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Response to Letter 58 – Rebecca Final 
 
Response 58-a: The commenter notes opposition to the proposed project. 

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 58-b: The commenter notes that the proposed project is in opposition to the idea that 
people moved to the area for the rural nature of unincorporated Shasta County.   

 
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.  

 
Response 58-c: The commenter states that she expects the new residents of the proposed project to 

result in complaints about noise, insects, and dust from rural uses. 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised.  However, the commenter is 
referred to Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and 
Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR regarding the analysis of the areas of concern.  
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 58-d: The commenter notes that during proposed project construction noise and dust will 
occur.  The commenter also states that if plots stay empty transients may move into 
the property.   

With regard to noise, the commenter is referred to page 5.11-1 through 5.11-26 of 
the Draft EIR (Section 5.11, NOISE).  This section provides a complete discussion of 
noise impacts of the proposed project.  As discussed in Impact 5.11-1, the proposed 
project would implement mitigation which would limit construction related noise by 
limiting construction hours, requiring maintenance for equipment, maintaining a 200-
foot distance from existing residences, as well as shrouding or shielding all impact 
tools.  This would reduce impacts to less than significant.  Noise Impacts discussed in 
Impacts 5.11-2 through 5.11-3, were concluded to be less than significant and no 
mitigation was required.  Impact 5.11-5 on page 5.11-24 describes the cumulative 
noise impacts and concluded that the project would not result in significant short or 
long-term stationary noise impacts. 

The commenter also is referred to Response 17-c, which provides additional 
discussion of potential noise conflicts and impacts. 
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 The commenter’s concern about transients using the project site is not an issue that is 
considered under CEQA.  State CEQA Guidelines §15358(b) state that effects analyzed 
under CEQA must be related to a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, it is 
not appropriate for discussion in the Draft EIR. 

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 58-e: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 
to supply water to the proposed project.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, and preceding Responses 7-a 
through 7-p.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary. 
 

Response 58-f: The commenter states that the traffic on Boyle Road causes delays and does not know 
how it will handle the increase in vehicles and it is not clear what improvements are 
needed. 

 
The commenter is correct that the proposed project would result in increased traffic.  
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, provides a complete discussion of the 
impacts.  In reference to increases in vehicle traffic on Boyle Road, associated 
intersections, and mitigation to reduce impacts the commenter is referred to 
preceding responses under Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, and 14-b which provide a 
thorough discussion of these issues.  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 58-g: The commenter states that both law enforcement and fire protection need funding 
and staffing.  The commenter states that the lack of protection will not improve with 
the proposed project but does not raise an issue or question the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR.   

 
The commenter is referred to preceding Response 51-b in reference to law 
enforcement and Response 37-f in reference to fire protection.  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 58-h: The commenter mentions that some parcels would be 1.33-acre in size but current 

property owners wanted to be in an area with 2.5 acres lots but does not question the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 for a discussion of the proposed 
project in relation to zoning and density.  The comment is noted for the record and 
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
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consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 58-i: The commenter appears to be referring to a couple albino deer that are reported to 
be within or in proximity to the project site.  The commenter states it’s reasonable 
that they may not survive due to the proposed project and additional noise, light, 
sanitation, and traffic.   

 The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, which included an 
analysis of impacts to wildlife including deer.  During biological evaluation for the site, 
on three occasions, two albino deer were observed.  It should be noted, although 
rare, albino deer are not a unique or protected species, and the albinism is caused by 
a recessive genetic trait.  Although the commenter speculates that the proposed 
project may result in the incidental take of an albino deer, the deer have been seen 
running on-site indicating they are highly mobile and are expected to fully vacate the 
site and move to a less densely developed area should the on-site habitat become 
uninhabitable.  As shown in Table 5.4-1, ANIMAL SPECIES OBSERVED, black tailed deer 
are not listed as special status species and the impacts discussion on page 5.4-54 of 
Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, found that impacts would be less than 
significant.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

The commenter also is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, 
Section 5.11, NOISE, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Section 5.17, 
UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, for a discussion of the other issue areas mentioned.   

Response 58-j: The commenter reiterates concerns by referencing the comments listed above.  
 

The commenter is referred to Responses 58-a through 58-i, above.  This comment 
does not raise an issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter 59 – Steve & Diane Davis 

 
Response 59-a: The commenter states opposition to the proposed project, and is concerned that the 

Draft EIR is based on opinions of paid experts and that it did not adequately address 
concerns and the reports did not require mitigation.   

 
In order to fulfill the basic purpose of CEQA as detailed in State CEQA Guidelines 
§15002, technical reports prepared by experts are needed to inform decision makers 
of potential environmental consequences and identify mitigation measures to reduce 
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 59-b: The commenter discusses the density of the proposed development and comments 

that the smaller lots, 1.33 acres, should be planned for the interior of the lot as 
mitigation for the surrounding homes.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  In addition, the commenter is 
referred to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which discusses in 
detail, all the alternatives evaluated.  This includes the “Clustered 3-Acre Parcels” 
Alternative, which describes a project with 166 3-acre parcels.  Page 7-10 in Section 
7.0, ALTERNATIVES, found that this alternative would result in greater construction-
related impacts related to air quality (increased grading) and overall greater impacts 
to onsite oak woodlands and Grazing Land as the amount of preservation achieved 
through permanent open space dedication would be less when compared to that of 
the proposed project. In addition, this alternative does not fully meet several key 
Project Objectives.  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 59-c: The commenter states that the water supply is not adequate to supply the proposed 

project and other uses served by Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter 
states that the information in the Draft EIR does not adequately address project 
impacts and there is not an adequate plan identified for future water supply.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding responses under 

Response 7-b, 7-e, and 7-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 59-d: The commenter mentions that BVWD was required to provide “will serve” letters but 

the project would reduce water supplies and water pressure. The commenter 
requests a detailed plan for future water supply, and requests water supply mitigation 
fees.  The commenter notes that BVWD pipes are decades old and that increased 
pressure would cause failure, which is not addressed by the Draft EIR and mitigation is 
not provided and it should.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding Responses 7-a 

through 7-p.  As explained, the project applicant and the County will work with BVWD 
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to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure 
improvements, water supply, and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any 
potable water service.  Regarding water supply mitigation fees, the applicant is 
referred to page Impact 5.17-4 beginning on page 5.17-23 and ending on page 5.17-
31.  With the incorporation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4a requiring written 
verification of conformance to water efficiency design standards, and Mitigation 
Measure (MM) 5.17-4b, which requires the applicant to provide alternate supplies 
during periods of water shortage, impacts were found to be less than significant.  In 
addition, the commenter is referred to preceding Response 17-g related to water 
pressure.  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 59-e: The commenter reiterates comments regarding water supply.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and Responses 59-c and 59-d, 
above.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is 
necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-f: The commenter questions the Traffic Impact Study’s analysis regarding increased 

traffic volumes, roadway safety, vehicle collisions, bicycle and pedestrian safety, the 
lack of turn pocket or center dual left-turn lanes, and the dangerous existing curves on 
Boyle Road. 

 
Issues raised by the commenter have been previously discussed and addressed in the 
following responses that precede this comment letter: Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 
17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-o, 48-p, 
48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-f, and 57-i address project-related traffic impacts, safety, 
and mitigation.  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 59-g: The commenter questions the impact of the mitigation measures at area 

intersections, especially the installation of stop controls or roundabouts and questions 
the data used to identify traffic impacts. 

 
Issues raised by the commenter have been previously discussed and addressed in the 
following responses that precede this comment letter: Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 
17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-o, 48-p, 
48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-f, and 57-i address project-related traffic impacts, safety, 
and mitigation.   
 
With respect to the traffic data, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and 
Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR, did not use county data to 
determine trip generation and distribution, but rather empirical data collected as part 
of the project analysis for roadway segments and intersections.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
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Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 59-h: The commenter states that roundabouts are cheap and ineffective and the Draft EIR 

does not identify the studies that show if they will be successful.   
 

Issues raised by the commenter have been previously discussed and addressed in the 
following responses that precede this comment letter: Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 
17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-o, 48-p, 
48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-f, and 57-i address project-related traffic impacts, safety, 
and mitigation.   
 
The commenter is also referred to Section 5.16 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, which 
concluded that impacts to traffic and circulation, with the use of roundabouts for 
mitigation, would 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 59-i: The commenter states that the main access to the project site will be from Boyle 

Road; however, a secondary access is located near Seven Lakes Road.  The commenter 
expresses concern that this concentrates traffic onto Boyle Road creating an 
inappropriate and dangerous traffic environment for the existing County residents. 

 
 Issues raised by the commenter have been previously discussed and addressed in the 

following responses that precede this comment letter: Response 4-b, 5-f, 13-e, 14-b, 
17-f, 17-n, 17-o, 17-p, 32-b, 35-c, 37-c, 40-a, 41-a, 43-b, 47-c, 48-i, 48-k, 48-o, 48-p, 
48-q, 48-w, 49-b, 50-b, 54-f, and 57-i address project-related traffic impacts, safety, 
and mitigation.  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 59-j: The commenter states that the proposed project would result in increased criminal 

activity and states that the Draft EIR does not address or mitigate the impacts 
associated with an increase in crime. 

 
The commenter is referred to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS.  
As noted on page 5.13-13, 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 offset 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. 
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Response 59-k:  The commenter states that the onsite waste water treatment plant would result in 
odors and have a detrimental impact on homeowners.  The commenter speculates 
that the cost would eventually be borne by non-project residents.   

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

Response 13-d, 17-b, 17-j, and 53-f.  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.   

 
 Regarding funding, the commenter 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 59-l: The commenter states that the project area has been habitat for the white or piebald 

black tailed deer but this was not addressed in the Draft EIR.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Appendix 

15.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES DOCUMENTATION, of the Draft EIR, which notes that 
on three occasions, during field work, two albino deer were noted on the project site, 
not biebald deer.  The commenter is referred to preceding Response 58-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 59-m:  The commenter states that Shasta County residents benefit from carefully planned 

and environmentally sound development and that a new development should not 
harm the existing community, way of life, public services, or cause financial hardship.   

 
  No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter; however, please 

refer to Master Response-2 regarding the character of the area.  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 60 – Mr. & Mrs. Ronald F. Cibard  (December 22, 2017) 
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Response to Letter 60 – Mr. & Mrs. Ronald F. Cibard   
 
Response 60-a: The commenter discusses the reasons for moving to the area, which included the 5-

acre lots, the agricultural district, and the rural nature of the area.    
 

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The comment is 
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-b: The commenter discusses past planning efforts and improvements for Old Alturas 

Road, and discusses plans for a church building, uses of the gun club and the other 
improvements that didn’t occur.   

 
 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 60-c: The commenter states that Old Alturas Road is too narrow and is unsafe for cycling.  

The commenter states that traffic entering Old Alturas Road is not safe and more 
traffic increases the potential for death.   

 
 Although this comment does not raise an issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 

commenter is referred to receding Response 14-b, regarding pedestrian, bicycle, and 
motorized vehicle safety related to Old Alturas 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 60-d: The commenter states that the proposed project would destroy wildlife habitat and 

would harass wildlife, and is a seasonal stream used by wildlife at the entrance off Old 
Alturas Road. 

 
 Although this comment does not raise an issue of adequacy of the Draft EIR, the 

commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 3-b, 3-c, and 3-g which 
provides discussion of wildlife habitat, preservation of habitat, and function of the 
Resource Management Areas (RMA) to preserve habitat.  The commenter also is 
referred to Master Response-4 which also describes habitat protection measures.  In 
addition, the commenter references the stream bed off Old Alturas Road. The 
commenter is referred to preceding Response 2-b which discusses the project design 
feature that would avoid impacts to the stream channel.  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 60-e: The commenter makes a statement about properly permitting developments near gun 

clubs and loss of freedoms.   
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 The commenter is referred to preceding Responses 17-s and 40-d, which describe the 
disclosure statement that new residents must sign acknowledging the presence of the 
Redding Gun Club.  In addition, this response also discusses the noise impacts which is 
a common complain of residences near gun clubs and shooting ranges.  The 
commenter is also referred to Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR for additional 
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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-f: The commenter makes statements about the lack of water and how it has affected 

them and states they do not want the project but does not raise an issue of adequacy 
regarding the Draft EIR.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding Responses 7-a 

through 7-p.  As explained, the project applicant and the County will work with BVWD 
to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure 
improvements, water supply, and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any 
potable water service.  The comment 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 60-g: The commenter asks a non-specific question about sewage.    
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 regarding the proposed wastewater 
treatment 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 60-h: The commenter relates anger at the subdividing of both small and large pieces of 

property that detract from the rural character of the land.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which provides information on the 
zoning densities and planning of the proposed project.  In addition, 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 applicant General Plan Objectives and Policies.  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 60-i: The commenter states that if the project is approved to generate more tax revenue it 

would be a betrayal to the people.   
 

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 
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Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the 
Draft EIR is necessary. 

 
Response 60-j: The commenter requests the project be stopped.   
 
 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. 
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Letter 61 – George and Janice Smith  (December 26, 2017) 

 
 

61-a 

61-b 

61-c 

61-d 
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Response to Letter 61 – George and Janice Smith 

 
Response 61-a: The commenter raises concerns regarding Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability 

to supply water to the proposed project.  
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 61-b:   The commenter is concerned that there will be odors coming from the septic systems.    
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-5 and preceding responses under  
Response 13-d, 17-b, and 17-j regarding the odors from the proposed wastewater 
treatment facility.  In addition, the commenter is referred to page 5.17-20 of Section 
5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, which notes all individual septic tanks would 
be watertight and oversized to provide emergency storage capacity and additional 
treatment capacity.  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 61-c: The commenter raises concerns about the wildlife on the project site and their 

ultimate displacement.  
 

The commenter is referred to page 5.4-54 of Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  
This page states, “Deer and other large mammals likely utilize the proposed project 
site in its current state to some degree. In most areas, the site provides sufficient 
cover for deer and other large mammals and the interior of the site is subject to 
minimal to no noise and lights from adjacent roadways and other human activity. The 
onsite streams and ponds also provide a mostly seasonal water source for deer and 
other large mammals. Following development, the proposed project site has a higher 
potential to be used by smaller mammals such as raccoons and striped skunks, 
particularly if denning habitat is available nearby. Both of these species are highly 
adapted to human activity. Although an occasional road kill can be expected, these 
species generally thrive in developed areas. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. No mitigation measures are warranted.” No further response is 
necessary. 
 

Response 61-d: The commenter reiterates concerns regarding water supply.   
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3.  The comment is noted for the 
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Letter 62 – Amy Allen  (December 27, 2017) 

 
 

62-a 
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Response to Letter 62 – Amy Allen 

 
Response 62-a: The commenter notes that she wanted to be away from populated areas and that the 

project is being built for greed and investors wanting to make money.   

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter 
is referred to Master Response-2 which provides information on the zoning densities 
and planning of the proposed project.  In addition, 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 
applicant General Plan Objectives and Policies.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary. 
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Letter 63 – Linda Welch  (December 27, 2017) 
 

 
 

63-a 

63-b 
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Response to Letter 63 – Linda Welch 

 
Response 63-a: The County received a comment but it did not specify a particular project. Based on 

the description, however, it is assumed that the comment was in reference to the 
proposed Tierra Robles Planned Development Project (Z10-002/TM 1996).  Therefore, 
the comment is addressed in Response 63-b, immediately below. 

Response 63-b: The commenter states that the zoning change is a mistake and raises concerns about 
other projects, water supply, sewage, traffic, and specifically noise from the 166 units.   

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

analyzed 18 resource topics within the Draft EIR, including impacts related to water 
and wastewater, traffic, and noise.  These resources are analyzed in Section 5.9, 
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY, Section 5.11, NOISE, Section 5.13, PUBLIC 
SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Section 
5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR.  In addition, technical details 
and analyses, as well as resource management plans, are provided in Appendix 15.2, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, Appendix 15.6, PRELIMINARY 
HYDROLOGY ANALYSIS, Appendix 15.7, NOISE DATA, Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT 
STUDY, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.  For 
further discussion on zoning, the commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  For 
further information regarding water supply, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response-3.  The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response 
is necessary. 
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Letter 64 – Kathy Creasey  (December 27, 2017) 

 
 

64-a 

64-b 

64-c 

64-d 
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64-d 

Cont. 

64-e 

64-f 

64-g 

64-h 
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64-h 
Cont. 

64-i 

64-j 
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64-k 
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Response to Letter 64 – Kathy Creasey 

 
Response 64-a: The commenter voices opposition to the proposed project citing the areas existing 

rural environment, peace and quiet, and star gazing.  The commenter states that the 
proposed project is not consistent with and contradicts the purpose of the Shasta 
County Zoning Plan and General Plan and implies it would impact these things.  The 
commenter states that because the proposed project would result in a significant 
impact to noise and greenhouse gas emissions, the proposed project is in conflict with 
the General Plan and Zoning Plan.   

Outside of these statements, however, the commenter does not provide facts or 
evidence to support this position but restates one conclusion in the Draft EIR and 
misstates a second. Pursuant to the State CEQA Guidelines, an effect is not considered 
significant in the absence of substantial evidence; therefore, comments should be 
accompanied by factual support. Section 15204(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines states: 

“Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and, should submit 
data or references offering facts, reasonable assumptions based on facts. Or 
expert opinion supported by facts in support of the comments. Pursuant to 
§15064 an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of 
substantial evidence.” 

 It should be noted, that Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR found that noise impacts 
would be less than significant or less than significant with mitigation incorporated, 
contrary to the comment.  The commenter is correct, however, that the Draft EIR 
discloses that impacts associated with greenhouse gas emissions would be significant 
and unavoidable.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2, which provides information on the 
zoning densities and planning of the proposed project.  In addition, the analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR, Section 5.10, LAND USE AND PLANNING, evaluated the 
proposed project for consistency with both the Shasta County Zoning Plan and Shasta 
County General Plan.  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 
pages 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 applicant General 
Plan Objectives and Policies. 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.  No change to the Draft EIR is required. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 for additional information regarding 
the project’s proposed zoning and density. 

Response 64-b: The commenter restates facts disclosed in the Draft EIR stating that the proposed 
project would result in dust, diesel fumes, noise, and traffic.   
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The commenter is referred to Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, Section 5.11, NOISE, and 
Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, of the Draft EIR for additional information.  
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 64-c: The commenter questions how the deepest pockets can come into the area and 
change zoning laws.  The commenter then restates concerns previously stated in 
Comment 64-a, above.   

 
The proposed project would result in a change of the existing zoning of the proposed 
project site 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.  No change in the actual zoning law would occur.  Regarding the balance of 
the comment, the commenter is referred to Response 64-a, 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 64-d: The commenter questions the calculations used to estimate the proposed project’s 

water demand and expresses concern that these calculations underestimate the 
water demand for the project.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding Response 7-m and 
Response 7-n. The proposed project’s water demand is estimated by separately 
determining indoor and outdoor use factors for each parcel.  Indoor estimates are 
based upon an assumed average daily per-capita use of 55 gallons for each day of the 
year.  With an average occupancy of 2.5 people, each home would be estimated to 
use 137.5 gallons per day, or nearly 51,000 gallons per year.  The use of 55 gallons 
per-capita per day (gpcd) complies with the California Water Code §10608.20(b)(2)(A) 
which directs this value to be used for estimating residential indoor uses. 

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 64-e: The commenter questions the treatment capacity of wastewater treatment facility 
based on the comment above regarding water use.  The commenter speculates that 
the wastewater treatment facility would not have enough capacity to serve the 
proposed project and accessory units. 

The commenter is referred to Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, subheading 
“Wastewater” beginning on page 3-22 of the Draft EIR provides a detailed description 
of the wastewater system and facility.  The commenter is referred to page 5.17-19 
which estimates that the proposed project would generate approximately 36,200 gpd 
of wastewater.  Based on analysis contained in Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA ROBLES 
WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT PLAN, wastewater generation rates were estimated 
based on the typical residence being less than 3,200 square feet (sf) with an average 
of 3.5 bedrooms (including an optional ‘mother-in-law’ unit).  Based on experience, 
project similar in scope have a peak day wastewater general rate less than or equal to 
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200 gallons per day per home.  Average day wastewater general rates are typically 
less than 160 gpd.  For the proposed project 200 gpd is assumed which results in a 
total estimated system design flow of 33,200 gpd.  This flow is expected during wet 
winter months, but due to grey water dispersal, may be reduced by up to 40%.  Based 
on the information provided, and analysis in the Draft EIR, the proposed wastewater 
treatment plant would have adequate capacity to serve the 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 64-f: The commenter refers to an attached media release from the California Water Board, 
dated July 6, 2016. The commenter states that the water supplier should demonstrate 
adequate capacity to serve customers through three drought years (multiple-dry 
years).   

 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding responses under 
Response 7-b, 7-e, and 7-f.   As explained, the project applicant and the County will 
work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD 
infrastructure improvements, water supply, and service requirements prior to BVWD 
initiating any potable water service.  In addition, as described on page 5.17-28 in 
Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, to mitigate multiple dry year effects on 
water supply and other users, the proposed project would be required to provide an 
alternative water supply during dry-year conditions until such time as the proposed 
project’s demands have existed for three 100-percent water allocation years and are 
included in BVWD’s baseline water demand.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures 
(MM) 5.17-4b requires that the project applicant to identify and implement an 
Agreement to augment (i.e., supply) BVWD dry-year water supplies until such time as 
the proposed project’s water demands have existed for three 100-percent CVP water 
allocation years delivered by USBR.  Water supplies would be a minimum of 90 
percent of the project’s prior year water use.  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 64-g: The commenter questions the attractiveness of the homes to buyers considering the 
square footage, cost of heating, cost of taxes and TRCSD fees, and water restrictions.  

 
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 64-h: The commenter notes that other developments in the area have not sold and 

questions the desirability of the proposed project.  The commenter asks who will be 
responsible for the facilities developed as part of the proposed project if not enough 
people purchase homes.   

No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  State CEQA 
Guidelines §15358(b) state that effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a 
physical change to the environment.  The comment is noted for the record and will be 
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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 64-i: The commenter states that the Draft EIR states there will be significant impacts to 
noise and air from short-term construction impacts.  The commenter states, the 
construction could take place over a number of years.    

 The Draft EIR anticipates project buildout over a 10 to 15 year period.   Regarding 
noise impacts, the commenter is referred to preceding responses under Response 41-
a as well as the discussion of impacts in Section 5.11, NOISE, of the Draft EIR, which 
were less than significant, or less than significant with mitigation.   

Regarding air quality, the commenter is referred to preceding responses under 
Response 17-l and 17-m as well as Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, of the Draft EIR, which 
discuses that all but cumulative impacts would be less than significant or less than 
significant with mitigation, with the exception of cumulative impacts.  Cumulative 
impacts were disclosed to be significant and unavoidable on page 5.3-22 of the Draft 
EIR.   

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 64-j: The commenter requests that Shasta County maintain the existing zoning and allow 
the developer to build within those parameters.  The commenter states that this 
would reduce water usage, traffic, noise, and eliminate the need for the treatment 
facility, and maintain the rural community.   

 The commenter is referred to Response 64-a through 64-j, above, which address the 
previously stated concerns.  The commenter also is referred to Section 7.0, 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which discuss alternatives including the 
“No Project/Development Alternative in Accordance with Existing Zoning.”  The 
commenter also is referred to Master Response-2 and preceding Response 44-a, 
which also discuss the alternatives in the Draft EIR. No change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

Response 64-k: This comment is reference to the previously referenced State Water Resources 
Control Board article.   

The article 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. 


