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Response to Letter 32 – Jeannette Baugh 

 
Response 32-a:  The commenter raises concerns about her comments on the Draft EIR not being fully 

considered.    
 

Section 15088 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that the Lead Agency, in this case 
Shasta County, to evaluate comments on environmental issues received from persons 
and agencies that reviewed the Draft EIR and prepare written responses addressing 
each of the comments received.  All comments raised by the commenter in her letter 
from November 20, 2017 are addressed below.  This comment does not raise any 
issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no further response is required.   

 
Response 32-b: The commenter raises concerns about increasing traffic volumes, questions the 

anticipated daily vehicle trips, and expresses safety concerns regarding additional 
traffic on Boyle Road due to the existing roadway configuration.   

 
 The commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 4-b and 5-f which 

discusses Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13), and mitigation to reduce 
impacts to less than significant.  The commenter is also referred to previous Response 
13-e and 14-b regarding increasing traffic volumes and daily vehicle trips and safety, 
and Response 17-f related to bicycle safety, and 17-n and 17-o related to roadway 
safety as well as mitigation to reduce impacts to 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 32-c: The commenter raises additional concerns about traffic safety, and collisions with 

domestic animals and wildlife, and questions if it will take the loss of a human life to 
prevent the project.  The commenter also raises concerns about notifications of the 
project.   

 
 The commenter is referred to page 5.16-6 and page 5.16-7 of the Draft EIR (Section 

5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION) which discloses that there have been four reports of 
animal related collisions during the study period.  

 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Response 17-f related to bicycle safety, and 

Responses 17-n and 17-o related to roadway safety as well as mitigation to reduce 
impacts to less than significant, above, regarding pedestrian safety.  As discussed, 
improvements by the County for Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road, and Deschutes Road 
would include shoulder improvements that would serve to enhance existing and 
future pedestrian movement within the area.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 
would be less than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

  
   Regarding notification of the availability of the Draft EIR for the proposed project, the 

commenter is referred to Master Response 1 related to the notification procedure, 
availability of the Draft EIR, and steps the County has taken to address public 
comments.  The commenter is referred to page 1-5 in Section 1.0, INTRODUCTION, 
regarding noticing requirements of CEQA.  As discussed, a Draft EIR is subject to a 45-
day review period by responsible and trustee agencies and interested parties.  The 
Notice of Availability (NOA) announcing this period, October 24, 2017 through 
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December 7, 2017, was published. Section 15087 of the State CEQA Guidelines lists 
optional procedures for noticing, including publication in a newspaper, posting onsite, 
or mailing to owners of a property or properties contiguous to the site.  In accordance 
with the provision of §15085(a) and §15087(a)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, as 
amended, Shasta County, serving as the Lead Agency, will: 1) publish a notice of 
availability of a Draft EIR in the Record Searchlight, a newspaper of general circulation, 
and 2) will prepare and transmit a Notice of Completion (NOC) to the State 
Clearinghouse (proof of publication is available at the office of the Lead Agency).   

 
Response 32-d:  The commenter provides statements regarding her desire to live in a rural open 

setting, and the traffic generated by residential developments, and questions why the 
project is being considered.   

 
While the commenter’s desire to live in a rural open setting does not raise concerns 
about the adequacy of the Draft EIR, 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 commenter is referred to Master Response-2 for additional information 
regarding the project’s proposed zoning and density. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-b, above, and specifically preceding 

responses under Response 13-e and 14-b regarding increasing traffic volumes, daily 
vehicle trips and safety.  This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR and no additional response is needed.  This comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 32-e: The commenter reiterates general concerns about increased housing and traffic, and 

raises a non-specific concern about increased noise.  The commenter also questions 
water supply, drought, and having to personally cut back on water consumption due 
to the drought.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-b, above, and specifically preceding 

responses under Response 13-e and 14-b regarding increasing traffic volumes and 
daily vehicle trips and safety, and Response 17-f related to bicycle safety, and 17-n 
and 17-o related to roadway safety as well as mitigation to reduce impacts to less 
than significant.  The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding 
concerns related to water supply and 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. 

 
 With regards to noise, the commenter is referred to page 5.11-1 through 5.11-26 of 

the Draft EIR (Section 5.11, NOISE).  This section provides a complete discussion of 
noise impacts of the proposed project.  As discussed in that chapter, the Draft EIR 
concluded that project design features as well as Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.11-1 on 
page 5.11-17, in Section 5.11, NOISE, would result in less than significant impacts.  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. 
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Response 32-f:   The commenter states that there are depleted sheriff services and police services, and 
fire stations and the proposed project cause increased hardship to these agencies.    

 
The commenter is referred to pages 5-13.8 and 5-13-9 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC 
SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, regarding payment of development impact fees for 
Sheriff Patrol and Investigation, page 5.13-11 related to short-term impacts to 
response times, page 5.13-13 related to long-term impacts to fire and sheriff services, 
and pages 5.13-15 and 5.13-16 for the conclusion statement that impacts, both on a 
project-level and cumulative basis, would be less than significant. 

 
The commenter is also 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 concluded less than 
significant or less than significant after mitigation.  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 32-g:  The commenter states that the schools are already overcrowded and states more 

schools equals higher taxes.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  
Page 5.13-13 of the Draft EIR addresses the payment of school fees that would be 
incurred by the proposed project and would generate approximately $1,980,048 to be 
distributed to the local school districts.  In addition, page 5.13-14 in Section 5.13, 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, notes that Foothill High School, Columbia 
Elementary School, and Mountain View Middle School have been experiencing a 
declining enrolment and therefore has capacity to accommodate an increased student 
population.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than significant.  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 32-h:  The commenter notes that the proposed project is being allowed to split the acreage 

into smaller lots and questions the environmental impact should other property 
owners do the same.  The commenter also presents a non-specific question about the 
proposed on-site wastewater facility.    

 
 With regards to the use of smaller lots, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 

3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, and Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING. The 
proposed project includes a Zone Amendment and a requested Tract Map approval.  
As stated on page 3-12 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the Tract Map is 
requested to divide the property into 166 residential parcels ranging from 1.38 acres 
to 6.81 acres in side, and six open space parcels totaling 192.7 acres.  In addition, as 
stated on page 5.10-12 in Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, the proposed 
project requires a Zone Amendment to apply the Planned Development (PD) zone to 
the project site.   
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Regarding the potential for other property owners outside the proposed project to 
divide their lots, the ability for a private land owner to request a subdivision of land is 
available under the County code and General Plan with or without the proposed 
project. Any request for subdivision would be evaluated on a case by case basis by the 
County at such time a formal application to subdivide is submitted.  Such requests 
would be required to comply with all applicable laws and ordinances related to 
environmental protection.  Further, State CEQA Guidelines §15064 (d)(3), 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.” It would be speculative 
for this Draft EIR to evaluate nearby property owners undertaking such an action, 
which has no nexus to the proposed project.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is 
known or reasonably foreseeable, therefore, this speculation is not a part of the 
analysis and is not included in the Draft EIR.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

 
As stated on page 5.10-11 in Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, the proposed 
project is consistent with the existing Rural Residential A (RA) General Plan land use 
designation for the site and no change to the existing land use designation is required. 

 
Regarding the general comments related to the wastewater treatment plant, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-5. These comments are noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 32-i:   The commenter raises concern with the effects on trees and wildlife, states that there 

are existing lots and homes for sale and is concerned that the proposed lots will not 
sell resulting in permanent loss of the serene open area. 

  
The commenter is referred to Impact 5.4-1 in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
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, will establish several open space preserves and Resource 
Management Areas (RMAs) totaling 192.7 acres to be managed in perpetuity, and has 
established setbacks from property lines, stream channels and/or critical natural 
resources leaving these areas undisturbed. 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. This document is provided in 
Appendix 15.2 of the Draft EIR, and was developed by a team that included a PhD blue 
oak resource scientist, a registered professional forester and a certified wildlife 
biologist.  Additionally, through implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a, a 
permanent offsite conservation easement would be established for the preservation 
of 137.8 acres of blue oak woodland.   

 
Preservation of the oak woodlands and open space, both onsite and in the offsite 
conservation easement including onsite stream corridors, would preserve some of the 
highest wildlife habitat values on the site.  In addition, because the onsite preserves 
are adjacent to the onsite 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).  The commenter is 
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also 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. Finally, the onsite preserves provide “islands” 
and corridors for wildlife use and dispersal, which are particularly valuable in the 
urbanizing portions of the County.  The Draft EIR found that with mitigation impacts 
on the oak woodlands and wildlife would be less than significant. 

 
Regarding concerns about available housing and housing demand, the commenter is 
referred to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the Draft EIR.   Page 5.12-1 
and 5.12-2 reviews the existing regional and local population trends and regional and 
local housing trends.  The commenter is also referred to Impact 5.12-1 in Section 5.12, 
POPULATION AND HOUSING, on page 5.12-9.  The impact discussion states, “The 
housing goal of the 2014 RHNA for unincorporated portions of Shasta County is 755 
units between 2014 and 2019 (2,200 units for the County as a whole). The project 
proposes to build up to a maximum of 166 new dwelling units with 15 accessory 
dwelling units onsite.   
 
Dwellings would be constructed over a projected buildout period of 10 to 15 years.  
Assuming an equal number of units over a 10-year buildout, this would equate to 
approximately 16 dwelling units and 2 accessory units per year, or 54 total units 
during the three years of the current housing needs assessment planning period, 
which runs through December 31, 2019.  The project would represent approximately 
7 percent of the total housing needs for the three-year period in unincorporated 
Shasta County and approximately 2 percent of the housing needs for the County as a 
while. Therefore, the project’s impacts to housing are considered less than 
significant.”  
 
For additional information on impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred 
to preceding responses to Comment Letter 3 submitted by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW)( Response 3-a through 3-v). No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 32-j:  The commenter raises concern about the project having a significant and detrimental 

impact on the project area.  The remainder of the comment reflects continued 
concern about water resources but does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.    

 
The commenter is referred to page 1-1, Section 1.0, PURPOSE OF THE EIR, of the Draft 
EIR, which summarizes the purpose of the EIR. As discussed, the EIR is intended to be 
an informational document that apprises decision-makers and the general public of 
the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project.  An EIR must 
describe a reasonable range of feasible alternatives to the project and identify 
possible means to minimize the significant effect.  The Draft EIR goes on to state the 
purpose of an EIR is to identify 1) The significant potential impacts of the project on 
the environment and indicate the manner in which those significant impacts can be 
avoided or mitigated; 2) Any unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated; 
and 3) Reasonable and feasible alternatives to the project that would eliminate any 
significant adverse environmental impacts or reduce the impacts to a less than 
significant level. 
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In conformance with these and other CEQA requirements, the Draft EIR analyses all 
reasonably foreseeable potential impacts, appropriate mitigation or avoidance 
measures, unavoidable impacts, as well as a reasonable range of alternatives.  All 
listed elements are fully disclosed within the Draft EIR to fully inform the public and 
decision makers.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary.    

 
Response 32-k:  The commenter requests that her comments are considered by decision makers and 

reiterates her concern about the project. 
 

The Draft EIR was written in compliance with State CEQA Guidelines and as such has 
been reviewed and considered by decision makers decision making bodies.   As 
described on page 1-5 through 1-7 in Section 1.0, INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE, the 
Draft EIR explains describes the CEQA process including the scoping process, 
completion of an initial study, preparation of a Notice of Preparation (NOP), scoping 
meetings, preparation of this Draft EIR, and publication of a Notice of Completion 
(NOC).  Throughout the process and through the process of completing a Final EIR, all 
pertinent decision makers are involved in the CEQA process and have input for the 
approval process. No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 32-l:  The commenter requests that her comments are considered by Mr. Steve Morgan, 

District 4 Supervisor, and reiterates her concern about the proposed project including 
health, that the project applicant is not local to the area and requests that Mr. 
Morgan and the Shasta Board of Supervisors support those against the project.  The 
commenter also restates her concern about the loss of open space.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Response 32-a through Response 32-k, above. This 

comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Letter 33 – Christopher L. Stiles of Remy, Moose, Manley, LLP (November 22, 2017) 

 
 

33-a 
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Response to Letter 33 – Christopher L. Stiles of Remy, Moose, Manley, LLC 

 
Response 33-a:  The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices for interested parties to access and review the Draft EIR and 
requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period by 22 days.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-1.  No further response or change to 
the Draft EIR is necessary.  Upon receiving notification of complications accessing the 
Draft EIR, County staff immediately employed several corrective actions to resolve 
difficulties in retrieving the information, including updating the County’s website and 
delivering a new copy of technical appendices to the Shasta County Library.  County 
staff also responded via email to individuals that raised a concern regarding the 
availability of information with the above statement and again stating the availability 
of the Draft EIR and related materials at the public counter of the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management, Planning Division, at 1855 Placer Street, Suite 
103, Redding, California 96001, during normal business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. 
Monday through Friday). 

 
Planning staff evaluated requests for an extension of the public review period and 
concluded that an extension of the public review period to December 29, 2017 was 
appropriate.  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 34 – Brad Seiser (November 29, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 34 – Brad Seiser 

 
Response 34-a:  The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the Draft EIR and associated 

technical appendices and requests an extension to the Draft EIR public review period.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1.  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. 
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Letter 35 – Philip G. Marquis (December 2, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 35 – Philip G. Marquis 

 
Response 35-a:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 

to supply water and provide adequate water pressure to the proposed project as well 
as existing residents.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding responses 7-a 
through 7-p.  Related to water pressure, the commenter is referred to preceding 
Response 17-g.  This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 35-b:  The commenter raises concerns regarding BVWD ability to supply water to the 

proposed project and existing residents and raises concerns regarding existing water 
infrastructure.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 7-a through 7-p.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 35-c:  The commenter cites concerns about Old Alturas Road with construction traffic and 

project traffic.  The comments also raise safety concerns for road alignment, sharp 
curves, and steep slopes off road shoulders. The commenter also requests 
improvements to Old Alturas Road at Seven Lakes Road citing safety concerns due to 
the angle of the intersection.  The commenter also expresses concern for increased 
traffic on Old Alturas Road due to project traffic using Boyle Road and indicates that 
this intersection is a problem. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.16-3 and 5.16-4 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, where the following intersections are identified: Old Alturas Road & 
Seven Lakes Road (Intersection #3), Old Alturas Road & Boyle Road (Intersection #12).  
Additionally, four segments of Old Alturas Road, Old Alturas Road (west of Deschutes 
Road) – Two lane collector (Segment #1) Old Alturas Road (north of Boyle Road) – Two 
lane collector (Segment #2) Old Alturas Road (east of Shasta View Drive) – Two lane 
collector (Segment #3) Old Alturas Road (between Old Oregon Trail and Boyle Road) – 
Two lane arterial (Segment #4) are identified. 

 
The commenter is further referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the 
Draft EIR (specifically pages 5.16-27 and 5.16-28).  As noted, the impacts and safety 
performance of Alturas Road from Boyle Road to Seven Lakes Road is discussed.  

 
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 as being required along this 
segment of Old Alturas Road. 
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Letter 36 – Renee Ottsman (December 3, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 36 – Renee Ottsman 

 
Response 36-a:   The commenter asks about the wastewater treatment site and where it is located 

within the project area.  The commenter also asks about other similar waste 
treatment sites and doing a site visit to such a facility.  The commenter also questions 
the onsite monitoring and who would be responsible for it. 

 
   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.  Specifically the 0.25-acre wastewater treatment facility would 
be located onsite (Lot # 73) as identified on Figure 3-10b, WASTEWATER TREAMTENT 
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.  The commenter is also referred to Master Response-
5 for further discussion of the onsite community wastewater facility. 

 
   Regarding the commenter’s questions regarding similar wastewater treatment plants 

and an associated site visit; such a request is outside the scope of this CEQA 
document, outside the responsibility of the Shasta County, and the request cannot be 
accommodated.  

 
  The proposed project includes mitigation measures that would be monitored by 

qualified parties to the satisfaction of Shasta County.  California Public Resources Code 
§21081.6 requires public agencies to adopt mitigation monitoring or reporting 
programs (MMRP) whenever certifying an EIR or a Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(MND). This requirement facilitates implementation of all mitigation measures 
adopted through the CEQA process.  Accordingly, the Final EIR would contain a MMRP 
in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines §15097 ‘Mitigation Monitoring or Report.’  
Subsection (a) of the Guidelines states: 

 
“This section applies when a public agency has made the findings required 
under paragraph (1) of subdivision (a) of Section 15091 relative to an EIR 
or adopted a mitigated negative declaration in conjunction with approving 
a project. In order to ensure that the mitigation measures and project 
revisions identified in the EIR or negative declaration are implemented, 
the public agency shall adopt a program for monitoring or reporting on 
the revisions which it has required in the project and the measures it has 
imposed to mitigate or avoid significant environmental effects. A public 
agency may delegate reporting or monitoring responsibilities to another 
public agency or to a private entity which accepts the delegation; 
however, until mitigation measures have been completed the lead agency 
remains responsible for ensuring that implementation of the mitigation 
measures occurs in accordance with the program.” 

 
The MMRP would list each mitigation measure to include the entire text of the 
mitigation measures.  The MMRP also could include the implementation phase (when 
the measure must be implemented), the monitoring phase (how often the measure 
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must be monitored), the enforcing agency (who is responsible for ensuring the 
measures are implemented, monitored, and successful).  The MMRP also requires the 
initials of the monitor, date each monitoring action took place, and any pertinent 
remarks or notes regarding the mitigation measure(s).  Typically, the monitor also will 
prepare a monitoring report and present the report to the enforcing agency for their 
review and approval.  Implementation and use of the MMRP will ensure that 
mitigation is properly implemented.  No change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 36-b:  The commenter notes the potential for hundreds of accessory dwelling units and 

states that development should include a homeowner’s association (HOA) and it 
should be made a part of the EIR.  The commenter also states the accessory dwelling 
units be of the same design to the primary residence and should be controlled and 
managed by the HOA. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 3-31 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, for the 
design requirements of ancillary structures which would include accessory dwelling 
units.  Page 3-31 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, of the Draft EIR states, that 
the Tierra Robles Architectural Design Guidelines apply to all structures constructed on 
the home sites. This includes ancillary structures such as gazebos, storage sheds, 
detached garages, guest houses, pool houses, garbage enclosures, etc.  Additionally, 
as stated on page 36 in Appendix 15.2.1, TIERRA ROBLES DESIGN GUIDELINES, 
homeowners will not be allowed to construct any ancillary structures until full 
architectural review of the plans and specifications are complete. All detailed 
construction plans applicable to the construction of a home will be needed for any 
ancillary structure including a site plan, elevations, material selections, colors, etc. The 
design of all ancillary structures must be compatible with the architecture of the 
home.  Materials and color selections should utilize the same elements used on the 
home. 

 
 The proposed project includes 166 lots and although each lot may have one accessory 

unit, the maximum number of potential accessory units would be limited to 166.  Page 
3-16 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, states that the 15 secondary units, or 9 
percent, are based on historical County trends.  In an effort to estimate the number of 
potential accessory dwelling units (ADU) that could be built based on a 166-unit 
single-family subdivision in unincorporated Shasta County, data compiled as part of 
the County’s 2009-2014 Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land I 11 ADUs 
constructed out of a total 356 units constructed Countywide. As a result, an 8.8% ADU 
assumption (rounded to 9%) totaling 15 ADUs could be reasonably assumed for the 
proposed project based on the available historical data presented within the above 
noted documents and the County’s Draft Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential 
Land Inventory) was utilized. Based on the “units built” as reported in these 
documents the following can be derived: 2007-2009, 79 ADUs constructed out of a 
total 664 units constructed Countywide; 2014-2016. 

 
 The proposed project includes the formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services 

District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO). The TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee and implement 
the plans and facilities within the development and they would oversee the Tierra 
Robles Design Guidelines; Tierra Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan; Tierra 
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Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Open Space Management, and 
Resource Management Area Management and Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm 
Drain Maintenance; and Waste Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal Facilities.   
As such, the TRCSD would largely act as a Homeowners Association (HOA) in addition 
to having more responsibility in the management of the proposed project.  No change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 36-c:   The commenter relates her own dissatisfaction with the proposed project as well as 

that of other residents in the surrounding area and makes a non-specific reference to 
the far-reaching implications of the proposed project.   

 
This comment is specific to the commenter’s opposition of the project, rather than 
specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The 
commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern in the comment. No 
further response is necessary, and no changes to the Draft EIR have been made as a 
result of this comment.  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 37 – Mary Severson (December 4, 2017) 
 

 

37-a 

37-b 

37-c 

37-d 

37-e 

37-f 

37-g 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-274 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

Response to Letter 37 – Mary Severson 

 
Response 37-a:   The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR does not adequately address the 

detrimental effect of increase population growth to a rural area, and impacts to 
wildlife habitat. 

  
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 commenter is referred to 
Master Response-2 for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Regarding comments about population growth, the commenter is referred to Section 
5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the Draft EIR.  Page 5.12-9 under Impact 5.12-1 
discloses that the proposed 166 units and potential 15 accessory dwelling units would 
result in an increased population growth over a 10 to 15 year horizon of 445 residents.  
Although the proposed project would result in direct population growth, the proposed 
project would result in 22 fewer lots than what would be allowed by the Shasta 
County General Plan.  In addition, the proposed project is consistent with and would 
not result in an exceedance of growth projections contained in the Shasta Regional 
Transportation Agency (SRTA).  The Draft EIR concluded impacts would be less than 
significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Regarding impacts to wildlife, the project proposed project includes onsite preserves 
that 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 an 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).  
The commenter also is referred to preceding 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 that 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 would 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. 

 
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 
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(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.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
For additional information on impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred 
to preceding responses to Comment Letter 3 submitted by the California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) (Response 3-a through 3-v). No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
 

Response 37-b:    The commenter makes a non-specific comment regarding the raising of property taxes 
to pay for school.   

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  
Page 5.13-13 of the Draft EIR addresses the payment of school fees that would be 
incurred by the proposed project and would generate approximately $1,980,048 to be 
distributed to the local school districts for school facilities. Page 5.13-14 in Section 
5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, notes that Foothill High School, 
Columbia Elementary School, and Mountain View Middle School have been 
experiencing a declining enrolment and therefore has capacity to accommodate and 
increased student population.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less 
than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 37-c:  The commenter cites traffic concerns within Palo Cedro and increased traffic volumes 

to and from Redding and SR-44, Boyle Road, and SR-299 because of the two colleges 
and recently approved Bethel Complex.  The commenter also expresses concern about 
the safety of the Northgate Drive exit, and intersections of Boyle Road, Sweede Creek 
Road, and Deschutes especially when school traffic is present.   

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft 
EIR.  Figure 5.16-4, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION TRAFFIC VOLUMES, which 
provide information on traffic volumes at selected intersections along all the listed 
roadways except Sweede Creek Road.  All intersections with the exception of Airport 
Road and SR-44 are projected to operate at or above the threshold Level of Service 
(LOS) during AM and PM peak hours.  Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-1 was included 
to reduce these impacts.   
 
A total of seventeen intersections four of which include Deschutes Road and Old 
Forty-Four Drive Intersection #14, Deschutes Road and Cedro Lane Intersection #15, 
Deschutes Road and SR-44 westbound ramps Intersection #16, and Deschutes Road 
and SR-44 eastbound ramps intersection #17 were evaluated in the Draft EIR.  Page 
5.16-3 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, list these all the intersection, page 
5.16-25 Table 5.16-10 shows the Existing Plus Project intersection level of service for 
each, and Table 5.16-16, YEAR 2035 PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE, 
identified Intersections #14 and #15 meeting warrants. Additionally, Table 5.16-17, 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-276 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

YEAR 2035 PLUS PROJECT SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS, on page 5.16-36 identified 
Intersections #14, #15, and #16 as not experiencing significant impacts.  The Draft EIR 
appropriately concluded that impacts would be less than significant for these 
intersections.   
 
A technical memorandum titled Traffic Impact Analysis Update for Intersection No. 15: 
Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane (GHD, November 20, 2018) was prepared to update the 
traffic impact analysis specifically for Intersection #15 using updated existing traffic 
counts and assuming development of other potential adjacent projects in the 
cumulative conditions (refer to Appendix A of the Final EIR). As depicted in the 
analysis Intersection #15 under both Existing and Year 2035 No Project conditions 
operates an unacceptable LOS F while meeting signal warrants. With recommended 
improvements intersection operations will improve to LOS B during bother the AM 
and PM peak hour.  The project’s contribution to Intersection #15 would therefore be 
less than significant. 
 
As noted in the ERRATA to the Final EIR, for the Cedro Lane and Deschutes Road 
intersection (Intersection #15) the County will enter into a development agreement 
with the project applicant for the pro-rata share of funding improvements related to 
upgrading the existing all-way stop intersection at Cedro Lane and Deschutes Road to 
a signalized intersection with ADA compliant ramps and crosswalks.    
 
Northgate Drive is no longer proposed to be used for emergency site access and has 
been omitted from the proposed project.  Regarding roadway safety, please refer to 
preceding responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-n, 17-o, and 35-c. The 
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No changes to the Draft EIR is required 

 
Response 37-d:  The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 

to supply water to the proposed project.  
 

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

 
Response 37-e:   The commenter raises concerns about increased noise from activities such as shooting 

and motorcycle riding in the proposed open spaces and how that would affect future 
homeowners.    

 
As discussed on page 3-12 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, management of the 
proposed project will be done by a Community Services District (CSD) formed and 
operated in accordance with California Government Code 61000 et. seq.  The CSD for 
the proposed project would be named the Tierra Robles Community Services District 
(TRCSD) and would be endowed with a wide range of powers.  The TRCSD will be 
responsible for overseeing and implementing the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; as 
well as management of all open space to include the Tierra Robles Oak Woodland 
Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan; Open 
Space Management; and RMA management and oversight.   It will be incumbent on 
the TRCSD to determine allowable uses within the overall management area, and all 
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future property owners would be made aware of all covenants and conditions 
regarding use of all properties within the development. No changes to the Draft EIR 
are required. 

 
In regard to comment (5), as stated by the commenter the proposed project will result 
in a loss of habitat.  The commenter is correct and the Draft EIR discloses that the 
proposed project would result in the loss of some habitat within the project area.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-4 which discusses the RMA’s that would 
be created to minimize the effects of the loss of habitat.  The commenter also is 
referred to pages 5.4-37 through 5.4-53 in Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
which specifically discusses impacts and potential impacts to streams and wetlands, 
annual grasslands, oak woodlands, and riparian vegetation, as well as special status 
plant and animal species on subsequent pages.  Pages 5.4-50 and 5.4-51 describe how 
the impacts were calculated and page 5.4-49 through 5.4-53 details eleven mitigation 
measures implemented to reduce impacts to less than significant.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 

Response 37-f:  The commenter notes that they were unable to get sufficient fire safety assistance 
and in 1999 their home burned in the Jones Fire.  The commenter raises concerns 
about the provision of safety protection specifically fire protection services and 
increased demand due to the increased 166 homes of the proposed project.   

 
It is important to note that consistent with City of Hayward v. Trustees of California 
State University (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 833, significant impacts under CEQA consist of 
adverse changes in any of the physical conditions within the area of a project, and 
potential impacts on public safety services are not an environmental impact that 
CEQA requires a project applicant to mitigate: “(T)he obligation to provide adequate 
fire and emergency medical services is the responsibility of the city. (Cal. Const., art. 
XIII Sec. 35, subd. (a)(2) “The protection of the public safety is the first responsibility of 
local government and local officials have an obligation to give priority to the provision 
of adequate public safety services.)) The need for additional fire protection services is 
not an environmental impact that CEQA requires a project proponent to mitigate.” 

 
 The commenter is referred to Impact 5.13-1 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR which evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  
As noted on page 5.13-12 through 5.13-13, the proposed project is within the Shasta 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE Station 32 response area, which has adequate 
capacity to serve the project area, although fire protection resources can be limited 
during a catastrophic wildfire incident. Given that the project site and most of the 
surrounding area is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ), the 
potential for limited fire protection resources during a catastrophic wildfire event 
would occur with or without the proposed project.   

 
While the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project would add demand to 
existing fire and emergency services, the proposed project would pay impact fees.  
Impact fees are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure they are commensurate with 
the facilities and services needed.  In addition, property taxes generated from the 
proposed project would result in increased revenues to the General Fund that would 
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assist in offsetting increased costs associated with fire protection services.  The 
proposed project would be required to pay $1,459 per single family unit for fire 
protection services and each parcel with $1,000 or more in improvements must pay a 
$20 annual fee specifically for purchase of fire apparatus. 

 
 Related to the commenter’s concern related to large scale wildfires such as the past 

Jones Fire, the commenter is referred to pages 5.13-12 and 5.13-13 in Section 5.13, 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which detail project designed to reduce the 
potential for wild fires.  This includes wildfire hazard protections including the use of 
defensible space, implementation of the Tierra Robles Wildland-Fuel Vegetation 
Management Plan, and proper hydrant spacing, meeting fire flow requirements, 
ensuring access and roadway requirements are met, and that all project elements 
meet the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, Uniform Fire Code, and applicable 
sections of the California Safety Code of Regulation and National Fire Prevention 
Association Standards.  In addition, all projects and structures would be reviewed by 
the Shasta County Fire Marshall for compliance with all pertinent State and local 
requirements.  These elements of the proposed would reduce the potential risk of 
wildland fires within the proposed project site as well as reduce the risk of wildfire 
spreading to other nearby areas.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less 
than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 37-g: The commenter reiterates her concern about the impacts of population growth and 

makes a non-specific comment about the negative impacts that it brings.  The 
commenter then requests that the proposed project be denied.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 37-a, above, regarding impacts associated 
with population growth.  The Draft EIR analyses all reasonably foreseeable potential 
impacts, appropriate mitigation or avoidance measures, unavoidable impacts, as well 
as a reasonable range of alternatives.  All listed elements are fully disclosed within the 
Draft EIR to fully inform the public and decision makers.   No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 38 – Anita Brady (December 6, 2017) 

 
 

38-a 
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Response to Letter 38 – Anita Brady 

 
Response 38-a, Response 38-b, and Response 38-c:   
 

In all three comments 38-a, 38-b, 38-c, the commenter raises concerns regarding Bella 
Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to supply water to the proposed project.   The 
commenter notes the drought, use of water allotments, and the commenter discusses 
water demand that will result from the City of Redding Bethel Church project. The 
commenter also raises concerns about fire flow. 

  
Related to the comments of overall water supply and BVWD’s ability to serve the 
proposed project, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  In regards to fire 
flow and hydrant, the commenter is referred to preceding Response 7-j. 
 
In regard to the Bethel Church project, this project was included in Section 4.0, BASIS 
OF CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS, as is shown in Table 4-1, CUMULATIVE PROJECTS 
CONSIDERED, on page 4-2 of the Draft EIR.  The cumulative increase related to water 
supply is provided on pages 5.17-34 and 5.17-36 in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS.  This discussion found cumulative water supply impacts, which 
included impacts from the Bethel Church, were determined to be less than significant.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
 

Response 38-d:   The commenter raises concerns about the ingress and egress to the proposed project 
during a fire emergency.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Impact 5.13-1, in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR which evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  
As noted on page 5.13-12 through 5.13-13, the proposed project is within the Shasta 
County Fire Department/CAL FIRE Station 32 response area, which has adequate 
capacity to serve the project area.  As described, the proposed project would be 
designed to ensure proper emergency access and meet roadway requirements.  The 
proposed project would conform to all of the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, 
Uniform Fire Code, and applicable sections of the California Safety Code of Regulation 
and National Fire Prevention Association Standards, which would ensure safety access 
(ingress and egress) to the proposed project is adequate and impacts would be less 
than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 

Response 38-e: The commenter notes that she protested the Bethel Expansion and asserts that 
developers rule the county and City of Redding.   

 
This comment is specific to the commenter’s opposition of the Bethel Church 
expansion and the perceived role of the developers, 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. 
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Letter 39 – Nathan G. Hayler (December 6, 2017) 

 

39-a 
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Response to Letter 39 – Nathan G. Hayler 

 
Response 39-a:  The commenter requests that responses are provided to the documentation attached 

to the e-mail.  The comment is noted and responses to comments are shown 
immediately below in Response 39-b through Response 39-e. 

 
Response 39-b:  The commenter raises concerns about the proposed project and use of grey water 

diversion for irrigation of landscaping and makes comment that the Draft EIR does not 
list all of the potential risks of using untreated grey water for this purpose. 

 
 Please refer to Master Response-5 and preceding responses under Response 17-b and 

17-j for further discussion on the grey water system, potential risks, and safety of 
using grey water for irrigation purposes.   

 
 The commenter is correct that Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, describes a portion 

of the grey water diverter system.  Page 3-29 of the Draft EIR states, “Individual 
homes would be constructed with a partial dual-plumbing wastewater drain system 
(grey water) that complies with Chapter 16 of the California Plumbing Code. This 
would allow diversion of flow from washing machines, showers, and bath tubs to a 
manual diverter valve. Typical operations would direct flow to provide subsurface 
irrigation for appropriate drought tolerant trees and shrubs within the individual yard, 
reducing domestic water demand. During periods of rainfall the flow would be 
directed to the onsite septic tank. 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.” 

 
 The commenter also is correct that Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, 

discusses the grey water system and that the Shasta County Environmental Health 
Department would review and permit all grey water discharges to the ground.  
Accordingly, page 5.17-19 of the Draft EIR states, “A separate Shasta County Sewage 
Disposal System permit would be required.  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.” 

 
 As discussed in Response 17-b 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 39-c:  The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not discuss the potential impacts 

associated with future homeowners’ inexperience with controlling the grey water 
system and that this creates a risk of having untreated grey water enter into 
stormwater systems and waterways.   
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The commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 39-b, and 
Responses 17-b and 17-j.  As discussed in those response an explanation of project 
conformance with Chapter 15 - Alternate Water Sources for Nonpotable Applications 
and how it would help ensure that homeowners properly maintain their respective 
systems is provided.  In addition, as discussed above, following the permitting process 
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.  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 39-d:   The commenter states that the Draft EIR failed to analyze the potential impacts of the 

grey water system and the potential to discharge untreated water, which could 
contain chemicals and human waste, into the environment. 

 
The commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 39-b, and 
Response 17-b and 17-j.  As discussed in those response an explanation of project 
conformance with Chapter 15 - Alternate Water Sources for Nonpotable Applications 
and how it would help ensure that homeowners properly maintain their respective 
systems is provided.  In addition, as discussed above, following the permitting process 
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.   This includes potential impacts from the grey water systems to 
hydrology and water quality, biological resources, hazards and hazardous materials, 
recreation, and harm to public health.  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 39-e:  The commenter reiterates concerns regarding the grey water system and the 

potential for untreated water to be discharged into the environment, potentially 
increasing impacts to hydrology, water quality, biological resources, recreation, public 
health, and hazards and hazardous materials.   

 
The commenter is referred to Responses 39-b, 39-c, and 39-d, 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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Letter 40 – Sue and Randy Brix (December 7, 2017) 
 

 

40-a 

40-b 

40-c 

40-d 

40-e 

40-f 
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Response to Letter 40 – Sue and Randy Brix 

 
Response 40-a:  The commenter raises concerns regarding the existing volume of traffic on Boyle Road 

and Old Alturas Road and raises safety concerns at that the increased traffic will 
exacerbate safety hazards and notes that they were almost hit three times at the 
existing roundabout. 

 
With regards to trip generation, in general, 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 commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 14-b and 35-c 
related to safety concerns from vehicle traffic and accidents at the listed intersection.  
For a discussion of safety performance and safety calculations for study intersections, 
the commenter is referred to page 5.16-5 through 5.16-7 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION, and pages 5.16-27 and 5.16-28 which discuss the safety 
performance and mitigation needed to reduce impacts to less than significant.   

 
Regarding the safety of roundabouts, roundabouts have been shown to improve 
safety as compared to stop or signal controlled intersections.  The Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), Office of Safety, has identified roundabouts as a proven 
Safety Countermeasure that should be considered for implementation due to the 
improved safety benefits as compared to STOP control or SIGNAL control 
intersections.10 In addition, the Insurance Institute of Highway Safety, Highway Loss 
Data Institute reports:11 
 

 Roundabouts are a safer alternative to traffic signals and stop signs. 

 Roundabouts improve traffic flow and are better for the environment. 

 Roundabouts generally are safer for pedestrians. 
 
The commenter is also referred to the Washington State Department of 
Transportation webpage which shows an overall collision reduction of 37%, injury 
collision reduced by 75%, fatalities reduced by 90%, and pedestrian collisions reduced 
by 40%.12   

 
Specific to the roadways mentioned by the commenter, 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. 

 

                                                           
10 https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/ 
11 https://www.iihs.org/iihs/topics/t/roundabouts/topicoverview 
12 https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Safety/roundabouts/benefits.htm. 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/provencountermeasures/
https://www.wsdot.wa.gov/Safety/roundabouts/benefits.htm
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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% 
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 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. 

 
Table 5.16-15, YEAR 2035 PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, on page 5.16-
34 of the Draft EIR, shows that Boyle Road (west of Deschutes Road) would operate at 
a LOS A.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 40-b:   The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 

to supply water to the proposed project.  
 

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

 
Response 40-c:  The commenter notes that they moved to Palo Cedro to be outside of the City of 

Redding and they like the lack of traffic and quiet setting.    
 

This comment is specific to the commenter’s decision to move to Palo Cedro, rather 
than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project. The 
commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern in the comment.  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 required. 

 
Response 40-d:  The commenter questions the disclosure of the existing gun club and potential noise 

impacts.   
 

Please refer to preceding Response 17-s.  The proposed project would add a condition 
of approval that would disclose the presence of the Redding Gun Club to all future 
residents.  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 40-e:   The commenter states that future residents will want to cut through to Cholet Drive in 

order to access Deschutes Road, thus increasing traffic on Cholet Drive. 
 
 Trip distribution from the two proposed entrances of the project site is graphically 

depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, on page 5.16-16 of the Draft 
EIR.  There would be two entrances to the proposed project, one accessing Boyle Road 
and one accessing Old Alturas Road.  There would be no access to Cholet Drive, as 
shown in Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is required.  This comment is noted for the record and 
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will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 40-f:  The commenter opposes the project.   
 

This comment is specific to opposition of the project, rather than specific to the Draft 
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 
required. 
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Letter 41 – Dewayne and Marcia Ellenwood (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 
 

41-a 

41-b 

41-c 
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Response to Letter 41 – Dewayne and Marcia Ellenwood 
 
Response 41-a:   The commenter recognizes the planning efforts but believes that 166 proposed units 

is a significant number.  The commenter states that the proposed project will result in 
a significant change to the environment, change the rural character of the area, and 
increase noise and traffic, and impact the wildlife in the area.     

 
Regarding the commenter’s concern about changing the rural character of the 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 commenter is referred to 
Master Response-2 for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
 Regarding impacts to noise and traffic, the commenter is referred to Section 5.11, 

NOISE, and Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, respectively.  Noise impacts are 
evaluated on page 5.11-15 through 5.11-24 of the Draft EIR under Impact 5.11-1 
through Impact 5.11-4. These evaluations discuss project-related noise increases 
during construction and operation of the proposed project, including noise increases 
associated with traffic generated by the proposed project.   

 
As discussed in Impact 5.11-1, the proposed project would implement mitigation 
which would limit construction related noise by limiting construction hours, requiring 
maintenance for equipment, maintaining a 200-foot distance from existing residences, 
as well as shrouding or shielding all impact tools.  This would reduce impacts to less 
than significant.  Noise impacts discussed under Impacts 5.11-2 through 5.11-3, were 
determined to be less than significant and no mitigation was required.  Impact 5.11-5 
on page 5.11-24 describes the cumulative noise impacts and concluded that the 
project would not result in significant short or long-term stationary noise impacts.   

 
 Traffic related impacts are discussed in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of 

the Draft EIR (page 5.16-22 through 5.16-38). Impact 5-16.1, 5-16.2, and 5-16.3  
incorporate mitigation  which include improvements to Airport Road & SR-44 WB 
Ramps (Intersection #10), Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8), and 
Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) as well as installation of intersection 
warning signs with W16-8P advance street name plaques at Lassen View Drive, Beryl 
Drive, Sunny Oaks Drive, Wesley Drive, Robledo Road, Oak Meadow Road, Oak Tree 
Lane, and Coloma Drive;  which would reduce impacts to less than significant as 
discussed on pages 5.16-26, 5.16-28, and 5.16-29, 5.1-31, and cumulative impacts on 
page 5.16-38 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION. Regarding concerns related 
to related to emergency access and conflicts with adopted plans, the Draft EIR 
concluded impacts were less than significant.   

 
Two mitigation measures for cumulative traffic impacts also would be incorporated to 
the proposed project.  Page 5.16-38 of the Draft EIR appropriately identifies these 
improvements for the intersections of Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail 
(Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). However, as 
stated in the Draft EIR, neither intersection is currently part of the County’s existing 
road impact fee program.  As a result, full implementation as described in Mitigation 
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Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 cannot be assured by the 
project applicant and the Draft EIR correctly discloses that a cumulatively considerable 
and significant and unavoidable impact would result.  

 
Regarding the impact conclusion discussed immediately above, page 5.16-38 
continues explaining that the Shasta County Department of Public Works operates a 
county-wide traffic impact fee program based on residential unit or no-residential 
building square footage.  The proposed project may contribute to this program, and 
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 impacts to onsite biological resources the commenter is referred to Section 
5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR.  Impact 5.4-1 and Impact 5.4-4 
concluded that impacts to biological resources would be less than significant with 
mitigation incorporated.  These eleven mitigation measures require a permanent 
offsite conservation easement; maintenance of RMA’s in perpetuity; protection and 
preservation of oak trees in perpetuity; measures to reduce spread of weeds; 
documentation and protection of the Red Bluff dwarf rush; protection and installation 
of bat roosting houses/habitat; biological surveys prior to vegetation removal; 
installation of fencing or flagging and environmental awareness training; and when 
feasible limit vegetation removal between September 1 to January 31.   
 
In addition, the project has been designed to avoid impacts to federally protected 
wetlands and to preserve movement corridors. As a result, Impact 5.4-2 and Impact 
5.4-3 appropriately concluded less than significant without the need for mitigation.  
Cumulative impacts to biological resources are discussed on page 5.4-55 and page 5.4-
56.  Cumulative impacts to riparian habitat, wetlands, special-status species, and 
critical habitat would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures summarized above.  Cumulative impacts related to annual grassland and 
oak woodland have been determined to result in significant and unavoidable impacts 
with mitigation incorporated (Draft EIR page 5.4-56).  No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required. 

 
Response 41-b:  The commenter states that while growth and development are expected in every 

community, the project is not needed and will cause and environmental imbalance for 
wildlife and homeowners.   The commenter also states that proposed project will 
strain the limited water supply, increase vehicles, traffic, pollution, and noise and 
result in additional development and roads, and require more sewage, waste removal, 
power lines, phone lines.  The commenter recognizes that these things are sure to 
have been noted in the report. 

 
 The commenter is correct that all the aforementioned concerns are discussed and 

disclosed in the Draft EIR.  Regarding the Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to 
supply water to the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Master Response-
3.  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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Regarding sewage, waste removal, power lines, and phone lines, the commenter is 
referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR.  As 
discussed on page 5.17-18 through 5.17-22, the proposed project would utilize an 
onsite wastewater treatment facility that would only be used for the proposed units 
and the Draft EIR concludes impacts would be less than significant.  Impacts from solid 
waste disposal, and installation of other power and phone lines also were concluded 
to be less than significant. In addition, all impacts in Section 5.18, ENERGY 
CONSUMPTION, were determined to be less than significant. The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Related to pollution (presumably air pollution as it is not specified in the comment) 
the commener is referred to preceding responses under Response 17-l and 17-m 
which discusses the project air emissions and measures to reduce the production of 
particulate matter.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 41-c The commenter states that the proposed project is unnecessary.   
 

This comment is specific to the commenter’s opinion that the project is unnecessary, 
rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project. The 
commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern in the comment.  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 required. 

 
Response 41-d The commenter makes a comment regarding the community and job opportunities 

and resources.  The commenter also states that the proposed project will create 
additional housing and take away from the country lifestyle and beauty of the area.   

 
Although, the comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 
commenter is referred to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the Draft EIR.  
Page 5.12-9 under Impact 5.12-1 discussion discloses that the proposed 166 units and 
potential 15 accessory dwelling units would result in an increased population growth 
over a 10- to 15-year horizon of 445 residents.  Although the proposed project would 
result in direct population growth, the proposed project would result in 22 fewer lots 
than what would be allowed by the Shasta County General Plan.  In addition, the 
proposed project is consistent with and would not result in an exceedance of growth 
projections contained in the 2015 Regional Transportation Plan prepared by the 
Shasta Regional Transportation Agency (SRTA).  The Draft EIR concluded that potential 
impacts related to population and housing would be less than significant.  No changes 
to the Draft EIR are required. 
 
Regarding job opportunities, the commenter is referred to Chapter 6.0, GROWTH-
INCUDING IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR.  As discussed on page 6-4, the proposed project 
would provide the opportunity for up to 20 construction jobs and generate revenue to 
the County from property taxes and fees which would be available to fund public 
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services and capital improvements. The proposed project was found to have a positive 
impact on the County General Fund and generate a surplus of $72,000.   

 
Lastly, the commenter raises concerns about detracting from the beauty of the area.  
Section 5.1, AESTHETIC AND VISUAL RESOURCES, identifies that although the project 
would result in a visual change both short-term and long-term, and result in 
cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than 
significant.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.   

 
Response 41-e The commenter provides closing remarks restating concerns about impacts to the 

community and wildlife.  The commenter requests decision makers be responsible in 
the process and reflect on the proposed project.   

 
The commenter does not raise any additional environmental concern. The commenter 
is referred to Response 41-a through Response 41-d, 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 42 – Brad Seiser (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 

42-a 
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Response to Letter 42 – Brad Seiser 

 
Response 42-a: The commenter does not address any adequacy issues with the content of the Draft 

EIR, but is posing questions to the County regarding the comment period and 
expressing concern that not all comments will be received or addressed due to 
confusion regarding the e-mail address the comments should have been sent to.   

 
Please also refer to Master Response-1.  County staff responded to this e-mail, 
ensuring the commenter that all comments received during the established 
commenting period will be addressed.  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 required. 
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Letter 43 – Michael Papillo (December 7, 2017) 
 

 

43-a 

43-b 

43-c 

43-d 

43-e 
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Response to Letter 43 – Michael Papillo 
 

Response 43-a:   The commenter states his position as a real estate broken and says that the Tierra 
Robles project is not needed for the area.   

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  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. 

 
Response 43-b:  The commenter questions the anticipated daily vehicle trips, mentions morning and 

evening hours alluding to heavier traffic, and expresses safety concerns for school 
children from increased traffic on Boyle Road.  The commenter notes that most of the 
traffic will be on Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. 

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

commenter is referred to preceding Response 14-b which refers to page 5.16-27 and 
page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION).  Response 
14-b provides 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; and states that the safety performance analysis was based 
on historical collision data and a field review.  For additional information for these 
roadways and associated intersection, the commenter is referred to preceding 
responses under Response 4-b, 5-f which discusses Boyle Road & Deschutes Road 
(Intersection #13), and mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels. 
Additionally, the commenter is referred to preceding Response 17-f related to bicycle 
safety, and preceding Responses 17-n and 17-o related to roadway safety as well as 
mitigation to reduce impacts to less than significant levels.   

 
 Regarding the question of school safety in particular, schools were considered during 

analysis and determining the Traffic Signal Warrants, which specifically accounts for 
school areas.  As discussed on page 5.16-13 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, the Draft EIR states: 

 
Traffic signals are used to provide an orderly flow of traffic through an 
intersection. Many times, they are needed to offer side street traffic an 
opportunity to access a major road where high volumes and/or high vehicle 
speeds impede crossing or turn movements. Signals do not, however, increase 
the capacity of an intersection. In fact, they often slightly reduce the number 
of total vehicles that can pass through an intersection in a given period of 
time. Signals can also cause an increase in traffic accidents if installed at 
inappropriate locations. The term “signal warrants” refers to the list of 
established criteria used by public agencies to quantitatively justify or 
ascertain the need for installation of a traffic signal at an unsignalized 
intersection. This study has employed the signal warrant criteria presented in 
the 2014 California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) for all 
study intersections. The signal warrant criteria are based upon several factors, 
including the volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, frequency of 
accidents, and location of school areas. 
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The California MUTCD indicates that the installation of a traffic signal should 
be considered if one or more of the signal warrants are met. Specifically, the 
peak hour volume-based Warrant 3 used in this study serves as an early 
indicator of whether a study intersection would benefit from signalization. 
Additional traffic warrant analyses are recommended to determine the true 
feasibility of a signal improvement. The warrant analysis results are 
summarized in the level-of-service intersection operation tables in 
subsequent sections of this chapter.” 

 
 Pages 5-16-29 and 5.16-30 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, discusses 

impacts associated with pedestrian and bicycle facilities along Old Alturas Road, Boyle 
Road, and Deschutes Road.  Related to improvements the Draft EIR states:  

 
“The Shasta County 2010 Bicycle Transportation Plan identifies a Class II bike 
lane along Deschutes Road and Old Alturas Road. The County's Major Road 
Impact Fee Program identifies the following improvements to be 
constructed when the individual improvements become a priority: 
 

 Boyle Road. Add shoulders and some realignment from Old Alturas Road 
to Deschutes Road. 

 Old Alturas Road. Realign and add shoulders from north of Boyle Road 
to State Route 299 East. 

 Deschutes Road. Widen and add two-way left turn pockets and 
shoulders from Berkeley Drive to Boyle Road; install signal at Rhonda 
Road.” 

 
Prior to implementation of the improvements and impacts from the proposed project, 
the Draft EIR states that both pedestrian activity along these roadways is expected to 
be very light, and bicycle activity along these roadways segments is expected to be 
light, due to the lack of commercial and employment centers in the immediate project 
vicinity and location of schools more than 2 miles.  Improvements to these roadways 
would be paid for, in part, through the collection of fees (Shasta County Major Road 
Impact Fee Program).  This page further notes that improvements to these roadways 
for Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road, and Deschutes Road would include shoulder 
improvements that would serve to enhance existing and future pedestrian and bicycle 
movement in the area.  Impacts to both were found to be less than significant. 

 
 To provide the reader with a brief overview of the methodology to assess traffic 

impacts, 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. 

 
For all study intersections, existing weekday AM and PM peak hour counts were 
conducted.  All intersections are analyzed during the weekday AM and PM peak hour 
period. The AM peak hour is defined as the one continuous hour of peak traffic flow 
counted between 7 AM and 9 AM. The PM peak hour is defined as the one continuous 
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hour of peak traffic flow counted between 4 PM and 6 PM.  In addition, as noted on 
page 5.16-7 and 5.16-8 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, schools in the 
area were in session with no known special events at the time the traffic counts were 
taken, so student related trips were accounted for. 
 
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 43-c: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 

to supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding Responses 7-a 
through 7-p.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

 
Response 43-d: The commenter is concerned about the feasibility of the proposed wastewater 

treatment system.  The commenter requests the system be re-evaluated.   
 
 Page 3-22 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, describes the wastewater system 

stating that it was designed to meet the requirements of the Waste Discharge permit 
issues by the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for the total buildout of 
the development.  The system will incorporate Individual Septic Tanks, a Community 
Collection System, Community Wastewater Treatment System, and a Community 
Wastewater Dispersal System.  Specifically, the Wastewater Dispersal System would 
include drip lines 6 to 12 inches below the surface, divided into multiple zones to 
minimize the effective loading rate to the receiving soil and provide system 
redundancy. 

 
 The commenter is referred to page 5 of Appendix 15.5, which contains the Brown and 

Mills, Inc. Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation which discussed the soils of the site.  
The commenter also is referred to pages 12 and 14 which describe the engineered fill 
material that would be used within the proposed project site.   

 
 It is important to note that Section 5.6, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, discussed that project-

related wastewater would be pumped to the central treatment facility for secondary 
disinfection and dispersed to landscaped areas via drip dispersal system.  The Draft 
EIR does disclose that the onsite soils are often difficult to excavate due to 
cementation and hardpan layers and wastewater infiltration into these soils can be 
limited.  Therefore, the grey water disposal strategy is included in the design to allow 
for the dispersal of grey water and treated wastewater into shallow landscaped soils, 
which is an appropriate way to reduce overall and daily demand for potable irrigation 
water and reduce overall daily flows to the wastewater treatment plant.  Impacts 
were found to be less than significant.   

   
 In addition, the commenter is referred to Master Response-5 and preceding 

responses under Response 13-d, 17-b, and 17-j for information regarding the grey 
water reuse system, disinfection, odor management, and safety measures to ensure 
impacts are less than significant.  The commenter also is referred to preceding 
responses under Response 39-b, Response 17-b and 17-j.  As discussed in those 
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response an explanation of project conformance with Chapter 15 - Alternate Water 
Sources for Nonpotable Applications and how it would help ensure that homeowners 
properly maintain their respective systems is provided.   

 
 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 43-e:  The commenter raises concerns about the provision of fire safety services.   
 

Impact 5.13-1 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft EIR 
evaluates impacts to fire protective services.  As noted on page 5.13-12 through 5.13-
13, the proposed project is within the Shasta County Fire Department/CAL FIRE 
Station 32 response area, which has adequate capacity to serve the project area.  
While the Draft EIR recognizes that the proposed project would add demand to 
existing fire and emergency services, the proposed project would pay impact fees.  
Impact fees are reviewed on an annual basis to ensure they are commensurate with 
the facilities and services needed.  In addition, property taxes generated from the 
proposed project would result in increased revenues to the General Fund that would 
assist in offsetting increased costs associated with fire protection services.  The 
proposed project would be required to pay $1,459 per single family unit for fire 
protection services and each parcel with $1,000 or more in improvements must pay a 
$20 annual fee specifically for purchase of fire apparatus. 

 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Response 37-f regarding wildfires and 

potential safety hazards.  More specifically, the commenter is referred to pages 5.13-
12 and 5.13-13 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which detail 
project designed to reduce the potential for wild fires.  The discussion on these pages 
includes wildfire hazard protections including the use of defensible space, 
implementation of the Tierra Robles Wildland-Fuel Vegetation Management Plan, and 
proper hydrant spacing, meeting fire flow requirements, ensuring access and roadway 
requirements are met, and that all project elements meet the Shasta County Fire 
Safety Standards, Uniform Fire Code, and applicable sections of the California Safety 
Code of Regulation and National Fire Prevention Association Standards.  In addition, all 
structures would be reviewed by the Shasta County Fire Marshall for compliance with 
pertinent State and local requirements.  These elements of the proposed would 
reduce the risk of wildland fires within the proposed project site as well as reduce the 
risk of wildfire spreading to other nearby areas.   The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 
would be less than significant.   No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 44 – Bobbi Pollett (December 7, 2017) 

 
 
 

44-a 
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Response to Letter 44 – Bobbi Pollett 

 
Response 44-a:  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter, but the 

commenter voices concerns regarding water restrictions and traffic causing unsafe 
roads, and requests a different location for the proposed project to be considered.  
This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Regarding traffic concerns, the commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, and for issues related to traffic and traffic safety.  More specifically, in 
relation to the general comments related to traffic safety the commenter is referred 
to preceding responses under Response 14-b, 35-c, 40-a, and 43-b which discuss 
increased traffic and use of intersection, collision analysis, intersection and roadway 
improvements, improved signage, and improvements to improve pedestrian and 
bicycle safety. 

 
Regarding water restrictions, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3.   

 
Regarding alternatives, the commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  State CEQA 
Guidelines requires that, “an EIR describe a reasonable range of Alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant 
effects of the project, and evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  The 
commenter is referred to Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT.   

 
Pages 7-3 and 7-4 in Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, discuss 
the potential use of an alternative site.  As noted, the key question and first step in 
the decision whether to include in the EIR an analysis of alternative sites is whether 
any of the significant impacts of the project would be avoided or substantially 
lessened by relocating the project. Only locations that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant impacts of the project need be considered for inclusion in 
the EIR (State CEQA Guidelines, §15126.6[f][2][A]).  

 
Alternative site evaluations are most relevant for projects carried out by public 
agencies and other entities that hold large tracts of land in multiple locations, where 
there is a choice in project placement.  One alternative site for the proposed project, 
however, does exist and was evaluated.  This site is located in the Bella Vista area, 
generally located adjacent to an on the north side of SR-299E, due north of the 
junction of SR-299E and Deschutes Road. It should be noted that the planned 
residential use of the proposed project site would remain even if this project were to 
occur elsewhere. 

 
If the project site were developed with a project similar to that of the proposed 
project, similar significant impacts on air quality, agricultural resources, biological 
resources and greenhouse gases would occur. Therefore, moving the proposed 
project to this site could potentially exacerbate these significant impacts or result in 
similar impacts and would not contribute to minimizing, reducing, or avoiding 
potentially significant impacts of the proposed project. In addition, alternative 
locations for this project are considered infeasible due to the absence of other similar 
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land holdings in central Shasta County owned by the project applicant (State CEQA 
Guidelines §15126.6[f][1]). Lastly, this alternative site is not of sufficient size to meet 
most of the basic objectives of the proposed project and this offsite alternative was 
eliminated from further review.  No change to the Draft EIR is required.   
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Letter 45 – Susan (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 

45-a 
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Response to Letter 45 – Susan 
 
Response 45-a:  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter, but the 

commenter voices concerns regarding the lack of water and traffic.  The commenter 
notes that units on 20-acre parcels would be more appropriate, that the project 
should not be about tax dollars, and that adequate infrastructure does not exist for 
that many homes.  The commenter raises no other specific concern.  This comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Regarding water resources and the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) providing water 
to the project site, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, regarding 
traffic concerns.  More specifically, in relation to the general comments related to 
traffic safety the commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 14-b, 
35-c, 40-a, and 43-b which discuss increased traffic and use of intersection, collision 
analysis, intersection and roadway improvements, improved signage, and 
improvements to improve pedestrian and bicycle safety. 

 
In relation to the commenter’s suggestion that 20-acre ranchettes would be more 
appropriate, the commenter is referred to Chapter 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
PROPOSED PROJECT.  Page 7-1 describes what State CEQA Guidelines requires for 
analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives.  State CEQA Guidelines requires, “an EIR 
describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 
project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and 
evaluates the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  

 
The Draft EIR analyzes in detail four project alternatives including the “No Project” 
Alternative, a “No Project/Development in Accordance with Existing Zoning” 
Alternative, a “Non-Clustered Large Lot” Alternative, and a “Reduced Density” (25% 
Reduction) Alternative.  In addition, there were four alternatives that were eliminated 
from further consideration for their failure to meet basic project objectives; or that 
they were infeasible; or would not avoid significant environmental impacts.   

 
Although none of the alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR evaluated a 20-acre 
ranchette alternative, the Draft EIR does comply with CEQA requirements and does 
provide for, and evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives.  While this comment 
does not require a change to the Draft EIR, 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 46 – Stephanie Isacc (December 7, 2017) 
 

 
 

46-a 
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Response to Letter 46 – Stephanie Isacc 

 
Response 46-a:   The commenter requests that the zoning for the site not be changed until adequate 

infrastructure and water is available.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised 
by the commenter; however, staff offers the following response regarding water 
resources, infrastructure, and cost.  

 
 Regarding concerns about water resources and the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) 

providing water to the project site, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3 
and preceding Responses 7-a through 7-p. 

 
 Regarding concerns about the zoning change of the site the commenter is referred to 

Master Response -2.   
 

Regarding the commenter’s statements about other infrastructure, the comments do 
not raise an issue of adequacy with the Draft EIR and the commenter is referred to 
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, and Section 5.18, ENERGY CONSUMPTION, which discuss and disclose 
impacts associated with project-related infrastructure.     
 
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 47 – Gary and Anne Schoenberger (December 10, 2017) 

 

 
 
 

47-a 

47-b 

47-c 
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Response to Letter 47 – Gary and Anne Schoenberger 

 
Response 47-a:   This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  

Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Response 47-b through 
Response 47-h.  No additional response is necessary. 

 
Response 47-b:  The commenter states their opposition to the development and that they moved here 

because it is rural, small, and the project would impact wildlife. The comment, 
however, does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.    

 
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 commenter is referred to 
Master Response-2 for additional information regarding the project’s proposed zoning 
and density.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Regarding wildlife, the commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, 
for a discussion of potential wildlife impacts.  The commenter is also referred to 
preceding Responses 3-a through 3-v, and Response 37-a.  The Draft EIR concluded 
that with mitigation, impacts to wildlife would be less than significant.  No change to 
the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 47-c:   The commenter notes that Boyle Road is already very busy and the additional traffic 

would increase accidents.   
 

The commenter is correct that the proposed project would increase traffic on Boyle 
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. Regarding a discussion of 
traffic safety, the commenter is referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, 
and the preceding responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 35-c, 41-
a, and 43-b related to traffic impacts. 

 
Response 47-d:   The commenter’s note previous water restrictions and question the potential for 

future restrictions from the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  Existing users will not see water 
use reductions any sooner or to any greater degree than currently experiencing as a 
result of the project.  BVWD water supply depends on its long-term Central Valley 
Project (CVP) contract to purchase water from the USBR, as well as existing 
groundwater wells within BVWD’s service area.  As discussed in Master Response-3, 
BVWD faces dry-year water supply challenges and is actively working to improve 
conditions.  Due to the structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the demands of the 
proposed project will not exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by existing users.  
No further response is required.   
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Response 47-e: The commenter raises a question regarding odors that may result from the water 
treatment plant.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 and preceding Responses 13-d, 17-
b, and 17-j for information regarding the grey water reuse system, disinfection, odor 
management, and safety measures to ensure impacts are less than significant. No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 47-f:  The commenter questions property values and asks if their property taxes will go up.   
 

State CEQA Guidelines §15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be 
related to a physical change to the environment.  With regard to the commenter’s 
concern of negative impacts to their property values, the actual determination of the 
property value effect is difficult since so many variables can affect the sale price of a 
residence.  In the appraisal process, the appraiser looks at “comparable” units which 
have recently sold in a similar area of the development.  The actual property value 
effect on housing units cannot be known until the first unit is sold after 
implementation of the project.  However, even if property value changes were to 
occur following implementation of the project, the changes would not rise to the level 
of “physical changes” as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15064.  No change to 
the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 47-g:   The commenter states that the change in zoning would change the rural setting and 

character of the surrounding area and would increase population.  
 

The commenter is referred to Table 5.10-1, EXISTING GENERAL PLAN AND ZONING – 
LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS, on page 5.10-3 in Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING.  
The table indicates the existing zoning of the site consists of 74.4 acres of Rural 
Residential 3-acre minimum (R-R-BA-3); 315 acres of Rural Residential 5-acres 
minimum (R-R-BA-5); and 325.6 acres of Unclassified (U).  The commenter is correct 
that the proposed project would change the zoning as the proposed project would 
require a Zone Amendment to apply the Planned Development (PD) zone district to 
the existing Rural Residential (R-R), with a minimum lot area of three to five acres (R-
R-BA-3) and (R-R-BA-5) and Unclassified (U) zoning districts.    
 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, of the Draft 
EIR.  Page 5.12-9 under Impact 5.12-1 discussion discloses that the proposed 166 units 
and estimated 15 accessory dwelling units would result in an increased population 
growth over a 10 to 15-year horizon of 445 residents.    
 
Regarding the commenter’s statement pertaining to changing the rural setting, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2 for additional information regarding the 
project’s proposed zoning and density. No change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 47-h: The commenter states that the developer is not local, does not care about impacts to 

the community, and only cares about the money to be made.   
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This comment does not raise any issue regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR and no 
further response is required. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during 
deliberations on the project. 

 


