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Response to Letter 9 – Public Interest Law Project 

 
Response 9-a: The commenter makes an introductory statement regarding the status of the County’s 

General Plan Housing Element and needs for lower income households.  The 
commenter notes that the project site could be rezoned to accommodate lower 
income housing needs.  The commenter refers to additional comments regarding the 
Draft EIR not complying with CEQA.    

 
The comment is specific to the Shasta County General Plan and Housing Element, 
rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
The additional comments referenced above are addressed individually below.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

  
Response 9-b: The commenter states that the Draft EIR must identify and discuss any inconsistencies 

the proposed project has with the County’s General Plan and cites Highway 68 
Coalition v. County of Monterey, 14 Cal. App. 5th 883, 893 (2017).  The commenter 
states that the EIR’s Land Use and Planning section does not identify or discuss 
whether the proposed project is consistent with the County’s Housing Element 
Programs, specifically Program 8, to zone land for higher-density residential use.  The 
required analysis is missing and must be included in order to comply with the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  The commenter states that this proposed project adds to the 
surplus of sites while the housing needs of lower income households are almost 
completely ignored by the County.   

 
The commenter is correct in the summary of that case regarding CEQA requiring an 
evaluation of inconsistencies with the General Plan.  As stated on page 12 of the 
decision: 

 
 “[w]hile there is no requirement that an EIR itself be consistent with the 
relevant general plan, it must identify and discuss any inconsistencies 
between a proposed project and the governing general plan. [Citation]” 
[Citation.] “Because EIRs are required only to evaluate ‘any 
inconsistencies’ with plans, no analysis should be required if the project 
is consistent with the relevant plan. [Citation].” 
 

The commenter also cites Program 8 of the Housing Plan, which is located in Section 
V. Housing Plan of the Shasta County General Plan.  The commenter states that the 
proposed project should evaluate consistency with this Program.  In part, Program 8 
states the following:  

 
“As part of the General Plan update, Shasta County shall identify adequate 
sites with appropriate land use designations to accommodate 800 housing 
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units for lower income households. Each site selected will require a 
minimum density of 20 units per acre and must be capable of supporting at 
least 16 units per site (i.e., each site must have at least 0.80 acres of 
developable land) based on parcel size, configuration, development 
standards, water and sewer service and other factors. Each site must allow 
for rent and owner-occupied multi-family housing without the need for a 
conditional use permit. At least 50 percent of the total housing units will be 
accommodated by sites in which the zoning does not allow for non-
residential uses. Sites Shasta County will consider for rezoning to 
accommodate the lower-income portion of the RHNA consists of the 
following specific parcels.” 
 

Immediately following the above, page 102 lists the 19 assessor parcel numbers that 
Shasta County will consider: 5 within the Burney Area, 12 within the Cottonwood 
Area, and 2 within the Fall River Mills Area.  None of the assessor parcel numbers are 
within the proposed project site nor is the proposed project in proximity to any of the 
aforementioned locations.  In addition, page 102 further states: 

 
“Approximately 40 acres of land, at 20 units per acre, is required. As shown 
by the above list, the County has identified substantially more land than 
would be required to accommodate for the extremely low and very low 
income household portion of the RHNA.  All identified sites are vacant and 
(in order to reduce the costs of development) located within water and 
sewer districts with existing service lines either on or adjacent to the 
property. Most of the identified sites are either free of major environmental 
constraints or, where they do exist, only the developable portion of the 
property will be considered. The selected sites will be rezoned to the existing 
Multiple-Family Residential (R-3) district, which allows only residential and 
residential accessory uses, with a modification to allow 20 units per acre. 
Parcels currently zoned for commercial use, may be rezoned to Mixed Use 
with a modification to allow 20 units per acre. 103 To assist the 
development of housing for lower income households on larger sites, the 
County will facilitate land divisions or lot line adjustments resulting in parcel 
sizes that allow multifamily developments affordable to lower income 
households in light of state, federal and local financing programs (i.e., 
parcels of 2 to 10 acres). The County will work with property owners and 
non-profit developers to target and market the availability of sites with the 
best potential for development. In addition, the County will offer 
information and assistance related to all incentives adopted by the County 
for the development of affordable housing.” 
 

The commenter is directed to the aforementioned italicized section in the preceding 
cited paragraph.  As stated, the County has already identified more land than would 
be needed, therefore, using the proposed project for lower income housing would be 
extraneous.  In addition, as discussed at length in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR, use of the project site for higher density residential units 
would be constrained by water supply and there are no current developed sewer 
service lines within the project site.  Lastly, as illustrated immediately above, the use 
of the proposed project site for higher density development would exacerbate the 
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existing environmental constraints as discussed and disclosed in the various section of 
the Draft EIR, and hence, the proposed project site does not possess, “the best 
potential for development,” for affordable housing. 
 
Therefore, discussion of Program 8 in terms of this proposed project would be 
consistent, and as cited in the noted court case, unnecessary based on Case Law and 
State CEQA Guidelines for discussion within the Draft EIR.    
 
The County is currently reviewing and revising the housing needs and updating the 
Shasta County General Plan Housing Element.  As required by law, this Housing 
Element update will identify sites that meet the various income level needs of the 
County residents.  This process is outside of this proposed project and Draft EIR.   
 
The comment, however, is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
 

Response 9-c: The commenter states that it is questionable whether the proposed project can be 
considered consistent with the Shasta County General Plan because the County has 
not adopted the required 5th revision of the Housing Element and therefore the 
County currently lacks an updated and legally compliant Housing Element as part of its 
General Plan.  The General Plan must include all of the mandatory elements to be 
valid.  No action can be consistent with a General Plan that does not have all 
mandatory elements. 

 
 Refer to Response 9-b, immediately above.  The proposed project would include a 

Zone Amendment (Z10-002) to change the current zoning to Planned Development 
(PD) zone district.  This zone change is consistent with the currently adopted Shasta 
County General Plan Land Use Designations.  No general plan amendment is required 
as a result of the proposed project.  By law, if zoning changes increase housing density 
beyond the general plan land use designations, then a general plan amendment would 
also be required.  Furthermore, while the 5th revision of the Housing Element has not 
yet been adopted, this does not mean the Shasta County General Plan is invalid. State 
Planning and Zoning law sets forth the legal consequences for an agency failing to 
adopt a required Housing Element revision by the statutory deadline which does not 
include the automatic invalidation of the agency’s general plan. (See Gov. Code, 
§65750 et seq.)  As mentioned above, Shasta County is currently reviewing and 
revising the housing needs and updating the Shasta County General Plan Housing 
Element.  As required by law, this Housing Element update will identify sites the meet 
the various income level needs of the County residents.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 9-d: The commenter restates that the proposed project site should be rezoned to 

accommodate higher density housing needs.  The commenter further elaborates that 
the project should include rezoning sites to allow 20 units per acre.    

 
Please refer to Response 9-b and Response 9-c, immediately above, which describes 
why such a rezone would be inappropriate for the project site, for reasons to include 
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numerous sites are already accounted for in Program 8, the proposed rezone of the 
project site for high density residential would be inconsistent with Program 8, and use 
of the proposed project site for high density residential would exacerbate 
environmental impacts.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 9-e:   The commenter concludes the letter encouraging the County to consider the previous 

comments.   
 

Please refer to Response 9-a through Response 9-d, immediately above.  The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response to Letter 10 – Wintu Audubon Society 

 
Response 10-a: The commenter expresses concern about bird and wildlife conservation and the 

impacts on native bird and wildlife species that may result from this project.  The 
commenter also mentions that former Conservation Shari commented on the 2012 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). 

 The Lead Agency analyzed impacts to biological resources in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well as 
resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, the 2012 NOP and associated 
comment letters, as well as the 2016 NOP and associated comment letters, are 
provided in Appendix 15.1, NOTICE OF PREPARATION.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 10-b: The commenter states that the elimination of approximately 146 acres of oak 
woodlands will result from the project.  The commenter requests that the mitigation 
ratio for oak woodland be 3:1 rather than the 2:1 ratio identified in the Draft EIR.   

 Please refer to preceding Response 3-b, above, as it related to oak woodland 
mitigation ratios.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-c: The commenter states that the proposed project impacts, such as light intrusion, 
noise, edge effects, and domestic animals, in addition to the Fire Management Plan, 
will result in a tendency to reduce the quality, density, and variability of oaks and 
associate vegetation inclining understory and grasslands due to management for fire 
prevention, and consequently reduce the wildlife habitat values.  The commenter 
states that the Draft EIR provides no substantial evidence, short of declarative 
statements, that habitat values will be increased due to oak management.  The 
commenter also suggested that if credits for onsite preservation of oak woodlands 
against offsite mitigation requirements are to be made, they should be at ratios less 
than 1:1. 

With respect to the oak woodland wildlife habitat, habitat values, and mitigation, 
please refer to Master Response-4 and Response 3-b related to RMA’s, ecological 
integrity of oak woodlands, mitigation ratio’s, and fire management; Response 3-c 
related to edge effects, lighting, noise, and human disturbance, Response 3-d related 
to fire suppression and fuel management prescriptions, and Response 3-e related to 
maintenance of oak woodland function and diversity of species, above.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-d: The commenter states that the impact conclusions within the Draft EIR itself as well as 
between the Draft EIR and the associated technical studies are inconsistent as related 
to wildlife corridor movements and native wildlife nursery sites.  The commenter 
believes that significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors with the project 
would result from project implementation.  The commenter feels that mitigation 
measures provided in the technical studies are not reflected in the Draft EIR. 
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 With respect to wildlife movement corridors, please refer to preceding Response 3-q, 
above.  As shown on Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP, of the Draft EIR, the 
project would provide approximately 526 acres designated as RMA or open space, 
which is approximately 73.6% of the project site.  As shown in Figure 3-6, these areas 
allow for wildlife movement throughout the project site, including drainages and well 
as along upland areas.  The RMAs and open space have been designed to link the 
entire project site to facilitate movement on land by providing contiguous areas of 
sufficient size (width and cover).  These areas would act as movement corridors.  The 
RMAs within each residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from property 
lines, stream channels, and/or critical natural resources.  These areas would remain 
undisturbed and would be managed by the probate land owner under direction of the 
Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD).   

 With respect to wildlife nursery sites page 5.4-54 of the Draft EIR has been revised to 
reflect the following (also refer to ES2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR): 

Streams corridors are considered primary locations for wildlife 
migration corridors. However, implementation of the proposed project, 
would not incur development along streams. The RMA within each 
residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from property 
lines, stream channels and/or critical natural resources. These areas 
would remain undisturbed and would be managed by the private land 
owner under direction of the TRCSD. These areas would allow for travel 
corridors for wildlife. Additionally, the open space preserves, which 
accounts for more than a quarter of the total acres of the site, would 
also remain undeveloped under management of the TRCSD and would 
allow for wildlife movement and continued use for bird or bat nurseries. 
Regardless, wildlife movement would be impeded to some degree, but 
would not be considered a significant impact.  Native wildlife nursery 
sites would be potentially impacted as discussed in Impact 5.4-1, above; 
however, implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1g, 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1h, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1i, and 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1k would reduce impacts to birds and 
bats.   

With respect to consistency of the mitigation measures discussed in the Draft EIR 
versus the technical studies, although the language and specific elements of the 
mitigation measures in the Biological Evaluation for Geringer’s Capitol Tierra Robles 
Ranch (Revised 2016) may differ, and the mitigation measures have been modified 
and expanded for clarity, enforceability, and scope, the intent of the changes to the 
referenced mitigation measures as they are now contained in the Draft EIR, is to 
reduce impacts to biological resources, which is the same.  In addition, some elements 
of the previously identified mitigation measures are inherent to project design and 
similar mitigation would not be required. 

Accordingly, in relation to the commenter’s specific note of Mitigation Measures 1 
and 2 5 relating to migratory routes and corridors associated impacts are discussed in 
the Draft EIR.  Page 5.4-41 notes that Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires RMAs 
to be maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be managed for their oak woodland 
habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would provide a degree of connectivity 
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with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would maintain a woodland structure 
capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to medium-sized wildlife species. 

On page 5.4-53, Impact 5.4-3 discusses impacts to wildlife corridors and states, 
“Streams corridors are considered primary locations for wildlife migration corridors. 
However, implementation of the proposed project, would not incur development 
along streams. The RMA within each residential lot has been created to establish 
setbacks from property lines, stream channels and/or critical natural resources. These 
areas would remain undisturbed and would be managed by the private land owner 
under direction of the TRCSD. These areas would allow for travel corridors for wildlife. 
Additionally, the open space preserves, which accounts for more than a quarter of the 
total acres of the site, would also remain undeveloped under management of the 
TRCSD and would allow for wildlife movement. Regardless, wildlife movement would 
be impeded to some degree, but would not be considered a significant impact.” In 
addition, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c relates directly to Mitigation Measure 3 in 
terms of a fuel management plan. 
 
In relation to Mitigation Measures 4 and 5, page 5.4-37 of the Draft EIR states, “The 
proposed project has been designed to avoid streams and wetlands, and thus, would 
not result in the permanent fill of these features which could result in the loss of 
habitat for animal species that spend all or a portion of their lifecycle in water, 
particularly aquatic macroinvertebrates. However, temporary indirect effects to 
downstream waters could occur if sediments or pollutants enter drainages and 
degrade habitat for fish and other aquatic life (refer to Figure 5.4-2, WATERS OF THE 
U.S.). Temporary impacts to the streams and wetlands will be avoided/minimized 
through implementation of standard erosion control and spill prevention measures 
(refer to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY). No mitigation measures are 
warranted.” 

Lastly, Impact 5.4-2 states that “the proposed roadway network would result in the 
crossing of Clough Creek at two bridge locations. The two crossings are designed as 
40-foot span bridges to ensure the placement of the bridge piers would be outside the 
limits of the riparian zone along the stream channel. Other smaller crossings of natural 
onsite drainages will require shorter precast concrete structures. The proposed 
project would not result in the permanent fill of wetlands. Potential indirect impacts 
to jurisdictional waters would be reduced through compliance with conditions of the 
General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Construction and Land 
Disturbance Activities.” This impact is concluded to be less than significant and 
therefore mitigation is not required.  
 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 10-e: The commenter states that prohibiting dogs in all RMAs as required by Mitigation 

Measure (MM) 5.4-1c would be difficult, especially since the wildlife fencing required 
in the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan would allow passage of all 
animals, including dogs. 
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 The impacts of domesticated pets are discussed throughout Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 5.4-48, implementation of the 
proposed project would include residential development which could result in an 
increased number of domesticated animals being present on the site.  The Draft EIR 
further states that the County cannot reasonable forecast the intensity of 
domesticated animals that could be onsite and any effort to quantify the potential 
degradation of onsite habitat and/or species would be speculative.  However, 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c require open 
space and RMAs to be protected through establishment of conservation easements 
and deed restriction.  The deed restrictions would prohibit dogs in these areas.  The 
RMAs will be managed by the TRCSD.   

 As part of the deed restrictions, the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines state that all 
fences must conform to Tierra Robles Master Fencing Plan and be subject to 
conditions as described in the Lotbook, which designated the location and design of 
fencing for individual homesites.  The Tierra Robles Design Guidelines further state 
that side yard and rear yard fences shall be open view fencing consisting of six feet 
high black painted wrought iron fencing, although upgraded fencing will be considered 
on a case by case basis.  Chain link and wood fences will not be permitted on 
residential home sites. Fencing requirements vary depending on lot and location.  
These wrought iron fences for side and rear yards, would contain domesticated 
animals such as dogs, to the development envelope of the project site.  This would 
allow for dogs to be contained within their own yards, and not wander into the open 
space and easement areas.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-f: The commenter states that there are discrepancies between the Draft EIR and the 
technical studies, especially related to the oak woodland numbers.  The commenter 
requests reconciliation of all acreage calculations so that mitigation acreage 
calculations can be consistently applied and compared. 

 The commenter only specifies an inconsistency with the percent of the project area 
considered oak woodland and does not provide specific detail regarding the “other 
inconsistencies.”  The Draft EIR is based on the technical studies provided in 
Appendices 15.1 through 15.10.  Prior to public circulation, the Draft EIR went through 
four rounds of consultant, County, and applicant peer reviews and edits.  In addition, 
Section E2, ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT, includes minor edits or revisions to the 
Draft EIR.  The ERRATA has been prepared in response to comments received on the 
Draft EIR. Additional editorial changes initiated by County staff are hereby 
incorporated. These clarifications and modifications are not considered to result in 
any new or greater impacts than identified and addressed in the Draft EIR. To avoid 
redundancy, it should be assumed that additions, modifications, or deletions of text 
within Section 5.1 through Section 5.18 of the Final EIR, where applicable, are 
reflected in Section 2.0, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, and Section 9.0, INVENTORY OF 
MITIGATION MEASURES. 

Regarding the consistency with oak woodland percentages, these vary depending on 
the type of oak woodland or grassland and the project impacts being discussed.  As 
shown in Figure 3 of the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan (refer to Appendix 15.2, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT), as well as Figure 5.4-1, PRIMARY 
HABITAT TYPES, of the Draft EIR, the project site contains approximately 88 acres of 
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annual grassland and approximately 633 acres of oak woodland (approximately 307 
acres of Blue Oak Grassland, approximately 306 acres of Blue Oak Woodland/Gray 
Pine, and approximately 20 acres of Interior Live Oak).  Therefore, the project site 
currently contains approximately 12% annual grassland and approximately 88 % oak 
woodlands, assuming rounding to the nearest whole number.  In addition, depending 
on the context of the discussion, these numbers may vary depending on the impact 
discussed, the type of habitat discussed, and rounding.  Thus, the numbers between 
the Draft EIR and the technical studies are consistent, when taking into consideration 
the context of the numbers and whether rounding the numbers to the nearest whole 
number was a factor. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 10-g: The commenter expressed thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR 
and provided contact information. 

 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   
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Letter 11 – California Oaks (December 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 11 –California Oaks 

 
Response 11-a: The commenter states that the Draft EIR has been reviewed and further comments 

are provided in the letter. 

This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  
Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Response 11-b through 
Response 11-j. 

Response 11-b: This comment summarizes the project’s direct and indirect impacts to oak woodlands.  
The comment incorrectly characterizes the conclusions in the Draft EIR and specifically 
Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE.  

The Draft EIR does not state that the carbon sequestration rates of existing forests 
would mitigate the project’s Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions as indicated in the 
comment.  The Draft EIR determines that project GHG impacts would be significant 
and unavoidable despite the implementation of mitigation measures. 

Impacts to oak woodlands were addressed in Draft EIR Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES. The Tierra Robles Design Guidelines address the protection and 
preservation of oak trees.  In accordance with the Design Guidelines, an Architectural 
Review Committee appointed by the Tierra Robles Community Services District 
(TRCSD) would review all building and landscape plans prior to commencement of any 
clearing, grading, construction, or landscaping, to ensure oak trees outside of the 
established building envelope are not removed. If the owner of a future lot desires to 
impact a greater basal area than identified in the Lotbook, the additional number of 
trees removed over the baseline basal area will be assessed a fee at $75.00 per inch 
diameter by the TRCSD. 

The Design Guidelines, which apply to all development within the project boundaries, 
include measures for the protection of oak trees during construction (prohibiting 
work within the dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring drainage improvements 
when necessary to ensure continued health of existing oak trees, etc.). The Design 
Guidelines also require planting an average of one street tree per 35 feet of lineal 
parcel frontage (minimum of three street trees for each parcel); 50% of the street 
trees must be native oak species. In addition, one tree must be planted on the 
property per 1,000 square feet of lot area where appropriate (in areas not already 
heavily forested). The Design Guidelines include a plant palette of trees, shrubs, and 
ground covers that complement the character of the oak woodland, grassland, and 
riparian setting. 

Draft EIR Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, also identifies various mitigation 
measures to reduce the impacts to oak woodlands.  For example, Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.4-1a requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to be established 
for the preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland, while Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.4-1b requires the protection of open space areas through establishment of 
conservation easements and deed restrictions to ensure protection of oak woodland 
values. Additionally, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires Resource Management 
Areas (RMAs) to be maintained in perpetuity.  With implementation of Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.4-1a, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, and Mitigation Measure 
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(MM) 5.4-1c, impacts on the oak woodlands would be less than significant from a 
biological resources perspective.  However, it should be noted that as analyzed in 
Draft EIR Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE, project impacts 
were determined to be significant and unavoidable despite the implementation of 
proposed energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, and Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.7-1.  The Draft EIR does not state that the carbon sequestration rates 
of existing forests would mitigate the project’s GHG emissions as indicated in the 
comment.  

Response 11-c:  The comment provides a statement from the 2008 California Air Resources Scoping 
Plan regarding carbon sequestration.  It should be noted that this statement is in the 
context of the State’s role in the West Coast Regional Carbon Sequestration 
Partnership (WESTCARB).   

WESTCARB is a public-private collaboration to characterize regional carbon 
sequestration opportunities in seven western states and one Canadian province.  The 
2008 Scoping Plan also notes that the Forest sector is unique in that forests both emit 
GHGs and uptake carbon dioxide (CO2). While the current inventory shows forests as 
a sink of 4.7 MMTCO2e, carbon sequestration has declined since 1990. For this 
reason, the 2020 projection in the 2008 Scoping Plan assumes no net emissions from 
forests. 

The 2009 Natural Resources Agency CEQA GHG Amendments response to comments 
and Final Statement of Reasons for Regulatory Action (December 2009) refers to the 
direct and indirect GHG emissions that may result in forest land conversion.  Direct 
emissions (e.g., construction, mobile, and area source emission) and indirect 
emissions (e.g., electricity consumption, water, and solid waste generation) were 
analyzed the Draft EIR GHG section.  The Draft EIR concluded the proposed project 
would result in significant and unavoidable impacts concerning GHG emissions.  Since 
CEQA considers the impacts of a project as a whole and encourages an expansive 
analysis of a project’s impacts, the project’s GHG emissions due to land use 
conversion has been considered as part of the cumulative issue of climate change.  
The Resources Agency, in transmitting OPR’s Guidelines for rulemaking, clarified that 
the revisions to the State CEQA Guidelines are intended “to emphasize that the effects 
of greenhouse gas emissions are cumulative, and should be analyzed in the context of 
CEQA’s requirements for cumulative impacts analysis.”  Accordingly, analysis of the 
project’s impacts with conversion of forest resources would not change the project’s 
significant and unavoidable climate change finding. 

Additionally, the Draft EIR acknowledges that despite the implementation of proposed 
energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, and Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.7-1, project related GHG emissions would not meet the reduction targets 
established by AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1 requires the project to provide pedestrian 
connections to the offsite circulation network, use natural gas instead of wood 
burning hearths, exceed Title 24 energy efficiency standards, install energy efficient 
appliances, use smart grid technology, use onsite renewable energy, include grey 
water systems, install water-efficient irrigation, install water efficient fixtures, and 
divert at least 65% of the project’s solid waste.  The Project Design Features and 
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Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1 represent all feasible mitigation measures available to 
reduce project related GHG emissions. 

While the project is designed to be parceled into 166 separate lots as single-family 
residences, the total acreage of those lots would not be converted to a different land 
use from the existing oak woodlands. Of the total project area, approximately 625.6 
acres consist of existing oak woodlands. Although, 446.6 acres of oak woodlands 
would be impacted by the project, only 146.2 acres will be completely converted to 
residential uses. The additional 300.4 acres would be fragmented by the proposed 
lots, and as previously mentioned above in Response 11-b, oak trees outside the 
proposed building envelope would remain. Therefore, the project would not 
represent a total land use conversion. Mitigation for the loss in acreage of existing oak 
woodlands would consist of permanent conservation easements being established, as 
well as the planting of 137.8 acres of new blue oak woodland. The new oak trees 
would likely be planted more closely together than the original oak trees in the 
existing woodland, leading to greater sequestration potential using less land. 

Response 11-d: The commenter discusses the decomposition of biomass and states that CEQA does 
not differentiate between anthropogenic and biogenic GHG emissions and quotes 
Response 95-1 of the 2009 Natural Resources Agency’s response to the California 
Wastewater Climate Change Group. 

The project would not remove all trees within the impact area and would not 
represent a total land use conversion.  As noted in Response 11-b, above, the Design 
Guidelines include measures for the protection of oak trees during construction 
(prohibiting work within the dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring drainage 
improvements when necessary to ensure continued health of existing oak trees, etc.).  
Additionally, the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the removal of trees 
and vegetation is also generally considered carbon neutral in the long term. Carbon is 
temporarily sequestered by land vegetation and continuously returned to the 
atmosphere when vegetation dies and decomposes6.  Also, refer to Response 11-c, 
above, regarding the Natural Resources Agency CEQA Amendments and SB 97.  

Response 11-e:  The commenter states that simply preserving existing natural lands does not mitigate 
natural land conversion GHG emissions.  The commenter discusses GHG emission 
modeling and states that appropriate means to feasibly and proportionately mitigate 
forest land conversion GHG emissions is be planting/maintaining the requisite number 
of native woodland trees in Shasta County. The comment cites Draft EIR Mitigation 
Measures from Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and incorrectly attempts to 
create a nexus to GHG emissions.   

 Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b in Section 5.4, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to be 
established for oak woodland preservation the establishment of conservation 
easements and deed restrictions to ensure protection of oak woodland values.  These 
mitigation measures are identified in the Draft EIR to mitigate impacts to Biological 
Resources.  The Draft EIR does not take any GHG emissions mitigation credit or any 

                                                           
6 Zeng, Ning. “Carbon Sequestration Via Wood Burial.” BioMed Central. https://cbmjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/. January 3, 2008. 

https://cbmjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/
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other emissions reductions credits from the implementation of the biological 
resources mitigation measures.   

As indicated above, to reduce project-related GHG emissions, the project would be 
required to implement energy efficiency measures, water conservation measures, 
among others identified in the Project Design Features and Mitigation Measure (MM) 
5.7-1.  The Project Design Features and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1 represent all 
feasible mitigation measures available to reduce project related GHG emissions.  The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that despite the implementation of proposed energy 
efficiency measures, water conservation measures, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-
1, project related GHG emissions would not meet the reduction targets established by 
AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  Refer to 
Response 11-c, above.  

The comment also indicates that little sequestration occurs in a tree’s first 20 years.  
This statement is in direct conflict with data from the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change (IPCC).  According to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National 
Greenhouse Gas Inventories, trees are net carbon sinks during the active growing 
period of the first 20 years.  Thereafter, the accumulation of carbon in biomass slows 
with age and increases in biomass carbon are assumed to be offset by losses from 
pruning and mortality7. 

Response 11-f:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR provides no science or fact to support how 
the potential land preservation and enhancement mitigation measures are going to 
mitigate the significant biomass disposal FHF emissions and requests that the 
proposed project demonstrate mathematically that the mitigation will mitigate CO2, 
CH4, N2O, black carbon, and hydrofluorocarbon emissions associated with the impacts 
to natural lands. 

Refer to Response 11-e, immediately above.  As discussed above, the Draft EIR does 
not take GHG emissions reduction credits for the preservation of oak woodlands.  The 
project also would not remove all trees within the impact area. Offsite conservation 
identified in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b 
are related to the mitigation of biological impacts and not GHG emissions impacts.  
Additionally, the Shasta County Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) adopts 
and enforces controls on stationary sources of air pollutants through its permit and 
inspection programs and regulates burning.  Burning is regulated by SCAQMD Rule 2.6 
and requires a valid permit and is limited to certain times of the year for areas below 
1,000 feet.  Additionally, the SCAQMD may declare No-Burn Days in addition to those 
so declared by the California Air Resources Board.   SCAQMD Rule 2.7 requires smoke 
to be minimized, prohibits smoke to be transported into sensitive areas, and prohibits 
violations of the ambient air quality standards.   

As noted in the Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR, vegetation could 
potentially be disposed of in a variety of ways including chipping, piling, or burning.  
Therefore, the project would not result in excessive N2O or black carbon emissions 
from potentially impacted to trees.  Additionally, as stated above, the accumulation of 
carbon in biomass slows with age and increases in biomass carbon are assumed to be 

                                                           
7 Ibid. 
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offset by losses from pruning and mortality.  As such, the potential loss of carbon 
stock associated with the removal of trees and vegetation is considered carbon 
neutral in the long term given that trees and vegetation would release the carbon 
when they die and decompose. While there may be a short-term impact in 
sequestration, GHG emissions are evaluated on a long-term basis due to the duration 
of time that they persist in the atmosphere. Mature trees on the site being removed 
currently sequester at a lower rate than the proposed replacement trees8.  

Response 11-g:  The commenter requests that forest land conversion GHG emissions accurately 
account for the total biomass weight and that land conversion information should be 
provided in the Draft EIR related to biomass weight of the impacted overstory and 
understory, biomass decomposition, biomass combustion, emissions related to 
transporting biomass offsite, and how mitigation will be consistent with SB 1383. 

 Refer to Response 11-d, immediately above.  As previously noted, the project would 
not remove all trees within the impact area.  As noted in Response 11-b, the Design 
Guidelines include measures for the protection of oak trees during construction 
(prohibiting work within the dripline of any existing oak tree, requiring drainage 
improvements when necessary to ensure continued health of existing oak trees, etc.).  
Additionally, analysis does not need to account for the total biomass weight and 
associated emissions because the potential loss of carbon stock associated with the 
removal of trees and vegetation is also generally considered carbon neutral in the long 
term given that trees and vegetation would release the carbon when they die and 
decompose9.  Therefore, emissions related to biomass decomposition would already 
occur even without project implementation. Furthermore, mature trees on the site 
being removed currently sequester at a lower rate than the proposed replacement 
trees, potentially leading to a net increase in sequestration. 

 As indicated above in Response 11-f, burning is just one potential option for disposal 
of impacted vegetation.  However, burning is regulated by the SCAQMD and is 
prohibited during certain times of the year and is prohibited from impacting other 
receptors and violating the ambient air quality standards.  Furthermore, the project’s 
Design Guidelines include provisions to protect trees and avoid conflicts with the trees 
and proposed building envelopes.  Therefore, the project would not result in excessive 
N2O or black carbon emissions from any potential impacts to trees.   

Response 11-h:  The commenter summarizes comments provided in the letter and states that the 
environmental effects have not been sufficiently analyzed within the Draft EIR.   

 This comment provides a summary of the previous comments.  Refer to Response 11-
b through Response 11-g, above.  As stated above, project-related GHG emissions are 
fully disclosed in Section 5.7 of the Draft EIR and all feasible mitigation measures have 
been identified.  The Draft EIR does not take any GHG emissions mitigation credit or 
any other emissions reductions credits from the implementation of the biological 
resources mitigation measures, including oak tree preservation measures. The Draft 
EIR acknowledges that despite the implementation of proposed energy efficiency 
measures, water conservation measures, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1, project 

                                                           
8 California Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA). Appendix A: Calculation Details for CalEEMod. September 2016. 
9 Zeng, Ning. “Carbon Sequestration Via Wood Burial.” BioMed Central. https://cbmjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/. January 3, 2008. 

https://cbmjournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/
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related GHG emissions would not meet the reduction targets established by AB 32 or 
SB 32, and impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Response 11-i:  The commenter provides Attachment A to the letter providing additional biomass 
disposal GHG emissions information. 

 Refer to Response 11-e, above.  As stated above, the accumulation of carbon in 
biomass slows with age and increases in biomass carbon are assumed to be offset by 
losses from pruning and mortality. As such, the potential loss of carbon stock 
associated with the removal of trees and vegetation is considered carbon neutral in 
the long term given that trees and vegetation would release the carbon when they die 
and decompose. Additionally, although 446.6 acres of oak woodlands would be 
impacted by the project, only 146.2 acres will be converted to residential uses. The 
additional 300.4 acres would be fragmented by the proposed lots and oak trees 
outside the proposed building envelope would remain. Therefore, the project would 
not represent a total land use conversion. Mitigation includes permanent 
conservation easements being established, as well as the planting of 137.8 acres of 
new blue oak woodland. The new oak trees would likely be planted more closely 
together than the original oak trees in the existing woodland, leading to greater 
sequestration potential using less land. 

Response 11-j:  Attachment B of the comment letter provides general summaries of various California 
regulations regarding GHG emissions.   

 The comment does not specifically reference the analysis in the Draft EIR or any 
specific CEQA issue.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further 
response is required.  
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Letter 12 – California Native Plant Society (December 27, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 12 –California Native Plant Society 

 
Response 12-a: The commenter discusses the mission of the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 

and states that the project is detrimental to California native plants and there is 
inadequate protection of oak woodlands and inadequate mitigation measures for oak 
woodlands in the Draft EIR.   

 The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts 
related to biological resources, as provided in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  In 
addition, technical details and analyses, as well as resource management plans, are 
provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 
Appendix 15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR.  With 
respect to the oak woodland habitat, habitat values, herbaceous communities, native 
plants, and mitigation, please refer to Master Response-4 and preceding Responses 3-
b, through 3-f and Responses 3-g, 3-k, 3-l, 3-s, and 3-t.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

Response 12-b: The commenter states that the fire safety plan measures would result in oak 
woodlands that are no longer oak woodlands but a park-like setting.  The commenter 
feels that this will adversely affect ground nesting animals, soil hydrology and plant 
cover with a resulting decrease in native flora and fauna. 

 Please refer to Master Response-4 and preceding Responses 3-a through 3-d, which 
discusses oak woodland management through timber stand improvement (TSI) with 
the intent to create an Ideal Oak Stand (IOS) with characteristics that would provide 
foraging, nesting, escape cover, and microhabitats for species, improving breeding 
habitat, encouraging acorn production and establishment of replacement trees, and 
encouraging diversity of vegetative species and vegetative structure. The commenter 
is referred to Response 3-e related to fire management.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

Response 12-c: The commenter states the prescribed fire management practices will hinder native 
plants and that the RMA will be a park-like setting.  In addition, the commenter states 
that the oak woodland mitigation credits should be based on loss of 446 acres, not 
146 acres. Please refer to preceding Responses 3-d, 3-e, and 10-c regarding fuel 
reduction prescriptions and oak woodland management.  Also refer to preceding 
Responses 3-b and 3-c regarding oak woodland management and oak woodland 
mitigation ratios.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

Response 12-d:  The commenter states they have noted the concerns of the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) related to the botanical assessment and survey.   

The CDFW comment letter is provided as Comment Letter 3, above, for the responses 
to CDFW’s comments and concerns.  Responses to Comment Letter 3 comments are 
provided in Responses 3-a through 3-v.  Specific to botanical assessments and surveys, 
please refer to Responses 3-f through 3-l, 3-s, and 3-u, above.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 13 – Robert J. Grosch (October 25, 2015) 
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Response to Letter 13 – Robert J. Grosch 

 
Response 13-a: The commenter provides statements regarding urban planning theory and states that 

the proposed project is a suburban-like development resulting in increased air 
pollution, increased traffic, and other unfavorable contributions to a semi-rural area. 

 
The analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the proposed project’s 
consistency with the Shasta County General Plan (2004), and Shasta County Code Title 
15 (Subdivision Regulations) and Title 17 (Zoning). The proposed design is intended to 
maintain a semi-rural appearance given the siting of proposed building envelopes, the 
extent of open space preservation (approximately 74.2%), and the overall density of 
the development (1 dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres). As noted, the Draft EIR found 
that the overall density of the proposed project is not substantially inconsistent with 
densities within the surrounding area, however, proposed project does not conform 
to the grid like pattern of residential lots within the surrounding area. The proposed 
project would be required to comply with Shasta County Code, Title 17 (Zoning), which 
is designed to ensure land use compatibility and orderly development. Regulations for 
setbacks, density, allowed land use, and other elements of development projects 
serve to reduce incompatibility that might otherwise accompany unplanned 
development. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 and Response 13-b through 
Response 13-l, below, for additional concerns raised by this comment.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Response 13-b: The commenter states that the existing drainage floods on occasion, overtopping the 

road.  The commenter states that the project will increase runoff and, thus, increase 
the danger of flooding.  The commenter states that Starwood would be damaged from 
flooding and stranding the occupants of the four residential units north of the culvert, 
resulting in a risk to public safety.   

  
 The Lead Agency analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts 

related to hydrology, as provided in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. In 
addition, technical details and analyses, as well as resource management plans, are 
provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, and 
Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, of the Draft EIR.  Specifically 
related to erosion and flooding, Impact 5.9-3, beginning on page 5.9-15 of the Draft 
EIR, analyzes the impact of the project related to onsite and offsite erosion, while 
Impact 5.9-4 beginning on page 5.9-17 of the Draft EIR, analyzes the impact of the 
project related to onsite and offsite flooding.   

 
 As discussed in Impact 5.9-4, the Preliminary Hydrology Analysis determined the rates 

of runoff produced by the local watersheds of interest under existing conditions and 
after development.  The peak flows for the project site are provided in Table 5.9-2, 
EXISTING AND POST-DEVELOPMENT PEAK FLOWS FOR SITE, on page 5.9-18 of the 
Draft EIR.  The proposed project would use onsite low impact development (LID) 
facilities to retain additional storm water runoff that would result from the proposed 
project.  Therefore, the runoff from the project site after the implementation of the 
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project, with incorporation of the recommended LID facilities, would not overwhelm 
any offsite storm water drainage systems.  The proposed project would also comply 
with Shasta County Grading Ordinance Chapter 12.12 which promote and protect the 
public safety, convenience, comfort, prosperity, general welfare and the county's 
natural resources by establishing minimum requirements for grading, excavating and 
filling in order to:  

 
A. Control erosion and sedimentation and prevent damage to off-site property 
and streams, watercourses, and aquatic habitat;   
B. Avoid creation of unstable slopes or filled areas;  
C. Prevent impairment or destruction of potential leach fields for sewage 
disposal systems; and  
D. Regulate de facto development caused by uncontrolled grading, to reduce 
project impacts as the result of creating or contributing to runoff that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems.   

 
Page 5.9-18 of Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, states that there was 
no change in the pre- and post-development flow of Clough Creek due to the use of 
onsite LID facilities to retain the additional storm water runoff from new impervious 
surfaces.  The Draft EIR found that impacts would be less than significant, thus, the 
project’s impacts related to offsite flooding and erosion would not substantially 
change the conditions that currently exist.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-c: The commenter raises concerns regarding the discovery of archaeological resources 

onsite.  Although the commenter does not raise a specific concern, the commenter 
appears to question the adequacy of the Draft EIR in terms of impacts to Cultural 
Resources.  While the Draft EIR found, with the implementation of mitigation, impacts 
to Cultural Resources would be less than significant, staff offers the following detailed 
response specific to the discovery of unknown cultural resources onsite during project 
construction. 

 
 Section 5.5, CULTURAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR discussed the potential for 

cultural resources to be encountered within or adjacent to the proposed project. The 
analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources was based on several studies 
conducted onsite and include the following (refer to Draft EIR page 5.5-1): 

 

 Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Additional Archaeological Reconnaissance for the 
Chatham Ranch Development. April 2006. 

 Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Archaeological Reconnaissance for the Chatham 
Ranch Environs (820 Acres North of Boyle Road Between Deschutes Road and 
Old Alturas Road), Palo Cedro, Shasta County, California. July 2004. 

 Coyote & Fox Enterprises. Cultural Resources Investigation for Tierra Robles 
Development (North of Boyle Road Between Deschutes Road and Old Alturas 
Road) Palo Cedro, Shasta County, California. January 2013. 

 
As noted on page 5.5-10 of the Draft EIR, it is expected that the project area will have 
a moderate likelihood of containing both prehistoric and historic resources. To 
minimize potential impacts to prehistoric and historic resources, including Native 
American cultural resources, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1a requires construction 
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activities to be halted within a 100-foot radius of the discovery and requires the 
assistance of a qualified archaeologist should unknown resources be discovered. 
Additionally, the project would comply with strict adherence to California Health and 
Safety Code Section 7050.5 and Section 5097.98 of the Public Resources Code (as 
amended by Assembly Bill 2641) be followed in the event that human remains are 
encountered as a result of project development, as addressed in Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.5-1b. With compliance with applicable regulations and implementation of 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1a and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1b, impacts to 
cultural resources would be less than significant. No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 13-d: The commenter expresses that the proposed wastewater treatment solution for the 

proposed project is unacceptable and will result in fouling the air and polluting local 
streams. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, (Draft EIR page 5.3-21) 

regarding the discussion of potential odors associated with the proposed community 
wastewater collection and treatment system. As noted on page 5.3-21, individual 
septic tanks onsite would include carbon filters to control odors.  The wastewater 
treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements for discharge of 
Title 22 (Disinfected Secondary Effluent).  Title 22 reuse requires daily testing for 
coliform and also includes provisions for odor and nuisance control.  Furthermore, the 
project would be required to comply with Shasta County Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) Rule 3:16 and California Health & Safety Code Section 41700, which 
prohibits the discharge of contaminants or other material which cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the 
public.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
   The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 3-15 and 

page 3-22) for a detailed description of proposed community wastewater collection 
and treatment system. Wastewater from the proposed project would be collected via 
individual residential septic tanks, transferred to a community collection system, 
treated, and then recycled for roadway median landscape irrigation. This system must 
obtain the requisite Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) 
Waste Discharge Requirements permit.  

 
   As documented on Draft EIR page 5.9-13 (refer to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND 

WATER QUALITY), the proposed treatment system would be designed to meet the 
reuse requirements for discharge of Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent.  Per Title 
22, recycled water used for the irrigation of roadway landscaping would be disinfected 
secondary-23.  Secondary-23 recycled water is water that has been oxidized and 
disinfected so that the median concentration of total coliform bacteria in the 
disinfected effluent does not exceed a most probable number (MPN) of 23 per 100 
milliliters.  The Orenco AXMAX treatment system would be designed to meet the 
reuse requirements for discharge of the Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent as well 
as the CVRWQCB’s Waste Discharge Requirements. Therefore, the project would not 
involve any unpermitted discharges of waste material into ground or surface waters.  
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The commenter also is referred to page 5.17-19 in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, which provides further discussion of the wastewater system.  As 
discussed above, the system would meet the reuse requirements for discharge of Title 
22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent, which requires daily testing for coliform.  Effluent 
also is monitored for turbidity, oxidation reduction potential (ORP), and chlorine 
residual.  In addition, the treatment system would include flow equalization and 
emergency storage tankage. The proposed project would fall under the Central Valley 
RWQCB requirements.  The proposed project would comply with local, State, and 
federal laws and regulations, and would obtain all applicable permits for the system.  
The Draft EIR thus concluded that these project components would result in a less 
than significant impact.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
Response 13-e: The commenter states that the proposed project would create 1,660 vehicle trips per 

day, representing a 100% increase on Boyle Road, and that this increase in traffic 
would use one driveway.  The commenter expresses concern that Boyle Road cannot 
safely handle the increase in traffic.  The commenter suggests that roundabouts 
would be necessary at several locations along Boyle Road. 

 
The Draft EIR analyzes traffic impacts resulting from the proposed project in Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION.  In addition, Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT 
STUDY, of the Draft EIR provides additional details regarding the technical analysis of 
traffic related impacts on the roadway system. Traffic analysis was completed for 17 
intersections and 8 roadway segments.   

 
As shown in Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, it is estimated that the 
proposed project would generate approximately 1,774 new daily trips, with 135 
vehicle trips generated during the AM peak hour period and 175 vehicle trips 
generated during the PM peak hour period. The directional trip distribution and 
assignment of project-generated trips were estimated based on an understanding of 
existing and projected future traffic flows and travel patterns within the vicinity of the 
proposed project site, location of local and regional housing and 
employment/commercial centers in relation to the proposed project site, and 
supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional Travel Demand Forecast 
model.  Trip distribution from the two entrances into the project site is graphically 
depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, of the Draft EIR, page 5.16-16.  
The traffic would be distributed along multiple roadways within the circulation 
network, and would not only use Boyle Road.   

 
As discussed in Impact 5.16-1, beginning on page 5.16-22 of the Draft EIR, one 
intersection, Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps, would operate at an unacceptable level 
of service (LOS); all other intersections would operate at an acceptable LOS under 
Existing Plus Project conditions.  All roadway segments would operate at acceptable 
LOS under Existing Plus Project conditions.  Therefore, mitigation related to traffic 
increases under Existing Plus Project conditions would only be required at one 
intersection.  No further mitigation measures are warranted at this time.  No change 
to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Response 13-f: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 
to supply water to the proposed project stating that BVWD was not designed to serve 
dense suburban developments, that shortages because severe, and did not have an 
Urban Water Plan until approximately one year ago. 

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above.  It should be noted that the 
proposed project constitutes a rural development with lots ranging from 1.38 to 6.81 
acres which is less than suburban and urban densities.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 13-g: The commenter raises concerns relative to the proposed zoning request and states 

that placing a suburban tract in the midst of properties that are of larger acreage 
destroys the nature of the semi-rural environment.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, above, for additional information 
regarding the project’s proposed zoning and density.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 13-h: The commenter states that urban light pollution destroys the enjoyment of the 

evening sky and the introduction of 166 residential units a few hundred feet from 
properties zoning for rural residential is not appropriate. 

 
The commenter is referred to Impact 5.1-2 on page 5.1-20 of the Draft EIR that 
specifically discusses the project’s potential for creating a new source of substantial 
light or glare which could adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. As 
described on page 5.1-20, all residential exterior lighting would be required to comply 
with the Design Guidelines, and §17.84.050 (Lighting), of the Shasta County Code.  The 
Design Guidelines and Shasta County Code §17.84.050 require new exterior lighting to 
be oriented or shielded to minimize glare, and avoid light spillage onto adjacent 
neighbors.  Glare shields would be required to eliminate bright spots and glare 
sources, and exterior lighting would utilize low-voltage or similar non-glare direct task 
type fixtures as close to grade as possible.  All exterior lighting would be equivalent to 
“Good Light Fixtures” as defined by the International Dark Sky Association, and would 
be reviewed and approved by the Tierra Robles Architectural Review Committee 
(TRARC) prior to installation.  Compliance with the Design Guidelines and County’s 
lighting standards would result in a less than significant impact from exterior lighting 
sources at the project site. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
As previously noted above under Master Response-2, comments identifying the scale 
of the proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to 
decision-makers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no 
further response is necessary.    

 
Response 13-i: The commenter expresses a concern that the proposed 166 units will contribute to air 

pollution from smoke associated with wood stoves. 
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As noted in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.3-2 on page 5.3-17 of the Draft EIR (refer to 
Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY) the installation of wood-burning fire places onsite are 
specifically prohibited. Only natural gas fireplaces are acceptable. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-j: The commenter states concerns regarding the impact the project would have of flight 

patterns of migratory birds and that water runoff from the project would pollute 
water that the birds use during migration. 

 
 Impact 5.4-1 (refer to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES), evaluates, in detail, oak 

woodland impacts associated with the proposed project. As noted on page 5.4-38 of 
the Draft EIR, tree removal would result in the loss of potential nesting habitat for 
migratory birds. 

 
 The project applicant is taking a number of steps to avoid impacts on oak woodlands 

and to enhance the value of the oak woodlands. With respect to avoidance, the 
project applicant has proposed the establishment of several open space preserves to 
provide at least partial mitigation for the loss of oak woodlands. Specifically, the 
onsite preserves include the principal onsite stream corridors, which provide some of 
the highest wildlife habitat values on the site. Because the onsite preserves are within 
the onsite Resource Management Areas (RMAs) they provide for enhanced buffering 
and reduction of edge effects (refer to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, for a full 
discussion of the RMAs, including preservation goals and long-term maintenance).  
Buffers and edge effects are discussed on pages 5.4-19, 5.4-38, 5.4-40 through 5.4-42, 
5.4-51, and 5.4-53 in Section, 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.   

 
The commenter also is referred to preceding Response 3-d.  The commenter also is 
referred to Response 3-c, which provides additional discussion related to the onsite 
preserves capability of supporting the same suite of plants and wildlife that occupy 
the planned development areas; an ability is unlikely to be met in full at offsite 
preserves. Finally, the onsite preserves provide “islands” and corridors for wildlife use 
and dispersal, which are particularly valuable in the urbanizing portions of the County. 

 
 In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan prescribes a number of measures 

that will help maintain and enhance the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity. Plan 
implementation will provide for ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the oak 
woodlands, promote oak regeneration, ensure that a variety of tree size-classes are 
represented onsite, promote retention of snags and downed trees, maintain acorn 
production (which is essential for wildlife), and reduce fire hazards, especially the 
hazard of catastrophic wildfire.  This information is further discussed in detail on page 
3-14 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, page 5.4-40 through 5.4-42, 5.4-49 and 
5.4-50, in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and in Section 5.8, HAZARDS AND 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, and Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT. 

 
 Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a requires a permanent offsite conservation easement 

to be established for the preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland. As 
required by Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, the onsite areas classified as Open 
Space would be protected through establishment of conservation easements and 
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deed restrictions to ensure protection of oak woodland values. Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.4-1c requires RMAs to be maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be 
managed for their oak woodland habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would 
provide a degree of connectivity with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would 
maintain a woodland structure capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to 
medium-sized wildlife species. With implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-
1a, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1b, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c, impacts 
on the oak woodlands would be less than significant. 

 
 Relative to the commenter’s concern regarding water quality impacts from the 

proposed project, development of the proposed project would introduce additional 
impervious surfaces and would have the potential to increase the amount of storm 
water runoff either onsite or that exiting the site. As discussed under Impact 5.9-4 
(page 5.9-20 of the Draft EIR), with incorporation of the recommended LID attributes, 
the proposed project would not overwhelm any offsite storm water drainage systems. 
Permit requirements for the SWPPP and the permanent erosion plan required by 
Shasta County Code Chapter 12.12, The proposed project would comply with this 
section which promotes and protects the public safety, convenience, comfort, 
prosperity, general welfare and the county's natural resources by establishing 
minimum requirements for grading, excavating and filling in order to: A. Control 
erosion and sedimentation and prevent damage to offsite property and streams, 
watercourses, and aquatic habitat;  B. Avoid creation of unstable slopes or filled areas; 
C. Prevent impairment or destruction of potential leach fields for sewage disposal 
systems; and D. Regulate de facto development caused by uncontrolled grading would 
reduce project impacts as the result of creating or contributing to runoff that would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff would be minimized. No change to 
the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 13-k: The commenter believes that existing predatory animals currently living onsite will 

move into larger acreages surround the proposed project site and the balance in the 
area will be changed with displaced predators finding it necessary to feed on small 
livestock, chickens, geese and household pets. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.4-12 and Table 5.4-2, ANIMAL SPECIES 
OBSERVED, in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  The table indicates the animal 
species observed onsite and the only larger predatory animal observed was Canis 
latrans, coyote.  While it is possible that coyotes that use the project site the overall 
range is far greater in size and therefore, they would already be utilizing offsite areas.  
In addition, the commenter is referred to Master Response-4, which details the use 
of the RMA’s and preservation of open space within the proposed project site, which 
would remain usable for and other predators.  The onsite open space, RMA’s, and 
offsite open space that would be preserved and would provide habitat for these 
animals is considered in the Draft EIR.  Impacts were found to be less than significant.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Response 13-l: The commenter expresses opposition to the proposed project and urges the county to 
deny the proposed project. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
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Letter 14 – Karen and Tom Taylor (October 27, 2017) 
 

 

14-a 

14-b 
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Response to Letter 14 – Karen and Tom Taylor 

 
Response 14-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply availability within the Bella 

Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed 
project and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD. The 
commenter further states that the developers of the proposed project should pay for 
additional water for BVWD.  

 
Please refer to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR 
(specifically page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the 
project applicant to identify and implement an agreement with BVWD to provide 
BVWD with dry-year water supplies prior to commencement of project construction.  
This measure ensures that actual physical development does not occur until such time 
as there is adequate water to serve it. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response-3 and preceding Response 7-d, for additional discussion. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 14-b: The commenter questions the anticipated daily vehicle trips and expresses safety 

concerns regarding additional traffic on Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. 
 
 Project trip generation was estimated utilizing trip generation rates contained in the 

Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Publication Trip Generation Manual (Ninth 
Edition). Single Family Detached Housing (10.09 daily trips per unit) and Apartment 
(6.65 daily trips per unit) has been used to estimate the trip generation for the 
proposed project. The Apartment category was utilized in the analysis to capture daily 
trips associated with up to 15 accessory dwelling units. 

 
 With regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the 

commenter is referred to page 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION). The following reflects a summary of the offsite 
pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized vehicle safety review completed on Old Alturas 
Road, Boyle Road, and Deschutes Road in the immediate project vicinity. The safety 
performance analysis was based on historical collision data and a field review. 

 
For Old Alturas Road (Deschutes to Seven Lakes Road), it is estimated that 17% of the 
project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) by 27% in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 23% in the Year 
2035 Plus Project conditions. The increase in traffic, in combination with the overall 
very low traffic volumes and LOS A conditions, is not expected to significantly increase 
the rate of collisions. Safety mitigation was not identified along this segment of Old 
Alturas Road. 

 
Old Alturas Road (Boyle Road to Old Oregon Trail), it is estimated that 61% to 62% of 
the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 24 
percent in the Existing Plus Project conditions and by 22% in the Year 2035 Plus 
Project conditions. A collision rate 9% higher than the statewide average for similar 
facilities is not statistically significant and is considered to be within a normal and 
expected range. The increase in traffic, in combination with the LOS A conditions and 
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the modern roadway, is not expected to significantly increase the rate of collisions. 
Safety mitigation was not identified along this segment of Old Alturas Road. 
 
For Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to SR-44), approximately 85% of the collisions were 
reported to occur during daylight conditions and 56% were identified as rear-end 
collisions. South of Boyle Road, it is estimated that 15% of the project traffic will use 
this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 5% in both the Existing Plus 
Project and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. Immediately north of SR-44, it is 
estimated that 7% of the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will 
increase the ADT by 1% in both the Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 Plus Project 
conditions. The installation of intersection warning signs at various locations along 
Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44 would serve to notify drivers of 
upcoming driveways. Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-2 (page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR) 
requires the project applicant to install intersection warning signs at Lassen View 
Drive, Beryl Drive, Sunny Oaks Drive, Wesley Drive, Robledo Road, Oak Meadow Road, 
Oak Tree Lane, and Coloma Drive prior to issuance of a building permit that would 
allow construction of the first residence. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 15 – Dr. and Mrs. Thomas K. Gandy (November 5, 2017) 
 

 

15-a 
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Response to Letter 15 – Dr. and Mrs. Thomas K. Gandy 
 
Response 15-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding water supply availability within the Bella 

Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed 
project and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD.  

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the 
Draft EIR (specifically page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b 
requires the project applicant to identify and implement an Agreement with BVWD to 
provide BVWD with dry-year water supplies prior to commencement of project 
construction. This measure ensures that actual physical development does not occur 
until such time as there is adequate water to serve it. The commenter is also referred 
to Master Response-3 and Response 7-d, for additional discussion. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 16 – Phillip and Kay Gibson (November 6, 2017) 
 

 

16-a 

16-b 

16-c 

16-d 

16-e 
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Response to Letter 16 – Phillip and Kay Gibson 

 
Response 16-a: The commenter provides opening remarks and general opinions, none of which raise 

an environmental concern.  
 

The remarks are noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  Responses to specific 
comments are addressed below in Response 16-b through Response 16-e. 

 
Response 16-b: The commenter expresses concern regarding loss of the remaining onsite oak 

woodland habitat and conifer stands.   
 

The commenter is referred to Impact 5.4-1 (Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES) of 
the Draft EIR which evaluates oak woodland impacts associated with the proposed 
project. As noted on page 5.4-38, the project applicant is taking a number of steps to 
avoid impacts on oak woodlands and to enhance the value of the oak woodlands 
onsite while meeting safety requirement of the Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection (CAL FIRE) as well as those of the Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD). 
With respect to avoidance, the project applicant has proposed the establishment of 
several open space preserves and Resource Management Areas (RMAs) to provide 
partial mitigation for the loss of oak woodlands. The proposed project site was 
subdivided into five RMA’s representing distinct and identifiable habitat types.  The 
commenter is referred to pages 3-14, 3-20, and 3-21 in Section 3.0, PROJECT 
DESCRIPTION, for a discussion of the RMA’s. 

 
The RMA within each residential lot has been created to establish setbacks from 
property lines, stream channels and/or critical natural resources. These areas would 
remain undisturbed and would be managed by the private land owner under direction 
of the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) as specified in the Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (TRWF/VMP). The total area of 
the RMA is 333.9 acres or 46.9% of the total area (refer to Figure 3-6, PROPOSED 
TENTATIVE MAP, in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR). 

The area classified as Open Space includes 192.7 acres, 26.9% of the total project 
area, and would be managed through an Open Space Management Plan to ensure the 
undeveloped areas of the property continue as a means of fire protection, open space 
preservation and to manage the open spaces throughout the life of the project.  The 
Open Space areas designated as RMA 5 consist of large tracts of open space land 
divided into two RMA sub-categories; RMA 5-1 and RMA 5-2. RMA 5-1 would be 
managed through the use of livestock grazing from January to May of each year.  

 In addition, the Tierra Robles Oak Management Plan contained in Appendix 15.2 of 
the Draft EIR prescribes a number of measures that will help maintain and enhance 
the onsite oak woodlands in perpetuity. Plan implementation will provide for ongoing 
monitoring and maintenance of the oak woodlands, promote oak regeneration, 
ensure that a variety of tree size-classes are represented onsite, promote retention of 
snags and downed trees, maintain acorn production (which is essential for wildlife), 
and reduce fire hazards, especially the hazard of catastrophic wildfire. This 
information is further discussed in detail on page 3-14 of Section 3.0, PROJECT 
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DESCRIPTION, page 5.4-40 through 5.4-42, 5.4-49 and 5.4-50, in Section 5.4, 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and in Section 5.8, HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, 
and Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT. 

 
 In addition to establishment of open space preserves and RMAs, several mitigation 

measures have been implemented to promote the long-term protection and 
management of oak woodland resources onsite, including the preservation of 
additional oak woodland resources offsite. Specifically, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-
1a requires a permanent offsite conservation easement to be established for the 
preservation of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland. As required by Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.4-1b, the onsite areas classified as Open Space would be protected through 
establishment of conservation easements and deed restrictions to ensure protection 
of oak woodland values. Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1c requires RMAs to be 
maintained in perpetuity. The RMAs would be managed for their oak woodland 
habitat values and for fire-hazard reduction, would provide a degree of connectivity 
with larger wildlife habitats and corridors, and would maintain a woodland structure 
capable of supporting nesting birds and small- to medium-sized wildlife species. No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 16-c: The commenter expresses concerns regarding impacts to the resident wildlife and 

wildlife movement.  
 

The commenter is referred to preceding Response 3-q.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 16-d: The commenter expresses concerns regarding water supply availability within the 

Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) service area with the introduction of the proposed 
project and other cumulative development anticipated to be served by BVWD.  The 
commenter also questions water availability during wildfires, water rates (cost as the 
comment implied), overall aquifer volume, and references the proposed sewer system 
in Palo Cedro and impacts to the quiet presence of the community.  The commenter 
also states that the proposed project would result in the re-routing of residents along 
Boyle Road and Deschutes Road triggering zone changes throughout the area. 

 
Regarding water supply and aquifer volume, the commenter is referred to Section 
5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR (specifically page 5.17-28). As 
noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the project applicant to identify 
and implement an Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with dry-year water 
supplies prior to commencement of project construction. This measure ensures that 
actual physical development does not occur until such time as there is adequate water 
to serve it. The commenter is also referred to Master Response-3 and Response 7-d, 
for additional discussion. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 
Related to water availability for fire protection, the commenter is referred to page 
5.17-6 and 5.17-7 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and the discussion 
of BVWD Resolution 15-04.  The intent of this resolution was to establish a municipal 
and industrial WSCP in order to conserve the available water supply and protect the 
integrity of water supply facilities with particular regard for domestic water use, 
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sanitation, and fire protection while at the same time protecting and preserving public 
health, welfare, and safety.  The commenter also is referred to Table 5.17-4, WATER 
SHORTAGE CONTINGENCY PLAN STAGES, which outlines water reduction strategies to 
conserve water during shortages.   
 
Related to the potential for water rates to increase, the commenter is referred to 
State CEQA Statute §21002.1 (e) which states: 

 
“To provide more meaningful public disclosure, reduce the time and 
cost required to prepare an environmental impact report, and focus on 
potentially significant effects on the environment of a proposed project, 
lead agencies shall, in accordance with Section 21100, focus the 
discussion in the environmental impact report on those potential effects 
on the environment of a proposed project which the lead agency has 
determined are or may be significant. Lead agencies may limit 
discussion on other effects to a brief explanation as to why those effects 
are not potentially significant.” 

 
 The potential for water rate increase or increases to the cost charged by BVWD, while 

a possibility with or without the proposed project, is not an environmental issue that 
is required to be analyzed under CEQA.  As discussed in the Statute above, CEQA 
discussion should focus on those effects that have the potential to affect the 
environment and is not inclusive to potential water rate increases.  No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
 Regarding the proposed project triggering other zone changes, as noted above in 

Master Response-2, in the event that future high-density development is proposed 
within this area of unincorporated Shasta County, the environmental impacts and 
merits of that future project will be evaluated at that time, as required by CEQA.  It is 
speculative to state that the proposed project would be used as justification for 
promoting high-density development in the area.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is 
known or reasonably foreseeable, assuming further rezoning is speculative and not a 
part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  

 
With regards to the proposed onsite community wastewater collection and treatment 
system, please refer to Master Response-5.  With regards to the increase in traffic 
along Boyle Road and Deschutes Road, the commenter is further referred to Response 
4-b. 

 
Response 16-e: The commenter states that there are inadequate roads, schools, water, and sheriff 

services to serve the proposed project and existing residents would lose aesthetics 
and lifestyles. The commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND 
VISUAL RESOURCES, Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. 
Each of the referenced topics were evaluated in the Draft EIR and found to be less 
than significant or less than significant after mitigation. No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 
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The commenter re-asserts opinions regarding the necessity of the proposed project. 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 17 – Robert J. Grosch (November 6, 2017) 
 

 
 
 

17-a 
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Response to Letter 17 – Robert J. Grosch 

 
Response 17-a: The commenter expresses concern regarding the request to change the zoning.  The 

commenter states that what is being requested is that the aspirations of the proposed 
developer override the aspirations of the County residents as reflected in the General 
Plan, the Zoning Plan, and accepted standards of modern urban planning.   

 
 This comment is specific to the zone change request of the proposed project and does 

not raise issue with the Draft EIR’s analysis of physical environmental impacts, 
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.   

 
 The project site’s existing zoning designations are Rural Residential 5-acre minimum 

(RR-BA-5), rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U).  The 
existing RR-BA-5 and RR-BA-3 apply to approximately 389.8 acres.  The remaining 
325.6 acres are currently zoned Unclassified (U) which is intended to be applied as a 
holding district until a precise zone district has been adopted for the property.  
Therefore, these areas could ultimately be rezoned to allow for higher density 
residential development that what is currently being considered for the proposed 
project.  The Shasta County General Plan designates the project site as Rural 
Residential A (RA) and allows 1 dwelling unit/2 acres.  The proposed project would 
provide 166 single-family residential parcels ranging from 1.38 acres to 6.81 acres in 
size under the proposed zone change.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 17-b: The commenter requests data to demonstrate that homeowners will use the recycled 

water systems for irrigation and requests data regarding the water quality of recycled 
water and whether it is safe and sanitary under all conditions. The commenter 
postulates that parents are unlikely to irrigate using recycled wastewater as it may get 
on children’s toys, bicycles, play areas, and swing sets.  The commenter states that 
there is no data to demonstrate that reuse of this wastewater will be safe and 
sanitary.  The commenter requests that the systems be designed so that they cannot 
be overridden by residents.   

 
 Although the commenter does not provide substantial evidence, as required by State 

CEQA Guidelines §15384 (a), to validate the comment that parents will not use 
recycled water, the commenter is provide the following response which details the 
treatment of wastewater, dispersal system, and separation of grey water (water from 
washing machines and bathtubs/showers, etc.) and effluent from the home into 
separate receiving tanks. 

 
Design criteria for landscaping selection, dispersal system criteria, as well as for 
operation and maintenance of the system would be included in the Covenants, 
Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) for the proposed project per page 3-29 in Section 
3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the design of which is detailed in Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA 
ROBLES WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN. 
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The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, (page 3-15 and 
page 3-22 of the Draft EIR) for a detailed description of proposed community 
wastewater collection and treatment system.  As discussed, and more specifically in 
Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA ROBLES WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, wastewater 
effluent from the proposed project would be collected via individual residential septic 
tanks, transferred to a community collection system, treated, and then recycled for 
roadway median landscape irrigation.   
 
This system would be designed to meet the requirements of the requisite Central 
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) Waste Discharge 
Requirements permit.  In addition, the commenter is referred to the Draft EIR page 
5.9-13 of Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  It should be noted that all 
treated wastewater will be dispersed within roadway landscaping and not used for 
residential irrigation.  Treatment would meet Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent.  
Per Title 22, recycled water used for the irrigation of roadway landscaping would be 
disinfected secondary-23.  Secondary-23 recycled water is water that has been 
oxidized and disinfected so that the median concentration of total coliform bacteria in 
the disinfected effluent does not exceed a most probable number (MPN) of 23 per 
100 milliliters.  The Orenco AXMAX treatment system would be designed to meet the 
reuse requirements for discharge of the Title 22 Disinfected Secondary Effluent as well 
as the CVRWQCB’s Waste Discharge Requirements. Therefore, the project would not 
involve any unpermitted discharges of waste material into ground or surface waters.  
 
Grey water, not wastewater, from residential uses could be used for some irrigation.  
As discussed on page 5.17-20 and 5.17-21, “As part of each residential unit, a partial 
dual-plumbing wastewater drain system would be included that complies with 
Chapter 16 of the California Plumbing Code.  This would allow the homeowner to 
operate a manual diverter valve and redirect wastewater (grey water) flow from 
clothes washing machines, showers, and tubs.  This diverter valve would direct grey 
water flow to a landscape irrigation grey water system to provide irrigation for 
landscaping (drought tolerant trees and shrubs).  During periods of rainfall, the flow 
would be directed to the septic tank.  Operation of this valve is the responsibility of 
each homeowner.” 
 

 Impacts related to water supply, grey water, and water quality were analyzed in 
Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, and Section 5.17, UTILTIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details and analyses, as well 
as resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY HYDROLOGY 
ANALYSIS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.   

 
 As discussed in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, discusses that the use 

of the proposed grey water system is consistent with Executive Order (EO) B-29-15 
related to State Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance, and EO B-37-16 
upholding previous EO’s, which emphasizes wise water use and less water waste to 
become permanent requirements in order to prepare for more frequent and 
persistent periods of limited water supply.  Accordingly, as stated on page 5.17-19 of 
the Draft EIR, “the dual-plumbing wastewater drain system at each residential unit 
would comply with Chapter 16 (now Chapter 15) of the California Plumbing Code.”  
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Chapter 15 of the California Plumbing Code specifically addresses requirements 
pertaining to grey water use and as discussed on page 5.17-19 of Section 5.17, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS. These requirements would ensure that waste 
discharge requirements are not exceeded.  In addition, page 5.17-19 of the Draft EIR, 
states that grey water diversion systems would be installed under permit with Shasta 
County Building Division and the Shasta County Environmental Health Department 
would review all plans for grey water discharge to the ground.  Each individual parcel 
would require a sewage disposal system permit issued by Shasta County 
Environmental Health Department for the installation of septic tank and pump 
system.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts are less than significant.    

 
 As discussed above, conformance to California Plumbing Code Chapter 15, Alternate 

Water Sources for Nonportable Applications, and obtaining proper permits through 
the Shasta County Environmental Health Department would ensure impacts 
associated with any health risk effects of the proposed grey water system are less 
than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 17-c:  The commenter requests that the proposed project fit into the community in a way 

that will retain the rural residential appearance.  The commenter also requests that all 
buildings should have a minimum setback of 30 feet from the nearest lot line, and that 
homes and other buildings should be a minimum of 200 feet from the nearest edge of 
Boyle Road. 

The setbacks from all private roads and the one lot (Lot 4) that fronts on Boyle Road 
are regulated by the Shasta County Code.  The side lot setback for Lot 4 is shown on 
the lot book page as 30 feet to the building envelope setback line to the right of way 
line of Boyle Road which is consistent with the Shasta County Code. 

 As discussed in Chapter 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would include 166 single-family residential parcels ranging from 1.38 acres to 
6.81 acres in size on approximately 471.92 acres (total residential parcel area).  Each 
residential lot would have a designated building envelope to designate the acceptable 
building area for that individual parcel.  Site clearing and grading for the construction 
of a single-family residence and desired accessory buildings would be limited to the 
delineated building envelope.  

 
 As discussed in Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, each individual 

residential parcel would be developed in compliance with the proposed Design 
Guidelines (refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT).  
The proposed Design Guidelines were created to provide property owners, architects, 
homebuilders, and contractors with a set of parameters for the preparation of their 
drawings and specifications.  Adherence to these Design Guidelines would assure 
homeowners that a consistent level of quality would be maintained.  The Tierra Robles 
Architectural Review Committee (TRARC) or the “Committee” would review all 
designs, plans, and construction. Figure 5.1-6, KEY VIEW 2 – EXISTING AND PROPOSED 
CONDITIONS, provides a photosimulation of views of the proposed project afforded 
from motorists traveling along Boyle Road as well as resident uses to the south and 
west of the project site (refer to page 5.1-17 of the Draft EIR).   
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 As analyzed in Impact 5.1-1, project implementation would change the character of 
Key View 2 as a result of the addition of hardscape and massing from the new 
residential structures.  However, as shown in Figure 5.1-6 on page 5.1-7 in Section 5.1, 
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, the proposed residential units would appear 
generally similar in massing and scale to the existing development to the west of the 
proposed project site.  Further, the proposed exterior earth tone colors, encouraged 
by the Design Guidelines, reduce color contrast of the new structures with the 
surrounding natural landscape.  As such, the proposed residential uses from the 
proposed project would appear similar in massing and scale to the surrounding 
community.  Impacts to character/quality of the proposed project site and its 
surroundings, as seen from Key View 2, would be less than significant. 

 
 Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, provides information 

related to the proposed project’s design standards and development envelopes.  The 
vesting maps provide the delineation of the setback lines that are shown in greater 
detail in the Lot Book; refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES 
DISTRICT.  As discussed in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines (Appendix 15.2 of the 
Draft EIR), the conceptual design submittal package for each lot must include the 
material list, color palette, floor plan, and site plan, including home location, setbacks, 
and easements.  The Design Guidelines include setback requirements.  For all lots, a 
building setback of 30 feet from the property line in accordance with California Fire 
Safe Regulations.  For each individual lot, setbacks are outlined in the Lotbook (refer 
to Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR) based on size and location of each lot.  For the lot 
nearest to Boyle Road, please refer to Lotbook Lot #4, which shows that the lot 
setback from Boyle Road is 30 feet and the proposed building envelope would be 
approximately 60 feet from Boyle Road.  No other lot is adjacent to Boyle Road.   

 
 As previously noted above under Master Response-2, comments identifying the scale 

of the proposed project as incompatible with the character of the area are referred to 
decision-makers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no 
further response is necessary. 

 
Response 17-d: The commenter expresses concern regarding light pollution and requests that 

limitations on lighting include specific regulations that can be enforced with a phone 
call to the County’s Code Enforcement Office.   

 
 Please refer to preceding Responses 3-r and 13-h regarding lighting and the light 

regulations and standards provided in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines and 
enforced by the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) and the Tierra 
Robles Architectural Review Committee (TRARC). This comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-e: The commenter expresses concern that the change in zoning from this project would 

make it easier for other developers to demonstrate that similar changes in zoning 
nearby would not be out of character for the area.  The commenter states that the 
cumulative effect would change the character of the area and in effect change the 
General Plan.   
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Refer to Master Response-2 regarding changes in character as a result of the 
proposed project’s land use amendment, if approved, may be used to justify other 
high-density developments within the area.  This contention is inconsistent with the 
requirements of CEQA.  In the event that future high-density development is proposed 
within this area of unincorporated Shasta County, the environmental impacts and 
merits of that future project will be evaluated at that time, as required by CEQA.  It is 
speculative to state that the proposed project would be used as justification for 
promoting high-density development in the area.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is 
known or reasonably foreseeable, assuming further rezoning is speculative and not a 
part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-f: The commenter requests that proposed bicycle lanes should be a unique color of 

pavement.  In addition, the commenter requests that bicycle lanes be provided along 
Boyle Road to connect to the underground bicycle tunnel at Deschutes Road.   

 
 Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR describes the elements of the 

proposed project, including bicycle lanes.  The proposed project includes a total of 6 
miles of shared bicycle/pedestrian trails along one side of the roads.  Refer to Figure 
3-8, TYPICAL ROADWAY SECTIONS, for an illustration of the bicycle facilities that will 
parallel the roadway network within the project site.  The bicycle/pedestrian trails 
would have a minimum of a 4-foot shoulder buffer between the trail and the travel 
lanes.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
 Bicycle facilities and impacts are discussed in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 

CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR.  County roadways including Old Alturas Road, Boyle 
Road, and Deschutes Road in the immediate project vicinity do not currently have 
bicycle facilities.  The Shasta County 2010 Bicycle Transportation Plan show proposed 
Class II bicycle lanes on Deschutes Road and Old Alturas Road within unincorporated 
Shasta County.   

 
Proposed project impacts regarding bicycle facilities are discussed in detail in Impact 
5.16-4, beginning on page 5.16-29 of the Draft EIR.  In order to fund local roadway 
improvements, including the addition of shoulders and bicycle lanes, Shasta County 
collects fees through its Major Road Impact Fee Program at the time of development.  
These fees are used to implement local roadway improvements as necessary 
throughout the County. As stated on page 5.16-30 of the Draft EIR, improvements 
noted above and implemented by the County for Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road, and 
Deschutes Road would include shoulder improvements that would serve to enhance 
existing and future bicycle movement within the area.  The Draft EIR found that 
impacts related to bicycle facilities would be less than significant. 

 
The commenter request that the proposed bicycle lanes should be a unique color of 
pavement.  Pavement color is considered traffic control and is regulated in California 
by the California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2014 Edition, Revision 3, 
March 9, 2018 (MUTCD).  The MUTCD specifies the standards and guidelines, followed 
by Shasta County, for bicycle lane markings.  The MUTCD does not offer standards or 
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guidelines for colored pavement in bicycle lanes.  In recent years, the National 
Association of City Transportation Officials Urban Bikeway Design Guide has gained in 
acceptance and offers guidelines that can be implemented for bicycle lanes.  The 
Urban Bikeway Design Guide states: “Colored pavement within a bicycle lane 
increases the visibility of the facility, identifies potential areas of conflict, and 
reinforces priority to bicyclists in conflict areas and in areas with pressure for illegal 
parking. Colored pavement can be utilized either as a corridor treatment along the 
length of a bike lane or cycle track, or as a spot treatment, such as a bike box, conflict 
area, or intersection crossing marking. Color can be applied along the entire length of 
bike lane or cycle track to increase the overall visibility of the facility. Consistent 
application of color across a bikeway corridor is important to promote clear 
understanding for all users.”   

 
The use (or not) of colored pavement for bicycle lanes is a design engineering detail 
that will be addressed as a part of the engineering design plans for bicycle lanes. 
While this comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the request to 
use uniquely colored bike lanes when the County implements the improvements will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

  
Response 17-g: The commenter raises concerns regarding water pressure at the existing residential 

units in the project vicinity and states that carefully designed water mains and 
additional booster pumps should be provided to increase water pressure in the area.   

The water delivery system will be design and approved by the County and Bella Vista 
Water District (BVWD).  The system design criteria are set by the Uniform Building 
Code and the California Fire Code.  Minimum pressures are required to be met by 
both codes for domestic use and fire flow standards.  It is anticipated that the project 
will connect to the existing BVWD system located at Boyle Road and Seven Lakes Road 
on the north side of the project.   

The commenter is also referred to page 5.17-22 in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, which discusses the location of water infrastructure installation, 
sizing of water lines, the project location in the Main Pressure Zone and Welch 
Pressure zone, and payment of capital improvements fees for new connections.  The 
Draft EIR found that impacts would be less than significant.  In addition, the project 
applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy 
necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to 
BVWD initiating any potable water service.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 17-h: The commenter questions BVWD’s management of water supply and capability of 

providing the proposed project with the adequate water supply.  The commenter 
states that the EIR does not provide evidence to show that BVWD has sufficient water 
supply and does not address the overextension of BVWD’s capabilities with its pledge 
to serve the Bethel Church campus. 

 
 

https://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/bike-lanes/
https://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/cycle-tracks/
https://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/intersection-treatments/bike-box/
https://nacto.org/cities-for-cycling/design-guide/intersection-treatments/intersection-crossing-markings/
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 Please refer to Master Response-3 and Response 7-d, regarding BVWD’s ability to 
provide water to future customers.  With respect the BVWD’s commitments to serve 
other water customers, this is analyzed under cumulative impacts.  Section 5.17, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, 
further discuss the proposed project’s water demand and the impacts on the water 
supply in Impact 5.17-4 (project specific impacts) and Impact 5.17-8 (cumulative 
impacts).  In addition, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4a 
and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b on pages 5.17-30 and 5.17-31 in Section 5.17, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, impacts to be less than significant.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-i: The commenter states that no evidence is given that sufficient easements exist to 

bring power to the proposed project.  The commenter also states that the power for 
the proposed project should be via renewable solar energy. 

 
 The Draft EIR discusses public utilities and energy consumption in Section 5.17, 

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Section 5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION.  Details 
related to the Draft EIR analysis are provided in Appendix 15.3, AIR 
QUALITY/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS DATA.  Electricity in the project area is provided by 
Pacific Gas & Electric (PG&E).  PG&E is regulated by the California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) and is required to update existing systems to meet any additional 
demand.  The utility easement associated with the proposed project is provided in the 
Vesting Maps, which are located in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY 
SERVICES DISTRICT, of the Draft EIR.   

 
Regarding the use of solar energy, the commenter is referred to page 5.18-8 in Section 
5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION, which describes the solar energy component of the 
proposed project.  The proposed project would include a passive solar design in all 
residential units and would comply with the Shasta County General Plan requirements 
related to use of solar energy.  Energy consumption would be further reduced using 
high efficiency lighting and air conditioning units, passive solar design, grey water 
diverter systems, etc.  The requirements regarding solar energy are further provided 
in the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines, also provided in Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR.   

 
It should be noted that since publication and circulation of the Draft EIR, the State of 
California passed landmark building code regulations requiring all new single-family 
homes and new multi-family housing of three stories or fewer to be constructed with 
solar. Under the new requirements, builders who obtain construction permits issued 
on January 1, 2020 or later must provide solar for each new residence. Therefore 
requiring solar power as mitigation as part of the proposed project is not required as 
they will be installed in accordance with this new requirement.  No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 17-j: The commenter recommends that residents should not be allowed to bypass the grey 

water system and that all grey water must be diverted.   
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 The commenter is correct that the grey water diversion may be selected by the 
homeowner.  The commenter is referred to page 5.17-19 and page 5.17-21 in Section 
5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Page 5.17-19 explains that a separate Shasta 
County Sewage Disposal System permit would be required and grey water diversion 
systems would be installed under permit with Shasta County Building Division and the 
Shasta County Environmental Health Department would review all plans for grey 
water discharge to the ground.  In addition, page 5.17-21 of the Draft EIR explains that 
during periods of rainfall, the flow would be directed to the septic tank and that 
operation is the responsibility of the homeowner.  The commenter also is referred to 
Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA ROBLES WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, which notes 
that the dual-plumbing wastewater drain system will comply with Chapter 16 of the 
California Plumbing Code.  The associated environmental effects of the wastewater 
management system were found to be less than significant.  The comment is noted 
but the comment does not raise concerns about the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The 
analysis contained in the Draft EIR specifically evaluated the potential environmental 
effects of the overall wastewater treatment system for the entire proposed project. 

 
In addition, please refer to Response 17-b, immediately above.  Technical details and 
analyses, as well as resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY 
HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the 
Draft EIR.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-k: The commenter requests that special permits be required if any open burning is to be 

allowed; however, the commenter states that given the density of the housing, no 
open burning should be allowed on the project site. 

 
As stated in Master Response-4, within each RMA, piled grass cuttings, slash and 
prunings from trees may be burned onsite on burn days with approval of the Fire 
Marshall.  For further discussion regarding burning and burn days, please refer to 
preceding Response 11-f.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-l: The commenter states that calculations for particulate matter launched into the air by 

construction vehicles must be done based on realistic speeds because it is unrealistic 
to assume that the construction trucks will maintain speeds of no more than 15 miles 
per hour (mph).   

  
Particulate matter is analyzed in Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, and Appendix 15.3, AIR 
QUALITY/GREENHOUSE EMISSIONS DATA, of the Draft EIR. Table 5.3-6, UNMITIGATED 
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS, shows that construction would not result in the 
exceedance of particulate matter thresholds. Table 5.3-7, MITIGATED 
CONSTRUCTION-RELATED EMISSIONS, provides the emissions numbers after the 
implementation of mitigation measures, which includes a 15-mph speed limit on 
unpaved roads.  The modeling was completed using CalEEMod, a statewide land use 
emissions computer model designed to quantify potential criteria pollutant emissions 
associated with both construction and operations from a variety of land use projects.  
No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted 
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for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-m: The commenter is requesting that the proposed project be located closer to town to 

reduce impacts to air quality and appears to be requesting this be evaluated as an 
alternative to the project as proposed.  The commenter states that the EIR should 
compare the air quality impact of the proposed project to the impact of a similar 
project built adjacent to the existing urban development, the proposed project would 
show itself to be a significant contributor to greenhouse gasses via unnecessarily long 
vehicle commutes.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which in part discusses alternatives 

to the proposed project. The Draft EIR included an evaluation of alternatives that 
included a wide range of densities that could avoid or substantially lessen 
environmental impacts of the proposed project related to the environmental 
categories listed above (refer to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED 
PROJECT). As noted in Section 7.0, the following alternatives to the proposed project 
were initially considered but determined not to be viable and eliminated from further 
consideration: 1) Alternative Site; 2) Annexation to Community Service Area No. 8; 3) 
Development in Accordance with Existing General Plan Land Use and Zoning 
Classifications; 4) Clustered 3-Acre Parcels; and 5) Wastewater Dispersal Alternative. 
Refer to Section 7.0 of the Draft EIR for discussion of each rejected alternative. 

 
 The commenter is referred to pages 7-3 and 7-4 in Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES, which 

discussed the alternative site that was considered but was determined to be infeasible 
and increase impacts.  Section 15126(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that 
“Among the factors that may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of 
alternatives are site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, 
general plan consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional 
boundaries…and whether the proponent can reasonably acquire control or otherwise 
have access to the alternative site.”  For these reasons, an alternative site as the 
commenter suggests, closer to town, was not feasible.   

 
 Directly related to air quality impacts the commenter is also referred to Impact 5.3-1 

of Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, of the Draft EIR.  The consistency of the proposed project 
with the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan is determined by its consistency 
with air pollutant emission projections in the plan.  Implementation of the project 
could increase vehicle miles traveled, and thus ROG and NOX emissions, which could 
conflict with air quality planning efforts associated with the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality 
Attainment Plan.  As previously stated, the plan cites projected O3 precursor emissions 
(ROG and NOX) through the year 2020.  For the purposes of this analysis, the emissions 
resulting from proposed project operations were quantified and compared with the 
NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan 2020 ozone precursor emissions projections.  
The addition of these project emissions to the area and mobile source projections 
documented in the NSVPA 2015 Air Quality Attainment Plan for year 2020 results in 
exactly the same statistical percentage reduction in both ROG and NOX emissions from 
area and mobile sources in the NSVPA as existing conditions.  In other words, the 
proposed project would represent a 0.00 percent increase in ROG emissions and a 
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0.00 percent increase in NOX emissions compared with existing projections in the 
NSVPA.   

 
 As stated in Section 5.7, GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE, the project’s 

GHG emissions would be 3,755.92 MTCO2eq/yr without the implementation of any 
reduction measures.  Implementation of proposed energy efficiency measures, water 
conservation measures, and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1 would reduce project 
GHG emissions to 3,453.10 MTCO2eq, resulting in an 8.1 percent reduction; refer to 
Table 5.7-3.  It should be noted that the Project Design Features and Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.7-1 represent all feasible measures available to reduce project 
related GHG emissions.  Despite the implementation of the Project Design Features 
and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.7-1, project related GHG emissions would not meet 
the reduction targets established by AB 32 or SB 32, and impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

 
 No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted 

for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-n: The commenter notes that rural roads, such as Boyle Road, often experience drivers 

unfamiliar with the area and street signage is inconsistent and below standard, 
resulting in safety hazards.  The commenter recommends requiring adequate, 
standard street signs at the intersection of each road connecting to Boyle Road.   

 
 As discussed in Impact 5.16-2 of the Draft EIR, the installation of intersection warning 

signs at various locations along Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44 would 
serve to notify drivers of upcoming driveways. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.16-2 would reduce impacts for both Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Year 
2035 Plus Project conditions to less than significant levels.  Mitigation Measure (MM) 
5.16-2 requires the project applicant to install intersection warning signs to the 
satisfaction of the Shasta County Public Works Department, which meet Caltrans 
standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P advance street name plaques.  
No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-o: The commenter states that the increase of traffic at Boyle Road and the southern 

entrance to the project site would become a safety hazard.  In addition, the 
commenter states that introducing a 4-way stop controlled intersection at Boyle Road 
and Deschutes Road would be the only stop-controlled intersection on Deschutes 
Road between Palo Cedro and Bella Vista, thus not maintaining the rural atmosphere 
of the existing conditions, and would create a hazard due to high speeds.   

 
 Please refer to preceding Responses 4-b, 13-e, and 14-b regarding traffic impacts on 

Boyle Road as well as at the Boyle Road and Deschutes Road intersection.  Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, 
provides analysis on all study intersections and roadway segments.  The Shasta County 
Department of Public Works operates a county-wide traffic impact fee program based 
on residential units or non-residential building square footage. The proposed project 
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may contribute to this program as described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4, should Shasta County update the fee program to 
include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & 
Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections. The payment of applicable fair-share 
costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a cumulatively less than 
significant impact at each intersection. 

 
 Regarding safety and high speeds on Deschutes Road, page 5.16-7, 5.16-13, and 5.16-

28 discuss vehicle speeds and associated safety hazards on area roadways including 
Deschutes Road.  More specifically, page 5.16-28 includes Mitigation Measure (MM) 
5.16-2 which requires the project applicant to install intersection warning signs to the 
satisfaction of the Shasta County Public Works Department, which meet Caltrans 
Standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P advance street name plaques.   

 
With regard to safety of a stop-controlled intersection, placement of STOP control at 
intersections is regulated in California by the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices, 2014 Edition, Revision 3, March 9, 2018 (MUTCD). The MUTCD 
specifies the standards and guidelines, followed by Shasta County, for intersection 
control and warning.  Advance warning methods that will be included in the 
engineering design of the STOP control to provide traffic safety. 
 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-2, impacts would be reduced 
to less than significant levels.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-p: The commenter requests the project pay a much higher share of the roundabout 

improvements. 
 
 As stated in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, on page 5.16-20, in some cases, 

the project applicant is expected to provide the full improvements needed for offsite 
roadway improvements or transportation programs. In other cases, where the 
contribution of project-generated traffic is minimal, it is more appropriate for the 
project applicant to contribute a “fair-share” payment for the cost of the 
improvements.   

 
As required in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4, 
the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated cost share of the cost of the roadway 
improvements.  The fee shall be established based on an engineer’s cost estimate of 
the improvements prepared by the project applicant and approved by the Shasta 
County Public Works Department.  The Shasta County Department of Public Works 
operates a county-wide traffic impact fee program based on residential units or non-
residential building square footage. The proposed project may contribute to this 
program as described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.16-4, should Shasta County update the fee program to include the Old Alturas 
Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road 
(Intersection #13) intersections.  The fair share calculations are provided in Appendix 
15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, on pages 38 and 39.  No further response or change to 
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the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
 

Response 17-q: The commenter notes that the EIR does not address impacts on aesthetics as related 
to the entry to the development.  The commenter suggests conditions of approval on 
the entrances to the development that limits the street signs, monuments, flags, 
setbacks, advertising, and U.S. Postal Service Neighborhood Box Units (NBU’s).   

 
 Please refer to Response 17-c, above,  regarding the impacts to visual resources, 

including the impact on the community character. Also, please refer to Master 
Response-2 regarding the character of the area. The items referenced by the 
commenter are considered a part of the proposed project and were considered when 
evaluating the project in terms of impact to aesthetic resources.  For clarity, none of 
the items individually or considered as a part of the project as a whole would result in 
any impact to aesthetics or visual resources within or surrounding the project site not 
disclosed in the Draft EIR.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-r: The commenter states that the purchase of an agricultural easement elsewhere is not 

a sufficient mitigation for the loss of agricultural land. 
 
 Agricultural impacts are discussed in Section 5.2, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES, of the 

Draft EIR.  The current zoning designation for the westerly area of the site is 
Unclassified (U).  The Unclassified (U) district is applied as a holding district until a 
principal zone district has been determined.  The remainder of the site is zoned Rural 
Residential (R-R) (3 and 5-acre minimum lot sizes).   

 
As analyzed in Impact 5.2-1 of the Draft EIR, according to the FMMP Important 
Farmland Map, no portion of the project site is designated Prime Farmland, Unique 
Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; however, approximately 687.87 
acres of the proposed project site is designated by the FMMP as Grazing Land and has 
been used for dryland cattle grazing since the early 1940s.  Approximately 154.6 acres 
will remain as open space and allow continued use as Grazing Land.  The commenter 
is referred to pages 5.2-5 through 5.2-14 in Section 5.2, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES.  
In order to determine whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant, the 
Draft EIR used the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment (LESA) 
model for evaluating agricultural impacts.  The LESA analysis does not include the 
154.6 acres that will remain as open space and continue to be used as Grazing Land.  
The LESA analysis for the project site resulted in a Land Evaluation (LE) rating of 23.66 
and a Site Assessment (SA) rating of 18, for a total score of 41.66.  Loss of agricultural 
lands with a score between 40 and 59 is considered significant only if both the LE and 
SA ratings are each 20 or more.  Therefore, the LESA model indicates that the project 
would have a less than significant impact on Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, and 
Farmland of Statewide Importance. 

 
Regarding the adequacy of the mitigation, the County, as Lead Agency, has assessed 
the impacts of the proposed project and exercised its discretion in calculating an 
appropriate amount of mitigation and provided mitigation requirements accordingly 
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(pursuant to CEQA Statute §20183.4) and included them within the Draft EIR.  The 
County has not abused its discretion granted by CEQA and a deliberate discussion of a 
calculation (for mitigation) has been provided in the Draft EIR (refer to Section 5.2, 
AGRICULTURAL RESOURES, and Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES).  Please refer to 
preceding Responses 3-a through 3-v regarding biological impacts and mitigation. 

 
Response 17-s: The commenter asks if future homeowners will try to forbid the existing gun range 

from future activities such as increased hours or any future site improvements or 
expansion within its present site.  The commenter states that future homeowners 
should be noticed in writing that the gun range creates noise on a regular basis. 

 
The Draft EIR analyzes the compatibility with surrounding land uses in Section 5.10, 
LAND USE AND PLANNING, of the Draft EIR.  Page 5.10-4 of the Draft EIR discloses that 
the Redding Gun Club is on an adjacent parcel northeast of the project site.  In 
addition, page 5.11-8 in Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR identifies the Redding 
Gun Club as a stationary source of noise, lists the hours of operation, location, and 
notes that noise from the gun club may represent a single-event or a continuous 
occurrence.  Page 5.11-23 of the Draft EIR identifies the potential noise impacts that 
residence may be exposed to and states, Pursuant to California Civil Code 
§3482.1(4)(b)(1) and §3482.1(4)(d), the operation or use of the shooting range is not 
liable as a noise nuisance as long as the range complies with applicable noise control 
laws at the time of approval.  The proposed project would add a condition of approval 
disclose the presence of the gun club to all future residents.  The Draft EIR concluded 
that with all these considerations and others, impacts would be less than significant.   

 
Regarding potential expansion within the boundaries of the existing gun club site, if 
expansion were to occur, activities would still be required to comply with the listed 
noise control ordinances and the disclosure to new residents would still apply.  For 
these reasons, as well as State CEQA Guidelines §15064 (d)(3), which states, “An 
indirect physical change is to be considered only if that change is a reasonably 
foreseeable impact which may be caused by the project.  A change which is 
speculative or unlikely to occur is not reasonably foreseeable,” First, because gun-club 
expansion is not part of the proposed project, it is not considered in this analysis.  
Second, because it is speculative to assume the gun club would expand within its 
current site, it is not appropriate for inclusion to the Draft EIR as environmental 
analysis pursuant to CEQA is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, 
therefore, this speculation is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  No 
changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
No further response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  This comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 17-t: The commenter states that the proposed project is an urban neighborhood and thus, 

all cannabis growing should be forbidden with the boundaries of the proposed 
project, even if a grow is otherwise in conformance with the County’s ordinances and 
guidelines.   
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 This comment is specific to the potential that future residents may grow cannabis on 
their property, rather than specific analysis of potential physical environmental 
impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed 
project.  All residents of Shasta County are required to comply with County ordinances 
related to cannabis cultivation, including Ordinance 2017-07, which prohibits 
commercial cannabis activity, delivery of cannabis, and temporary events involving 
the onsite sale or consumption of cannabis in all zones of the unincorporated area, 
with some exceptions for medical uses.  Regarding personal use, the State’s Medical 
and Adult Use Cannabis Regulation and Safety act (MAUCRSA), regulates cultivation 
on private property for individual use.  No further response or change to the Draft EIR 
is necessary.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
 


