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5.0 ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED 
IMPACT ANALYSES  

5.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS  
5.1.1 INTRODUCTION 
This EIR provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed project, as 
required by State CEQA Guidelines §15130.  Cumulative impacts are defined in State 
CEQA Guidelines §15355 as “two or more individual effects which, when considered 
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental 
impacts.”  A cumulative impact occurs from "the change in the environment which 
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects.  Cumulative impacts can 
result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a 
period of time" (State CEQA Guidelines §15355[b]).   
 
Consistent with State CEQA Guidelines §15130(a), the discussion of cumulative 
impacts in this EIR focuses on significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts.  
State CEQA Guidelines §15130(b) provides, in part: 

“The discussion of cumulative impacts shall reflect the severity of the 
impacts and their likelihood of occurrence, but the discussion need not 
provide as great detail as is provided for the effects attributable to the 
project alone.  The discussion should be guided by the standards of 
practicality and reasonableness.” 

 
The cumulative impact analysis in this EIR is based on “(a) list of past, present, and 
reasonably anticipated future projects producing related or cumulative impacts” (State 
CEQA Guidelines §15130[b][1][A]).  Shasta County staff identified 37 approved and/or 
pending projects as being relevant for the purposes of this cumulative analysis.  These 
projects (cumulative projects) are described below (Table 5.1) and their locations are 
shown in Figure 5.1:  Approved and Pending Projects. 
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 Insert Figure 5.1: Approved and Pending Projects  
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Table 5.1 
Approved and Pending Projects 

Location 
Map 
ID  Project Description 
1 Campbell Estates 28 single-family dwelling units.  Located on 2nd Street.   

2 
Commercial/industrial 
development 

A heavy commercial/light industrial development consisting of 12 
lots.  Located east of Highway 273 and south of Alexander Avenue. 

3 
Homewood 

124 single-family dwelling units, 40 have been finalized.  Located 
south of the heavy commercial/light industrial development, and 
north of Willow Glen.   

4 Willow Glen 42 duplexes.  Located at the south end of East Street.   

5 Lau Property Condos 71 dwelling units. Located at the southwest corner of Stingy Lane 
and North Street. 

6 

Commercial 
development 

Car wash, coffee shop, and a few thousand square feet of 
additional commercial space.  Located at the northeast corner of 
Stingy Lane and North Street. 

7 River Point 
184 single-family dwelling units.  Located at Stingy Lane and Balls 
Ferry Road. 

8 Silvergate 
192 units (duplexes and four-plexes) on 62 lots.  Some commercial 
space.  Located at the southern terminus of Gateway Drive. 

9 PM05-065 2 residential lots located on Davey Way. 

10 Pleasant Hills 
179 single-family dwelling units, 50 have been finalized. Located at 
the north end of the Vineyards development. 

City of 
Anderson 

11 Vineyards at Anderson 
242 single-family dwelling units (Phase 1 only).  Located on 
Pleasant Hills Drive, west of Highway 273. 

12 Shasta Ranch Gravel 
Gravel mine.  Located east of Balls Ferry Road near Kimberly 
Road. 

13 PM06-002 2 residential lots located on Missouri Lane. 
14 PM06-023 4 residential lots located on Balls Ferry Road. 
15 PM05-038 2 residential lots located on Deschutes Road. 

16 
Wisteria Estates (TR 
1903) 5 residential lots located on Locust Road. 

17 Equestrian Center 
43 acre re-zone. Northwest corner of Balls Ferry and Kimberly 
Roads. 

18 PM05-050 2 residential lots located on Ladera Lane. 
19 PM05-067 4 residential lots located on Lone Tree Road. 
20 PM05-069 4 residential lots located on Webb Road. 
21 PM06-008 4 residential lots located on Hacienda Road. 
22 PM06-015 2 residential lots located on Adobe Road. 

23 
Oak Ranch Estates 
(TR 1932) 144 residential lots located on Rhonda Road. 

24 
Emerald Terrace (TR 
1968) 11 residential lots located on Rhonda Road. 

25 PM06-069 2 residential lots located on Locust Street. 
26 TR 1942 36 residential lots located on Locust Street. 

27 
Shasta Ranch (TR 
1905) 50 residential lots located on Fourth Street, Cottonwood. 

28 TR 1951 14 residential lots located on Rabbit Lane. 
29 Kittridge (TR 1887A) 9 residential lots located on Balls Ferry Road. 
30 PM08-002 4 residential lots located on Second Street. 
31 PM06-014 2 residential lots located on High Street. 
32 PM05-027 4 residential lots located on Park Way. 
33 Seale Court (TR 1891) 71 residential lots located on First Street, Cottonwood. 

34 
Jordan Manor (TR 
1934) 39 residential lots located Rhonda Road. 

35 PM06-017 2 residential lots located on First Street, Cottonwood. 

Shasta 
County 

36 PM06-077 2 residential lots located on Hidden Hills Road. 
Source:  Shasta County Department of Resource Management, 2009; City of Anderson, 2008. 
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5.1.2 CUMULATIVE IMPACT ANALYSIS 
AESTHETICS 
The proposed project would convert oak woodland/grazing land into a moderate-density 
residential development, with areas of open space between the developed areas.  The 
project would also include new sources of light and glare.   
 
The cumulative projects would result in similar alteration of existing rural and natural 
landscapes, but throughout a broader area.  As development occurs in the area, 
residents and visitors may notice the visual effects of cumulative development, including 
an increasingly suburban visual character in the general study area, with a greater 
extent and density of developed lands, additional night lighting, and other changes.   
 
The aesthetic, light, and glare impacts of individual development projects can often be 
mitigated through careful site design, avoidance of significant visual features, the use of 
building materials that are consistent with the general character of the area, appropriate 
landscape design, use of proper lighting techniques, and compliance with city and 
county development standards.  With implementation of appropriate design measures, 
compliance with applicable development standards, as well as application of site-
specific mitigation measures developed on a project-by-project basis, impacts of the 
cumulative projects with regard to aesthetics, light, and glare would be less than 
significant. 
 
AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES   
According to the California Department of Conservation, Division of Land Resource 
Protection (2004), Shasta County contains ±9,168 acres of Farmland of Local 
Importance, ±4,059 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, ±408, 857 acres of 
Grazing Land, ±13,282 acres of Prime Farmland, and ±488 acres of Unique Farmland.  
As stated in Section 4.2:  Agricultural Resources, the proposed residential development 
area would result in the loss of Grazing Land (±292.55 acres), Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (±12.46 acres), and Farmland of Local Importance (±2.37 acres).   
 
The cumulative projects plus the proposed project contain ±65 acres of Farmland of 
Local Importance, ±87 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, ±904 acres of 
Grazing Land, ±429 acres of Prime Farmland, and ±18 acres of Unique Farmland.  For 
this analysis, it is conservatively assumed that all agricultural lands within the 
cumulative projects would be converted to non-agricultural uses.  Within Shasta County, 
the loss of agricultural land due to the proposed project plus the cumulative projects 
represents ±0.7 percent of designated Farmland of Local Importance, ±2 percent of 
designated Farmland of Statewide Importance, ±0.2 percent of designated Grazing 
Land, ±3.2 percent of designated Prime Farmland, and ±3.7 percent of designated 
Unique Farmland.  
 
While the California Department of Conservation has identified the project area and 
cumulative impact project sites as having compatible soils for agricultural uses, Shasta 
County and the City of Anderson have designated other uses for the sites.  In addition, 
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implementation of the project plus the cumulative projects would affect only a small 
percentage of available agricultural land.  Nonetheless, because agricultural land is 
essentially irreplaceable, the cumulative impact on agricultural lands would be 
significant and unavoidable. 
 
AIR QUALITY 
Short-term Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 
The proposed project and cumulative projects would contribute to cumulative, short-
term air quality impacts, primarily in the form of construction-related emissions.  
Emissions thresholds during the construction phases of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects would likely be exceeded on at least some days, and 
implementation of mitigation measures on a project-by-project basis would be 
warranted.  Cumulative air quality impacts in Shasta County are addressed in the State 
Implementation Plan (South Coast Air Quality Management District, 2003).  The plan 
incorporates an emissions allowance for construction projects, based on projected 
growth rates.  Construction emissions for the proposed project and cumulative projects, 
with appropriate mitigations applied, are not expected to result in any short- or long-term 
violations of any current ambient air quality standard (with the exception of greenhouse 
gas emissions, which are addressed below).   
 
Cumulative Operational Air Quality Impacts 
The proposed project and cumulative projects may have a cumulative operational air 
quality impact.  Cumulative projects consist of residential, commercial, and heavy 
commercial/light industrial uses.  The cumulative projects would provide 1,485 dwelling 
units, or approximately 3.5 times the number of dwelling units as the proposed project 
(430 dwelling units).  Assuming that the trip generation rates and average trip distances 
are similar to the Panorama Planned Development project, the air quality impacts of the 
cumulative residential projects would be 350 percent greater than the Panorama 
Planned Development project.  Air quality impacts of the cumulative commercial and 
industrial projects cannot be reliably estimated on the basis of the available data, but 
are approximated at 50 percent of the impact of the Panorama Planned Development.  
Cumulative plus project air quality impacts, based on these assumptions, are presented 
in Table 5.2.   
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Table 5.2 

Post-Construction Emissions Summary:  Proposed Project Plus Cumulative Projects  

Component NOx 
(lbs/day) 

CO 
(lbs/day) 

VOC 
(lbs/day) 

SOx 
(lbs/day) 

PM10 
(lbs/day) 

PM2.5 
(lbs/day) 

CO2 
(lbs/day) 

Vehicle Travel 93.50 980.00 114.00 1.50 1.50 1.50 158,270 

Natural Gas 
Consumption 35.60 8.90 2.36 0.27 0.09 0.09 53,390 

Wood Stoves/ 
Fireplaces 20.75 1,247.65 471.20 3.00 172.75 155.50 0.00 

Landscaping 
Equipment 1.10 96.00 17.40 0.005 0.26 0.25 154.10 

Consumer 
Products -- -- 100.20 -- -- -- -- 

TOTAL: 150.95 2,332.55 705.16 4.78 174.60 157.34 211,814 

Source:  Tetra Tech, EC, Inc., 2008. (Data based on ENPLAN calculations) 
 
 
Impacts from long-term operation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would 
principally result from vehicle travel, natural gas consumption, and use of 
woodstoves/fireplaces for supplemental home heating.  Use of woodstoves and 
fireplaces would generate a substantial portion of each of the principal pollutants except 
carbon dioxide.  While mitigation measures for the proposed project preclude the 
installation of woodstoves/fireplaces, they could be used in the cumulative projects.  As 
required under AQMD District Rule 3:23, emissions can be reduced by requiring use of 
EPA Phase II certified devices; the use of fireplaces and other similar inefficient 
supplemental home heating methods can also be discouraged.  All cumulative projects 
would be required to comply with federal, state, and local laws and regulations 
pertaining to air quality.  These laws and regulations are implemented for the purpose of 
reducing air quality impacts; therefore, cumulative impacts to air quality are considered 
to be less than significant (with the exception of greenhouse gas emissions, which are 
addressed below).  
 
Global Climate Change Analysis7 
The natural process through which heat is retained in the troposphere is called the 
"greenhouse effect."  The greenhouse effect traps heat in the troposphere through a 
three-fold process as follows:  Short-wave radiation emitted by the sun is absorbed by 
the Earth; the Earth emits a portion of this energy in the form of long-wave radiation; 
and greenhouse gases in the upper atmosphere absorb this long-wave radiation and 
emit it into space and back toward the Earth.  This "trapping" of the long-wave (thermal) 
radiation emitted back toward the Earth is the underlying process of the greenhouse 
effect.  
 
The most abundant greenhouse gases are water vapor and carbon dioxide.  Many other 
trace gases have greater ability to absorb and re-radiate long-wave radiation; however, 
                                                      
7 Background data on greenhouse gases is derived primarily from the Salt Creek Heights Subdivision Draft EIR (City of Redding, 
2009). 
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these gases are not as plentiful.  For this reason, and to gauge the potency of 
greenhouse gases, scientists have established a Global Warming Potential (GWP)8 for 
each greenhouse gas based on its ability to absorb and re-radiate long-wave radiation. 
The GWP of a gas is determined using carbon dioxide as the reference gas with a GWP 
of 1. 
 
Greenhouse gases include, but are not limited to, the following:9 

• Water vapor (H20).  Although water vapor has not received the scrutiny of other 
greenhouse gases, it is the primary contributor to the greenhouse effect.  Two 
natural processes, evaporation from oceans and rivers and transpiration from 
plants, contribute 90 percent and 10 percent of the water vapor in our 
atmosphere, respectively.  The primary human-related source of water vapor 
comes from fuel combustion in motor vehicles; however, this is not believed to 
contribute a significant amount (less than 1 percent) to atmospheric 
concentrations of water vapor.  The Intergovernmental Panel in Climate Change 
(IPCC) has not determined a GWP for water vapor. 

• Carbon dioxide (CO2).  Carbon dioxide is primarily generated by fossil fuel 
combustion in stationary and mobile sources.  Due to the emergence of industrial 
facilities and mobile sources in the past 250 years, the concentration of carbon 
dioxide in the atmosphere has increased 35 percent.  Carbon dioxide is the most 
widely emitted greenhouse gas and is the reference gas (GWP of 1) for 
determining GWP's for other greenhouse gases.  In 2004, 83.8 percent of 
California's greenhouse gas emissions (other than water vapor) were carbon 
dioxide. (EPA, 2006a)   

• Methane (CH4).  Methane is emitted from biogenic sources, incomplete 
combustion in forest fires, landfills, manure management, and leaks in natural 
gas pipelines.  In the United States, the top three sources of methane are 
landfills, natural gas systems, and enteric fermentation (i.e., fermentation that 
takes place in the digestive systems of ruminant animals such as cattle).  
Methane is the primary component of natural gas, which is used for space and 
water heating, steam production, and power generation.  The GWP of methane is 
21. 

• Nitrous oxide (N20).  Nitrous oxide is produced by both natural and human-
related sources. Primary human-related sources include agricultural soil 
management, animal manure management, sewage treatment, mobile and 
stationary combustion of fossil fuel, production of adipic acid (which is primarily 
used to manufacture nylon), and production of nitric acid.  The GWP of nitrous 
oxide is 310. 

                                                      
8 All greenhouse gases have a GWP.  This value is used to compare the abilities of different greenhouse gases to trap heat in the 
atmosphere.  GWPs are based on the heat-absorbing ability of each gas relative to that of carbon dioxide, as well as the decay rate 
of each gas (the amount removed from the atmosphere over a given number of years).  GWPs can also be used to define the 
impact greenhouse gases will have on global climate change over different time periods.  Assigning a GWP allows policy makers to 
compare impacts of emissions and reductions of different gases. 
9 All Global Warming Potentials are given as 100 year GWP.  Unless noted otherwise, all Global Warming Potentials were obtained 
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (1996).   
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• Hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs).  HFCs are typically used as refrigerants for both 
stationary refrigeration and mobile air conditioning.  The use of HFCs for cooling 
and foam blowing is growing as the continued phase out of chlorofluorocarbons 
(CFCs) and hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) gains momentum.  The GWP of 
HFCs ranges from 140 for HFC-152a to 6,300 for HFC-236fa. 

• Perfluorocarbons (PFCs).  Perfluorocarbons are compounds consisting of carbon 
and fluorine.  They are primarily created as a byproduct of aluminum production 
and semi-conductor manufacturing.  Perfluorocarbons are potent greenhouse 
gases with a GWP several thousand times that of carbon dioxide, depending on 
the specific PFC.  The GWP of PFCs ranges from 5,700 to 11,900. 

• Sulfur hexafluoride (SF6).  Sulfur hexafluoride is a colorless, odorless, nontoxic, 
nonflammable gas.  It is most commonly used as an electrical insulator in high 
voltage equipment that transmits and distributes electricity. Sulfur hexafluoride is 
the most potent greenhouse gas that has been evaluated by the IPCC with a 
GWP of 23,900. However, its global climate change contribution is not as high as 
the GWP would indicate due to its low mixing ratio compared to carbon dioxide (4 
parts per trillion [ppt] in 1990 versus 365 parts per million [ppm]) (EPA, 2006b). 

• In addition to the six major greenhouse gases discussed above (excluding water 
vapor), many other compounds have the potential to contribute to the 
greenhouse effect.  Some of these substances were previously identified as 
stratospheric ozone depletors; therefore, their gradual phase out is currently in 
effect.  The following is a listing of these compounds: 

• Hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs).  HCFCs are solvents, similar in use and 
chemical composition to CFCs.  The main uses of HCFCs are for refrigerant 
products and air conditioning systems.  As part of the Montreal Protocol, all 
developed countries that adhere to the Montreal Protocol are subject to a 
consumption cap and gradual phase out of HCFCs.  The United States is 
scheduled to achieve a 100 percent reduction to the cap by 2030.  The GWP of 
HCFCs ranges from 93 for HCFC-123 to 2,000 for HCFC-142b.  (U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1997) 

• 1,1,1 trichloroethane.  1,1,1 trichloroethane or methyl chloroform is a solvent and 
degreasing agent commonly used by manufacturers.  The GWP of methyl 
chloroform is 110 times that of carbon dioxide.  (EPA, 2006c) 

• Chlorofluorcarbons (CFCs).  CFCs are used as refrigerants, cleaning solvents, 
and aerosol-spray propellants.  CFCs were also part of the EPA's Final Rule (57 
FR 3374) for the phase-out of ozone-depleting substances.  Currently, CFCs 
have been replaced by HFCs in cooling systems and by a variety of alternatives 
for cleaning solvents.  Nevertheless, CFCs remain suspended in the atmosphere, 
contributing to the greenhouse effect.  CFCs are potent greenhouse gases with 
GWP's ranging from 4,600 for CFC-11 to 14,000 for CFC-13.  (EPA, 2006d) 

• Ozone.  Ozone occurs naturally in the stratosphere where it is largely responsible 
for filtering harmful ultraviolet (UV) radiation.  In the troposphere, ozone acts as a 
greenhouse gas by absorbing and reradiating the infrared energy emitted by the 
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Earth.  As a result of the industrial revolution and rising emissions of oxides of 
nitrogen (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) (ozone precursors), the 
concentrations of ozone in the troposphere have increased.  Due to the short 
lifespan of ozone in the troposphere, its concentration and contribution as a 
greenhouse gas is not well established.  However, the greenhouse effect of 
tropospheric ozone is considered small, as the radiative force of ozone is 25 
percent of that of carbon dioxide.  (Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 
2007) 

 
Regulatory Background 

Assembly Bill 32 
The Legislature enacted AB 32 (AB 32, Nunez), the California Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 2006, which Governor Schwarzenegger signed on September 27, 2006 
to further the goals of Executive Order S-3- 05.  AB 32 represents the first enforceable 
statewide program to limit greenhouse gas emissions from all major industries, with 
penalties for noncompliance.  CARB has been assigned to carry out and develop the 
programs and requirements necessary to achieve the goals of AB 32.  The foremost 
objective of CARB is to adopt regulations that require the reporting and verification of 
statewide greenhouse gas emissions.  This program will be used to monitor and enforce 
compliance with the established standards.  The first greenhouse gas emissions limit is 
equivalent to the 1990 levels, which are to be achieved by 2020 (the California Air 
Resources Board has approved a 2020 emissions limit of 427 metric tons of CO2 
equivalents).  CARB is also required to adopt rules and regulations to achieve the 
maximum technologically feasible and cost effective greenhouse gas emission 
reductions.  AB 32 allows CARB to adopt market-based compliance mechanisms to 
meet the specified requirements.  Finally, CARB is ultimately responsible for monitoring, 
compliance and enforcing any rule, regulation, order, emission limitation, emission 
reduction measure, or market-based compliance mechanism adopted.  In order to 
advise CARB, it must convene an Environmental Justice Advisory Committee and an 
Economic and Technology Advancement Advisory Committee.   
 

Executive Order S-20-04 
Governor Schwarzenegger signed Executive Order S-20-04 (The California Green 
Building Initiative) establishing the State's priority for energy and resource-efficient high 
performance buildings on December 14, 2004.  The Executive Order sets a goal of 
reducing energy use in state-owned and private commercial buildings by 20 percent in 
2015 using non-residential Title 20 and 24 standards adopted in 2003 as the baseline.  
The California Green Building Initiative also encourages private commercial buildings to 
be retrofitted, constructed, and operated in compliance with the State's Green Building 
Action Plan. 
 

Executive Order S-3-05 
In June 2005, Governor Schwarzenegger established California's greenhouse gas 
emissions reduction targets in Executive Order S-3-05.  The Executive Order 
established the following goals: Greenhouse gas emissions should be reduced to 2000 
levels by 2010; greenhouse gas emissions should be reduced to 1990 levels by 2020; 



ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED IMPACT ANALYSES 

Panorama Planned Development Project 
ENPLAN 5-12 

and greenhouse gas emissions should be reduced to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 
2050.  The Secretary of the California Environmental Protection Agency (the Secretary) 
is required to coordinate efforts of various agencies in order to collectively and efficiently 
reduce GHGs.  Some of the agencies involved in the greenhouse gas reduction plan 
include the Business, Transportation and Housing Agency, Department of Food and 
Agriculture, Resources Agency, California Air Resources Board, Energy Commission, 
and the Public Utilities Commission.  The Secretary is required to submit a biannual 
progress report to the Governor and State Legislature disclosing the progress made 
toward greenhouse gas emission reduction targets.  In addition, another biannual report 
must be submitted illustrating the impacts of global climate change on California's water 
supply, public health, agriculture, the coastline, and forestry, and report possible 
mitigation and adaptation plans to combat these impacts. 
 

Executive Order S-I-07 
On January 18, 2007, California further solidified its dedication to reducing greenhouse 
gases by setting a new Low-Carbon Fuel Standard for transportation fuels sold within 
the State.  Executive Order S-I-07 sets a declining standard for greenhouse gas 
emissions measured in carbon dioxide-equivalent gram per unit of fuel energy sold in 
California.  The target of the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard is to reduce the carbon 
intensity of California passenger vehicle fuels by at least 10 percent by 2020.  The Low-
Carbon Fuel Standard applies to refiners, blenders, producers and importers of 
transportation fuels and will use market-based mechanisms to allow these providers to 
choose how they reduce emissions during the "fuel cycle" using the most economically 
feasible methods.  The Executive Order requires the Secretary of the California 
Environmental Protection Agency to coordinate with actions of the California Energy 
Commission, CARB, the University of California, and other agencies to develop a 
protocol to measure the "life cycle carbon intensity" of transportation fuels.  In response 
to this Executive Order, CARB identified the Low-Carbon Fuel Standard as an early 
action item with a regulation to be adopted and implemented by 2010. 
 

Senate Bill 97 
Senate Bill 97 of 2007 requires the California Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to 
develop CEQA guidelines, and identify the effects of greenhouse gas emissions and 
mitigation measures to the Resources Agency by July 1, 2009.  These guidelines for 
analysis and mitigation must address, but are not limited to, the effects of greenhouse 
gas emissions associated with transportation and energy consumption.  Following 
receipt of these guidelines, the Resources Agency must certify and adopt the guidelines 
prepared by OPR by January 1, 2010.  In his signing statement, Governor Arnold 
Schwarzenegger noted: 
 
"Current uncertainty as to what type of analysis of greenhouse gas emissions is 
required under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) has led to legal claims 
being asserted which would stop these important infrastructure projects.  Litigation 
under CEQA is not the best approach to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
maintain a sound and vibrant economy.  To achieve these goals, we need a coordinated 
policy, not a piecemeal approach dictated by litigation." 
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The OPR has begun the process of formulating the guidelines called for in Senate Bill 
97.  Part of that effort included a survey of existing climate change analyses performed 
by various lead agencies under CEQA.  OPR's effort revealed many questions 
surrounding such analyses, including “What is a "new" greenhouse gas emission?”, 
“What is the appropriate baseline for a climate change analysis?”, and “When would 
emissions become significant under CEQA?”. 
 

Senate Bill 375 
Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) would require metropolitan planning organizations to include 
sustainable communities' strategies in their regional transportation plans.  The purpose 
of SB 375 is to reduce greenhouse gas emission from automobiles and light trucks, 
require CARB to provide greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for the automobile 
and light truck sector for 2020 and 2035 by January 1, 2010, and update the regional 
targets until 2050.  SB 375 requires certain transportation planning and programming 
activities to be consistent with sustainable communities strategies contained in the 
regional transportation plan.  The bill would also require affected regional agencies to 
prepare an alternative planning strategy to the sustainable communities' strategies if the 
sustainable communities' strategy is unable to achieve the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets.  SB 375 was approved by the California State Assembly and the 
California Senate in August 2008. 
 
Thresholds of Significance  
California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger issued Executive Order S-3-05 in June 
2005, which established the following greenhouse gas emission reduction targets: 
 
2010: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 2000 levels;  
2020: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and 
2050: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels. 
 
Assembly Bill 32 requires that CARB determine what the statewide greenhouse gas 
emissions level was in 1990, and approve a statewide greenhouse gas emissions limit 
that is equivalent to that level, to be achieved by 2020.   
 
Due to the nature of global climate change, it is not anticipated that any single 
development project would have a substantial effect on global climate change.  It is 
difficult to deem a single development as individually responsible for a global 
temperature increase.  In actuality, greenhouse gas emissions from the proposed 
project would combine with emissions emitted across California, the United States, and 
the world to cumulatively contribute to global climate change. 
 
Per State CEQA Guidelines §15064.7(a), "Each public agency is encouraged to develop 
and publish thresholds of significance that the agency uses in the determination of the 
significance of environmental effects."  Additionally, per §15064(b) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines, the final determination of whether an impact is significant is dependent upon 
the purview of the lead agency.  CEQA requires public agencies to consider and 
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disclose the environmental effects of their decisions to the public and governmental 
decision makers.  Further, it mandates that agencies implement feasible mitigation 
measures or alternatives that would mitigate significant adverse effects to the 
environment.  Finally, CEQA provides a mechanism for disclosing to the public the 
reasons why a governmental agency approved a project if significant environmental 
effects are involved.   
 
In the absence of any adopted state-wide standards or thresholds of significance for 
greenhouse gas emissions, impacts are considered less than significant if a substantive 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions can be achieved.  For the purposes of this 
project, a substantive reduction is established as achieving a minimum 20 percent 
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions, with the final determination of significance 
reflecting the feasibility of incorporating best available technologies for greenhouse gas 
emissions reductions.   
 
Environmental Impacts and Mitigation 
The predominant and most estimable greenhouse gas emissions attributable to the 
proposed project, including construction emissions and long-term operational 
emissions, would be in the form of carbon dioxide.  As previously described, the project 
would generate emissions of carbon dioxide primarily from vehicle exhaust and on-site 
combustion of natural gas for residential heating.  The cumulative projects, which are 
primarily residential developments, are expected to have similar impacts. 
 
To calculate the estimated cumulative impacts of greenhouse gases, the gases must be 
weighted based on their global warming potential (GWP).  In this case, the reference 
gas is carbon dioxide, which is assigned a value of 1.  The emissions are estimated in 
tons per year, which are converted to carbon dioxide equivalents (CO2e).  CO2e is the 
quantity of a GHG multiplied by its global warming potential. 
 
Using data presented in, and calculations based on, California Climate Action Registry 
Protocol documents (California Climate Action Registry, 2006), methane and nitrous 
oxide greenhouse-gas emissions, per ton per year of CO2, were estimated using the 
ratios shown in Table 5.3.  CO2 equivalent (CO2e) emissions resulting from construction 
and operation of the proposed project and the proposed plus cumulative projects are 
presented in Table 5.4.   
 

Table 5.3 
Estimates of Methane and Nitrous Oxide Greenhouse-Gas 

Emissions  
(Per ton per year of CO2) 

 Methane Nitrous Oxide 
Diesel Fuel Combustion 0.000051 0.000032 
Gasoline Combustion 0.000213 0.000113 
Natural Gas Combustion 0.000111 0.0000019 
Source:  California Climate Action Registry, 2006. 
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Table 5.4  
Project and Project Plus Cumulative Greenhouse Gases Emission Estimates 

CO2 CH4 N2O 

Phase and Fuel Category Proposed 
Project 

Proposed 
Project plus 
Cumulative 

Projects 

Proposed 
Project 

Proposed 
Project plus 
Cumulative 

Projects 

Proposed 
Project 

Proposed 
Project plus 
Cumulative 

Projects 
Construction (all phases)       

Diesel Fuel 6,394 mt 31,971 mt 0.33 mt 1.63 mt 0.21 mt 1.04 mt 
Global Warming Potential  
(based on tons per year of CO2) 

1 1 21 21 310 310 

Total Construction CO2e emissions 6,394 mt 31,971 mt 6.93 mt 34.28 mt 64.67 mt 323.35 mt 
       

Operations (assuming full occupancy)       
Natural Gas 1,768 mt 8,839 mt 0.20 mt 1.00 mt 0.004 mt 0.02 mt 
Gasoline 5,244 mt 26,221 mt 1.12 mt 5.58 mt 0.59 mt 2.95 mt 

      Electricity 724 mt 3,620 mt 0.53 mt 2.65 mt 0.62 mt 3.10 mt 
Subtotal 7,736 mt 38,680 mt 1.85 mt 9.23 mt 1.21 mt 6.07 mt 

Global Warming Potential  
(based on tons per year of CO2) 

1 1 21 21 310  310 

Total Operations CO2e emissions 7,736 mt 38,680 mt 38.85 mt 193.83 mt 375.1 mt 1,881.70 mt 
Source:  California Climate Action Registry, 2006; Tetra Tech EC, Inc., 2008.  (Calculations by ENPLAN) 
mt = ton 
 
 
Total CO2e emissions resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project 
would be 6,466 metric tons per year and 8,150 metric tons per year, respectively.  Total 
CO2e emissions resulting from construction and operation of the proposed project and 
cumulative projects would be 32,328 metric tons per year (construction) and 40,756 
metric tons per year (operations), respectively.   
 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Generated during Project Construction 
The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), in CEQA & Climate 
Change:  Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (January 2008) has suggested mitigation 
measures for the purposes of reducing greenhouse gases production related to 
construction activities, as follows:   

• Use of ARB-certified diesel construction equipment; 

• Limiting construction vehicle idling time; 

• Use of alternative fuel types for construction equipment, such as biodiesel; and 

• Use of local building materials. 
 
Two of these suggested measures are included in Section 4.3:  Air Quality; Mitigation 
Measure AQ-4.3-1b requires the use of ARB-certified diesel construction equipment and 
limits construction vehicle idling time to no more than three minutes.  The Shasta 
County Air Quality Management District has determined that the use of alternative fuel 
types for construction equipment is not practical, due to the lack of availability.  Lastly, 
with regard to the use of local building materials, CAPCOA has not designated an 
emissions reduction percentage for this measure; however, the Shasta County Air 
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Quality Management District has determined that this measure would reduce 
construction greenhouse gas emissions by 1%.   
 
Implementation of some of the above measures, as called for in MM AQ-4.3-1b and MM 
AQ-CUMULATIVE-5.1, would reduce greenhouse gases resulting from construction.   

 
MM AQ-CUMULATIVE-5.1.  Greenhouse gas emissions generated during project 
construction shall be minimized by using local building materials to the maximum 
extent feasible.  A list of local building materials to be used in each phase of project 
construction shall be submitted to the Shasta County Resource Management 
Department Director for review and acceptance prior to the start of each phase of 
construction. 
 
Even with implementation of MM AQ-4.3-1b and MM AQ-CUMULATIVE-5.1, 
generation of greenhouse gases during project construction would be a significant 
and unavoidable impact. 

 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Generated During Project Operation   

The California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA), in CEQA & Climate 
Change:  Evaluating and Addressing Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject 
to the California Environmental Quality Act (January 2008), and the State of California in 
Technical Advisory:  CEQA and Climate Change:  Addressing Climate Change Through 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review (June 2008) have suggested 
mitigation measures for the purposes of reducing greenhouse gases production.  
ENPLAN, in conjunction with Shasta County AQMD staff, has reviewed the potential 
mitigation measures and identified those that are relevant to the Panorama Planned 
Development.  Many of these measures are included in full or part as components of 
the proposed project design or as mitigation measures.  The remaining measures are 
not currently proposed but could be incorporated if required by Shasta County. 
 
CAPCOA has recommended a reduction percentage or range of reduction percentages 
for each greenhouse gas reduction measures.  The suggested measures10 that are 
included in project design/mitigation include the following.   

• Proximity to Bike Path/Bike Lanes (MM T-4).  This measure reflects the benefit of 
constructing housing in close proximity (within 0.5 miles) to existing/planned 
Class I or Class II bike lanes. 
The project design currently includes a Class I Bikeway through the project site 
from Locust Road to Balls Ferry Road.  In addition, as mitigation for impacts to 
pedestrians/bicyclists, the County is requesting Class II/III Bikeways along both 
sides of Locust Road, from the northern boundary of the project site to 4th Street.  
This mitigation measure (MM TRA-4.15-7) would also have beneficial impacts 

                                                      
10 Mitigation measures, while they may be similar to State of California suggestions, include the CAPCOA Mitigation Measure 
number, in order to correspond directly with the CAPCOA Alternative Approaches to Analyzing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Global Climate Change in CEQA Documents (2007). 
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with respect to greenhouse gases, by encouraging alternative methods of 
transportation. 
While CAPCOA does not designate an emissions reduction percentage for 
Proximity to Bike Path/Bike Lanes, the SCAQMD has indicated that this project 
design element would reduce operational emissions by 0.5%.   

• Pedestrian Network (MM T-5).  This measure includes providing a pedestrian 
access network that internally links all uses and connects to all existing/planned 
external streets and pedestrian facilities contiguous with the project site. 
The project design is consistent with the CAPCOA mitigation recommendation in 
that it includes sidewalks throughout the development with a minimum 4-foot-
wide landscaped area with trees located between the roadway and sidewalk.  In 
addition, the open space preserve would include a system of trails around the 
existing pond and along the stream corridors downstream of the pond, 
connecting different neighborhoods within the project.   
CAPCOA suggests that this project design element would reduce operational 
emissions by 1-10%; the SCAQMD has indicated that this measure would reduce 
operational emissions by 0-1%.  For the purposes of calculating operational 
emissions reductions, a value of 0.5% reduction has been used. 

• Bus Shelter for Existing/Planned Transit Service (MM T-7).  This measure calls 
for bus service that provides for headways of one hour or less (for stops within ¼ 
mile), safe and convenient bicycle/pedestrian access to transit stop(s), and 
essential transit stop improvements (i.e., shelters, route information, benches, 
and lighting). 
While the project vicinity is not currently served by public transit, the proposed 
project design includes areas of clustered homes; the higher density of 
residences would facilitate connection to a public transit system in the future. 
CAPCOA suggests that this project design element would reduce operations 
emissions by 1-2%; however, as the project vicinity is not currently served by 
public transit, the SCAQMD has indicated that this measure would reduce 
operational emissions by 0.5%. 

• Other Mixed Use (MM D-11).  This measure acknowledges emission reductions 
for residential units that are within ¼ mile of parks, schools, or other civic uses. 
The project would include a small community-use building, located adjacent to 
the open space preserve, near the existing pond, which could be reserved for 
resident gatherings or association meetings.  This amenity would have access to 
the trails system, and would be built in Phase 2. 
CAPCOA suggests that this project design element would reduce operational 
emissions by 1%. 

• Landscaping (MM D-17).  This measure provides an emissions reduction given 
for projects that use drought resistant native trees, trees with low emissions and 
high carbon sequestration potential, and the planting of evergreen trees on the 
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north and west sides of homes to provide the best protections from setting 
summer sun and cold winter winds.  Additional considerations include the use of 
deciduous trees on the south side of the house that will admit summer sun; and 
construction of a natural planted channel to funnel summer cooling breezes into 
the homes.  Vegetable gardens, bunch grasses, and low-water landscaping shall 
be encouraged.   
Detail with regard to on-site landscaping will be included as part of the 
landscaping plan required under Mitigation Measure AES-4.1-2. 
While CAPCOA does not designate an emissions reduction percentage for 
Landscaping, the SCAQMD has indicated that this project design element would 
reduce operational emissions by 1.5%.   

• Exceed Title 24 (MM E-6).  This measure requires that the project exceed Title 
24 requirements by 20%. 
CAPCOA suggests that if a project exceeds Title 24 requirements by 20%, 
operational emissions would be reduced by 1%.  As stated in MM AQ-4.3-3, the 
design of project buildings shall include features to ensure that project buildings 
provide 15 percent greater energy efficiency than required under the Title 24 
regulations (California Energy Commission) in effect at the time of construction.  
This CAPCOA measure was drafted in reference to standards published in 2005; 
projects are now required to adhere to CAPCOA standards published in 2008, 
which are more stringent than the 2005 standards.  Therefore, while project 
buildings will provide 15 percent greater energy efficiency than required under 
the Title 24 regulations (California Energy Commission) in effect at the time of 
construction, project buildings will essentially exceed 2005 Title 24 requirements 
by 20%, or more.   
 

Based on the included design measures, CAPCOA emissions reduction percentages, 
and SCAQMD input, the project would include an operational emissions reduction of 
5%, or 407 metric tons per year of CO2e.  Resulting CO2e emissions would be 
approximately 7,743 metric tons per year.  Impacts related to greenhouse gas 
emissions are considered significant.  Implementation of some or all of the measures 
described below may be appropriate and would further reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions. 
 
The following measures suggested by the California Air Pollution Control Officers 
Association (CAPCOA), in CEQA & Climate Change:  Evaluating and Addressing 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Projects Subject to the California Environmental 
Quality Act (January 2008), and the State of California in Technical Advisory:  CEQA 
and Climate Change:  Addressing Climate Change Through California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Review (June 2008) would further reduce project greenhouse gas 
emissions.  These measures are not currently included in the project design. 

• On-site Renewable Energy System (MM E-5).  This measure calls for 
incorporating on-site renewable energy production, including installation of 
photovoltaic cells or other solar options.  
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CAPCOA suggests that this project design element would operational emissions 
by 1-3%.  For the purposes of calculating operational emissions reductions, a 
value of 1.5% reduction has been used. 

• Cool Roofs (MM E-13).  This measure provides that the project design includes 
cool roofs, consisting of highly reflective, highly emissive roofing materials that 
stay 50-60°F cooler than a normal roof under a hot summer sun. 
While CAPCOA does not designate an emissions reduction percentage for this 
measure, the SCAQMD has indicated that this project design element would 
reduce operational emissions by 2%.   

• Solar Water Heaters (MM E-14).  This measure requires that homes include solar 
water heaters. 
 
While CAPCOA does not designate air emissions reduction percentage for this 
measure, the SCAQMD has indicated that this measure would reduce 
operational emissions by 13%. 
 

MM AQ-CUMULATIVE-5.2.  The project proponents shall provide an additional 15 
percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions (a minimum of 1,223 metric tons per 
year upon project build-out) through incorporation of solar water heaters, cool-roof 
technology, photovoltaic cells, or other measures.  Specific measures proposed for 
each phase of development must provide a demonstrable, quantifiable reduction of 
emissions and be acceptable to the Shasta County Department of Resource 
Management Director.   

 
Level of Significance After Mitigation 
The proposed project has included many design features in accordance with 
greenhouse gas reduction measures currently suggested by the State of California and 
CAPCOA.  Compliance with these measures, as well as the additional mitigation 
measure MM AQ-CUMULATIVE-5.2, would reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
attributable to the proposed project by at least 20 percent, or 1,630 metric tons/year of 
CO2e.  Although best available scientific data has been used to quantify the project 
greenhouse gas emissions and reductions, there is currently no published or adopted 
state-wide threshold of significance for greenhouse gas emissions.  While 
implementation of the proposed design measures and recommended mitigation 
measures would reduce the direct and cumulative greenhouse gas contribution of the 
project, these impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.   
 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Development of the proposed project would contribute to the cumulative regional loss of 
grasslands, oak woodlands, riparian habitats, and wetland habitats, which may support 
special-status plant and animal species, nesting bird habitat, migration corridors, and 
general wildlife habitat.  Biological impacts resulting from the proposed project would be 
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reduced to a less-than-significant impact with the mitigation measures presented in this 
document. 
 
The cumulative projects would result in the construction of new buildings and structures 
in the general project vicinity.  These projects would result in the loss and fragmentation 
of wildlife habitats, loss of wildlife migration corridors, loss of an additional ±460 acres of 
oak woodlands, loss of streams and wetlands, and possible impacts on nesting 
migratory birds and special-status species.  As with the proposed project, most of the 
impacts would be mitigated on an individual basis through compliance with the 
requirements of Shasta County, the City of Anderson, Department of Fish and Game, 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, U.S, Army Corps of Engineers, U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, and other agencies.  Residual 
cumulative impacts can best be mitigated through regional programs, such as 
implementation of a Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Communities Conservation 
Plan, which is beyond the control of the applicant.  Recognizing the necessary 
environmental review for the cumulative projects, there would be a less-than-significant 
cumulative biological resources impact. 
 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 
A project's impacts with respect to cultural resources are, generally, site specific and 
neither affect or are affected by other development in the region.  Given past 
investigations in the project vicinity, cultural resources are likely to be present at some 
of the cumulative project sites.  Mitigation would be provided on a project-by-project 
basis by examining individual circumstances, in accordance with Shasta County and 
City of Anderson requirements.  Recognizing the necessary environmental review for 
the cumulative projects, cumulative impacts on cultural resources would be a less-than-
significant. 
 
GEOLOGY AND SOILS 
A project's impacts with respect to geology are, generally, site specific and neither affect 
or are affected by other development in the region.  The proposed project and 
cumulative projects would be implemented with standard engineering features to avoid 
adverse effects to the geologic substructures or impacts from geologic hazards.  Any 
seismically-related issue would be mitigated through construction in accordance with 
existing building standards; however, seismically-related issues are not considered to 
be cumulative.  Therefore, significant cumulative geologic impacts would not occur. 
 
On-site earthwork could cumulatively contribute to soil erosion and the resultant siltation 
of local streams and the Sacramento River.  However, all grading operations must 
adhere to existing regulations of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Shasta 
County, and/or other agencies.  Implementation of mitigation measures and adherence 
to State and local standards would reduce potential cumulative impacts with respect to 
soil erosion to a less-than-significant level. 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
The proposed project and cumulative projects would result in the handling of hazardous 
materials (e.g., fuel, asphalt) during project construction, and to a minor extent 
population growth associated with the cumulative projects would contribute to an 
increase in hazardous materials transport, use, and disposal on an ongoing basis.  
Although there is some potential for accidental release of hazardous materials, the risk 
is minimized through compliance with federal, state, and local requirements.  If an 
accidental release of hazardous materials were to occur, it would be a short-term event, 
with no cumulative significance.  Adherence to existing regulations would preclude 
activities that could lead to long-term, cumulative impacts related to the handling and/or 
use of hazardous materials. 
 
Development of the proposed project would increase demands on the Cottonwood Fire 
Protection District’s services, and would create a need for additional staffing.  Mitigation 
(Mitigation Measure HAZ-4.7-8) is necessary for this potentially significant impact as it 
could lead to an increased potential for loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires.  
The cumulative projects, depending on their location with Shasta County and the 
potential for wildland fire, may also increase demands on local fire protection districts.  
Mitigation would be provided on a project-by-project basis by examining individual 
circumstances, in accordance with each district’s respective requirements.  Recognizing 
the necessary environmental review for the cumulative projects, cumulative impacts 
with regard to wildland fire would be a less-than-significant. 
 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 
The proposed project and cumulative projects may have a cumulative impact on surface 
water quality, groundwater quality, groundwater availability, stormwater drainage, and/or 
hazards associated with the exposure of future residents to flooding.  The proposed 
project and some cumulative projects would result in construction activities occurring 
within the Cottonwood Creek watershed, which could cumulatively contribute to impacts 
in the Cottonwood Creek watershed, the Sacramento River, and its downstream 
watershed.  However, more than half of the cumulative projects are located outside the 
Cottonwood Creek watershed and would not contribute cumulatively to impacts within 
the watershed.  In any case, all construction activities must adhere to existing 
regulations of the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Shasta County, and other 
agencies.  Implementation of appropriate mitigation measures and adherence to State 
and local standards would reduce cumulative water quality impacts of construction 
activities in the Cottonwood Creek watershed to a less-than-significant level. 
 
In the long-term, the proposed project and cumulative projects would create impervious 
surfaces at the respective project sites, which in turn would increase runoff volumes and 
rates of delivery to receiving waters, and increase pollutant loads in the receiving 
waters.  As with the proposed project, all cumulative projects in the Cottonwood Creek 
watershed would be required to comply with National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System permit requirements, which would greatly minimize the potential impacts.  Given 
the hydrological separation of the projects and the overriding effect of background water 
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quality conditions in the Sacramento River, residual cumulative impacts related to 
surface water quality degradation over the long term would be less than significant.   
 
The proposed project would not contribute to cumulative flooding impacts, as the project 
would detain runoff prior to discharge.  This on-site detention would preclude increases 
in runoff rates that could exacerbate downstream flooding problems.  The cumulative 
projects are expected to address runoff in a similar manner.  Therefore, cumulative 
impacts associated with flooding are considered to be less than significant. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.8:  Hydrology and Water Quality, Lawrence and Associates 
has evaluated the cumulative effects of groundwater withdrawal for the proposed project 
plus all anticipated basin-wide growth over the next 20 years, and concluded that total 
future pumpage would be only about 33 percent of groundwater inflow/recharge.  
Therefore, the cumulative impacts on groundwater availability are less than significant.  
The proposed project would not include activities that would affect groundwater quality, 
and would not contribute cumulatively to degradation of groundwater quality.   
 
LAND USE AND PLANNING 
Cumulative impacts associated with development of the proposed project site are 
discussed in this cumulative impact analysis section, with an individual analysis for each 
environmental impact topic.  The topic of land use and planning typically encompasses 
all other environmental impact topics that have been included in this document, and, 
therefore, is not analyzed individually. 
 
MINERAL RESOURCES 
As discussed in Section 4:10:  Mineral Resources, the project site has minimal potential 
for commercially viable extraction of mineral resources, due to its distance from the 
Sacramento River and the lack of on-site streams.  With the exception of Shasta Ranch, 
a gravel extraction project located adjacent to the Sacramento River, the cumulative 
projects are within the City of Anderson municipal limits, adjacent to existing moderate 
density residential developments in the Cottonwood area, are too small in size, or are 
otherwise not suitable/available for commercially viable mineral extraction.  Therefore, 
cumulative impacts related to mineral resources are less than significant. 
 
NOISE 
Any of the cumulative projects, as well as the proposed project, could result in 
construction-related noise temporarily exceeding noise thresholds identified in local 
plans, policies, and ordinances.  Mitigation can best be achieved on a case-by-case 
basis through provision of appropriate noise attenuation measures, as prescribed in the 
City of Anderson General Plan (2007) and Shasta County General Plan (2004).  
Provided that these measures are implemented, cumulative construction-related noise 
impacts would be less than significant. 
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Cumulative, operational noise impacts are addressed in Section 4.12:  Noise.  The 
cumulative noise analysis is based on the Shasta County Regional Transportation 
Agency regional travel demand forecasting model, and includes many more projects 
than those listed in Table 5.1.  The proposed project and cumulative projects would 
contribute to long-term increases in noise levels due to increased activity in the vicinity 
of the projects and on local roadways.  However, as discussed in Section 4.12:  Noise, 
future development with or without the project would result in substantial increases in 
traffic noise levels along local roads.  Mitigation can best be achieved on a case-by-
case basis through provision of setbacks and noise barriers.  Appropriate noise 
attenuation measures are prescribed in the City of Anderson General Plan (2007) and 
Shasta County General Plan (2004).  Provided that these measures are implemented, 
cumulative operational noise impacts would be less than significant. 
 
POPULATION AND HOUSING 
As described in Section 4.13:  Population and Housing, the proposed project, with 430 
new dwelling units, would result in a population increase of approximately 1,142 
residents.  Cumulative residential projects would result in approximately 1,485 dwelling 
units, with an expected population increase of 4,010 residents.  With the exception of 
several small parcel splits, all of the cumulative projects with proposed residential 
development are within the City of Anderson municipal limits or in the Cottonwood 
Community Plan boundary, areas in which growth is anticipated.  Given that existing 
General Plan land use classifications and zoning designations would allow even more 
extensive growth, the proposed project and cumulative projects would not create 
substantial unanticipated population or housing growth, or adverse cumulative impacts 
related to housing, population, or employment. 
 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND RECREATION 
The proposed project and other cumulative development identified by Shasta County 
would increase demand for public services, including police, fire, emergency services, 
recreational facilities, and schools.  However, in accordance with City of Anderson and 
Shasta County policies and development fee programs, new facilities required to 
maintain adequate service ratios would be funded through developer fees, bond 
monies, and taxes on new development.  Service providers regularly review growth 
trends and conduct long-range planning to provide adequate public services for future 
growth.  In addition, all of the cumulative projects would be required to pay per-square-
foot impact fees to reduce the impact of providing school facilities for new residential 
projects.  According to the Panorama Planned Development Fiscal Impact Analysis 
(MuniFinancial, 2008), the proposed project is expected to provide a net positive 
contribution to the Shasta County General Fund, and funds may be allocated for 
services as desired by Shasta County.  Thus, the proposed project would not contribute 
to a significant cumulative impact on public services.   
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TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC  
This section describes the cumulative impacts of development in Shasta County and the 
City of Anderson, regional through-traffic growth, and implementation of area-wide 
circulation system improvements in the City of Anderson and surrounding Shasta 
County.  Two future scenarios have been considered.  The first scenario is conditions 
occurring with development of the proposed project and cumulative projects listed in 
Table 5.1.  The other scenario involves long-term future conditions in the year 2030.  
For this scenario, information provided by the Shasta County Regional Transportation 
Agency regional travel demand forecasting model has been used to supplement 
information drawn from other sources. 
 
Existing Plus Approved/Pending Projects (Short-term Cumulative Impact Analysis) 
Assumptions.  Cumulative projects addressed in this study scenario include all projects 
described in Table 5.1:  Approved and Pending Projects.  Short-term cumulative traffic 
impacts are addressed both with and without development of the Panorama Planned 
Development. 
 
Existing Plus Approved/Pending Projects Traffic Volumes.  Background “Existing Plus 
Approved Projects” traffic volumes are presented in Figures 7 and 7a (Appendix G of 
the Appendices CD), while volumes with the completion of the proposed Panorama 
Planned Development are presented in Figures 8 and 8a (Appendix G).  These 
forecasts have been employed to identify the Levels of Service occurring at study area 
intersections, on roadway segments and on Interstate 5. 
 
Level of Service at Intersections.  As shown in Table 5.5, the addition of trips generated 
by the Panorama Planned Development and other approved/pending projects would 
incrementally increase the length of delays experienced at study area intersections.  
Shasta County identifies an LOS C for new roads and requires mitigation when new 
projects reduce the LOS below E on existing transportation facilities.  Caltrans’ Guide for 
the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies (State of California Department of Transportation, 
2002), identifies a target service level of between LOS C and LOS D on State highway 
facilities, and the City of Anderson uses LOS D. 
 
The intersections that exceed an acceptable LOS are Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps 
and Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps.  The Level of Service at these two intersections 
would exceed LOS D with and without the proposed project.  The incremental increase 
in delay associated with the additional traffic from the Panorama Planned Development 
is greater than the 5.0 second threshold employed to identify significance at locations 
where minimum Level of Service is exceeded without the proposed project.  Thus, 
short-term cumulative impacts to the Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps and Riverside 
Avenue/NB I-5 ramps intersection would be significant.  Mitigation Measure TRA-4.15-1 
calls for the project proponent to signalize the Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps 
intersection, which would result in an acceptable Level of Service.  No mitigation is 
feasible for improving the Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps intersection, because the 
intersection is outside the jurisdiction of Shasta County and there is no improvement 
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plan or financing mechanism in place.  Short-term cumulative impacts at the Riverside 
Avenue/NB I-5 ramps intersection would be significant and unavoidable.   
 
Levels of Service on Roadway Segments.  Development of the Panorama Planned 
Development and other approved/pending projects would increase the volume of traffic 
on County roads.  However, based on the thresholds of significance adopted by Shasta 
County, the addition of approved/pending projects and the Panorama Planned 
Development would not result in Level of Service impacts to the roadway segments 
maintained by the County, as shown in Table 5.6.  Because the minimum Level of 
Service can be maintained, cumulative impacts to County roads would not be 
significant. 
 
Levels of Service on Mainline Interstate 5.  The addition of approved/pending projects 
and the Panorama Planned Development may exacerbate the LOS D conditions 
already occurring on mainline Interstate 5, as noted in Table 5.7.  However, these 
conditions are within an acceptable LOS.   
 
Level of Service at Interstate 5 ramps.  As shown in Table 5.8, the addition of project 
traffic and trips from other approved/pending projects would increase vehicle density in 
the area of Interstate 5 ramps.  However, the LOS would remain acceptable.   
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Table 5.5 
EXISTING PLUS APPROVED/PENDING (EPAPP) PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVELS OF SERVICE 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

EPAPP Base 
EPAPP Plus 

Project EPAPP Base 
EPAPP plus 

Project 

Intersection Control LOS 
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS 
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS 
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS
Average 

Delay (sec)
Warrants 

Met? 
1. SR 273/Factory Outlets Drive Signal B 20.2 B 20.5 B 19.6 C 20.2 n.a. 
2. Factory Outlets Drive/SB I-5 ramps Signal B 12.1 B 12.2 B 17.2 B 17.6 n.a 
3. Deschutes Road/NB I-5 ramps/Locust Road All-Way Stop B 12.3 B 15.5 B 13.4 C 22.1 No 
4. Locust Road/Barney Road NB/SB Stop B 10.3 B 12.0 B 11.5 B 14.8 No 
5. Locust Road/Kimberly Road NB/SB Stop A 9.1 B 10.0 A 9.0 A 9.8 No 
6. Balls Ferry Road/Panorama Point Road SB Stop A 9.2 A 9.4 A 9.1 A 9.2 No 
7. Locust Road/Arena Way (Road A)* WB Stop - - A 9.3 - - A 9.5 No 
8. Locust Road/Vantage Drive  EB Stop A 8.8 A 9.2 A 8.9 A 9.5 No 
9. Locust Road/Road E* WB Stop - - A 9.2 - - A 9.3 No 
10. Locust Road/Road D* WB Stop - - A 9.5 - - A 9.7 No 
11. Main Street/Cattleman Drive WB Stop B 13.3 B 13.8 B 13.2 B 13.7 No 
12. Main Street/Trefoil Lane EB/WB Stop B 14.9 C 15.9 B 11.9 B 12.9 No 
13. Locust Road/Trefoil Lane EB/WB Stop B 10.0 B 10.9 A 9.7 B 10.8 No 
14. Amberwood Mobile Home Park/Trefoil Lane SB Stop A 8.5 A 8.6 A 8.6 - - No 
14A Balls Ferry Road/Road X* EB Stop - - A 9.5   A 9.4 No 
15. Balls Ferry Road/Trefoil Lane EB Stop A 9.3 A 9.5 A 9.3 A 9.6 No 
16. Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road Signal C 28.4 C 28.7 C 30.9 C 31.4 n.a. 
17. Gas Point Road/SB I-5 ramps Signal B 11.7 B 12.5 B 16.2 B 16.6 n.a. 
18. Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps NB Stop F 135.2 F 154.8 F 55.9 F 61.7 No 
19. Fourth Street/Main Street All-Way stop B 12.4 B 13.3 A 11.5 B 12.5 No 
20. Fourth Street/Locust Road NB/SB Stop B 11.8 B 13.3 B 11.1 B 12.9 No 
21. Fourth Street/Balls Ferry Road EB Stop A 9.4 A 9.5 A 9.4 A 9.6 No 
22. Balls Ferry Road /SB I-5 ramps Signal B 14.5 B 14.5 B 16.9 B 16.9 n.a. 
23. Balls Ferry Road/NB I-5 ramps Signal C 22.8 C 22.9 C 30.5 C 30.9 n.a. 
24. Riverside Avenue/SB I-5 ramps SB Stop C 16.6 C 17.0 C 22.2 C 23.0 No 
25. Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps NB Stop F 62.4 F 75.6 C 18.8 C 19.5 No 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008. 
Bold is Level of Service in excess of adopted minimum standard.  Highlighted conditions are significant project impacts 
* New road proposed within subdivision boundary, as shown in the Panorama Planned Development Tentative Site Plans (Appendices Compact Disc). 
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Table 5.6 
Existing Plus Approved/Pending (EPAPP) Plus Project Roadway Levels of Service 

EPAPP 
Conditions EPAPP Plus Project  

Daily Volume 

Street Location Lanes Facility Type 
Daily 

Volume LOS 
Project 

Only Total LOS 
Barney Road to Kimberly Road 2 3,485 A 2,210 5,695 A 
Kimberly Road to Road A* 2 980 A 1,900 2,880 A 
Road A* to Road D*  875 A 1,040 1,915 A 
Road D* to Trefoil Lane 2 885 A 1,500 2,385 A 

Locust Road 

Trefoil Lane to Fourth Street 2 

Minor Collector 

1,045 A 810 1,855 A 
Gas Point Road Rhonda Road to SB I-5 4 Major Collector 14,060 C 250 14,310 C 
Fourth Street Main Street to Locust Road 2 Major Collector 4,105 A 670 4,775 A 
Main Street Fourth Street to I-5 4 Major Collector 7,465 A 400 7,865 A 

Fourth Street to Trefoil Lane 2 1,850 A 300 3,900 A 
Trefoil Lane to Road X* 2 1,815 A 350 2,165 A Balls Ferry Road 
Road X* to Panorama Point Road 2 

Minor Collector 
1,815 A 280 2,095 A 

Panorama Point Road Kimberly Road to Balls Ferry Road 2 Minor collector 850 A 280 1,130 A 
Main Street to Locust Road 2 965 A 600 1,565 A 

Trefoil Lane Locust Road to Balls Ferry Road 2 
Minor Collector 

965 A 40 1,005 A 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008. 
* New road proposed within subdivision boundary, as shown in the Panorama Planned Development Tentative Site Plans (Appendices Compact Disc). 
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Table 5.7 
Existing Plus Approved/Pending (EPAPP) Plus Project Mainline Interstate 5 Level of Service 

EPAPP Conditions EPAPP Plus Project 
Daily Volume 

Location Lanes 
Daily 

Volume 
Density 

(Pc/) LOS 
Project 

Only Total Net v/c 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) LOS 
South of Gas Point Road 4 43,325 21.1 C 355 43,680 <0.010 21.3 C 
Gas Point Road to Main Street 4 52,460 31.7 D 0 52,460 <0.010 31.7 D 
Main Street to SR 273 4 54,500 33.9 D 400 54,900 <0.010 34.3 D 
SR 273 to Deschutes Road  4 52,530 31.8 D 400 52,930 <0.010 32.2 D 
Deschutes Road to Balls Ferry Road 4 65,060 29.6 D 1,840 66,900 0.023 30.9 D 
Balls Ferry Road to North Street 4 64,390 29.1 D 1,380 65,770 0.017 30.1 D 
North Street to Riverside Avenue 4 64,650 29.3 D 1,380 66,030 0.017 30.2 D 
Riverside Avenue to Knighton Road 4 65,780 25.7 C 1,135 66,815 0.014 26.2 D 
Knighton Road to South Bonnyview Drive 4 58,620 22.5 C 1,050 59,670 0.013 22.9 C 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008. 
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Table 5.8 
Existing Plus Approved/Pending (EPAPP) Plus Project Peak Hour Ramp Levels of Service At Interstate 5 Interchanges 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
EPAPP Plus Project EPAPP Plus Project 

EPAPP Volume EPAPP Volume 

Direction Ramp Action Vol Den LOS 
Project 

Only Total Den LOS Vol Den LOS 
Project 

Only Total Den LOS 
I-5/Riverside Avenue 
Southbound On ramp Merge 202 20 B 5 207 20 B 303 26 C 17 320 27 C 
Northbound Off ramp Diverge 259 27 C 14 273 28 C 236 24 C 9 245 24 C 

I-5/North Street 
Southbound Off ramp Diverge 386 22 C 0 386 22 C 590 29 D 0 590 30 D 
Northbound  On ramp Merge 542 25 C 0 542 26 C 497 23 C 0 497 23 C 

I-5/Balls Ferry Road 
Southbound On ramp Merge 289 19 B 9 298 19 B 462 25 C 31 493 27 C 
Northbound  Off ramp Diverge 369 24 C 27 396 26 C 438 23 C 17 455 24 C 

I-5 /Deschutes Road 
Southbound Off ramp Diverge 279 21 C 28 307 21 C 615 28 C 98 713 29 D 
Northbound On ramp Merge 398 23 C 84 482 24 C 422 21 C 54 476 23 C 

I-5/SR 273 
Southbound On ramp merge 386 20 B 0 386 20 B 497 24 C 0 497 25 C 
Northbound  Off ramp Diverge 398 25 C 0 398 25 C 415 23 C 0 415 23 C 

I-5/Main Street 
Southbound  Off ramp Diverge 284 22 C 8 292 22 C 438 26 C 27 365 27 C 
Northbound On ramp merge 312 23 C 23 335 23 C 232 21 C 15 247 21 B 

I-5/Gas Point Road 
Southbound  Off ramp Diverge 187 14 B 0 187 14 B 321 17 B 0 321 17 B 
Northbound On ramp merge 507 19 B 0 507 19 B 348 17 B 0 348 17 B 
Northbound On ramp Merge 210 19 B 21 231 19 B 214 21 C 13 227 21 C 
Northbound Off ramp diverge 140 19 B 7 147 19 B 231 19 B 24 255 19 B 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008.  
Bold indictes conditions in excess of standard.  Highlighted value is significant impact. 
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2030 Long-term Cumulative Conditions 
Approach to Developing Traffic Volume Forecasts.  In Shasta County, long-term future 
traffic conditions are identified by the regional travel demand forecasting model 
maintained by the Shasta County RTPA.  This tool has been employed to develop traffic 
volume forecasts for projects throughout the County and in the cities of Anderson and 
Redding. 
 
While the model maintained by Shasta County RTPA is the applicable regional planning 
resource, modifications to the model have been made in order to address the specific 
impacts of development proposals in the southern part of the County.  In this case, the 
Vineyards project west of Interstate 5 in Anderson would result in substantial changes to 
land uses planned in the South County area and would result in new circulation system 
elements.  Major modifications to the regional model were made to prepare the traffic 
study conducted for the Vineyards EIR.  Shasta County staff has requested that the 
Vineyards project be included in the long-term cumulative analysis prepared for the 
Panorama Planned Development.   
 
The approach taken to prepare background traffic volume forecasts for this analysis 
makes use of data from the current version of the Shasta County regional traffic model.  
Peak-hour intersection turning movement forecasts have been created for the baseline 
condition using the procedures outlined in Transportation Research Board’s (TRB’s) 
NCHRP Report 255:  Highway Traffic Data for Urbanized Area Project Planning and 
Design (1982).  For this analysis, it has conservatively been assumed that the 130 
dwellings permitted on the proposed project site under current land use designations 
are not yet in the model.  
 
Because the project involves a General Plan Amendment, the analysis of long-term 
future traffic conditions assesses the incremental impact of that change.  A total of up to 
130 dwelling units could be developed on the project site under current land use 
designations, and that level of development is assumed under the “Long Term 
Cumulative no Project” condition.  The “Future Cumulative Plus Project” conditions 
address the incremental impact of adding approximately 310 dwelling units in this area. 
 
Traffic Volume Forecasts.  Figures 9 and 9a (Appendix G: Traffic) identify background 
cumulative traffic volumes assuming site development under current land use 
designations.  No formal plan exists for such development and the locations of roads 
servicing the site under this scenario are unknown.  This assessment assumes that the 
internal circulation system planned for the Panorama Planned Development would still 
be constructed, and that access to the south would be maintained via the connection to 
Balls Ferry Road.  Figures 10 and 10a (Appendix G) present traffic volume forecasts 
assuming the Panorama Planned Development is constructed. 
 
Road Improvements.  The following long-range improvement projects have been 
assumed to be in place under cumulative conditions: 

• Construct a new NB I-5 off-ramp to Deschutes Road (City of Anderson in 2008) 
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• Widen Gas Point Road west of Rhonda Road to 4 lanes (Shasta County RTPA in 
2010) 

• Connect the I-5/Main Street interchange to the west side of the freeway and 
install roundabout intersections (Shasta County RTPA in 2010) 

 
Level of Service at Intersections.  As shown in Table 5.9, the addition of trips generated 
by long-term cumulative development and by the Panorama Planned Development 
would incrementally increase the length of delays experienced at study area 
intersections, and four locations would operate with Levels of Service that exceed the 
LOS D minimum.  These intersections are: 
 Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps 
 Fourth Street/Main Street 
 Riverside Avenue/SB I-5 ramps   
 Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps  
 
At the Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps intersection, the addition of project traffic would 
result in increases in peak hour delay of 4.4 seconds to 5.0 seconds.  These increases 
reach the 5.0 second threshold used to determine significance.  Thus, the project’s 
impact to the Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps intersection would be significant.  To 
accommodate long-term growth and the proposed project at an adequate Level of 
Service, the “ultimate” I-5/Gas Point Road improvement project anticipated in the South 
Region Fee Program would need to be implemented.  This would consist of widening 
the structure over Interstate 5 and relocating the southbound ramp intersection to provide 
greater separation from Rhonda Road.   

 
At the Fourth Street/Main Street intersection, the incremental increase in delay would be 
7.9 seconds.  Because this value exceeds the 5.0 second threshold, the project’s 
impact to the Fourth Street/Main Street intersection would be significant.  A traffic signal 
at the Main Street/Fourth Street intersection would be needed to provide an adequate 
Level of Service at this location. 

 
The incremental increase in delay resulting from project traffic at the two study 
intersections on Riverside Avenue would range from 16.1 to 26.6 seconds.  Because 
these values exceed 5.0 seconds, project impacts to the Riverside Avenue/SB I-5 
ramps intersection and the Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps intersections would be 
significant.  Traffic signals would be needed to deliver adequate Levels of Service at the 
I-5 ramp intersections on Riverside Avenue.   
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Table 5.9 
Cumulative Plus Project Intersection Levels of Service 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 

Cumulative Base
Cumulative Plus 

Project Cumulative Base
Cumulative Plus 

Project 

Intersection Control LOS
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS 
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS
Average 

Delay (sec) LOS 
Average 

Delay (sec)
Warrants 

Met? 
1. SR 273/Factory Outlets Drive Signal C 34.6 C 34.8 C 32.6 C 32.8 n.a. 
2. Factory Outlets Drive/SB I-5 ramps Roundabout A 2.7 A 2.9 A 6.7 A 8.4 n.a 
3. Deschutes Road/NB I-5 ramps/Locust 

Road Roundabout B 12.2 B 13.5 A 6.0 A 6.4 n.a 

4. Locust Road/Barney Road NB/SB Stop B 10.4 B 11.2 B 14.14 C 17.4 No 
5. Locust Road/Kimberly Road NB/SB Stop A 9.9 B 10.7 A 9.4 B 10.0 No 
6. Balls Ferry Road/Panorama Point Road SB Stop A 9.5 A 9.6 A 9.9 B 10.0 No 
7. Locust Road/Arena Way (Road A)* WB Stop A 9.3 B 10.0 A 9.1 A 9.8 No 
8. Locust Road/Vantage Drive EB Stop A 9.7 B 10.1 A 9.8 B 10.3 No 
9. Locust Road/Road E* WB Stop A 9.1 A 9.5 A 9.1 A 9.7 No 
10. Locust Road/Road D* WB Stop A 9.4 A 9.9 A 9.7 B 10.4 No 
11. Main Street/Cattleman Drive WB Stop B 12.9 B 13.1 C 17.1 B 17.6 No 
12. Main Street/Trefoil Lane EB/WB Stop B 13.2 B 13.6 C 17.0 B 18.2 No 
13. Locust Road/Trefoil Lane EB/WB Stop B 10.4 B 10.9 B 10.4 B 11.6 No 
14.  Amberwood Mobile Home Park/Trefoil 

Lane SB Stop A 8.8 - - A 8.8 - - No 

14A. Balls Ferry Road/Road X* EB Stop - - A 9.6   B 10.4 No 
15. Balls Ferry Road/Trefoil Lane EB Stop A 9.7 A 9.8 B 10.4 B 10.6 No 
16. Gas Point Road/Rhonda Road Signal C 32.3 C 32.5 C 28.1 C 28.4 n.a. 
17. Gas Point Road/SB I-5 ramps SB Stop B 14.4 B 14.8 B 17.4 B 17.5 n.a. 
18. Gas Point Road/NB I-5 ramps NB Stop E 45.7 F 50.1 E 50.0 F 55.0 Yes 
19. Fourth Street/Main Street All-Way stop C 15.7 C 16.7 D 28.9 E 36.8 Yes 
20. Fourth Street/Locust Road NB/SB Stop B 11.6 B 12.2 B 11.5 B 12.7 No 
21. Fourth Street/Balls Ferry Road EB Stop A 9.8 A 9.9 B 10.2 B 10.4 No 
22. Balls Ferry Road /SB I-5 ramps Signal B 21.0 C 21.2 C 27.5 C 28.1 n.a. 
23. Balls Ferry Road/NB I-5 Ramps Signal C 30.1 C 30.4 D 41.6 D 42.6 n.a. 
24. Riverside Avenue/SB I-5 ramps SB Stop D 28.5 D 29.3 F 860.6 F 886.6 Yes 
25. Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps NB Stop F 186.0 F 202.1 F 533.4 F 555.6 Yes 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008.  
Bold is Level of Service in excess of adopted minimum standard.  Highlighted are significant impacts. 
* New road proposed within subdivision boundary, as shown in the Panorama Planned Development Tentative Site Plans (Appendices Compact Disc). 



ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED IMPACT ANALYSES 

Panorama Planned Development Project 
ENPLAN 5-34 

This page intentionally left blank. 



 ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED IMPACT ANALYSES 

  Panorama Planned Development Project 
 5-35  ENPLAN 

Levels of Service on Roadway Segments.  Development of the long-term cumulative 
projects and the Panorama Planned Development would increase the volume of traffic 
on County roads, as noted in Table 5.10.  Based on the thresholds of significance 
adopted by Shasta County, the forecast traffic volume on Gas Point Road west of 
Interstate 5 would result in LOS E on the existing two-lane facility.  Widening of the road 
is included in the South Region fee program.  While development of other cumulative 
projects and the Panorama Planned Development would result in an unacceptable LOS, 
the significance of project traffic can be determined within the context of the change in 
volume/capacity (v/c) ratio.  Project traffic represents an increase of 0.01, and because 
this increment is less than the 0.05 threshold, while cumulative impacts would be 
significant, the project’s impact to Gas Point Road would not be significant.   
 
Levels of Service on Mainline Interstate 5.  As shown in Table 5.11, cumulative project 
traffic volumes would greatly exceed the capacity of the existing four-lane freeway, and 
LOS F conditions would be expected with and without the proposed project.  However, 
while project traffic would exacerbate the poor conditions projected for Interstate 5, the 
amount of traffic added by the proposed project in relation to the ultimate capacity of the 
highway (i.e., v/c) is less than the 0.05 threshold employed to determined significance 
when conditions already exceed the LOS D minimum.  Thus, while cumulative impacts 
would be significant, the project’s impact to mainline Interstate 5 would not be 
significant.   
 
Level of Service at Interstate 5 ramps.  As shown in Table 5.12, the addition of project 
traffic and trips from the long-term cumulative projects would increase vehicle density in 
the area of Interstate 5 ramps and would result in many locations operating with a Level 
of Service in excess of the minimum LOS D standard.  This conclusion is consistent 
with the overall Level of Service for mainline Interstate 5. 
 
Under conditions where the minimum LOS standard is exceeded without the project, the 
amount of peak hour traffic added to the ramp by the proposed project is the measure of 
significance.  In this situation, the addition of 10 or more vehicles during the peak hour 
is deemed to be significant.  The following ramps would operate at LOS E or worse and 
would carry more than 10 project trips during the peak hour: 
 SB on-ramp from Riverside Avenue (p.m. peak hour) 
 NB off-ramp to Riverside Avenue (a.m. peak hour) 
 SB on-ramp from Balls Ferry Road (p.m. peak hour) 
 NB off-ramp to Balls Ferry Road (a.m. peak hour) 
 SB off-ramp to Deschutes Road (p.m. peak hour) 
 NB on-ramp from Deschutes Road (a.m. peak hour) 
 SB off-ramp to Main Street (p.m. peak hour) 
 NB on-ramp from Main Street (a.m. peak hour) 
 NB off-ramp to Gas Point Road (p.m. peak hour) 



ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED IMPACT ANALYSES 

Panorama Planned Development Project 
ENPLAN 5-36 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 ADDITIONAL CEQA-MANDATED IMPACT ANALYSES 

  Panorama Planned Development Project 
 5-37  ENPLAN 

  
Table 5.10 

Cumulative Plus Project Roadway Levels of Service 
Year 2030 Plus Panorama 

Project  
Year 2030 

Conditions with 
Current 

Designations Daily Volume 

Street Location Lanes Facility Type 
Daily 

Volume LOS 

Project 
Increment 

Only Total LOS 
Barney Road to Kimberly Road 2 6,110 A 1,530 7,640 A 
Kimberly Road to Road A* 2 2,250 A 1,375 3,725 A 
Road A* to Road D* 2 1,670 A 725 2,395 A 
Road D* to Trefoil Lane 2 1,600 A 1,045 2,645 A 

Locust Road 

Trefoil Lane to Fourth Street 2 

Minor Collector 

1,980 A 565 2,545 A 
Gas Point Road Rhonda Road to SB I-5 2 Major Collector 11,565 B 175 11,740 B 
Fourth Street Main Street to Locust Road 2 Major Collector 6,680 A 465 7,325 A 
Main Street Fourth Street to I-5 4 Major Collector 9,890 A 280 10,170 A 

Fourth Street to Trefoil Lane 2 2,685 A 210 2,895 A 
Trefoil Lane to Road X* 2 2,420 A 250 2,670 A Balls Ferry Road 
Road X* to Panorama Point Road 2 

Minor Collector 
2,420 A 195 2,615 A 

Panorama Point Road Kimberly Road to Balls Ferry Road 2 Minor Collector 2,295 A 195 2,490 A 
Main Street to Locust Road 2 1,705 A 420 2,125 A 

Trefoil Lane Locust Road to Balls Ferry Road 2 
Minor Collector 

1,705 A 40 1,745 A 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008 
* New road proposed within subdivision boundary, as shown in the Panorama Planned Development Tentative Site Plans (Appendices Compact Disc). 
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Table 5.11 
Cumulative Plus Project Mainline Interstate 5 Level of Service 

Cumulative Base Conditions Cumulative Plus Project 
Daily Volume 

Location Lanes 
Daily 

Volume 
Density 

(Pc/) LOS 
Project 

Only Total Net v/c 
Density 

(pc/mi/ln) LOS 
South of Gas Point Road 4 83,440 >45 F 250 83,690 <0.010 >45 F 
Gas Point Road to Main Street 4 79,470 >45 F 0 79,470 <0.010 >45 F 
Main Street to SR 273 4 93,390 >45 F 280 93,670 <0.010 >45 F 
SR 273 to Deschutes Road  4 80,650 >45 F 280 80,930 <0.010 >45 F 
Deschutes Road to Balls Ferry Road 4 95,820 >45 F 1,270 97,090 0.016 >45 F 
Balls Ferry Road to North Street 4 78,760 42.9 E 960 79,520 0.012 43.9 E 
North Street to Riverside Avenue 4 94,330 >45 F 960 95,290 0.012 >45 F 
Riverside Avenue to Knighton Road 4 90,805 >45 F 790 91,595 0.010 >45 F 
Knighton Road to South Bonnyview Drive 4 93,010 >45 F 730 93,740 <0.010 >45 F 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008 
Bold indicates a condition in excess of the adopted minimum standard.   
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Table 5.12 
Cumulative Plus Project Peak Hour Ramp Levels of Service at Interstate 5 Interchanges 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour 
Cumulative Plus Project Cumulative Plus Project 

Cumulative Base Volume Cumulative Base Volume 

Direction Ramp Action Vol Den LOS
Project 

Only Total Den LOS Vol Den LOS 
Project 

Only Total Den LOS 

I-5/Riverside Avenue 
Southbound On ramp Merge 340 22 C 4 344 22 C 700 43 F 12 712 43 F 
Northbound Off ramp Diverge 570 44 F 10 580 45 F 430 33 D 6 436 34 D 

I-5/North Street 
Southbound Off ramp Diverge 560 25 C 0 560 25 C 720 47 F 0 720 47 F 
Northbound  On ramp Merge 720 41 F 0 720 41 F 800 31 D 0 800 31 D 

I-5/Balls Ferry Road 
Southbound On ramp Merge 590 22 C 6 596 23 C 740 43 F 22 762 44 F 
Northbound  Off ramp Diverge 710 44 F 19 729 45 F 560 31 D 12 572 32 D 

I-5 /Deschutes Road 
Southbound Off ramp Diverge 500 25 C 20 520 25 C 830 48 F 68 898 49 F 
Northbound Off ramp Diverge 460 39 E 0 460 39 E 230 26 C 0 230 26 C 
Northbound On ramp Merge 980 40 F 58 1,038 41 F 730 28 D 37 767 29 D 

I-5/SR 273 
Southbound On ramp Merge 680 24 C 0 680 24 C 800 43 F 0 800 43 F 
Northbound  Off ramp Diverge 490 44 F 0 490 44 F 610 32 D 0 610 32 D 

I-5/Main Street 
Southbound  Off ramp Diverge 110 26 C 6 116 26 C 750 48 F 19 769 48 F 
Northbound Off ramp Merge 530 40 F 16 546 40 F 260 29 D 11 271 29 D 

I-5/Gas Point Road 
Southbound  Off ramp Diverge 250 19 B 0 250 19 B 280 35 F 0 280 35 F 
Northbound On ramp Merge 460 34 D 0 460 34 D 220 26 C 0 220 26 C 
Southbound On ramp Merge 380 25 C 14 394 25 C 240 38 E 9 249 38 E 
Northbound Off ramp Diverge 280 37 E 5 285 37 E 460 32 D 17 477 32 E 
Source:  KD Anderson & Associates, Inc., 2008 
Bold is Level of Service in excess of adopted minimum standard.  Highlighted are significant impacts. 
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The addition of project traffic and trips from long-term cumulative projects would be 
cumulatively significant, and the project’s impact to these Interstate 5 merge-diverge 
areas would be significant.  To mitigate these impacts it would be necessary to widen 
mainline Interstate 5.   
 
Mitigation Considerations and Recommendations.  As discussed in Section 4.15: Traffic 
and Transportation, the project site lies within the Zone of Benefit for the South Region 
Transportation Planning Study and Traffic Impact Fee Program.  The program provides a 
mechanism to collect funding for future Gas Point Road/Interstate 5 and Main 
Street/Interstate 5 improvements that would mitigate the cumulative impacts of the 
proposed project at these locations.  As called for under Mitigation Measure 4.15-1, the 
project proponents would also be directly responsible for signalizing the Gas Point Road/I-
5 NB ramps intersection.  The South Region planning study addresses the Main 
Street/Fourth Street intersection, but does not currently provide for collection of fees to 
signalize this intersection.   
 
A traffic impact fee program is also in place to provide for improvement of the Deschutes 
Road/Interstate 5 interchange.  The southern boundary of the Zone of Benefit lies just 
north of the Panorama Planned Development site.  Nonetheless, the Shasta County 
Department of Public Works has determined that it is appropriate for the proposed project 
to contribute to interchange improvements on a fair-share basis.  No programs are in place 
for widening Interstate 5 or for improving the I-5 ramp intersections with Riverside Avenue 
or Balls Ferry Road.  If fee programs addressing these improvement are adopted in the 
future, or if the South Region program is amended in the future to include additional 
circulation system improvements, subsequent development in Panorama Planned 
Development would contribute on a fair-share basis to the improvements, with the fees 
being collected at the time building permits are issued.   
 

MM TRA-CUMULATIVE-5.1.  The project proponents shall contribute their fair share 
to the cost of the future I-5/Gas Point Road and I-5/Main Street improvement 
projects by paying adopted fees in accordance with the Shasta County RTPA’s 
South Region Traffic Impact Fee Program.   
 
MM TRA-CUMULATIVE-5.2.  The project proponents shall contribute their fair share 
to the cost of the Deschutes Road/Interstate 5 improvement project by paying fees 
on a fair-share basis to the Deschutes Interchange Traffic Impact Fee Program.  The 
Shasta County Public Works Director shall be responsible for determining the fair-
share fee amount.   
 

Cumulative traffic impacts at the Main Street/Fourth Street intersection, on mainline 
Interstate 5, and at the I-5 ramp intersections with Riverside Avenue and Balls Ferry 
Road remain significant and unavoidable as there are currently no fee programs in 
place to provide funding for the needed improvements.   
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Pedestrians/Bicyclists 
With development of the project and cumulative projects, additional pedestrians (including 
school children) and bicycle traffic could utilize the roads that link the site with central 
Cottonwood and retail opportunities west of Interstate 5.  The proposed project design 
includes a Class I Bikeway through the project site, connecting Locust Road with Balls 
Ferry Road.  In addition, as called for in Mitigation Measure TRA-4.15-7, the project 
applicant would provide Class II/III Bikeways on both sides of Locust Road, within the 
existing right-of-way, from the northern site boundary to Fourth Street.  Class II Bikeways 
would be established in areas where Shasta County currently has sufficient right-of-way; 
Class III Bikeways would be established in areas where Shasta County does not currently 
have adequate right-of-way for a Class II facility.   
 
It is assumed that cumulative projects would be required to provide similar provisions for 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic.  However, even with such improvements, conflicts could 
result between automobiles and pedestrians/bicyclists in those areas where sidewalks or 
bike lanes are not provided and shoulders are limited.   
 
Given the minor volume of pedestrian and bicycle traffic anticipated and the provision of 
Class I, II, and III Bikeways, as described above, the cumulative contribution of the 
proposed project toward conflicts with pedestrians and bicyclists would be less than 
significant. 
 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 
Development of the proposed project and cumulative projects would increase the 
demand for water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, and solid waste disposal 
services.  Cumulative impacts related to water supply and stormwater drainage/flooding 
are addressed above in Hydrology and Water Quality, and were found to be less than 
significant.  Wastewater generated by approximately 30 percent of the cumulative 
projects would be treated at the County Service Area No. 17 facilities, which would also 
treat wastewater generated by the Panorama Planned Development project.  However, 
the proposed project would not contribute cumulatively to impacts on the wastewater 
treatment system because improvements proposed as part of the project would offset 
the increased demand due to the project.  As discussed in Section 4.16:  Utilities and 
Service Systems, local landfills currently have sufficient capacity, and the County can 
provide additional landfill capacity as needed; therefore, cumulative impacts with 
respect to solid waste disposal would be less than significant. 
 
ENERGY 
Development of the proposed project and cumulative projects would increase the 
demand for energy on a regional level.  As discussed in Section 4.17:  Energy, 
development of the proposed project, and cumulative projects, would result in the 
consumption of a small percentage of the total energy consumed in California as a 
whole.  However, given current California statutes and laws (particularly those 
pertaining to reduction of greenhouse gases), it is expected that new development will 
continue to be forward-thinking with regard to reductions in energy consumption.  
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Recognizing this trend, there would be a less-than-significant cumulative impact with 
respect to energy consumption. 
 

5.2 SIGNIFICANT UNAVOIDABLE IMPACTS 
CEQA §21100(b)(2) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement setting forth 
"[i]n a separate section ... [a]ny significant effect on the environment that cannot be 
avoided if the project is implemented."  Accordingly, this section provides a summary of 
significant environmental impacts of the proposed project that cannot be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels.  With regard to the Panorama Planned Development 
Project, all project impacts can be reduced to less-than-significant levels with the 
exception of loss of agricultural lands, traffic impacts, and greenhouse gas emissions.  
 
As stated in Section 4.2:  Agricultural Resources, the proposed residential development 
area would result in the loss of Grazing Land (±292.55 acres), Farmland of Statewide 
Importance (±12.46 acres), and Farmland of Local Importance (±2.37 acres).  Because 
agricultural land is essentially irreplaceable, the cumulative impact on agricultural lands 
would be significant and unavoidable. 
 
As discussed in Section 4.15:  Transportation and Traffic, project implementation would 
result in increased traffic congestion at intersections and along roadways in the local 
area.  Most traffic impacts can be reduced to a less-than-significant level through 
roadway and intersection improvements.  However, project-related traffic impacts at the 
Riverside Avenue/NB I-5 ramps intersection and cumulative traffic impacts at the Main 
Street/Fourth Street intersection, on mainline Interstate 5, and at the I-5 ramp 
intersections with Riverside Avenue and Balls Ferry Road remain significant and 
unavoidable, as there are currently no fee programs in place to provide funding for the 
needed improvements. 
 
As addressed in Section 5.1: Cumulative Impacts, project construction and operation 
would result in cumulatively significant increases in greenhouse gas emissions.  
Although design features and recommended mitigation measures would reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, there is no widely accepted threshold for determining the 
significance of the residual emissions.  Therefore, even with mitigation, the project’s 
contribution to greenhouse gas emissions is considered significant and unavoidable. 
 

5.3 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS 
CEQA §21100(b)(5) specifies that the growth-inducing impacts of a project must be 
addressed in an EIR.  State CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(d) states that a proposed 
project is growth-inducing if it could "foster economic or population growth, or the 
construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment."  Included in the definition are projects that would remove obstacles to 
population growth.  Examples of growth-inducing actions include developing water, 
wastewater, or other types of services in previously un-served areas, extending 
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transportation routes into previously undeveloped areas, establishing major new 
employment opportunities, and development of residential subdivisions in areas that are 
currently only sparsely developed or undeveloped. 
 
Growth Inducement Potential 
As described in Section 3:  Project Description, implementation of the proposed project 
would include the extension and expansion of infrastructure facilities (such as water and 
wastewater), as well as the expansion of public services and roadways into a currently 
undeveloped site.  Typically, these types of infrastructure improvements are growth-
inducing, as they may facilitate development of other sites.   
 
The project would include improvements to the Cottonwood Water District system, 
including construction of a one million gallon water storage tank on County property off 
of Vantage Drive, as well as installation of an off-site water line in the Vantage Drive 
right-of-way from the new tank to the northwestern corner of the project site.  A new 
booster pump station would be installed at the tank site to increase water pressures in 
the Vantage Drive Pressure Zone.  A new well, in conjunction with a water system 
valve, would be installed near the corner of Trefoil Lane and Balls Ferry Road (See 
Figure 3.4:  Proposed Annexation Boundary and Off-Site Utilities Improvements). 
 
As discussed in Section 4.16: Utilities and Service Systems, a one-million-gallon (1 MG) 
water storage tank would be provided in the Vantage Drive Pressure Zone as part of the 
Panorama Planned Development project.  The 1 MG tank would be sufficient to meet 
existing plus project demands, while also providing an additional 200,000-gallon 
capacity beyond the current (existing plus project) storage requirement.  In addition to 
enhancing emergency and fire suppression capabilities, the additional storage capacity 
could serve roughly another 117 residential units.  To the extent that this available 
storage capacity would encourage development in the Cottonwood area, the proposed 
project would be growth-inducing.   
 
The project would also include the expansion of the County Service Area No. 17 
wastewater collection and treatment facilities.  Improvements would include construction 
of a 1.5-million-gallon emergency retention basin and return pump station at the existing 
facilities off of Live Oak Road.  A new wastewater force main would run from the project 
site to the treatment plant, generally within the Balls Ferry Road right-of-way, and would 
connect with an existing 6-inch wastewater main at the east end of Trefoil Lane.  The 
facilities would be sized to meet the needs of the Panorama Planned Development only 
(PACE Civil, Inc., 2008a) as well as address existing deficiencies; therefore, there 
would be no growth-inducing impact due to the wastewater system improvements. 
 
Project implementation would include improvements to off-site roads, as well as 
construction of an internal street network.  Construction of the internal street network 
would not improve access to additional undeveloped lands and would not be growth-
inducing.  With the exception of improvements at the intersection of the northbound 
Interstate 5 ramps with Gas Point Road, off-site roads improvements would address 
project traffic only, through payment of fair-share fees.  Although signalization of the 
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intersection on Gas Point Road is needed to correct an existing problem, it would also 
provide some additional capacity at the intersection to handle more traffic.  To the minor 
extent that this may encourage development in the Cottonwood area, the proposed 
project would be growth-inducing.   
 
The proposed project would be growth-inducing in that it would provide job opportunities 
over the ±10-year construction period.  Additionally, with the increased population due 
to the 430 new dwelling units, an increased demand for services in the Cottonwood 
area could be experienced, indirectly inducing commercial development and/or other 
types of growth and associated job opportunities.   
 
Finally, the proposed project could be growth-inducing in that it would increase 
residential development into an area that is currently only sparsely populated, and result 
in extension of the County Service Area No. 17.  Successful development of the project 
could encourage others to propose similar developments in the area.   
 
The net effect of the growth-inducing effects of the proposed project is expected to be 
less than significant.  Available infrastructure capacity is only one of many cost factors 
considered by prospective developers, with market demand, raw land costs, location, 
government regulations (such as requirements expected to stem from the recently 
enacted greenhouse gas policies), development fees, and many other factors being of 
similar or greater importance.  Likewise, although successful development of the project 
could be seen as setting a precedent for other local development projects, it could also 
encourage raw land costs in the area to increase, which may offset growth-inducing 
effects.  Further, the Shasta County General Plan and Cottonwood Community Plan 
provide for future growth in the Cottonwood area, such growth has been addressed in 
environmental studies for the General Plan and been deemed acceptable by the County 
Board of Supervisors; future growth would be consistent with these plans (or future plan 
amendments that may be authorized by the Board of Supervisors).   
 
In summary, although development of the proposed project may provide additional 
water storage capacity, accommodate future traffic increases at the Gas Point 
Road/Northbound I-5 Ramps intersection without the need for additional improvements, 
provide jobs, and indirectly induce future commercial and /or residential growth, the 
overall growth-inducing effect is considered less than significant.  However, should the 
County desire to further limit the potential for growth-inducement, it may be possible to 
work with the Cottonwood Water District to either reduce the size of the water storage 
tank or to adopt a reimbursement agreement that would assign the costs of the “excess” 
storage capacity to future developers.   
 

5.4 SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHANGES 

CEQA §21100 (b)(2)(B) provides that an EIR shall include a detailed statement setting 
forth "[i]n a separate section ... [a]ny significant effect on the environment that would be 
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irreversible if the project is implemented."  The CEQA Guidelines discuss three 
categories of significant irreversible changes that should be considered.  Each is 
addressed below. 
 
CHANGES IN LAND USE WHICH COMMIT FUTURE GENERATIONS 
The proposed project would commit future generations to development on 
approximately 170 acres of the project site.  Of the remaining 137 acres of the site, 79 
acres would be maintained as open space.  An additional 58 acres are existing, 
established transmission line corridor rights-of-way.  Site preparation, construction, and 
operation of the proposed project would commit future generations to a suburban land 
use on the project site, which would essentially be irreversible.   
IRREVERSIBLE DAMAGE FROM ENVIRONMENTAL ACCIDENTS 
No significant environmental damage, such as accidental spills or explosion of a 
hazardous material, is anticipated with development of the proposed residential project.  
The use of hazardous materials (beyond standard construction supplies and household 
hazardous waste) is not proposed.  No other potential environmental effects of the 
proposed project (e.g., traffic, air quality, water quality) would reach the point of creating 
irreversible damage from foreseeable accidents given the land uses proposed. 
 
CONSUMPTION OF NONRENEWABLE RESOURCES 
Consumption of nonrenewable resources includes increased energy consumption, 
conversion of agricultural lands, consumption of mineral resources, and lost access to 
mineral reserves.   
 
Construction and operation of the proposed project would require consumption of 
electricity, natural gas, diesel, gasoline, and other non-renewable energy resources, as 
well as consumption of non-renewable mineral resources such as aggregate used for 
asphalt and concrete.  However, the scale of such consumption for the proposed project 
would be typical for a residential development of this size.   
 
The proposed project would convert existing grazing land to a residential development.  
This action would result in the consumption of a non-renewable resource, as grazing 
land would be permanently taken out of production.   
 
Because the project site has not been used for mineral extraction, and is not expected 
to have commercially viable mineral resources, loss of access to minerals on the site is 
not a significant impact.   
 
End of Section. 
 




