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Response to Letter 69 –James & Teresa Griffith  
 
Response 69-a: The commenter notes that based on the review of the Bella Vista Water District 

(BVWD) Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) dated December 2016, additional 
questions have been raised. 

 
The Lead Agency has prepared Responses 69-b through 69-d, below, to specifically 
address the commenter’s concerns.  The comments are noted for the record and will 
be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  

 
Response 69-b: The commenter provides excerpts from the BVWD UWMP and asks questions 

regarding the BVWD’s ability to produce 4,200 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water from 
their ground well pump stations and how the water uses will impact the aquifer water 
levels.  

 
 This comment is specific to the BVWD UWMP, rather than specific to the Draft EIR 

analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of 
significance associated with the proposed project.  The commenter is referred to 
Master Response-3 regarding water supply and reliability.  The comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
required.   

 
Response 69-c: The commenter quotes from page 56 of the BVWD UWMP and questions the 

assumption in the Draft EIR of using 4,200 AFY when BVWD has only averaged 704 AFY 
of groundwater pumping since 1995. 

 
 Please refer 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 and no 
change to the Draft EIR is required.   

 
Response 69-d: The commenter quotes the information in the BVWD UWMP, questions the data used 

in Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR, and questions the 
availability and reliability of the BVWD’s water supply.   

 
 Please refer 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 and no 
change to the Draft EIR is required.     
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Response to Letter 70 – Ed Walters   
 
Response 70-a: The commenter expresses opposition to the project and expresses concern regarding 

the addition of traffic to area roadways given the existing traffic and safety conditions. 
 
 Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, and Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, 

of the Draft EIR provides discussions regarding existing traffic, traffic conditions with 
the addition of project-generated traffic, and roadway safety performance.   

 
 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, 57-I, 65-l, 65-n, and 65-o.  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 71 – Kathy and Steve Callan   
 
Response 71-a: The commenter restates Impact 5.4-5 and the impact discussion under the annual 

grassland and oak woodlands heading on page 5.4-56 of Section 5.4, BIOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES.    

 
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 71-b:  The commenter expresses concern regarding the increased volume of traffic on 

already overburdened roads and the cost of roadway and intersection improvements 
because they are not in the plan or fee program.  The commenter states that the four-
way stop proposed at Boyle Road and Deschutes Road would not alleviate the traffic 
congestion because it would result in additional traffic queue lengths and exacerbate 
the existing conditions. 

  
  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, 57-I, 65-l, 65-n, and 65-o.  These responses to comments 
provide discussion regarding traffic impacts, safety, mitigation, and fair share funding.  
The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission 
and Board of Supervisors for consideration.  No further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is required.    

 
Response 71-c:   The commenter disagrees with less than significant conclusion of the Draft EIR 

regarding water supply and availability.  The commenter makes additional statements 
regarding water supply, droughts, and sustainability.  The commenter then questions 
how the developer will find additional supply for the increased demand.   

 
 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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.  

 
Response 71-d:   The commenter states that growth inducement is of concern and disagrees with the 

assessment in the Draft EIR and correctly quotes a discussion of growth inducement 
from the Draft EIR.  The commenter continues stating if the variances are accepted it 
will dilute the effectiveness of the General Plan and set precedence for other zoning 
variances, and purchasers should have to abide by the existing zoning.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the listed concerns. 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 
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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 71-e:   The commenter restates that impacts to greenhouse gas emission would be significant 

and unavoidable. The commenter also restates Impact 5.7-1, Impact 5.7-2, and 
portions of the conclusions of the Draft EIR.    

 
Although, no issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter the 
commenter is referred to preceding Response 11-a through 11-j for discussions of 
greenhouse gas emissions.  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 71-f:  The commenter restates concerns regarding the above listed comments.  The 

commenter restates concern about zoning, impacts to oak woodland, grassland, and 
wildlife, water availability, and increased traffic, and requests the project not be 
approved.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Responses 71-a through 71-e, above. Regarding impacts 

to wildlife, the commenter is referred to preceding Responses 3-a through 3-v.  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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Response to Letter 72 – Ann Mobley   
 
Response 72-a: The commenter states concern about the proposed project setting precedent for 

rezoning and place additional demand on the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The 
commenter states the resulting urban sprawl does not meet the General Plan and 
Zoning Ordinances. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding project consistency with 

the General Plan and Zoning Ordinance.  The commenter is referred to Master 
Response-3 regarding the BVWD and water supply.  The comments are 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 72-b:  The commenter states that water and wastewater are of concern and the Draft EIR 

erred in water use rates and results in infrastructure being flawed.  The commenter 
also states that water issues are already significant and approval of the project will 
worsen problems.   

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

through 7-p regarding water supply and water rates, and Master Response-5 
regarding wastewater.  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 72-c:   The commenter states that the roads in the area are already over-taxed and adding 

the homes from the proposed project will have a serious impact 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 72-d:   The commenter requests the ramifications of the proposed project be considered and 

that if the project is approved that it should only be done with the mitigation 
measures proposed by Brad Seiser and others.    

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter.  The commenter 
is referred to pages 2-2 through 2-52 of Section 2.0, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.  The 
Executive Summary provides a description of the proposed project, and outlines the 
basic purpose of the Draft EIR, which is to identify impacts or ramifications that would 
result from implementation of the proposed project.  Specific to environmental 
impacts, the commenter is referred to pages 2-8 through 2-24, which further details 
potential impacts by each resource area and provides details on the alternatives that 
were evaluated.  The commenter also is referred to Table 2-2, COMPARISON OF 
ALTERNATIVE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS WITH THE PROPOSED PROJECT, on page 2-
25, and Table 2-3, PROJECT IMPACTS AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES, on 
page 2-3, which describe each impact and list mitigation, when needed, to reduce the 
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impacts.  Regarding the commenter’s request to include the mitigation measures 
proposed by Brad Seiser in Comment Letter 65, the commenter is referred to 
preceding Responses 65-a through 65-y, above, which are direct responses to each of 
Mr. Seiser’s respective comments and/or requests for 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 required. 
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Response to Letter 73 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie   
 
Response 73-a:   The commenter states that the Draft EIR is not adequate in addressing water supply, 

wastewater treatment, schools, and traffic, and it does not comply with the General 
Plan 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 commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding water supply, Master 

Response-5 regarding wastewater, and preceding responses under Response 32-g and 
48-k regarding schools. The commenter is also referred to Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND 
CIRCULATION, for a discussion of traffic impacts, and Master Response-2 for a 
discussion of the County’s existing General Plan and Zoning Plan. 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 73-b:   The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not adequately address water resources 

including water use over time, water sources, impacts to other residents, and impacts 
from drought.  The commenter asks what water will be used if the proposed project 
sets a precedent for other developments, and makes an unclear statement that, 
“Furthermore it the DEIR states that a development would have a ‘significant impact’ 
on groundwater.”   The commenter concludes that groundwater is a precious resource 
and can’t be compromised for existing residents.   

   
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, which discusses estimated water 

use that can be expected for each residence, the existing uses, alternative sources for 
water, and the effects of multiple dry years, and use of groundwater.  The commenter 
also is referred to preceding Responses 7-a through 7-b, which will provide additional 
information.   

 
 Regarding the proposed project being a precedent setting action, the commenter is 

referred to page 6-6 of Section 6.0, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, which analyzed and 
found that the proposed project does not provide any precedent setting actions that, 
if approved, would specifically allow or encourage other projects and resultant growth 
to occur.   

 
 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 73-c:   The commenter states that the proposed project is not in compliance with the 

General Plan, violates zoning requirements, and is inconsistent in discussion of rural 
and semi-rural environments.  The commenter further states that the existing zoning 
regulations are sustainable but the exception is not and would likely result in a 
precedent setting action and result in additional impacts. 
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 The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to support statements made. 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant 
in the absence of substantial evidence.  For additional clarification, however, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding conformance with the 
General Plan and Zoning Ordinance, and discussion of rural and semi-rural. In addition, 
the commenter is referred to Draft EIR page 6-6 in Section 6.0, GROWTH 
INDUCEMENT, which discusses the potential for the proposed project to result in a 
precedent setting action.  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 73-d:   The commenter states that the water use rates are based on faulty data and 

therefore, wastewater treatment impacts are not correct, must be rewritten and 
mitigated. 

 
 The commenter does not provide substantial evidence to support statements made. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines §15064 an effect shall not be considered significant 
in the absence of substantial evidence.  For additional clarification, however, the 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 and preceding Responses 7-c, 7-m, and 
7-n, which provide detail on the methodology used to determine the 55 gppd water 
use and explain why it is appropriate.  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 73-e:  The commenter states that Boyle Road is a thoroughfare connecting several schools 

and that the Draft EIR does not address speeds on these roads.  The commenter 
expresses concern for the safety of the students with the addition of project-
generated traffic. 

 
   The commenter is referred to preceding Response 13-e and 14-b related to traffic 

volumes and vehicle trips along Boyle Road, and 14-b regarding safety. Regarding 
traffic speed and roadway safety, Responses 17-o and 65-l provide further discussion 
related to speed of traffic.  Responses 43-b and 48-k, above, are specific to traffic 
impacts and school zones.  The commenter is referred to preceding Responses 5-f, 17-
p, and 57-i regarding fair share funding.  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 73-f:   The commenter states that the proposed project is a type of leapfrog development 

and is not sustainable.  The commenter then restates that the Draft EIR omitted 
important data without providing specific examples and the proposed project leaves 
existing land owners with unknown future costs.   

 
 The commenter is referred to page 6-5 in Section 6.0, GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, 

which discusses, “leap frog” development.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed 
project is consistent with surrounding land use patterns and fills in a gap between 
developed areas, which is the opposite of “leap frog” development.  In addition, the 
Draft EIR concludes the proposed project would result in a contiguous development 
pattern within the area, would be accessed by the existing transportation network, 
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and includes utility infrastructure to serve increased demand.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project is not considered a “leap frog” or “premature” type of development.  
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 74 – Andrew Creasey   
 
Response 74-a:   The commenter states that the proposed project would set a precedent for rezoning, 

resulting in urban sprawl and increasing water demand within the Bella Vista Water 
District (BVWD).  The commenter also states the proposed project does not meet the 
General Plan or Zoning Plan.   

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2.  In addition, the commenter is 

referred to Master Response-2 regarding urban sprawl and associated “leap frog” 
development.  The proposed project is an infill development and, although it would 
increase demand on water resources, it would not induce additional growth.  The 
commenter is referred to Master Response-3 regarding BVWD and water supply.  
Lastly, the commenter is referred to Master Repsonse-2 for a discussion of the 
proposed project and the General Plan and Zoning Plan.  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 74-b:   The commenter states BVWD has outstanding commitments to serve 707 other 

parcels and questions demand and water supply.  The commenter questions if 
additional restrictions to existing customers will be needed.  The commenter states 
that BVWD water supply assumptions must be re-examined and development of the 
site should not occur until such assumptions are re-evaluated.  

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 which discusses estimated water 
use and demand that is expected for each residence, the existing uses, existing water 
sources and supply as well alternative sources for water, and the effects of multiple 
dry years on water supply.  The commenter also is referred to preceding Responses 7-
a through 7-b, which will provide additional information.   

 
In reference to the 707 other parcels, the commenter is referred to page 5.17-34 or 
Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, which states, discusses water supply in 
terms of the cumulative setting, which includes the 54 square-mile service boundary 
of BVWD, generally extending from Churn Creek Road on the west, the community of 
Palo Cedro on the southeast, the community of Mountain Gate on the northwest, and 
Salt Creek at SR-299 on the northeast.  If the 707 units the commenter references are 
within the BVWD services area they would be accounted for in BVWD’s Urban Water 
Management Plan.  Page 5.17-35 of the Draft EIR notes that these impacts would be 
less than significant. 

 
In reference to water use restrictions, the Draft EIR addresses potential changes 
BVWD may implement to reduce water volumes it provides to its customers.  The 
commenter is referred to page 5.17-4, Table 5.17-2, in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND 
SERVICE SYSTEMS, which notes that BVWD’s contract with USBR provides up to 
24,578 acre-feet per year (AFY) of Central Valley Project (CVP) water. Actual supplies 
are subject to restrictions for environmental flows, drought and the CVP M&I 
Shortage Policy.  Draft EIR page 5.17-13 and page 5.17-26 discusses California Drought 
Regulations and Executive Orders that discuss restrictions and standards intended to 
reduce water use.   
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Please refer to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS, of the Draft EIR 
(specifically page 5.17-28). As noted, Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b requires the 
project applicant to identify and implement an agreement with BVWD to provide 
BVWD with dry-year water supplies prior to commencement of project construction.  
This measure ensures that actual physical development does not occur until such time 
as there is adequate water to serve it. The commenter is also referred to Master 
Response-3 and preceding Response 7-d for additional discussion. No change to the 
Draft EIR is required.  No change to the Draft EIR is required.  

 
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 74-c:   This comment is a copy of Comment 65-p. 
 

The commenter is referred to Response 65-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 and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 74-d: This comment is a direct copy of portions of Comment 65-p and 65-q.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-p and 65-q.  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 74-e:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-b.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-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 74-f:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-c.   
 
 Accordingly, the commenter is referred to Response 65-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 74-g:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-e.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-e.  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 74-h:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-f.   
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 The commenter is referred to Response 65-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 74-i:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-l. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-l.  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 74-j:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-j.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-j.  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 74-k:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-r.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-r.  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 74-l:   This comment is a copy of portions of Comment 65-s.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-s.  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 75 – Nancy Main  (December 29, 2017) 

 
 

75-a 
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75-d 
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Response to Letter 75 – Nancy Main   
 
Response 75-a:  The commenter states Figure 5.1-5 is misrepresentative, should include all home 

locations, fencing, building envelopes, and accessory units and questions the less than 
significant impact finding.  The commenter also notes a discrepancy in the lots on 
Figures 3-7 and Figure 3-6.  The commenter states the description of homes and views 
of the proposed homes at the intersection of Tierra Robles Boulevard with Boyle Road 
are misrepresented, and would not appear generally similar in massing and scale 
because the proposed project is more dense than existing adjacent developments, 
adjacent development has a different look and feel, and the topography is flat. 

 
Regarding Figure 5.1-5, the commenter is referred to page 5.1-15 in Section 5.1, 
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES.  The commenter disagrees with the findings of 
the Draft EIR which relates that due to the limited grading, preservation of most 
surrounding vegetation, the views north would maintain a similar visual character.  In 
addition, the Draft EIR states that the homes would be comprised of earth tones, 
would be similar in terms of mass and scale to surrounding residences.  Because of 
these factors, impacts were found to be less than significant.   

 
Regarding the discrepancy between figures, page 3-13 and 3-17 show Figures 3-6 and 
3-7, respectively.  Figure 3-6 provides a representation of the proposed tentative map, 
while Figure 3-7 represents the proposed phases of the project.  All residential lots are 
numbered in Figure 3-7, and show a proposed 166 residential areas, just as Figure 3-6 
depicts.  Figure 3-7 also includes lines representing drainages within the project site.  
This could result in areas that may appear to be residential; however, these areas 
depicted as drainages are not numbered because they are not proposed for 
residential units.   In reviewing the figures, the Lead Agency determined that there is 
an extra line on Figure 3-7 that appears to depict a residential lot adjacent to the 
northwest corner of the project area and intersection with Northgate Boulevard; 
however, this is not a residential lot and does not contain a number assigned to it as 
the other residential lots do on Figure 3-7.  There is no proposed residence at this 
location.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  

 
Regarding the analysis in the Draft EIR of views from Key View 2 (Figure 5.1-6) and 
views from motorists on Boyle Road and from adjoining residential uses, page 5.1-15 
of Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, of the Draft EIR discloses that 
project implementation would change the character of the area as a result of the 
addition of hardscape and massing from the new residential structures.  The Draft EIR 
concludes, however, that through similar massing and scale and the use of earth tone 
exteriors to reduce contrast with the natural landscape, impacts to the character and 
quality of the proposed project site and its surroundings, as seen from Key View 2, 
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 75-b:  The commenter states that changing the zoning would alter the feel of the rural 
community, no changes should be made, and it would create an opportunity for other 
developers to do the same and degrade other areas. 

 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 regarding the zone change and 

setting a precedent for other development.   
 
 The commenter is referred to page 6-5 in Section 6.0, GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS, 

which discusses, “leap frog” development.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed 
project is consistent with surrounding land use patterns and fills in a gap between 
developed areas, which is the opposite of “leap frog” development.  In addition, the 
Draft EIR concludes the proposed project would result in a contiguous development 
pattern within the area, would be accessed by the existing transportation network, 
and includes utility infrastructure to serve increased demand.  For these reasons, the 
proposed project is not considered a “leap frog” or “premature” type of development.  
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 75-c:   The commenter comments on Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) ability to provide 

enough water questioning that if under drought and water restrictions could pools be 
allowed.   

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

through 7-p, regarding water supply and availability.  The commenter is referred to 
Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, which discusses the potential for future 
residences to have a pool.  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 75-d:   The commenter notes that Northgate Drive is shown as a proposed emergency access.  

The commenter states that no notice to owners was given, and asks how this can 
happen without property owner’s approval. 

 
 It should be noted that since preparation and circulation of the Draft EIR, it has been 

determined that the proposed emergency access at Northgate Drive is not required 
and has therefore been omitted from the proposed project. No further response is 
necessary. 
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Letter 76 – Terri Thompson  (December 29, 2017) 

 

76-a 

76-b 

76-c 

76-d 

76-e 
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Response to Letter 76 – Terri Thompson   
 
Response 76-a:   The commenter makes statements about being opposed 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 76-b:  The commenter states there is not enough water and the proposed project would be 

taking water from existing residents.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 which provides additional detail 

about Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) and water supply.  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 76-c:  The commenter states that the natural beauty of the area would be destroyed and 

wildlife would be forced from the area.   
 
 The commenter is referred to Section 5.1, AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES, for a 

discussion of visual impacts of the proposed project, and is referred to Section 5.4, 
BIOLOIGICAL RESOURCES, and preceding Responses 3-a through 3-v for additional 
discussion of impacts to wildlife. 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 76-d:   The commenter provides a statement suggesting that both the Department of Fish 

and Wildlife (CDFW) and BVWD review the project.   
 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Responses 2-a through 2-g for comments 

from the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB), preceding 
Responses 3-a through 3-v for comments from CDFW, and preceding Responses 7-a 
through 7-p for comments from BVWD.  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 76-e:   The commenter states opposition to the project and does not want the serenity, 

beauty of the area destroyed.    
 

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 77 – Gary and Angela French  (December 29, 2017) 

 
 

77-a 
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Response to Letter 77 – Gary and Angela French   
 
Response 77-a: The commenter states opposition to the proposed project stating they are new 

homeowners to the area and believe the proposed project conflicts with surrounding 
rural uses and the country atmosphere.   

 
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 77-b: The commenter states that mitigation for traffic impacts is not sufficient and the more 

current data from California Highway Patrol’s SWITRS system should be used.  The 
commenter states that the risk of fatalities and collisions will increase on Boyle Road.  
The commenter also states that additional mitigation should include widening roads, 
additions of bike lanes, and turn lanes to reduce risks.  The commenter suggests the 
project be put on hold until the traffic study is redone and accounts for vehicle speed. 

 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Response 57-i regarding the request to 

require applicant to the widen roadways and how it would conflict with the 
requirement of mitigation to be roughly proportionate as prescribed by State CEQA 
Guidelines §15041(a). 

 
 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, 57-I, 65-l, 65-n, and 65-o.  These responses to comments 
provide discussion regarding traffic impacts, safety, and mitigation. The commenter is 
referred to Responses 5-f, 17-p, and 57-i regarding fair share funding.  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 77-c:   The commenter states that the water use rates in the Draft EIR are inadequate and a 

significant underestimate and the numbers should be closer to 156 acre-feet.  The 
commenter states the developer should provide water augmentation to BVWD and 
the developer should drill a new well in the south county water basin to tie into BVWD 
so existing customers will not be impacted. 

 
 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 and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.   
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Response 77-d:  The commenter states the proposed project sets a precedent to rezone other rural and 
semi-rural areas of Shasta County.  The commenter states the proposed project should 
be required to include lots that mimic the surrounding parcels to maintain the existing 
atmosphere.   

  
 Regarding a precedent setting rezone, the commenter is referred to Section 6.0, 

GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS.  Regarding varying use of lots, the commenter is referred 
to Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT, which discusses a 
reasonable range of different project configurations and Master Response-2 which also 
discusses alternatives, as well as the Zoning Plan and General Plan.  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 78 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie  (December 29, 2017) 
 

 

78-a 
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Response to Letter 78 – Glenn and Sara Hoxie   
 
Response 78-a: These comments are duplicate copies from Comment Letter 73.   
 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Responses 73-a through 73-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. 

 


