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RESOLUI'IOO' NO. 84-4 

A RESOLUI'ION OF THE AIRPORI' IAND USE CXMv1ISSICN {AIOC) OF 'IBE C0tJNTY OF 
SHASTA DEI'ERMINING PLANNING BOUNDARIES AND AOOPI'ING A CCMPREHENSIVE LAND USE 
PIAN FOR THE REDDING MUNICIPAL AIRPORI' AND REPEALING ALUC RESOUJI'ION 00. 79-2. 

WHEREAS, Division 9, Part 1, Chapter 4, Article 3.5, Section 21675 of the 
Public Utilities Code requires that the AUJC adopt planning boundaries and 
formulate a canprehensive land use plan for each public airport; and 

WHEREAS, the Cities of Anderson and Redding and the County of Shasta have 
jointly funded and developed an airport land use plan{s) (Specific Plan) for the 
Redding Municipal Airport; and 

WHEREAS, the ALU'.: has used the County version of the Specific Plan as the 
base docurrent for its review and has carpared it with the Plans of the two 
Cities, has considered a staff report which cites differences between the plans 
and considered public carrrents at a public hearing held April 18, 1984; and 

WHEREAS, the AIDC has certified Envirorurental Inpact Report (EIR) #1-82, 
prepared for an earlier project, as the final EIR and has adopted specific 
envirorurental findings for the identified significant effects. 

NCm, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the ALUC hereby adopts planning 
boundaries for the Redding Municipal Airport as represented on Exhibit "B". 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the envirorurental determination relative to the 
adoption of the Carprehensive Land Use Plan is described in Resolution No. 84-3. 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the AIDC hereby adopts a Carprehensive I.and Use 
Plan for the Redding Municipal Airport which plan shall be the Shasta County 
version of the Redding Municipal Airport Area Specific Plan, the text being 
identified as Exhibit "A" and the map being identified as Exhibit 11

B
11

, with 
changes as listed her~in: 

1. Text Changes: 

a. Page 13, "Airport Develoµrent", findings: 
Delete the last finding regarding parallel runway effect on offsite 
building height, per the City of Redding version. 

b. Policy 2g. , page 20, "Noise: " 
Add the City of Redding wording regarding noise levels above State 
standards. 

c. Policy 4e. , page 29, "Of fices : '' 
Add the City of Redding wording regarding fO<?d service for personnel 
employed in the inrrediate area. 

ii 



d. Policy 4k., Page 33, ''Service Cormercial:" 
Add the phrase "outdoor sales establishrrents" as a conditional use. 

e. Policy 4o., Page 35, "Planned Industrial:" 
Add the City of Redding wording regarding food service for persons 
errployed in the .imrediate area. 

f. 11 Greenway 11 
, Page 4 3 : 

Add City of Redding language regarding greenways as part of an urban 
trail system and new policy Si., regarding dedication of the 
designated greenway areas. 

g. "Public and Institutional Uses, Page 44:" 
Delete policy 6b. , regarding school mitigation fees; add new policy 
6b. , per City of Redding wording regarding the requirerrent for use 
pennits for public uses. 

h. Policy 7c., Page 45, 11Circulation11
: Knighton Road -

RcWOrd to reflect the selection of the northerly route and the 
deletion of the southerly alternate route. 

i. Page 45, 46, 4 7, "Circulation": 
Reword policies and narrative as necessary to reflect the designation 
of Airport Road as a six lane expressway as Alternative 11A11 and the 
designation of Airport Road as a four lane arterial with a parallel 
four lane expressway (per City of Redding) on the west side of Airport 
Road as Alternative 11B11

• 

2. Map Changes: 

a. Designate the property at the northeast comer of the intersection of 
Airport Road and Rancho Road (A.P. #'s 55-440-15 and 16, approx.irrately 
10 acres) as "Planned Industrial" rather than "Retail Carrrercial". 

b. Designate the properties at the southwest comer of Rancho Road and 
Old Oregon Trail (approximately 10 acres) as an acquisition option. 

c. Depict the selection of the northerly route of Knighton Road and the 
alternatives for Airport Road in accordance with the previously listed 
policy changes. 

3 . Additional Changes: 

a. The secretary of the ALOC is authorized and directed to make any 
additional changes in the text and map as may be necessary to 
effectuate the previously listed policy and map arrendrrents. 

BE IT FURI'HER RESOLVED that Resolution No. 79-2 ts hereby rescinded. 



DULY PASSED this 14th day of May, 1984, by the follCMi.ng vote: 

AYES: Kirkpatrick, Maddox, CUrry, Gard, Dorsey, Fitzpatrick, Peters 
IDES: 

ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

A'ITFST: 

None 
None 
None 

IJ~ 
, Secretary 

Land Use Carrnission 
County of Shasta 
State of california 

ROY £. "PE'I'E" 'PEI'ERS, Chairman 
Airport Land Use Carrnission 
County of Shasta 
State of California 



RESOLUTICN NO. 84-3 

A RESOU1I'ICN OF THE AIRPORI' I.AND USE CCM-1ISSION OF THE C'OUNTY OF SHASTA 
ADOPI'ING ENVIRONMENI'AL FINDINGS FOR THE REDDING MUNICIPAL AIRroRI' ARFA 
o:MPREHENSIVE IAND USE PIAN. 

WHEREAS, the Airport Land Use Camri.ssion (A.LUC) of the County of Shasta has 
considered a ccrcprehensive land use plan (Plan) for · the Redding Municipal 
Airport and surrounding area in accordance with Division 9, Part 1, Chapter 4, 
Article 3.5, Section 21670 et seq of the Public Utilities Code; and 

WHEREAS, the ALUC has used as the environrrental staterrent for the Plan an 
Environrrental Irtpact Report (EIR) prepared for an earlier project; and 

WHEREAS, a notice of opportunity for public ccmrent on the EIR has been 
published and response to carnents is included in the final EIR; and 

WHEREAS, the EIR identifies four significant effects on the envirorurent 
regarding agricultural lands, traffic noise, air pollution and drainage. 

NCM, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the A.LUC of the County of Shasta hereby 
deems the previous E . I.R. adequate for this project and certifies that the final 
EIR has been carpleted in carpliance with the california Environrrental Quality 
Act and that it has reviewed and considered the infornation contained therein 
prior to approving the project. 

BE IT FUR1'HER RESOLVED that the ALUC of the County of Shasta adopts the 
foll™ing envirorurental findings for the identified significant effects on the 
environrrent: 

1. Changes, alterations or specific plan policies or other criteria have been 
incorporated into the Land Use Plan, which mitigate the significant 
agricultural lands, traffic noise, air pollution and drainage impacts as 
identified in the final EIR; however, these measures will not reduce these 
inpa.cts to insignificant levels. 

2. Specific econanic, social or other considerations nake infeasible the 
project alternatives as identified in the final EIR in that: 

a. In view of the technical data developed by the Plan regarding noise 
and air safety, Alternative #1 is overly conservative and 
unnecessarily restrictive in nature. 

b. Alternative #1 places severe financial burdens on the Airport operator 
by requiring that nearly seven tirres the arrount of land designated for 
acquisition by the other alternatives be purchased under this 
alternative. 

c. ~ternative #2 v-K,Uld not ccrcply with noise s~dards rrandated by the 
State of california and v-K,uld subject a larger resident population to 
a noisy environrrent. ·' 

d. Alternative #2 v-K,Uld establish the largest resident population of all 
the Plans, thereby, building potential for inherent long-tenn land use 
conflicts. 
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e . Alternative #3 utilizes the large lot agricultural designation for 
lands that, although they may have a soil capability of Class II , have 
low fertility. As a consequence, the cost of production is high and 
other rrore suitable lands outside the Plan area are being used to 
continue growing of the high value, capital intensive crops fonnerly 
associated with the plains. 

f . The conversion of agricultural lands is already occurring. The high 
cost of agricultural activity in this area does not justify an 
agricultural designation if airport and camnmity related land use 
concerns can be adequately addressed by the use of land use 
designations other than "agricultural". 

3. As "staterrents of overriding considerations" for the unavoidable 
significant effects on the envirorurent regarding agricultural lands, 
traffic noise, air pollution and drainage impacts, the following: 

a. That the Plan addresses safety and noise, land use, circulation and 
public facility concerns and will provide the guidance necessary to 
ensure that developnent in the Airport planning area will be 
carpatible with and supportive of the Airport function and will 
maximize its contribution to the growth and developnent of Redding, 
Anderson and Shasta County and will protect the heal th and safety of 
present and future residents and property owners within the planning 
area. 

b. That the Plan will safeguard the airport fran intrusion by uses that 
could limit the expansion of air service to Redding, Anderson, Shasta 
County and the Northern California region by recognizing the vital 
service provided by the Airport and the need to maintain a level of 
operation necessary to satisfy existing and future aviation 
requirerrents of the user camrunities. 

c. That the Plan is designed to prevent developnent that could lead to 
safety problems for air travelers and persons residing or working in 
the airport environs. 

d. That the Plan will pennit persons who live, work and own property near 
the Airport to enjoy a maximum arrount of freed.an fran noise and other 
irrpacts generated by the operation of the Airport. 

e. That the Plan will canply with Airport noise standards mandated by the 
State of California and will ensure a developrent pattern that is 
ccnpatible with airport-generated noise. 

f. That the Plan will protect the public investrrent in the Airport, a 
facility for which there is no feasible replacerrent. 

,, 
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g. That the Plan will recognize the airport's role as a rrajor entry point 
for the cities of Redding, Anderson and Shasta County , and protect and 
enhance the appearance of the Airport area. 

h. Al though feasible, the alternatives do not substantially alter the 
total level of environrrental :i.npact. 

i. That the selection of the "no project" alternatives could :rrean that 
the objectives of the Plan would not be achieved. 

DULY PASSED this 14th day of May, 1984, by the following vote: 

AYF.S : Kirkpatrick, Maddox, Curry, Gard, Dorsey, Fitzpatrick, Peters 
NOES: 

ABSENT: 
ABSTAIN: 

None 
None 
None 

HUNTER, Secretary 
rt Land Use Carmission 

County of Shasta 
State of California 

Corrmission 
County of Shasta 
State of california 



I. INI'ROIXJCI'ION 

A. B.?\CKGIUJND 

'!he cities of Redding and Arrlerson and the County of Shasta canbined resources un:ier a 
joint IXJWerS agreenent to sponsor the preparation of a Specific Plan for the Redding 
Municipal airport area. 'lhe 8, 500-acre plannirq area as depicted on Figure 1 is defined 
on the north and south by the 55 CNEL (cammunity Noise F.quivalent Level) contour projected 
for 1995 by the 1976 Redding Airport Master Plan. On the west, the bouroary is 2,200 feet 
west of the 55 CNEL contour and exterrls to the I-5 Freeway at the Knighton Road 
intercban:Je from which the main access to the airport has been planned. '!he eastern 
bouroary is the north-south extension of the Eastern bouroary of the airport property, 
about 1,800 to 2,500 feet east of the 1976 55 CNEL contour. 

'lhe plannirq bourrlary was exparrled one mile to the east in December, 1988. I..an:l use 
designations and related densities were also am:mied, for the 100St part, for the area 
south of the Airport. 'lhe ~ts reflected recc:mrenjations of the Noise Managerrent 
Plan. Acreages and related units are shown in Table 3. 

Redding Municipal Airport is owned by the City of Redding, but it is within the 
jurisdiction of the County of Shasta. '!he plannirq area includes portions of the spheres 
of influence of both the City of Redding and the City of Arrlerson. 'lhe City of Redding 
is currently considering annexation of 3,215 acres of the planning area (Annex No. 80-
18, November 1980) between Rancho Road and the airport, and southeast of the airport 
between the airport and Fig Tree Lane and the airport property. Shasta County is 
currently updating the countywide General Plan. '!his revision will include the Redding 
Municipal airport area at the same level of detail as the rest of the countywide plan. 
the City of Redding planning area includes the airport study area north of Dersch Road. 
'lhe city's Department of Planning and Community Development is nearing conpletion of a 
revised Draft General Plan, the first major revision since 1970. 

'!he airport is recognized by all three jurisdictions as a pr:ilnary elenent in the 
transportation system and the economy of the County. Its regional significance exterxis 
to Trinity, Siskiyou, Mcx:loc, !assen, and Tehama counties. Since it is situated in the 
path of urban expansion and adjoining land is suited for urban development, increasing 
pressures for developrrent that could conflict with airport use are inevitable. '1he need 
to assure compatible adjoining development has resulted in the drafting of Airport I.am 
Use Commission policies in 1978 arrl revisions of the zoning regulations in 1979 arrl early 
l.981. Recognizing that the 1976 Airport Master Plan needed updating and that land use 
issues in the environs still were unsettled, the three jurisdictions decided to prepare 
the Specific Plan. '!heir intent is to reach agreement on uniform policies for development 
in the planning area. 

'!he Municipal Airport Plan committee, consisti.rg of seven nenbers including a Councilman 
and a Planning cammissioner from each of the two cities, a SUpervisor arrl a Planning 
Commissioner from the County, and a seventh member appointed by the Committee to represent 
the public at large, was charged with the preparation of the Redding Municipal Airport 
Plan. 

It is intended that the Airport I.and Use Commission will review arrl adopt the Plan or a 
version of the Plan ( if the agency plans differ) , once the agencies have conpleted their 
hearing and adoption process. 
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B. PI..ANNmG ~ 

'Ihe proposed Specific Plan ard Draft EIR were prepared by the consultants with the 
assistance of the planning staffs of the County ard the two cities urxier the direction 
of the 1-tmicipal Airport Plan Ccmnittee. '!he Ccmnittee held three plblic meetinJs, 
incl\rlin:;J a pmlic hearing on Alternative Sketch Plans. 'Ihree workin;J papers prepared 
by the consultants were diSOJSSE!d at these meetings: 

#1: Airport Master Plan Update, June 1981 
#2: Existing corrlitions, June 1981 
#3: Issues ard Options; Alternative Sketch Plans, July 1981 

Most of the material in those papers is incorporated in the Proposed Specific Plan arrl 
Draft EIR, but readers see.king' detailed infonnation, particularly on noise measurements 
arrl aviation forecasts, should refer to the workirg papers. 'lhese ard other source 
docrnrents are listed in the Plan Bibliography. 

Following the plblic hearin;J on three alternative sketch plans in August, 1981, the 
combined planning staffs prepared a plan incorporatin;J their recormnen:ied selection arrorg 
the planning options presented. In November, 1981 the committee submitted the draft plan 
arrl a draft environmantal impact report to the three Planning Ccmnissions with a 
recarmnen::iation to hold joint public hearings arrl to adopt the plan. 

'lhe Planning Ccmnissions of Arrlerson, Redding an::l Shasta County met jointly in a public 
hearing format in January ard April of 1982. on May 6, 1982, the Ccmnissions, meeting 
as a combined group, recommerrled certification of the envirornnental impact report on the 
Plan. On June 9, 1982, the three Commissions jointly advised their three legislative 
bodies "that they had agreed upon a Specific Plan for the Airport, with the exception of 
the Circulation Elerent, and each agency had the right to go back to their CM11 le;;Jislative 
body in reganl to the Circulation Element." 

SUbsequent to that action, the Shasta County Planning commission on July 8, 1982, 
recommended approval of the Plan to the Board of SUpervisors. On July 12, 1982, the 
Arrlerson Planning commission recommended adoption of the plan to their Arrlerson City 
Council. 'Ihe one significant difference between the Plan as recornrnended by the County 
an::l the Arrlerson Planning Commissions was the Airport bypass. '!he County Plan included 
the bypass, the Arrlerson Plan did not. On July 27, 2982, the Redding Planning commission 
recormnen:ied approval of the plan with the bypass included. 

Following the Planning Commission review, the Board of Supervisors on August 25, 1982 met 
jointly with the City Councils of Arrlerson an::l Redding to hold a public hearing on the 
Plan. Following the hearirg, each legislative body met separately to consider the 
testimony received at the hearing and issues raised. On September 14, 1982, the Board of 
SUpervisors referred to the Planning Commission a list of specific additions or changes 
to the Plan. '!he Planning Commission on September 23, 1982 reviewed the list arxi rede 
certain recommendations to the Board of SUpervisors. 'Ihe Board on September 29, 1982 
certified the Envirorunental Impact Report, rede the necessary envirorunental fi.rrlin:Js arrl 
approved the Specific Plan. 'Ihe Resolution confinning the action of the Board of 
SUpervisors, with certain amendments, was adopted on october 5, 1982. 

SUbsequent to the adoption of the Plan by the Board of SUpervisors, the Shasta County 
Airport I..arrl Use Commission (AllJC) stated its intention to adopt the Shasta County version 
with possible amendments to reflect some of the differences shown in the versions of the 
Plan adopted by the two cities. 'Ihe AIJJC held a public hearin;J on the Plan on April 18, 
1984, and on May 14, 1984, adopted the Shasta County version, with amerrlments, as the AIDC 
Plan. 

3 



C. NA'.IURE OF 'IHE PI.AN 

califomia enablin;J legislation for Specific Plans (Gov. cede, Section 65450, et seq.) 
allows wide latitude in the cxmtent and function of a Specific Plan. It may contain 
ccnplete and detailed develcpnent regulations and be adq,ted as an ordinance. 'Ihe Reddirg 
Municipal Airport Specific Plan is adq,ted by resolution, because it contains st:ardnm 
that are i.nten::led to be :pit in ordinance fonn for adoption by each of the jurisdictions 
that will be administerin;J develc:prent in the plannil'xJ area. 

For the City of Reddirq, the Plan is the in::x,rporation of an area Plan into the Reddirg 
General Plan. For Shasta County, the Plan is both a general plan amen::iment and a specific 
plan. For An::lerson, the Plan is a general plan anerrjrnent. Ma.jar issues raised during 
the p.lblic-hearin;J process cxmcerning the Plan included: 

1. Traffic and street patterns. 

2. 'llle arramt and location of in::lustrial land. 

3. Protection of private property rights. 

4. Noise 

5. Airport operations. 

6. Develq:ment standards. 

In addition to use of the reports cited in Section Band the draft specific plan and draft 
EIR, substantial oral and written testillony was sutmitted by many interested parties an:l 
supplementary papers and staff reports were prepared by the staffs of the three agencies 
together with the final Envirornrental IIrpact Report and this doonnent. 

In preparin;J the Plan the consultant used the follc:,r..rirx_J methodology: 

Review of Federal and state raws. 

Update of Aviation Activity Forecasts. 

Identify Future Airport Inprovezrents. 

Develop Airport Noise and Safety Guidelines. 

Review Exi..stiJg Con:iltions, Developne.nt Constraints, and Develcpnent 
CWC>rtun.ities. 

Review Plan and Developnent Applications of F.ac::h Jurisdiction. 

Identify Issues. 

Develop 'Ihree Alternative Sketch Plans. 

Public Input. 

Refine the Plan Selected by canmittee or a Specific Plan. 

Prepare Envirornrental Impact Report. 

4 



Once these activities were carpleted, the Plan was subject to the public-hearing process. 

'llle AIIJC used the adopta:i Shasta county version of the Plan, but looked at map an:i textual 
differences between it an:i the Plans of the tw'O Cities. Policy differences were, for the 
11¥:lSt part, :min:>r in nature. 'llle 11¥:lSt oovious differences were represented by 
dissimilarities between the maps for four property locations an:i the future service 
characteristics of Air:port Road, south of Meadowview Drive to Dersch Road. 

D. Rm.JIA'IORYSTA'IUS 

'llle Municipal Air:port Plan will serve as a guide for future private an:i public developnent 
in the plan area. Perio:lic updating of the Plan will be necessary as corx:litions in the 
area cl'larqe. Once adopted, any addition or deletion from the document will require the 
PlanninJ Ccmnission an:i the Board of SUpervisors to follow the sama procedures as were 
used in adopti.n1 the Plan originally. 

A detennination of consistency with the specific Plan will be the sama as a detennination 
of consistency with the General Plan. 'Ihrough adq:,t:.ion as a general plan, the lan:i-use 
pattern of the Specific Plan is directly incorporated into the lan:i-use nap of the County 
General Plan, thereby supersedin:J previous lan:i-use designations for the plan area. 

By adopti.n1 this Plan, the county has amerrled its General Plan to include goals, policies, 
star:dards an:i diagrams set forth in the document for the area covered by this Plan. '!he 
Plan provides lon;J ran:Je goals arrl proposals together with rec:ornmerrlation arrl starxiards 
for iltura:liate action in the plan area. 'll1is Plan prepared in conjunction with the Cities 
of Arrlerson an:i Reddin:J represents a significant cooperative venture bringing the najor 
interests within the area tCXJether for the first time. 

'!he plan is a positive step taken to realize the full potential of the Plan area in the 
metropolitan area of the County. Parairount concerns were to protect the Ail:port, to 
arreliorate serious circulation problems arrl to protect public health arrl safety. 

While this plan sets forth many proposals for implementation, it does not establish new 
regulations or legislation nor does it rezone property. 'llle preparation or anerrlment of 
any County ordinances such as zoning, subdivision, housing, buildin;J, or other development 
control must be inacted separately through the regular legislative process. In the 
absence of such regulations or when already adopted regulations clearly conflict with the 
Plan, the Plan shall act as a guide for the developnent of public arrl private projects 
arrl the making of findings of consistency until such time as new regulations are adoptej 
to implement the Plan. Regulations contained in this Plan do not apply outside of the 
plan area. 

It is also i.nterrled that the policies an:i star:dards of the the Air:port Zoning Camnission 
arrl the Air:port Hazard Zoning ordinance will be updated, where appropriate, to reflect 
the conclusions reached in the Plan arrl will be applicable within the plan area, where 
appropriate. 
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E. 0~ 

Major objectives of the Mlmicipal Ai.J:port Plan Ccmnittee addressed in the Specific Plan 
are: 

Safeguard the ah-port fran intrusion by uses that limit the expansion of air service 
to Reddin;J, Arx:ierson, Shasta county, am the Northern california region by 
recognizing the vital sei:vice provided by the ail:port am the need to maintain a 
level of operations neces.sacy to satisfy e.xistirg am future aviation requirements 
of the user c::amunities. 

Prevent developnent that will lead to safety problems for air travelers am persons 
residin;J or workin3 in the airport environs. 

Pemit persons who live, work, am own property near the airport to enjoy a maximum 
anount of freed.an fran noise am other inpacts generated by the operation of the 
airport. 

Ccmply with airport noise starnards mamata:l by the state of california arrl ensure 
a developtelt pattern that is ccrrpatible with airport-generata:l ooise. 

Protect the ?,lblic investment in the airport, a facility for which there is no 
feasible replaoem:mt. 

Recognize the airport's role as a major entry point for the cities of Redding arrl 
Arrlerson am Shasta County, am protect arrl enhance the awearance of the auport 
area. 

Provide sufficient developnent opportunities for ail:port-relata:l uses, includirxJ 
those which offer gcx:rls am sei:vices to air travelers am those which benefit from 
the proximity to the passerger am air cargo service provided by the airport. 

Corrply with the operational am safety requirements of the Federal Aviation 
Regulations. 

F. ASSUMPI'IONS 

'Ihe Specific Plan is based on projection of a 160 percent increase in camnercial air 
passen;Jers enplaned during the next 20 years am on a shift to new technology aircraft. 
Hc:7.vever, the rate of growth of Shasta county's South Central Region (SO<) am the 
availability of wastewater disposal systems will be rrore inportant detenninants of 
developnent within the plannin::J area than air travel growth. 

'Ihe plannin;J area represents 15 percent of the srn lam having rroderate to very high 
suitability for urban develcprent as defined for the county's General Plan revision 
p:ro;Jrall\. In 1980, the study area pop..ilation consisted of about 3,250 residents in 
unincorporated Shasta County am ab:Jut 650 in the city of Arx:ierson ( estirnata:l at 2. 7 
persons per housing mrit). 'Ihe Specific Plan assmres an annual growth rate in the SCR 
of three to fem- percent--carparable to the assunptions used by Shasta County am Redding 
in revisin:;J their General Plans. If these growth rates awly in the plannin;J area, it 
will not be fully developed during the next 20 years. 
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All sewage in the \llUJD:>:rporated portion of the study area currently is treated by 
irxti vidual septic system.s. 'llle ott rep::>rt, ''Redli.rq Airport Area wastewater 
Alternatives," 1980, contains a thorough analysis of eight alternative systems leadirg 
to a conclusion that the best lorg-nm solution is constructi°I1 of a new treatment plant 
on the Sacranento River at the south em of the study area. 'Ihe Clover Creek Sewer 
Assessment District north of Rancho Road soon may provide sex:vice to nearly all portions 
of the study area that can use the present City of Reddi.rg treatment plant witha.rt: 
construction of lift stations. 

'!he Airport Specific Plan will require sewers in m:st of all of the plannirq area west 
of stillwater Creek if the uses am densities proposed are to be fully develcp:!d. '!he 
cost will be substantial am will be borne by develcpnent through fonnation of one or 100re 
assessrent districts. lack of sewers is likely to sla,.r develcpnent in the years 
i.Jrurediately ahead, but once sewers are available, growth will be rapid because sbnilarly 
served lam elsewhere in the JTetropolitan area likely will be scarce am the burden of 
sewer assessments on un:ieveloped larrl will be high. 

G. ENVmJNMENl'AL RE.VIEW, SIGNIFICANI' IMPACIS AND FrnDINGS 

'!he Environmental Report on the Plan was fourrl to be adequate by the joint OJmmi ssions 
on May 6, 1982. 'Ille EIR contains the draft EIR, the Traffic analysis, written canments 
from agencies or interested persons, response to cxmnents, a suwlenentary circulation 
rep::>rt am Plannirg camnission neetirq minutes. 

In the final EIR, nine significant inpacts were identified; hc:Mever, a number of these 
are social inpacts. Based on a change in state law effective January 1, 1982, the 
detennination of "significant effect on the envirornnent" is limited to substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse changes in the Fhysical corrlitions which exist in the 
area which will be affected by the proposed project, includirq lam, air, water, minerals, 
flora, fatma, noise arrl objects of historic or aesthetic signficance. It is the opinion 
of County Counsel that inpacts which do not relate to these issues are not required to 
be addressed in EIR's, am a detennination of "significant effect on the envi.rornoont" is 
limited to only the issues concemirg !X)ysical corrlitions. Accordirgly, although the 
usual scope of issues nonnally discussed in EIR's has been addressed to determine 
potential inpacts, only significant effects associated with the above-referenced issues 
has been detennined to constitute a "significant effect on the envirornnent. " 

'!here were then four rernaini.rg items of inpact on the envirornnent listed in the final EIR. 
'lhese are the conversion of agricultural lams, noise inpacts from traffic, potential for 
increased air pollutants, arrl adverse irrq:iacts on soils in tenn.s of stream sediJrent-.ation 
arrl stream or groun:l water pollution. 

Impact No. 1: 

660 acres of lam currently used for agriculture will be converted to urban lam uses Oller 
a period of rrore than 20 years. 

Findings: Cllarges, alterations or specific policies or other criteria have been 
incorporated into the Area Plan which mitigate the loss of agricultural lam; ha,.rever, 
these JTeaSUreS will not reduce this inpact to an insignificant level. 

1ott Water En;Jineers, Inc., Reddirg Airport Area Wastewater Alternatives, City of Reddirq 
arrl U. S. Forest Service, Reddi.rg, July 1980. 
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Facts: 

1. large lot zani.n:;J can be awlied to the majority of those parcels that have current 
agricultural potential until the larrls are CX>nVerted to the n¥:>re intense larrl uses 
forecast by the Plan. 'Ibis q,tion is listed as Policy 5c of the Plan. 

2. 'lhe existin;J agricultural designations for that portion of Clum Creek Bott.an whidl 
is inclu:ied in the plan area will not be dlarqed by the Plan. 'lllus, any agricultural 
potential for those n¥:>re fertile larrls remain urx::harged. 

3. Ultimate maximum densities arrl uses require :plblic water arrl ~ systems whidl 
are not f'l:M present in the plan area. SUdl systems will not be available in the near 
future arrl may not be available for sate area of the Plan in the determinable future. 
Consequently, the il'nmediate conversion of all larrls with agricultural potential 
located in the plan area is not possible. 'llle CX>nVersion of agricultural larrls will 
be a gradual prcx:::ess, thus allowin;J continued production. 'lhose designations of the 
Plan, whidl affect current agricultural larrls, such as Policy 4o, expressly provide 
for accumo]ation of current arrl future desired agricultural activities as pennitted 
uses. In addition, larrls east of stillwater Creek are designated for larger parcels, 
which provides for continued agricultural options. 

4. I.arrl owned by the airport operator but unnecessary for Allport operation will likely 
continue to be managed in an agricultural manner. 

Impact No. 2 

'Ihe high vehicular traffic volumes predicted will cause noise inpacts on larrls adjacent 
to high capacity roads. Mitigation will require dlarqes in regulations, to require 
setbacks, noise barriers arrl noise insulation. 

Fi,rrlims: Cllan:Jes, alterations or specific policies or other criteria have been 
incorp:>rated into the Area Plan which mitigate the noise inpacts associated with traffic 
as identified in the final EIR; however, these measures will not reduce this inpact to 
an insignficant level. 

Facts: 

1. Design criteria set forth by Policies 2g, 4g, 4i, 4k, 4m, 4o, 4q, arrl awlies 
specifically to design techniques interned to reduce noise inpacts as well as visual 
effects of high intensity uses established next to residential zones or adjacent to 
major traffic ways. 

2. '!he Plan forecasts those lard-use types arrl densities alorg major traffic ways that 
are either m:,re noise tolerant than other uses or which, with the use of design 
criteria, can be made canpatible. 

Impact No. 3 

Projected increases in vehicular traffic, arrl in i.mustrial arrl construction activi ty may 
result in an increased concentration of air pollutants. 

Firrli.rgs: Cllan:Jes, alterations or specific policies or other criteria have been 
i.ncorp:>rated into the Area Plan, which mitigate the air quality inpact as identified in 
the final EIR; however, these measures will not reduce this inpact to insignifi cant 
l evels. 
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Facts: 

1. For regulated projects the standards of the Shasta Cnmty Air Fbllution Control 
District nu.st be met as listed by Fblicy 4o. 

2. 'lhe Plan utilizes am ruilds upon the existmJ :residential CCl'lllllill.ties established 
in Anierson am in the En~rise area by provid.irg vJOrk amters aram:i the Airp:)rt 
that will reduce the am.mt of travel necessary am therefore reduce vehia.ilar 
pollutants that might otherwise be generated if persons had to travel to other work 
centers in the valley. 

3. 'lhe street starxiards for all new roads within the study area depict pavmJ as the 
surface material which will reduce partia.ilates normally attributable to unpaved 
roads. 

Impact No. 4: 

Adverse hrpacts such as soil erosion, stream sedimentation am stream am gra.m:i-water 
pollution could occur if developnent in the plan area were to cxmtinue to rely on the 
area's natural drainage. 

Fi,rdi.ms: Clarges, alterations or specific policies or other criteria have been 
incorporated into the Area Plan, which mitigate the drainage hrpact as identified in the 
final EIR; however, these measures will not reduce the hrpact to insignificant levels. 

Facts: 

1. 'lhe drainage channels of Clover Creek am stillwater Creek will be reccgnized by 
the Plan. 

2. street starxiards call for incorporation of a.rrbs am gutters am drainage works to 
adequately carry off-site the drainage waters. 

3. Ultilllately, a master drainage study am drainage plan will have to be developed to 
address the subject of an urban drainage system before the area is developed in an 
urban theme to urban densities. 

4. In:lividual projects will be corrlitioned to mitigate adverse offsite drainage effects. 

On May 14, 1984, the Airport Iarrl Use Ccmnission adopted the follc,..,IDJ environmental 
fin::lin;Js: 

1. Clarges, alterations or specific plan policies or other criteria have been 
incorporated into the I.am Use Plan which mitigate the effect on the significant 
agricultural lams, traffic noise, air pollution am drainage hrpacts as identified 
in the final EIR; however, these measures will not reduce these hrpacts to 
insignificant levels. 

2. Specific econanic, scx:ial or other ronsiderations make infeasible the project 
alternatives as identified in the final EIR in that: 
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a) In view of the technical data develcp3d by the Plan regardin:J ooise and air 
safety, Al.temative #1 is overly mnservative and unnec:essarily b:5ltictive in 
nature. 

b) Al.temative #1 places severe and finaocial rurden.s cn the Airport q,erator by 
requirirXJ that nearly seven times the annmt of land designated for acquisiticn 
by the other alternatives be p..irchased umer this alternative. 

c) Al.temative #2 wo.Jl.d oot cnrply with ooise stan:iards mandated by the state of 
California and wo.Jl.d subject a larger resident pcp.Il.aticn to a ooisy 
enviromnent. 

d) Alternative #2 wo.Jl.d establish the largest resident pcp.Il.aticn of all the 
Plans, thereby, l::w.ld.in;] potential for inherent l~-term land use cx:nflicts. 

e) Alternative #3 utilizes the lazge lot agria.ll.tural designaticn for lams that, 
altlxuJh they may have a soil capability of Clas.s n, have low fertility. As 
a ccnsequerx:e, the cost of prcxlucticn is high and other more suitable lams 
aitside the Plan area are beil'XJ used to cart:inue grc:,winJ of the high value, 
capital intensive crc.ps fonnerly associated with the plains. 

f) 'lhe CX>11Version of agria.ll.tural lands is already ocx:::urrin:J. 'lhe high cost of 
agria.ll.tural activity in this area does oot justify an agria.ll.tural designaticn 
if airport and cx:mrunity related land use concem.s can be adequately ad:lressed 
by the use of land use designations other than "agria.ll.tural". 

3. As "statements of overrid.in;] considerations" for the unavoidable significant effects 
an the environment regardin:J agria.ll.tural lands, traffic ooise, air polluticn and 
drainage inpacts, the Ccmnissiai adcpted the followi.rXJ: 

a) '!hat the Plan addresses safety and ooise, land use, circulation and p.Jblic 
facility cx:n:::erns and will provide the guidame necessary to ensure that 
develq:ment in the Ajiport plannin:J area will be c:xnpatible with and suwartive 
of the Allport furrtion and will maximize its contr.ib.rticn to the growth and 
develq:ment of ~, Arrlerson and Shasta Crunty and will protect the health 
and safety of present and future residents and prcperty owners within the 
plannin:J area. 

b) 'that the Plan will safeguard the Ajiport fran intrusion by uses that cruld 
liinit the expansicn of air service to ~, Arrlerson, Shasta COJnty and the 
Northe.m California region by recx:qnizi.rXJ the vital service provided by the 
Ajiport and the need to maintain a level of q,eration necessary to satisfy 
exi.stinJ and future aviation requireoonts of the user ccmrunities. 

c) '!hat the Plan is designed to prevent develq:ment that oc:ul.d lead to safety 
prd::>lems for air travelers and persons residi.rXJ or workin:;J in the Airport 
environs. 
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d) 'lllat the Plan will permit persons who live, work am own prq,erty near the 
Ai.rp:>rt to enjay a maxim.mt annmt of freedan fran noise am other i.Jrpacts 
generated by the operation of the Ai.rp:>rt. 

e) 'lllat the Plan will catply with Ai.rp:>rt noise stamards mandated by the state 
of califomia am will ensure a developnent pattern that is cx:npatible with 
airport-qenerated noise. 

f) '!bat the Plan will protect the J:Ul)lic investment in the Airport, a facility for 
which there is no feasible replacenent. 

g) '!bat the Plan will recognize the airport's role as a major entry point for the 
cities of Redding' .Arrlerson am Shasta County' am protect am enhance the 
appearance of the Airport area. 

h) Altha.igh feasible, the alternatives do not substantially alter the total level 
of envirorunental .ill1pact. 

i) '!bat the selection of the "no project" alternatives could mean that the 
objectives of the Plan would not be achieved. 

H. PIAN ASSUMPI'IONS SUMMARY 

In summary, the major assumptions made in order to prepare this plan were as follows: 

1. Airp:)rt aircraft operations will increase by 134 percent. 

2. '!he plan area will grow am will becane mre urban. 

3. '!he area will be served by sanitary sewers. 

4. '!here is a need to develop irrlustrial lard in the South Central Region of Shasta 
County. 

5. '!he Airp:)rt needs to be protected from inc::anpatible develcpnent. 

6 . '!he Airp:)rt is a needed reg'ional facilitiy that is expensive to relocate. 

7. Alone, the City of Redding does not have the resources to protect the Airport. 

8. '!here will be thirteen near-airport aircraft accidents within the next twenty years. 

9. Inpacts from urbanization of the area can be mitigated to a reasonable level. 

In addition, the state Division of Aeronautics, in its ccmrent on the draft envirornoontal 
.ill1pact report, made the following statement which is pertinent to the objectives of the 
Plan. 

"Residential developments in the area should be d.iscxxrraged as they inevitably lead to 
attenpts to roeroe curtaillrent of operations at the airport, or close the airport. 
Existing residences should not be allowed as a precedent for further residential 
development." 
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II. SPECIFIC PIAN DESaUPl'ION AND R>LICIES 

A. AIRR>Rl' DEVEIDIMENI' (1) 

Ail:port develc:pte'lt policies are based on the fin::lin;Js of Work.ur:J Paper #1 (Ail:port Master 
Plan Upjate). 

FIND~ 

A 134 percent irx::rease in total aircraft operations between 1980 am 2000 is 
projected: 

TABIE 1 
AVIATION FUROCAST SUMMARY 

Enplaned Passergers 1980 1985 1990 2000 

Airline 53,000 77,000 97,000 134,000 
Commuter 9 1 000a 13,000 18,000 26,000 

Total 62,000 90,000 115,000 160,000 

Based Aircraft 

Shasta County 316 400 480 600 
ReddID1 Municipal Ail:port 140 180 230 300 

Aircraft Operations 

Airline 4,225 4,600 5,000 6,000 
Ccmnunter 2,320 4,800 5,200 5,800 

General Aviation 27,488 35,000 43,000 55,000 
General Aviation Itinerant 53,611 75.000 102,000 140,000 

Total General Aviation 81,099 110,000 145,000 195,000 

Military 1,039 1,000 1,000 1,000 

Total Aircraft Operations 88,683 120,400 156,200 207,800 

a 1979 figures rourxied 
Source: Hodges & Shutt, Aviation Planrti.rg Services 

See Working Paper #1 for forecast rrethod am assurrptions. 
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'!he two air carriers servin"J Reddirq, RepUblic Airlines and Frontier airlines, 
expect to continue usin"J twin-erqine, turbo-fan aircraft. 'lbeir fleets are 
alirost entirely OC-9s and Boein:J 737s, and all orders for new equi?te11t are for 
new technology (quieter, l'LDre fuel efficient) aircraft. 

'lbe main runway (~Y 16-34) is of adequate len;Jth to e1CXX1tu:ocxlate exi.stin:;J 
demarrls and those that realistically can be projected. Assum.in;; a stage len:Jth 
of 800 nautical miles (enccmpassin:J Denver, Los Argeles, and Seattle), the 
existi.nJ 7,000-foot runway is adequate for 737s and OC-9s on a 100°F day. 

Based upon the projections of air traffic novemerrt:s prepared for the Specific 
Plan and the capacity of the airfield system as defined in the 1976 Master Plan, 
a parallel runway will be required to accamrocidate light aircraft trainirg 
novements in the forecast peric:rl (1995-2000) (see Figure 2). 

'Ihe role of ~y 12-30 (5,077 feet) is to provide crosswi.rxi coverage an::l to 
ilnprove overall a:uport capacity. CUrrent plans call for lergt:heni.nJ to 6,500 
feet and strergthenin::J to allow its use by heavy fire attack aircraft an::l as a 
backup runway for the airlines when Runway 16-34 is inoperative. 

'!here are properties off the ems of Runwayl6-34 that are significantly affected 
by a:uport activity and are eligible for acx;iuisition urrler federal aid programs. 

Approximately 110 acres of a:uport property west of Airport Road is considered 
surplus to aviation needs. 'Ihe Federal Aviation Agercy (FAA) has in:licated that 
this property could be released from aviation cammi:bnents, which would allow 
Reddirq to sell or lease it if the revenue is spent on grant-eligible airport 
inprovements within five years. 'Ihis offers a logical methc:rl of financin:J lan::l 
acx;iuisition in the approaches to Runway 16-34. 

Redding Municipal Airport's state airport Pennit has no attached corrlitions or 
in:licated variances to state arrl federal safety-related dimensional stamards, 
includin"J clear zone ownership, building setback requirenents, etc. 

Noise contours were plotted usin:J 1981 noise measurerrents (updated in 1989). 'lbe 
55 CNEL contour cannot be acx:::urately detennined and is not needed for regulation, 
so no atteupt was made to map it. Projections of the year 2000 noise envirornrent 
were prepared usin:J assurrptions about the number of flights by type of aircraft 
and time of day (see Figures 3 and 4). 'Ihe area of noise impact caused by jet 
aircraft will be srraller in 2000 than it is in 1981 because future airline and 
business jet aircraft will be substantially less noisy than current :rrodels. 

Noise levels are expected to increase at the southeast errl of Runway 12-30 as a 
result of increased use by non-jet aircraft. Noise at the northwest erd of this 
runway will not increase because it rarely is used for either takeoffs or 
approaches due to the lom taxi distance to or from the southeast conier of the 
airport. 

The impact of a parallel runway on off-airport land use will be insignificant 
since the noise impact will be engulfed in that of Runway 16-34 an::l no 
significant new flight tracks will be required to service the runway. A parallel 
runway at Reclaim Municipal airport may be beneficial in ult:inately diverting 
traffic from Benton field, where off-airport conflicts may arise in the future. 
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(1) Policies 

la. Sell or lease airport property 'WeSt of Airport Road am awly prcx:eeds to 
pJrChase of property in the awroach areas to Runway 16-34 (see Figure 2). 

lb. Acquire, clear, am retain p~es shCMn on the plan north of Fig Tree Lane 
am five parcels fron~ on Skyway Street, includin:J the Arrlerson Gran:Je. 

le. Construct a 2, 700-foot parallel runway 700 feet east of Runway 16-34 late in the 
forecast period (1995-2000) to aa:::arraoodate light aircraft trai.nin; mJVements (see 
Figure 2). 

ld. As fun:ls pennit, crosswini runway 12-30 should be len:Jthened to 6,500 feet an:1 
strerY;Jthened to allow its use by heavy fire attack aircraft am to allow it to 
serve as backup runway for the airlines when the runway is inoperative (see 
Figure 2). 

le. Develop airport service uses includin:J restaurants, notels, car rental agencies, 
an:i aviation services on leasehold sites or airport property on the east frontage 
of Airport Road. 

lf. Airport operations shall be evaluated regularly to assess the llipact of aircraft 
operations on surroumi.n] lard uses an:i determine awropriate c.han:]es in Airport 
operations, where practical, to minimize i.npacts. 

B. NOISE (2) 2 •5 

Aircraft noise has becane the dan.inant airport issue in the environs of virtually all 
airports in califonri.a 's larger metropolitan areas. A primary reason for preparation 
of the Specific Plan is to avoid this problem in the Reddin;J area. Noise cx:rrplaints 
currently are only occasional, but noise potentially cx,uld becarre a major nuisance for 
sare residents of areas currently designated for residential use. 

califonri.a Airport Noise Starrlards (califonri.a Administrative Code, Title 21, Sections 
5000 et seq.) define the level of noise acceptable to a reasonable person resid.in:;J in 
the vicinity of any airport as community noise equivalent level (OIBL) value of 65 dB. 
Section 5005(c) states that "'Ihis criterion level has been chosen for reasonable 
persons resid.in:;J in urban residential areas where houses are of typical california 
cxinstruction am may have win:iows partially open. It has been selected with reference 
to speech, sleep, an:i community reaction." Section 5012(b) reads "Giving due 
consideration to economic an:i technological feasibility, the criterion CNEL for 
existing civilian airports is 70 dB until December 31, 1.985 an:i 65 dB thereafter. 

Federal "Guidelines for Considering Noise in I.am Use Planning an:i Contro1112 discourage 
residential use within the 65 CNEL cxintour, stating that "'Ille absence of viable 
alternative developnent options should be detennined am an evaluation in:iicating that 
a derronstrated community need for residential use would not be met if developnent were 
prohibited in these zones, should be cxirrlucted prior to aw:rovals". 

2Federal Interagenc:y Ccmnittee on Urt>an Noise, June 1980. 

2 · 5'!he policies are m.nnbered in a progressive sequence to maintain numerical 
relationships ard reference.s established by the consultant in the draft specific plan. 
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Within the 65 CNEL contan:', there currently are 2 churches, the An:ierson Gran;Je, 59 
sin;Jle-family banes on fa.m:lations, am 15 nmilehaoos. Althcu;Jl'l the area of inpact 
will be less in the year 2000 than it is in 1981, significant dlan:Jes are :oot expected 
until near the eni of that period when virtually all of the older, IX>isier 
aircraft have been retired. Consequently, the Specific Plan map shows the cx.np::site 
1981-2000 60 am 65 CNEL oontan:s. 'Ihese oonta.irs l:x:mld the max:im.nn area subject to 
each IX>ise level within the projection period. 

califomia Noise Insulation starrlards (califomia Administrative Code, Title 25, 
Section 28) are applicable to new hotels, notel.s, apartment ha.ises, arxi dwellin;Js other 
than detached sin;Jle-family dwellin;Js. 'Ihese starrlards require interior CNEL with 
wirrlows closed to be 45 dB or less in an habitable roan. 'llley also require new 
residential structures (excludinJ sin:Jle-family detached units) within the 60 CNEL 
contour to have an acoustical analysis showin:;J that the structure has been designed to 
limit intrudin:;J noise to the prescribed level. '!his law does not take into 
consideration regional climatic corrlitions that cause residents either to open wirrlows 
or consume lai:ge anounts of energy for air con:li.tionin;J nor does it address the prd:>lem 
of m:x:lifyin:;J the acoustical properties of existin;J residential structures within the 60 
CNEL contour. 

FUrxi for Purd1ase of Noise-Impacted Properties. FM grants may be used to acquire land 
within the current or projected 65 rnEL contour, but Reddirq would not be high enough 
on the priority list to qualify, given current furrlin:J levels. However, the FM would 
agree to the sale of 110 acres of surplus ail::port property west of Airport Road if the 
revenue were used for grant-eligible ail::port improvements within 5 years. Assumin;} 
sale at $25,000 per acre, $2. 75 million could be raised. lanj purchased with these 
fums could be leased to cx:rrpatible uses, but approval for sale may be difficult to 
obtain. 

Noise Management Plan. Part 150 Study. 'lllis study was a:rrpleted in 1987 an:l adopted in 
August, 1989. It served as the basis for the December, 1988 am November, 1989 
amen::lrnents of this Plan. 

(2) Policies 

2a. Designate certain lam within the south Inner Approach Zone, as shown on the 
Specific Plan, for airport acquisition as availability of fums pennits. '!he 
designation of "Acquisition" is made based on the concerns of noise inpact ~ 
safety arxi the potential for conflict between Airport operations an:l future users 
of the affected properties. 

2b. Designate lan:l within the 60 rnEL contour {See Figure 4. 5) for non-residential 
use in order to attain consistency with noise staimrds of the City of Reddirq 
an:l Shasta County General Plans. 

2c. Notify owners of developed residential property within the designated airport 
acquisition area an:l the designated in::iustrial area ( as shown on Figures 5. 5 and 
5.6) subject to the 60 rnEL (as shown on Figure 4.5) of the City of Reddirq's 
willingness to purchase, subject to availability of fums, requestin:J first 
refusal purchase opportunity. 
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2d. If the rn.mt>er of owners wishin;J to sell exceeds the furrls available, a priority 
list shalld be established am shaild remain in force until all properties 
receivin;J priority 1, 2 or 3, on the initial list have been acquired or oonverted 
to a oampatible use, or the request to :p.u:cha.se has been witlxirawn. 

Priority: 1. Residential units on Skyway street arrl Fig Tree lane sites 
designated to be acquired am retained as airport property. 

2. a) '!he Arr:lerson Gran:Je am residential units adjacent to the 
An:ierson Gran:Je; am 

b) I.an:i north of the nmway necessary to pennit extension of the 
primary nmway. 

3. Residentially developed areas north am SCA.1th of the Airport 
designated for acquisition (Figures 5.5 am 5.6). 

2e. Property acquired that is not designated for retention as airport property should 
be resold or released for a oampatible use, subject to conservation easements 
an:3/or avigation easements where appropriate. 

2f. Require noise agreements as a comition of use pennit, subdivision, or parcel map 
approval within the projected 60 OIBL contour (shCM'l on the Plan map) am within 
the Traffic Pattern Zone (shCM'l on Figure 5). '!be agreements should preclude 
suits for damages or to enjoin airport operations to limit noise am should run 
with the lam. 

2g. Require construction of walls an:3/or berms as illustrated in Figure 6, adjacent 
to freeways arrl expressways in residential areas to mitigate noise ilrpacts where 
OIBL noise levels will exceed prescribed State starrlards. 

2h. AcqUire conservation easements am avigation easements where feasible in areas 
identified on Figures 5.5 arrl 5.6. 

2i. D:velop an affinnative am effective buyer awareness program to make the public 
aware of aircraft overflights. 

2j. Require deed notices for all future subdivisions within the airport influence 
area whicil state that the property is within the Redding M..lnicipal Airport 
influence area arrl is subject to overflights by aircraft. 

c. SAFEI'Y (3) 

National Transportation Safety Board data on all serious general aviation accidents in 
the U.S. durin;J the five-year period fran 1974 through 1978 i.rrlicate that nearly 50 
percent of sucil accidents took place on an airport, another 30 percent ocx:urred enroute 
(beyord 5 miles from an airport) , am that only 20 percent were "near airport". Of the 
"near airport" accidents-there were some 4,600 in the five-year period-the majority 
(63 percent) were within the traffic pattern or 1/2 mile of an airport am as the 
distance increased, the frequency decreased. rurin;J the same five-year period, only 14 
"near airport" aircraft accidents ( an average of 3 per year nationwide) resulted in 
deaths to people on the grourrl. A total of 21 non-aircraft cx:::cupants (approxilnately 4 
per year) died in these accidents.2. 6 By oamparison, National Safety Council data 
i.rrlicate that for the period from 1970 through 1978, some 1,000 people (an average of 
111 per year) died from lightni.nq strikes. 

2.6This figure does not include the 76 non-occupant fatalities that 
resulted from the September 1978 crash of a Boeing 727 in San Diego 
following a mid-air collision with a general aviation aircraft. 
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Relatin;J these numbers to forecast aircraft activity levels at ReddinJ M.micipal 
Airport, 13 "near airport" accidents can be expected within the next 20 years. 'lhe 
e>cpan.se of the ReddinJ Airport property, however, points to an inciderre of "near 
airport" accidents substantially lO!Ner than this figure. 1't:lst general aviation 
airports have runways only one-third to one-half as lorg as Recki.in.:J's 7,000-foot 
primary runway an:l many have property lines as close as 200 feet to the runway ems, 
ccmpared to as nuch as 3,400 feet at ReddinJ. An aircraft takinJ off, havin;J erqine 
failure, an:l makin;J an exoorgency larxlirq a mile beyan::l the runway errl at a small 
airport c:cw.d still be on airport property at Rea:lirg. 

(3) Iulicies 

3a. I..arrl use arrl density regulations should be in accord with the criteria in Table 
2. 

3b To maintain the ability to provide open areas that could be used for an emergency 
larxlirq, oo parcels smaller than five acres should be created within the Inner 
Approach Zone arrl no non-residential parcels smaller than five acres should be 
created within the aiter Approach Zone. In the area outside the Inner Jq;:proach 
Zone designated "Clustered I.ow Intensity", the minim.nn parcel size shall be 5 
acres mtl.ess the parcels are created as part of a sin;Jle parcel map totalin;J 15 
or more acres arrl with the build.irq pad areas identified on the Final Map, in 
which case the minim.nn shall be as specified by the applicable zonin;J. 'lhese 
limitations affect new irrlustrial parcels arrl do not urrluly limit the choice of 
parcel sizes within the airport environs. Residential parcel sizes in the ruter 
Approach Zone as designated on the Plan are consistent with existin;J developrent 
arrl are large enough to allow maintenanc:e of open areas for safety. 

Jc. Designate for aCXlfil.Sition those properties as identified on Figures 5.5 arrl 5.6. 
When a developnent application is filed for property wholly or partially within 
the identified area, the affected public agency(s) shall, within 90 days of the 
date of filin;J, determine whether all or part of the developnent rights of the 
lard area shall be acquired. If the acquisition option is not exercised, the 
developnent pemit may be processed in accordance with rexnainin;J Plan policies 
arrl applicable standards. 

3d. Arnerxi the ReddinJ Municipal Airport Hazard ZoninJ Ordinance to define arrl map 
Inner Approach Zones, outer Approach Zones, arrl the Traffic Pattern Zone a shown 
on Figure 5. 

3e. Specify the followin;J limitations within the Traffic Pattern Zone: 

Schools, hospitals, nursin;J homes, arrl similar uses housin;J persons with low 
effective rrobility shall not be pemitted. 

SUbdivision, lan:l division arrl design review should ensure that open areas 
remain, where feasible, havin;J a size arrl shape such that a small aircraft 
conceivably could make an emergency larxlirq without damage to build.in:ls or 
serious injury to aircraft occupants. Corrlitions inposed may affect the 
shape of parcels, the location arrl aligrnnent of streets, arrl the placeroont 
of build.irqs, but should be consistent with the bulk, coverage arrl site area 
standards established by the zonin;J regulations. 

Within the Inner Approach Zone arrl the area identified as "Clustered I.ow 
Intensity Imustrial", (Figure 5. 7) uses in structures shall not attract rore 
than 10 persons per acre arrl uses not in structure (open uses) shall not attract 
IrO:re than 25 persons per acre. 
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Jim Cook 
Shasta County Planning Division 
1855 Placer Street 
Redding, CA 9600 I 

CITY O F R EDDING 

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT 

Pu\NNING DIVIS ION 

777 Cypress Avenue, Redding, CA 96001-2.718 

P.O. Box 496071 , Redding, CA 96049-6071 

530.2.25.4020 FAX 530.225.4495 

August 9, 2002 
A--050-250 

SHASTA COUNT~ 

AUG 12 2002 
PJsnning Di:visiP., 

Subject: Application of Table 2, Land Use Safety Compatibility Criteria 
in the Redding Municipal Airport Specific Plan 

Dear Jim: 

To follow up on our meeting of last week, I have reviewed the background and intent of Criteria F 
in Table 2 of the Airport Specific Plan as it applies to parcels that are split by one of the Safety Zone 
boundaries. The 20 percent "open condition" restriction should apply to 20 percent of the safety zone 
area, but not to the entire parcel. To apply the 20 percent to the entire parcel would 
disproportionately penalize a property that happened to straddle the safety zone boundary. 

If you wish to discuss this further or have questions, please call me at 225-4025. 

Sincerely, 

J:f::i~ 
Planning Manager 

JK:sm 
L TR02\B0809L-JC. wpd 



TABLE 2 
AIRPORT/LAND-USE SAFETY COMPATIBILITY CRITERIA 

SAFETY ZQNES 

LAND-USE CHARACTERISTIC 

Residential Uses 

Other Uses in Structures 

Other Uses Not in Structures 

Special Characteristics: 
Distracting lights or glare 
Sources of smoke or electronic 

interference 

INTERPRETATION: 

QJ 
C 
0 
N 

s... 
IO cu -u 

~ - - . -co .. 
L s...-·-- . 

. +-> cu 
~

111 ccu 
0 

...J 

~ 

f 
a, 
+-> 
Ill 
~ 
,-
u 

.. ·-
{C,E,F) 

· · (A,F) = 

.{Q,E,F) 

(C,G) (D) + 

+ ACCEPTABLE: Use is acceptable with little or no risks. 

+ 

+ 

(G) 
(G) 
+ 

. : . 

+ 

(G) 
{G) 
+ 

{ } CONDITIONALLY ACCEPTABLt: Risks exist, but use is acceptable under 
conditions cited below: 

Density no greater than 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres. 
Censity no greater than a maximum of 3 dwelling units per acre. 
No uses attracting more than 10 persons per acre. 
No uses attracting more than 25 persons per acre. 
No schools, hospitals, nursing homes, or similar uses. 
Each parcel created within a safety zone shall retain at least 20 
percent of the area in an open condition {having a size and shape such 
that a small aircraft could conceivably make an emergency landing 
wi~hout damage to buildings or serious injury to aircraft occupants). 
Characteristic cannot reasonably be avoided or located outside the 
indicated safety zone. 

Use is unacceptable due to associate high risks. 

Source: Hodges and Shutt, Aviation Planning Services. 
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Within the area identified as ''Moderate Intensity Irrlustrial", (Figure 5. 7) uses 
in stnicture shall not attract I10re than 25 persons per acre. 

D. I.AND USE (4) 

'!he specific Plan designates a parcel-specific lam use pattern for portions of the 
planninJ area east of Olurn Creek. Fa.di use designation is interrled to be translated to 
existinJ or new zoIUD3' district regulations to be adcpted by eadl affected 
jurisdiction. 

Table 3 SUimnarizes the lam use allocations of the Specific Plan, am the follc.:,r,,rln:;J 
sections list policies relevant to each lam use category. 

1. Residential 

'!he highest densities pennitted in IOOSt of the sm:iy area by the Reddin;J Draft General 
Plan am County ZOIUD3' are 2 units per gross acre, exenplified by the 20,00D-square­
foot lots typical of the Wooded Acres sul:xtivision. '1he a.irrent a:unty General Plan 
allows densities up to 3 dwellirg units per acre. '1he only areas of significantly 
higher density are in Amerson am in Fairway oaks ?ti)ilehane Park with 197 units at 
8.2 units per acre. No sewers exist rut.side Arrlerson, so the effective :minim..nn lot 
size has been detennined by septic system needs-typically 20, 000 square feet. 
However, the Regional Water Q]ality Control Board recently has required sewers for 
developnent at this density north of Rancho Road. '!he plan assumes that r"el/ 

residential developnent west of stillwater Creek will have sewers. 

'lhe Specific Plan provides 10 residential density classifications, ran;Jl.DJ fran 1 unit 
per 10 acres to 12 units per acre. At full develc:pnent, 44 percent of the hanes will 
be at a density of 2 units per acre am 8 percent will be at 3 units per acre; the 
average urt>an residential density (1 unit per acre or greater) will be 1.6 units per 
acre. 'Ihe total of 6,554 units will a.CXXJ111l1o:late 19,662 persons at an average of 3 
persons per unit. '!here were about 1,445 units in the planninJ area in June 1981. 

'!he various Residential designations are defined as follows: 

a. 1. O Dwelling Unit per ten {10) or one {l) IMellim Unit per five (5) Gross Acres 
'Ihese sirgle-family densities are used where neither µmlic sewer nor water 
service are available am on certain hillside areas. such designated areas 
generally have no accessibility or only limited acx::essibility via maintained 
public roads. '!he rural settirg a.rd agricultural potential are recaJru.zed. 

b. 1. 0 Dwelling Unit per 'lwo (2) Gross Acres - '!his sirgle family density is used 
where neither 'P,lblic sewer nor water are available am on certain hillside areas. 
'!he use of this category should be limited in order to prevent premature lam 
fragmentation in advance of urban services or reduction of agriculture lams. 

c. 1.0 Dwelling Unit per Gross Acre - '!his is essentially a large sirgle-family-lot 
Uiban density where public sewer is not available am where soil con:li.tions are 
such as to allow the use of septic tanks on one-acre parcels. '!his designation 
is suitable for steeper hillside areas am in areas where either City does not 
plan to exterrl sewer service due to topogra:Eiric reasons. It is essentially an 
urban frirge classification for use in areas exclusive of "Greenway" am 
"Agriculture", in which the one acre pattern is sutstanti.al. 
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d. 2.0 Dwe.lli.rg Units per Gross Acre - '!his is a sin;Jle family category with full 
urban services available. Typical lots rarge fran 15,000 to 22,000 square feet 
in area. Planned-unit develcpnents may be con.structed in this classification as 
disolSS9d later in this section. 'lb.is density is suitable for areas where this 
lot-size pattern is predaninantly suitable for CX)nventianal sin;Jle-family 
subdivisions, cluster subdivisions or planned develcpnents. 

e. 3.0 I:Melli.m Units per Acre - 'lhi.s is a sin;Jle-family residential density with 
lots ranJing fran 9,000 to 12,000 square feet in area. 'lhi.s classification is 
suitable for conventional single-family subdivisions, cluster subdivisions or 
planned develcpnents. 

f. 4.0 IMelli.m units per Acre - 'Ihis is a single-family residential density with 
lots varyin;J in area fran 5,000 to 10,000 square feet. '!his is suitable for 
areas of flat to nearly level slopes. Good access is inp:>rtant to those areas so 
as not to overburden nearby residential streets suitable for CX)nventional sirgle­
family subdivisions, cluster subdivisions or planned developnents. 

g. 6.0 J:Mellirq Units per Gross Acre - '!his is a transition classification that can 
be developed as small lot, single-family residential; duplexes; planned unit 
developnent; low-density multiple-family apartments; an:i nd>ilehare parks in 
appropriate areas. Full urban services would be available an:i there would be 
adequate street access an:i utility capacities. '!his classification is suitable 
for areas of flat to low slopes, depen::liDJ upon the fonn of developnent. 'lhe 
mini.mum lot size for single-family hares would be 6,000 square feet an:i for 
duplexes or multiple-family developnents, 11,000 square feet. 

h. 9. O 1:Mellirq Units per Gross Acre - 'lb.is is a low-density multiple-family 
classification suitable for duplexes, aparbnents, dwell~ groups, planned 
developnents, con:laniniurn.s or nooilehCIIle parks. Minimum lot sizes for duplexes 
an:i apartments should not be less than 11,000 square feet. Full urban services 
would be available, an:i there would be reasonable proximity to a major arterial. 

i. 12 1:Mellim Units per Acre - 'Ibis is a multiple-family density for apartments, 
dwelling groups, planned developnents an:i CX)n:ianiniurn.s. 'lhe minimum lot size 
should not be less than 12,000 square feet. Full urban services would be 
available, an:i there would be reasonable proximity to a major arterial. 

j. Office/Residential - 'lhe "OfficejResidential" classification is CX)nceived as a 
transition use within commercial areas or between commercial an:i residential 
areas. It is especially suitable for areas where there is sane mixed office arrl 
residential use occurring already. 

When property is used for residential purposes, the density should not exceed 14 
dwelling units per gross residential acre. When used for office purposes, the 
office developnent an:i its acx:::arpanying off-street parkirg should be sited an:i 
arran]ed to protect the livin] envirormvmt of the adjoininJ residences while 
~ting the starmrds of the "Office" category. 
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( 4) Policies 

4a. Limit density of new residential developnerrt: within the Traffic Pattern Zale to a 
maxim.mi of 3 mrl.ts per gross acre in aexx>rdanoe with Table 2. 

4b. Provide hcusin;J ~rb.mities for a variety of dwell.in;J types am densities. 
Within the Traffic Pattern Zone, erv::nrrage tut do rcl: require clustered ha.lsinJ 
irx:looirg attached mrl.ts. 

4c. Apply existin;J City am <hmty zoninJ regulations awrq>riate to the designated 
Plan density. Anerr:l Shasta <hmty ZcruJ'¥] regulations to irx:1\Xle districts 
permittin:J 6, 9, am 12 residential mrl.ts per gross acre. Aman:! <hmty am city 
of Reddin;J regulations to require design review for projects irx:looin;J 6 or mre 
attached mrl.ts or 6 or mre mri.ts per gross acre. 
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TABIE 3 
IAND USE SUMMARY, RECOmG MJNICIPAL AIRroRl' ARFA 

I.arrl Use Designation 

Airport am Airport Servire 

Residential 
1 unit/10 acres 
1 unit/5 acre 
1 unit/3 acres 
1 unit/2 acres 
1 unit/acre 
2 units/acre 
3 units/acre 
6 units/acre 
9 units/acre 
12 units/acre 

Commercial 
Offire 
Retail 
Highway 
Sei:vire 

Industrial 

Schools 

Public Institutional 

Park 

Greenway am Roads4 

Totals 

Population 
(@ 3 persons/household) 

Number 
of Acres 

0 
1,378 

0 
3,915 

39 
1,468 

192 
42 
47 

8 

94 
52 
15 

113 

1,364 

5 

110 

381 

3Figure includes airport acquisition area. 

Fbtential 
Hoosirg Units 

0 
275 
0 

1,957 
39 

2,936 
576 
252 
423 

96 

6,554 

19,662 

4Figure is residual after measurement of other uses. 

5Total acreage here is less than the total acreage in the planning 
area because land uses have not been designated west of Churn Creek. 
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Greenway areas con.sistin] of slcpes in excess of 20 percent or 100-year flocdplains 
shatld be deducted tAlen carp.rt:.inJ allCWc3ble densities, b.It planned develcpnents may be 
granted density bonuses up to b.It not exoeedin:J the followin;J: 

Speeific Max:im.nn Planned 
Plan Density Develcpnent Density 
(Units/Acre) (Units/Acre) 

1 
2 
6 
9 

12 

1.25 
1.50 
7.50 
12.0 
15.0 

2. Airport Service - 'Ihis classification includes activities nore specifically 
depicted on the Allport Master Plan, wh.idl are typically associated with a nunicipal 
airport an::l described as follows: 

'!hose activities involvin] the sale of aviation services for profit to the 
general plblic, incl~ maintenance, storin;J an::l servicin;r of aircraft; sale of 
aircraft parts an::l a~ries; sale of aircraft fuel, lubricants an::l 
pi::q:>ellants; sale of aerial survey Ii1otograp1y an::l mawin;J services; sale of 
aerial taxi an::l sightseein;J services; an::l mawin;r services; sale of aerial taxi 
an::l sightseeill;J services; operation of nonscheduled an::l chartered transportation; 
etc. 

'Ihose activities whidl involve the maintenance of facilities for the basirg an::l 
servicin] of the aircraft of an individual, private organization, or corporation 
solely for its own ~fit an::l not for the plblic. 

'Ihose activities whidl do not require direct airfield acx:ess such as transient 
retail service, an::l lcx:lgin] uses such as hotels, notels, restaurants, conference 
centers, car rental agencies, loo.rges, an::l service stations, provided all 
applicable safety criteria are met. 

Areas set aside or used for the operation of aircraft, incl~ areas to be 
reserved for protection fran encroachin;J obstructions or facilities such as clear 
zones, nmways an::l taxiways. 

Areas required for airport maintenance or operatin;J services sud1 as fuel 
storage, air navigational aids an::l harger an::l tie down areas. 

Areas encacpassin;J the passerger tenninal builclin]s, autarobile parkin] lots, 
service an::l passerger roads, an::l portions of aprons adjacent to the terminal 
buildin;Js. 

~ Plan for Ra::icim:l Mwri.cipal Allport, City of Ra::icim:l- Prepared by R. Dixon 
Speas Associates, Los An::Jeles, califomia 
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3. Offices 

Airport Road offers a potentially attractive environment for region-serving offices, 
assuminJ high design stamards are maintained. 'lhe first two or three projects will 
set the starrlard for the plann.i.n:J pericrl. !he airport will provide identity; acx::ess to 
air transportation will be a secoroacy attrirute. ~ Ail:port Road becx::mes 
established as an office address, related retail arrl service enterprises, SlJR?C)rted in 
part by airport activity arrl in part by office patronage, can survive. 

(4) Policies 

4d. locate offices on portions of Airport Road arrl Hartnell Averrue frontage as 
designated on the Plan map. 

4e. Amem OJunty arrl Redding zonin:;J ordinances, or set permit corrlitions to create an 
office district including the followin:;J regulations: 

Purpose: To provide a high quality enviroranent for reqion-sexving offices in an 
office park setting. 

Pennitted Uses: 
Professional arrl administrative office 
Business support service 

Corrlitional Uses: 
Public utility arrl public service structures 
Retail sales of food to be consumed primarily by persons working on the 
site. 

Maximum Height: 40 feet; not to exceed 15 feet within 80 feet of an ''R" 
District. 

Minimum Site Area arrl Width: 1 acre, 150 feet. 

Maximum n.Iildirg Coverage and Floor Area Ratio: 30 percent of site area. 

Minimum Yards: Front yard 30 feet; street side yard 15 feet; interior rear an:i 
side yards 10 percent of parcel depth or width, mininn.nn 10 feet. 

I.an::lscapi.m arrl Screeni,m: Required yards adjoining streets arrl required yards 
adjoining "R" Districts should be lardscaped with plant materials; total miniim.un 
planted area 20 percent of site area; 6-foot solid masomy wall or wall of block 
posts with solid wood inserts on property line adjoining an ''R" District; mininu..nn 
1 shade tree per 8 parking spaces plus rcM of trees in yards adjoining "R" 
Districts. 

Parkin;J: See Table 4 . 
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Signs: 90 square feet per sign face; maxim.Im 2 sign faces per site. Signs mt to 
exceed 12 feet in height or to be closer than 12 feet to a prq,erty line. 
Illumination to be in:lirect. A freest.an::li.n; sign shrul.d be lcx:ated in a 
larrlscapad islarrl. 

4. Retail Ccmrercial 

Corwenience shq:.ping arrl the airport have little furctional relationship, b.rt: Airport 
Road will be the access :rart:e servirxJ a tri.l:utary pcpll.ation of abrut 20,000 persons at 
full develc:poont-ena.igh to ~rt two neighbomocx:l shOI:PirxJ centers. OJrrently' 
there are IX> supermarkets in the study area, arrl the nearest ones are on Hartnell 
Avenue or in Amerson. 

'Ihe proposed plan designates three lcx:ations for retail shoppirxJ: 

Hartnell Avenue west of Airport Road ( existirxJ zonirq) 
Rancho Road arrl Airport Road, northwest quadrant ( existin:;J zonirxJ) arrl Sa.Ithwest 
quadrant. 
MeadCM View Drive at Airport Road 

(4) Policies 

4f. On sites designated for retail develcprent by the Plan that are mt airrentl.y 
zoned for that use, withhold zonirxJ designation tmtil assurance is provided that a 
supermarket of 12,000 square feet or m:>re will be an anchor tenant. 

4g. Arnerrl County arrl Redding zonirxJ ordinances, or set pennit con:litions to create a 
retail a:mnercial district including the following regulations: 

Puroose: To provide shopping centers or stores within a building grouped within 
wal.kin;J distance of each other to meet the daily shopping needs of persons 
residing arrl workin;J in the vicinity of the airport. 

Permitted Uses: 
Banks 
Bars 
Professional arrl administrative offices 
Personal services 
Restaurants 
Retail stores, provided that no store other than a food store should have 

IrOre than 12,000 square feet of floor area 
Service stations 

Corxlitional Uses 
Public utility arrl p.lblic service structures 
Nurseries 
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Max.i.Jrum Height: 40 feet; mt to exceed 15 feet within 80 feet of an ''R" 
District. 

Minil'm.nn Site Area arxi Width: 1 acre, 150 feet. 

Maximum Builcii.oo Coverage arxi Floor Area Ratio: 30 percent of site area. 

Minil'm.nn Yards: Front yard 30 feet; street side yard 15 feet; rear arxi interior 
side yards 10 feet. 

I..arrlscapim arxi Scree:niip: Required yards adjoining streets shmld have a 15-foot 
strip lamscaped with plant materials adjoining the property line; total minimum 
planted area 20 percent of site area; 8-foot solid masom:y wall or planted benn 
adjoining an ''R" District; minimum 1 shade tree per 8 parkin:;J spaces plus ra,, of 
trees adjoining ''R" Districts ( see Figure 6) . 

Parkirg: 1 space per 200 gross square feet of floor area. 

Signs: Signs visible fran a p..lblic street not to exceed a total for all faces of 
1 square foot per lineal foot of buildin:J adjoining the street. No sign face 
should exceed 90 square feet. Maxim.Im 1 freestarxti.rq sign, not exceedi.rr;J 25 feet 
in height or closer than 12 feet to a property line. No sign or lighti.n:3' should 
m:,ve. Internally lighted signs should be shielded fran ''R" Districts within 200 
feet. FreestarrlinJ signs should be located in larxiscaped islarxis. 

5. Highway canmercial 

Unlike same large metropolitan airports, Reddirq Airport is not likely to becare a 
major destination :point for air travelers. Still, the canbination of nearby offices, 
in:lust.ries, arxi air travelers, coupled with the location identity furnished by the 
airport, make it a logical location for restaurants arxi possibly for one or 100re 
:rrotels. 

(4) Policies 

4h. Designate Airport property on the west side of Airport Road at Knighton Road 
(where fee ownership or grourrl lease is available) for highway ccmnercial uses. 

4i. Arrerrl County arxi Reddirq zonirg ordinances, or set pennit corxlitions to create a 
Highway Commercial District inclu::linJ the following regulations: 

Purpose: to provide for the needs of the traveling public arxi to provide sites 
for autanabile-oriented businesses other than retail stores that need high 
visibility arxi highly acx::essible locations arxi can maintain design stardards that 
will create a :positive image of the community. 
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Permitted Uses: 
Autatotive services, inclu::li.ng autaootive wa.shinJ, service stations, arrl 

autaootive rentals, l::ut exclu::li.ng sales arrl repair except as acx:::essory uses 
Nurseries 
Professional arrl administrative offices 
Restaurants arrl bars 

Corrlitional Uses: 
Ccmnercial recreation, inclu::li.ng theaters, bowling alleys, electronic ganes 
Hotels, JIOtels, arxi canp:JrOUnis 
Public utility arxi p.lblic service structures 

Maxbnum Height: 40 feet; not to exceed 15 feet within 80 feet of an ''R" 
District. 

Minimum Site Area arxi Width: 1 acre, 150 feet. 

Maximum arilcling Coverage and Flmr Area Ratio: 30 percent of site area. 

Minimum Yards: Front yard 30 feet; street side yard 15 feet; rear an1 side yards 
10 feet, provided that a rear yard adjoinin;J an "R" District should be not less 
than 10 percent of the parcel depth arrl a side yard adjoinin;J an ''R" District 
should be not less than 10 percent of the parcel width. 

I.arrlscapim and Screening: Required yard adjoinin;J streets should have a 15-foot 
strip lamscaped with plant materials adjoinin;J the property line; 8-foot solid 
masonry wall or planted benn adjoinin;J an ''R" District; mini.mum 1 shade tree per 8 
park.i.r)1 spaces plus rCM of trees in yards adjoinin;J ''R" Districts. (See Figure 6.) 

Parkitg: See Table 4 . 

Signs: 90 square feet per sign face; maximum 2 sign faces per site; maximum 1 
freestarxlin;J sign. Signs not to exceed 25 feet in height or be closer than 12 
feet to a property line. No sign or lighting should nove. Internally lighted 
signs should be shielded from "R" Districts within 200 feet. Freestan:li.rxJ signs 
should be located in lamscaped islarrls. 

6. Service Cormtercial 

Auto repair, storage yards, arrl retail businesses not nonnally fourrl in shoppin;J 
centers are representative service commercial uses. A small grouping of such uses 
exists on the west side of Airport Road south of the Brentwcx:x;i SUl:x:tivision, and 
additional zoning for commercial services adjoins the north side of Highway 44 at the 
Airport Road interchange. 

(4) Policies 

4j. Recognize existi.DJ commercial service developnent arrl designate additional space 
north arrl south of Highway 44 at the Airport Road interchange. 
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4k. Amen:i Coonty and Redclin;;J zonin] orcti.narx:es, or set pennit con:titions to create a 
Service Ccmnercial District inclu:lin:J the followin:J regulations: 

Puroose: 'lb provide suitable lcx:ations for service establishments and caxroo.rcial 
uses that usually canrx,t meet the design st.anJards prescribed for other <XJJIDer'Cial 
uses in the Airport Specific Plan area and that usually need screenirg fran 
adjoinirg thoroughfares and adjoinirg prcpert.ies. 

Permitted Uses: 
Agricultural sales and services 
Autarotive sales and services 
Build.irg maintenance services 
Build.irg materials sales 
Iusiness support services 
Ccmmmications services 
Consumer repair services 
Construction equipnent sales and services 
Convenience storage 
laurrlry services 
Nurseries 
Personal brprovem:mt services; business and trade schools 
Pet services 
Professional and administrative offices 
Research services 
Veterinary services 
Warehousi.DJ and distribution 

Corditional Uses: 
Kennels 
Public utility arrl public service structures 
Recyclin;J centers entirely within a structure 
outdoor sales establishments 

Maximum Height: 40 feet; not to exceed 15 feet within 80 feet of an "R" District 

Mininn.nn Site Area and Width: 12, 000 square feet, 150 feet on expressways, 
arterials and collectors; 80 feet on other streets. 

Mininn.nn Yards: Front 30 feet adjoinin;J an expressway or major thoroughfare, 20 
feet elsewhere; rear and side 5 feet, provided that a rear yard adjoinirg an "R" 
District should be not less than 10 percent of the parcel depth and a side yard 
adjoinirg an "R" District should be not less than 10 percent of the parcel width. 

Screeni.rni Buffer: Exterior storage other than parkin;J should be screened by an 
opaque wall or dense plantin;J; 8-foot solid masonry wall or planted benn adjoi.nin;J 
an "R" District. ( see Figure 6. ) 

Parking: see Table 4. 
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Signs: 90 square feet per sign face; maximum 180 square feet per site; maxinum 1 
freestand.in:J sign. Signs not to exceed 25 feet in height or be closer than 12 
feet to a property line. No sign or lightin;J should JW\/e. Internally lighted 
signs sholld be shielded fran ''R" Districts within 200 feet. Freest:arxlin:J signs 
should be located in larx:lscaped islan::is. 

7. Planned In::rustrial 

Irrlustr.y is the only tu:ban use that is c:arpatible with noise ard safety staniards 
awlyin;J to lard within the airport awroadl zones exterxiirg about 1\ miles fran the 
ems of the main runways. Irrlustr.y can accept the 65-70 CNEL noise levels, ard within 
the Inner .Awroach Zone (\ mile to 1 mile fran the errl of the runway), it can maintain 
densities belc:M 10 persons per acre in structures in accord with the safety staniards. 

'!he rate of in:lustrial lard absorption is difficult to project. Molmtain Lakes 
In::rustrial Park is the best no:iel available in the South Central Ul:'ban Region of Shasta 
County. With the :ilrportant benefits of unified C1.\II1ership ard narketirg, rail access, 
ard federal ~ grants to help finance streets ard utilities, Mountain lakes has 
narketed an average of about 20 acres per year since its inception in 1970. Irxrustry 
at the Ail:port will have the advantages of a location central to its labor stJI:PlY am 
distribution area ard Ail:port identity. '!he proportion of aviation-related iroustry 
will be small, based on experience at similar airports. 

In keepirg with the objective of enhancin;J the appearance of the airport ama as a 
major ent:ry point to the region, the starrlanis for in:lustrial developnent should be 
high. 'Ihis policy will enhance in:lustrial property values in the pla.nnirq ama over 
the long tenn. 

( 4) Policies 

41. Designate for in:lustrial use off-airport larrl within the 60 CNEL (as shCMl1 on 
Figure 4.5) that is suitable for in:lustrial developnent givin;J cxmsideration to 
its relationship to imustrial lard within the 65 CNEL cx:,ntour arrl to the intent 
to minimize residential development within the 60 CNEL cx:>ntour. 

4m. Set in:lustrial development starx:1ards that will make the area attractive to office 
arrl in:lustrial park type uses arrl cx:xnpatible with nea.my residential develcpnent. 
Vary site development starx:1ards to require higher starrlanis on larger pai:aus at 
high visibility locations adjoinirg thoroughfares arrl less dernan::lin;J starrlanis on 
smaller parcels. 

4n. Assist property a.me.rs in narketin;J their lard by helpirg provide preliminary 
engineering services leading to fonnation of assessrrent districts for wastewater 
cx:>llection arrl disposal arrl for other improvements. 
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4o. Amerd OJunty and Reddin; zanin:;J ordinances, or set corxtitioo.s to create a special 
planned imustrial district includirg the follc,winJ regulatioos: 

Purpose: To provide space for a wide variety of manufact:urirg, distril::utioo, 
processirg, and office enterprises that do not have rruisanoe features and that 
can maintain high design starrlards. Retail sales incidental to a rx:n-retail use 
are to be conditional uses. Uses frontirg on or havin:J aooess fran a major or 
secx:>ooary thoroughfare or a frontage road should meet higher design stan::lards and 
should be on larger sites than other develcpnent in order to en.sure the high 
quality ~ of the thoroughfares and to minimize the points of traffic 
ex>nflict. 

Pennitted Uses: 
Distribution 
Professional and administrati ve offices 
Warehousirg 
Wholesale sales, ex>rrlucted within an enclosed structure or caxpletely 

screened fran view fran adjoinirg sites aoo,lor ?,lblic streets 
Crop and tree fann.irg 
Nursery 
Light Manufacturin:J 

Corxti.tional Uses: 
Manufacturirg 
Processirg 
Retail sales, provided that no less than 3/4 of the me.rchan:ti.se measured by 

wholesale value has been manufactured on the premises, aoo,lor provided 
that the retail function should be clearly subordinate and incidental 
to the primary function of the establishment 

Retail sales of food to be ex>nsumed primarily by persons ~rkin;J on the 
site. 
Extractive irrlust.ry 
Public utility and public service structures 
Contractors' yards or general outdoor storage activities when associated 

with a pennitted use; truck trailer rentals; local or larg distan:e 
truckirg with or without onsite enclosed storage of transported goods; 
truck maintenance or repair when ex>rxlucted as part of permitted haulirg 
or sales activity; provided that in all cases, design review stan::lards, 
includin:J adequate screeninJ are met and further provided that no such 
uses shall be established alorg Ail:port Road or alorg any future bypass 
ex>nnector. 

Truck tractor trailer sales or heavy equipnent sales of a wholesale or 
retail nature, provided that in all cases, design review starrlards are 
met. 

Prohibited Uses: Include auto wreckin;J yards; metal salvage/storage yards. 

Maximum Height: 
District. 

40 feet; not to exceed 15 feet within 80 feet of an ''R" 

Mininn.nn Site Area and Wi dth: 50 , 000 square feet, 200 feet. 

No land division shall create parcels smaller than 5 acres within the Inner 
Approach Zone. 
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Mininum Yards: 30 feet adjoinirg a major or secordary arterial or frontage road; 
20 feet adjoinirg a mirx:>r street. Side am rear yards should be 10 percent of the 
parcel width or 20 feet, whidlever is less; side or rear yards adjoinirg an ''R" 
District should be 25 percent of the parcel width or depth or 50 feet, whidlever 
is less. 

Iarrlscapim am Screenim: Plant materials shall be required in yards adjoi.nirg 
arrt street or frontage road am adjacent to a residential district, an eight foot 
high solid masomy wall or planted benn shall be provided together with a row of 
trees. Within off-street parkirg areas, one shade tree per eight parkirg spaces 
shall be provided. (See Figure 6.) 

Parking: See Table 4. 

Signs: Maxinurn 1 square foot of sign face per lineal foot of street frontage, not 
to exceed 2 sign faces per site or 200 square feet per sign face. Signs not to 
exceed 30 feet in height or be closer than 12 feet to a property line. No sign or 
light.in:J should m:we. Internally lighted signs should be shielded fran "R" 
Districts within 200 feet. Freest:arnin;J signs should be located in lamscaped 
islarrls. A portion of the allowable sign area may be allocated to canbined off­
site signs identifyin;J two or lOC)re establishments am located within the planned 
Wustrial district. 

Perfonnance starrlards: 

Noise: Should not exceed ambient CNEL on adjoinirg properties within the 
Wustrial district by lOC)re than 3 decibels; should not result in any 
measurable increase in the ambient noise level in residential district. 

Emissions: Corrpliance with stan:1ard.s established by the Shasta County Air 
Pollution Control district. 

<xi.ors: No annoyin;J odors to be readily detectable beyorxi the property line. 

Vibration: No vibration detectable without instruments at the property line. 

Electranagnetic Interference: No use should prcduce electranagnetic 
interference with nonnal radio or television reception in residential 
districts or with the function of electronic equiprrent beyorrl the property 
line. 

Glare: No intense light or glare that creates a nuisance or hazard for 
aircraft or beyorrl the property line. 

Toxic or Noxious Matter: Corrpliance with all applicable regulations. 

Radiation: Corrpliance with all awlicable regulations. 

Heat am Humidity: No nuisance beyorrl the property line. 

Fire am Explosive Hazards: Corrpliance with all applicable regulations. 

Ligµid am Solid Wastes: Compliance with all applicable regulations. 
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Use 

Accessory employee housing or 
guest cottage 

Administrative office services 

Animal care facilities 

Autarobile service station 

Autarotive services: 
a) Enclosed 
b) Open lot 

Business and trade schools 

Churches and religious institutions 

Ccmnercial recreation 

Public and ccmnunity facilities, 
including swim club, tennis club, 
golf courses, ccmnunity centers, 
neighborhood centers, and similar 
activities 

Convalescent facilities 

Day care facility 

Drive-up windows providing services 

Eating and drinking services: 
a) With drive-in or take-out 
b) All others 

TABLE 4 
PARKING 

Minirnum Off-Street Parking Requirarent 

1 space per unit 

1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

l space per 350 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

5 spaces, plus queue capacity equivalent 
to 1.5 tines the service capacity of 
gasoline purrps 

1 space per 350 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
1 space per 500 sq. ft. of exterior sales, 
display, or storage site area 

1 space per 4 persons capacity, or 1 space 
for each 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area, 
whichever is greater 

1 space per 4 seats or 4 persons capacity, 
based on rnax.inrurn use of all facilities at 
the sarne t.i.ne 

1 space per 4 seats or 4 persons capacity, 
based on maximum use of all facilities at 
the same t.i.ne 

1 space per 4 persons capacity, based on 
maximum use of all facilities 

1 space per 2.5 patient beds 

To be established by use permit conditions 

Queue line for 5 cars, not blocking any 
parking spaces, in addition to other 
applicable requirerrents 

3 spaces per 100 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
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Use 

Financial services: 
a) Bank, savings & loan office 
b) Others 

General business services: 
a) Enclosed 
b) Open lot 

wdging 

Industry 

Medical, professional, and general 

M:::>tel 

Multiple-family residential use 

Personal services 

Private clubs, lodges, and 
fraternal organizations 

Research and developtent 

Retail: 
a) Enclosed 
b) Open lot 

Schools and educational facilities: 
a) Grades K-8 
b) Grades 9-12 

Shopping center 

Single-family residential uses 

Warehousing and distribution 

Mini.rm.ml Off-Street Parking Requirarent 

1 space per 150 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

1 space per 3500 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
1 space per 500 sq. ft. of sales, display, or 
storage site area 

1 space per lodging unit, in addition to 
other residential use requirerrents 

1 space per 1,000 sq. ft. of manufacturing 
or warehousing area, or per erployee, 
whichever is greater, plus 1 space per 250 
sq. ft. of office area plus 1 space per 250 
sq. ft. of retail floor area 

1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

1 space per guest roan, plus the applicable 
requireIYEI1ts for eating and drinking, 
banquet, asserooly, camercial, or other 
as required for such use, less 75 percent of 
the spaces required for guest roans 

1.5 spaces per studio or I-bed.roan unit, 
and 2 spaces per 2-bedrocm or larger unit, 
of which at least 1 space per unit must be 
covered 

1 space per 150 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

1 space per 4 seats or 4 persons capacity, 
based on maximum use of all space at one 
tine 

1 space per 250 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

1 space per 200 sq. ft. gross floor area 
1 space per 500 sq. ft. of sales or display 
area 

2 spaces per teaching station 
4 spaces per teaching station 

1 space per 275 sq. ft. of gross floor area 

2 spaces per unit, both of which must be 
covered 

1 space per 1,000 sq. ft. of gross floor area 
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a. Design Review; Site Develg:.ment stan::3ards; Non--0:>nformirg Uses an:i structures 

'lhe future quality an:i profitability of oon-residential develc:pnent in the plannin:J 
area will depen:l heavily on \!'hat is l:uilt durin:J the next few years because little 
cx::mnercial or imustrial develq:ment exists an:l oo standards have been set by exanple. 
!ikJst develqiers may perceive the desirability of high design stamards, rut if a few 
do not, investments will be at risk an:i the average quality of new devel.c:pnent will 
start on a decl:inin:;J tren:l. M..ll.ti-family residential develc:pnent is p1':"q)06ed at 
highly visible locations within the plannin:J area an:l has a sb::ag potential for 
enharx:in:J or degradirg overall quality. 'lhe policies will establish a design review 
ccmnittee which will develq> standards for inplementation of the Plan. 

( 4) Iulicies 

4p. Amen:l camty an:l cities zanin:J ordinaoces, or set permit conditions to prescril:>e 
site develqinent stamards .uci.u::lin:J l::ut not limited to the followirg: 

'Iypes of plant materials an:l irrigation systens 
Ferw=e an:i wall design 
Nlmt>er, width, an:l location of driveways 
streets, sidewalks, curl::ls, an:l gutters 
Fire hydrant standards 
Urx1e.rgroorxi utilities 
Screenin:J an:l ooise attenuation for mechanical equipnent 

4q. Establish a design review ccmnittee cuitv50d of staff mem::>ers fran each affected 
plannin:J aqercy an:l other meni>ers as may be desired by nutual agreement of the 
participatin:J legislative J:xxlies. 'lhe ccmnittee shall develq> design standards 
which can be awlied to discretionacy as ~11 as ministerial pe.nnits for all rx:n­
residential develq:ment an:l for residential projects of six or m:>re attached 
residential mri.ts or six or nore mri.ts per gross acre. 'lhe design standards 
shall, as a mininum, set forth a sin:Jle set of criteria to inplement the district 
policies an:l regulations an:l varia.is lan:l uses set forth by the Plan. It is 
desirable that the subjects listed umer Iulicy 4p also be :irx:luded. 'lhe 
standards shrul.d be adq,ted by resolution by each legislative body for 
inplementation by each agercy thrcu3h the cairse of oonnal permit processirg 
activities. 

4r. Uses which CX>t1tinue to be or whidl rexrre non-confonnin;J uses upcn adq,tion of 
zone ordinaoces necessary to inplement this plan shall be subject to the 
provisions of the zonirg plan regardin;J oon-confonnin;J uses. It is intended that 
ordinary mai.ntenarre am rrutine repairs can be made to a oon-confomirg ruildirg 
in acx::o:rdance with the awlicable provisions of the zonin:J plan. 

All oon confonnin;J c:x:moercial an:l imustrial uses shrul.d be reviewed by the city 
or oa.mty prior to issuan:::e of a permit for ~ion or OC11Version to adifferent 
use, l::ut not later than five years followirg adq,tion of the regulaticns 
inplementin:J the Specific Plan. A oon-confonrwg strucbJre (as c:li.stin:t frail a 
non-confonrwg use) need not be reviewed muess awlication is made for a permit 
to exparrl the structure or d1arge its use. 
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'Il1.e p.rrpose of the review should be to establish a schedule of inprcvei 
intemed progressively to bri.n;J the site develcpnent stardards toward confon: 
with these regulations. A developnent agreement should be executed that specifi t. 
the schedule of i.nprovements, the extent of permissible expansion, ani the uses tc, 
which the property may be converted. 'Ole schedule for p:r03zess toward cc:rrpliance 
with design stardards shalld call for all required i.nprovem:mts to be cc:rrpleted 
within eight years. Failure to execute a develcpiel1t agreement should require 
denial of a pennit to exparrl or convert a non-confonnirg use, ani should require 
that the non-confonnirg use be eliminated within 20 years fran the date of review. 

E. OPEN SPACE AND a>NSERVATION ( 5) 

1. Parks ani Recreation 

Airport property adjoini.n;J an:l east of Stillwater Creek has been designated for 
recreational use by the Re1dirg General Plan since 1970. It occasionally is used for 
drag races ani similar creational activities that are not acceptable near residential 
areas ani have disturbed residents sa.rt:h of the airport. Revision of the Recreation 
Element of the Reddin;J General Plan, ncM in progress, will detennine the a_wropriate 
recreational uses for this larrl. 

A small park is shown adjoini.n;J Airport Road at the Sacramento River bluff. 

If neighborhood or canmunity parks are to be provided for the 17,000 future residents 
of the plannin:J area, it will be necessary to require lani dedication or mllect fees 
as a con:lition of sulxtivision approval. 'Ibis practice is st:aimI:d in ll'OSt califomia 
cities, particularly since Proposition 13 renoved alternative revenue sources, but is 
not followed in Shasta County. Maintenance of neighborhood parks is not nonnally a 
County service, yet failure to secure sites makes later provision of parks by an 
annexing city or a recreation district difficult or .i.Jrpossible. 

(5) Policies 

Sa. Specify the recreational use of airport property in the revised Recreation Element 
of the Re1dirg General Plan. Designate for recreational use on County General 
Plan. 

Sb. Enact a County ordinance requiri.n;J lani dedication or in lieu payrrents to provide 
neighbomood park sites in accoro with stardards similar to those a_wlied to 
sulxtivision within the City of Reddirg as a con:lition of residential develc:pnent 
approval where future annexation to a city or fonnation of a district to maintain 
recreational facilities is deemed likely. 

2. Agriculture 

Although about one-third of the planni.rg area a.rrrently is zoned or used for 
agriculture, the units, already small, will be surroun:led by w:ban developnent ani 
ren:lered less efficient than they are nc:M. strawberzy plant acreage in the study area 
has declined even where lani has not been converted to urban use. 

(5) Policy 

Sc. Protect but do not require continuation of existinJ agricultural operations. 

44 



3. creeks, Riparian Vegetation, arrl Flocrlplains 

'1he intent of the plan is to preserve the natural form of the creeks an::l the exi.stirg 
riparian vegetation. Drainage plans have not been prepared, b.tt the ott report 
contains an analysis of the problems. 'Ihe Clover Creek channel will need substantial 
enlargement, while the Stillwater Creek d1annel. an::l floodplain have adequate capacity. 
Modifications to the exi.stiiq 100-year floodplain alon:J Clover Creek will be 
necessary. 

'Ihe "Greenway" designation is defined as follCXNS: 

Greenway - Greenway is natural open space an::l includes slopes in excess of twenty 
percent an::l the 100-year floodplains of the Sacramento River an::l various creeks 
an::l streans. Because of the inherent clan;ers to life an::l property, an::l 
irrevocable damage to the natural envirorunent, these natural lam an::l water areas 
should not be urbanized or altered in any significant way so as to prevent severe 
erosion an::l defacement or loss of life an::l property. Fa.ch of these areas is 
identified by best available ~a{ilic maps an::l special floodplain studies 
prepared by the U.S. Arrrry Co:rps of Engineers or other government agencies. 

In addition to health an::l safety concerns, these natural areas serve as places in 
which .natural flora or fauna can be maintained in their natural state. '!hey 
provide relief fran urbanization; reduce siltation fran excessive gradirq an::l 
buffer various lan::l use activities an::l can be part of an urban trail system. 
Areas in excess of 20 percent slope do not carry any residential credit unless an 
entire parcel is so designated; in which case, by use permit, one dwellin;J unit 
per 40 acres may be permitted. Areas of errlargered plants or wildlife are also 
areas designated as pernanent open space. I.an:i shown as natural open space is 
predominantly alol'V1 the Sacramento River, Clover Creek, stillwater Creek, an::l the 
bluffs east of arum Creek. Airport approach areas may also be classified as 
natural open space in order to prevent damage to life an::l property or to reduce 
the psychological stress of auport noise upon i.nconpatible uses. 

(5) Policies 

Sd. Clover Creek inprovernents should avoid an ~ineered look an::l should retain 
riparian vegetation where feasible. 'Ihe greenway adjoinin;J Clover Creek should be 
200 feet wide, centered on the creek. 

Se. No structures should be built in the Stillwater Creek 100-year floodplain as shown 
in the Army Co:rps of Engineers Study, Loomis Corners, california, date Octd:>er, 
1977, or within the floodway area shown on maps entitled Flocxi Hazard Boorrlary 
Maps, U. s. Deparbrent of Housin;J an::l Urt::ian Developnent, IB:ernber 1977, whidlever 
is nore restrictive. 'Ihe flocx:iway area shall be designated on the Specific Plan 
as "Greenway", provided that one residential unit may be built above flocxi level 
on an existin;J parcel that has no buildil'V1 site outside the flcxx:1plain subject to 
a use permit, provided that both the unit an::l its inhabitants are protected above 
the 100-year floodplain elevation. Riparian vegetation should be retained to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Sf. Continue gravel extraction in Stillwater Creek under use permit control. 

Sg. Steep slopes (slopes in excess of 20 percent) located alol'V1 the drainage corridors 
shall also be shown as "Greenway". 
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Sh. In those areas where future develcpnent plans show with certainty that a parcel or 
a portion of a parcel is not affected by the greenway criteria (slq:,es, riparian 
vegetation, floodi.rg) then that parcel or portion of the parcel may be develq,ed 
in acx::ordan:e with the adjoini.n:;J lan:i use designation. 

Si. Dedication of q:>en space easements irxx>rporatin;J "Greenways" shown on the Plan 
shoold be required as a carrli.tion of develcpnent ai::proval.. Recreational uses that 
do not require structures or rem::,va1 of riparian vegetation shool.d be permitted. 

F. PUBLIC FACILI'TIES AND Ul'ILITilS ( 6) 

1. Parks 

(See 5. Open Space an:i Conservation.) 

2. Schools 

Pacheco School an:i Prairie School in the Pacheco Union Elementary School District are 
near the ba.lrrlaries of the plannin:J area. Fbrtions of the plannin:J area in::lu1e five 
elenentacy am two high school districts. F\111 develcpnent will generate e1'lCU3h 
elernentary school students to fill three additional schools. It is probable that no 
additional sites will be needed in the plannin;;J area, rut the Specific Plan does not 
foreclose the possibility. 

Shasta County has inposed fees on new developnent in order to finance new sites arrl 
facilities for sare school districts. cascade School District has requested that the 
City of Arx:ierson rollect fees from developers. 

(6) Fblicies 

6a. Refer develc:pnent proposals to school districts arrl arrerrl Specific Plan, if 
necessary, to include one or nore school sites to be located in acx:::ord with 
Specific Plan policies. 

6b. All ?,Jblic arrl institutional uses should be subject to a plan-review process prior 
to the issuance of pennits to construct such facilities. such review process 
should address the cxmcems stated above to assure that these ?,lblic an:i 
institutional uses are allowed to provide their interned functions arrl service to 
the people of the plannin:J area in a rontext carpatible with their su.rrourrlin:; 
envirornre.nt. 

3. Water 

(6) Fblicy 

6c. Water systems adequate to harrlle both dc:anestic an:i ISO fire-flow requirements 
shall be installed. 

4. Wastewater 

'!he Specific Plan does not include wastewater rollection or treabrent proposals. (See 
Assunptions. ) 
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(6) Policy 

6d. Wastewater treatrrent systems serving developrent outside a seiwer district should 
be designed to be fully carpatible with a future sewer system. As a condition of 
approval of develoµrent using an individual system other a single-family 
residence, the applicant should waive the right to protest future formation of an 
assessrrent district of collection and treatrrent of wastewater. 

5. Fire Protection 

(6) Policy 

6e. Designate a fire station site in the vicinity of Rancho and Airport roads or 
Shasta View Drive and Airport Road. 

6. Surface Drainage 

(See 5. Open Space and Conservation.) 

G. CIRCUIATICN 

Major additions and improverrents to the planning area's street system will be needed 
as the m.mber of vehicle trips increases by eight ti.Ires or nore. Appendix A describes 
the assurrptions used in projecting traffic at full develoµnent. Appendix B 
supplerrents this information. 

Airport Road, as the planning area's "main street", will carry up to 27,400 vehicles 
per day north of Meadow View Drive and should have cross streets and left turn points 
spaced no closer than half-mile intervals where possible. South of Meadow View Drive, 
average daily traffic demand is projected at 42,000 vehicles, exceeding the potential 
capacity of improverrents that could be constructed without relocating existing 
buildings. Airport Road is designated an "Expressway". The projected necessary 
right-of-way width is llO feet north of Meadowview Drive and 120 feet fran Meadowview 
Drive to the River. 

( 7) Policies 

7 a. As a condition of develoµnent approval, require right-of-way dedication and 
construction of full or partial improverrents in accord with the schedule in 
Table 5 and the cross section standards shown in Figure 7a-7e. 

7b. Design Airport Road with a continuous landscaped Iredian interrupted for left 
turns at approximately half-mile intervals or center left turn lane, as 
appropriate, dependent upon the ultimate selection of Alternative "A" or "B". 

7c. Design the Knighton Road aligrurent, as shown, to provide direct connection 
between I-5 and Airport Road while minimizing severance at the Churn Creek Golf 
Course and adjoining parcels. Knighton Road shall be designated as a limited 
access facility. 

7d. Realign Hartnell Avenue and Old Oregon Trail, as shown, to provide greater 
separation fran Highway 44 off ranps, allowing ooth the ranps and Hartnell Avenue 
to be signalized. 

7e. Provide sidewalks on all through streets and all streets having minimum parcel 
sizes smaller than 1 acre and allow sidewalk use by bicycles. The intent is that 
children and recreational bicyclists use the sidewalks where there will be only 
light pedestrian use, and experienced bicyclists and ccmnuters use the streets. 
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7f. Limit driveways on major arterial am expressway frontage to 1 per 400 feet or 1 
per parcel with less than 400 feet of frontage. 

7g. Depict two inprovementjaligrnnent alternatives, as shown, for Airport Road bet,,.,een 
Meadowview Drive arrl the River. Alternative "A" consists of widenin:;J Airport Road 
on its present aligrmmt to six lanes with limited acxess. Frontage roads aro,lor 
other acxess limitin:;J design features may be 11E'CeSSary. Alternative "B" mnsists 
of designatin:;J Airport Road as an arterial arrl widenin;J the road an its present 
aligrnnent to four lanes. A secon:l four lane facility designated as a limited 
acxess expressway l;vCU!d be constructed parallel am west of Airport Road. 'lltis 
future selection of Altel:native "A" or "B" will be based upon data developed from 
a CXllprt:er assisted traffic IOOdel analysis. ~tive selection by the AI.UC of 
one aligrnnent altel:native shall be deemed aban:iorunent of the other alternative, 
unless the AI.UC provides otherwise. 
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TABLE 5 
E){lsrING AND PROPOOED TRAFFIOJAY SYSTEM 

Existing Af:tr Prqx:>sed Service Projected 
Right-of-Way Voll.IIIE Specific Plan Right-of-Way Level C Volune at Full 

(Feet) 1981 Designation (Feet) Lanes MYr Volume Develoerent 

Airport Road 
Highway 44 to Venus Way 84 5,500 Expressway 110 4 (Med,Pkg) 24,000 21,000 

Venus Way to Rancho Road 84 5,500 Expressway 110 4 (Med,Pkg) 24,000 27 ,400 

Rancho Road to Shasta View Drive 84 4,700 Expressway 110 4 (Med,Pkg) 24,000 18,800 

Shasta View Drive to Knighton Road 84 4,500 Expressway 110 4(Med,Pkg) 24,000 24 ,900 
Knighton Road to Meadow View Drive 84 4,200 Expressway 110 4 (Med Pkg) 24,000 23,500 

Alternative "A" 
Meadow View Drive to Industrial Road (P) 84 4,900 Expressway 120 6 (Med) 20,000 26,000 

Industrial Road to Dersch Road 60-84 5,400 Expressway 120 6 (Med) to 29,500 

Dersch Road to North Street Bridge 60-75 6,800 Expressway 120 6(Med) 40,000 42,000 

Alternative "B" 
Meadow View Dr. to Industrial Rd. (P) 84 4,900 Major Arterial 84 4 (LT, Pkg) 17,000 12,000 

Industrial Rd. to Dersch Rd. 60-84 5 ,400 Major Arterial 84 4 (LT, Pkg) 17,000 12,500 
Dersch Rd. to Bypass Intersection 60-75 6 ,800 Major Arterial 84 4 (LT, Pkg) 17,000 18,000 

Airport Road Bypass (P) 
,i,. Meadow View Dr. to Industrial Rd. (P) - - Expressway 110 4 (Med, Pkg) 24,000 14,000 
ID Industrial Rd. (P) to Churn Creek Rd. (P) Expressway 110 4 (Med, Pkg) 24,000 17,000 - -

Churn Creek Road to Airport Road (Pl - - Expressway 120 4 (Med, Pkg) 24,000 24 ,000 

North Street 84 - Expressway 120 6 (Med) 40,000* 42,000 

Hartnell Reali~ (P) -- - Major Arterial 96 4 (LT,Pkg) 17,000 8 ,000 

Argyle Road 84 2,000 Collector 84 4(Pkg) 13 ,000 8,000 

Venus w~ (Pl - -- Local Collector 64 2(Pkg) 8,000 8,000 

Old Oregon Trail 60 - Collector 84 2(Pkg) 8,000 

Rancho Road 
F.ast of Airport Road 60 5,500 Collector 84 4 (Pkg) 13,000 
West of Airport Road 60 2,600 Collector 84 4(Pkg) 13,000 8,000 

Shasta View Drive (P) - - Major Arterial 96 4(LT) 17,000 15 , 000 
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TABIE 5 
EXISTING AND PROPOSED TAAFFICl'lAY SY:,·fEM 

Kni.s!:!_ton Road (P) 

Meadow View Drive 

Existing 
Right-of-Way 

(Feet) 

60 

Industrial ~ (P) 

Frontage Road (P) 
Rancho Road to Meadow View Drive 

Fi.5l. Tree Lane 

Dersch Road 

Riverside Avenue 

(P) = Proposed Road 
~ = Median 

60 

60 

60 

Pkg = Parking 
LT = Left Turn 

NYr 
Volurre 

1981 

2,400 

2,400 

Specific Plan 
Desi~tion 

Major Arterial 
(Limited Access) 

Collector 

Industrial Road 

Frontage Road 

Collector 

Major Arterial 

Arterial 

Pre.posed 
Right-of-Way 

(Feet) 

96 

84 

64 

64 

84 

96 

84 

Lanes 

4 (LT) 

2 (Pkg) 

4 (Pkg) 

4(LT,Pkg) 

4(LT,Pkg) 

Service 
revel c 

NYr VolUI!E 

17 , 000 

8,000 

13,000 

17,000 

13,000 

Projected 
VolUI!E at Full 

Developrent 

18,000 

3,000 

*Service level "C" ranges fran 20 , 000 to 40,000 primarily dependent upon the 
design and service volurres of intersecting streets. Route design and inter­
section configuration, at present and as planned, should pennit achievanent 
of the upper level of Service "C" volurres. 



l'igure 7a. STRB.BT STANDARm, CROOS-sBCflONS 
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Figure 7b. STRtiET STANDARm, CROSS-SBCTIONS 

,j,,; ~pl 

,;w 
I 
,(· 

.I-- --

·' 

\ 

Vt' . 
I ,., ( 

I 

~ ···- .. -

---~ ------ -} "' . 
t $' ~-

.-·--

z/,,1 

I 
( 

f 

--"8_4 • ej_w MA..Joe Ai?TEE/~1l 5T£JAlo.aeo OPTJOA.1-5 

52 



l1igure 7c. STREET STANDA&m, CROSS-SBCflONS 

' 

#i1w' ~" :•1 .,, 
I I ,,-:,:. 111: "- '.""" l 

·· ··· ~ . ► ."':1r•1~$ • ...., 

I 

IA, I 

-r ·--r --------~- v•r.- .t 1 
• J f ·' .. ·. ,..17: l/it". 

q~· e/w MA.Jt)/? A2TEE/Al 7J.1ROU4J./FARE ~TAAIQA20 

JAi TEl?EAIJJ WiTl:I M00c2.4TE Rel/EE. 

:;,o,"'l' ,;/ltl 
I ~~.,·1=·, .. ,E,i;'" f 

f • ··- . -- - # -

,.:r'.'C-;: 

,,_ 

- •-- I 

r 16' .• 
I 

/ / , I 

,~-:.~);/ I 

qtp, .e/w MA.JOE AETEeJ~L TI-IROt.141-IFARc 5TAAI0,4RO 

IA! T£1ZR4/A./ WIT/./ STEEP J?cl/cF. 

53 



Pigure ~ STREET STAHDARDJ, CRCSS-6.IOMS 
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F~GURE 7e 
STREET .STANDARD CROSS ·SECTION . ' 
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