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Letter 51 Manuel & Sally Miranda 
 
Response 51A: See Comment Letter 14, Responses 14A, 14B and 14D.  In addition, see 
Comment Letter 34, Response 34E. 
 
Response 51B:  See Comment Letter 6, Responses 6A and 6B. 
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Letter 52 Michael C. Mitchell 
 
Response 52A:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 52B:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 52C:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 52D:  The Draft EIR identified an impact at the Churn Creek Road/Rancho Road 
intersection under cumulative plus project conditions. The cumulative no project conditions 
analysis, which includes new development in the Bonnyview Road/Rancho Road/I-5 area, also 
identifies unacceptable operating conditions at the intersection, indicating that future growth will 
require improvements to the intersection. 
 
Response 52E:  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 53 Steven G. Mitrovich, Superintendent, Pacheco Union School District 
 
Response 53A:  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.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed 
in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 53B:  The comment is noted.  
 
Response 53C:  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 54 Mary Occasion, Churn Creek Meadow Organic Farm 
 
Response 54A:  The comment regarding development of a Specific Plan for the Churn Creek 
Bottom area is noted.   
 
Response 54B:  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 54C:  See Response 54B above. 
 
Response 54D:  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 54E:  The comment is noted.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11 of 
the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 54F:  Floodwaters from a 100-year storm event will not be “directed” by the project.  
See Comment Letter 8, Response 8I and Appendix U.   
 
Storm drainage will be retained onsite and disposed of in onsite facilities.  See Appendix K to the 
Draft EIR. 
 
Response 54G:  Project wastewater disposal does not include spray methodologies but 
subsurface distribution to an effluent disposal area. 
 
Response 54H:  See Comment Letter 25, Response 25B for freeway impacts and mitigations. See 
Comment Letter 50, Response 50T regarding operating conditions on Knighton Road. 
 
Response 54I:  See Comment Letter 7, Response 7E. 
 
Response 54J:  See Response 54I above. 
 
Response 54K:  The comment is noted.  Aesthetic impacts, including light and glare impacts are 
discussed/mitigated in Draft EIR Section 3.1. 
 
Response 54L:  The comment is noted.  Appendix R of the Draft EIR addresses airborne 
pollutant health risks to sensitive use areas such as the Pacheco School. 
 
Response 54M:  The comment is noted. Noise impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.10 
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Response 54N: The commenter’s opinion is noted.  The Draft EIR’s Global Climate Change 
analysis incorporates estimation of both onsite and project-related offsite greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
 
Response 54O:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the 
proposed project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
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Letter 55 Francie Parr 
 
Response 55A:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural purposes. Commenter opposition to the proposed project should be 
directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
 



Letter 56

A

B

C

D



E



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 56-1  

Letter 56 Rita Penny 
 
Response 56A:  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 56B:  See Response 56A above. 
 
Response 56C:  See Response 56A. 
 
Response 56D:  The comment is noted.  Commenter inquiries regarding the proposed project 
should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations.   
 
Response 56D:   The comment is noted.   
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Letter 57 Raymond F. Pittam 
 
Response 57A:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
 
Response 57B:  The comment is noted.  The commenter/resident of Churn Creek Bottom is 
voicing his 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. 
 
Response 57C:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 57D:  See Response 57B above. 
 
Response 57E:  See Response 57B.  
 
Response 57F:  See Response 57B.  
 
Response 57G:  See Response 57B.  
 
Response 57H:  See Response 57B.  
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Letter 58 Stephen M. Pyburn, P.E., T.E. 
 
Response 58A:  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 58B:  See Response 58A above. 
 
Response 58C:  See Response 58A above. 
 
Response 58D:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58E:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58F:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58G:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58H:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58I:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58J:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58K:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58L:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58M:  See Response 58A.  
 
Response 58N:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58O:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58P:  See Response 58A. 
 
Response 58Q:  See Response 58A. 
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Letter 59 Kyle Raynor, Real Estate Manager, Travel Centers of America, LLC 
 
Response 59A:  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 59B:  See Response 59A above. 
 
Response 59C:  See Response 59A. 
 
Response 59D:  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 59E:  The comment is noted. This is not a comment on the environmental analysis. 
 
Response 59F:  See Response 59A. 
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Letter 60 Ronald E. Reece, MD, Citizens for Smart Growth Shasta County 
 
Response 60A:  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 60B:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
 
Response 60C:  See Response 60B above. 
 
Response 60D:  See Comment Letter 35, Response 35E. 
 
Response 60E:  The comment is noted. Agricultural impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 
3.2 and growth inducing impacts of the proposed project are discussed Section 5.6 at page 5-14.  
 
Response 60F:  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.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed 
in Section 3.11 
 
Response 60G:  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 60H:  See Response 60G above. 
 
Response 60I:  The comment is noted.   
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Letter 61 Thomas R. Reemts 
 
Response 61A:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
 
Response 61B:  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. 
 
Response 61C:  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 61D:  The commenter’s information and anecdotal data are noted and incorporated in 
the EIR.  The concerns inferentially expressed have been addressed in the EIR and its 
Appendices. 
 
Response 61E:  The comment is noted.   
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Letter 62 Wolfgang Rougle 
 
Response 62A:  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 62B:  The comment is noted.  See Comment Letter 8, Response 8I, Appendix K and 
Appendix U to the Draft EIR addressing 100-year flood flows and the project grading and 
facilities design mitigating flood flow impedance and redirection concerns and project’s 
utilization of onsite retention drainage facilities.  
 
Response 62C:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
 
Response 62D:  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 63

A

B



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 63-1  

Letter 63 Minnie Sagar 
 
Response 63A:  The commenter’s opinion that the highest and best use of the proposed project 
site is for agricultural purposes is noted.  Impacts to Agricultural Resources and related General 
Plan policies are addressed in Section 3.2. of the Draft EIR.    Land use and zoning 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 63B:  The comment is noted.  The commenter’s suggestions regarding potential uses 
of the proposed project site are not a comment on the environmental analysis.  Commenter 
suggestions should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
during project deliberations. 
 
The conversion and loss of prime farmland is compensated through Mitigation Measure #3.2-1 
on page 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR (see Comment Letter 16, Response 16D). 
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Letter 64 Phil Schoefer, President, Board of Directors, Western Shasta 
Resource Conservation District 

 
Response 64A:  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.  Commenter opinion regarding 
project approval should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors during project deliberations. 
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Letter 65 Linda Schreiber 
 
Response 65A:  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 65B:  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 65C:  See Response 65A above. 
 
Response 65D:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
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Letter 66 Michele Schroeder 
 
Response 66A:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 66B:  The comment is noted.  The project design incorporates grading and a “bypass 
ditch” to prevent the problem envisioned by the commenter.  See Comment Letter 8, Response 
8I and Appendix K and Appendix U to the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 66C:  See Response 66B above. 
 



Letter 67

A

B

C

D



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 67-1  

Letter 67 Kenneth Schwartz 
 
Response 67A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 67B:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opposition should be directed to the County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 67C:  The comment is noted. Agricultural impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 
3.2, air quality impacts are addressed in Section 3.3, water quality impacts are addressed in 
Section 3.8, and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in the Partially Recirculated 
DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon.  
 
Response 67D:  The comment is noted.   
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Letter 68 Christine Schwartz & Gerald M. Wilkes 
 
Response 68A:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 68B:  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 68C:  See Response 68B above. 
 
Response 68D:  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. 
 
Response 68E:  The comment is noted. Water quality is addressed in Section 3.8 of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
Response 68F:  The comment is noted.  Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11 
and public safety issues are addressed in Section 3.11 of the Draft EIR. 
 
Response 68G:  The comment is noted.   
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Letter 69 Fred Schweizer 
 
Response 69A:  The comment is noted.  Commenter opinions regarding the proposed project 
should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
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Letter 70 Dana Shigley, City Manager, City of Anderson 
 
Response 70A:  Mitigation Measure #3.2-1, page 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR, is amended as follows: 
 

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 67.260.5 acres, and 
shall protect the land for agricultural uses through land use restrictions such as 
agricultural conservation easements.  The land to be preserved shall not be 
located within the City of Anderson’s General Plan area. 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 70B:  The City of Anderson is factored into the urban decay analysis and reflected in 
Table 3-1 of the analysis. 
 
Response 70C:  Excluding the Vineyards at Anderson project from the Urban Decay analysis 
Table 3-2 would reduce the potential urban decay impacts associated with the proposed project. 
 
Response 70D:  See Response 70B above. 
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Letter 71 Randall R. Smith, Member, City of Redding Planning Commission 
 
Response 71A:  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 71B:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural/open space purposes.  
 
Response 71C:  Draft findings of fact will be provided for decision-maker consideration at the 
time of proposed project approval consideration. 
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Letter 72 Charles J. Stokes 
 
Response 72A:  See Comment Letter 14, Responses 14A, 14B and 14C. 
  
Response 72B:  See Comment Letter 14, Response 14D. 
 
Response 72C:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural purposes. Commenter opinions should be directed to the County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
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Letter 73 Diane E. Suffin 
 
Response 73A:  The comment is noted.  The commenter/homeowner of Churn Creek Bottom is 
voicing concern regarding the proposed project.  Commenter opinions should be directed to the 
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
In addition, agricultural impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.2, potential flooding 
impact is addressed in Section 3.8, Pacheco School impacts are addressed in Section 3.11, and 
traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in the Partially Recirculated (PRDEIR) and the 
response to comments thereon.  
 
Response 73B:  The comment is noted.  Air quality impacts are addressed in Draft EIR section 
3.3 and traffic impacts are discussed in Section 3.12 and in the Partially Recirculated (PRDEIR) 
and the response to comments thereon. 
 
Response 73C:  This is the commenter’s opinion that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is to protect existing resources.   
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Letter 74 Sara Sundquist 
 
Response 74A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 74B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 74C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 75 Evelyn Suther 
 
Response 75A:  The comment is noted.  The commenter’s opposition to the proposed project 
should be directed to the County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project 
deliberations. 
 
Traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project are addressed in Section 3.12 of the Draft 
EIR and in the Partially Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon. 
 
Sewer, water and storm water impacts are addressed in Section 3.13 of the Draft EIR.  In 
addition, the project incorporates facilities to provide water supply, wastewater treatment and 
disposal and storm water drainage.  The Draft EIR and its Appendices analyze the environmental 
effects of the construction and operation of these facilities and proposes mitigation measures to 
mitigate these effects to less than significant. 
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Letter 76 Ernst Toms 
 
Response 76A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 76B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 76C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 77 Megan Tyler 
 
Response 77A:  The comment is noted.  The commenter/resident of Churn Creek Bottom is 
voicing 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. 
 
Response 77B:  The comment is noted.   
 
Response 77C:  See Response 77B above. 
 
Response 77D:  See Response 77B. 
 
Response 77E:  See Response 77B. 
 




