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Letter 78 Ashley C. Unger 
 
Response 78A:  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 78B:  See Response 78A above. 
 
Response 78C:  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 79 Bruce P. Waggoner, Group Chair, Shasta Group, Mother Lode 
Chapter, Sierra Club 

 
Response 79A:  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 79B:  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 79C:  See Response 79B above. 
 
Response 79D:  See Response 79A above. 
 
Response 79E:  See Response 79B. 
 
Response 79F:  See Responses 79A and 79B. 
 
Response 79G:  Growth inducement is discussed in Draft EIR Section 5.6. Also, see Response 
79B. 
 
Response 79H:  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 79I:  See Response 79B 
. 
Response 79J:  See Response 79B. 
 
Response 79K:  See Response 79B. 
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Letter 80 Ardeth Weed 
 
Response 80A:  This is an opinion of the commenter that the highest and best use of the proposed 
project site is for agricultural purposes due to the quality of soil.   
 
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 propose mitigation measures to 
mitigate these effects to less than significant. 
 
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. 
 
See also, Comment Letter 8, Responses 8D and 8E. 
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Letter 81 Jesse Wells, M.D. 
 
Response 81A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A. 
 
Response 81B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 81C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 82 Marily Woodhouse, Battle Creek Alliance 
 
Response 82A:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6A.  Air quality impacts are addressed in Draft 
EIR Section 3.3 and water usage and wastewater impacts are addressed in Section 3.13. 
 
The comment regarding “the advisability of building a huge new shopping center” is not a 
comment on the environmental analysis.  Commenter’s inquiry should be directed to the County 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors during project deliberations. 
 
Response 82B:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6B. 
 
Response 82C:  See Comment Letter 6, Response 6C. 
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Letter 83 Gary J. Singleton (Late Comment) 
 
Response 83A: The comment is noted. 
 
Response 83B: 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 83C: 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 83D: 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. Noise impacts are addressed in Draft EIR Section 3.10, water quality is addressed 
in Section 3.8, agricultural impacts are addressed in Section 3.2, sewer, water and storm water 
impacts are addressed in Section 3.13, and traffic impacts are addressed in Section 3.12 and in 
the Partially Recirculated DEIR (PRDEIR) and the response to comments thereon.  Also, see 
Response 83B above. 
 
Response 83E: The comment is noted.   
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Letter 84 Stan Wangberg, General Manager, Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation 
District (ACID) (Late Comment) 

 
Response 84A:  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 84B:  See Comment Letter 8, Response 8C. 
 
Response 84C:  The comment is noted.  
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3.2 Reponses to Partially Recirculated DEIR Comments 
 
Letter 85 Scott Morgan, Acting Director, State Clearinghouse, Governor’s 

Office of Planning and Research 
 
Response 85A:  The comment of the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research confirming 
compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental documents, 
and forwarding comments from responsible State agencies, is noted. 
 
The only State agency offering comments was the Department of Transportation, Office of 
Community Planning (Letter 85.1).  Response to that agency’s comments are provided in the 
next subsection of this section of the Final EIR. 
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Letter 85.1 Michelle Millette, Chief, Office of Community Planning, Caltrans 
District 2, California Department of Transportation 

 
Response 85.1A:  The DEIR and PRDEIR are required by CEQA to provide project data and 
analysis which will permit the lead agency to evaluate project impacts, identify appropriate 
mitigation measures to climate or substantially avoid such impacts, and make appropriate 
findings based on the data and analysis.  They are not required to “demonstrate that the 
conclusions presented (sic) can be verified by all who desire to review the document”. 
 
The Department’s concerns enumerated in this paragraph will be addressed as such concerns are 
further described in later paragraphs of the comment letter and its attachments. 
 
The County has addressed all identified impacts and provided for appropriate mitigation. 
 
Response 85.1B:  The Department may, since it “does not accept the DEIR or Traffic Impact 
Study (TIS)”, legally challenge the adequacy of the EIR or supplement the document, prepare a 
subsequent EIR, or assume, if deemed applicable, the role of a new lead agency. 
 
Response 85.1C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The EIR and PRDEIR 
have addressed the interchanges and main-line I-5 operations.  The County looks forward to 
working in partnership with Caltrans on the project. 
 
Response 85.1D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please refer to Response 
85.1A.  The County has committed to the appropriate mitigation measures in which it is in the 
lead agency's power to implement or require implementation. 
 
Response 85.1E:  The comment is noted. 
 
Response 85.1F:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It is believed that the 
information in and appended to the PRDEIR is sufficient for reasoned analysis of and 
determination regarding project impacts and pertinent mitigation measures. 
 
Response 85.1G:  The referenced document is reproduced here in pertinent part (from its 
Introduction); underlining has been added:   
 

Caltrans I-5 Improvement Plan 
Shasta County 
 
Introduction 
 
In April 2009, the Shasta County Regional Transportation Planning Agency (SCRTPA) 
released the Shasta County Regional Improvement Program (SCRIP) Nexus Study to 
support impact fees on new development to fund transportation projects on Interstate 5 (I-
5). Public hearings were held in the cities within Shasta County. The fees were approved 
by the City of Shasta Lake.  Shasta County chose not to hold a public hearing to vote on 
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implementation after the cities of Anderson and Redding chose not to approve the SCRIP 
fees.  The Plan would only be implemented if all four jurisdictions approved the program. 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that transportation impacts 
from local development projects be identified and that significant impacts be mitigated, 
including impacts to the state highway system. Individual developments should 
contribute their "proportional share" of costs to mitigate the traffic impacts of their 
projects.  The term "proportional share" means the percentage of mitigation costs 
attributable to a project as determined by the percentage of additional traffic a project will 
contribute to the state highway system. 
 
The Caltrans I-5 Improvement Plan (Plan) is to serve as a starting point for discussion 
with local approving agencies, the developer, and Caltrans on what may be acceptable to 
mitigate I-5 traffic impacts.  It is not intended to serve as the only traffic analysis 
required, nor as a comprehensive list of options that will meet the mitigation needs of a 
project.  Specific mitigation projects and proportional share fees will be determined and 
negotiated with lead agencies on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Purpose of this Plan 
 
The Plan will serve as a high level implementation document for improvements to I-5 
within Shasta County that will meet the needs of the traveling public, mitigate 
development impacts, and accommodate future growth.  The costs associated with the 
projects (Table 2) are planning level estimates only.  Actual project costs would be 
determined when project specifics are more fully identified. 

 
The document does not meet CEQA-required criteria for “existing traffic plans and programs 
prepared by the cities and Caltrans that include guaranteed and secured funding sources” (see 
Tracy First v. City of Tracy, et. al., Court of Appeal, Third Appellate District, August 27, 2009).  
Neither does the comment-referred Caltrans I-5 Improvement Plan, Shasta County. 
 
No evidence is documented in this comment that plans and guaranteed funding sources exist for 
any project-related impacts in local jurisdictions, (City of Redding, City of Anderson). 
 
CEQA requires that when implementation of impact mitigation measures, absent plans and 
funding, must be by other than the lead agency, the impacts must be found to be based, as the 
PRDEIR did, significant and unavoidable. 
 
The Department’s disagreement with the PRDEIR’s estimated internal trip capture rate is noted 
and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Although Caltrans Traffic Impact Study Guide requires that internal trip reductions only be 
considered when a proposed development contains both commercial and residential uses, the 
comment-referenced ITE Handbook includes no such requirement (p. 86:  “…However, if the 
shopping center is planned to have out-parcel development of a significantly different land use 
classification or a very large percentage of overall GLA, the site could be considered a multi-use 
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development for the purpose of estimating site trip generation…”  The comment-referenced ITE 
Tables 7.1 and 7.2 note 20% (p.m. peak hour) to 30% (daily) retail-to-retail internal trip 
reductions as typical. 
 
The project traffic engineer had defined this development as including six such land uses:  a 
discount club, a (retail) shopping center, a high-turnover restaurant, a fast-food restaurant, a 
drive-in bank and a home improvement store.  He has applied the stated internalization rate 
(24%) to the development’s traffic generation rate for each such land use. 
 
Response 85.1H:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 85.1I:  The comment regarding diverted-link trips is correct.  Total project-related trips 
and peak hour trip volumes should be 22% less than assumed for all except I-5 main-line trips. 
 
In review of the effects of this change on EIR evaluation of project impacts: 
 

 Comparison of impacts based on level of service (LOS), volume-to-capacity ratio (V/C) 
change, traffic density for traffic volumes not including either diverted linked trip or 
internal capture rate deductions discloses only one roadway segment which would be 
differently evaluated, as non-significant from an LOS standpoint; Knighton Road – I-5 
SB ramps to I-5 NB ramps.  
 
This change is of no consequence as the mitigation measure needed to reduce this impact 
will be required by Mitigation Measures #3.12-2a and #3.12-2b to install the required 
lane conformation as intersection impact mitigation.  
 

 Main-line I-5 calculations were correctly evaluated using internal capture rate and linked 
trips volumes.  
 

 Knighton Road, I-5 to Churn Creek, calculations evaluating traffic operations adjacent to 
the TA site were, according to the project applicant’s traffic engineer, calculated using 
traffic volumes which were not adjusted for either linked trips or internal capture. 

 
The CEQA impacts, and required mitigation measures of the project, are thus unchanged.  The 
“fair share” costs to be assigned to the project must be modified to reflect the linked trip 
adjustments.  This modification can be made either when the mitigation monitoring program is 
adopted or when the use permit agreement is entered into with the applicant.  In either case, “fair 
share” calculations must then be made in accord with Shasta County Ordinance 665, Public 
Facilities Impact Fees Study, and the County’s Major Road Impact Fees Program, Regulation 
91-115, A Resolution Adopting Fees for the South Central Regional Area. 
 
Appendix V, submitted during PRDEIR review by the project applicant’s traffic engineer, 
provides detail regarding this summary response. 
 
Response 85.1J:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
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The comment statement that “…CEQA provides for mitigating to the existing conditions” is 
inaccurate.  CEQA requires lead agency consideration of feasible mitigation measures which, 
when implemented, could reasonably be expected to substantially reduce or eliminate adverse 
significant impacts. 
 
Response 85.1K:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The data and analysis provide by the project traffic engineer does not correspond to the concerns 
expressed by Caltrans after recommended mitigation measures are implemented.  Given the lack 
of correspondence between the conclusions reached by the traffic engineer and by Caltrans, 
Caltrans may wish to further analyze and document their concerns in a subsequent EIR or to 
undertake further discussion of the issue with the project applicant and his traffic engineer. 
 
Response 85.1L:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It does, however, evaluate 
intersection delays and potential queuing problems of project-affected intersections (Appendix 
O, DEIR). Appendix A of the PRDEIR, page 3.12.65, and Figure 3.12-19 discuss and illustrate 
the critical 95th percentile vehicle queues adjacent to the TA truck site.  The EIR traffic engineer 
did not consider further analysis to be essential. 
 
Response 85.1M: The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The traffic analysis and 
Appendices A through D of the PRDEIR do not support the comment’s conclusions. 
 
Please see Response 85.1K with respect to resolution of this issue. 
 
Response 85.1N:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Again, the alternative courses of action outlined in Response 85.1K would be appropriate with 
respect to the intersection design. 
 
It would, pending the agreed resolution of appropriate interchange design, be speculative to 
postulate at this time whether amendment of the Public Facilities Impact Fee program will be 
required. 
 
Response 85.1O:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  
 
Response 85.1P:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  
 
The differing conclusions of the project EIR traffic engineering consultants and Caltrans are 
acknowledged.  The EIR, based on the EIR traffic engineering consultants’ conclusions, 
correctly reflects the present and future impacts of truck traffic on Knighton Road and the 
Interstate 5 interchange. 
 
Again, please see Response 85.1K with regard to the resolution of this issue. 
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Response 85.1Q:  A comment letter from Travel Centers of America (Comment Letter 92) has 
been received and incorporated in the EIR.  It is evident that further discussion regarding the 
project-proposed circulation would be helpful.  It appears that, based on apparent current non-
compliance with County-approved site access restrictions, resolution of the circulation pattern 
change needs may be achieved. 
 
Response 85.1R:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to Comment 85.1K with respect to the resolution of these expressed concerns. 
 
Response 85.1S:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Without speculation, it is unlikely that any of the alternative transportation subject matter 
referred to in this comment would affect the evaluation of the magnitude of the project’s traffic 
impacts.  Failure to adjust anticipated traffic volumes downward due to presumed customer 
utilization of other transportation modes make the current analysis more realistic and 
conservative. 
 
Response 85.1T:  The comment is noted, agreed, and thus incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 85.1U:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Appropriate physical mitigation measures are identified.  With respect to the implementation of 
proposed mitigation measures for I-5 facilities and those located in other jurisdictions, the 
inadequacy of plans and guaranteed funding sources for I-5 improvements, and the lack of 
identified plans for and guaranteed impacted-facilities funding for such facilities in other 
jurisdictions, prohibits the imposition of project mitigation measures in each jurisdiction. 
 
Please see Response 85.1G and Letter 97, Response 97E. 
 
Response 85.1V:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
CEQA permits the use of fees as mitigation if the required physical mitigation measures to be 
implemented are identified and if the fee program provides, as does Shasta County’s, for a 
method of calculating “fair share” (nexus) fee contributions.  (See Response 85.1I) 
 
Response 85.1W:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 85.1X:  Public Resources Code 21086 requires that, after considering the final EIR and 
when making the required findings thereon a lead agency shall adopt a mitigation monitoring 
program.  That program shall require, monitor and provide for reporting thereon the timely 
implementation of project mitigation measures.  The information derived therefrom, on this 
traffic-related project, shall be provided to Caltrans. 
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It will be the responsibility of Shasta County as the lead agency, to timely implement all CEQA-
required mitigation measures to substantially reduce or eliminate significant impacts at all stages 
of project development.  The monitoring program to be adopted will reflect this responsibility. 
 
Response 85.1Y:  Public Resources Code 21086 requires that, after considering the final EIR and 
when making the required findings thereon a lead agency shall adopt a mitigation monitoring 
program.  That program shall require, monitor and provide for reporting thereon the timely 
implementation of project mitigation measures.  The information derived therefrom, on this 
traffic-related project, shall be provided to Caltrans. 
 
It will be the responsibility of Shasta County as the lead agency, to timely implement all CEQA-
required mitigation measures to substantially reduce or eliminate significant impacts at all stages 
of project development.  The monitoring program to be adopted will reflect this responsibility. 
 
Response 85.1Z:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The requested ramp metering will be considered as a mitigation measures, and such 
consideration will be reflected in the findings on EIR adoption. 
 
Response 85.1AA:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please see the PRDEIR 
and the responses thereto (Response 85.1I) for information regarding corrected traffic trips and 
Response 85.1B regarding Caltrans environmental review alternatives. 
 
Response 85.1BB:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The PRDEIR provides 
analysis of project impacts on the overall capacity of the freeway.  Response 85.1I discusses "fair 
share" calculations. 
 
Response 85.1CC:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The traffic portion of the 
DEIR was, as requested, revised and recirculated.  It is noted that Caltrans, as a commenting 
responsible agency, may submit to the County recommendations for feasible mitigation 
measures. 
 
Response 85.1DD:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The County of Shasta 
looks forward to the opportunity to further review project impacts and mitigation measures with 
Caltrans. 
 
Response 85.1EE:  Please see Response 85.1BB. 
 
Response 85.1FF:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Appendices B and C of the PRDEIR provide the modeling and data deemed by the traffic 
consultant to be adequate as a basis for this analysis. 
 
Response 85.1GG:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR and its Appendices provide requested information. 
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Response 85.1HH:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The PRDEIR, and the response 
to Comment 85.1I further discuss this issue.  The required redesign of the interchange to accommodate 
ramp lane increases is a design function, not an EIR requirement. 

 
Response 85.1II:    The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please also see the 
response to Comment 85.1I. 
 
Response 85.1JJ:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  
 
Response 85.1KK:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  
 
The PRDEIR analyzes full build out of the project.  It is not feasible to analyze all of the 
permeations of partial project development.  It will be the responsibility of the County, as the 
lead agency, to schedule and require the timing of the mitigation measures which it can legally 
implement so that their implementation is in place to mitigate partial or full impacts.  The 
County looks forward to further cooperation with Caltrans and with the Cities of Redding and 
Anderson to enable these jurisdictions to timely plan, fund and implement appropriate project-
related mitigation measures. 
 
Response 85.1LL:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR provides the requested disclosure. 
 
Response 85.1MM:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The design of the interchange is beyond the scope of the EIR. 
 
Response 85.1NN:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR (Appendix A, page 3.12-11) includes Policy C-61 in its listing of pertinent General 
Plan policies.   
 
The EIR recommends mitigation measures which will implement Policy C-61. 
 
The implementation, whether by the County or by other affected agencies, of the recommended 
mitigation measures will mitigate the emergency access concerns expressed in the comment. 
 
Response 85.1OO:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The traffic consultant’s evaluation of queuing potential is adequate for this environmental 
evaluation pending I-5 intersection design decisions.  The Knighton Road segment adjacent to 
the TA site has, as a critical area, been definitively analyzed and mitigation measures to prevent 
excessive queuing are proposed in the PRDEIR. 
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Response 85.1PP:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Speculation as to such a 
required relocation, dependent presumably upon, in part, interchange design and cost 
considerations, is not a subject pertinent to the EIR. 
 
Response 85.1QQ:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR’s analysis of Caltrans facilities utilizes this threshold. 
 
Response 85.1RR:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Appendix D of the PRDEIR provides further, field-derived, data regarding TA truck traffic 
utilizing the Knighton Road interchange. 
 
Response 85.1SS:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR recommends, but the County cannot implement, mitigation measures for this 
impact.  The design (length) of the third lane at the interchange or the lengths of the I-5 merge 
and diverge areas are outside the required scope of the EIR.  It is possible, but speculative, that 
ramp metering may be another feasible mitigation measure. 
 
Response 85.1TT:   The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please also refer to the 
response to Comment 85.1B. 
 
Response 85.1UU:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR; it is, of course, correct. 
 
Response 85.1VV:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The County will, as noted in the PRDEIR, utilize Shasta County Ordinance No. 665 and Shasta 
County Board Resolution 91-115 as a basis for "fair share" calculations.  It is not necessary for 
CEQA-level evaluation of project impacts and mitigation measures that "fair share" calculations 
be included therein.  Please see the response to Comment 85.1I. 
 
Response 85.1WW:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
CEQA case law directs the County to, and to document in its EIR project findings, determine 
that impacts to facilities or persons outside its jurisdiction be considered significant and 
unavoidable.  Please see the response to Comment 85.1G. 
 
The County will cooperate, to the extent legally possible, with Caltrans and the Cities of Redding 
and Anderson, to enable them to timely mitigate any impacts identified in the EIR to facility 
within their jurisdiction. 
 
Response 85.1XX:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
It is evident that even a 46% reduction from the traffic volumes utilized in the DEIR, as analyzed 
in the PRDEIR, had little or no impact upon project impacts or the required mitigation measures. 
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Response 85.1YY:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
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Letter 86 Harmony Gugino 
 
Response 86A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
It is noted that the opinions voiced do not relate to traffic, the subject of the PRDEIR. 
 
 
 



A
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Letter 87 Frederick R. Wilson 
 
Response 87A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The issues raised, although 
important, lacked sufficient project-related specificity to permit a response. 
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Letter 88: Dick Dickerson, Chairman, Shasta County Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency 

 
Response 88A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 88B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The County respectfully disagrees with the commenter, and finds in accord with CEQA case law 
project-related impacts outside of Shasta County’s jurisdictions to be significant and 
unavoidable.  (Please see the response to Comment 85.1G.)  A listing of projects and possible 
funding sources for the construction of unspecified projects is insufficient to qualify as “existing 
traffic plans and programs prepared by Caltrans and the cities that include guaranteed and 
secured funding sources.” 
 
Response 88C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The mitigation measure would be unchanged by a change in the Caltrans facilities LOS threshold 
of significant standards from LOS E to LOS D. 
 
Response 88D:  The County will, as noted in the PRDEIR, utilize Shasta County Ordinance No. 
665 and Shasta County Board Resolution 91-115 as a basis for “fair share” calculation. It is not 
necessary for CEQA-level evaluation of project impacts and mitigation measures that “fair 
share” calculations be included therein. Please see the response to Comment 85.1I.  
 
Response 88E: The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It is not, however, a CEQA 
issue. 
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Letter 89: Diana Belongie 
 
Response 89A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 89B:  The added traffic resulting from the project necessitates widening of Knighton 
Road and Churn Creek Road as traffic congestion mitigation measures.  Such widening will not 
necessarily increase traffic speeds. 
 
The location of the proposed Knighton Road project entrance with respect to the northbound I-5 
off ramp has been analyzed in Appendix D of the PRDEIR and appropriate mitigation measures, 
including TA site access, have been proposed. 
 
Response 89C:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 90-1  

Letter 90: George Cole 
 
Response 90A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Proposed project mitigation measures include the widening of Churn Creek Road. 
 
Response 90B:    Since the County of Shasta cannot implement proposed project mitigation 
measures in the City of Redding, the City may elect to substitute a roundabout if it so chooses. 
 

Response 90C:  Please see the response to Comment 96A with respect to truck impacts on traffic 
increments, and the Noise section of the DEIR. 
 
Response 90D:  Please see Comment Letter 85, Response 85.G. 
 
Response 90E:  The PRDEIR, Appendix D, addresses this issue. 
 
Response 90F:  The PRDEIR, Appendix D, addresses this issue. 
 
Response 90G:  Under CEQA, the County of Shasta must timely implement its mitigation 
measures prior to project construction.  This issue will be addressed in the County’s mitigation 
monitoring program. 
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Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 91-1  

Letter 91: Charles & Jo Russell 
 
Response 91A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It does not directly address 
the traffic issues which are the subject of the PRDEIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 92-1  

Letter 92: Kyle Raynor, Real Estate Manager, Travel Centers of America 
 
Response 92A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The commentor’s identity and authority to comment for Travel Center of America (TA) are 
acknowledged. 
 
Response 92B:  The commentor’s opinion is acknowledged.  However, Appendix D of the 
PRDEIR notes that commingling of car and truck access is already occurring at the TA site, and 
postulates that the proposed revision of site access will reduce this problem. 
 
Please see response to Comment 85.1Q. 
 
Response 92C:  The PRDEIR proposes implementation of the described mitigation measures. 
 
Please see response to Comment 85.1Q. 
 
Response 92D:  The comment is acknowledged. 
 
Response 92E:  The CEQA/traffic-related comments in this prior, December 28, 2009 letter to 
the County, have been addressed in the responses to the comments in TA’s letter of January 26, 
2011. 
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Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 93-1  

Letter 93: Linda Schreiber 
 
Response 93A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It is the objective of the 
proposed mitigation program to reduce traffic congestion. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 94-1  

Letter 94: Alan & Bev Hill 
 
Response 94A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
The comment does not address the traffic issues which were the subject of the PRDEIR. 
 
Response 94B:  The extent of additional data and analysis in the PRDEIR is summarized in 
Chapter One, Section 1.2 and detailed in Chapter Two. 
 
Response 94C:  The PRDEIR finds Churn Creek Road to operate at acceptable Levels of Service 
(LOS) at existing plus project, and cumulative traffic loadings. 
 
Response 94D:  The comment is not directly related to the traffic issues analyzed in the PRDEIR. 
 
Response 94E:  The comment is not related to the traffic issues analyzed in the PRDEIR. 
 
Response 94F:  The comment is not directly related to the traffic issues analyzed in the PRDEIR. 
 
Response 94G: The comment is not directly related to the traffic issues analyzed in the PRDEIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 95-1  

Letter 95: Ronald E. Reece, MD, Citizens for Smart Growth Shasta County 
 
Response 95A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Other than a generalized comment regarding the likelihood of traffic gridlock, the comments do 
not address the subject of the PRDEIR, traffic impacts. 
 
Response 95B:  See Response 95A. 
 
Response 95C:  See Response 95A. 
 
Response 95D:  See Response 95A. 
 
Response 95E:  The PRDEIR notes that Shasta County’s acceptable Level of Service (LOS) is E.  
Caltrans' acceptable LOS is C/D.  When mitigated, as proposed by the PRDEIR, the project will 
result in acceptable levels of service, not “gridlock” (LOS F). 
 
Response 95F:  The PRDEIR defines in detail the manner in which County-implemented 
mitigation measures will be affected, principally through the payment of impact fees in accord 
with PRDEIR-cited County programs.  The implementation of PRDEIR-proposed mitigation 
measures in other jurisdictions is in accord with CEQA, the responsibility of those jurisdictions. 
 
Project impacts to Pacheco School are evaluated in the DEIR.  “Big Rig” traffic concerns with 
respect to the TA truck stop are evaluated in Appendix D of the PRDEIR. 
 
Response 95G:  The comment is acknowledged. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 96-1  

Letter 96: Brenda Haynes 
 
Response 96A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR details both project-related traffic increases (see Comment Letter 85, Response 
85.1I) and proposed mitigation measures for Knighton Road. 
 
Response 96B:  Current traffic data and field traffic counts at peak hours supported the 
PRDEIR’s analyses.  The internal trip reductions used are, as discussed in Letter 85, Response 
85.1H, consistent with those described in the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip 
Generation Handbook. 
 
Response 96C:  The PRDEIR proposes project mitigation measures designed to prevent Level of 
Service (LOS) F traffic conditions. 
 
Response 96D:  Please see Comment Letter 85, Response 85Q and Letter 92. 
 
Response 96E:  The comment is correct. 
 
Response 96F:  The comment is speculative; a reasoned response cannot be made. 
 
Response 96G:  The PRDEIR proposes mitigation measures to correct the cited conditions.  The 
County does not have the authority to require implementation of the proposed measures. 
 
Response 96H:  The comment is acknowledged. 
 
Response 96I:  The comment is acknowledged. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 97-1  

Letter 97: Jim Hamilton, AICP, Director, City of Redding Development Services 
Department 

 
Response 97A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The County of Shasta is appreciative of the interest of the City of Redding to work in partnership 
with the County and also recognizes the certified EIR for the Stillwater Business Park.  
 
Response 97B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The traffic volumes utilized in the PRDEIR, and as adjusted in response to comments thereon, 
are less than those in the DEIR.  The vehicle emissions and air quality impacts of the project will 
thus be less than those evaluated in the DEIR, and need not be recalculated. 
 
Response 97C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The listed areas of concern will be individually addressed.  Where the areas of concern duplicate 
those of Caltrans and other commentors, and responses thereto have already been provided, they 
will not be repeated but referenced. 
 
Response 97D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please see Comment Letter 
85 (Caltrans), Responses 85.1H and 85.1I. 
 
Response 97E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Responses 85.1H and 85.1I.  The County may not 
utilize the comment-listed plans and funding programs to satisfy CEQA case law criteria for 
adequacy of an EIR.  The County may not “mandate” implementation of proposed mitigation 
measures within the boundaries of other agencies not under the County’s control. 
 
Response 97F:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
CEQA requires only analysis of potential traffic impacts on directly affected facilities, not any 
speculative and indeterminate effects on widespread elements of an agency’s street or road 
system. 
 
Response 97G:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The principles outlined in the 2004 Trip Generation Handbook for the calculation of internal trip 
reduction remain unchanged.  “”Trip Generation, An ITE Informational Report” is in its 8th 
edition.  “Trip Generation Handbook” is in its 2nd edition, 2004.  The comment-noted percentage 
changes (3.7% and 4.2%) between 2nd and 7th Edition project land use traffic generation are not 
significant in evaluation of Level of Service (LOS) or other traffic impacts. 
 
Response 97H:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 97-2  

Please refer to Policy C-61 of the Shasta County General Plan (reproduced on page 3.12-11 of 
Appendix A of the PRDEIR) which provides for the project-appropriate usage of Level of 
Service (LOS) E. 
 
Response 97I:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Based on the analysis in the PRDEIR, and the detailed analysis in Attachment D thereto, the 
traffic consultant evaluation of potential Knighton Road impacts is that the mitigation measures 
for impacts identified in the PRDEIR are sufficient to substantially reduce such impacts. 
 
Response 97J:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1X. 
 
Response 97K:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Again, the County of Shasta is appreciative of the interest of the City of Redding in this project 
and looks forward to continuing to work with the City in addressing its project impacts. 
 
Response 97L:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1I. 
 
Response 97M:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Responses 85.1H and 85.1I and to Response 97G. 
 
Response 97N:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Responses 85.1H and 85.1I and to Response 97H. 
 
Response 97O:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
As reflected in the PRDEIR and the attachments thereto, the mitigation measures proposed will 
allow for mitigation of project impacts, including queuing.  Please refer also to Letter 85 
(Caltrans), Response 85.1I.  Higher traffic volumes than those utilized in the PRDEIR will not 
significantly alter the evaluation of the project-related traffic impacts or proposed mitigation 
measures. 
 
Response 97P:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to the Letter 90, Response 90B and Response 97F. 
 
Response 97Q:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1X. 



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 97-3  

Response 97R:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1G and Response 97E. 
 
Response 97S:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR proposes feasible mitigation measures to substantially reduce or eliminate project 
impacts.  Those impacts which are to facilities not under the jurisdiction of the County, and lack 
CEQA-defined project plans and project-specific guaranteed funding have been considered to be 
significant and unavoidable, as reflected in the PRDEIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 98-1  

Letter 98: James L. Anderson 
 
Response 98A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 98B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The project complies with the General Plan Policy C-6d as follows:  “New commercial and 
industrial development accessing arterials and collectors shall provide access controls for public 
safety by means such as limiting the location and number of driveway access points and 
controlling ingress and egress turning movements”.  In addition to consideration of this 
constraint on access to and egress from the project itself, Appendix D to the PRDEIR provides a 
study of correctional measures for existing truck stop access on the south side of Knighton Road. 
 
Response 98C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
With respect to “existing” traffic data, please see the response to Letter 95, Response 95B. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 104, Response 104F.  Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), 
Response 85.1H regarding internal trip generation rates. 
 
Response 98D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The cited level of service was calculated as the unmitigated level, not the level of service 
projected after implementation of physical mitigation measures, Level of Service B. 
 
Response 98E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1P and Letter 92. 
 
Response 98F:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1P and Letter 92. 
 
Response 98G:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
The speculated impacts to the school and its services are not quantifiable nor are there accepted 
thresholds to environmentally evaluate their significance. 
 
Response 98H:  The PRDEIR does not propose deferral of mitigation; it will timely implement 
the mitigation measures for which it is empowered.  It simply notes that it does not have the 
authority to compel the implementation of proposed mitigation measures by other agencies or 
jurisdictions. 
 
Response 98I:  Please see Response 98H. 
 
Response 98J:  Please see Response 98H. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 99-1  

Letter 99: Rebecca S. Anderson 
 
Response 99A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
They duplicate those in Letter 98; please see the responses to Comment Letter 98. 
 
Response 99B:  See Response 99A. 
 
Response 99C:  See Response 99A. 
 
Response 99D:  See Response 99A. 
 
Response 99E:  See Response 99A. 
 
Response 99F:  See Response 99A. 
 
Response 99G:  See Response 99A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 100-1  

Letter 100 Steven G. Madsen 
 
Response 100A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
They duplicate those in Letter 98; please see the responses to Comment Letter 98. 
 
Response 100B:  See Response 100A. 
 
Response 100C:  See Response 100A. 
 
Response 100D:  See Response 100A. 
 
Response 100E:  See Response 100A. 
 
Response 100F:  See Response 100A. 
 
Response 100G:  See Response 100A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 101-1  

Letter 101 Georgia L. Leb 
 
Response 101A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
They duplicate those in Letter 98; please see the responses to Comment Letter 98. 
 
Response 101B:  See Response 101A. 
 
Response 101C:  See Response 101A. 
 
Response 101D:  See Response 101A. 
 
Response 101E:  See Response 101A. 
 
Response 101F:  See Response 101A. 
 
Response 101G:  See Response 101A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 102-1  

Letter 102 Charles & Sara Capp 
 
Response 102A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 102B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The current General Plan-designated Knighton Road street classification, assuming that this is 
the road segment to which the comment refers, is a minor collector.  There are not access 
constraints on this street category.  The project proposes development of Knighton Road to 
arterial width. 
 
The PRDEIR has evaluated this issue and determined that the proposed mitigation measures 
(widening the road to six lanes and modifying south-side access) will substantially reduce this 
impact. 
 
Response 102C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to the DEIR and to the responses to comments thereon in Section 3.1 of this Final 
EIR. 
 
Response 102D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 103-1  

Letter 103: Steven G. Mitrovich, Superintendent, Pacheco Union School District 
 
Response 103A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 103B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Enrollment impacts to Pacheco School were addressed in the DEIR.  Traffic impacts to the 
school will be less than those previously evaluated.  Please see Comment Letter 98, Response 
98G. 
 
The proposed relocation of the Travel Centers of America (TA) access points has been 
anticipated since the conditional use permit for the truck stop was evaluated and approved in 
1990, and is incorporated as a condition of approval within that use permit (Shasta County 
Conditional Use Permit 96-90).  
 
It is believed that the DEIR, the PRDEIR and the Final EIR will fully comply with CEQA. 
 
Response 103C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The District’s assessment of the CEQA required data and analysis in the project EIR is 
acknowledged.  Please refer to the closing paragraph of the previous Comment response. 
 
Response 103D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 103E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Traffic impacts have been evaluated for adjacent County roads and with applicable mitigation 
measures impacts to such roads are less than significant.  Please see Response 103B.  
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 104-1  

Letter 104: Rod Evans, Chairman, Churn Creek Bottom Homeowners and 
Friends 

 
Response 104A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 104B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 96, Response 96B. 
 
Response 104C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The commentor’s opinion is acknowledged.  The PRDEIR is accurate. 
 
Response 104D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The commentor’s opinion is acknowledged.  Absent any specificity re suggested alternative 
approaches, their relative validity cannot be evaluated. 
 
Response 104E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see the Letter 85 (Caltrans), Responses 85.1G and 85.1H. 
 
Response 104F:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The project complies with General Plan Policy C-6d as follows: “New commercial and industrial 
development accessing arterials and collectors shall provide access controls for public safety by 
means such as limiting the location and number of driveway access points and controlling 
ingress and egress turning movements”.  In addition to consideration of this constraint on access 
to and egress from the project itself, Appendix D to the PRDEIR provides a study of correctional 
measures for existing truck stop access on the south side of Knighton Road. 
 
The PRDEIR finds the resulting traffic pattern on Knighton Road to operate as mitigated, at a 
satisfactory level of service (LOS). 
 
Response 104G:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Contrary to the comment, both the reduced traffic volumes (PRDEIR, as modified by the Letter 
85, Response 85.1I), the widening of Knighton Road, and the proposed truck site access/egress 
mitigate the DEIR conclusion. 
 
Response 104H:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The data included in the PRDEIR and its Appendices provide an adequate basis for vehicle 
queuing analysis and complies with CEQA requirements. 
 
Response 104I:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 



 
 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 104-2  

 
The PRDEIR does not propose deferral of the proposed mitigation measures essential to prevent 
excessive vehicle queuing.  Please see Comment Letter 98, Response 98I. 
 
Response 104J:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR does not propose deferral of proposed mitigation measures essential to prevent 
excessive vehicle queuing. 
 
Response 104K:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The cited “error” report would not modify the evaluation of project impacts.  It should be noted, 
however, that “fair share” calculations will be revised in conjunction with development of the 
mitigation monitoring program or with the project development agreement because of the change 
(Letter 85, Response 85.1I) in traffic volumes.  “Fair share” calculations are not essential to 
CEQA evaluation. 
 
Response 104L:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 85 (Caltrans), Response 85.1G. 
 
Response 104M:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR does not propose deferral of mitigation measures.  It assumes timely 
implementation of proposed measures by both the County and other affected jurisdictions. 
 
Response 104N:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The proposed TA site access/circulation modifications are, from a CEQA definition standpoint, 
mitigation measures to further substantially reduce safety, queuing, and road capacity impacts of 
the project on Knighton Road (see page 1-27 of the PRDEIR and page 3.12-66 and -67 of 
Appendix A of the PRDEIR). 
 
With respect to the expressed TA site ownership/mitigation measure feasibility concern, please 
see Comment Letter 85, Response 85.1G and Comment Letter 92. 
 
Figures 3.12-17 and 3.12-18 show the traffic volumes and operations for the revised TA access 
on Knighton Road for existing plus project and cumulative plus project conditions, respectively.  
These are mitigation measures proposed for Impact #3.12-8.  The PRDEIR does not propose 
deferral of mitigation measures essential to correct identified impacts. 
 
The traffic analysis was based on the Knighton Road traffic signals being coordinated as part of a 
corridor system. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 105-1  

Letter 105: Mary Ocasion, Churn Creek Meadow Organic Farm 
 
Response 105A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please refer to the response to Comment 98B. 
 
Response 105B:  Please refer to the response to Comment 98C. 
 
Response 105C:  Please refer to the response to Comment 98D. 
 
Response 105D:  The timely implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, including 
Measure #3.12-8, would as projected by the traffic consultant not result in Level of Service 
(LOS) F conditions at area roadways or their intersections.  The addition of travel lanes to Churn 
Creek Road from the northerly project access to Knighton Road is proposed. 
 
Response 105E:  Please see Comment Letter 103, Response 103B (regarding school drop-off 
area).  
 
There has been no evidence introduced which would indicate a loss of parking for the TA site.  
 
Please see Comment Letter 92, Response 92E with respect to noise abatement.  
 
Subcomments 4. and 5. are acknowledged.  
 
Response 105F:  The mitigated project would not result in Level of Service (LOS) F on I-5. 
 
Response 105G:  The comments are acknowledged.  
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 106-1  

Letter 106: Annette Faurote 
 
Response 106A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
With respect to General Plan Policy C.6d relating to access control, please see Comment Letter 
104, Response 104F.  The PRDEIR does not propose deferral of mitigation measures. 
 
Response 106B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
Please see Comment Letter 96, Response 96B with respect to data adequacy, Letter 98, Response 
98C with respect to Saturday traffic peaks, and Letter 85, Response 85.1H with respect to 
estimation of internal trips. 
 
Response 106C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
The PRDEIR proposes mitigation measures to maintain all Levels of Service (LOS) above F. 
 
Response 106D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
Response 106E:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
Response 106F:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.   
 
Response 106G:  The comments are acknowledged.   The comment does not relate directly to 
traffic impacts, the subject of the PRDEIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 107-1  

Letter 107: W. S. Swanson 
 
Response 107A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 98, Responses 98A - 98G. 
 
Response 107B:  See Responses 107A. 
 
Response 107C:  See Responses 107A. 
 
Response 107D:  See Responses 107A. 
 
Response 107E:  See Responses 107A. 
 
Response 107F:  See Responses 107A. 
 
Response 107G:  See Responses 107A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 108-1  

Letter 108: Gregory A. Unger 
 
Response 108A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 98, Responses 98A - 98G. 
 
Response 108B:  See Responses 108A. 
 
Response 108C:  See Responses 108A. 
 
Response 108D:  See Responses 108A. 
 
Response 108E:  See Responses 108A. 
 
Response 108F:  See Responses 108A. 
 
Response 108G:  See Responses 108A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 109-1  

Letter 109: Phyllis Lawler 
 
Response 109A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 98, Responses 98A - 98G. 
 
Response 109B:  See Responses 109A. 
 
Response 109C:  See Responses 109A. 
 
Response 109D:  See Responses 109A. 
 
Response 109E:  See Responses 109A. 
 
Response 109F:  See Responses 109A. 
 
Response 109G:  See Responses 109A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 110-1  

Letter 110: Michael C. Mitchell 
 
Response 110A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The comments in the attached letter of December 27, 2009 are essentially duplicative of those in 
the transmittal letter; no separate responses are required. 
 
Response 110B:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 90, Response 90B. 
 
Response 110C:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The County of Shasta will continue to cooperate with the City of Redding wherever it is feasible 
to coordinate traffic planning efforts. 
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Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 111-1  

Letter 111: Moly Cole 
 
Response 111A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see Comment Letter 92, Response 92B and Letter 103, Responses 103B and 103E. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 112-1  

Letter 112: Christian M. Carmona 
 
Response 112A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Concerns regarding traffic and traffic safety concerns affecting the school are addressed in the 
responses to Letters 92 and 103. 
 
Response 112B:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Although not a traffic-related impact, the District’s concern is acknowledged.  We know of no 
such restrictions in State law. 
 
Response 112C:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The current condition of the wall is not a PRDEIR subject.  Please see Comment Letter 103, 
Responses 103B and 103E. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 113-1  

Letter 113: Douglas Bennett 
 
Response 113A:  The comments are acknowledged and incorporated in the EIR.  It is noted that 
they are not traffic-related and therefore no PRDEIR response is required. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 114-1  

Letter 114: Diane E. Saffen 
 
Response 114A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Response 114B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
The PRDEIR concludes that, given the implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, the 
cited impacts will not occur. 
 
Response 114C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It is not related to the 
traffic impacts evaluated in the PRDEIR. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 115-1  

Letter 115: Victor Ogrey 
 
Response 115A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  It is not related to the 
traffic analyses of the PRDEIR and no response is therefore practical at this time. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 116-1  

Letter 116: Robert & Cynthia Castner 
 
Response 116A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see the responses to Letter 98. 
 
Response 116B:  See Response 116A. 
 
Response 116C:  See Response 116A. 
 
Response 116D:  See Response 116A. 
 
Response 116E:  See Response 116A. 
 
Response 116F:  See Response 116A. 
 
Response 116G:  See Response 116A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 117-1  

Letter 117: Buck & Sue Lang 
 
Response 117A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see the responses to Letter 98. 
 
Response 117B:  See Response 117A. 
 
Response 117C:  See Response 117A. 
 
Response 117D:  See Response 117A. 
 
Response 117E:  See Response 117A. 
 
Response 117F:  See Response 117A. 
 
Response 117G:  See Response 117A. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 118-1  

Letter 118 Dana Shigley, City Manager, City of Anderson 
 
Response 118A:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The County’s past 
cooperation with the City of Anderson has been of mutual benefit. 
 
Response 118B:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  The PRDEIR’s analysis of 
mitigated traffic impacts is based upon timely implementation of proposed physical mitigation 
measures; it does not propose mitigation deferral. 
 
Response 118C:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please see Response 118B. 
 
Response 118D:  The comment is noted and incorporated in the EIR.  Please refer to Comment 
Letter 104, Response 104K with respect to “fair share” calculation and to Comment Letter 85, 
Response 85.1G regarding the lack of County authority to mitigate impacts or require impact 
mitigation in other jurisdictions. 
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 Final EIR  May 2011 
Knighton & Churn Creek Commons Retail Center Letter 119-1  

Letter 119 Melita Bena 
 
Response 119A:  The comments are noted and incorporated in the EIR. 
 
Please see responses to Comment Letter 98. 
 
Response 119B:  See Response 119A. 
 
Response 119C:  See Response 119A. 
 
Response 119D:  See Response 119A. 
 
Response 119E:  See Response 119A. 
 
Response 119F:  See Response 119A. 
 
Response 119G:  See Response 119A. 
 
 
  




