
  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-318 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
Letter 48 – James and Tresa Griffith (December 11, 2017) 
 

 

48-a 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-319 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

48-b 

48-c 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-320 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

48-c 
Cont. 

48-d 

48-e 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-321 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
 
 

48-e 
Cont. 

48-f 

48-g 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-322 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
 
 

48-g 
Cont. 

48-h 

48-i 

48-j 

48-k 

48-l 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-323 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
 
 
 

48-l 
Cont. 

48-m 

48-n 

48-o 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-324 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
 
 
 
 

48-p 

48-q 

48-r 

48-s 

48-t 

48-u 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-325 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

 
 

48-v 

48-w 

48-x 

48-y 

48-z 

48-aa 

48-bb 

48-cc 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-326 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

Response to Letter 48 – James and Tresa Griffith 

 
Response 48-a:   The commenter requests that a PDF attached to his e-mail be included to the public 

comments.  The commenter is responding to by the Deputy Clerk of the Board 
advising him that the attachment will be distributed to the Board of Supervisors.  The 
comment is noted here, and responses to comments made in the attached PDF are 
shown immediately below in Responses 48-b through 48-cc.  

 
Response 48-b:  The commenter makes a non-specific comment regarding moving to the area for the 

rural community and lifestyle, states a desire to live in a rural open setting, states he is 
an agricultural water user, and notes that further comments are provided in the letter.   

 
Regarding the rural community and lifestyle, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2. 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).  This 
comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  No 
further response is required and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
With respect to Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) water supply, the commenter is 
referred to Master Response-3, and preceding Responses 7-a through 7-p.  This 
comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.  No 
further response is required. 

 
The commenter also states that he has several comments on the Draft EIR.  These 
comments are address below in Response 48-c through Response 48-cc.  No further 
response is required. 

 
Response 48-c: The commenter questions the communication with the telephone and internet service 

providers who serve the Redding area and questions which service provider will serve 
the project and brings up issues related to quality of internet service. 

 
The commenter is correct that Frontier Communication is not listed in Section 11.0, 
ORGANIZATIONS AND PERSONS CONSULTED, but on page 5.17-9 of Section 5.17, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, Frontier Communications is discussed.  Regarding 
inclusion of AT&T in the discussion, AT&T is discussed because as stated on page 5.17-
9, AT&T provides telephone, internet, and television services to the majority of the 
Redding area and areas south of Boyle Drive, while Frontier Telephone provides 
service to Palo Cedro, Bella Vista, Millville, and areas north of Boyle Drive.   
 
The question of internet quality, however, is not an issue for CEQA.  State CEQA 
Guidelines §15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change in the environment.  In regard to the proposed project, the discussion 
focuses on the physical extension of utility lines, including telephone and cable 
infrastructure, which could result in a physical impact on the environment.  As 
discussed, any extension of these lines would occur with areas already proposed to be 
disturbed, such as roadways and residential footprints.  Therefore, the extension of 
utility lines or other related infrastructure would not result in additional 
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environmental impacts not previously disclosed.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 48-d:   The commenter questions the water use rates used in the Draft EIR and expresses 

concern that there is no room for conservation during dry years.   
 

For a discussion related to BVWD water supplies, how water use rates were 
calculated, and conversion measures that would be incorporated to the proposed 
project, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding responses 
under Response 7-m and Response 7-n.  The comment is noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 48-e: The commenter notes that BVWD’s projections show a shortfall in water supply during 

a single dry year and that the project will take water from other intended BVWD 
users, thus the increase in water demand would be significant during drought years. 

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

 
For additional information the commenter is referred to preceding Response 7-m and 
Response 7-n.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

 
Response 48-f: The commenter does not comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR but restates 

concerns regarding the adequacy of water supply, impacts to current users, and 
questions that BVWD will benefit from higher residential water costs.  The commenter 
also restates his use as an agricultural user and highlights personal measures taken to 
reduce water consumption.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 for a discussion of the BVWD water 
supply and ability to serve the proposed project and existing users.  As discussed in 
Master Response-3, the existing customer shortage will not be exacerbated by the 
proposed project.  BVWD is currently working to expand water supplies and as 
discussed above, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the applicant to provide 
alternate supplies during periods of water shortage.  The commenter is also is 
referred to preceding Response 7-c which explains in greater detail how the proposed 
project is expected to use similar volumes of water to (approximately 55 gallons per 
day per resident) as other rural residential developments in the BVWD service area.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  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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Response 48-g: The commenter questions the accident rates and how the increase in average daily 
trips (ADT) will affect the accident rates and the number of accidents.  

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

Response 48-h: The commenter notes that the lanes on Deschutes Road are so narrow that cars must 
cross a double yellow line to pass cyclists and pedestrians must walk on a narrow 
shoulder.   

 
Although this comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 
commenter appears to be raising a concern about safety along the roadway.  The 
commenter is referred to preceding Response 43-b which discusses the impacts 
associated with pedestrians and bicyclists along area roadways.  It should be noted 
that page 5.16-31 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, concluded that impacts 
to be less than significant with the incorporation of mitigation.  The comment is noted 
for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. 
 

Response 48-i:   The commenter states that the roadway segment on Old Oregon Trail from Old 
Alturas Road to SR-44 was not analyzed and should be analyzed given that mitigation 
measures are recommended at Intersections #10 and #11, this section contains 4 
intersections listed in the study (Intersection #8 through Intersection #11), and the 
roadways segment includes an elementary school zone. 

 
The Draft EIR analyzes roadway segments as noted in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION.  Specific to Old Oregon Trail, this roadway segment was analyzed north 
of Old 44 Drive (Segment #7).  The “just north of Old 44 Drive” was selected for 
analysis because: 
 

 The roadway geometry is representative of the entire segment of Old Oregon 
Trail, from SR-44 to Old Alturas Road. 

 

 By collecting existing traffic counts and projecting future impacts at this location 
the analysis represents a worst-case analysis for the entire segment of Old 
Oregon Trail, from SR-44 to Old Alturas Road. 

 
As shown in Table 5.16-6, EXISTING ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, Old Oregon Trail 
(north of Old 44 Drive) currently operates at LOS C and has 8,031 ADT.  As shown in 
Table 5.16-9, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, Old Oregon Trail 
(north of Old 44 Drive) would continue to operate at LOS C with 8,386 ADT.  Under 
cumulative conditions, Old Oregon Trail would operate at LOS E with 11,195 ADT in 
Year 2035 with the proposed project (refer to Table 5.16-15, YEAR 2035 PLUS PROJECT 
TOADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE).   
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Roadway segments are analyzed differently than intersections and have different 
criteria for LOS.  Intersection LOS criteria are provided in Table 5.16-4, LEVEL OF 
SERVICE CRITERIA FOR INTERSECTIONS, while roadway segment LOS criteria are 
provided in Table 5.16-5, LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR ROADWAYS.  Therefore, a 
roadway segment that operates within acceptable LOS with the introduction of 
project traffic may also have specific intersections that operated at unacceptable LOS 
and require mitigation measures.  Please refer to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, for further details 
regarding the thresholds and analysis of the study area roadways and intersections.  
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.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Page 5.16-3 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, states that the roadway 
segments used for the analysis were selected in coordination with County staff and 
Caltrans.  Contrary to what the commenter claims, the inclusion of roadway segment 
#7 (Old Oregon Trail (just north of Old 44 Drive) in combination with (Old Alturas 
Road/Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Old Oregon Trail & Old 44 Drive 
(Intersection #9) are sufficient to provide traffic volumes for the roadway segment.   

 
Response 48-j: The commenter notes mitigation listed in Table 17 and comments that another 

mitigation project was planned and not built in 2008.  
  

The commenter is correct that mitigation was planned and funded but not built in 
2008.  That project will now be constructed as part of the proposed project.   This will 
not result in any impacts not identified in the Draft EIR, and no change to the Draft EIR 
is required.   

 
Response 48-k: The commenter asks why there was no mention that the significant traffic safety 

impact on Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to SR-44) that would occur in a school zone. 
 
 Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, 

provide analysis of the proposed project on traffic and circulation.  As discussed in 
Section 5.16.3, METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES, roadway segments and 
intersections are analyzed based on level of service.  The focus is therefore on stop 
delay per vehicle (in seconds) for intersections and average daily trips (ADT) for 
roadway segments.  Traffic impacts are based on the standards identified in Section 
5.16.7, STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE, of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of 
the Draft EIR.  This sections states: 

 
“In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines, the effects of a project are 
evaluated to determine whether they would result in a significant 
adverse impact on the environment.  An EIR is required to focus on 
these effects and offer mitigation measures to reduce or avoid any 
significant impacts that are identified.  The criteria used to determine 
the significance of impacts may vary depending on the nature of the 
project.  According to Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, the 
proposed project would have a significant impact related to traffic and 
circulation, if it would:  
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 Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the 
existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result 
in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the 
volume-to-capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at 
intersections). Refer to Impact 5.16-1 and Impact 5.16-5 in 
Section 5.16.9, CUMULATIVE SETTING, IMPACTS, AND 
MITIGATION MEASURES, below. 

 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the County congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highway. Refer to Impact 5.16-1 
and Impact 5.16-5 in Section 5.16.9, CUMULATIVE SETTING, 
IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION MEASURES, below.  

 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment). Refer to Impact 5.16-2, below. 

 

 Result in inadequate emergency access. Refer to Impact 5.16-3, 
below. 

 

 Result in inadequate parking capacity. Refer to AREAS OF NO 
PROJECT IMPACT, below. 

 
 Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks). 
Refer to Impact 5.16-4, below.  

 
 Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an 

increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in 
substantial safety risks. Refer to AREAS OF NO PROJECT 
IMPACT, below. 

 
Based on these standards, the effects of the proposed project have 
been categorized as either a “less than significant” impact or a 
“potentially significant” impact.  Mitigation measures are recommended 
for potentially significant impacts.  If a potentially significant impact 
cannot be reduced to a less than significant level through the 
application of mitigation, it is categorized as a “significant and 
unavoidable” impact.” 
 

Therefore, all areas are analyzed equally, whether within a school zone or outside of a 
school zone.  This is because all drivers in California must pass the California driving 
test and must obey all speed limits, stop signs, signals, and rules deemed necessary 
for any given area.   
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The University of California, Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, for the 
five-year period from January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2017 (Year 2017 being the 
most recent full-year data), shows all reported vehicle crashes on the public roads in 
Shasta County.13  Within the five-year period, the reported crashes within signed 
school zones are as follows: 
 
Junction Middle School:  
 

 1 reported rear-end crash on a Saturday at 10:55 AM that did not involve 
pedestrians or bicycles. 
 

Foothill High School: 
 

 1 reported rear-end crash on a Tuesday at 3:30 PM that did not involve 
pedestrians or bicycles. 
 

North Cow Creek Elementary: 
 

 No reported crashes. 
 

Redding Christian School & Chrysalis Charter School (there is not a signed school 
zone): 

 

 1 reported head-on crash on a Wednesday at 5:30 PM that did not involve 
pedestrians or bicycles. 
 

Bella Vista Elementary School: 
 

 No reported crashes. 
 

Columbia Elementary School: 
 

 1 reported broad-side crash on Wednesday at 1:35 PM that did not involve 
pedestrians or bicycles. 

 1 reported run-off-the-road crash on a Wednesday at 9:04 PM that did not 
involve pedestrians or bicycles. 
 

A review of the five-year crash data indicates that there is not an unusual or unique 
safety risk in the school zones. Impacts within roadway segments within school zones 
are therefore considered less than significant. 
 
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.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-l: The commenter restates language from the Tierra Robles Traffic Impact Study in 

reference to intersections #10 and #13 and makes comment regarding mitigation for 
another project was not completed.   

                                                           
13 https://tims.berkeley.edu/ 

https://tims.berkeley.edu/
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The commenter is referred to preceding Response 4-b which provides a description of 
the proposed mitigation for the listed intersections.   

 
The Draft EIR properly discusses impacts and proposes mitigation to reduce impacts to 
the listed intersection for the listed intersections.  Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-1 on 
page 5.16-26 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, states:   

 
  “In accordance with the City of Redding Traffic Impact Analysis Guidelines 

(January 2009), the project applicant shall construct the following 
improvements in the corporate limits of the City of Redding prior to 
issuance of a building permit that would allow construction of the first 
residence: 

 

 Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps (Intersection #10). Construct traffic 
signal or a single/multi-lane roundabout. Traffic signal construction 
at this location shall also be coordinated with existing traffic signals 
at Old Oregon Trail & Old 44 Drive (Intersection #9) and Airport 
Road & SR-44 EB Ramps (Intersection #11).” 

 
Therefore, this improvement will be constructed prior to the issuance of the first 
building permit. 
 
Regarding impacts to Boyle Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) the applicant 
would be required to pay a pro-rated cost sharing for the all-way-stop-controlled 
intersection.  The timing and implementation of the improvement will be determined 
by the County.  This is beyond the control of the applicant; however, payment of the 
pro-rated cost constitutes full mitigation for the projects contribution to traffic 
conditions, and therefore, the impact was properly found to be less than significant.  
 
This comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required.  

 
Response 48-m: The commenter restates the text of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-1 and questions 

why the County has not yet installed the proposed signage if it would lower the 
accident rate. 

 
The question posed by the commenter of why has the County not already installed the 
signs is beyond the scope of this Draft EIR.  For the purposes of this Draft EIR the lack 
of the signs is being treated as the baseline condition which is defined as the existing 
condition at the time the Notice of Preparation (NOP) is published.  Accordingly, the 
placement of signage is proposed as part of the project as a means to improve safety.  
No change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 48-n: The commenter questions the traffic counts shown for the intersection of Old Oregon 

Trail and Old Alturas Road (Intersection #8).  The commenter states that the existing 
and existing plus project AM and PM traffic numbers are the same. 
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It is true that the modeling includes the same numbers for the northbound and 
southbound through lanes. It is also true that the trips are also the same numbers for 
southbound right turn, east bound left turn, east bound right turn and northbound 
left turn in both described conditions for AM – leaving six turning movements at Old 
Oregon Trail and Old Alturas Road (Intersection #8) with differing numbers.  In the PM 
the same trip numbers are used for northbound left turn, southbound left turn, the 
southbound through lane and eastbound left turn – leaving eight turning movements 
at Intersection #8 with differing trip numbers. It is not a mistake or error to have 
duplicate trip assignments for various modeling scenarios.  
 

Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, 
of the draft EIR provide analysis of the proposed project on traffic and circulation.  As 
discussed in Section 5.16.5, TRIP GENERATION AND DISTRIBUTION, 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 (ITE Code 210) has been used to estimate the trip 
generation for the proposed project. Table 5.16-8, PROJECT TRIP GENERATION, on 
page 5.16-15 of the Draft EIR, provides a summary of the land use and quantities (i.e., 
units) for the proposed project, along with corresponding ITE land use codes from 
which trip generation characteristics were established and analyzed.  As shown in 
Table 5.16-8, it is estimated that the proposed project would generate approximately 
1,774 new daily trips, with 135 vehicle trips generated during the AM peak hour and 
175 vehicle trips generated during the PM peak hour period. 
 
As discussed on page 5.16-15 of the Draft EIR, the directional trip distribution and 
assignment of project-generated trips were estimated based on an understanding of 
existing and projected future traffic flows and travel patterns within the vicinity of the 
proposed project site, location of local and regional housing and 
employment/commercial centers in relation to the proposed project site, and 
supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional Travel Demand Forecast 
model. The directional trip distribution for the proposed project is graphically 
depicted in Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION.   
 
As discussed in Section 5.16.3, METHODOLOGY AND GUIDELINES, intersection LOS is 
calculated for all control types using the Synchro 8 software by Trafficware, 
implementing the methods documented in the HCM 2010. For signalized intersections 
and all-way-stop-controlled (AWSC) intersections, the intersection delays and LOS are 
average values for all intersection movements. For two-way-stop-controlled (TWSC) 
intersections, the intersection delay and LOS is representative of those for the worst-
case movement.    
 
Based on the above trip generation models and trip distribution models, the traffic 
numbers at the intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail Road differ.  
While some movements at the intersection remain the same between existing and 
existing plus project scenarios, other movements differ.  The traffic volumes on Old 
Alturas Road increase in the AM peak hour heading away from the project site, while 
they increase in the PM peak hour heading toward the project site on Old Alturas 
Road.  Similarly, traffic movements from Old Oregon Trail onto Old Alturas Road head 
towards the project site increase as well.  The traffic volumes that the commenter 
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refers to are the through movements on Old Oregon Trail, and thus are not affected 
by the proposed project.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during 
deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-o: The commenter restates some of the text the Tierra Robles Traffic Impact Study, May 

2015, supplemental Technical Memorandum August 17, 2017, and questions the use 
of an all way stop.  The commenter suggests that the way to increase the LOS on Boyle 
Road is to reduce the LOS on Deschutes.  In addition, the commenter states that 
safety impacts would result from traffic having to slow from travelling 50 plus miles 
per hour to a complete stop at the stop sign. 

 
The commenter is correct that proposed mitigation includes installation of an all way 
stop.  Page 5.16-38, lists Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 which reads, “Boyle Road & 
Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). Prior to recordation of a final map or issuance of a 
building permit (whichever occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-rated 
cost share representing 11 percent of the cost of upgrading the existing two-way-stop-
controlled intersection to all-way-stop-controlled intersection. The fee shall be 
established based on an engineer’s cost estimate of the improvements prepared by 
the project applicant and approved by the Shasta County Public Works Department.” 

 
Because the proposed project would be required to pay eleven percent of the cost of 
the all way stop control, under Level of Significance After Mitigation, page 5.16-38 
further states, “The improvements identified for the intersections of Old Alturas Road 
& Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection 
#13) are not currently part of any current Shasta County improvement plan or fee 
program. As a result, full implementation as described in Mitigation Measure (MM) 
5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 cannot be assured by the project 
applicant. This is considered to be a cumulatively considerable and significant and 
unavoidable impact. 
 

The Shasta County Department of Public Works operates a county-wide traffic impact 
fee program based on residential units or non-residential building square footage. The 
proposed project may contribute to this program as described in Mitigation Measure 
(MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4, should Shasta County update the 
fee program to include the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and 
Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13) intersections. The payment of 
applicable fair-share costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a 
cumulatively less than significant impact at each intersection.   
 
With regard to safety of a stop-controlled intersection, placement of STOP control at 
intersections is regulated in California by the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 
Control Devices, 2014 Edition, Revision 3, March 9, 2018 (MUTCD).  The MUTCD 
specifies the standards and guidelines, followed by Shasta County, for intersection 
control and warning.  Advance warning methods that will be included in the 
engineering design of the STOP control to provide traffic safety. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required.   

 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-335 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

Response 48-p:  The commenter restates information regarding vehicle trips. The commenter 
questions why Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3, which requires a pro-rated 13% 
share for a single/multi-lane roundabout at Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail 
(Intersection #8), while the intersection of SR-44 and Deschutes Road with 8,761 ADT 
(with project) does not.   

 
Table 5.16-6, EXISTING ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, shows that the ADT on Old Oregon Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) would 
be 8,031, and in Table 5.16-9, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, 
shows that the ADT on Old Oregon Trail (north of Old 44 Drive) would have an ADT 
(with project) of 8,386.  Regarding Deschutes Road (north of Old 44 Drive), Table 5.16-
6 also shows an existing ADT of 8,495, and Table 5.16-9 shows that Deschutes Road 
(north of Old 44 Drive) would have an ADT (with project) of 8,761.   

 
Page 5.16-28 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, recognizes the 38% higher 
than the statewide average collision rate on Deschutes Road (Boyle Road to SR-44).  
This page also recognizes that approximately 85% of the collisions occurred during 
daylight conditions and 56% were rear-end collisions. South of Boyle Road, it is 
estimated that 15% of the project traffic will use this section of roadway which will 
increase the ADT by 5% in both the Existing Plus Project and Year 2035 Plus Project 
conditions. Immediately north of SR-44, it is estimated that 7% of the project traffic 
will use this section of roadway which will increase the ADT by 1% in both the Existing 
Plus Project and Year 2035 Plus Project conditions.  The installation of intersection 
warning signs in accordance with Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-2, at various 
locations along Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44, would serve to notify 
drivers of upcoming driveways. Impacts for Existing, Existing Plus Project, and Year 
2035 Plus Project conditions were concluded to be reduced to less than significant 
levels.  
 
The commenter asserts that the increase in average daily traffic (ADT) on Old Oregon 
Trail, between SR-44 and Old Alturas Road, leads to mitigation of a traffic signal or 
roundabout at the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail intersection (Intersection #8).  
The assertion is not accurate.  The traffic impact analysis methods presented in 
Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR describes different LOS 
measurements for roadway segments and intersections.  The project does not have 
any significant impacts on roadways due to LOS.  The significant impact at the Old 
Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail intersection (Intersection #8) is due to delay 
increases that are specific to the intersection geometry and land configurations. 
 
The commenter correctly asserts that there will be an increase in ADT on Deschutes 
Road, between SR-44 and Boyle Road. The commenter correctly asserts that 
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-2 requires installation of intersection warning signs.  In 
this case, the intersection warning signs are a required mitigation measure due to the 
existing vehicle crash history and patterns. 
 
The commenter correctly asserts that Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 identifies the 
need for a signal or a multi-lane roundabout at the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon 
Trail intersection (Intersection #8) and that Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 identifies 
the need for an all-way STOP at the Boyle Road & Deschutes Road intersection 
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(Intersection #13).  An acceptable LOS can be achieved by upgrading the existing all-
way STOP to a signal or multi-lane roundabout at the Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon 
Trail intersection (Intersection #8).  An acceptable LOS can be achieved by upgrading 
the existing two-way STOP to an all-way STOP at the Boyle Road & Deschutes Road 
intersection (Intersection #13). No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
 

Response 48-q The commenter states that the is currently no plan to implement any mitigation 
measures at Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road 
and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13).  

  
The commenter is correct that no mitigation is proposed for Deschutes Road and Old 
Alturas Boulevard (Intersection #2). As shown on Table 5.16-10, EXISTING PLUS 
PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE, the intersection would operate at LOS C 
during AM Peak hours, and LOS B during PM Peak hours.  In both cases the warrant 
was not met for needed traffic improvements; refer to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR. The 
comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-r: The commenter recommends mitigation for telephone and internet services resulting 

in the construction of telephone and internet facilities adequate for existing and 
existing plus project demand.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 48-c, above.  The comment is part of the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-s:  The commenter questions that how water demand can be mitigated.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, above for a discussion of the BVWD 

water supply and ability to serve the proposed project and existing users.  The 
comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-t: The commenter recommends mitigation for traffic, shoulder width, intersection lane 

movements, pedestrian facilities, and intersection controls. The commenter asserts 
that the following roadway improvements should be the responsibility of the 
applicant: 

 

 Construction of roadway shoulders on Boyle Road, Old Alturas Road and 
Deschutes Road. 

 Construction of left-turn lanes along Deschutes Road, between Berkeley Road 
and Boyle Road. 

 Construction of sidewalks or pathways along Deschutes Road, between Foothill 
High School and Boyle Road. 
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 Installation of a traffic signal or roundabout at the Deschutes Road & SR-44 
westbound ramps intersection. 

 
Each of the roadway segments identified by the commenter will operate at the same 
LOS category (A - F) with or without the project.  There is not a significant impact that 
warrants construction of left-turn lanes along Deschutes Road.  The projected increase 
of 116 vehicles per day, on Deschutes Road, as a result of the project, does not create 
a significant impact that warrants sidewalks or pathways.  There is not a significant 
impact at the intersection of Deschutes Road & SR-44 westbound ramps as a result of 
the project.  
 
The commenter is also referred to Responses 48-g through 48-q, above. The comment 
is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project. No further response 
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-u: The commenter paraphrases previous questions related to telephone and internet 

service, water conservation, dry-year concerns related to water use, and school zones.   
 

The commenter is referred to Response 48-c related to telephone and internet, above 
Responses 48-d, 48-e, and 48-f related to water and above Response 48-k related to 
schools.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-v: The commenter questions the traffic study having accounted for the schools in the 

area.   
 

The schools in the area were accounted for and addressed in numerous locations 
within the Draft EIR.  Specifically related to traffic and circulation, page 5.16-7 and 
page 5.16-8 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, address the data collection 
and recognizes the schools in the area stating that they were in session but no known 
special events were occurring during the collection period.  Page 5.16-13 of the Draft 
EIR addressed traffic signal warrants and states that 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.  Page 5.16-30 of the Draft EIR, 
under Impact 5.16-4 addresses pedestrian and bicycle facilities and recognizes that 
schools are more than 2 miles from the project site.  Impacts to pedestrians and 
bicycle were found to be less than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-w:  The commenter questions if the County will install the listed traffic mitigation and asks 

when the mitigation will be installed.   
 
 

Should the proposed project be approved, the County will ensure that the applicant 
implements all listed mitigation. State CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(2) states, 
“Mitigation measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, 
agreements, or other legally binding instruments.  In the case of the adoption of a 
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plan, policy, regulations, or other public project, mitigation measures can be 
incorporated into the plan, policy, regulation, or project design.” 

 
 Regarding the commenter’s question of the timing of mitigation, as provided in 

Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-1, Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps would be 
implemented, “prior to the issuance of a building permit that would allow 
construction of the first residence.” Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-2 requires Caltrans 
standard W2 intersection warning signs to be installed, “prior to issuance of a building 
permit that would allow construction of the first residence.  In addition, Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 require pro-rated cost 
sharing to be implemented, “prior to recordation of a final map or issuance of a 
building permit (whichever comes first).”  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-x:  The commenter inquires how a four-way stop at Deschutes Road and Boyle Road 

would impact traffic on Deschutes Road. 
 

Please refer to prior responses under Response 17-o and Response 37-c regarding 
impacts to Deschutes Road and the mitigation involving a four-way stop.  The 
comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further 
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-y:  The commenter questions why Old Oregon Trail from Old Alturas Road to SR-44 is not 

mentioned in the traffic study.  The commenter asserts that the data regarding the 
intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) is flawed.  The 
commenter restates questions regarding proposed mitigation for signals/roundabouts 
at certain intersections but not at others.   

 
The commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 43-b, 48-i, 48-o, 
and 48-p.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

  
Response 48-z: The commenter states that using the Year 2035 impacts may be required by 

regulations, but this implies to the general public that the traffic will gradually 
increase through Year 2035. 

 
As discussed in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and in Appendix 15.9, 
TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, the traffic impacts are looked at under existing and future 
conditions.  The first, existing conditions, is analyzed with and without the project to 
determine the proposed project’s impact on existing traffic facilities.  The second, Year 
2035, is analyzed with and without the project to determine the cumulative impacts 
of the proposed project.  Therefore, the proposed project’s traffic impacts are 
analyzed for conditions when the project is fully occupied and again in Year 2035, 
using Shasta County’s growth rates and assumptions from the Shasta County General 
Plan.  The comment is part of the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration during deliberations on the 
project.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Response 48-aa: The commenter restates concerns regarding impacts associated with traffic in school 
zones and points out that there is no mention of the Columbia Elementary School or 
the North Cow Creek Elementary School.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 48-k, above.  The comment is part of the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration during deliberations on the project.  No further response is necessary 
and no change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 48-bb: The commenter opines the traffic analysis prepared for the proposed project was 

conducted to minimize impacts and was not prepared based on a good-faith effort to 
study the significant environmental effects of the project.  It is important to note that 
the commenter provides no substantial evidence to support this opinion. 

 
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.   

 
  The commenter is referred to page 5.16-1 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, 

which lists the sources used to analyze the potential environmental impacts related to 
traffic and circulation, including: 1) Caltrans. Guide for the Preparation of Traffic 
Impact Studies. December 2002; 2) City of Redding. Bikeway Action Plan 2010-2015. 
April 2010; 3) City of Redding. Redding General Plan 2000 – 2020. October 2000; 4) 
City of Redding. Traffic Impact Assessment Guidelines. January 2009; 5) Shasta County. 
2030 Shasta County Travel Demand Model (SCTDM); 6) Shasta County. Shasta County 
2010 Bicycle Transportation Plan. 2010; 7) Shasta County. Shasta County General Plan. 
September 2004; and 8) Shasta County. Regional Transportation Plan.   No change to 
the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 48-cc:  The commenter raises concerns about a previous EIR and claims concerns were 

ignored.  The commenter also reiterates opposition to the proposed project. 
 

This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment will be 
referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County 
Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 49 – Philip G. Marquis (December 11, 2017) 

 
 

49-a 

49-b 
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Response to Letter 49 – Philip G. Marquis 

 
Response 49-a:  The commenter states that the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD), at the expense of 

the developer, must conduct a hydraulic test of the Welsh pumping system and make 
all results available to customers prior to approval of the subdivision.  The commenter 
notes that no such hydraulic test was conducted as part of the Draft EIR and is not 
included to the data presented.   

 
The commenter is correct that a hydraulic test was not conducted as part of the 
environmental review for this Draft EIR.  State CEQA Guidelines do not require the 
preparation of a hydraulic test.  The commenter is referred to preceding Response 17-
g related to water pressure.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment 
is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Response 49-b: The commenter expresses concern that the Traffic Study does not reflect current 

roadway flows and conditions, does not mitigate for the dangerous intersection that 
would occur at the proposed north entrance and Seven Lakes Road and Old Alturas 
Road.  The commenter requests the addition of turn lanes to ensure safe turns into 
and out of the project site and requests that this be a condition of approval.   

 
The May 2015 Traffic Impact Study, contained in Appendix 15.9, used 2013 data for all 
study intersections and 2015 data for all roadways. County staff and GHD staff 
reviewed the data and analysis in October 2018 and determined that there was one 
intersection (Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane (Intersection #15)) that had the potential 
of a previously not identified significant impact to the LOS due to traffic growth since 
the traffic counts were collected.  GHD used May 24, 2017 traffic counts at the 
Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane intersection (Intersection #15) and prepared the 
following: 
 

 Traffic Impact Analysis Update for Intersection No. 15: Deschutes Road & Cedro 
Lane, GHD, November 20, 2018. 
 

The November 20, 2018 traffic analysis for Intersection No. 15 determined that: 
 

 There would not be a significant impact under existing plus project conditions. 

 There would be a significant impact, in both the AM and PM peak hours, under 
the Year 2035 Plus Project conditions. 

 
As noted in the ERRATA, Shasta County and the project applicant will enter into a 
development Developer agreement for funding of intersection improvements at 
Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane (Intersection #15). The agreement includes converting 
the existing all-way stop intersection at Cedro Lane and Deschutes Road to a 
signalized intersection with ADA compliant ramps and crosswalks.    
 
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC 
IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR, analyze the Old Alturas Road and Seven Lakes Road 
intersection (Intersection #3) and Boyle Road & Project Driveway A (Intersection # 18).  
As shown in Table 5.16-10, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE, 
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these intersections are two-way stop controlled intersections and will operate at LOS 
A or LOS B in the AM and PM directions.  The addition of turn-lanes at these 
intersections is not warranted. No change to the Draft EIR is required.  
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Letter 50 – Gregory Marshall (December 13, 2017) 
 

 

50-a 

50-b 

50-c 
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Response to Letter 50 – Gregory Marshall 
 
Response 50-a:  The commenter states that he is a former resident of the area and provides 

subsequent comments about the proposed project. The commenter does not 
question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not the raise a substantive question 
about the proposed projects ultimate appropriateness for the site, and does not 
directly raise an environmental issue.  The comment will be referred to decision-
makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, for further 
consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 50-b: The commenter is opposed to the proposed project.  The commenter states Boyle 

Road will need to be widened and claims traffic during construction will be “insane.”  
Although the commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does 
not raise a substantive question about the validity of the environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR, the commenter is provided the following response: 

 
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 
Table 5.10-2, CONSISTENCY ANALYSIS WITH SHASTA COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 
OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES FOR LAND USE AND PLANNING, on page 5.10-15 through 
5.10-21 in Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING. The analysis found that the 
proposed project was consistent with the applicable General Plan Objectives and 
Policies.  The commenter also 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. 

 
 The proposed project does not propose the widening of Boyle Road to a four-lane 

thoroughfare.  The commenter is referred to page 5.16-34, Table 5.16-15, YEAR 2035 
PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE, in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION.  Boyle Road (west of Deschutes Road) is projected to have 1,847 
average daily trips (ADT) and operated at Level of Service (LOS) A.  No change to the 
Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 50-c The commenter questions the County catering to the money grubbers and offers to 

find a better site for the proposed project.    
 

The commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not the 
raise a substantive question or concern regarding a physical environmental impact 
associated with the proposed project.  In addition, page 7-3 through 7-4 in Section 7.0, 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, of the Draft EIR, evaluates the potential 
use of an alternative site.  As noted, the key question and first step in the decision 
whether to include in the Draft 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]).  
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For additional discussion regarding alternatives, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-2 and preceding Response 44-a and Response 45-a.  This comment will be 
referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No change 
to the Draft EIR is required.   
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Letter 51 – Scott Grant (December 14, 2017) 

 
 
 
 

51-a 

51-b 

51-c 

51-d 

51-e 

51-f 

51-g 
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Response to Letter 51 – Scott Grant 

 
Response 51-a: The commenter thanks the County for receiving his comments and indicates other 

comments further below in his letter.   
 

No change to the Draft EIR is required.  Responses to the commenter’s concerns are 
provided below in Response 51-b through Response 51-g.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

 
Response 51-b: The commenter speculates that the increased housing densities will increase crime 

and alludes that law enforcement services will not be adequate.   
 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  
Page 5.13-13 of the Draft EIR states that the proposed project would bring additional 
annual revenue from local property and sales taxes that would offset demand for law 
enforcement services by funding increases in personnel, training and equipment.  In 
addition, payment of development impact fees ($789 per single-family unit) which are 
intended to provide the means which allow the sheriff to maintain the current level of 
service by offsetting costs to hire new law enforcement personnel.  The Draft EIR 
concludes that impacts to law enforcement services would be less than significant.  
No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 51-c: The commenter states they chose to live on 5-acre parcels, which is the opposite of 

city living.   
 

This comment does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The commenter, 
however, is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, and Master 
Response-2 for a discussion of proposed housing densities.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 51-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.  No changes to the Draft EIR are 
required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 51-e:  The commenter reiterates concerns about increases in crime, and appears to allude to 

the fact that more expensive homes would reduce the potential to induce crime 
within the areas.  The commenter also proposes that the parcels adjacent to Boyle 
Road be slated for 5-acre parcels to reduce the loss of aesthetic value.   

 
The commenter is referred to Response 51-b, above related to the provision of law 
enforcements services, and fees that are intended to provide the means which allow 
the sheriff to maintain the current level of service.   
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Related to the comment about maintain home prices greater than $450,000, this is 
not an environmental issue required for evaluation in a CEQA document.  Lastly, 
related to densities and aesthetics, the commenter is referred to Master Responses-2.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 51-f: The commenter states that if the development proceeds at a pace commensurate 

with consumer demand, maintains high enough property values, residential square 
footage relative to acreage size, and ensures water supply, he could support the 
project.    

 
The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 51-g: The commenter expresses thanks for considering his thoughts and those of his 

neighbors.   
 

The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 52 – Stanley W. Hamrick (December 15, 2017) 
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52-a 
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Response to Letter 52 – Stanley W. Hamrick 
 

Response 52-a:   The commenter photo copied an article entitled “Neighbors worried about subdivision 
east of Redding,” dated December 11, 2017.   Across the heading of the article, the 
commenter hand wrote, “You must be kidding?” and “No.”   

 
The commenter does not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR and does not the 
raise a substantive question regarding an environmental issue.  The comment and 
article will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 
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Letter 53 – Sue Harbert (December 17, 2017) 

 
 

53-a 

53-b 
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53-d 

53-e 

53-f 
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Response to Letter 53 – Sue Harbert 

 
Response 53-a:   The commenter notes that the proposed project would require a zone change and a 

loss of grazing land that needs protection. 
 

The commenter is correct that the proposed project does include a zone amendment, 
which would change the current zoning from Rural Residential 5-acre minimum (RR-
BA-5), Rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and Unclassified (U), to a Planned 
Development (PD) zone district. Section 5.2, AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES, of the Draft 
EIR identifies 687.87 acres of the proposed project designated by the California 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) as grazing land, of which 
approximate 154.6 acres would remain intact.  Page 5.2-14 of the Draft EIR concludes 
that individually this impact would be less than significant.  Mitigation Measure (MM) 
5.2-2 establishes an offsite agricultural conservation easement that shall provide a 
grazing capacity of 1,044 Animal-Unit Months (AUMs).  Although this mitigation would 
help offset the impacts, the Draft EIR properly concludes that a significant and 
unavoidable impact would result.   

 
The comment will be referred to decision-makers, in this case the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors, for further consideration as part of the 
deliberative process.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 53-b: The commenter makes various observations about Boyle Road, including the existing 

configuration, the adjacent homes that use Boyle Road for access, and mentions 
increased construction traffic.  The commenter states that a left turn is needed into 
Tierra Robles, Boyle Road needs to be widened, a bike a pedestrian path is needed, 
and shoulders need improvement. 

 
With respect to construction traffic, heavy equipment will be used during construction 
and that worker trips would increase.  As discussed on pages 5.16-28 through 5.16-29 
of the Draft EIR, some traffic delays during project construction would be expected.  A 
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to address road closures, maintaining access, 
noticing, adequate sign posting, detours, and permitted hours of construction would 
be implemented to minimize disruptions.  The use of these measures would result in 
less than significant short-term construction impacts. 

 
With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to preceding traffic  
and circulation responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 
43-b, and 48-o.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

 
Response 53-c: The commenter notes numerous obstructions on Boyle Road but only notes the hill 

prior to Maddelein Lane specifically.  The speed limit on Boyle Road is posted as 45 
miles per hour.   

 
 With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to preceding 

responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 48-o.   
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The University of California, Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, for the 
five-year period from January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2017 (Year 2017 being the 
most recent full-year data), shows all reported vehicle crashes on the public roads in 
Shasta County.14  For this five-year period, there have not been any reported vehicle 
crashes in either direction within ½ mile of Maddelein Lane.  No changes to the Draft 
EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 53-d: The commenter states that Boyle Road has peak traffic flow times, with the high 

school and North Cow Creek being among these high traffic times. 
 

The May 2015 Traffic Impact Analysis Report, contained in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC 
IMPACT STUDY, used peak hour traffic flows for intersection analysis and average 
daily traffic (ADT) for roadway analysis.  The ADT level of service (LOS) thresholds are 
derived based on peak hour capacity analysis.  Thus, the intersection and roadway 
analysis contained in the Traffic Impact Analysis Report represent the weekday AM 
and PM peak periods. 

 
 With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to preceding 

responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 48-o.  
No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. 

 
Response 53-e: The commenter reiterates that Boyle Road needs to be improved.   
 
 With respect to traffic concerns, including Boyle Road, please refer to preceding 

responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-n, 17-o, 32-b, 40-a, 43-b, and 48-o.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 53-f:   The commenter questions where the wastewater treatment plant would be located 

and if there is daily testing, greenhouse gas emissions, monitoring and treatment, 
concerns about accidental spills, and odors. 

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

page 3-22 of the Draft EIR) for a detailed description of proposed community 
wastewater collection and treatment system. 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 wastewater 
treatment plant is proposed for Lot 73 (refer to Figure 3-10a, WASTEWATER 
TREATMENT SYSTEM, on page 3-25 of the Draft EIR).    
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   The individual septic tanks would include carbon filters to control odors.  The 
wastewater treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements for 
discharge of Title 22 (Disinfected Secondary Effluent).  Title 22 reuse requires daily 
testing for coliform and also includes provisions for odor and nuisance control.  
Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with SCAQMD Rule 3:16 and 
California Health & Safety Code Section 41700, which prohibits the discharge of 
contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance 
to any considerable number of persons or to the public.   

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

 
Regarding greenhouse gas emissions, the commenter is referred to Section 5.7, 
GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE.  Page 5.7-13 through 5.17-16 disclose 
the emissions and associated impacts of the proposed project, which includes the 
wastewater treatment system, and proposed mitigation to reduce the level of impact.  
The Draft EIR concludes and properly discloses that impacts related to greenhouse gas 
emissions would exceed thresholds both at the project level and cumulatively and are 
considered significant and unavoidable.  No changes to the Draft EIR are required.  

 
Response 53-g: The commenter questions who will pay for the necessary changes to schools and 

alludes to raising of property 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 and increased 
student population.  The Draft EIR concluded that impacts would be less than 
significant.  For additional details, refer to preceding Response 37-b.   No change to 
the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 53-h: The commenter makes a statement that people purchasing smaller lots will not want 

the same lifestyle as those purchasing larger lots.   
 

Comments regarding the proposed project’s ultimate appropriateness for the site or 
comments that do not directly raise an environmental issue are referred to decision-
makers, in this case the Planning Commission and Shasta County Board of Supervisors, 
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process.  Differing desires of 
potential future property owners do not constitute or rise to the level of a “physical 
changes” as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines §15064.  No change to the Draft EIR 
is required and the opinion does not warrant a detailed response under CEQA.  
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The commenter states there should not be mixed zoning for the parcels.  The 
proposed project does not propose to mix zoning.  The proposed project includes a 
zone amendment, which would change the current zoning from Rural Residential 5-
acre minimum (RR-BA-5), Rural Residential 3-acre minimum (RR-BA-3), and 
Unclassified (U), to a Planned Development (PD) zone district.  The commenter is 
referred to Master Response-2 for additional information regarding the project’s 
proposed zoning and density.   
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Letter 54 – Jacqueline Matthews (December 21, 2017)  
 

 

54-a 

54-b 

54-c 

54-d 

54-e 
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54-e 
Cont. 

54-f 

54-g 

54-h 

54-i 
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Response to Letter 54 – Jacqueline Matthews 

 
Response 54-a:  The commenter states concern regarding traffic on Old Alturas Road north of Boyle 

Road to Deschutes Road because the road is highly travelled, is narrow with no 
shoulders, areas have trees adjacent to the roadway, and there are collisions between 
vehicles and wildlife/domestic animals. 

 
Please refer to preceding traffic and circulation responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 
13-e, 14-b, 35-c, 40-a, and 43-b regarding traffic and safety.  Section 5.16, TRAFFIC 
AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR 
provide further detail regarding traffic impacts.  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 54-b: The commenter states that significant flooding occurred along Old Alturas Road north 
of Boyle Road to Deschutes Road during 2016 – 2017 and is concerned impervious 
surfaces built as part of the proposed project will increase flooding risk. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.19-18 in Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY, which discussed the potential for increased flooding. The Draft EIR discussed 
infiltration, runoff, and how new impervious surfaces can affect hydrology and may 
affect downstream flooding.  The Draft EIR concluded that there was no change in the 
pre- and post-development flow of Clough Creek due to the use of onsite LID facilities 
to retain the additional storm water runoff that would result from roof impervious 
areas significantly reduces the total impervious area of the basin.  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 54-c:  The commenter makes a statement regarding increased noise from project-related 
traffic entering and exiting the site.   

 
Regarding traffic noise, please refer to Response 41-a, above.  Traffic-related noise 
impacts were determined to be less than significant. 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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 54-d: The commenter notes that fire danger is high and the project will compound the 

issue.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 43-e.   The Draft EIR concluded that impacts 

would 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 
further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 
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Response 54-e: The commenter requests that traffic impacts be reassessed for Old Alturas Road from 
Seven Lakes Road to Boyle Road and requests that mitigation such as flashing speed 
limit signs and paved shoulders be required as well as consideration given to an 
additional access directly to Deschutes Road.   

 
The May 2015 Traffic Impact Analysis Report, contained in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC 
IMPACT STUDY, identify that the average daily traffic (ADT) on Old Alturas Road, 
between Boyle Road and Seven Lakes Road, will increase by 17 vehicles per day as a 
result of the project.  The project impact to Old Alturas Road is less than significant. 
 
The commenter requests flashing speed limit signs.  Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs are 
traffic control devices that are regulated in California by the California Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices, 2014 Edition, Revision 3, March 9, 2018 (MUTCD).  
The MUTCD specifies the standards and guidelines, followed by Shasta County.  
Vehicle Speed Feedback Signs can be used to reinforce a driver’s awareness of speed 
limits.  The University of California, Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, 
for the five-year period from January 1, 2013 to December 31, 2017 (Year 2017 being 
the most recent full-year data), shows all reported vehicle crashes on the public roads 
in Shasta County.15  For this five-year period, there were three reported crashes on 
Old Alturas Road, between Boyle Road and Seven Lakes Road.  The primary collision 
factor for each of the crashes was “improper turn” or “driving under the influence of 
alcohol or drug”.  In the absence of evidence of speed related crashes, Vehicle Speed 
Feedback Signs are not recommended as project mitigation. 
 
The May 2015 Traffic Impact Analysis Report did not identify a significant impact that 
would warrant a requirement for a direct connection from the project to Deschutes 
Road.  The access points for the project were shown to be adequate. 

 
 In addition, please refer to preceding traffic and circulation responses under Response 

14-b, 35-c, 40-a, and 49-b.  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 54-f: The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not include complete statistics on the 

number of collisions for the section of Old Alturas Road from Deschutes Road to Seven 
Lakes Road.  The commenter states that the collision rate of 33% is statistically 
significant.  The commenter also requests mitigation measures including paved 
shoulders. 

 
The text on page 5.16-6 of the Draft EIR has been revised to include all six primary 
collision factors so that the EIR now includes: 1 DUI, 1 hitting an animal, 1 unsafe 
speed, and 2 improper turn.  With this revision, the EIR text matches the information 
in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY. 

 
With respect to project-specific impacts related to traffic and safety, please refer to 
preceding traffic and circulation responses under Response 14-b, 40-a, 48-k, and 48-p  
Please also refer to Impact 5.16-2 in Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and 
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Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, for additional details on traffic and safety 
related impacts.  As discussed in Impact 5.16-2, the section of Old Alturas Road 
between Deschutes Road to Seven Lakes Road is curvilinear and narrow with roadside 
obstructions. This section of rural roadway has a collision rate 33% higher than the 
statewide average for similar facilities.  It is estimated that 17% of the project traffic 
will use this section of roadway which will increase the 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. Less than significant 
impacts would occur in this regard. 

 
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 54-g: The commenter notes technical difficulties in accessing the figures in Section 5.16, 

TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-1, 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. 

 
Response 54-h: The commenter expresses concern that the currently proposed access from the 

project site to Old Alturas Road is a safety hazard and suggests project outlet 
alternatives including an outlet from the project site to Deschutes Road, either in 
addition to the currently proposed outlets or in lieu of the currently proposed outlet 
to Old Alturas Road.   

 
 With respect to project-specific impacts related to traffic and safety, please refer to 

preceding traffic and circulation responses under Response 14-b, 40-a, 48-k, and 48-p.  
With respect to project site access, because of biological restrictions, the resource 
management areas (RMAs) identified onsite, and the proposed site plan (refer to Draft 
EIR Figure 3-6, PROPOSED TENTATIVE MAP) no site access to Deschutes Road is 
proposed.  In addition, there is no feasible access between the project site and the 
existing roadway network that would not require right-of-way acquisition from 
neighboring parcels.  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 54-i: The commenter restates the position of requesting road mitigation and requests an 

additional outlet to Deschutes Road.    
 

Please refer to Response 54-a through Response 54-h, above.  No new issue or 
adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the comment that was not discussed 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 55 – Maggie Freeman (December 22, 2017)  
 

 

55-a 
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Response to Letter 55 – Maggie Freeman 

 
Response 55-a: The commenter opposes the project and states reasons such as lack of water supply, 

lack of Sheriff services, inadequate roadway networks, and potential location of the 
sewage facility.   

 
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.    

 
With respect water supply, the commenter is referred to Master Response-3, as well 
as preceding Responses 7-a through 7-p.  With respect to traffic impacts and the 
roadway infrastructure, refer to preceding traffic and circulation responses under 
Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 40-a, and 43-b.  With respect to the 
wastewater facility (sewage facility), please refer to Master Response-5 and preceding 
responses under Response 13-d, 17-b, and 17-j.   

 
For additional information regarding public services and utilities and service systems, 
including the proposed sewage facility, the commenter is referred to Draft EIR Section 
5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, and Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS, which concluded that each of the referenced topics were evaluated in the 
Draft EIR and concluded impacts would be less than significant or less than significant 
after mitigation.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 
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Letter 56 – Rick Thompson (December 22, 2017) 

 
 

56-a 
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Response to Letter 56 – Rick Thompson 

 
Response 56-a:  The commenter states opposition to the proposed project stating issues related to 

water and unmonitored traffic.   
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.   However, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding water supply. The commenter 
is also referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, for a discussion of traffic-
related impacts.  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 57 – Christie Smith (December 22, 2017) 
 

 
 

57-a 

57-b 

57-c 

57-d 
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Cont. 
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Response to Letter 57 – Christie Smith 

 
Response 57-a: The commenter makes an introductory statement requesting the comments in the 

letter are considered.  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the 
commenter.  Specific comments in the letter are addressed individually below.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-b: The commenter questions the use of accessory dwelling unit and states that every 

unit could request an accessory dwelling.   The commenter suggests conditioning the 
project to disallow or limit accessory units.  The commenter also questions that some 
residents will use illegal room conversions to bedrooms or other illegal habitation. 

 
The commenter is referred to page 5.12-8 in Section 5.12, POPULATION AND 
HOUSING, which notes that pursuant to Government Code §65852.2 every approved 
residential lot would be entitled to an accessory dwelling unit.  The commenter also is 
referred to page 3-16 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, which explains that the 
estimate of 9% of residences having accessory dwelling units is based on data 
compiled as part of the County’s 2009-2014 Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential 
Land Inventory) and the County’s Draft Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land 
Inventory.   

 
Regarding the commenter’s questions regarding illegal activity resulting in additional 
residents.   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 is speculative to state that future residents would illegally 
convert rooms and that such a conversion would have a negative impact on the 
environment.  CEQA analysis is limited to what is known or reasonably foreseeable, 
therefore, this speculation is not a part of the analysis included in the Draft EIR.  No 
change to the Draft EIR is required. 

 
Response 57-c: The commenter questions enforcement of water use restrictions and states the 

responsibility should not fall to the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter 
then states that the large and expensive homes will use more water.   

 
Please refer to Master Response-3, above, as well as preceding Responses 7-b 
through 7-p, above for a discussion related to water use and associated impacts.  
More specifically, the commenter is referred to preceding Response 7-c, which further 
provides further details about the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance 
(MWELO) and explains that the expected water use of the proposed project is similar 
to that of other rural residential users within the BVWD.   

 
As discussed on page 3-12 of Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, the proposed project 
includes the formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) after 
approval by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission.  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 Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan, Open Space Management, and Resource Management Area 
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Management and Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm Drain Maintenance; and 
Waste Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal Facilities.  In addition, the TRCSD 
would be used as a means to oversee, implement and enforce compliance with the 
State MWELO or County ordinance requirements (if more restrictive than the State 
MWELO).  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.  
It will be incumbent on the TRCSD to make all property owners aware of all covenants 
and conditions regarding use of all properties within the development; refer to 
Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT. The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration.   

 
Response 57-d: The commenter questions the formation of the TRCSD and questions who will enforce 

the various development standards if the CSD Board fails to act.   
 
  This comment is specific to the formation of the TRCSD and the actions of the TRCSD, 

rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation 
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.  The project 
applicant and the County will work with Shasta County Local Agency Formation 
Commission (LAFCO) to form the TRCSD.   

 
Community Service Districts are formed and operated in accordance with California 
Government Code Section 61000 et seq.  A CSD is a government agency which may be 
endowed with a wide range of powers, which are specifically designed to provide 
urban or suburban services within unincorporated areas.  In the case of Tierra Robles, 
the CSD would be a single multipurpose entity with taxing powers and the flexibility to 
provide all required services including operation and maintenance of a wastewater 
treatment system, maintenance of improved streets within the project area, 
management of open spaces, including preservation and fire management operations, 
and maintenance of drainage improvements.  In addition, a CSD can be used to 
enforce covenants, codes, and conditions, including conditions of approval, or 
mitigation.   
 

  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

 
Response 57-e: The commenter states concern that the proposed onsite wastewater treatment plan 

will not be adequately supported by the proposed CSD and recommends requiring a 
condition to pump effluent to the Palo Cedro CSA.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, which 

discloses potential impacts associated with the operation of the wastewater 
treatment plan and explaining how it would stay in compliance with Title 22 and other 
requirements.  Impacts were determined to be less than significant. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 and preceding responses under 

Response 13-d, 17-b and 17-j in regards to previous commenter concerns of 
insufficient wastewater capacity, odors and maintenance, monitoring, and treatment, 
Response 17-b related to grey water use and monitoring and treatment. The 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

 

 
FINAL ▪ MAY 2019 14-378 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 

commenter is also referred to preceding Response 53-f in regards to the location of 
the proposed treatment plant, testing of water and greenhouse gas emission.  All 
these responses, as well as Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, will provide 
the commenter with additional information regarding the grey water reuse system, 
disinfection, odor management, and safety measures to ensure impacts 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 57-f: The commenter notes an inability to download some portions of the appendices and 

notes that the internet system in the project area is slow.  The commenter suggests a 
condition of approval to require installation of new internet lines to serve the 
proposed project.   

 
The question of internet quality, however, is not an issue for CEQA.  State CEQA 
Guidelines §15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change in the environment.  The commenter is referred to preceding 
Response 48-c.  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 57-g: The commenter questions where the soil test results are and questions that the on-

site soils can adequately handle wastewater dispersal.   
 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Response 43-d for a discussion of the site 

soils and use for dispersal.  The commenter also 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.  Regarding the concern of 
meeting the same standards the State of California requires of local property owners, 
the wastewater treatment system would be designed to meet the reuse requirements 
for discharge of Title 22 (Disinfected Secondary Effluent).  The commenter is referred 
to preceding Master Response-5  for more information.  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 57-h: The commenter is concerned with traffic safety and accident rates, including impacts 

with animals within the study area roadways, especially Boyle Road, and requests a 
condition of approval to require the project developer to provide improvements to 
the four curves on Boyle Road and to require turn lanes on Boyle Road at the project 
site’s entrance.  

  
 The commenter is referred to pages 5.16-6 and 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 also referred to the following responses related to overall roadway 

safety and proposed improvements to area roadways and intersection to improve 
traffic safety.  Response 4-b related to intersection improvements to enhance safety, 
Response 5-f regarding the timing of improvements, Response 14-b for a discussion of 
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roadway safety and determination of collision rates, Responses 17-n and 17-o for 
installation of warning signs to improve safety, Responses 17-p and 40-a for a 
discussion of roundabouts associated improvements to safety versus traffic signals.   

 
 Traffic impacts and required mitigation measures are analyzed in detail in Section 

5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the 
Draft EIR.  When requiring roadway improvements associated with a specific project, 
the fair share cost or payment can be based upon the percentage of project traffic at 
the particular intersection and/or road system.  Refer to Response 17-p for further 
discussion regarding fair share funding.  

 
 County roadway improvements that are not directly related to the proposed project, 

and are not required as mitigation for project-specific traffic impacts.  These are 
roadway improvements and safety program concerns that can be accommodated by 
the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  A RTP is a regional long-range transportation 
plan that is developed using growth forecasts and that considers the role of 
transportation in the broader context of economic, environmental, and quality of life 
to develop a strategy to address mobility needs. 

 
 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 57-i:  The commenter expresses concern with school related traffic impacts, the increase in 

new vehicle trips per day, and the safety of Boyle Road and Deschutes Road 
(Intersection #13) and the safety of children at local schools.  The commenter also 
questions the differences between the average daily trips provided in Table 5.16-9 
and the new vehicle trips provided in Table 5.16-8.  The commenter requests a 
condition of approval to widen and straighten portions of Boyle Road and Old Alturas 
Road. The commenter also questions if the project applicant’s payment of the pro-
rated cost share representing 11% of the cost of upgrading the existing two-way-stop-
controlled intersection to all-way-stop-controlled intersection is enough. 

 
  Regarding the proposed projects impacts to Boyle Road and Deschutes Road 

(Intersection #13), please refer to Response 4-b related to intersection improvements 
related to safety, Response 14-b for a discussion of roadway safety and determination 
of collision rates, and Responses 17-n and 17-o for installation of warning signs to 
improve safety, above.   

 
  Regarding the comments related to traffic increases and school safety, the 

commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 37-c, 43-b, 48-k and 
48-I. The 11% pro-rated cost share is based upon the project’s pro-rated share of the 
projected traffic increases through Year 2035. This 11% amount is directly 
proportional to the project’s vehicular impact.   

 
  Regarding the commenter’s request to have require Boyle Road to be widened and 

straightened, State CEQA Guidelines §15041(a) Authority to Mitigate, “A lead agency 
for a project has authority to require feasible changes in any or all activities involved 
in the project in order to substantially lessen or avoid significant effects on the 
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environment, consistent with applicable constitutional requirements such as the 
“nexus” and “rough proportionality” standards established by case law (Nollan v. 
California Coastal Commission (1987) 483 U.S. 825, Dolan v. City of Tigard, (1994) 512 
U.S. 374, Ehrlich v. City of Culver City, (1996) 12 Cal. 4th 854.)”  Accordingly, the 
County as the Lead Agency has required proportionate mitigation measures to reduce 
impacts to traffic.  To require the applicant to straighten and add traffic lanes along 
Boyle road would not be proportionate to the impact and are therefore not 
appropriate. 

 
  Regarding the commenter’s statements about trip generation, Table 5.16-8, PROJECT 

TRIP GENERATION, provides a summary of the land use and quantities (i.e., units) for 
the proposed project, along with corresponding ITE land use codes from which trip 
generation characteristics were established and analyzed.  As discussed on page 5.16-
15 of the Draft EIR, it is estimated that the proposed project would generate 
approximately 1,774 new daily trips, with 135 vehicle trips generated during the AM 
peak hour and 175 vehicle trips generated during the PM peak hour period.  The 
directional trip distribution and assignment of project-generated trips were estimated 
based on an understanding of existing and projected future traffic flows and travel 
patterns within the vicinity of the proposed project site, location of local and regional 
housing and employment/commercial centers in relation to the propose project site, 
and supplemented by the use of the Shasta County Regional Travel Demand Forecast 
Model.   

 
  Trip distribution from the two entrances into the project site is graphically depicted in 

Figure 5.16-3, PROJECT TRIP DISTRIBUTION, of the Draft EIR (page 5.16-16),  the traffic 
would be distributed along multiple roadways within the circulation network, and 
would not only use Boyle Road. Thus, Table 5.16-9, EXISTING PLUS PROJECT ROADWAY 
LEVEL OF SERVICE, provides the average daily trips that each roadway segment would 
accommodate assuming the existing traffic volumes and the addition of the project’s 
estimated traffic volumes, based on the distribution of the traffic.  Therefore, Boyle 
Road (west of Deschutes Road) would experience LOS A with 1,793 ADT, an increase of 
337 ADT from the existing conditions (refer to Draft EIR Table 5.16-6, EXISTING 
ROADWAY LEVEL OF SERVICE).  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. 

 
  Regarding conditions of approval to improve safety on area roadways, please refer to 

preceding Response 5-f.  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 57-j:  The commenter questions the priority of the improvements at Airport Road/SR-44 

versus improvements on Boyle Road or at Boyle Road and Deschutes Road 
(Intersection #13).  The commenter questions why the improvement funding would 
be given to the City of Redding. 

 
  Please refer to preceding responses under Response 13-e, 41-a, and 48-w regarding 

the Airport Road/SR-44 interchange.  In addition, refer to preceding responses under 
Response 57-h and 57-i, above, regarding improvements to Boyle Road and Boyle 
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Road and Deschutes Road (Intersection #13).  Regarding a project’s fair share of 
roadway improvements, please refer to preceding responses under Response 5-f, 17-
p, and 57-i.  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 57-k:  The commenter requests that access to the project be made available from Deschutes 

Road. 
 
  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 57-l:  The commenter requests that the proposed project construct a bicycle lane the entire 

length of Boyle Road and along Deschutes Road from Boyle Road to Foothill High 
School, and on Old Alturas Road from the north entrance of the project site to Bella 
Vista Elementary School.   

 
  Please refer to preceding responses under Response 14-b, 17-f, and 48-v regarding 

bicycle lanes.  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 57-m:  The commenter states that a condition of approval should prohibit the removal of all 

oak trees and riparian vegetation.    
 
  CEQA analysis should be focused on the reasonableness of the action as whole.  

Requiring a condition of approval to completely avoid all oak trees and riparian areas 
is not a reasonable condition or mitigation as it would disallow the proposed project 
and all evaluated alternatives, except the “No Project” Alternative.  For additional 
discussion regarding Alternatives, the commenter is referred to Master Response-1, 
Response 44-a, and Response 45-a.  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 57-n: The commenter requests that the drilling of private wells be prohibited because 

BVWD needs the revenue and BVWD maintains the pipelines, valves and fire hydrants. 
 
 Please refer to Master Response-3 and preceding responses under Response 7-d, 14-

a, 15-a, 16-d, and 17-h.  No private wells are anticipated as a result of the proposed 
project.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.       

 
Response 57-o: The commenter disagrees with the conclusion of the Draft EIR in regard to impacts to 

water quality.  The commenter states that uses including keeping of domestic and 
farm animals, the sewage treatment plant, upset conditions, and use of grey water 
will impact storm water.  The commenter further questions how the potential 
ancillary structures and project infrastructure would not seriously impact storm water 
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runoff.  The commenter then recommends conditions of approval to include farm 
animal setbacks from channels, and additional storm water retention basins. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.9, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, which 
as was stated in the comment, noted impacts to Hydrology and Water Quality would 
be less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation.  The commenter states 
disagreement with the conclusion of the Draft EIR but does not provide comments 
accompanied by substantial evidence or factual support. Pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence.  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 57-p: The commenter states that a condition of approval should require the wastewater 
treatment facility and any secondary disposal area be 150 feet from the development 
perimeter to reduce potential for odors.  The footprint of the wastewater treatment 
plant would be between 50-200 feet from the southern project boundary.  The actual 
treatment facility would be within this range.  The nearest existing offsite structure is 
approximately 1,000 feet to the south of this location, which is far greater than the 
150 feet requested by the commenter.   

 
 The commenter is referred to page 5.3-21 of Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, regarding the 

discussion of potential odors associated with the proposed community wastewater 
collection and treatment system.  The individual septic tanks would include carbon 
filters to control odors.  The wastewater treatment system would be designed to meet 
the reuse requirements for discharge of Title 22 (Disinfected Secondary Effluent).  
Title 22 reuse requires daily testing for coliform and also includes provisions for odor 
and nuisance control.  Furthermore, the project would be required to comply with 
SCAQMD Rule 3:16 and California Health & Safety Code Section 41700, which 
prohibits the discharge of contaminants or other material which cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the 
public.  Impacts from odors were found 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 further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-q: The commenter states that a condition of approval prohibiting any disturbance within 

150 feet of Clough Creek should be included.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-4, which discusses open space RMA’s in relation to Clough Creek, Response 
2-b, which discusses the roadway crossings of Clough Creek, and Response 10-d, 
which discusses mitigation measures that would reduce impacts to less than 
significant levels.  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 and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-r: The commenter asks what chlorine compound will be used for wastewater treatment 

and requests that a condition of approval be made to prohibit chlorine gas use.  
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Please refer to Master Response-5 and preceding responses under Response 13-d, 43-
d, and 53-f regarding the wastewater treatment facility.  Please refer to Section 3.0, 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION, subheading “Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the Draft 
EIR for a detailed description of the wastewater system and facility.  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 57-s: The commenter raises questions regarding the grey water systems and asks who is 

responsible for operating of flow diversion devices and routine maintenance.  The 
commenter asks if maintenance is required to function properly, who is responsible 
for the maintenance, and stated that the average homeowner does not have the 
ability to maintain these systems.  The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 
and preceding Response 17-b.   

 
Regarding the commenter’s questions regarding operation and maintenance, the 
commenter is referred to Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA ROBLES WASTEWATER 
MANAGEMENT PLAN, which provides a complete description of the residential 
wastewater treatment system.  As described in the appendix, these systems are low 
maintenance and are supplied with 24-hour back up storage in case of a malfunction 
before service is needed.  Homeowner would not be expected to maintain these 
systems.  Regarding the inability of homeowners to manage the diverter valve, as 
discussed on page one of Appendix 15.2.6, the homes will be constructed with a 
partial dual-plumbing wastewater drain system (grey water) compliant with Chapter 
16 of the California Plumbing Code, which will allow the diversion.  The homeowner 
will operate the valve to diver the water.  It is reasonable to assume that homeowners 
will have the capacity to operate the valve to divert the water when needed.  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 57-t: The commenter notes they did not see any discussion of regulations related to grading 

of driveways, residential pads, and other similar grading in relation to individual 
parcels.  The commenter inquires as to the responsible party for enforcing these 
grading operations.    

 
 All grading on the project site would be required to conform to the Shasta County 

Code Chapter 12.12 which promote and protect the public safety, convenience, 
comfort, prosperity, general welfare and the county's natural resources by 
establishing minimum requirements for grading, excavating and filling in order to: A. 
Control erosion and sedimentation and prevent damage to offsite property and 
streams, watercourses, and aquatic habitat;  B. Avoid creation of unstable slopes or 
filled areas; C. Prevent impairment or destruction of potential leach fields for sewage 
disposal systems; and D. Regulate de facto development caused by uncontrolled 
grading, to reduce project impacts as the result of creating or contributing to runoff 
that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems. 
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  As such, grading permits would be required and all conditions attached to any grading 
permit would be verified by the County.  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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-u: The commenter questions the proposed use within the RMAs and open space areas, 

and inquires as the appropriate County agency responsible for enforcing the non-
disturbance concept.  The commenter notes that monitoring would be difficult and 
proposes to eliminate the construction of any improvements private open space 
areas.   

 
 As discussed on page 5.10-14 of Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, the TRCSD, 

as approved by the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO), 
would management the resource management areas and open space.  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 and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 57-v: The commenter notes that under the design guidelines there are numerous instances 

of the use of the word ‘should’ instead of ‘shall.’  The commenter continues stating 
that using ‘should’ is not acceptable for any site disturbance activities including 
grading, fencing, and other structures. 

 
 The commenter is correct that both ‘should’ and ‘shall’ are used within Section 3.0, 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION, to describe the design guidelines.  The commenter is referred 
to Section 9.0, INVENTORY OF MITIGATION MEASURES.  All mitigation, with the 
exception of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1i (in regard to the timing of surveys for 
elderberry bushes) and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.2-1 which instructs that all 
homeowners, “should be prepared to accept…,” use ‘shall’ as appropriate.  The word 
‘should’ is used four other times, however, in these instances it is used in the context 
of “should a resource be located…”  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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-w:  The commenter expresses opposition to the rezone and states that should the rezone 

be allowed, residences should be limited to the number allowed under the existing 
zoning.   

 
  The commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-x: The commenter states that the Shasta County Sheriff’s Department does not have 

capacity to respond to more than routine incidents and funding generated by the 
proposed project would not be adequate to promote retention of existing deputies. 
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 The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.   The commenter is referred to page 5.13-
13 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES, that states that the proposed 
project would bring additional annual revenue from local property and sales taxes that 
would offset demand for law enforcement services by funding increases in personnel, 
training and equipment.  In addition, payment of development impact fees ($789 per 
single-family unit) would further offset costs.  The Draft EIR concludes that impacts to 
law enforcement services would be less than significant.  No change to the Draft EIR is 
required. 

 
Response 57-y: The commenter states that Shasta County has a need for affordable housing.  The 

commenter states that the project would disrupt the rural nature of the area and go a 
long way to turning it into an urban area, needs to be denied, would be more 
appropriate for the City of Redding, and asks why another project like this needs to be 
approved.   

 
 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 and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 57-z: The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comments and re-iterates the hope of 

the extension of the comment period.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-1.  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. 

 


