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JANUARY	  26,	  2012,	  7:00	  PM	  

SUBJECT:	  	  	   SCOPING	  MEETING	  NOTES	  MOODY	  FLATS	  QUARRY	  EIR	  

LOCATION:	  	  
John	  Beaudet	  Community	  Center,	  1525	  Median	  Avenue,	  Shasta	  Lake,	  CA	  

PRESENTATION:	  
Ben	  Ritchie	   from	  De	  Novo	  Planning	  Group	  provided	   a	   power	  point	   presentation	   that	   described	   the	  project,	   the	  
requirements	  of	   the	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act,	   the	   Initial	   Study/NOP,	   the	  address/website	  where	   the	  

Initial	   Study/NOP	   can	   be	   reviewed,	   the	   issues	   that	   were	   determined	   to	   need	   further	   review	   in	   an	   EIR,	   issues	  
determined	   to	   not	   need	   further	   review	   in	   an	   EIR,	   and	   opportunities	   for	   public	   input	   on	   topics	   to	   be	   addressed	  

during	  the	  CEQA	  process.	  The	  power	  point	  presentation	  is	  attached	  (Exhibit	  A).	  	  

PUBLIC	  COMMENT:	  
• Carla	  Thompson	  from	  the	  City	  of	  Shasta	  Lake	  noted	  that	  the	  City	  provided	  a	  comment	  letter	  to	  the	  County	  

in	  March	  2011,	  and	  that	  the	  City	  had	  additional	  comments	  to	  provide	  at	  this	  meeting	  and	  in	  writing.	  	  	  

• Traffic	  on	  Shasta	  Park	  Drive-‐	  connects	  to	  Digger	  Bay	  Road.	  	  Provides	  access	  to	  50	  single	  family	  residences.	  	  

Confirm	  trip	  types	  proposed	  for	  this	  roadway	  area.	  	  Regarding	  proposed	  north	  pit	  operations-‐	  discuss	  how	  
roadway	  will	  be	  used.	  	  Address	  pavement	  width	  sufficiency.	  	  Address	  impacts	  and	  mitigation	  measures	  for	  

this	  roadway.	  	  Include	  traffic	  counts	  and	  LOS	  impacts.	  	  	  

• Shasta	  Park	  Drive	  and	  Shasta	  Dam	  Blvd.	  	  Address	  public	  safety,	  noise,	  and	  hazardous	  materials	  transport.	  	  	  

• Verify	  emergency	  access	   route	   location.	   	  Black	  Canyon?	  Noted	  that	  single	   family	   residences	  are	  nearby.	  	  
Identify	  improvements	  to	  roadway	  for	  safety	  access.	  	  Address	  roadway	  structure	  and	  weight	  capacity.	  	  	  

• Visual/Aesthetics:	   depict	   full-‐scale	   operational	   visual	   impacts.	   	   Determine	   if	   100th	   year	   is	   final	   date	   of	  
mining.	   	   Include	   visual	   sims	   depicting	   existing	   site	   conditions,	   visual	   conditions	   during	   the	   100yrs	   of	  

operations,	  and	  during	  revegetation	  and	  reclamation.	  

• Need	  to	  recalibrate	  perspective	  of	  visual	  sims	  under	  all	  scenarios.	  	  	  

• Noise	   for	   all	   aspects	   of	   all	   facilities	   should	   be	   addressed	   for	   receptors	   near	   Shasta	   Park	   Dr.	   and	   Black	  
Canyon	  Road.	  	  	  

• Address	  odors,	  fire	  hazards,	  transport	  of	  hazardous	  materials.	  	  

• Identify	   permits	   needed	   from	   the	   City	   of	   Shasta	   Lake	   for	   road	   improvements	   (possibly:	   Grading,	  
floodplain,	  tree	  removal,	  and	  encroachment.)	  	  	  

• The	   City	   of	   Shasta	   Lake	   will	   provide	   list	   of	   pending	   and	   approved	   projects	   for	   cumulative	   EIR	   impact	  

analysis.	  	  
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• Address	  blasting	  effects	  on	  surrounding	  structures-‐	  not	  limited	  to	  residential	  properties.	  	  Address	  possible	  
cumulative	   blasting	   tremor	   effects-‐	   	   Foundations,	   cracks,	   etc.	   	   Include	   discussion	   of	   impacts	   to	   older	  

structures	  and	  foundations.	  	  	  

• Regarding	  secondary	  access	  through	  Shasta	  Park-‐	  review	  slopes	  and	  routes.	  	  Identify	  timeline	  on	  route	  use	  

for	  materials	  transport.	  	  	  

• Address	   possible	   use	   of	   treated	   wastewater	   effluent	   for	   dust	   control	   and	   the	   possible	   extension	   of	  
reclaimed	  effluent	  conveyance	  infrastructure	  from	  the	  Shasta	  Lake	  Wastewater	  Treatment	  Plant.	  	  	  	  	  

• Identify	  rock	  size	  extracted	  from	  quarry.	  	  Can	  large	  riprap	  be	  loaded	  into	  railroad	  cars?	  	  	  

• Identify	   source	   of	   electricity	   for	   plant	   operations.	   	   It	   was	   noted	   that	   the	   City	   of	   Shasta	   Lake	   has	   the	  

capability	  to	  provide	  electricity.	  	  	  

• Address	   fugitive	  particulate	  matter	  and	  dust	   impacts.	   	  EIR	  should	   include	  mitigation	  plan	   if	  water	   is	  not	  

available	  for	  dust	  suppression.	  	  Noted	  that	  there	  is	  the	  potential	  for	  extreme	  dust	  if	  no	  water	  is	  available.	  	  
Possible	  mitigation	   includes:	   emergency	  power,	   emergency	  water	   line,	   baghouse	   shutdown	   if	   no	  water	  

available.	  	  It	  was	  asked	  if	  the	  baghouse	  and	  crusher	  will	  be	  contained	  or	  open?	  	  Noted	  that	  air	  quality	  and	  
dust	  control	  are	  key	  issues	  to	  address	  in	  EIR.	  	  EIR	  should	  address	  prevailing	  wind	  direction	  regarding	  dust	  

impacts.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  noise	  and	  the	  ripple	  effect	  of	  sound	  and	  vibration	  from	  operations.	  	  Address	  levels	  of	  
noise	   exposure	   by	   distance.	   	   EIR	   should	   address	   increased	   railroad	   noise:	   look	   at	   engines	   based	   on	  

direction	  of	  travel,	  RR	  engine	  noise	  and	  frequency.	  	  	  

• It	  was	  asked	  how	  will	  emergency	  route	  function,	  what	  will	  be	  implications	  for	  adjacent	  landowners?	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  include	  a	  map	  showing	  proximity	  to	  Shasta	  Lake.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  identify	  feasible	  air	  quality	  mitigation	  measures	  and	  enforcement	  requirements/responsibility.	  	  

Identify	  enforcement	  capability	  of	  the	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District.	  	  	  

• EIR	   should	   identify	   recreation	   impacts	   and	   proximity	   to	   National	   Recreation	   Area/Wildlife	   areas.	   	   EIR	  
should	  look	  at	  federal	  standards	  for	  assessment	  of	  impacts	  to	  federal	  recreation	  and	  wildlife	  areas.	  	  Need	  

to	  include	  Recreation	  impact	  analysis	  in	  EIR.	  	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  include	  realistic	  visual	  sims	  that	  show:	  scarring,	  changes	  to	  topography,	  impacts	  to	  peaks	  and	  

ridgelines	  under	  full	  operational	  conditions.	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  surface	  water	  impacts.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  look	  at	  Iron	  Mt	  Mine	  related	  to	  acid	  mine	  drainage.	  	  	  

• Cumulative	  impacts	  should	  address	  other	  major	  industrial	  projects	  already	  existing	  in	  the	  region.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  verify	  if	  any	  residences	  are	  located	  on	  the	  project	  site	  and	  address	  consistency	  with	  adjacent	  

zoning	  and	  General	  Plan	   land	  use	  designations.	   	   It	  was	  noted	   that	   three	   residences	  may	  be	  present	  on	  
site.	  	  	  
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• It	  was	  noted	  that	  the	  enforcement	  of	  mitigation	  measures	  identified	  in	  the	  EIR	  is	  critical.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  and	   identify	   the	  distance	  between	  the	  City	  of	  Shasta	  Lake	  and	  the	  quarry	  edge.	  	  

Address	  need	  for	  buffers	  or	  “green	  zones”	  separating	  the	  two.	  	  	  

• EIR	   should	  address	  potential	   for	  barren	  ground	   to	  generate	  dust.	  Exposed	  dirt	   can	  generate	  particulate	  
matter	  impacts.	  	  Need	  effective	  mitigation	  during	  north	  winds	  for	  dust	  suppression.	  	  	  

• Regarding	  blasting:	  determine	  weekly	  tonnage	  of	  explosives	  and	  frequency	  of	  blasting.	   	  Address	  shaking	  

impacts	   to	  old	  buildings	  and	   foundations-‐	   cumulative	   impacts	  over	  years	  of	  blasting.	   	  Address	  potential	  
damage	  to	  underground	  utilities	  from	  blasting.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  the	  feasibility	  of	  reclamation	  on	  the	  quarry	  benches-‐	  will	  vegetation	  take?	  	  	  

• Regarding	  drainage:	  address	  water	  usage,	  discharge	  of	  runoff	  and	  sediments	  downstream,	  flood	  potential,	  
erosion,	  and	  liquifaction.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	   include	  measures	  for	  the	  proper	  compaction	  of	  overburden	  fill	  areas-‐	   is	  there	  a	  potential	   for	  

liquifaction	  or	  a	  land	  slide?	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  include	  better	  maps	  showing	  ground	  and	  site	  conditions,	  boundaries,	  etc.	  	  	  

• Regarding	   the	  wastepits:	   	  will	   concrete	  batch	  plant	  have	  one?	  Will	   there	  be	  disposal	   locations	   for	  extra	  

leftover	  mixer	  truck	  concrete	  disposal?	  	  	  

• Traffic	  analysis	  should	  identify	  volume	  of	  truck	  trips	  and	  impacts	  to	  roadway	  operations.	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  dust	  impacts	  to	  adjacent	  vegetation-‐	  outside	  of	  project	  boundaries.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  possible	  impacts	  to	  water	  supplies	  for	  the	  Mountain	  Gate	  Area.	  

• EIR	   should	   identify	   air	   quality	   impact	   thresholds-‐	   what	   are	   they,	   and	   will	   they	   remain	   constant?	   	   EIR	  

should	  address	  cumulative	  dust	  emissions	  and	  their	  effects	  on	  senior	  health.	  	  EIR	  should	  include	  analysis	  
of	  sensitive	  receptor	  impacts	  related	  to	  air	  quality	  emissions	  and	  particulate	  matter.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	   truck	  access	  during	  winter	  months	  and	   impacts	  on	   local	   roadways.	   	  Truck	  emissions	  

during	  winter	  if	  the	  roads	  back	  up	  should	  be	  addressed.	  	  Access	  via	  Oregon	  Trail-‐	  is	  it	  feasible	  year-‐round?	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  traffic	  hazards	  with	  buses,	  recreational	  users,	  and	  safety	  on	  access	  roads.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  identify	  Mountain	  Gate	  on	  area	  maps.	  	  It	  was	  noted	  that	  there	  are	  several	  hundred	  homes	  

in	  the	  project	  vicinity.	  	  Show	  location	  of	  Mountain	  Gate	  and	  address	  potential	  impacts	  to	  this	  community.	  

• Regarding	   viewshed	   impacts.	   It	   was	   requested	   that	   a	   3-‐dimensional	   viewshed	   impact	   analysis	   tool	   be	  
used.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  and	  determine	  the	  relevance	  of	  previous	  EIRs	  prepared	  for	  projects	  in	  the	  region.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  Impacts	  to	  area	  schools.	  	  	  
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• The	   EIR	   should	   address	   drainage	   impacts	   to	   Salt	   Creek,	   Cherry	   Creek,	   and	  Moody	  Creek.	   	   Determine	   if	  
Salmon	  fingerlings	  are	  present	  in	  creeks	  on	  site.	  	  It	  was	  noted	  that	  previous	  studies	  have	  been	  prepared	  to	  

address	   fisheries	   resources	   and	   creeks.	   	   It	   was	   noted	   that	   salmon	   and	   steelhead	   are	   present	   in	   area	  
creeks.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  identify	  which	  creeks	  onsite	  are	  still	  viable	  habitat	  and	  what	  species	  are	  present	  in	  these	  
creeks.	   	   It	  was	  noted	  that	  Moody	  Creek	  and	  Salt	  Creek	  originate	  nearby	  and	  are	  still	  viable	  habitat.	   	  The	  

EIR	  should	  address	  potential	  impacts	  to	  creek	  habitat	  and	  include	  mitigation	  if	  fish	  species	  are	  impacted.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  impacts	  on	  local	  wells	  and	  groundwater	  in	  Mountain	  Gate	  and	  the	  City	  of	  Shasta	  
Lake.	  	  	  

• It	  was	   again	  noted	   that	   three	   creeks	   are	   located	  on	   the	  project	   site,	   and	   they	  originate	   in	   the	  area	   via	  

springs.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  consider	  impacts	  to	  aquifers	  and	  depth	  of	  mining.	  	  	  

• EIR	  should	  address	  storage	  and	  replacement	  of	  dirt	  to	  facilitate	  replanting.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  cumulative	  impacts	  to:	  salmon,	  other	  species,	  aquifers,	  drinking	  water	  from	  Shasta	  

Lake.	  	  	  

• The	   EIR	   should	   address	   how	  dust	  may	   impact	   drinking	  water	   and	   aquifers-‐	  would	   there	   be	   impacts	   on	  
water	  quality	  from	  dust?	  

• It	  was	  asked	   if	   there	  was	  any	  guarantee	  that	  current	  companies	  proposing	  to	  operate	  the	  mine	  are	  not	  
limited	  in	  the	  future	  regarding	  their	  economic	  viability.	  

• It	  was	  asked	  why	  are	  mineral	  resource	  areas	  are	  being	  expanded	  in	  the	  County.	  	  	  

• It	  was	  asked	   if	   there	  was	  the	  potential	   for	  the	  project	  to	   impact	  other	  mining	  operations	  existing	   in	  the	  

region.	  	  	  

• The	   EIR	   analysis	   should	   ensure	   that	   biological	   field	   work	   for	   plant	   and	   animal	   surveys	   occur	   during	  

appropriate	  seasons.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  consider	  population	  density	  and	  number	  of	  people	  and	  residents	   that	  may	  be	  adversely	  
affected.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  include	  a	  study	  of	  comparable	  sites	  and	  include	  examples	  and	  visits	  from	  comparably	  sized	  

projects	  with	  similar	  operational	  characteristics.	  	  	  

• The	   EIR	   should	   discuss	   actual	   impacts	   with	   water	   and	   air	   quality	   regulators	   and	   residents.	   	   Report	  
preparers	  should	  observe	  effects	  from	  comparable	  projects	  and	  talk	  to	  local	  government	  representatives	  

near	  comparable	  projects.	   	   Include	   findings	   from	  such	  discussions	   in	   the	  EIR.	   	   Include	  real	  world	   info	   in	  
EIR.	  	  Verify	  real	  world	  effects	  or	  effectiveness	  of	  mitigation.	  	  	  

• The	   EIR	   should	   address	   impacts	   to	   residences	   in	  Black	   canyon-‐	   particularly	   those	  with	   horses.	   	   The	   EIR	  
should	  address	  adverse	  effects	  on	  horses,	  wells,	  and	  livestock.	  	  	  
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• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  the	  impacts	  from	  blasting	  on	  Shasta	  Dam.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  identify	  earthquake	  faults	  in	  area,	  and	  address	  dam	  safety	  and	  proximity.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  impacts	  to	  wells	  and	  groundwater	  impacts.	  	  EIR	  should	  address	  impacts	  related	  to	  

water	   quality,	   quantity	   and	   availability.	   	   EIR	   should	   address	   water	   quality	   impacts	   and	   flooding	   during	  
severe	  rain	  events.	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  cumulative	  impacts	  to	  Mountain	  Gate	  at	  Shasta	  and	  LOS	  on	  the	  Wonderland	  Drive	  

interchange.	  	  	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  hazards	  associated	  with	  gravel	  from	  trucks	  during	  materials	  transport-‐	  particularly	  
for	  residents	  to	  the	  north	  and	  east	  of	  site.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  identify	  who	  regulates	  water	  useage	  and	  volume.	  	  	  

• It	  was	  asked	  if	  contoured	  scale	  models	  to	  identify	  visual	  impacts	  can	  be	  created.	  	  Is	  it	  possible	  to	  create	  3-‐
dimensional	  visual	  sims?	  	  

• The	   EIR	   should	   address	   prevailing	   winds,	   frequency,	   direction,	   and	   linkages	   to	   dust	   dispersal	   and	  

locations.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  model	  and	  address	  blasting	  impacts	  in	  residential	  areas.	  	  Disclose	  and	  describe	  severity	  of	  

impact.	  	  How	  will	  individual	  areas	  and	  residents	  be	  assessed	  for	  impacts?	  	  Consider	  cumulative	  long	  term	  
impacts	  in	  assessments.	  	  	  

• Seismic	  activity	  should	  be	  addressed	  in	  the	  EIR.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  noise	  and	  dust	  near	  “panhandle”	  access	  areas	  and	  adjacent	  residences,	  particular	  

in	  the	  vicinity	  of	  Flintstone	  Avenue.	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  address	  impacts	  to	  wildlife	  in	  the	  area.	  	  Would	  dust	  on	  vegetation	  impact	  wildlife	  feeding?	  

• The	  EIR	  should	  identify	  the	  extent	  of	  dust	  transport.	  	  Would	  it	  go	  as	  far	  as	  Redding?	  	  	  

• It	  was	  asked	  if	  this	  project	  has	  been	  attempted	  elsewhere?	  	  Why	  here?	  	  	  

• The	  EIR	   should	  address	   vibrations	   from	  operations	  and	  blasting	   in	  proximity	   to	   the	  City	  of	   Shasta	   Lake.	  	  
The	   commenter	   requests	   legal	   document	   that	   ensures	   tranquility	   of	   life	   in	   Shasta	   Lake	   will	   remain.	  	  

Should	   be	   signed	   by	   all	   quarry	   execs,	   and	   County	   Resource	  Management	   Division.	   	   Include	   clause	   for	  
home	  purchase	  and	  relocation	  at	  market	  value.	  	  	  

	  

	  













City of Shasta Lake 
 
P.O. Box 777    1650 Stanton Drive 
Shasta Lake, CA  96019 
Phone:  530.275.7460 
Fax:  530.275.7406 
Website:  cityofshastalake.org 
 
 
RE: Proposed Moody Flats Quarry Project 
 
 
The City provided a letter to the County dated March 23, 2011, identifying issues of primary concern to 
the City of based on preliminary review of the application materials for the proposed Moody Flats 
Quarry. 
 
Concerns Included: 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
Traffic Impacts on Shasta Park Drive 
 
One proposed site access point would connect to Digger Bay Road via Shasta Park Drive, which is 
within the City of Shasta Lake.   
 
Use of this route would be limited to access for equipment, ANFO (ammonium nitrate - fuel oil) delivery, 
and employee traffic primarily during North Pit operation.   
 
The project description does not discuss the period of time this roadway will be used. 
 
Shasta Park Drive serves a developed residential area and is not designed for commercial or industrial 
traffic.  Pavement width is only 10 – 20 feet.  The condition of the road is generally poor. 
 
EIR should analyze traffic impacts and proposed mitigation measures needed in order to use this 
roadway. 
 
The use of this roadway should also be addressed under Public Safety for the transport of hazardous 
materials, and noise from increased traffic. 
 
 
 
Traffic Impacts to Black Canyon Road 
 
The project description indicates an emergency access would connect to Black Canyon Road in the 
City of Shasta Lake. 
 
This roadway provides access to approximately 65 single-family residences within the City of Shasta 
Lake.  The condition of the road is extremely poor, with a section to the north completely unimproved. 
 
The EIR should include discussion and identification of improvements required to meet standards for an 
emergency access route. 
 
Mitigation should also address structural reinforcement of project roadways to accommodate the weight 
and frequency of Project traffic that would utilize City streets. 
 
 



 
AESTHETICS: 
 
Figures 5a, 5b and 5c of the Benchmark Aesthetics Report appear to depict the Project following 
reclamation of the site rather than during quarry operations.   
 
The December 27, 2010, Revegetation Plan prepared by Biotic Resources Group states,  
 

“The operation is planned for 100 years, although mineral resources are identified that 
could extend operations.  Reclamation of the mining and operations areas will occur 
when mining is completed.” 

 
To this end, the visual impact analysis needs to include photo-simulations depicting existing conditions, 
visual impacts during the 100 years of mining operations, and the appearance of the site following 
revegetation.   
 
In addition, the photographs in Figures 5a, 5b and 5c appear to be taken using a 50-55 mm lens, 
making the hillsides appear further away than they do to the human eye.   
 
New photo-simulations should be completed to more accurately disclose actual visual impacts.    
 
The EIR should identify all Project alternatives that were considered to minimize aesthetic impacts. 
 
 
Noise: 
 
The Initial Study states the EIR will analyze noise from quarry operations, including drilling, blasting, 
movement of materials, washing, crushing and screening, the cement concrete plant, the asphalt plant, 
the recycle plant and the truck and rail loading facilities.   
 
The Noise analysis also needs to evaluate noise from increased traffic for all roadways proposed to be 
used, including roadways within the City of Shasta Lake. 
 
 
Air Quality:  Including Odors.  The City’s comment letter included specific concerns. 
 
Fire Hazards / Hazardous Materials:  Comments were also submitted by the Shasta Lake Fire 
Protection District 
 
 
Permitting: 
 
Depending on specific mitigation measures, permits may be required from the City of Shasta Lake for 
road improvements to Black Canyon Road and Shasta Park Drive, and for extension of utilities. 
 
Grading Permit; Floodplain Development Permit; Tree Removal and Replacement Plan; Encroachment 
Permit 
 
Cumulative Impacts: 
 
The City looks forward to working with the EIR consultant to provide a current list of projects which 
should be considered in the cumulative impact analysis.   
 
 
The City will also review the Draft EIR and may submit additional comments following review of a more 
detailed project description and revised environmental studies. 













From: Eric Cassano [ecassano@shastalake.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 15, 2012 9:13 AM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Fwd: Comments to be addressed in the EIR for the proposed 3M Moody Flats Quarry

Attachments: 03.02.10 Packet.pdf; ATT00001..htm

Begin forwarded message:

From: Eric Cassano <ecassano@shastalake.com>
Date: February 13, 2012 2:21:06 PM PST
To: Bill Walker <bwalker@co.shasta.ca.us>
Subject: Comments to be addressed in the EIR for the proposed 3M Moody Flats
Quarry

DATE:
February 13, 2012

TO:
Bill Walker, AICP, Senior Planner
Shasta County Department of Resource Management
Planning Division
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103
Redding, CA, 96001
bwalker@co.shasta.ca.us
(530) 225-5532

FROM:
Eric A. Cassano
4512 Boca St.
Shasta Lake, CA 96019
ecassano@shastalake.com
(530) 275-1296

SUBJECT:
Comments to be addressed in the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) regarding potential
environmental impacts of the proposed 3M Moody Flats Quarry near Shasta Lake, California, USA
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The Shasta County Air Quality Management District, California Air Resources Board, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency and the City of Shasta Lake allowed Knauf Insulation (formerly
Knauf Fiber Glass) in Shasta Lake, CA to violate their air pollution permit for more than three
years before they were given a new permit that had limits increased to allow their excess pollution.
(please see the letter to EPA Region 9 at the bottom of these comments.)  Since the new permit was
granted to Knauf, more air quality violations have occurred at their facility.  (please see attached
PDF file document "03.02.10 Packet.pdf")

Considering that so-called regulatory agencies have a poor track record of air pollution regulation
and air permit enforcement, the EIR must look at environmental impacts that could be caused by
the project if permit conditions and limits are not enforced by so-called regulatory agencies. The
lack of air pollution regulation should be addressed in the "Regulatory Setting" portion of the
Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

What environmental impacts could the Moody Flats Quarry project cause if permits are not
enforced and actual regulation is not performed by the permitting agencies?

What environmental impacts would result from the *estimated* air emission amounts?

What environmental impacts would result from the *permitted* air emission amounts?

What environmental impacts would result from the *intended* air emission amounts?

What environmental impacts would result from the use of treated effluent or reclaimed water from
the Shasta Lake wastewater treatment facility?

What environmental impacts would result from the extension of power lines to the project?

What environmental impacts would result from the uses of fresh water, well water and reclaimed
water at the project site?

What environmental impacts would result from the development of a wastewater treatment plant on
the project site?

What environmental impacts would result from deliveries to the project by rail or truck?
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What kind of materials would be delivered? How many trips and type of vehicles would be
involved in deliveries?

What impacts to the City of Shasta Lake would occur if the city provided electricity, fresh water,
reclaimed water or sewage service to the project site?

Analysis of visual impacts created by the project should include viewpoint locations where a
person is more likely to see the scarring on the sides of the mountains. Along with choosing
viewpoint locations, the visual impacts analysis should involve identifying where the worst visual
impacts would occur. In other words, the visual impacts analysis shouldn't be limited to some
photos taken from hand-picked locations.

Some examples of possible viewpoint locations for visual impact analysis are listed below…

40.6792, -122.3484  Offramp from northbound i-5 to westbound State Route 151 (Shasta Dam
Blvd.) Google Map http://g.co/maps/w7jdn

40.6281, -122.3688  Onramp to northbound i-5 from northbound 273 (N. Market St.) Google Map
http://g.co/maps/7m7ju

What environmental impacts and visual impacts would result from visible dust emissions from the
project?

How far away from the project would dust emissions be visible?

From which viewpoint locations would dust emissions be visible?

How would the elevation of mountain tops in the project area be affected?

Would any mountain tops in the project area be mined and reduced in elevation?

How would Shasta Lake (reservoir) be affected by runoff from the project or impacts to
groundwater?
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How would water quality for livestock, wildlife and vegetation be affected by pollution discharged
into creeks in the project area?

The visual simulation photos of visual impacts that were presented in the preliminary studies of the
project appear to show the quarry's hillside scars landscaped with full grown trees. I'm guessing
this was done to make the project look better to decision makers and the public. How would the
hillside scars actually look (without the full grown trees) during the various phases of the 100 year
project?

How would the hillside scars look during all phases of the project's restoration?

How would 3M's Moody Flats Quarry near Shasta Lake, California compare to 3M's Belle Mead
Quarry in Montgomery Township, New Jersey that is reported to have "angered officials" after
runoff from heavy rain? How would this quarry be the same? How would this quarry be different?
(please see the two links to web pages listed below)

Runoff from 3M quarry during heavy rains angers officials
http://bit.ly/AxjIa9

3M Pollutes 3M kills wildlife
http://3m-pollution.blogspot.com

Which of the quarry pits would 3M begin mining first? The north pit, the south pit or both?

What type of rocks and/or minerals would 3M be mining?

Are there any mineral resources in the project - other than aggregate - that are of value such as
gold, copper or other metals?

How would other valuable mineral resources be addressed if they were found during the mining
operation?

Would any of the rock material mined at the quarry be used in the production of roofing shingles?

Existing quarries in the general vicinity of the proposed project have created visible dust emissions
(clouds of dust). Visual impacts caused by visible dust emissions should be addressed in the
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aesthetics section of the EIR. Would this project create visible dust emissions? If not, what would
prevent this project from causing visible dust emissions?

What environmental impacts would result if acid mine drainage were to occur and flow from the
project site into the creeks?

How would zoning changes affect property owners who invested in property near the project based
on the Shasta County general plan and the existing zoning?

How would zoning changes affect other quarries in the area due to increased competition?

How would the sight of a massive pit mine impact visitors to the Whiskeytown-Shasta-Trinity
National Recreation Area (NRA) that is just north of the project?

How would the sight of scars on the hillside affect visitors to the Shasta Lake Visitor Information
Center on Holiday road in the Mountain Gate area?

How would the sound of explosions from blasting impact visitors to the Whiskeytown-Shasta-
Trinity National Recreation Area (NRA) that is just north of the project?

How would the sound of explosions from blasting impact visitors to the Shasta Lake Visitor
Information Center on Holiday road in the Mountain Gate area?

Would the quarry be producing aggregate suitable for use in any of the construction projects related
to the enlargement of Shasta Dam?

What environmental impacts would result if the proposed quarry was used as a source of
construction materials for the enlargement of Shasta Dam?

----------------------------------------- Letter to EPA Region 9 -----------------------------------------

Date:
March 27, 2006
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2.2

     
 
 

PROCLAMATION 
 

 
A PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL SUPPORTING 
OPENNESS IN GOVERNMENT AND RECOGNIZING MARCH 14th THROUGH 
MARCH 20th, 2010 AS “SUNSHINE WEEK.” 
 
 
WHEREAS,  a crucial element of a great democracy is citizen participation and 
awareness of the public’s business discussed by elected leaders; trust being a critical 
element in this partnership; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Shasta Lake recognizes that municipal government leaders must 
uphold that trust by building a healthy, positive relationship with their residents and 
voting citizens; and 
 
WHEREAS, municipal leaders are the elected officials closest to the people they serve 
and have the most direct contact with the citizens who elect them; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Shasta Lake believes openness in 
government proceedings at all levels makes for the credibility and accountability that our 
citizens expect and deserve; and  
 
WHEREAS, in support of these ideals, March 14h through March 20th, 2010 is 
designated as “Sunshine Week. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City of Shasta Lake City Council 
affirms their commitment to open government, and proclaims March 14th through March 
20th, 2010 as “Sunshine Week.”  
  
 
      
    _____________________________ 
                                          GREG WATKINS, Mayor   



2.3

 
 
     PROCLAMATION         
              
 

PROCLAMATION OF THE CITY OF SHASTA LAKE DECLARING THE MONTH OF 
MARCH 2010 AS “WOMEN’S HISTORY MONTH” 

              
 
WHEREAS, women of every race, class, and ethnic background have made historic 
contributions to the growth and strength of our Nation in countless recorded and unrecorded 
ways; and 

WHEREAS, American women have played and continue to play a critical economic, 
cultural, and social role in every sphere of the life of the Nation by constituting a significant 
portion of the labor force working inside and outside of the home; and 

WHEREAS, American women have played a unique role throughout the history of the 
Nation by providing the majority of the volunteer labor force of the Nation; and 

WHEREAS, American women were particularly important in the establishment of early 
charitable, philanthropic, and cultural institutions in our Nation; and 

WHEREAS, American women of every race, class, and ethnic background served as early 
leaders in the forefront of every major progressive social change movement; and 

WHEREAS, American women have been leaders, not only in securing their own rights of 
suffrage and equal opportunity, but also in the abolitionist movement, the emancipation 
movement, the industrial labor movement, the civil rights movement, and other movements, 
especially the peace movement, which create a more fair and just society for all; and 

WHEREAS, despite these contributions, the role of American women in history has been 
consistently overlooked and undervalued, in the literature, teaching and study of American 
history. 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Shasta Lake City Council proclaims March 2010  
as “Women’s History Month.” 
 
         
              
        GREG WATKINS, Mayor    
 



Report and Recommendations                     3.5a 
     Reviewed and Approved 

 
      
          
     City Manager  
 

 
AGENDA ITEM 

City Council Meeting 
 
TO:   Carol Martin, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Carla L. Thompson, AICP, Development Services Director 
 
DATE:   February 24, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Knauf Insulation Air Quality Violations 
 
FILE:  K-050-126-035  
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Receive report regarding violations of Knauf Insulation’s Air Quality permits.  Representatives from 
Knauf: Iain James, Director of Operations, and Randall Peterson, Environmental Manager, will attend 
the City Council meeting to answer questions and to further discuss their Ecose® Technology, a new 
formaldehyde-free binder technology, based on renewable materials instead of petro-based chemicals.  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
At the February 16, 2010, City Council meeting, Eric Cassano addressed Council regarding violations 
of Knauf Insulation’s air quality permits.  Mr. Cassano also stated Knauf was applying for a variance. 
 
Staff contacted Shasta County Air Quality Management District (AQMD) and received copies of the two 
most recent violations (May 29, 2009, and November 6, 2008), and the staff reports for the variance, 
which are attached.  The November 8, 2008, violation was issued because initial source sampling and 
testing required for the installation of the Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer had not been completed.  The 
May 29, 2009, violation was due to an exceedence of PM10 emissions from the furnace stack. 
 
Also attached is a Memorandum from John Kenny, City Attorney, dated January 31, 2003, regarding an 
air quality violation that was identified at that time.  The memorandum addresses the timing of 
enforcement action by the City for air quality violations. 
 
Mitigation Monitoring 
 
City Council certified the EIR, adopted the findings of fact and statement of overriding considerations 
and approved Conditional Use Permit 96-07 and the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Knauf 
facility on November 5, 1997. 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act, Section 21081.6, requires public agencies to adopt a 



monitoring program of mitigation measures and ensure their enforceability when adopting a mitigated 
negative declaration or certifying an EIR.  The required MMP is included as Appendix B to the 
Environmental Impact Report prepared for the Knauf facility. 
 
The MMP states:  “The City will be responsible for monitoring the implementation of most of the 
mitigation measures.  The exception is for certain mitigation provisions that must be monitored by the 
Shasta County Air Quality Management District.” 
 
The MMP identifies each significant impact identified in the EIR, associated mitigation measures, the 
corresponding monitoring and reporting requirement, and responsible party for ensuring implementation 
of the mitigation and monitoring effort.  
 
Item 2 of the MMP covers air quality impacts during operation of the Knauf facility.  The MMP assigns 
the responsibility of mitigation monitoring for air quality solely to the Shasta County Air Quality 
Management District.  A copy of this section of the MMP is attached. 
 
Conditional Use Permit - Conditions Related to Air Quality 
 
Prior to Commencement of Operations 
 

3.5. The Permittee shall secure emissions offsets at a ratio of 1.2:1 for direct PM10 emissions 
exceeding 25 tons per year.  The method for achieving these offsets shall be paving 
roads to achieve an equivalent offset as detailed in the City's roadway analysis in 
Appendix D of the EIR. All paved roads shall be within approximately 2 miles of the 
Project and cannot be Project associated.  The offsets must be approved in writing by 
both the City and the AQMD and the written approval timely lodged in the City's 
Centralized Data Repository pursuant to section 1.7. 

 
3.6. Deleted: Planning Commission action of October 29, 1997. 
 
3.7. The Permittee shall mitigate NOX and ROG emissions by one of the following methods: 

 
3.7a. Implementing feasible Level A and Level B BAMMs that are calculated to reduce 

NOX and ROG emissions below the Level A threshold of 25 pounds per day. 
 

3.7b. Identifying and securing emission offsets to the Level B threshold and 
implementing Level A BAMMs to achieve the Level A threshold of 25 pounds per 
day.   

 
3.7c Identifying and securing NOx and ROG offsets at a 1:1 ratio to reduce emissions 

to achieve the Level A threshold of 25 pounds per day.  
 

The Permittee's plan for achieving the NOx and ROG threshold level of 25 pounds per 
day shall be submitted in writing to the AQMD and the City.  The City and the AQMD 
shall approve the NOx and ROG reduction plan in writing prior to occupancy and shall 
timely lodge the plan and the approval in the Central Data Repository pursuant to 
section 1.9.  

 
3.8. The Permittee shall finance the purchase of two EPA approved PM10 special purpose 

ambient air monitors and install such monitors at locations selected and approved by the 
City and the AQMD.  All costs related to the installation and operation of the monitors 
shall be borne solely by the Permittee.  Funding shall be sufficient to allow the monitors 
to be installed and operated by AQMD for up to one year prior to operation and for two 
years after the commencement of operation. 

3.9. Design the project and install equipment that constitutes BACT, as determined by the 
Shasta County AQMD.  At a minimum, include electric burner with baghouse, low NoX 



burners, wet electro-static precipitator, wet venturi scrubbers, thermal oxidizers, water 
washing and settling chamber, and a baghouse. 

 
Throughout Operation of the Project 
 

3.14. The Permittee shall conduct source testing for all significant pollutants as required by the 
AQMD permit.  In the event the testing demonstrates noncompliance with applicable 
standards, the testing shall be conducted more frequently as required by the AQMD until 
the testing indicates that standards for all significant pollutants are being achieved by the 
Permittee.  All testing results must be submitted to Shasta County AQMD as required by 
the AQMD.  Test results shall be available to the public pursuant to section 1.9 and 
continued violations may be subject to permit revocation or modification pursuant to the 
provisions of section 1.15. 

 
3.15.   If the Permittee’s pollution control technology becomes inoperative or substantially 

impaired, Permittee shall (1) immediately cease operations and (2) repair the pollution 
control technology to its prior efficiency before restarting operations.  In the event of a 
major malfunction of air pollution control devices, the plant will be shut down within 15 
minutes of such a malfunction. 

 
Separate permits issued by AQMD include additional requirements (i.e., Permits to Operate and Title V 
Operating Permit). 
 
Enforcement 
 
The CUP outlines procedures for addressing violations of the Use Permit as follows: 
 
1.15 Enforcement, Modification, Suspension, and Revocation 
 

The City shall enforce, modify, suspend or revoke this CUP only in accordance with this 
condition.  This condition (1.15) represents the sole interpretation of the City's Zoning Code 
regarding enforcement, modification, suspension and revocation. 

 
1.15.1 If the Development Services Director or his/her equivalent determines that the Permittee has 

failed to comply substantially with the conditions set forth in the Conditional Use Permit, the 
Development Services Director or his/her equivalent shall provide by certified mail to the 
Permittee, a notice of the violation of the Conditional Use Permit.  Such notice shall state with 
specificity the location, place, time and description of such violation, and a reasonable time 
period within which the violation must be cured by Permittee.  Concurrent with the City's notice 
to Permittee, the City may provide copies of such notice to all agencies with jurisdiction over the 
alleged violation, and place a copy of the violation in the central data repository. 

 
1.15.2 If, after conclusion of the time specified in the notice, the Permittee has not cured the alleged 

violation or set forth a reasonable course of action to cure the violation, then the Development 
Services Director or his/her equivalent shall refer the matter to the Planning Commission for 
permit enforcement, modification, suspension, revocation or any other action it deems 
appropriate.  In scheduling the Planning Commission hearing under this section, the 
Development Services Director or his/her equivalent may notify all local, State or Federal 
agencies with jurisdiction over the subject of the alleged violation and, to the extent feasible, 
shall coordinate any ongoing proceedings of the City of Shasta Lake regarding violations by the 
Permittee to occur after the conclusion of any proceedings before other local, State or Federal 
agencies. 

1.15.3 If the Development Services Director or his/her equivalent determines to proceed with 
enforcement, modification, suspension, or revocation of the Conditional Use Permit, the 
Development Services Director or his/her equivalent shall give at least sixty (60) days notice to 



Permittee and such other public notices as required by law of the Development Services 
Director or his/her equivalent intention to submit the enforcement, modification, suspension or 
revocation to the Planning Commission.  The notice to the Permittee shall contain, at a 
minimum, the following information: 

 
1. The time and place of the hearing;  

 
2. A statement as to the reasons why the Planning Commission should enforce, 

modify, suspend or revoke the Conditional Use Permit; 
 

3. A statement regarding any concurrent proceedings before local, State or Federal 
agencies and if the Development Services Director has decided it is necessary 
for the Planning Commission to proceed prior to conclusion of such concurrent 
proceedings, the reason for such conclusion; 

 
4. Any proposed modification to the Conditional Use Permit; and 

 
5. Any other information that the Development Services Director or his/her 

equivalent considers necessary or desirable to inform Permittee, the Planning 
Commission and the public of the nature of the hearing. 

 
1.15.4 Any action by the Planning Commission shall be documented by written findings.  In the event 

the Planning Commission chooses to enforce, modify, suspend or revoke the Conditional Use 
Permit, the Commission must specifically find that such action is necessary because prior 
efforts to compel Permittee to comply with the Conditional Use Permit have failed and Permittee 
has failed to demonstrate, to the Planning Commission's satisfaction, either (1) the inability of 
Permittee to comply, despite good faith efforts, or the willingness or ability to comply with the 
terms and conditions of Conditional Use Permit.  In the event that another local, State or 
Federal agency has jurisdiction over an alleged violation, and is proceeding independently with 
hearings regarding modification, revocation or suspension of a local, State or Federal permit 
and those proceedings have concluded without suspension, enforcement, modification, or 
revocation, then the Planning Commission shall state with specificity why they believe such 
decision to be inadequate.  The Commission shall make similar findings in the event that the 
Commission orders the Permittee to comply with the Conditional Use Permit under more 
stringent terms than ordered by another local, State or Federal agency. 

 
1.16 Appeals 
 
1.16.1 Any interpretation, decision, or determination by the Development Services Director or his/her 

equivalent regarding this CUP may be appealed by any party to the Planning Commission.  Any 
Planning Commission determination regarding this CUP may be appealed to the City Council in 
the same manner as other determinations or CUP applications are appealable.  The effect of 
the decision being appealed shall be stayed during the pendency of the appeal.  The Planning 
Commission and upon appeal, the City Council, shall conduct a public hearing on any appeal.  
The cost of any appeal shall be paid by the appellant.  All equitable remedies available to the 
Permittee to challenge a final determination of the City are retained by the Permittee. 

 
1.16.2 The final decision of the City may be challenged by the Permittee, the public, or another agency 

in a court of proper jurisdiction.  In the event that the City’s final decision revokes, suspends, or 
modifies this CUP, the effect of that decision shall be stayed until a final determination is 
rendered by the Court(s); however, nothing in this section shall be construed to prevent a court 
of proper jurisdiction from enjoining the operation of the facility in order to prevent any threat to 
the health and/or safety of the public in accordance with the standards established under 
California law for the issuance of injunctions. 

 



Variance Request 
 
On February 18, 2010, the Air Quality Management District Hearing Board considered and approved 
variance request 09-V-01 to allow Knauf the continued production of insulation with the Regenerative 
Thermal Oxidizer (RTO) bypassed for emission testing to quantify emissions from the main stack.  The 
variance would also allow Knauf to produce insulation with the RTO bypassed and to operate the 
scrubbers with a reduced pressure differential across the wet scrubbers for testing.  The Variance 
request is for a maximum period of 12 hours per test.   
 
If the results of the emission testing are favorable, Knauf may petition the EPA Region IX and the Air 
Quality Management District to modify the Permits to operate the facility without the RTO, to reduce the 
emissions from the combustion of natural gas, and lower the pressure differential across the scrubbers. 
 
A copy of the Hearing Board’s Order and staff reports for each of these items is attached.   
 
Use Permit Amendment 
 
If Knauf decides to request a modification to their AQMD permit(s), the City would review the 
application to determine compliance with the Conditional Use Permit.  For example, in 2002 Knauf 
applied to AQMD to amend their permit to increase the NOX emission limit for the main stack and 
reallocate emissions for PM10 and NOX. The City reviewed the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Report prepared by Shasta County and adopted Resolution CC 05-08 (see attached staff report and 
Resolution) approving Knauf’s plan for securing NOX offsets as an appropriate means to mitigate in 
order to achieve the established threshold of 25 pounds per day. 
 
Section 1.20 of the CUP states: 
 
Conditional Use Permit Amendments 
 
Proposed amendments to the Conditional Use Permit requested by Permittee shall be submitted in 
writing to the Development Services Director or his/her equivalent.  Within ten (10) days of submitting 
such an application, the Development Services Director or his/her equivalent shall determine whether 
the requested amendment is either a major amendment or a minor amendment.   
 
Minor amendments are those amendments to the design, construction, or operation of the Project that 
either (1) do not result in an appreciable increase in environmental impact or (2) which may be 
necessary to comply with requirements or regulations of other governmental agencies.  All other 
amendments shall be considered major amendments by the Development Services Director or his/her 
equivalent.   
 
Minor amendments shall be considered ministerial actions and shall be processed by the Development 
Services Director or his/her equivalent accordingly.  Major amendments shall be processed in 
accordance with applicable requirements of the State of California and City of Shasta Lake, including 
environmental review if applicable, and notice and hearing.  All amendments, whether major or minor 
shall be available in the City's Central Data Repository. 
 



Attachments:  
 
Memorandum from John Kenny, City Attorney, Knauf Use Permit, January 31, 2003. 
 
Memorandum from Carla L. Thompson, Development Services Director, to Gerry Cupp, City Manager, 
City Council Staff Report Regarding Request by Knauf Insulation Regarding Emission Reduction 
Credits for Oxides of Nitrogen (NOX), January 25, 2005. 
 
Shasta County Air Quality Management District Notice of Violation, November 6, 2008. 
 
Letter from Russ Mull, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, to Iain James, Director of 
Operations, Knauf Insulation, GmbH, Violation #09-NV-03:  Exceedence of Periodic Emission Testing 
Requirements, February 17, 2009. 
 
Letter from Russ Mull, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, to Iain James, Director of 
Operations, Knauf Insulation, GmbH, Acknowledgement of Receipt of $2,000 Settlement Fee, March 3, 
2009. 
 
Letter from Stephen R. Aldridge, Manager Environmental Health and Safety, Knauf Insulation, to Ross 
Bell, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, 2009 Variance (08-V-04) RTO Non-Operational test 
Results for Manufacturing Line #641, May 12, 2009. 
 
Letter from Stephen R. Aldridge, Manager Environmental Health and Safety, Knauf Insulation, to Ross 
Bell, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, 2009 Operating Permit Compliance Test Results for 
Manufacturing and Furnace Line #641, May 27, 2009. 
 
Shasta County Air Quality Management District Notice of Violation (09-NV-17), May 29, 2009. 
 
Letter from Russ Mull, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, to Iain James, Director of 
Operations, Knauf Insulation, GmbH, Violation #09-NV-17:  Exceedence of Periodic Emission Testing 
Requirements, June 18, 2009. 
 
Letter from Russ Mull, Shasta County Air Pollution Control Officer, to Iain James, Director of 
Operations, Knauf Insulation, GmbH, Acknowledgement of Receipt of $10,000 Settlement Fee, July 7, 
2009. 
 
City of Shasta Lake Mitigation Monitoring Plan, Knauf Fiber Glass Manufacturing Facility, Sheets 2 and 
3 of 17, Air Quality, Impacts During Operation. 
 
Agenda, Shasta County Air Quality Management District Hearing Board, Thursday, February 18, 2010. 
 
Staff Report to AQMD Hearing Board, Petition for Variance 09-V-01, by Knauf Insulation, GmbH, to 
Operate without the Regenerative Thermal Oxidizer and Reducing Scrubber Operation, February 18, 
2010. 
 
Shasta County AQMD Hearing Board Order Regarding Variance 09-V-01, February 18, 2010. 
 
 

































































 
  
 

          
                 4.1 
 Report and Recommendations                
 Reviewed and Approved    
 
  

              
    City Manager  
    

        CITY OF SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL 
                                               
  
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING HELD TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 2010, AT THE JOHN 
BEAUDET COMMUNITY CENTER, 1525 MEDIAN AVENUE, SHASTA LAKE, CALIFORNIA. 
               
 
 
1.0 CITY COUNCIL MEETING  - 6:00 p.m. 
 
 Mayor Watkins called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.   
 Council members present: Dixon, Farr, Lindsay, Lucero, Watkins 
 Pledge of Allegiance  
 Invocation  
 
2.0  AWARDS/ RECOGNITIONS:  

 
2.1.  Resolution recognizing and commending the Sunrise Rotary Club for their work in serving 

our community. 
 
Motion/Vote: 
 
By motion made/seconded (Dixon/Farr), and carried, Resolution CC10-12 was approved. 
 

3.0 COMMUNICATIONS  
 
3.1 Presentations:    
 
 Presentation by Dr. Andrew Deckert of Shasta County Public Health on the health impacts of 
 marijuana. 
 
3.2   Public Comment Period:    
 
 Students from the Interact Club of Central Valley High School talked about their service club 
 activities and the upcoming community barbeque fundraiser.  
 
 Eric Cassano spoke about alleged Knauf air pollution permit violations and establishing better 
 communications between Air Quality Management District and the city. 
 
3.3 Commission/Committee Reports:   
 
 Neva Wacker of the Shasta Gateway Library thanked councilmember Lucero for helping get 
 donations for the library and about a calendar sale fundraiser the library is having. 
 
 Henry Hurlhey of the Mosquito Vector Control District gave a brief report. 



 
Minutes – City Council Meeting – Tuesday, February 16, 2010                                  Page 2 of 3 
        
 
 
 Steve Morgan of the Parks and Recreation Commission  spoke in support of the work that the 
 Parks a Recreation Commission has done and expressed that he would like to see the 
 commission continue. 

 
3.4 City Council Reports/Comments/Correspondence  

              
3.5 Staff Comments/Reports 
 
 City Manager Carol Martin gave an update on the status of the Law Enforcement Center 
 project. 
 
 Development Services Director Carla Thompson spoke about the Caltrans Complete 
 Streets workshop.  She also announced that the Planning Commission would be meeting 
 at 6:00 p.m. on Thursday, February 17, 2010 and are asking for public input regarding the 
 subject of medicinal marijuana cultivation.   

 
4.0 CONSENT CALENDAR   
   
4.1 Approval of the minutes of the regular meeting of February 2, 2010.  
 
4.2 Resolution CC10-13 authorizing Shasta County to submit a regional application to the 
 California Integrated Waste Management Board for a local government Waste Tire 
 Amnesty Event grant for fiscal year 2009/2010. 
 
 Motion/Vote 
  
 By motion made, seconded (Lindsay/Lucero), the Consent Calendar was approved.  
   
5.0 PUBLIC HEARINGS:   None 
 
6.0 OLD BUSINESS 
 
6.1     Discussion and possible action on Resolution approving a Professional Services Agreement 
 with the Economic Development Corporation of Shasta County to conduct a Feasibility 
 Study for a Green Technology Business Park for an amount not to exceed $70,000. 

 
 Eric Casano of Shasta Lake made public comment in opposition to the project. 
 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made/seconded (Farr/Lindsay), and carried, Resolution CC10-14 was approved.  
 Noes: Dixon 

 
7.0 NEW BUSINESS  
 
7.1 Discussion and possible action to reappoint Bridget Dirks to a four year term on the Planning 

Commission.    
 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made/seconded (Farr/Lindsay), and carried, Resolution CC10-15 was approved.   
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7.2 Discussion and possible action on Resolution appointing Patricia Lind to a four year term on the 

Planning Commission.   
  
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Lindsay/Lucero), and carried, Resolution CC 10-16 was approved. 
 
7.3 Discussion and possible action on Resolution authorizing a temporary reclassification of electric 

power charges to Weslfex Pipe Manufacturing from the small industrial rate to the economic 
development rate. 

 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Lindsay/Dixon), and carried, Resolution CC 10-17 was approved. 
 
7.4 Discussion and possible action on Resolution approving a supplemental appropriation in the 
 amount of $800,000 for the City of Shasta Lake Homebuyer Program (HP), funded by the State 
 of California Department of Housing and Community Development Home Program (Standard 
 Agreement 09-HOME-6210  
  
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Dixon/Lindsay), and carried, Resolution CC 10-18 was approved.  
 
7.5 Discussion and possible action on Resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute an 
 engagement letter extending auditing services with D.H. Scott for Fiscal Years 2009-10, 2010-
 11 and 2011-12. 
 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Lindsay/Lucero), and carried, Resolution CC 10-19 was approved.  
 
7.6 Discussion and possible action on Resolution approving a Change Order Policy for Professional 
 Service Agreements and Construction Projects. 
 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Farr/Lucero), and carried, Resolution CC 10-20 was approved.  
 
8.0 COUNCIL/STAFF REPORTS/COMMENTS 
 
8.1 Council Comments/Reports None 
 
8.2 Staff Comments/Reports: None 
 
9.0 ADJOURNMENT 
 
 With no further business to come before the City Council, Mayor Watkins adjourned the 
 meeting at 8:32 p.m. 
 

 
             

         TONI M. COATES, City Clerk 
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    City Manager  

 
                                       AGENDA ITEM 
                                                  City Council Meeting 
                                              
 
TO:   Carol Martin, City Manager 
 
FROM:  John Duckett, Assistant City Manager 
 
DATE:  February 10, 2010 
 
SUBJECT:  Cash & Investment Report for December 31, 2009 
 
FILE NO:  F-200-150-015 
               
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the attached Cash & Investment Report for the period ending 
December 31, 2009. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 

Effective January 1, 1996, California enacted into law Senate Bills 564 and 866, 
which outline standards and requirements regarding investment activities for local 
public agencies.  Sound investment policies, conservative management of public 
funds, and quarterly reporting requirements to the governing body were the main 
focus of this legislation. 
 
The law requires that staff submit an investment report to the City Council 
(governing body) each quarter that consists of the following information: 
 

 issuers (bank or institution), 
 type of investment or description, 
 dollar amount, 
 interest rate, 
 market valuation, 
 percent of each investment within the overall portfolio, 
 date of maturity. 

 



The source of the valuation of each investment is required to be reported to the 
City Council.  Additionally, a statement indicating the agencies ability, or lack 
thereof, to meet the next six (6) months cash flow requirements is required. 
 
Each of the criteria listed above has been addressed in the attached analysis of 
the cash and investments that the City held on December 31, 2009.  The source 
of market valuations has been quoted from documents received from the bank or 
institution that is the issuer of each of the investments.  If staff did not receive this 
information from the bank or institution, market value has been listed as equal to 
the carrying amount.  Additionally, we have indicated whether funds are 
“restricted” for a particular purpose.  Restricted funds are usually the amount of 
funds required to service the last debt service payment on a loan or funds for 
special projects (water improvement project and housing rehabilitation). 
 

On an overall basis, the City of Shasta Lake should be able to meet its cash flow requirements 
for the next six months. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
None. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

 City of Shasta Lake Cash & Investment Report 
 Resolution for the approval of the December 31, 2009 Cash & Investment Report 

 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 
City of Shasta Lake City Council 
City of Shasta Lake Central Files 
 



City of Shasta Lake
Analysis of Cash and Investments

December 31, 2009

Market Date of
Bank or Institution Description Amount Interest Rate Valuation % of Portfolio Maturity

North Valley Bank/Union Bank of CA:
NVB Checking Acct $684,492.17 n/a $684,492.17 2.74% n/a
NVB Savings Account $0.00 0.75% $0.00 0.00% n/a

Tenant Deposit Acct $430,470.06 n/a $430,470.06 1.73% n/a
U.S. Treasury Notes $250,000.00 6.510% $340,782.50 1.00% 08/15/2017
Petty Cash $1,700.00 n/a $1,700.00 0.01% n/a

Redding Bank of Commerce:
(Restricted) Certificate of Deposit $58,000.00 2.21% $58,000.00 0.23% 12/24/2010
(Restricted) Checking Account $3,669.31 0.20% $3,669.31 0.01% n/a

Wells Fargo
Account #1 Certificate of Deposits $185,546.40 N/A $192,176.71 0.74% N/A
Account #2                                                       Certificate of Deposits $8,000,039.23 N/A $7,963,933.70 32.08% N/A

State of California
LAIF-City $19,031,891.39 Pooled Earnings $19,031,891.39 76.32% n/a
LAIF-Redevelopment $374,896.87 Pooled Earnings $374,896.87 1.50% n/a

Shasta County Trustee  
(Restricted) LAIF-County $320,928.60 Pooled Earnings $320,928.60 1.29% n/a

Union Bank of California
(Restricted) Money Market $2,685,992.62 7.00% $2,685,992.62 10.77% n/a
(Restricted) Money Market $908,850.00 2.84% $908,850.00 3.64% n/a

Grand Total $24,936,437.42 $25,033,850.23 132.08%

*Restricted = Debt Service Reserve Requirements

It is expected that the City of Shasta Lake will be able to meet its cash flow requirements for the next six months.

____________________________________ 10-Feb-10
Finance Director Date



 
 

RESOLUTION CC 10- 
 
 

A SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE QUARTERLY 
INVESTMENT REPORT FOR THE PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2009. 
 
 
WHEREAS, staff is required under Senate Bills 564 and 866 to provide a quarterly 
investment report to the City Council, and 
 
WHEREAS, the staff has included the issuers, type of investment or description, dollar 
amount, interest rate, market valuation, the percent of each investment within the overall 
portfolio, the date of maturity, and 
 
WHEREAS,  the source of valuation of each investment has been quoted from 
documents received from the bank or institution that is the issuer of each of the 
investments and when not supplied the amount has been listed as equal to the carrying 
value, and 
 
WHEREAS, on an overall basis, the City of Shasta Lake will be able to meet its cash 
flow requirements for the next six months. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Shasta Lake City Council  accepts the 
Quarterly Investment Report for the period ending December 31, 2009.   
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 16th day of February, 2010, by the 
following vote: 
 
AYES:  
NOES:  
ABSENT:  
   
 
             
       GREG WATKINS, Mayor 
ATTEST: 
 
 

 TONI M. COATES, City Clerk 
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 City Manager 
  
  
     AGENDA ITEM       
      CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
             
   
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Carol Martin, City Manager 
 
DATE:  February 23, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Request by Calvary Chapel/Simpson University 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends Council approval of a request by Calvary Chapel for the use of city owned 
property for a 5K run Family Fun Day on April 17, 2010. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Simpson University and Calvary Chapel are working together to put on a 5K run Family Fun Day 
on April 17th to raise money for an after school program.  The event location is at the Calvary 
Chapel in Shasta Lake. They will be using the Calvary Chapel facilities and parking, and have 
requested the use of city owned property across the street to put on Family Fun Day events, 
such as the craft fair, bounce houses, face painting, etc.  The City owned property they are 
proposing to use is the Meade Street Senior Housing lot.  Staff has reviewed the request and 
has no issues with their use of the property. 
 
A Special Event Permit has been approved with the stipulation that if city owned property is 
used, there will be a requirement to provide an insurance certificate with the City listed as 
additional insured.   
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
None 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Letter from Luke Pettingill of Simpson University. 
 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 
City Council 
Assistant City Manager 
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     AGENDA ITEM       
      CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
             
   
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Carol Martin, City Manager 
 
DATE:  February 23, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Resolution Adopting FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget 
 
FILE:  F-200-050-017 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget for the City of Shasta Lake as 
well as the authorization of a loan from the City’s Electric Utility in the amount of $133,347 to be 
repaid with interest when funds borrowed by the State of California are repaid to the City’s 
General Fund. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Staff met with the Finance Committee on February 9, 2010 to review the proposed FY 2009-10 
Mid-Year Budget.  If Council desires any further budgetary changes, a motion to amend the 
Mid-Year Budget would be required.   
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
The Mid-Year Budget revisions include a revenue program of $38,585,848, an expenditure 
program of $50,140,711 and transfers in and out of $964,732 with a $133,347 loan from the 
City’s Electric Utility to the City’s General Fund. 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

 Resolution adopting the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget and electric utility loan. 
 Budget Message and Comparative Fund Summary of all funds. 

 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 

 Shasta Lake City Council 
 Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency 
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RESOLUTION CC 10- 
               

A SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE 
FISCAL YEAR 2009-10 MID-YEAR BUDGET 
              
 
WHEREAS, the City of Shasta Lake annually appropriates funds to conduct the business of the 
City, and; 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council has reviewed the proposed Mid-Year budget revisions for the 
Fiscal Year 2009-10, which incorporates revenue projections of $38,585,848, an expenditure 
program of $50,140,711, and transfers in and out of $964,732 with a loan from the City's electric 
Utility to the City's General Fund.   
 
NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Shasta Lake City Council hereby approves and 
adopts the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget for the City of Shasta Lake; authorizes the collection of 
revenues and appropriates the funds necessary to implement its policies, priorities and 
objectives. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 2nd day of March, 2010, by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
  
 
             
       GREG WATKINS, Mayor    
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
TONI M. COATES, City Clerk 
 



 
 
 

 
 

MEMORANDUM 

 
TO:  Mayor and City Council Members 
 
FROM: Carol Martin, City Manager 
 
DATE:  February 19, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Fiscal Year 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget Message 
 
 
The City of Shasta Lake fiscal year 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget Update is presented here and includes all 
of the funds the City anticipates will be received and expended for the balance of the current budget 
cycle.  In most instances, revenue and expenditures are based on known information likely to occur, 
however, it is important to note that the City is reliant on many factors when making projections for the 
balance of this fiscal year. 
 
The term roll-over mentioned in this document refers to funds committed for projects in a previous fiscal 
year and moved to the current fiscal year.  In addition, the City Council approved an implementation plan 
for the management of City’s Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB).  The OPEB requirement for the 
City relates to retiree health care premiums as required by Governmental Accounting Standards Board 
Statement 45.  Therefore, any fund within the City that has employees will include the approved OPEB 
expense with the exception of the City’s General Fund. 
 
General Fund 
 
General Fund Revenue 
 
In May 2009, the City Council adopted a revised fiscal year 2009-10 budget due to the continued 
economic downturn.  The following table represents recommended General Fund revenue increases and 
decreases to those revisions adopted by the City Council in May of 2009 for fiscal year 2009-10: 
 
Increases/Reductions to General Fund Revenue Accounts ($)

Original Mid-Year Revised
ACCOUNT Revised Adjustment Estimate

ERAF Backfill 205,000               (63,500)               141,500               
Sales Tax 385,000               (30,500)               354,500               
Sales Tax Compensation (Triple Flip) 145,000               (55,000)               90,000                 
Building Permits 67,000                 6,000                   73,000                 
Grant - Other (Shasta County) -                          20,000                 20,000                 
Field Notice Fee 57,500                 7,000                   64,500                 
Miscellaneous Employee Services 47,625                 37,375                 85,000                 
Investment Income 75,000                 (30,000)               45,000                 
Other Revenue 4,773,916            6,420                   4,780,336            

Totals 5,756,041            (102,205)              5,653,836             
 
The above revisions reduce General Fund revenue by $102,205 (1.8%) for fiscal year 2009-10.  Although 
the City continues fiscally conservative budgeting practices, the economy remains anemic across the 
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country.  The above proposes a decrease of $30,500 in sales tax revenues.  This is a 7.9% decline from 
the revised estimate of $385,000 to $354,500 and represents the general reduction in consumer 
spending that is affecting California cities throughout the state.  As a comparison, the City received 
$330,923 in sales tax revenue in the preceding fiscal year.  Other items of note are the reduction of 
$63,500 in the City’s ERAF Backfill account and a decrease of $55,000 in the Sales Tax Compensation 
account.  Both of these revenue streams are also affected by the general reduction in sales tax receipts.  
An increase of $20,000 for a Healthy Communities Grant from the County of Shasta and $37,375 for 
Miscellaneous Employee Services accounts are included.  The Miscellaneous Employee Services 
account revenue is from the reimbursement of staff time charged to qualifying grants projects. 
 
Staff continues to monitor the State of California’s budget process.  At this time, the only item that will 
have an affect on the City’s General Fund revenue will be the implementation of the 2004 Proposition 1A 
provisions.  This will allow the State to borrow property tax funds from cities.  These funds would be 
collected by the counties and transferred to the State.  The funds must be repaid with interest to the cities 
within three years.  The City’s contribution will be $133,347.  It is recommended by staff that the amount 
loaned to the state by the General Fund be replaced by borrowing the amount from the City’s Electric 
Utility.  The General Fund would then repay the Electric Utility the $133,347 with interest when the funds 
are reimbursed to the City by the State of California.  A resolution will be completed for City Council 
consideration for this loan. 
 
The following are notable changes to expenditures in the City’s General Fund: 
 
General Fund Departmental Expenditures 
 
City Council - Decreases to the Health Insurance and the Travel, Meetings & Dues accounts in the 
amount of $12,475 and $2,500, respectively. 
 
City Manager – True-up of salary and benefit accounts as approved.  Decrease of $1,000 to the Travel, 
Meetings & Dues account. 
 
Development Services – There are several changes resulting in an overall increase of $3,016. 
 
City Clerk Services – An increase of $4,000 for election expenses and an increase of $4,500 for the cost 
of required advertising requirements. 
 
Central Services – Increase in consulting services of $14,344 representing the expenditures offset by the 
Healthy Communities grant of $20,000 included in revenue.  An increase in Services-Miscellaneous of 
$27,000 representing an increase in costs paid to the County of Shasta for property tax collection 
services.  Several other increases and decreases to various accounts for an overall expenditure 
reduction of $2,254. 
 
Capital Outlay – Includes previously approved roll-overs of $50,000 for general plan technical studies and 
$1,797,610 for the approved construction of the Law Enforcement Center/City Council Chamber project. 
 
Park Services – Reductions of $7,263 to General Maintenance and $14,587 to the Labor Allocation 
accounts representing the recently Council approved restructuring of the City’s Public Works Department. 
 
Recreation – A $10,602 reduction representing the projection of expenditures for the balance of this fiscal 
year. 
 
Police Services – Includes a reduction of $20,709 in costs allocated from the City’s Motor Pool operation 
representing the recently approved Council restructuring of that department. 
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Public Services – The department has an overall reduction of $52,421 primarily related to the 
restructuring of the City Engineer’s duties and transferring a greater portion of this position’s salary and 
benefits to the Public Works department. 
 
Excluding the roll-overs of capital expenditures previously approved by the City Council, the City’s 
General Fund expenditures were reduced by $114,426. 
 
Overall the City’s General Fund revenue has been decreased $102,205 to $5,653,836 and expenditures 
increased $1,741,184 to $7,456,074.  The increase to the expenditures is primarily related to the roll-over 
of one-time capital expenditures of $1,847,610. 
 
The following table details recommended General Fund revenue and expenditure increases and 
decreases for fiscal year 2009-10: 
 
Overall General Fund Changes ($)

Revenue Amount Expenditures Amount

Revised FY 2009-10 Budget 5,756,041  Revised FY 2009-10 Budget 5,690,890  

ERAF Backfill (63,500)      Council Approved Supplementals 24,000       
Sales Tax Related (85,500)      
Investment Income (30,000)      Mid-Year Expenditure Reductions
Grant - Other (Shasta County) 20,000          Recommended by Staff (114,426)    
Miscellaneous Employee Services 37,375       One-Time Capital Expenditures
Misc. Revised Revenue - Increase 19,420          Gen. Plan Tech/Council Cham/GASB45 1,855,610  

-                
Revised Revenue Budget 5,653,836  Revised Expenditure Budget 7,456,074  
 
Excluding one-time capital expenditures of $1,855,610, the City’s General Fund is projected to have 
revenue exceeding expenditures of $53,372.  The projected fund balance (reserves) at June 30, 2010 is 
$1,315,467 or 23% of the fiscal year 2010 expenditure budget.  The $1,315,467 represents the City’s 
General Fund Reserve balance after the contribution for the City’s portion of the new City Council/Law 
Enforcement Center construction. 
 
Staff continues to monitor the overall economy with a close eye on property and sales tax revenue.  
Property and sales taxes are the City’s most volatile General Fund revenue streams and are most 
dependent on the general state of the economy.  The following table compares General Fund actual 
revenues received to actual expenditures since fiscal year 2003: 
 
General Fund Actual Revenues vs. Expenditures ($)

Fiscal Year Revenue Expenditures Transfers Out Over/(Under)

2009* 5,523,804                  5,587,065                  (22,100)                     (85,361)                     **
2008 5,895,617                  5,481,466                  (40,000)                     374,151                    
2007 5,608,723                  4,933,507                  (11,300)                     663,916                    
2006 5,101,924                  4,815,031                  (53,595)                     233,298                    
2005 5,029,732                  4,536,286                  (669,019)                   (175,573)                   
2004 4,417,290                  3,963,288                  (131,889)                   322,113                    
2003 4,035,271                  3,704,594                  (106,918)                   223,759                    

* FY 2009 Excludes $374,885 in One-Time Capital Projects Expenditures.
** Includes an approximate $50,250 subsidy to the City's internal recreation program.  
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To date, with all the changes and adjustments recommended by staff and approved by the City Council, 
the City of Shasta Lake continues to maintain a relative healthy General Fund.  However, as the state 
prepares to balance their budget, the City remains vigilant of the potential impacts that actions taken by 
the Governor and Legislature may have on the revenue streams of the City. 
 
Special Revenue Funds 
 
Transportation/Trafficway 
 
The State of California again has delayed the Gas Tax distributions for Cities.  The July, August and 
September Gas Tax allocations for the City were delay and paid in October of 2009.  The State is 
currently withholding the November, through March Gas Tax distribution which is scheduled to be 
reimbursed to the City in April of 2010.  This should not cause any immediate cash flow issues for the 
Traffic/Transportation Fund. 
 
Again the City has been notified by the Regional Transportation and Planning Administration (RTPA) that 
due to the reallocation of statewide sales tax on gasoline and diesel fuel away from transportation needs, 
there will be reduced Transportation Development Act (TDA) funding allocated through the RTPA to the 
City of Shasta Lake.  This will have an impact on the City’s discretionary transportation funds used for 
street maintenance.  Staff will continue to monitor this area and report any additional information as it 
becomes available. 
 
Revenue - Increase of $409,000 for the City’s share of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
funding for street projects, and a roll-over of funds in the amount of $656,538 for the approved Montana 
Safe Routes to Schools grant.  An adjustment based on the reduction in projected TDA funds of 
$195,000 as well as a $20,000 reduction to the Traffic Impact Fee account is included. 
 
Expenditures – Roll-over funds previously approved for the Proposition 1B and Montana Safe Routes to 
Schools project are included of $376,950 and $656,538, respectively.  Other adjustments include the 
true-up of the City’s contribution to the Redding Area Bus Authority. 
 
Plant & Facility Connection Charges 
 
Revenue - The continued downturn in the housing market directly affects the City’s Plant & Facility 
Connection Charge (P&FCC) funds.  These funds are collected through new development and are 
utilized to construct or upgrade facilities.  Expenditures in these funds are limited to funds available and 
revenue received in the current year.  The City has four wholly separate funds related to water, electric, 
wastewater and park services.  The funds have been revised to reflect the payment of refunds based on 
the recently approved City Council resolution authorizing connection charge refunds.  Overall expenditure 
changes are as follows: 
 
Revsions to P&FCC fund expenditures ($)

Original Revised
ACCOUNT Budget Adjustment Estimate

Water P&FCC 13,867                 4,231                   18,098                 
Electric P&FCC 100,500               3,732                   104,232               
Wastewater P&FCC (Including trunk capacity) 50,542                 38,191                 88,733                 
Parks P&FCC 1,720                   42,255                 43,975                 

Totals 166,629               88,409                 255,038                
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Revenue – A reduction of $40,000 to the Wastewater P&FCC fund and an increase of $18,876 to the 
Park P&FCC account for the receipt of Park Bond grant funds for the completion of the lighting project at 
Claire Engle Park. 
 
Expenditures – Significant changes include an increase of $38,191 in the Wastewater P&FCC Fund for 
connection fee refunds of $8,245 and a $29,946 roll-over for the completion of the Wastewater Feasibility 
Study.  The Parks P&FCC Fund includes the addition of $3,379 for connection fee refunds and an 
addition of $18,876 to the $20,000 already on hand from the Park Bond funds (Grant) for the completion 
of the lighting project at Clair Engle Park. 
 
Transfers – As part of the 2008 water infrastructure project, the City pledged that $135,000 would be 
transferred on an annual basis from the Water P&FCC Fund to the Water Fund to assist with the 
payment of debt service.  Due to the economic downturn and the decline in connection fees, this amount 
will not be available within the P&FCC Fund this fiscal year.  Therefore, the transfer has been reduced 
from $135,000 to $67,500 for fiscal year 2009-10.  This transfer reduction will have an adverse impact on 
the Water Fund as the rate payers are required to contribute to the debt service.  This issue was not 
addressed during the rate analysis completed in June 2009 and will reduce the fund balance from what 
was initially projected within the Water Fund.  This problem may need to be revisited in the future if the 
funds continue to be unavailable for transfer as originally proposed. 
 
Redevelopment Agency 
 
During the State of California’s budget crisis of 2009, the State developed the Supplemental Educational  
Revenue Augmentation Fund (SERAF).  In short, the State intends to divert $1.7 billion in property tax 
revenues to K-12 schools during the 2009-10 fiscal year and $350 million the next fiscal year.  The City’s 
Redevelopment Agency’s projected contribution this year is $1,166,708.  The budget has been updated 
to include this amount.  The legislation that requires the transfer of these funds to the SERAF is currently 
pending litigation on the basis that the action taken by the legislature is unconstitutional.  This is similar to 
the lawsuit in which redevelopment agencies prevailed last year.  In the event the cities prevail in the 
lawsuit, $1,000,000 will be transferred to the Street & Street Improvements FY 2010 account.  Staff will 
continue to monitor these proceedings. 
 
The Agency has also committed funding for several capital projects including the completion of the 
Cascade Boulevard roadway project, a downtown parking lot, a portion of the Safe Routes to Schools – 
Cabello project, and the Law Enforcement Center project as well as funding for a new parking lot for the 
Summit City fire station. 
 
Additionally, the Agency is primarily dependent on property tax revenue based on property valuations.  
Therefore, any property devaluations will have a negative affect on the Agency’s revenue steam. 
 
Low & Moderate Housing 
 
Revenue – No changes to the originally proposed budget. 
 
Expenditures – The City’s Low and Moderate Housing Fund has minimal changes with the exception of 
the inclusion of the annual OPEB contribution of $18,062. 
 
CDBG Projects Funds 
 
Revenue – The City is very active in securing Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding.  
The fund includes the City Council approved supplemental appropriation roll-over from the last fiscal year 
in the amount of $447,500 for the Cultural Resource Center as well as grant revenue for the Housing 
Element – Historical Context and the City Center Plaza project in the amount of $132,187. 
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Expenditures – The fund includes the roll-over of $447,607 for the Cultural Resource Center project, 
$23,687 roll-over for the Housing Element – Historical Context project and a $37,100 roll-over of the 
previously approved City Center Plaza Project. 
 
Enterprise Funds 
 
Water Enterprise 
 
Revenue – No changes to current estimates. 
 
Expenditures – Includes a true-up for the projected cost of water in the amount of $110,260 for the 
balance of the fiscal year as well as other miscellaneous adjustments and transfers in the amount of 
$1,858 for a total increase in expenditures of $112,118 within the fund. 
 
Electric Enterprise 
 
Revenue – Includes a decrease of $700,000 in Sales-Industrial to true-up to actual projected revenue. 
 
Expenditures – Includes a reduction in the cost of purchased power in the amount of $1,150,000 to true-
up to actual projections.  Increase of $722,502 to the Power Purchase Amortization account.  This is a 
non-cash account that records the annual amortization of previously purchased gas and electrical 
transmission services. 
 
The capital budget includes the roll-over of $1,000,000 for the replacement of a transformer at the 
Central Valley Substation as well as an increase/roll-over of $50,000 for the completion of the remote 
meter reading project and the elimination of $110,000 of Public Benefit funds previously budgeted for 
hybrid vehicles has been eliminated.  The above represents an overall increase in the fund of $693,900. 
 
Additionally, staff will be updating the electric rate model this year to determine the possible need for an 
increase to electric rates. 
 
Wastewater Enterprise 
 
Revenue – No changes to current estimates. 
 
Expenditures – The operation budget includes various additions and transfers in the amount of $112,061.  
The bulk of this increase is a $95,268 labor allocation charge reflecting increased maintenance costs 
associated with recent State mandated sewer inspection requirements. 
 
Industrial Park Enterprise 
 
Revenue - No changes to current estimates. 
 
Expenditures – Miscellaneous decrease in overall expenditures of $10,000. 
 
Internal Service Funds 
 
Motor Pool 
 
Revenue – A decrease of $141,396 in the Cost Transferred In–Motor Pool account.  This reduction 
reflects a cost savings from recently approved personnel changes as well as the savings in the cost of 
fuel purchases within the fund.  The savings was passed on to those funds that contribute to the Motor 
Pool operation. 
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Expenditures - The operation budget includes a roll-over of $25,000 for motor vehicle purchases and 
$60,000 for the diesel particulate filter program. 
 
Public Works 
 
Revenue - A decrease of $12,900 in the Cost Transferred In–Public Works account.  This reduction 
reflects a cost savings from recently approved personnel changes. 
 
Expenditures – Includes a decrease of $12,900 due to a cost savings from recently approved personnel 
changes. 
 
Conclusion 
 
This is the City’s second mid-year budget revision to the 2008-10 Two-Year Budget.  The above changes 
and recommendations have been included in the City’s 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget Update and reflected 
in the following Comparative Fund Summary - All Funds on the following page: 
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COMPARATIVE FUND SUMMARY-ALL FUNDS - (FY 2009-10)

Estimated
Restricted Funds Estimated Operating Operating Estimated Restricted Fund

Funds Available Revenue Transfers Transfers Expenditures Funds Available
Fund Category July 1, 2009 July 1, 2009 2009-10 In Out 2009-10 June 30, 2010 June 30, 2010

GENERAL FUND 208,549                   3,170,947                5,653,836$              -$                         53,242$                   7,456,074$              208,549                   1,315,467$              

SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
   Transportation/Trafficway 695,098                   1,621,292                2,726,494                -                               -                               3,273,351                601,357                   1,168,176                
   Redevelopment Agency 5,136,410                2,225,461                2,992,368                -                               789,240                   7,603,054                489,234                   1,472,711                
   Low & Moderate Housing -                               2,135,571                20,000                     787,490                   -                               2,531,488                -                               411,573                   
   Water Plant & Facilities -                               92,726                     63,500                     -                               67,500                     18,098                     -                               70,628                     
   Electric Plant & Facilities -                               225,003                   100,500                   -                               -                               104,232                   -                               221,271                   
   Wastewater Plant & Facilities -                               463,559                   87,000                     -                               -                               88,733                     -                               461,826                   
   Parks Plant & Facilities -                               31,240                     55,376                     -                               -                               43,975                     -                               42,641                     
   Law Enforcement Grant -                               53,912                     100,000                   -                               -                               100,000                   -                               53,912                     
   CDBG Project Fund -                               107                          584,687                   5,600                       -                               586,894                   -                               3,500                       
   CDBG Housing Rehabilitation 569,858                   31,701                     226,052                   -                               1,750                       225,195                   569,858                   30,808                     
   CDBG HOME Program 2,961,279                -                               110,976                   -                               -                               110,976                   2,961,279                -                               

9,362,645                6,880,572                7,066,953                793,090                   858,490                   14,685,996              4,621,728                3,937,046                

DEBT SERVICE FUNDS
   1995 Wastewater Treatment 701,002                   -                               265,000                   -                               -                               453,845                   512,157                   -                               
   Rosamond Assessment Dist. 33,017                     -                               19,713                     -                               -                               19,525                     33,205                     -                               
   Riddle Road Water Bond 6,560                       -                               3,325                       -                               -                               3,225                       6,660                       -                               
   Davis-Grunsky Act Loan 50,309                     -                               12,707                     -                               -                               11,992                     51,024                     -                               
   State of California Loan -                               -                               -                               -                               -                               -                               -                               -                               

790,888                   -                               300,745                   -                               -                               488,587                   603,046                   -                               

ENTERPRISE FUNDS - DEPRECIATION/AMORTIZATION NOT INCLUDED
   Water 403,567                   1,290,842                2,046,000                67,500                     -                               2,485,654                403,567                   918,688                   
   Electric 918,774                   13,690,051              19,118,768              53,000                     -                               20,358,128              918,774                   12,503,691              
   Wastewater -                               534,394                   2,120,179                -                               53,000                     2,280,068                -                               321,505                   
   Industrial Park -                               -                               103,900                   51,142                     -                               155,042                   -                               -                               

1,322,341                15,515,287              23,388,847              171,642                   53,000                     25,278,892              1,322,341                13,743,884              

INTERNAL SERVICE FUNDS - DEPRECIATION NOT INCLUDED
   Motor Pool -                               294,999                   538,671                   -                               -                               600,771                   -                               232,899                   
  Community Facilities Dist. -                               119,464                   74,105                     -                               -                               67,700                     -                               125,869                   
   Public Works -                               -                               1,562,691                -                               -                               1,562,691                -                               -                               

-                               414,463                   2,175,467                -                               -                               2,231,162                -                               358,768                   

TOTAL ALL FUNDS 11,684,423$            25,981,270$            38,585,848$            964,732$                 964,732$                 50,140,711$            6,755,664$              19,355,166$            

 
 



Report and Recommendations              RDA 3.1 
 Reviewed and Approved 
 
  
       

    Executive Officer 

     
 

CITY OF SHASTA LAKE 
REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING 

 
MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING HELD TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 2010 AT THE JOHN BEAUDET 

COMMUNITY CENTER, 1525 MEDIAN AVENUE, SHASTA LAKE, CA. 
                
  

1.0 REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING:  Convened at 8:32 p.m. 
 
1.1 Board members present: Dixon, Farr, Hurlhey, Lindsay, Lucero, Watkins 

 
1.2 Toni Coates, City Clerk, reported on Disclosure Statements of direct or indirect property 
 interests within the Shasta Dam Area Redevelopment Project area.    
  

Board Member Location Nature of Interest 
Lucero 4061 La Mesa Property owner 
Dixon  13604 Shasta St. Property owner 
Watkins 006-810-015 undeveloped parcel Property owner 
Watkins 17549 Flanagan Property owner 
Watkins  17577 Flanagan  Property owner 
Lindsay 1435 Rouge Road Lease  

 
 
2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD: None 

 
3.0 CONSENT CALENDAR 
 
3.1 Approval of the minutes for the regular meeting of January 5, 2010.   
 
3.2 Resolution RDA10-03 authorizing the Executive Director to inform the Shasta County 

Auditor Controller that the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency’s Supplemental Education 
Revenue Augmentation Fund (SERAF) payment of $1,166,708 which, if required, will be 
paid from the Agency’s available reserves.   

 
 Motion/Vote 
 
 By motion made, seconded (Lindsay/Lucero), and carried, the Consent Calendar was 
 approved.  
 
4.0 NEW BUSINESS 
 
4.1 Discussion and possible action on Resolution approving a supplemental appropriation in 



the amount of $281,657 for the City of Shasta Lake Meade Street Senior Housing Project, 
funded by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development EDI Special Project 
Resolution accepting the Redevelopment Agency financial audit for fiscal year ending June 
30, 2009. 

 
 Motion/Vote 

 
By motion made, seconded (Farr/ Lindsay), and carried, Resolution RDA10-04 was approved.   
 

4.2 Discussion and possible action on Resolution authorizing the Executive Director to execute an 
engagement letter extending auditing services with D.H. Scott for fiscal years 2009-10, 2010-11  

 and 2011-12. 
 

 Motion/Vote 
 
By motion made, seconded (Farr/ Lindsay), and carried, Resolution RDA10-04 was approved.   

 
5.0 ADJOURNMENT 

 
With no further business to come before the Board, Chairman Watkins adjourned the 
meeting at 9:45 p.m. 

 
              
        TONI M. COATES, Secretary  



   

 Report and Recommendations               RDA 4.1 
Reviewed and Approved 

  
               

              Executive Director 
 
         AGENDA ITEM  
      REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY MEETING 

 
 
TO:  Chairperson and Board of Directors 
 
FROM: Carol Martin, Executive Director 
 
DATE:  February 23, 2010 
 
SUBJECT: Resolution Adopting the Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency FY 2009-10 

Mid-Year Budget 
 
FILE:   F-200-050-017 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff recommends approval of the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget for the Shasta Lake 
Redevelopment Agency.     
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Staff met with the Finance Committee on February 9, 2010 to review the proposed FY 2009-10 
Mid-Year Budget.  If the Agency desires any further budgetary changes, a motion to amend the 
Budget would be required. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS: 
 
The Mid-Year Budget revisions include a revenue program of $3,012,368, an expenditure 
program of $10,134,542 with internal transfers of $787,490 and a transfer out of $1,750.  
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 

 Resolution adopting the FY 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget. 
 Budget Message and Comparative Fund Summary of all funds attached in City Council 

materials. 
 
DISTRIBUTION: 
 

 Shasta Lake City Council 
 Shasta Lake Redevelopment Agency 

 
 



RESOLUTION RDA 10 
               

A SHASTA LAKE BOARD OF DIRECTOR’S RESOLUTION FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT 
AGENCY APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE FISCAL YEAR 2009-10 MID-YEAR BUDGET 
              
 
WHEREAS, the Redevelopment Agency annually appropriates funds to conduct the business of 
the RDA, and; 
 
WHEREAS, the Board of Directors has reviewed the proposed mid-year budget for the Fiscal 
Year 2009-10, which incorporates revenue projections of $3,012,368, an expenditure program 
of $10,134,542 with internal, transfers of $787,490 and a transfer out of $1,750.   
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Shasta Lake Board of Directors hereby 
approves and adopts the 2009-10 Mid-Year Budget for the Shasta Lake Redevelopment 
Agency; authorizes the collection of revenues and appropriates the funds necessary to 
implement its policies, priorities and objectives. 
 
PASSED, APPROVED, AND ADOPTED this 2nd day of March, 2010 by the following vote: 
 
 
AYES:     
NOES:    
ABSENT:   
 
             
       GREG WATKINS, Chair   
       Redevelopment Agency Board 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
TONI M. COATES, Secretary 
 
 
 
 
 

 









City of Shasta Lake 
 
P.O. Box 777    1650 Stanton Drive 
Shasta Lake, CA  96019 
Phone:  530.275.7460 
Fax:  530.275.7406 
Website:  cityofshastalake.org 
 
 
 
February 22, 2012 
 
 
 
Bill Walker, AICP, Senior Planner 
Shasta County Department of Resource Management 
1855 Placer Street, Suite 103 
Redding, CA  96001 
 
RE: Proposed Moody Flats Quarry Project 
 
Dear Bill: 
 
As you are aware, the City of Shasta Lake provided a letter to you dated March 23, 2011, identifying 
issues of primary concern to the City of Shasta Lake based on preliminary review of the application 
materials for the proposed Moody Flats Quarry.  I also presented verbal comments at the Scoping 
Meeting on January 26, 2012. 
 
To reiterate, the following issues are of primary concern to the City of Shasta Lake based on 
preliminary review of the application materials: 
 
TRAFFIC / CIRCULATION: 
 
Shasta Park Drive / Digger Bay Road 
 
According to the project description, “A second site access point will connect to Digger Bay Road, near 
the northwest corner of the site.  This access point will be limited to access for equipment, ANFO 
(ammonium nitrate - fuel oil) delivery, and employee traffic when operations necessitate such access, 
primarily during North Pit operation.  No material transport would occur through this access.” 
 
Access to Digger Bay Road is via State Route 151 (Shasta Dam Boulevard) and Shasta Park Drive.  
Shasta Park Drive provides access to approximately 50 single-family residences within the City of 
Shasta Lake and is neither designed nor suitable for commercial/industrial traffic.  The existing right-of-
way (ROW) width of Shasta Park Drive averages 40 feet, with pavement width ranging from 10 – 20 
feet.  The standard ROW width for a commercial/industrial roadway is between 64 feet (local) and 66 
feet (collector), with a pavement width of 44 – 46 feet.  The condition of the road is generally poor, and 
a section of Shasta Park Drive has a posted speed limit of 15 MPH.   
 
The DEIR should identify annual and maximum daily trip generation rates for Shasta Dam Boulevard 
and Shasta Park Drive, current and anticipated intersection LOS, proposed mitigation measures and 
the need for additional ROW to accommodate identified roadway and drainage improvements.  The 
DEIR should indicate what type of vehicular travel will occur on Shasta Park Drive (excavators, 
scrapers, dozers, drill rigs, water trucks, etc.), and the period of time this roadway will be used.   
 
Also see the discussion under “Fire Hazard / Hazardous Materials” and “Noise” below.    
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Black Canyon Road 
 
The project description indicates, “Emergency access to and from the site would not only be provided 
by the Wonderland Road and Digger Bay Road access points, but also two additional emergency-only 
access roads…  The second emergency access would follow an existing road near the southeast 
corner of the site to Black Canyon Road.” 
 
However, Figure 9 of the project description prepared by Benchmark Resources appears to indicate 
this emergency access route connects to property to the east rather than to Black Canyon Road.  The 
exact route of this emergency access road needs to be identified. 
 
Black Canyon Road is identified in the Shasta Lake General Plan as a future Residential Collector and 
currently provides access to approximately 65 single-family residences within the City of Shasta Lake.  
The existing ROW width of Black Canyon Road averages 40 feet, with the pavement width ranging 
between 10 – 20 feet.  The condition of the road is extremely poor, with a section to the north 
completely unimproved. 
 
Although Black Canyon Road is proposed only for secondary emergency access, the DEIR should 
include discussion and identification of improvements required to accommodate heavy equipment and 
trucks, including any additional ROW needed to accommodate required roadway and drainage 
improvements. 
 
Traffic Analysis 
 
Traffic counts for SR 151 (Shasta Dam Boulevard), Shasta Park Drive and Black Canyon Road should 
be conducted during the peak traffic season, which is summer when visitors arrive at Lake Shasta and 
Shasta Dam.  The City is concerned with impacts to the intersection of SR 151/Shasta Park Drive/Twin 
Lakes Mobile Home Park and requests the DEIR identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
vehicular, pedestrian and bicycle safety. Sight distance is a specific concern at this intersection.   
 
Mitigation should also address structural reinforcement of roadways to be utilized by the Project to 
accommodate the weight and frequency of Project traffic that would utilize City streets, including all City 
streets to be used for the emergency access route. 
 
AESTHETICS: 
 
The Aesthetics Report prepared by Benchmark Resources, February 2011, states, “From most 
viewpoints in the City (Shasta Lake), the Project site is completely out of sight because of intervening 
residential and commercial buildings, natural topography and vegetation.  The few areas of the City that 
would have views of the Project site are residences located within the City’s northern limits... Rural 
residences are scattered in the surrounding vicinity of the Project site.  These residences are located 
primarily to the southwest and southeast with the majority of these residences approximately 2-3 miles 
away from anticipated surface disturbance.” 
 
It should be noted the City has been processing an application for a proposed mixed use development 
on property directly east/southeast of the proposed quarry site.  The proposed Mountain Gate at Shasta 
project could include up to 1,148 traditional single-family residential homes, 404 medium density 
homes, attached or multi-family residences, totaling 1,552 residences and up to 26 acres of commercial 
and mixed-use development on the approximately 600-acre site. 
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Residences within the proposed Mountain Gate at Shasta project would be located approximately ¼ 
mile from the Secondary and Ancillary Processing and Load-Out Area, and less than one mile from the 
North Pit area.  This project should be referenced in the DEIR. 
 
It should also be noted Shasta Lake General Plan Policy C-k states: 
 

Establish Route 151 between North Boulevard and Shasta Dam, Shasta Park to Digger 
Bay, and the existing and future road segment of Wonderland Boulevard (changed to 
Cascade Boulevard) between Shasta Dam Boulevard and the Mountain Gate 
Interchange with Interstate 5 as scenic routes. 

 
The Shasta Lake General Plan also includes the following Implementation Measures: 
 

C-(27) In cooperation with Caltrans and the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, evaluate the 
establishment of Route 151 between North Boulevard and Shasta Dam as a designated 
scenic route. 
 

C-(28) In cooperation with the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, evaluate the establishment of 
Shasta Park from Shasta Dam Boulevard to Digger Bay as a designated scenic route. 
 

C-(29) In cooperation with the property owner of the Peri Property (Mountain Gate at Shasta 
site) establish the precise alignment and design section of the future extension of 
Cascade Boulevard (previously Wonderland Boulevard).  The City shall designate the 
road section as a City of Shasta Lake Scenic Route. 

 
The DEIR should include photo-simulations from additional viewpoints than those indicated in Figure 4 
of the Benchmark Resources Report (e.g., additional viewpoints along Interstate 5, State Route 
151/Shasta Dam Boulevard, Shasta Park Drive, Digger Bay Road).   
 
In addition, Figures 5a, 5b and 5c of the Benchmark Resources Aesthetics Report appear to depict the 
Project following reclamation of the site rather than during quarry operations.   
 
The December 27, 2010, Revegetation Plan prepared by Biotic Resources Group states,  
 

“The operation is planned for 100 years, although mineral resources are identified that 
could extend operations.  Reclamation of the mining and operations areas will occur 
when mining is completed.” 

 
To this end, the visual impact analysis needs to include photo-simulations depicting existing conditions, 
visual impacts during the 100 years of mining operations, and the appearance of the site following 
revegetation.   
 
In addition, the photographs in Figures 5a, 5b and 5c appear to be taken using a 50-55 mm lens, 
making the hillsides appear further away than they do to the human eye.  New photo-simulations 
should be completed to more accurately disclose actual visual impacts.    
 
The EIR should also identify all Project alternatives that were considered to minimize aesthetic impacts. 
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AIR QUALITY: 
 
As stated in the Air Quality Report prepared by Benchmark Resources, December 2009 (Revised 
February 2011), Project emissions are predicted to exceed Level A and Level B thresholds under 
certain operating scenarios.   
 
In addition, the report states concentrations of PM10 above the California ambient air quality standards 
(AAQS) are expected to occur over a fairly broad area to the south of the Project site, with the highest 
concentration occurring just south of the entrance to the Project site access road.  The majority of the 
concentrations in this area are due to estimated fugitive dust emissions from the paved access road.  
Estimated fugitive emissions from the mine haul trucks also contributed to high predicted 
concentrations at locations further west along the southern boundary of the site. 
 
As stated above, the proposed Mountain Gate at Shasta project will be located directly east/southeast 
of the Project site, with residences that would be less than ¼ mile south of the proposed main access 
route to the quarry.  Because the Project’s greatest impact from air emissions will be to areas within the 
City, the DEIR should identify and quantify all feasible mitigation measures prior to Project approval. 
 
FIRE HAZARDS / HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 
 
As stated in the project description, Shasta Park Drive / Digger Bay Road will be used for equipment 
delivery, ANFO (ammonium nitrate-fuel oil) delivery, and employee traffic.  In addition, Black Canyon 
Road is designated in the project description as a secondary emergency access route.  Both of these 
areas are located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone as designated by CAL FIRE. 
 
The City is concerned with the introduction of heavy equipment and the transportation of highly 
flammable and/or explosive materials within a high fuel load area with limited access and surrounding 
steep terrain.  The DEIR needs to provide the specific type, quantity and frequency of delivery of 
explosives to the Project site, including all roadways which will be used to transport these materials.  In 
addition, the DEIR must identify an available water source that could be used to extinguish a fire 
originating on-site. 
 
It should be noted the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District (SLFPD) would be the first responder in the 
event of an emergency, and they should be consulted during preparation of the DEIR to determine 
appropriate mitigation measures.  Please reference the March 22, 2011, letter from Charles E. Dahlen, 
Battalion Chief / Fire Marshal with the Shasta Lake Fire Protection District outlining specific concerns. 
 
FLOODPLAIN: 
 
Portions of Black Canyon Road are located within the 100-year flood hazard zone of Salt Creek.  
Roadway improvements within the floodplain would be subject to compliance with Shasta Lake 
Municipal Code Chapter 15.04, Floodplain Management. 
 
NOISE: 
 
The project description states Digger Bay Road / Shasta Park Drive would be used primarily during 
North Pit operations.  It is anticipated quarry development would begin in the South Pit with reserves 
sufficient to last approximately 20 to 30 years.  However, the project description also states geology, 
environmental constraints and/or economic factors may require initiation of quarry activities within the 
North Pit first, or operations within each pit concurrently.  The DEIR should identify whether this 
roadway would be used at times other than during North Pit operations. 
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The project description also states typical Project operating hours would be from 6:00 AM to 10:00 PM 
Monday through Friday and 6:00 AM to 3:00 PM on Saturdays.   
 
The November 30, 2009, Environmental Noise Assessment prepared by Bollard Acoustical 
Consultants, included continuous ambient noise level measurements at five locations (representing 
seven residential receivers) to quantify the existing ambient noise environment in the Project area.  
 
The Assessment includes noise mitigation options specific to these receivers.  Because the highest 
number of residences will be located within the Mountain Gate at Shasta project in the City of Shasta 
Lake, the City requests additional mitigation be included to minimize impacts to these future residences 
as well.  In addition, noise impacts from Project traffic on Shasta Park Drive should be addressed in the 
DEIR. 
 
UTILITIES 
 
Water Supply 
 
According to the Hydrology and Water Quality Analysis prepared by Dr. Andrew Kopania, EMKO 
Environmental, Inc., anticipated consumptive water needs for the Project range from 65 acre feet per 
year (AF/yr) at an initial production rate of 500,000 tons per year (tpy) up to 260 AF/yr for a production 
rate of 2,000,000 tpy.  In terms of pumping rates, this represents a range of approximately 60 gallons 
per minute (GPM), 24-hours per day for 250 operating days per year to produce 65 AF, and pumping at 
235 GPM, 24-hours per day for 250 operating days per year to produce 260 acre feet per year. 
 
The report states bedrock in the area typically does not produce sufficient quantities of water to meet 
this demand due to the limited amount of fracturing in the massive greenstone units.  However, the 
Mountain Gate Community Services District has two wells in the Spring Branch Creek watershed 
located north of the Project site.  These two wells combined produce approximately 350 AF/yr of 
groundwater (220 GPM) (Lawrence & Associates, 1992). 
 
The report also states an alternative source for Project water supply is retention of local run-off within 
the quarry pits.  The most likely scenario for water supply would include a combination of groundwater 
wells, with seasonal storage in the quarry basins and/or tailings ponds. 
 
In addition, the City of Shasta Lake has had preliminary discussions with the Project applicant 
regarding the possible use of the City’s reclaimed water at the quarry site.  If this is determined to be a 
feasible option, it should be discussed in the DEIR. 
 
Electric Utility 
 
The project description indicates a diesel generator will be used for temporary start-up electrical energy 
service.  The applicant has also had discussions with the City of Shasta Lake Electric Utility and Pacific 
Gas and Electric (PG&E) regarding providing electric service to the site.  Depending on existing 
infrastructure of the applicable service provider, new facilities or extension of existing facilities may be 
required, and this should be addressed in the DEIR. 
 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: 
 
The City recommends the County’s EIR consultant contact the City for a current list of projects which 
should be considered in the cumulative impact analysis.   
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CITY OF SHASTA LAKE PERMITTING: 
 
Depending on specific mitigation measures, the following permits may be required from the City for 
improvements to Black Canyon Road and Shasta Park Drive: 
 

 Major Project Grading Permit pursuant to Chapter 15.08 of the Shasta Lake Municipal Code  
 Floodplain Development Permit pursuant to Chapter 15.04 of the Shasta Lake Municipal Code  
 Tree Removal and Replacement Plan, pursuant to Chapter 12.36 of the Shasta Lake Municipal 

Code. 
 Encroachment Permit, pursuant to Chapter 12.24 of the Shasta Lake Municipal Code. 

 
These comments represent the City’s concerns based on preliminary review of the application 
materials.  We look forward to reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report and submitting 
additional comments based on more specific project information. 
 
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 530.275.7460 or 
cthompson@cityofshastalake.org 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

Carla L. Thompson, AICP 
Development Services Director 
 
 
Enclosures:  
 

 Letter from Carla L. Thompson, Development Services Director for the City of Shasta Lake to 
Bill Walker, Senior Planner with Shasta County, RE: Proposed Moody Flats Quarry Project, 
March 23, 2011 
 

 Letter from Tom Miller, Electric Utility Director for the City of Shasta Lake, to Bill Walker, Senior 
Planner with Shasta County, RE: Moody Flats Quarry Project Electrical Energy Service, March 
28, 2011 

 
 Letter from Charles E. Dahlen, Battalion Chief / Fire Marshall, Shasta Lake Fire Protection 

District, RE: Moody Flats Quarry Project, March 22, 2011 
 
 
c:  Carol Martin, City Manager 
 Jeff Tedder, City Engineer 
 Tom Miller, Electric Utility Director 
 Trent Drenon, Assistant Electric Utility Director 
 Adrian Rogers, Shasta Lake Fire Protection District 
 Chuck Dahlen, Shasta Lake Fire Protection District 
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6270 Parallel Road, Anderson, CA 96007-4833     ·     Phone:  (530) 365-7332    ·    Fax:  (530) 365-7271 
 

AGENCY REFERRAL RESPONSE 
 
January 26, 2012 
 
 
TO:  Bill Walker, Shasta County Planning     
 
FROM: Dave Drennan, Director, Western Shasta RCD  
 
RE: Moody Flats Quarry Project, General Plan Amendment 09-002, Zone Amendment 09-13, 
and Use Permit 09-018, and Reclamation Plan 09-001 
 
The directors of our district have the following comments on the Moody Flats Quarry Project: 
 

AGRICULTURE 
 

Shasta County General Plan  
Page 6.1.09  Section 6.1.3  AG Objectives 
 
• Recognition by Shasta County residents that the preservation of agricultural lands for 

agricultural uses, both large and small scale, is in the public interest because it preserves 
local and regional food supplies and is an important contributing industry to the Shasta 
County economy. 

• Recognition by Shasta County residents that preservation of agricultural lands, both large and 
small, provides privately maintained open-space, facilitates a rural lifestyle, and requires 
community understanding of the problems facing ranchers and farmers. 

• Protection of agricultural lands from development pressures and or uses which will adversely 
impact or hinder existing or future agricultural operations. 

 
Page 6.1.09  Section 6.1.4  Policies   
 
AG – Lands designated on the land use maps as A-G capable of supporting grazing by full-time 
operators, including existing grazing lands used for this purpose; lands which are not now but 
could be used for this purpose based on resource characteristics (soils, climate, access to water) 
and compliance with the applicable parcel size minimums. 
 
Lands designated on the land use maps as AC or AG shall be principally used for grazing and 
crop production.  In addition, lands so classified may be used for residential purposes accessory 
to the principal use, limited to family member housing and farm labor housing. 
 
Any proposed division of lands shall be for exclusive agricultural purposes, except in the case of 
family member residences or family member financing. 
 
 
 



 

 
 

EROSION CONTROL 
 

We encourage the County to incorporate adequate erosion and sediment control measures to 
provide minimum requirements to control water quality impacts from accelerated erosion due to 
construction activities.  We urge the County to insure the developer follow those standards and if 
none are in place, we reference those published in the “County of Shasta Erosion and Sediment 
Control Standards Design Manual.”  In particular, following the principles detailed in that 
document, such as: 

• minimize disturbance and soil exposure by retaining natural vegetation adopting 
phased construction techniques and using temporary cover; 

• vegetate and mulch all denuded areas to protect the soil from winter rains; 
• utilize proper grading, barriers, or ditches to minimize concentrated flows and divert 

runoff away from denuded slopes or other critical areas; 
• minimize the steepness of slopes and control the length of slopes by utilizing benches, 

terraces, contour furrows, or diversion ditches;  
• keep any sediment on-site by utilizing sediment basins, traps or sediment barriers; 

 
 

PRE-DEVELOPMENT FUELS TREATMENT 
 
We feel the rezone permit should in some way address hazardous fuel problems before 
development is permitted to proceed.  The California Fire Plan, published by the State Board of 
Forestry, states: “The public doesn’t sufficiently understand the risks and impacts of wildfires on 
natural resource assets, structures and people living and recreating in California wildlands.  
Agencies have not adequately communicated those risks.”   
 
Past fire seasons bring to light more than usual the importance of reducing the fuel hazard in 
areas where homes are built before development occurs, so that the level of maintenance needed 
to minimize the fuels from again reaching hazardous conditions, is reasonable.  We believe that 
the County is the lead agency responsible for assuring new residents moving into wildland areas 
within the city limits are initially protected by pre-development fuels management and are 
educated through the permitting process so they do not unknowingly choose to live in areas 
where natural accumulations of fuel put them, their homes and families, at significant risk. 
 
We suggest the County include pre-development fuels management in the permit requirements in 
order to create a fire-safe development before homes are built.  In doing so, the natural resources 
in the area will also be more protected. 
 

RIPARIAN AREAS AND WETLANDS 
 
As you know, the degradation of riparian areas and wetlands throughout the valley is recognized 
as contributors to the changes in surface and groundwater and periodic flooding problems. 
Riparian habitat provides riverbank protection, erosion control and improved water quality, as 
well as numerous other values.  
 

STORMWATER RUNOFF 
 
To prevent flooding problems, we feel it is very important this project use Best Management 
Practices to limit the amount of stormwater runoff from the project site.  Unmanaged stormwater 
runoff causes erosion, downstream flooding, streambank erosion and pollutes waterways. The 
cumulative effects of stormwater runoff are evident throughout the Redding area. Best 
Management Practices include retaining vegetation buffers, minimizing the amount of 
impervious area to the maximum extent possible, cluster development, using landscaping designs 
that add infiltration capacity or detention/retention. 



 

 
 
 

FIRE ACCESS/EGRESS 
 

Because of the heavy brush loadings and variable terrain of the Project site and its surroundings, 
fire equipment ingress and egress must be adequate. 
 



From: Kelli Hayward [kellihayward3@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 17, 2012 9:37 AM  
To: Bill Walker  
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry   
Attachments: Cultural Res Response Ltr.pub    
 
 
Dear Mr. Walker  I am writing to let you know, on behalf of 
the Wintu Tribe of Northern California, I am opposed to 
your project and to inform you of the impact your project 
will have on known cultural resources in the areas 
described in your letter. We request a copy of the EIR as 
soon as you get it so we may review it. We request no 
ground disturbing activities be performed in the areas of 
cultural significance. I feel mitigation measures may be 
necessary to discuss this situation in depth. Please feel 
free to contact me at 530-953-8550 if you have any further 
questions.  I do work and would appreciate it if we could 
correspond via email as much as possible. I am off work at 
4:00 pm and could discuss the issues at hand then.   
 
 
Under One Sky,   
 
Kelli Hayward Cultural Resources Director 
	  



Bill leffers
4141 Bursell St.

Shasta Lake, CA 96019
(s30) 262-794s

bieffers@jefferslawoffi ces.com

Clifflacoby
4950 Red BluffSt.

Shasta Lake CA 96019
(s30) 275-4707

clifljacoby@yahoo.com

February 13,2012

Bill Walker
Senior Planner
Shasta County Department of Resource Management
Planning Division
1855 Placer SL

Suite 103
Redding CA 96001-1759

Sentvia email to: bwalker@co.shasta.ca.us

Re: Proposed Proiect Environmental Impact Report-Moody Flats Quarrv

Dear Mr. Walker,

The undersigned, Bill Jeffers and Clifflacob, submit this letter to you regarding the
proposed Moody Flats Quarry Project (the "Proposed Proiect".) In this letter we
comment upon some ofthe issues that should be addressed in the pending
environmental impactreport ("EIR'.1

We note that the scope and scale of the Proposed Project is very large. The applicant
is seeking a 100-year permit to denude a presendy-pristine area ofover one square
mile on a site immediately adjacent to the City ofShasta Lake, over halfofwhich will
consist of two open pits, one ofthem 800 feet deep. Proposed Project operations
include blasting, rock crushing an asphaltbatch plant, a Portland cement plant, a

corstruction materials recycling plant, and rail and truck activities to handle over
two million tons ofmaterials each year. The applicant seeks to alter, create and

eliminate streams, surface water and ground water. The applicant is seeking zoning
changes, general plan changes and various permits.

Assessing a project ofthis nature requires utmost care and caution, as error,
misunderstanding or incomplete information provided during the assessment phase

could result in approval of a project that is potentially devastating to the
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environment and to everyone who lives in, does business in, owns property in or
visits the City ofShasta Lake and Shasta County.

our comments below are based on our review ofthe Proposed Project application
documents made available to us atyour office. We have tried to identify the areas of
concern that have the gravest potential impact. Clifflacoby, one of the undersigned,

has significant experience with hard rock quarry operations, and that experience
has helped us, as we hope it will help you, to identifi/ many important areas of
concern. However, like other citizens ofShasta County, we rely on our county
government to bring to bear the expertise and judgment required to protect us

when protection is needed.

Our primary and general comment is that the EIR must be based upon, and convey

to any reader, a thorough and detailed understanding ofthe nature, extent and
consequences ofall Proposed Project activities and operations' To that end we offer
the following specific comments:

The EIR must describe the entire Proposed Project [inc]uding each phase or stage)

and its environmental impacts with sufficient factual particularity and detail to (i)
inform a lay reader of nature and extent ofthe Proposed Project, and (ii) support the
conclusions stated in the EIR. Each assessment or conclusion should expressly refer
to the fact or facts set forth in the EIR on which the assessment or conclusion is

based, and should reasonably and Iogically flow from such fact or facts. Where one

or more assumptions are used to assess an impact or reach a conclusion, the
assumption should be identified as an assumption; the basis for relying on that
assumption should be stated; and the extent to which the assumption is critical to
the assessment or conclusion should be stated.

In describing the nature and extent ofthe Proposed Project, the EIR should, among

other things, do the following in ways that a lay person can effectively understand:
Accurately and clearly depict all Proposed Proiect activities and operations

fincluding each phase or stage], and describe the environmental and physical

context and effects ofthe Proposed Project by the use of maps, aerial and terrestrial
photographs, conceptual illustrations and other illustrations thatinclude but are not
limited to the Proposed Project and the environment surrounding the Proposed
Project. The description ofthe Proposed Prolect should include "before," "during"
and "afte/' depictions and assessments where appropriate to achieve an

understanding ofthe Proposed Projecfs nature and extent from beginning to end.

The EIR should contain a comparative, real-world analysis ofcomparable operations
elsewhere.
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The EIR should be prepared with appropriate input from qualified persons with
significant, relevan! real-world expertise in all activities and operations ofthe types
described in the application documents, including the activities and operations
tiemselves and their environmental consequences, The EIR should identiry and
describe all such persons, including their background, qualifications, experience and
expertise, and the matters regarding which their input is included in the EIR.

Based on the Project Description and our general understanding ofquarrying
operations, the following consequences wiil require thorough assessment:

Hydrolory. The size and scope ofthe Proposed Project involves, among other things,
proposed surface disturbance ofover one square mile; blasting and digging of
massive pits; changes to existing watercourses; establishment offacilities to move,
hold, import, use and treat water; bare earth exposure and erosion; and various
operations which by their nature cause water pollution. These will result (among
other things) in the modification, elimination and pollution ofsurface water, ground
water, runoff, streams and aquifers, including those lying both within and outside
the Proposed Prolect boundaries. The Proposed Project will, in general, have
profound hydrological impacts. The EIR should identiff, describe with particularity
and address all such activities, operations and conditions that may have or cause
hydrological impacts, and the impacts themselves.

Blasting. The Proposed Project involves significant hard rock blasting. The EIR
should describe the blasting with particularity, including methods, magnitude,
frequenc, seismic transmission, sonic transmission, and other effects, Among the
effects tiat should be assessed are the impact blasting may have on persons and
structures located near the Proposed Project (including an assessment ofthe impact
radiusJ, and on aquifers, geologr and wildlife. Vyhere applicable, the EIR should
state any geological assessments and assumptions.

Dust. The EIR should address the issue ofair and water pollution caused by dust.
The nature and extent ofall dust, all proposed activities, operations and conditions
that may generate and mitigate dus! and all potential movement and impacts of
dust generated, should be identified and addressed.

Hydrocarbons, The EIR should identiS' and assess the impacts ofall sources of
hydrocarbons that may arise from all project-related activities, operations and
conditions.

Other pollutants. The EIR should identify and address all sources ofair, water and
other pollutants, not addressed elsewhere in this letter, that may arise from all
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project-related activities, operations and conditions.

Noise. In addition to blasting, the Proposed Project involves the operation of
equipment that causes significant noise, including but not limited to rock crushing
and the operation ofother healy equipment. The EIR should identirywith
particularity, and address, all sources ofnoise that may arise from all proiect-related
activities, operations and conditions.

Miscellaneous consequences. The EIR should identiS./ and assess all other
environmental consequences not specifically mentioned elsewhere in this letter,
including but not limited to impacts on infrastructure, roadways and traffic, and the
effect oflightingto be used in the Proposed Project at night.

Mitigation measures. The EIR should identiff and assess all proposed mitigation
measures with particula ty, and should address the extent to which all mitigation
measures may be expected to affect the Proposed Projecfs environmental impacts.
The EIR should identii./ and address the consequences ofany partial or total failure
ofeach mitigation measure, and the extent to which each measure is at risk from
both ordinary and extraordinary events or conditions, including but not limited to
acts ofGod, weather, seismic activity and human error. Comparative data should be

used to illustrate the likelihood, consequences, remedies and enforcement outcomes
ofviolations ofgood practices, permit conditions, or Iaw.

Certainty. The EIR should address the degree to which environmental impacts can
be accurately identified, predicted and assessed, despite the exercise ofdiligence
and best efforts, This should include an assessment and discussion real-world,
practical realities, based where appropriate on actual, comparable activities. As with
mitigatiorl measures, the discussion should include the likelihood, consequences,
remedies and enforcement outcomes ofviolations ofgood practices, permit
conditions, or law.

PIease contact either ofus ifyou have any questions.

.,'"'ul\{h3





























From: CINNAMON KERN [ckkern@live.com]
Sent: Saturday, February 04, 2012 10:27 AM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry Environmental Impact Concerns
 
 
2-4-12
Mr.  Walker:
In the interests of full disclosure, I should tell you I live in Shasta Lake, with barely three residences between
my house and the proposed southern boundary of the Moody Flats Quarry.  Obviously, that makes it likely that
I am expressing opinions about this project based in a desire to avoid increased traffic and noise in my
neighborhood.  That is, of course, somewhat true, but our family willingly built a house on property adjacent to
the railroad tracks, accepting that the noise of trains was part of the package.  We easily hear the occasional
thump from blasting up at LeHigh Southwest’s cement plant.  We can usually hear the freeway if we
concentrate, and anyone who lives in Shasta Lake can tell you, we have plenty of truck traffic and some noise,
especially at night, from the Sierra Pacific sawmill that helped keep this town alive after the dam-building boom
busted.  This is not a town afraid of industry, and not a town so desirous of peace and quiet that we chase off
all industrial concerns, by any means.
The proposed location for the Moody Flats project is of concern to me in large part because of the unique
nature of their site.  While their proposed access road would start in Mountain Gate, the majority of their
project would actually bump up into the foothills to the northwest, putting the plants approximately one mile
south of Lake Shasta, bordering on Shasta-Trinity National Forest lands.  This area falls into almost a natural
bowl, which one might think likely to “contain” some of the more noxious byproducts of “a hardrock quarry,
aggregate processing facility, ancillary aggregate product facilities (e.g.  ready-mix concrete plant, asphalt
batch plant, and recycled construction materials plant) and aggregate truck and railcar loadout facility”, all to
the tune of 2 million tons of output a year for a proposed 100 years.  However, looking at the geography and
geology of the land makes it pretty clear that the removal of anything approaching the proposed volume of
 the project would quickly erode that natural bowl’s northern edge into a mere shell left for cosmetic purposes,
and actually remove much of the western edge, rendering any natural protection moot.  In addition to taking
down those foothills and disturbing groundwater, the to-be-expected contamination would enter several small
creeks which eventually join the Stillwater Creek and Churn Creek watersheds.  Given the close proximity, it is
most likely that particulate pollution from the operation will easily cross the less than one mile to the north
necessary to enter drainage that feeds into Shasta Lake, and eventually end up in the Sacramento River. 
There are already several industrial production facilities infringing upon air and water quality in the county: a
temporarily-permitted asphalt production facility to the north of the lake, a long-established cement production
facility to the southeast of the lake and several rock-crushing operations to the south.   We have balanced as
best we can the impact of these with the need to protect our environment. Moody Flats, however, is a location
without enough in the way of natural buffer zones to protect the neighboring natural resources, regardless of
what zoning changes a company with the resources of 3M can obtain.  It has many of the same weaknesses as
the proposed and publicly opposed Goat Ranch Quarry project on land to the west of the city, and is
objectionable on many of the same bases.  In addition, it would actually be closer to the lake, adding to a
growing band of industry on the edges of the water reservoir which feeds the Sacramento River, and eventually
supplies water to what could easily be half of the state, before entering the delta and then the ocean.
While 3M’s proposed site is over 80% land currently designated on the General Plan as Mineral Resource
District, this is a mistake, quite possibly dating from years ago when we really didn’t have clear understanding
of what impact the harvesting of mineral resources actually has on the surrounding environment, and before
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the development of many of the more intense mining techniques of today.  (Was the original designation
perhaps in the same time period when permits were written allowing the cracking of the ground at the Iron
Mountain Mine, which has caused years of damage and destruction to the surrounding area and local
watersheds?)  Instead of rezoning residential areas to allow for more industrial use, we should be rezoning the
industrial zones at this edge of the lake in order to best ensure protection for irreplaceable resources:  fresh air
and water.  The protections in place on the national forest land to the north of the Moody Flats property are
just a step towards what is really needed, and allowing more industrial development erodes the protections we
have spent years trying to build up in order to protect against and reverse the kind of damage done by the
mines at Iron Mountain and the smelters at Kennett and Coram, and restore some of the original integrity to
the watersheds.
At the very least, it seems the environmental impact study should include historic wind-patterns in the area;
origin and endpoint of all creeks, seasonal or not; wildlife migration patterns; the geographic extent of the
mineral stores to be “harvested” and the seismology of the area; as well as historic flows and particulate
content of water in both Shasta Lake and the Sacramento River.  Surely there is a point of no return, when we
will have allowed too much contamination for the natural system to accommodate, and surely we have asked
almost too much of this system with our past practices and current allowances for industry.  It’s time to save
some of what we have here in the north state for the people, instead of sacrificing irreplaceable resources for
the almighty dollar.
 
Sincerely,
Cinnamon Kern
1034 Montana Avenue
Shasta Lake, CA 96019
530-275-6022
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From: Darria Kosich [dekosich@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 7:49 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Complaint issues regarding Moody Flats Quarry, LLC
Dear Bill,
 
Thank you for returning my telephone call last week, I am following up with this email.  As I
explained to you my family and I own property in the specific area ( My grandfather opened
the first grocery store in that area) and if the quarry was permitted it would further really
 devalue our propertyand others for several ovious reasons:
 
1. Horrible Loud noise 24 hours a day, making the enviroment a terrible place to live, and
also adding to  noise pollution.
 
2. Greatly Increase pollution and dirty dust.
 
3. Destroy the awesome views, the fresh clear clean air, and the quality of life.
 
4. Devalue the area even more.
 
5. Create unnessary traffic, noise and add more pollution to an area that promotes integrity
of Earth.
 
 
 Thank you for submitting this in advance.
 
Regards,
 
Darria Kosich Etal
2292 Stormy Queen Pl.
Santa Rosa, CA 95403
 
Marcia Kosich
 
Andria Kosich
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From: Georgia Haddon [gardenfriends@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, February 01, 2012 1:15 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: MOODY CREEK EIR - COMMENTS
I am writing to comment on the proposed Moody Creek project in the Mountain Gate Area.  At
present we have a cement plant and a quarry in this area.  I understand the cement plant has cut back
on its operations due to the downturn in the economy.  If this is the case, why do we need another
plant that produces the same product in Mountain Gate?
 
My seond and more important comment is:  Mountain Gate Meadows is a very scenic and beautiful
area in the spring, and has been designated as Suburban Residential for a good reason.  It lends itself
well to development for upper-end homes with large lots.  Let's hold out for this type of development
and not spoil the area with another quarry.
 
Georgia Haddon (former Mountain Gate resident)
4510 Trinity Street
Shasta Lake CA 96019
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From: abbie barnes [redreddinghood6@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2012 2:51 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Fw: Shanty Town...quarry town now....

To Ever This May Concern and Bill Walker

I have lived on Lake Blvd for over 30 years and own a little over 10 acres near the dam.  
Actually i live on the other side of  the foot hill where Digger Bay is located.

I can not believe that again...someone had decided that we are Shanty Town Residents and
therefore  we dont have an IQ over ten!

First it was Knuaff and guess what they are here!  And since 2004 I have had health
problems that I and others think could be related to that plant being so close to my home.
Then there was the Jackson Baker's asphalt plant trying to go in off of  Lake Blvd, thank
goodness it was stopped. Now as well as fiber glass in out air space we will have noise and
more dust...then we really need to attend with...especially with our property values such as
they are in this economic time...this would be devastating.

Thinking that i live in a semi rural area and easily going to the grocery store in the town
that use to be Central Valley from Summit City where I actually live, the three miles to the
store I and every one in Summit City can drive to the store and the few businesses in
Shasta Lake Central.  How ever I can tell  you that if I  have to worry about gravel trucks,
in a hurry pulling out on to Shasta Dam Blvd I will not enter Shasta Lake at all.  I will do
my bank in Redding and buy groceries and trade at business on Lake Blvd and Hilltop.

Why would a residential area be turned in to industrial.  I noticed once it was completed
and all gravel was taken out become a reservoir when would that be, 100 years from now? 
I have watched that mountain in Mountain Gate decrease in size year after year.
Another thing I would like to bring up.  I was on the Shasta Lake on a House boat for
several years, several days a week.  We would dock it near Shasta Dam at night sleep there
and pick up people during the day...the 24/7 noise on the Lake is just wrong, The noise
would bother the house boat tourist business, and that Road down to Digger Bay Docks is
so dangerous, would be so dangerous for anyone wanting to dock their boats with all those
gravel trucks coming back and forth on that road. 
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My conclusion is this, this is not the spot to put a noisy  quarry, it is not a place to put a
quarry when we are the gateway to the Shasta Trinty National Parks,  it is not for a
intersection from Digger Bay Rd and Shasta Dam with that large nice mobile home park
across the street from with residents that have worked all their lives and now retired and
wanting a nice rural area to retire..  We do not need more pollutions noise and particles in
our air. We have a nice community now that is getting over the  stigma  and reputation of
being a shanty town, we have a community that we can start being proud of   please
please  lets keep it that way.

Sincerely

Norma Tahash
POBox 5056
Summit City CA 96089
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From: Rose Flame [mysecretfires@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 11:59 PM
To: Bill Walker; ecassano@shastalake.com; colleenleavitt@aol.com
Subject: 3M Moody Flats EIR Public Comment
Dear Mr. Walker,

Thank you for your kindness at the Scoping Meeting.  I found you to be both attentive and polite.

I have only a few questions.

1  Where will the water supply come from?  Which water district is 3M in negotiations with that can
provide enough water for the entire operation of this project?

2.  How much water will this project require in its entire full build out?  Please break down the
amount by each separate building site.

3.  Where will the waste water from manufacturing go to?  Please describe the amount to be
processed, the method of process and the impact on local wildlife habitat.

4.  Will the project utilize water from the Bureau of Reclamation or will a "pre-1914 water right" be
invoked/utilized in order to avoid triggering an EIS (Environmental Impact Statement). Use of
Centerville water (a pre-1914 water right holder) helped Knauf Fiber Glass (aka Knauf Insulation)
from having to undergo a federal EIS back in 2001.)
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From: Sky Scholfield [skyscholfield11@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 5:01 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats EIR Comment

Attachments: EIR FINDINGS.gif
Hello Bill,
 
My name is Sky Scholfield I am writing on behalf of Michelle Radcliff Garcia, Art Garcia, Nick
Garcia, Vanessa Scholfield, Radley Davis, Jonothan Freeman, Kapuahiloa Freeman, and Miki'ala
Catalfano. Each of us are a part of the Wintu tribe.
 
We would like the County of Shasta Lake to deny the permits to Moody Flats Quarry, LLC due to
the attached findings in the EIR.
 
We have been informed by Bob Burns of Hayfork that the area was previously under construction but
shut down by monitors due to cultural artifacts found on site. Relatives and friends have also stated
that there are numerous Wintu village sites in the area which we would like to see investigated
further.   
 
I have journalism training and would be more then willing to help with that investigation. 
 
Thank you for your time,
 
Sky Scholfield
Winnemem Wintu
skyscholfield11@gmail.com
530 515 0153
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From: Terri Soto [tsoto@stimpel.net]
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2012 2:51 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: EIR - Moody Flats Quarry, LLC
Mr. Walker,
 
I have been a resident of Shasta Lake City (Central Valley) on and off all my life.  I have just recently purchased
my home in Shasta Lake City, at the end of Eugene St.  I have been living there for over 5 years.  One of the
things I love about my home is the away from the the noise and city atmosphere I have.  I work for the Mountain
Gate Quarry.  I know first hand how loud a crushing plant is.  Running 24/7, noway!!  Not to mention the blasting. 
You can here it for miles and the vibrations can be felt for miles as well.  As you may have guessed I am totally
against the Moody Flats Quarry, and it has nothing to do with the company I work for.  Moody Flats will not impact
our clientel in anyway.  This is strictly a personal thing.  I love where I live and I do not want the noise of a quarry,
as well as running off the wild life we have in our area.  A quarry of the size and scope that is being attempted will
ruin the area. 
 
I hope you at least consider my comments.
 
Sincerely,
Theresa Soto
625 Eugene St
Shasta Lake, CA  96019
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From: Debbi Mynatt [gotdaddysear@yahoo.com]
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2012 10:36 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Quarry EIR
 
Bill Walker
Senior Planner
Shasta Dept. Of Resource Management
Planning Division
1855 Placer Street Suite 103
Redding, CA 96001
 
February 10, 2012
 
　
Dear Mr. Walker,
 
I attended the EIR meeting concerning the proposed Moody Quarry in Shasta
Lake City in January.
 
The gentleman from DeNovo Planning group had in his information that we have
until February 14, 2012 to voice our concerns and ask for other items to be
considered in the EIR and that we were to submit them to you.
 
I am an 8+ year resident in Mountain Gate, residing very near the proposed
quarry site and am in hearing distance of the blasting at the existing quarries in
the area.
 
My concerns and the items I would like considered and studied in the EIR are:
 
1.  All chemicals and explosives to be used at, in or transported to and
     from the quarry site and their possible effects on the people/animals/plants
     in the area to be affected by the proposed plant.
 
2.  What effect the blasting (40,000 tons per week) itself and
     subsequent dust and particulate would have on our water wells
     and quality of water.
 
3.  What effects the dust and particulate has had at other
     quarries and surrounding cities and will have here in size
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     comparison to those quarries.  Also the amount of dust
     and particulate that is anticipated to be produced here daily.
 
4.  I would like the decibel levels of noise measured at my house
     and nearby on Bass Drive, because we already have higher
     freeway and train noises than other areas in Mountain Gate
     (i.e. compared to the east side of the freeway).  We seem to
     have a reverberation off of the mountain behind us.
 
5.  What effect the levels of dust, chemicals and particulate in
     the air from the blasting, asphalt plant and diesel fumes from
     the trucks and train engines will have on our lung and body
     health and that of the young children's developing lungs and
     bodies at Northwoods school on Bass Drive.
 
6.  What effect the initial and ongoing 100 years of blasting may
      have on the existing earthquake fault lines - one of which
      runs under Shasta Dam.
 
7.  Study of all standing water in the 1900 acres during the rainy
     season and the hydrophilic plants that grow there.
 
8.  If there are higher exterior noises allowed in MR zones, how
     does that apply to/effect the residental zones nearby?
 
9.  Have there been any epidemiology studies on the
     people/animals/plants done in and around rock quarries
     and what have they shown?
 
10. All runoff water, especially during storms.
 
I am sure that my questions/concerns may have in whole or in part duplicated
others, but where they have not, in whole or in part, I wish them to be addressed.
 
Thank you very much.
 
Debra L. Mynatt
14654 Bass Drive
Redding, CA  96003-7301
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From: Diane Allen [dads8486@yahoo.com]
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2012 4:47 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry
Attention:Bill Walker Senior Planner Shasta County

I am writing concerning the Moody Flats Quarry. We live on Bass Drive in Mt
Gate.  Our main concern about the quarry is the time of operations.We live in a
rural setting to enjoy the peace and QUIET of the area.  If this quarry is allowed
to operate from 6am to 10 pm will our peace and Quiet be destroyed? We
spend considerable time outside at night during the summer.  Will we hear
blasting ?   We do not hear noise from the other quarries in our area what are
they permitted for? Personally we would rather see a quarry than housing in
this area but the times of operation are too extensive for our neighborly liking. 
Also we feel that a 100 year permit is much to long to keep the concerns of the
community on the fore front.  I recall when Calaveras went in, it was promised
to the Shasta Cascade group that the appearance of the mountain on  I-5
would not  not be altered. Seems as the older people who these promises were
made to died the promise was forgotten and not enforced. Giving  a 100 year
permit for this activity would certainly open for the door for promises made now
to be long forgotten and violated in the future. Please consider these concerns
as you proceed further on this project.  Seems that Shasta County is fast losing
its farming and rural lands is that what we really want.  ? 

Respectfully Diane Allen and Don Streetman

P.S. I propose  that all planners of parking lots in our county (especially our
cities ) drive half ton or larger trucks, wear knee braces and go shopping every
day for one month. Do we really need such small parking places.  We do not all
drive compact cars.  Please pass this on to your cohorts in the city planning
departments!
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From: Gary Fodge [gandjfodge@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 4:59 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry,LLC.
To: Mr. Bill Walker,                                                                                              January 17,
2012              We live at 3920 La Mesa Ave. Shasta Lake , Ca.  We do not wont this Moody Flats
Quarry put in. As it is we have the wood mill and the fiberglass plant in our back yard and it is hard to
breath as it is. The dust or what ever you wont to call it comes into our house and is all over our truck
everyday. I have COPD so I dont need the extra dust that a cement plant will put in the air. If you put
this plant in it will be an eye sore and very dusty. I am not the only person that has problems breathing
but you can bet there are many more people who have the same problem. you are taking some of the
prettest property and are going to turn it into a pit. what about the creeks and the lake near by? where
do you think all the dust and the water from your wash plant are going to go? Right into the creeks
and the lake. how about the fish , birds and other wildlife. they get to breath and eat that too, until
they all die from the pollution that this cement plant will be putting in our water way and air. We will
be at your meeting on January 26,2012 at The John Beaudet Community Center. Please do'nt pass this
it is not good for anyone in the city of Shasta Lake.    Mr. and Mrs. Gary W. Fodge
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From: Gienapp, Gordon R [GGienapp@usbr.gov]
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2012 12:57 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Quarry
I	  own	  2	  parcels	  that	  will	  only	  be	  some	  200	  to	  300	  feet	  from	  the	  south	  boundary	  line	  to	  the	  	  Moody	  project.	  
I’ve	  lived	  there	  for	  over	  20	  yrs.	  And	  	  in	  the	  city	  for	  over	  30.	  	  To	  the	  point,	  noise,	  dust,	  blasAng	  and	  the	  effect
this	  project	  could	  have	  on	  ground	  water.	  	  Both	  of	  my	  properAes	  are	  on	  a	  well,	  this	  is	  a	  real	  concern.	  	  Dust	  is
going	  to	  be	  a	  real	  issue	  as	  the	  north	  wind	  blows	  a	  good	  part	  of	  the	  Ame	  and	  the	  end	  of	  the	  valley	  it	  is	  like	  a
boxed	  canyon,	  this	  will	  put	  the	  dust	  plume	  right	  over	  my	  properAes.	  	  I	  don’t	  believe	  the	  corporaAons	  when
they	  will	  say	  this	  is	  a	  controllable	  situaAon	  by	  weHng	  the	  roads	  or	  what-‐ever.	  	  BlasAng	  right	  in	  our	  back	  yard,
what	  a	  joke.	  	  Remember	  	  when	  you	  could	  here	  the	  government	  blowing	  up	  old	  ordinance	  from	  Susanville.	  	  Ask
any	  of	  the	  old	  Amers	  they	  should	  remember	  the	  rumble	  around	  2-‐45	  on	  some	  days.	  	  Should	  we	  check	  our
foundaAons	  now	  for	  the	  law	  suites,	  or	  am	  I	  jumping	  the	  gun.	  	  The	  train	  is	  a	  distance	  from	  our	  locaAon	  but
some	  Ames	  when	  the	  atmosphere	  is	  just	  right	  the	  noise	  travels	  like	  it’s	  in	  the	  living	  room	  of	  the	  house.	  	  Is	  this
the	  twenty	  four	  seven	  you	  are	  talking	  about	  loading	  the	  cars	  and	  trucks.	  	  I’am	  also	  totally	  against	  the	  re-‐
zoning,	  my	  answer	  is	  NO.	  	  This	  zoning	  change	  would	  affect	  my	  families	  life	  and	  quality	  of	  life	  for	  generaAons	  to
come,	  DON”T	  buy	  into	  it.	  	  We	  need	  the	  jobs	  what	  we	  don’t	  need	  is	  the	  environmental	  package	  the	  comes	  with
this	  project.	  	  It	  will	  be	  negaAve.	  	  I	  have	  more	  to	  say	  and	  it’s	  against	  the	  project	  so	  you	  can	  call	  me	  at
530-‐275-‐6429	  or	  write	  at	  Gordon	  Gienapp	  	  501	  Mussel	  Shoals	  	  Shasta	  Lake	  96019.	  	  My	  other	  address	  is	  495
Black	  Canyon.	  	  Hope	  you	  read	  this	  with	  an	  open	  mind	  and	  have	  not	  come	  to	  a	  conclusion.	  	  Thanks	  	  Gordon	  G.
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From: Jay Schell [jayschell313@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 4:27 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry
Mr. Walker,
I am writing to inform you of my opposition to the Moody Flats Quarry proposed north of Shasta Lake City. I
have many concerns, some I will speak of specifically, that I feel are important to the local people that live
near this area. The three most obvious are the additional noise and traffic added to the area, the air quality
from dust and other pollutants, and the affect on the local property values in the immediate area. After all,
who would knowingly want to buy a home near a quarry with rock crushing and blasting going on continually,
not to mention the smell associated with an asphalt batch plant nearby and up wind from them.
Additionally, I feel that the most major income generator in this area, Shasta Lake, would be affected in a very
negative manner. This would, in my opinion, potentially affect the tourism and recreational money generated
by our beautiful lake. It would be affected not only visually and aesthtically, but the possible additional dust,
dirt and other pollutants generated by the Quarry could affect many species of wildlife in a negative way.
After reading all 46 pages of the Quarry EIR Proposal, I have a number of specific concerns:
 
1. Under section 4.3 Air Quality, it states that a formal HRA (Health Risk Assessment) "is not included within
the scope of this work." I feel that it is imperative that a formal HRA be required in the EIR to assess any
additional risks posed to the public, particularly those that live nearby.
 
2. Under section 4.5 Cultural Resources, it states that in addition to the 3 previousely recorded pre-historic
archeological sites, upon an inventory survey they discovered 8 more historic AND pre-historic sites. These
areas must be specified and addressed as to what is going to be done to preserve and protect them, including
NOT allowing this project to move forward.
 
3. Under 4.4 Biological Resources, it must be required to address specifically the potential to impact the fall run
Chinook Salmon known to spawn in Stillwater Creek which Moody Creek is a tributary to. They are protected
by the Endangered Species Act, and in addition Stillwater Creek is within the Central Valley Steelhead
Evolutionarily Significant Unit.
Also within this section it states that 666 acres of woodland trees and vegetation will be cut down. This will
also have a negative impact, falling within the GHG area.
 
4. Under section 4.8 Hazards and Hazerdous Materials, it states in the first sentance that " the proposed
project has the potential to create hazards to the public and the environment through the routine use,
transport and storage of hazardous materials. The project is also located in a very high fire hazard zone, and
the project operations could expose people, structures and surrounding areas to risks associated with wildland
fires.
 
5. Finally and very disturbing, is Task % preparation of Administrative Final EIR, under section labeled 'public
review/comments', it states..."..escessively long comment letters, OR those that are complicated and require a
significant effort and/or additional analyisis to respond to are considered outside the scope of work and cost
estimate."  This statement is absurd. It implies that only easy to answer, simple or stupid comment letters will
be addressed, and that any real issues or comments raised by the public will be ignored due to lack of money?
You need to address this as it implies that letters like this one will largely be ignored, and I feel that the issues
I have brought up are very important and need to be addressed in the EIR.

file:///Users/benritchie/Desktop/De Novo Planning Group/Projec...

1 of 2 3/6/13 10:12 AM



 
Thank you for your time Mr. Walker, and I hope you take these issues under consideration.
As a local citizen that lives next to the North boundary of Shasta Lake City, I am AGAINST the project known
as Moody Flats Quarry and would like it not to be allowed to continue.
 
Sincerely,
 
Jay C. Schell
4185 Red Bluff St.,
Shasta Lake, CA 96019
jayschell313@hotmail.com
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From: Kim Downing [kdowning1054@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2012 3:19 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry

Attn:Bill Walker
As a Homeowner in Mountain Gate , my husband and I are very opposed to the Moody Flats Quarry. I stress 
VERY OPPOSED.
We built our retirement home on a hill facing the proposed quarry property; approximately 1/2 mile east 
of I-5 How could this plan possibly pass any kind of environmental impact rule? No one will ever convince 
me that it could ever begin to pass.
The wind blows in this area all the time day and night. This is much different than Redding or Shasta 
Lake. The dust from blasting will cover our community entirely† in short order. This will make it 
impossible for anyone or anything to breathe.Anyone with COPD† will have† to move from this wonderful 
Wonderland. The noise from the constant blasting will affect ever man, woman. child, and animal in the 
area. We will all end up† Battle† Fatigue victims. The thought of 400 plus† trucks one way†† per day is 
terrifying. The noise and the dust and the traffic jam is unimaginable. What community could tolerate 
such an invasion of their privacy? The main reason people enjoy living in this peaceful community is the 
lack of noise and confusion that is in other areas.Is there no noise ordnance in Mountain Gate?
In this dire recession† - is there no way to protect what little property value is left on homes? Think 
about how this will impact every home and farm within 20 miles. What about the blasting impact on Shasta† 
Dam? Will this have any structural effect? No - who really knows.
We need to consider the wild life that has called† Mountain Gate home for centuries. This whole project 
will devastate our ecosystem. We need to keep this Heavenly valley with its rolling hills, wild life, 
beautiful† sunsets and leisurely† way of life.
VOTE NO ON MOODY FLATS QUARRY

Wilbur Downing
Kim Downing
Jeanne Nordtvedt
14355† Sea Biscuit Ct.
Redding.\, CA 96003
530† 275-6886





From: Lisa Grill [wdgrills@charter.net]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 6:12 PM
To: Bill Walker
Cc: 'Carole Martinez'; 'Cherrel Kirkland'
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry
Hello	  Mr.	  Walker,
	  
I	  understand	  that	  you	  are	  taking	  initial	  comments	  for	  the	  Moody	  Flats	  environmental
impact	  report.	  	  I	  would	  like	  to	  express	  my	  strong	  concern	  regarding	  the	  possible	  impact	  an
operation	  of	  this	  type	  and	  size	  could	  have	  on	  the	  surrounding	  area	  and	  the	  city	  of	  Shasta
Lake’s	  residents.
	  
I	  have	  lived	  in	  Shasta	  Lake	  the	  greatest	  portion	  of	  my	  life.	  	  My	  husband	  and	  I	  have	  built	  3
homes	  and	  currently	  reside	  in	  the	  last	  one	  we	  built	  about	  Eive	  years	  ago.	  	  We	  plan	  to	  remain
here	  during	  our	  retirement.	  	  We	  also	  own	  several	  rental	  properties	  in	  Shasta	  Lake.	  	  We	  are
heavily	  committed	  to	  the	  area	  and	  wish	  to	  see	  it	  continue	  to	  improve	  and	  become	  a	  better
place	  to	  live.	  	  There	  are	  several	  reasons	  that	  we	  believe	  having	  a	  large	  quarry	  adjacent	  to
the	  city	  boundaries	  would	  wreck	  havoc	  rather	  than	  enhance	  civic	  improvement.
	  
Our	  concerns	  include	  the	  following:
	  
Air	  pollution	  –	  If	  you	  have	  ever	  visited	  the	  community	  of	  Mountain	  Gate,	  I’m	  sure	  you	  are
aware	  that	  many	  of	  the	  northern	  residences	  are	  often	  covered	  with	  a	  layer	  of	  rock	  dust.	  	  I
would	  imagine	  that	  it	  is	  created	  by	  crushing	  rock	  for	  gravel,	  etc.	  and	  possibly	  other	  reasons
I	  am	  not	  aware	  of.	  	  Not	  only	  does	  it	  just	  make	  a	  general	  mess	  and	  cover	  houses,	  cars,	  and
plants	  with	  Eine	  dust,	  I	  would	  think	  that	  it	  is	  a	  health	  hazard	  as	  well,	  particularly	  for	  those
residents	  who	  already	  suffer	  with	  any	  kind	  of	  breathing	  problems	  such	  as	  asthma	  or	  COPD.	  
I	  have	  been	  a	  health	  clerk	  at	  local	  high	  schools	  for	  the	  past	  twenty	  years.	  	  Between	  10	  to	  15
percent	  of	  students	  suffer	  from	  asthma.	  	  There	  are	  several	  schools	  in	  Shasta	  Lake	  and	  one	  in
particular	  that	  is	  located	  just	  south	  of	  the	  proposed	  quarry.	  	  My	  sister	  also	  lives	  in	  Shasta
Lake.	  	  She	  has	  some	  breathing	  problems	  and	  is	  allergic	  to	  dust.	  	  I	  think	  that	  adding	  more
particulate	  matter	  to	  the	  air	  would	  lower	  our	  air	  quality.	  	  I’m	  sure	  that	  you	  are	  much	  more
aware	  than	  I	  that	  we	  sit	  at	  the	  head	  of	  a	  natural	  bowl	  formed	  by	  the	  mountains	  to	  the	  east,
north,	  and	  west.	  	  Air	  pollution	  seems	  to	  be	  trapped	  at	  the	  head	  of	  this	  bowl	  where	  Shasta
Lake	  is	  located.	  	  Adding	  more	  air	  pollution	  would	  be	  detrimental	  for	  the	  health	  of	  the
residents	  and	  would	  certainly	  make	  our	  area	  less	  attractive	  to	  tourists	  which	  could	  in	  turn
have	  a	  detrimental	  effect	  on	  the	  local	  economy.	  	  We	  are	  further	  concerned	  that	  it	  would
lower	  our	  property	  values,	  also	  having	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  the	  residents.	  	  I	  would	  guess
that	  there	  are	  more	  air	  pollution	  concerns	  beyond	  just	  the	  issues	  with	  dust.	  	  I	  am
wondering	  how	  much	  more	  pollution	  would	  be	  caused	  by	  the	  trucks	  going	  in	  and	  out,	  the
heavy	  equipment	  being	  run,	  not	  to	  mention	  what	  kinds	  of	  air	  pollution	  are	  caused	  by	  an
asphalt	  plant.
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Noise	  pollution	  –	  I	  live	  approximately	  a	  half	  	  to	  one	  mile	  from	  the	  Sierrra	  PaciEic	  Lumber
Mill.	  	  Their	  operation	  runs	  all	  night.	  	  The	  current	  noise	  level	  is	  tolerable,	  but	  adding	  any
additional	  noise	  would	  be	  a	  cause	  for	  concern	  and	  would	  detract	  from	  the	  relative	  peace
and	  quiet	  that	  we	  currently	  enjoy.	  	  This	  does	  not	  even	  take	  into	  account	  the	  kind	  of	  noise
and	  impact	  issues	  created	  by	  blasting.	  	  Once	  again,	  I	  believe	  that	  the	  potential	  noise
pollution	  could	  be	  detrimental	  to	  our	  health	  and	  well-being	  and	  would	  also	  lower	  our
property	  values	  as	  well	  as	  be	  a	  deterrent	  to	  attracting	  tourism.
	  
Water	  pollution	  –	  I	  have	  heard	  that	  some	  aspects	  of	  the	  operation	  would	  also	  lead	  to
concerns	  about	  pollution	  draining	  into	  the	  local	  tributaries	  which	  eventually	  drain	  into	  the
Sacramento	  River.	  	  Can	  the	  Sacramento	  River	  afford	  to	  have	  any	  more	  toxic	  garbage
dumped	  into	  it?	  	  I	  thought	  we	  were	  trying	  to	  improve	  the	  water	  quality	  for	  people
downstream	  from	  us	  as	  well	  as	  the	  salmon	  runs	  and	  I’m	  wondering	  what	  effects	  there	  may
be	  on	  other	  types	  of	  Eish	  and	  water	  creatures.
	  
I	  know	  that	  at	  one	  point	  in	  time	  several	  years	  ago	  a	  new	  housing	  development	  was	  being
considered	  for	  an	  area	  adjacent	  to	  the	  proposed	  quarry	  (the	  Perry	  Project).	  	  I	  can’t	  imagine
that	  anyone	  would	  want	  to	  try	  to	  develop	  housing	  near	  an	  operation	  like	  this.	  	  I	  believe	  that
given	  the	  choice	  between	  a	  housing	  development	  and	  a	  quarry,	  the	  housing	  development
would	  make	  much	  more	  sense	  for	  all	  the	  reasons	  I	  have	  listed	  above.	  	  It	  may	  not	  be
something	  that	  will	  happen	  in	  the	  next	  few	  years,	  but	  even	  if	  it	  is	  ten	  years	  down	  the	  road
when	  the	  economy	  is	  recovered,	  it	  would	  be	  well	  worth	  the	  wait.
	  
During	  my	  youth,	  I	  spent	  many	  days	  on	  foot	  and	  later	  by	  horseback	  exploring	  the	  area
being	  considered	  for	  the	  quarry.	  	  I	  know	  that	  there	  are	  several	  places	  of	  signiEicance	  to	  the
local	  Native	  Americans.	  	  It	  is	  easy	  to	  Eind	  arrowheads	  and	  beads	  made	  by	  the	  Native
Americans	  in	  the	  not	  so	  distant	  past.	  	  I	  know	  there	  are	  some	  campsites	  and	  believe	  that	  they
are	  some	  burial	  and	  spiritual	  sites	  as	  well	  that	  are	  located	  in	  the	  area	  under	  consideration
for	  the	  quarry.	  	  I	  would	  guess	  the	  local	  Native	  Americans	  must	  have	  some	  concerns	  and
hopefully	  have	  been	  approached	  to	  give	  their	  opinions	  regarding	  the	  proposed	  quarry	  as
well.	  	  I	  will	  make	  it	  a	  point	  to	  Eind	  out	  if	  that	  is	  happening.
	  
I	  guess	  I	  would	  hope	  that	  Shasta	  County	  is	  looking	  to	  the	  future	  and	  taking	  into
consideration	  the	  huge	  impact	  that	  an	  industry	  of	  this	  nature	  in	  an	  inappropriate	  location
could	  have	  on	  the	  local	  area	  and	  all	  of	  Shasta	  County	  for	  future	  generations.	  	  While	  I	  am	  in
favor	  of	  	  bringing	  clean	  industry	  to	  our	  area	  to	  create	  jobs	  for	  local	  citizens,	  the	  trade-off
for	  job	  creation	  and	  tax	  revenue	  is	  not	  worth	  the	  potential	  negative	  impact	  that	  a
development	  like	  this	  would	  bring	  to	  the	  community	  of	  Shasta	  Lake	  and	  Shasta	  County.	  	  I
will	  repeat	  that	  I	  think	  a	  quarry	  of	  this	  magnitude	  would	  produce	  an	  unacceptable	  	  amount
of	  various	  kinds	  of	  unhealthy	  pollution	  which	  in	  turn	  will	  have	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  people,
animals,	  forests,	  the	  water	  supply,	  and	  Einally,	  our	  property	  values.	  	  I	  am	  pledging	  to	  do
everything	  within	  my	  power	  to	  prevent	  this	  project	  from	  being	  approved.	  	  Please	  include	  my
comments	  and	  concerns	  in	  the	  environmental	  impact	  report.
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Sincerely,
	  
Lisa	  Grills
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From: Marcy [caldwell@snowcrest.net]
Sent: Friday, February 03, 2012 10:09 AM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: MoodyFlats

Dear Mr. Walker,
I write to express my grave concern regarding the possibility of  

3M's desire to create a huge quarry in the Mt. Gate ares.  I object   
strongly to this as it would spoil our lovely area with noise and pollution..  I fear the dust

would create health problems for many and who would want to buy property close 
by to such a large business?  The length of the permit, should they prevail, is ridiculous.  
Permits should not be issued for this disturbing plan.

Thanks,   Marcy Caldwell   caldwell@snowcrest.net 





















From: Terry Bradford [vtxdood@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2012 3:50 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Moody Flats Quarry

Russell Cycle Products Inc.
4917 Shasta Dam Blvd

Shasta Lake, Ca.
Ph. 530 275 4851

1-18-12

I'am writing in concerns of this proposed plan to create a Quarry, known as the Moody Flats Quarry. I
presently own a Business in Shasta lake along with 2 properties. This project will depreciate values
deeper than the current downfall. This project will dirty the air, create excessive noise.and harm the
quality of life we enjoy in this small and quite community. Any blasting done will echo and rattle this
whole valley.The asphalt plant will stench the air down to Redding and beyond. There are plenty of
areas for this sort of project but not in this city limits, or any heavily populated area.

I therefor submit this letter in protest of this project.

Sincerely,

Terry Bradford
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From: Cary Keogh [carykeogh@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 31, 2012 4:27 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: Opposed To Moody Flats
Dear Mr. Walker,

I am writing to let you know that I am fearful of increased air pollution that will undoubtedly be the result of a
rock quarry operation.

Thank you for the opportunity to make my comment heard.

Carolyn Keogh
1205 Bonhurst Drive
Redding, CA 96003
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From: hswriter@frontiernet.net
Sent: Monday, February 13, 2012 9:16 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: questions regarding the 3M/Moody Flats Quarry.
Dear Mr. Walker,

As you can read in my fax to Katrina Chow of the BLM, it is clear that the proposed 3M Quarry
intends to supply the aggregate to the Dam raising project.

I would appreciate your answering the questions I have raised from the county's prospective.

Gratefully,

Heidi Strand
hswriter@frontiernet.net    

Monday Feb 13th, 2012

Katrina Chow
Project Manager
Shasta Lake Water Investigation
Preliminary Draft E.I.S.

Dear Ms. Chow,

The proposed 3M Quarry is a central part of the project to raise Shasta Dam.

I am deeply concerned to find the proposed 3M/Moody Flats Quarry tucked away in a dank, dark
corner (plate 25) of the Bureau's preliminary E.I.S. Identified only by it's proximity to the Pacific
Railroad line and called a “Potential Commercial Borrow Site.”

No existing local quarry can supply the quantities of aggregate required for this project.

Would 3M be pursuing this huge project at a time of historic downturns in new construction if they
weren't confident they would be supplying the dam project? Where else would they sell such large
quantities of aggregate when small local quarries complained they were struggling at the 3M scoping
meeting?

3M has not contacted local water agencies though they would need millions of gallons a year. If they
have been promised water from the BLM, that is a federal action, and the 3M Quarry must complete a
E.I.S. at minimal. Since the project is infeasible without the 3M quarry, and they would be the biggest
environmental impact of the project, they should be the focus of the Shasta Lake Water Investigation
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E.I.S
3M is proposing a Construction and Demolition Plant on-site. Why? Construction and Demolition in
the U.S. are at depression levels. There is no need for a C&D plant unless they are anticipating a
contract with the BLM.

The fact that a public document refers to a quarry as a 'potential commercial borrow site' feels as if the
quarry's involvement in the project is being hidden. Perhaps, the proposed quarry's impact is so
significant that if it was considered (as it must be) as part of dam raising project, the project would
have to be abandoned?
I would truly appreciate your thoughts on this issue.

Gratefully Yours,

Heidi Strand
Box 172,
Whitmore, CA 96096
hswriter@frontiernet.net
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From: Mike Bradford [bradfords08@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Sunday, February 05, 2012 9:02 PM
To: Bill Walker
Subject: please no quarry!
Hi my name is Mike Bradford.  I lived in Mountain Gate my whole life and live in Shasta Lake now. 
I am vice president at Russell Cycle Products in Shasta Lake city.  I can speak for all 13 employees
there that they would hate another quarry so close to home as we already have quarry that blows up
mountains.  This quarry/dump/recycling center will ruin the beauty that everyone experiences as the
travel I-5 north to Shasta Lake.  Can't even believe that this would even be an option so close to
national forest land.  KEEP SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA DOWN SOUTH.  Mountain Gate is the
gateway to recreation, camping, enjoying great outdoors.  Utilizing the land is going to happen soon
but lets keep in mind why people even visit Shasta Lake, we should have a park there with bike paths
to the lake or hiking trails to the top of saddleback mountain, etc.  Please keep the  greatest part of
Shasta County green with trees and grass and mountains. not a huge landfill that will remind you of
the Anderson Dump. I know i can't handle the stinch of asphalt, running of trains that would be 80%
more, forest dead, mountains blown, animals killed, mother nature demolished.
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From: Toshadeva & Kamala Guhan [tosha@catalinaisp.com]
Sent: Tuesday, February 14, 2012 3:25 PM
To: Bill Walker
Cc: Toshadeva & Kamala Guhan
Subject: Proposed Moody Flats Quarry EIR
To:      Bill Walker, Senior Planner
           Dept. of Resource Management
           Planning Division
           1855 Placer St Suite 103
           Redding, CA   96001
 
From:  Toshadeva & Kamala Guhan
            3304 Shasta Dam Blvd Spc 72
            Shasta Lake, CA 96019
 
Re:      Proposed Moody Flats Quarry EIR
 
 
Dear Sir,
 
This letter is from concerned local homeowners here in Shasta Lake.
We have three children and twelve grandchildren, sixth and seventh generation born Californians,
all here in the Redding area. We recently purchased our first home, to retire in, here in Shasta Lake.
 
We are located in a 180-unit manufactured-home park for seniors 55 years and older, very near to the
southern borders of the proposed quarry site. To qualify for residency one must agree to maintain the
peaceful atmosphere, allowing others the ‘quiet enjoyment’ of their homes for the health and well-being
of all residents. We are very concerned on numerous issues which would impact the environment here.
 
The general noise of the quarry operations and associated activities is of immediate concern, as is the
greatly alarming prospect of the dust/particulate matter polluting our air, especially in a senior’s park
very close to and generally downwind of the proposed quarry site; the health of many is at risk here.
These issues of concern are being expressed by others, so will not elaborate further at this time.
 
Another issue which is of main concern is the actual vibration from the blasting activities. Other people
have mentioned the cumulative effects on foundations of buildings, but my concern is for the personal
well-being of those of us suffering from stress-related health problems, i.e.: PTSD, panic attacks, etc.
 
Many times medication is able to help with the symptoms, but avoiding situations that create anxiety,
and having a quiet home to retreat to is essential. The proposed quarry would have the environmental
impact here in our residence of disturbing the peace in a jarring, jolting fashion. Unlike steady noises
or vibrations like a train or freeway, this would be concussively staccato as in wartime bombardment,
triggering the fight-or-flight response of adrenaline, fear, etc. with nowhere to run for escape and quiet.
 
All of these concerns are for the well being of many thousands of people in the Shasta Lake area. How
can hundreds of acres of pristine environment being blasted to rubble outside our doors be mitigated?
To suggest better insulating homes from the noise, as in the preliminary EIR, is without compassion.
Are we then to be prisoners in our own homes, unable to enjoy nature in our yards and all about us?
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The financial benefit of a few should not outweigh the destruction of the environment we all share.
 
Could someone could be so kind to acknowledge receipt of this email letter? Thank you.
 
Respectfully,
 
Toshadeva & Kamala Guhan
3304 Shasta Dam Blvd Spc 72
Shasta Lake, CA 96019
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
     
     

file:///Users/benritchie/Desktop/De Novo Planning Group/Projec...

2 of 2 3/6/13 10:25 AM




	Appendix B_NOP Comments.pdf
	Caltrans Moody Flats Quarry NOP EIR TIS
	City of Redding NOP response letter
	City of Shasta Lake NOP Comments
	CRWQCB
	CV FLOOD PROTECTION BOARD
	Eric Cassano
	HUSOME.JOHN
	SHASTA COUNTY AIR QUALITY
	Shasta Lake Comment Letter to County - Scoping Meeting - 02-22-2012
	USDA
	Western Shasta RCD
	Wintu Tribe NOP letter
	20120213 Letter re Moody Flats Quarry
	ATWOOD.ROBERT
	BELL. BRENDA
	BEYER.PHYLLIS
	BRADLEY.BEAU
	BURDICK.CAROLYN
	Cinnamon Kern
	COLEMAN.ED
	Darria Kosich
	FINDLEY OLENDA
	FRELLEY.CHARLES
	Georgia Haddon
	Norma Tahash
	Rose Flame
	SAMPLEY.ROB0001
	Sky Scholfield
	Terri Soto
	Debbie Mynatt
	Diane Allen
	Gary Fodge
	Gordon Gienapp
	HASHER MELODY
	JACOBY.CLIFFORD
	JARVIS.ERIN
	Jay Schell
	Kim Downing
	KUYKENDALL.SUSAN
	Lisa Grills
	Marcy Caldwell
	MCGILL ROBERT L
	MEHDEN.THERESA
	MOLINAR.RICHARD
	MORGAN PAMELYN ANNE
	Terry Bradford
	Cary Keogh
	Heidi Strand
	Mike Bradford
	SAMPLEY.ROB & SHERYL
	STRAND.HEIDI
	THOMAS.S
	Toshadeva Guhan
	TULL.RICHARD & GEORGIA
	Cassano_03.02.10 Packet.pdf
	2.2
	2.3
	3.5
	3.5
	AGENDA ITEM

	3.5 Exhibit - Knauf - 1 of 3
	3.5 Exhibit - Knauf - 2 of 3
	3.5 Exhibit - Knauf - 3 of 3

	4.1
	4.2
	A SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION ACCEPTING THE QUARTERLY INVESTMENT REPORT FOR THE PERIOD ENDING DECEMBER 31, 2009.

	7.1
	7.1
	attach 7.1

	7.2
	A SHASTA LAKE CITY COUNCIL RESOLUTION APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE FISCAL YEAR 2009-10 MID-YEAR BUDGET
	MEMORANDUM


	RDA 3.1
	RDA 4.1 
	A SHASTA LAKE BOARD OF DIRECTOR’S RESOLUTION FOR THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY APPROVING AND ADOPTING THE FISCAL YEAR 2009-10 MID-YEAR BUDGET





