% 
County RTPA 1.8% 
Average (Rate used in UDA) 1.7% 

 
Response 32K:  The comment is noted.  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. Thus, mitigation measures are not 
considered necessary.  
 
Response 32L:  The comment is noted.  The fiscal impact analysis shares some assumptions with 
the urban decay analysis, such as County population and Project square footage and land use 
assumptions.  However, the methodology used in the fiscal impact analysis is independent of the 
urban decay analysis.  The comment in this section does not identify the specific methodological 
elements of the fiscal impact analysis that the City wishes to be revised. 
 
Response 32M:  The purpose of the Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) is to estimate the impact of the 
Project on Shasta County’s General Fund, Public Safety Fund, Road Fund, and on CSA No. 1. 
The FIA estimates the Project’s taxable sales generated for the County based on its projected 
retail space.   
 
The UDA identifies the urban decay impacts of the Project both independently and cumulatively.  
It identifies the impacts on the basis of the defined community and regional trade areas, which 
encompass the City of Redding. This analysis does not consider taxable sales shifts in the trade 
areas or in specific jurisdictions.  Such an analysis is beyond the scope of both the UDA and 
FIA. 
 
Response 32N:  Appendix K of the Draft EIR, prepared by a hydrogeologic consulting firm for 
PACE Civil, Inc., of Redding, California is based on analysis of the 100-year FEMA floodplain 
(Figure 4) as it exists and as it will exist following project implementation (Figures 5 and 6).  
The data, assumptions and analysis methodology are described in the Appendix and in Appendix 
U.   
 
The Appendix report recommends a grading plan and channel construction for implementation as 
a part of the project.  The recommended facilities “create(s) decreases in the 100-year water 
surface and more than compensate(s) for flow displacement…” 
 
The Draft EIR findings of no significant impacts due to flooding are warranted based on this 
analysis. 
 
Response 32O:  The comment is noted. 
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Response 32P:  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 32Q:  See Response 32P above. 
 
Response 32R:  See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32S:  See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32T:   See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32U:  See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32V:  See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32W:  See Response 32P. 
  
Response 32X:  See Response 32P. 
 
Response 32Y:  The comment is noted.  Modifications have been made to the Draft EIR 
throughout Sections Three and Four.  However, they have not been made to the extent that re-
circulation of the Draft EIR is not considered necessary in accordance with CEQA, except with 
respect to traffic impacts, for which a Partially Recirculated DEIR was prepared. 
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Letter 33 Brenda Haynes 
 
Response 33A:  Aesthetic impacts associated with proposed project signage will be addressed at 
the discretion of Shasta County decision-makers, as stated in Mitigation Measure #3.2-1, through 
the Planned Development Zone provisions.   
 
Response 33B:  The comment is noted.  The point made by the commenter is why the impact 
resulting from the proposed project on agricultural resources is considered to be “significant, 
unavoidable and irreversible”. 
 
Response 33C:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 33D:  See Response 33B above. 
 
Response 33E:  Figure 3.2-2 is based on FMMP mapping information, a credible source. 
 
Response 33F:  The parking lot shading requirement reflects Shasta County adopted standards.  
A greater percentage could be required through the Planned Development Zone decision-making 
process. 
 
Response 33G:  Monitoring and enforcement of mitigation measures will be in accordance with 
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) found as Section Five of this Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 33H:  Mitigation Measure #3.3-2c clearly states that the proposed project would have 
to comply with Title 24 becoming effective January 1, 2010. 
 
Response 33I:  See Response 33G above. 
 
Response 33J:  FEMA approval is not required for environmental analysis under CEQA.  The 
commenter is referred to Comment Letter 32, Response 32N regarding the adequacy of the EIR 
determination that the impact of project development within the 100-year flood area is 
adequately based and addressed. 
 
Response 33K:  There is no evidence in the referenced technical report, or in an update thereto 
(see Comment Letter 16, Response 16U, A, Section 3.13, page 6-2, 2nd paragraph) that there will 
be any significant local well water interference.  On the contrary, the referenced reports confirm 
the lack of such interference. 
 
Response 33L:  The comment is noted.  See Response 33K above. 
 
Response 33M:  The comment is noted.    
 
Response 33N:  Funding for open gap pavement would be negotiated between the County and 
the proposed project developer. 
 
Response 33O:  The comment is noted.     
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Response 33P:  See Comment Letter 32, Response 32P. 
 
Response 33Q:  See Comment Letter 25, Response 25D. 
 
Response 33R:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 33S:  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 33T:  See Comment Letter 32, Response 32B. 
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Letter 34 Alan T. & Bev A. Hill 
 
Response 34A:  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 34B:  The comment is noted. Fiscal impacts of the proposed project, including 
economic viability, are summarized on page ES-5 and ES-6 of the Draft EIR. Appendix M 
(Fiscal Impact Analysis) of the Draft EIR, prepared by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. 
(EPS) provides additional detail on this subject.   
 
Response 34C:  The comment is noted.  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and 
best use of the proposed project site is for agricultural purposes.  
 
Response 34D:  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 34E:  The project incorporates facilities to provide water supply, wastewater treatment 
and disposal and storm water drainage.  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 34F:  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 34G:  See Response 34F above. 
 
Response 34H:  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 Partially Recirculated 
DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon.  
 
Response 34I:  See Response 34E above.   
 
Response 34J:  The comment is noted.  
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Letter 35 Steven & Sylvia Hill 
 
Response 35A:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34A. 
 
Response 35B:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34B. 
 
Response 35C:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34C. 
 
Response 35D:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34D. 
 
Response 35E:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34E. 
 
Response 35F:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34F. 
 
Response 35G:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34G. 
 
Response 35H:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34H. 
 
Response 35I:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34I. 
 
Response 35J:  See Comment Letter 34, Response 34J. 
 



Comment on the
Knighton and Churn Creek Development

Shasta County 
(Submitted to Shasta County on December 22, 2009) 

This is to comment on the Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH #2009012088).  The proposed development is a 
commercial retail, dining, entertainment and lodging center on approximately 92 acres 
in Shasta County and is located at the northeast corner of the Knighton Road and the 
Interstate Highway 5 interchange.  The proposed project site is located in the Special 
Flood Hazard Areas (Flood Zones AE, AO, and A) as shown on the current Flood 
Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), Panel 2615F, dated June 16, 2006, for Shasta County, 
California.

Shasta County is a participant in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and is 
required to enforce the NFIP regulations.  The minimum NFIP floodplain management 
building requirements are described in Vol. 44 Code of Federal Regulations (44 CFR), 
Sections 59 through 65.

A summary of these NFIP floodplain management building requirements are as follows: 

 All buildings constructed within a riverine floodplain (Flood Zones A, AO, AH, AE, 
and A1 through A30 as delineated on the FIRM), must be elevated so that the 
lowest floor is at or above the Base Flood Elevation (BFE) level in accordance 
with the effective FIRM. 

 If the area of construction is located within a Regulatory Floodway as delineated 
on the FIRM, any development must not increase base flood elevation levels.  
The term development means any man-made change to improved or 
unimproved real estate, including but not limited to buildings, other 
structures, mining, dredging, filling, grading, paving, excavation or drilling 
operations, and storage of equipment of materials.  A hydrologic and 
hydraulic analysis must be performed prior to the start of development, and must 
demonstrate that the development would not cause any rise in base flood levels.
No rise is permitted within regulatory floodways.  

 Upon completion of any development that changes existing Special Flood 
Hazard Areas, the NFIP directs all participating communities to submit the 
appropriate hydrologic and hydraulic data to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) for a FIRM revision.  In accordance with 44 CFR, 
Section 65.3, as soon as practicable, but not later than six months after such 
data becomes available, a community shall notify FEMA of the changes by 
submitting technical data for a flood map revision.  To obtain copies of FEMA’s 
Flood Map Revision Application Packages, please refer to the FEMA website at 
http://www.fema.gov/business/nfip/forms.shtm,
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As indicated in Appendix K, a hydrologic and hydraulic analysis has been performed by 
Hydmet, Inc. The purposes were to (1) evaluate the surface water hydrology of the 
existing project site and the effect of the project land use and facilities on downstream 
peak flows in local drainages and (2) evaluate the 100-year floodplain due to overflow 
from Churn Creek.  Table 4, Appendix K, showed the reduced BFE levels from the 
HEC-RAS analysis.  The HEC-RAS analysis should be reviewed by FEMA through 
the Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) process to determine if the applied 
flow, geometry and hydraulic parameters were applied appropriately.  Department of 
Water Resources staff recommends that: 

 Before grading or start of construction, Shasta County official submits the results 
of the hydrologic and hydraulic analysis to FEMA for a CLOMR. 

 As soon as practicable, but not later than six months after the project is 
completed and the data becomes available, Shasta County official submits the 
technical data to FEMA for a Letter of Map Revision (LOMR). 

Possible impacts of the proposed project on the floodplain:

 According to the 2004 Flood Insurance Study for Churn Creek, the creek will 
overflow its banks during a 100-year event, and send approximately 400 to 600 
cfs as shallow sheet flow through the AO zone where the proposed project lies.  
The general slope of the AO zone is 0.001 which is almost flat.  The proposed 
drainage ditch cannot do much to improve the drainage because the flow is 
obstructed by Knighton Road.  The developer may need to add more and larger 
culverts through Knighton Road to drain the area.  Also, a 30’ wide x 3’ deep to 
50’ wide x 1’ deep drainage ditch may not remove the 1,600’ x 1’ deep overflow 
area out of the floodplain. 

 It could have adverse impact to upstream and/or downstream areas due to the 
proposed development.  Structures on the adjacent properties may suffer 
flooding and damage if the proposed development is graded to divert floodwater 
to the adjacent properties.  Possible displacement of the flow may move the 
floodplain boundary further east and increase the BFE. 

Comments submitted by: 

Bill Hom, P.E., CFM 
Department of Water Resources 
Division of Flood Management 
2825 Watt Avenue, Suite 100 
Sacramento, CA  95821 
(916) 574-1413 
billh@water.ca.gov
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Letter 36 Bill Horn, P.E., CFM, Department of Water Resources, Division of 
Flood Management 

 
Response 36A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 36B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 36C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 36D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 36E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 36F:  The project grading and drainage facilities, nor project construction, will not 
adversely affect or improve flood flow drainage east of Knighton Road. 
 
The hydrogeological and hydraulic analysis performed by Hydmet, Inc. has calculated that the 
recommended grading plan and drainage ditch facilities will adequately drain the project area, 
reducing flow volumes therefrom to these from the project site as currently developed.  It is not 
proposed, by culvert construction under Knighton Road or otherwise, to mitigate existing offsite 
100-year flood impacts. 
 
Response 36G:  The proposed project with its incorporated grading and drainage facilities does 
not divert flood flows to adjacent properties, more the floodplain boundary further east, or 
increase the base flood elevation (BFE).  Please refer to the analysis and conclusions in 
Appendix K and Appendix U. 
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Letter 37 Harold R. & Gloria A. Horner 
 
Response 37A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 37B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 37C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 38 Mr. & Mrs. Gordon & Cindy Ingraham 
 
Response 38A:  See Comment Letter 23, Response 23A. 
 
Response 38B:  See Comment Letter 23, Response 23B. 
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Letter 39 Mr. & Mrs. Gordon & Cindy Ingraham 
 
Response 39A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 39B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 39C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 40 Mr. & Mrs. Gordon & Cindy Ingraham 
 
Response 40A:  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 40B:  See Response 40A above. 
 
Response 40C:  See Response 40A. 
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Letter 41 Mr. & Mrs. Gordon & Cindy Ingraham 
 
Response 41A:  See Comment Letter 14, Responses 14A through 14E. 
 
Response 41B:  See Comment Letter 14, Response 14F. 
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Letter 42 Darrell E. (Ed) Johnson 
 
Response 42A:  See Comment Letter 14, Responses 14A through 14E. 
 
Response 42B:  See Comment Letter 14, Response 14F. 
 
Response 42C:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition should be directed to the County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
 
 



Letter 43

A

B

C



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 43-1  

Letter 43 Carolyn Keogh 
 
Response 43A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 43B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 43C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 44 Donald Keogh 
 
Response 44A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 

 
Response 44B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 44C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 45 Kevin Kratzke, Water Resource Control Engineer, North Regulatory 
Unit, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 
Response 45A:  The Draft EIR, relying upon the data, analysis and conclusions contained in 
Appendix P prepared by PACE Engineering has determined that the construction and operation 
of the project wastewater facilities will, as mitigated, be less than significant.  The PACE 
Engineering report evaluates both the wastewater treatment required to assure non-degradation 
of project area groundwater and the disposal system required to maintain adequate separation 
from groundwater. 
 
The Regional Board may wish to buttress this study, its analysis and conclusions, by requiring 
submittal and approval by the Board of a disposal mounding study and an antidegredation 
analysis prior to consideration by the Board of a WDR for the project facilities. 
 
Response 45B:  (a) The comment is noted and the need for the listed permits is incorporated in 
Table 2-1, page 2-3 of the Draft EIR.   
 

Table 2-1 
Subsequent Permits, Approvals, Review and Consultation Requirements 

Agency Use/Action 

California Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (Central Valley Region) 

Approval of Notice of Intent under 
General Waste Discharge Order and 
Approval of a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention (construction) Permit 
Section 401 Permit 
Approval of MS4 General Permit 
(General Permit and the Small Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems Permit) 
Approval of Waste Discharge 
Requirements (WDRs) or a Conditional 
Waiver of WDRs 

 
(b) The comment is noted.  The inclusion of the referenced Appendix material was to provide 
general information regarding California wastewater treatment requirements and processes for 
the reader of the EIR.  It is not believed that a similar document exists for the Central Valley 
Region.  It is, however, recognized that the proposed project facilities are within the jurisdiction 
of the Central Valley Region and must meet the requirements of the Water Quality Control Plan, 
and the regulations contained therein, for that Region. 
 
Response 45C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  See Response 45B(a) above.    
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Letter 46 Phyllis & Bernie Lawler 
 
Response 46A:  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.  
 
Response 46B:  See Comment Letter 45, Responses 45A and 45B and Comment Letter 34, 
Response 34E. 
 
Response 46C:  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.  Although several mitigation measures 
are not fully funded at this time, the measures, when implemented, will provide adequate 
mitigation. 
 
Response 46D:  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 46E:  The comment is noted. Fiscal impacts of the proposed project, including 
projected revenues from sales tax and other sources, are summarized on page ES-5 and ES-6 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. 
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Letter 47 Mr. & Mrs. Eugene Long 
 
Response 47A:  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.  
 
Response 47B:  The comment is noted. Agricultural impacts are addressed in Section 3.2 and 
sewer and water service impacts are addressed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 47C:  The comment is noted. Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11 of 
the Draft EIR.  
 
Response 47D:  The comment is noted.  This is not a comment on the environmental analysis. 
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Letter 48 Diana McConnel 
 
Response 48A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
  
Response 48B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 48C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 49 Tom McConnel 
 
Response 49A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
  
Response 49B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 49C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 50 Michelle Millette, Chief, Office of Community Planning, Caltrans 
District 2, California Department of Transportation 

 
Response 50A:  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 50B:    See Response 50A above. 
 
Response 50C:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50D:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50E:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50F:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50G:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50H:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50I:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50J:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50K:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50L:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50M:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50N:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50O:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50P:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50Q:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50R:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50S:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50T:  See Response 50A. 
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Response 50U:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50V:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50W:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50X:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50Y:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50Z:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50AA:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50BB:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50CC:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50DD:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50EE:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50FF:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50GG:  See Response 50A. 
 
Response 50HH:  See Response 50A. 
 




