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Response to Letter 85 – Eleanor Townsend 

 
Response 85-a: This comment is a direct copy, or copy of portions, of Comment 65-a. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-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 85-b: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-c: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-c. 
 
 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 85-d: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-d. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-d.  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 85-e: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-f: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-f.  
 
 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 85-g: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-g. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-g.  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 85-h: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-h. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-h.  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 85-i: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-i. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-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 85-j: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-k: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-k. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-k.  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 85-l: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-m:  This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-m.  
 
  The commenter is referred to Response 65-m.  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 85-n: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-n.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-n.  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 85-o:  This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-o.  
 
  The commenter is referred to Response 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. 

 
Response 85-p: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-q: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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 85-r: This comment is a direct copy of, or 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. 

 
Response 85-s: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-t.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-t.  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 85-t: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-u.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-u.  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 85-u: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-v.  
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-v.  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 85-v: This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-w. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-w.  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 85-w:  This comment is a direct copy of, or copy of portions of Comment 65-x. 
 
 The commenter is referred to Response 65-x.  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 86 – Gina Knowles 
 
Response 86-a:  The commenter makes an introductory statement related to comments occurring 

further below in the e-mail of an attachment.  The commenter then states the letter is 
written in opposition to the proposed project and objects.  The commenter states the 
requested zone change is unreasonable and out of character for the area, and the 
zoning laws, rural lifestyle, and residents of Shasta County should be protected. 

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

and existing rural community. 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 86-b:   Without making any specific comment of any of the issues or questioning the 

adequacy of the Draft EIR, the commenter lists a series of environmental issues 
analyzed in the Draft EIR that they state could be impacted and diminish property 
values and quality of life.  

 
 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 86-c:   The commenter states they chose the area because it is quiet, is less populated and 

has large lots.  The commenter also is concerned about light and glare. The 
commenter states they didn’t choose to live in an urban area with a foul-smelling 
sewage plant.   

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

how the project will affect the rural area.  The commenter also alludes to the fact that 
the sewage plant will cause bad odors.  The commenter is referred to page 5.3-20 and 
5.3-21 in Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, and preceding Response 13-d regarding odors 
from the wastewater treatment plan.  The commenter is referred to Response 3-r 
which discusses potential issues associated with light and glare. 

 
Response 86-d:  The commenter asks a series of questions regarding impacts to resources that were 

discussed in the Draft EIR but does not question the analysis of the impacts.  Among 
the questions, the commenter asks if there will be adequate water will be available for 
agriculture; if law enforcement resources will be reduced and jeopardize safety; will 
deer and wildlife be as plentiful; if soils will be depleted and ground impacted; will 
oaks be cut down and replaced by power poles; if air pollution will be increased; if 
taxes will be increased for road improvements; and the commenter questions safety 
on Boyle Road.   

 
 None of the questions the commenter asks questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter is referred to the appropriate sections of the Draft EIR for a discussion 
of the impacts questioned.  The commenter is referred to Master Response-3 
regarding water and groundwater; to Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL 
IMPACTS, and preceding Response 51-b for impacts to law enforcement; to Section 
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5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and Responses 3-a through 3-v for impacts to wildlife 
and oak trees, Section 5.6, GEOLOGY AND SOILS, for impacts to geology and soils; and 
Section 5.3, AIR QUALITY, for impacts related to air pollution. 

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

following responses: 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 address project-related traffic impacts, safety, and mitigation.  
Regarding taxes, the commenter is referred to preceding Response 47-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 86-e: The commenter makes a statement that the previous house on their property was 

destroyed due to fire because a lack of resources, accessibility, and water availability.  
The commenter then asks what will happen to their existing coverage. 

 
No issue or adequacy of the Draft EIR was raised by the commenter. The question of 
an offsite residence obtaining fire insurance is outside the scope of the CEQA analysis 
of this 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 86-f: The commenter questions the applicant and why they are using this site.  The 

commenter then makes statements that do not question the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR or make comments on its validity.  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 86-g: The commenter makes statements that do not question the adequacy of the Draft EIR 

or make comments on its validity.  The commenter states no opposition to continuous 
and sound growth and makes a non-specific statement about new development not 
harming the environment or negatively impacting the way of life for existing residents 
or burden Shasta County tax payers with costs of enhanced infrastructure, roads, fire, 
school, and public safety.  

 
 As discussed, the commenter makes non-specific statements about the Draft EIR and 

does not question the adequacy.  The commenter is referred to Responses 86-a 
through 86-f, immediately above, for a discussion of impacts to specific issue areas 
mentioned in the last sentence of the comment.  The comment is noted for the record 
and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 
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Response to Letter 87 – Michael R. Shapiro 

 
Response 87-a:  The commenter makes and introductory statement in opposition to 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 87-b:   The commenter states he has observed speeding, accidents, and congestion in areas 

servicing schools.  The commenter notes the Draft EIR does include some incidents 
but not those unreported.  The commenter asks what threshold the Draft EIR uses to 
determine significance.  The commenter states that the 27% accident rate increase 
should be considered significant.   

 
 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 and require that the standards be evaluated based on a project’s 
potential physical impact on the environment.  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:  

 

 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).  

 

 Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service 
standard established by the County congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highway.  

 

 Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses 
(e.g., farm equipment).  
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 Result in inadequate emergency access.  
 

 Result in inadequate parking capacity. 
 
 Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting 

alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks).  
 
 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.  

 
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.” 
 

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.17  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. 

                                                           
17 https://tims.berkeley.edu/ 

https://tims.berkeley.edu/
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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. Therefore potential impacts within roadway segments 
that consider schools were less than significant. 
 
Relative to an increase in accident rates, the traffic study utilized the following 
threshold as required by CEQA: “Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature 
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment).”   
 
With regards to safety concerns along Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road, the 
commenter is referred to page 5.16-27 and page 5.16-28 of the Draft EIR (Section 
5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION). The following reflects a summary of the offsite 
pedestrian, bicycle, and motorized vehicle safety review completed on Old Alturas 
Road, Boyle Road, and Deschutes Road in the immediate project vicinity. The safety 
performance analysis was based on historical collision data and a field review. 

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

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

 
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 87-c:   The commenter estimates the current school population of Foothill High School is 
1,452 students and estimates that 25% of those students drive to school and states 
such drivers have higher rate of accidents and offenses.  The commenter states that 
he believes that increased population and resultant traffic will have a negative impact 
on the community.   

 
 With regards to new and inexperienced drivers associated with Foothill High School it 

is important to note that CEQA requires a project to be evaluated based on its 
potential to result in a physical impact on the environment. Driving skills of the public 
are therefore not reviewed under CEQA. It is important to note that all drivers in 
California, regardless of age, must pass the California driving test and must obey all 
speed limits, stop signs, signals, and rules deemed necessary for any given area. 

   
Concerns regarding traffic impacts to the community 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 address 
project-related traffic impacts, safety, and mitigation.  Response 65-l provides a 
discussion related to speed of traffic.  Responses 43-b and 48-k are specific to traffic 
impacts and school zones.  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 87-d: The commenter states that he believed the traffic study does not address any traffic 

counts for Sweede Creek Road which is used to access North Cow Creek Elementary 
School and impacts were unaccounted for.  The commenter states that traffic volumes 
on this road were not taken that it should have been included in the study.   

 
Figure 5 in Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY, of the Draft EIR estimates 3 
percent of the project traffic using Swede Creek Road, east of Deschutes Road, or 4 
new trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 5 new trips in the weekday PM peak 
hour.  Swede Creek Road was not analyzed due to this small increase in project traffic. 

 
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 87-e:   The commenter states he does not see mention of pedestrian and equestrian in the 
subject area, specifically Deschutes Road and Swede Creek Road.  The commenter 
states that these facilities would be installed as part of the project but states Swede 
Creek Road is not addressed in the Draft EIR and it should be. 

 
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.18  Within the five-year period, the reported crashes on Swede Creek 
Road, between Deschutes Road and French Creek Road, are as follows: 
 

 1 reported broadside crash on a Monday at 1:17 PM at the intersection of 
Swede Creek Road and Old Deschutes Road.  

 
As previously described above under Response 87-d, the Draft EIR estimates 3 percent 
of the project traffic would utilize Swede Creek Road, east of Deschutes Road, or 4 
new trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 5 new trips in the weekday PM peak 
hour.  Swede Creek Road was not analyzed due to this small increase in project traffic. 
The impact on safety on Swede Creek Road is 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 87-f:   The commenter agrees with, and supports, the letter written by James Griffith.    
 
 The commenter is referred to preceding Responses 48-a through 48-cc and Responses 

69-a through 69-d.  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 87-g:   The commenter notes that there is a lack of patrol or proactive enforcement of traffic 
laws within the area of Swede Creek Road that access North Cow Creek Elementary.   

 
The commenter raises no issue of 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. 

 
Response 87-h:   The commenter notes that there is a lack of patrol and proactive enforcement in the 

Deschutes area, especially near Foothill High School.  The commenter states that 
additional enrollment will increase traffic and affect safety.  The commenter states 
that the numbers presented in the Draft EIR and supplemental reports do not give the 
reader a clear view of traffic impacts.   

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

Response 87-b, immediately above. 

                                                           
18 https://tims.berkeley.edu/ 

https://tims.berkeley.edu/
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Response 87-i:   The commenter states that better mitigation would be to install a traffic circle at 
Deschutes Road and Boyle Road instead of a four way stop and northbound Deschutes 
is poorly suited for a stop sign.  The commenter notes that he is aware of one accident 
death at the of Deschutes Road and Old Deschutes Road and further notes additional 
observation about heavy traffic including truck traffic, visual hazards, and improper 
safety fencing, but it is unclear if this is in reference to Deschutes Road and Boyle 
Road or Deschutes Road and Old Deschutes Road. 

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

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

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

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

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

 
Response 87-j:   The commenter states that the safety and traffic issues would be further mitigated by 

improvement, extension, and installation of pedestrian sidewalks, at least from North 
Cow Creek School west to the underground pedestrian walkway at Deschutes Road.  
In addition, the commenter states a lighted and delineated crosswalk should be 
installed at Old Deschutes Road in two locations.  The commenter also notes how 
students attending Foothill High School are walking in and on the shoulders of the 
roadway. 
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Issues raised by the commenter have been previously discussed and addressed in the 
following responses that precede this comment letter:  Responses 43-b and 48-k are 
specific to traffic impacts and school zones.   
 
As previously described above under Response 87-e, above, the Draft EIR estimates 3 
percent of the project traffic would utilize Swede Creek Road, east of Deschutes Road, 
or 4 new trips in the weekday AM peak hour and 5 new trips in the weekday PM peak 
hour.  Swede Creek Road was not analyzed due to this small increase in project traffic. 
The impact on safety on Swede Creek Road is 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 87-k:   The commenter recommends that mitigation include installation of a lighted modern 

design radar based speed warning sign in approach to the north Cow Creek 
Elementary School Zone and the crosswalk should be updated with lighted crosswalk 
and signs. 

 
The commenter is requested to refer to Response 87-j, 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 87-l:   The commenter questions why other schools are mentioned in the EIR when the Draft 
EIR defines Foothill High School and North Cow Creek Elementary School as the 
schools that would service the proposed project.  The commenter requests that the 
Draft EIR define the purpose of the school information provided.   

 
 Page 5.13-4 of the Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, of the Draft 

EIR explains that the proposed project is within both the Columbia Elementary School 
District and North Cow Creek School District.  In addition, to provide a complete view 
of the existing school conditions in these two districts, additional schools were 
discussed.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary.  

 
Response 87-m:   The commenter states that there appears to be no reference for the declining school 

enrollment and states they are not pertinent in reference to traffic.   The commenter 
makes additional statements about the Draft EIR appearing incomplete and confuses 
school enrollment and traffic impacts.  The commenter asks for a more clear and 
concise accounting of maximum enrollment and ability to handle increases. 

 
 Regarding the references to declining school enrollment, the commenter is referred to 

page 5.13-4 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which has a total 
of six footnotes and associated numbered references in the text of the corresponding 
page of the Draft EIR.  The references all refer to current enrollment or expansion 
plans and are noted as from the Education Data Partnership or as letters received 
from the school districts.    
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 It is unclear what the commenter is referencing regarding school enrolment and traffic 
impacts.  Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION, does not mention school 
enrollment but does highlight the school hours, notes that school were in session for 
traffic counts on pages 5.16-7 and 5.16-8, notes schools were accounted for in traffic 
signal warrants, and notes the distance to schools is approximately two miles in 
proximity to the proposed project.   

 
 Regarding the request for a more clear and concise accounting of ability to handle 

increases, the commenter is again referred to page 5.13-3 and 5.13-4 in Section 5.13, 
PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which list school enrollments and page 5.13-
13 and 5.13-14 of the same section that discuss impacts to schools including use of 
the enrollment figures.  The Draft EIR concludes that the proposed project would not 
result in the need to alter or construct new facilities for school, thus impacts are less 
than significant.  No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is 
necessary. 

 
Response 87-n:  The commenter states the most recent Census shows an average 2.9 persons per 

household and questions the Draft EIR’s use of 2.5 persons per household, and says 
the percentage of school age children appears low.  The commenter asks what the 
basis is for estimating the number of potential students, and he states that he does 
not see any citable data.  The commenter then asks if there is in fact data referenced 
in the Draft EIR to factor appropriate estimates as it relates to school enrollment. 

 
 The commenter is referred to page 5.13-11 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND 

FISCAL IMPACTS, which states the 2.5 persons per household is based on the 
California Department of Finance (DOF) estimates.  The commenter is also referred to 
page 5.12-1 in Section 5.12, POPULATION AND HOUSING, which states in part, the 
population and housing information is derived from sources including the California 
DOF, 2016 and U.S. Census Bureau, 2000, 2010, 2015, and 2016.  The commenter is 
referred to page 5.12-2 under the heading “Regional and Local Housing Trends” which 
shows that the number of persons per household in Shasta County in 2010 was 2.48 
and in 2016 was 2.5.  These are sourced as Census, 2010, and DOF, 2016, respectively, 
immediately following their use in the Draft EIR on the listed page.   

 
 The Draft EIR used the data available for Shasta County as opposed to the State as a 

whole to provide a more accurate representation of likely population generation as a 
result of the proposed project. 

 
 Regarding the percentage of school age children being low, the commenter is again 

referred to page 5.13-4 of Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which 
states, “According to the CESD, the current student generation rates per dwelling unit 
is 0.5.”  This source should be cited as Columbia Elementary School, March 2016.19 

 
 Based on the comments, no further response is necessary and no change to the Draft 

EIR is required. 
 

                                                           
19 Refer to attachment to Comment Letter 5. 
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Response 87-o:   The commenter states that the Draft EIR stays silent on the enrollment for North Cow 
Creek Elementary. The commenter continues stating that other schools are 
mentioned, and alludes to the thought this is to support reports of declining 
enrollment. 

 
Regarding the enrollment of North Cow Creek Elementary, the commenter is referred 
to page 5.13-4 and 5.13-5 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, 
North Cow Creek Elementary is within the North Cow Creek Elementary School District 
and is a one school district.  North Cow Creek works in partnership with Shasta County 
YMCA and had a 2014-2015 enrollment of 255 students.   

 
 The commenter also states that the number of inter-district transfers and priorities of 

transferees and the resulting potential impacts on families with existing students 
should be addressed to evaluate level of service, impacts on families, and traffic 
concerns.  The commenter further asks why these things are not considered in 
determining if the schools can handle the additional capacity. 

 
 The commenter is correct that the Draft EIR does not analyze the number of potential 

inter-district transfers.   Calculating inter district transfers is unnecessary to evaluate 
the impacts to the school.  The commenter is again referred to pages 5.13-13 and 
5.13-14 in Section 5.13, PUBLIC SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS, which, based on 
information obtained from the pertinent school districts, determine that impacts to 
school from the projected generated 83 students, would be less than significant.   

 
State CEQA Guidelines §15204 pertaining to the ‘Focus of Review.’  In part this 
guideline states, “At the same time, reviewers should be aware that the adequacy of 
an EIR is determined in terms of what is reasonably feasible, in light of factors such as 
the magnitude of the project at issue, the severity of its likely environmental impacts, 
and the geographic scope of the project. CEQA does not require a lead agency to 
conduct every test or perform all research, study, and experimentation recommended 
or demanded by a commenter.  When responding to comments, lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues and do not need to provide all 
information requested by reviewers, as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is 
made in the EIR.” 

 
In addition, CEQA does not call for speculation.  State CEQA Guidelines §15187(d) 
states, “d) The environmental analysis shall take into account a reasonable range of 
environmental, economic, and technical factors, population and geographic areas, and 
specific sites. The agency may utilize numerical ranges and averages where specific 
data is not available, but is not required to, nor should it, engage in speculation or 
conjecture.”  Accordingly, the Draft EIR did take into account technical factors, the 
existing as well as project populations, as well as geographic factors including that of 
the proposed project and surrounding areas, and school used generation rates to 
determine the demand from future residents of the proposed project.   However, to 
attempt to guess the number of inter-district transfers, as the commenter suggests, 
would be based on speculation and conjecture over the years of project buildout and, 
according to State CEQA Guidelines, such speculation is not appropriate. 
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Response 87-p:   The commenter reiterates that the project number of resident of the proposed 
project is underestimated.  The commenter cites the same census data (2.9 persons 
per household) twice.  The commenter also states that the number of accessory 
dwelling units is underestimated and the overall population generated by the 
proposed project is underestimated because of Government Code §65852.2 that 
would allow “granny flats.”  The commenter then questions why a “worst case 
scenario,” such as 25% was not used for the analysis.   

  
 The commenter is referred to Response 87-n, above, which explains the use of 2.5 

persons per household based.  The 2.5 persons per household is based on California 
Department of Finance data for Shasta County alone, while the 2.9 persons is based 
on US Census data for the State of California as a whole. 

 
 The commenter is referred to page 3-16 in Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, which 

cites Government Code §65852.2 in text and discusses how it entitles approved lots to 
an accessory dwelling unit.  On the same page the Draft EIR states that it is assumed 
approximately 9% or 15 lots would have secondary units based on historical County 
Trends.  The Draft EIR states that data obtained from the Shasta County 2009-2014 
Housing Element (appendix B-Residential Land Inventory) and the County’s Draft 
Housing Element (Appendix B-Residential Land Inventory) was used to estimate 
accessory dwelling units.  Accordingly, as states in the citation, from 2007-2009 79 
accessory dwelling were constructed out of 664 total units, and from 2014-2016 (the 
most current data available at the time of the Draft EIR) 11 accessory dwellings were 
constructed out of 356 units constructed countywide.  As a result, the 8.8% accessory 
dwelling unit assumption was reasonably made based on the available historical data. 

 
 Regarding the commenter’s suggestion to use 25% or a worst-case scenario, State 

CEQA Guidelines §15144 requires some degree of forecasting to which an agency must 
use its best efforts to find out and disclose what it reasonably can.  In the case of the 
proposed project, the Draft EIR used the best information available to forecast a 
reasonable estimate of accessory dwelling units but CEQA does not require a worst-
case analysis.   

 
Response 87-q:  The commenter states that he is concerned about water usage and the impact on the 

Bella Vista Water District (BVWD).  The commenter states that he concurs with the 
comments from James Griffith and others in the comments about water shortfalls, 
past drought and potential future drought, water rationing, and higher bills.  The 
commenter states that he owns several acres and uses 591 gallons a month and does 
not think the water use estimates for the proposed project are accurate.  The 
commenter also asks about potential cost increases to water customers and questions 
if the Draft EIR presents a clear picture of water issues. 

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

discussion of impacts to water use, Master Response-3 and 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 87-r:   The commenter states that they moved to Palo Cedro was for the rural nature of the 
area and states that the proposed project does not fit with the surrounding residential 
area.   

   
 The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which discusses the proposed 

project zoning and 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 87-s:   The commenter suggests mitigation to include a reduced size and numbers of homes, 

greater minimum lot sizes, less parcels, and greater open space that is consistent with 
the community.  The commenter concludes that he is opposed to the project as 
proposed in part because of the listed concerns.   

 
The commenter is referred to Master Response-2 which discusses the proposed lot 
sizes and also provides some discussion of Alternatives.  Regarding the commenter’s 
suggested mitigation, these are all elements of the different project alternatives 
discussed in Section 7.0, ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED PROJECT.   The commenter 
also is referred to preceding Response 44-a which further discusses alternatives and 
CEQA requirements for a discussion of a reasonable range of alternatives, which is 
again discussed in Section 7.0.  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 88 – Brad Seiser (December 29, 2017) 
 

88-a 

88-b 

88-c 
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Response to Letter 88 – Brad Seiser 

 
Response 88-a: The commenter states that the proposed project is out of place for the rural 

community and constitutes urban sprawl.  The commenter notes that the use of the 
street name, “Tierra Robles Parkway” demonstrates this.   

 
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 88-b: The commenter states that changing the “parkway” name will not change the 
irresponsible precedent setting development.  The commenter states that the 
proposed project will kill thousands of trees, displace wildlife, and add to 
unsustainable water demand, add to traffic, and create a new over-tasked and 
underfunded community services district that will ultimate require a bailout by the 
county. 

 
 The commenter states previously noted disclosures 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. Although no further response is necessary and no 
change to the Draft EIR is necessary, the commenter is referred to the following 
sections for further explanation regarding the statements. 

 
 Regarding the statement about precedent setting development, the commenter is 

referred to preceding Master Response-2, which explains the discussion in Section 
6.0, GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS, and why the proposed project is not precedent 
setting.  Regarding impacts to trees and wildlife, the commenter is referred to Section 
5.4, BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, and preceding Responses 3-a through 3-v for a 
discussion and explanation of and the Draft EIR’s disclosure of impacts to oaks and 
wildlife.   

 
 Regarding impacts regarding water, the commenter is referred Master Respone-3.  

Regarding the comment that the community service district is underfunded and will 
require a bailout, the commenter does not provide any facts or evidence to support 
the contention that this will occur.  In addition, it is speculative to state that 
community services district would be underfunded and require a bailout.  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 changes to the 
Draft EIR are required.  

 
Response 88-c:   The commenter states an opinion about responsible rural development and mentions 

urban sprawl.  The commenter requests the project be stopped so a responsible rural 
development can be designed and implemented.   

 
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. 


