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Response to Letter 5 - Clay Ross, Superintendent — Columbia Elementary School District

Response 5-a:

Response 5-b:

Response 5-c:

Response 5-d:

Response 5-e:

Response 5-f:

The commenter provides introductory remarks to the comment letter and references
a prior letter submitted on the project in March 2016.

Information provided in the referenced March 2016 letter was in response to the
public services information request submitted to the Columbia Elementary School
District (District) in an effort to gain insight on existing facilities and operational
characteristics of District, as well as an understanding of concerns that this proposed
project would have on the District’s ability to serve the community. As acknowledged
by the commenter, applicable information provided in the District’s March 2016 letter
was utilized during preparation of the Draft EIR (refer to Draft EIR Section 5.13, PUBLIC
SERVICES AND FISCAL IMPACTS), was incorporated as part of the administrative
record, and is attached for reference at the conclusion of this response. No change to
the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter offers background and operational context for the school district’s
four schools.

The comment is appreciated and noted for the record. No further response or change
to the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter restates Impact 5.16-5 and correctly cites the Draft EIR’s Executive
Summary on page 2-12 relative to intersection operations under the No Project
condition for the intersection of Old Alturas Road and Old Oregon Trail. The
commenter further provides a verbatim summary of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3.

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue. The commenter is
referred to Response 5-f, below. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is
necessary.

The commenter expresses an opinion of an agency of which there is no affiliation.

It should be noted that North Cow Creek School District received a copy of the Draft
EIR and no comment was received during the 45-day public review period. No further
response or change to the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter further provides a verbatim summary of the significance
determination provided on page 5.16-38 of the Draft EIR.

This comment does not raise a significant environmental issue. The commenter is
referred to Response 5-f, below. No further response or change to the Draft EIR is
necessary.

The commenter expresses concern that the intersection mitigation measures are
based on if the County updates the fee program. The commenter also assumes that
the fees will be tied to building permits so that the fees will not be paid in full until the
166™ building permit is received.
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Response 5-g:

Relative the commenter’s suggestion on the timing and ultimate funding of
improvements identified for the intersections of Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail
(Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13), the proposed
project is not responsible for assuring that the fair share contribution mitigation
projects will be constructed prior to occupancy or full buildout of the proposed
project. Both the project Traffic Impact Study (May 2015) and Supplemental Traffic
Impact Analysis (August 2017) (refer to Appendix 15.9, TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY)
conclude that the improvements will be necessary under Year 2035 traffic conditions
and not due to initial project development. The project Traffic Impact Analysis
concludes that the proposed project represents 13% and 11%, respectively, of Year
2035 traffic triggering the need for improvements at these intersections; increases in
overall County traffic account for the remaining 87% and 89% share of the
improvement costs, respectively. The fair share cost or payment can be based upon
the percentage of project traffic at the particular intersection and/or road system.
Prior to each individual residential occupancy, the project applicant will be required to
pay the county-wide traffic impact fee.

The Draft EIR appropriately identifies improvements for the intersections of Old
Alturas Road & OIld Oregon Trail (Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road
(Intersection #13). Prior to recordation of a final map or issuance of a building permit
(whichever occurs first) the project applicant will be required to pay their pro-rated
cost share for mitigating significant impacts at Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail
(Intersection #8) and Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13), as described in
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4. However, as
stated on Draft EIR page 5.16-38, neither intersection is currently part of the County’s
existing road impact fee program. As a result, full implementation as described in
Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-3 and Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.16-4 cannot be
assured by the project applicant. The Draft EIR further states that proposed project
may contribute to this program, 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. Shasta County programs the use of these funds
for traffic improvements on a priority basis through a budgetary process as the
improvements become necessary.

Per State CEQA Guidelines §15130(a)(3), payment of fees is an equitable and typical
method for collecting the necessary funds to implement transportation
improvements. The concerns raised in this comment are noted for the record will be
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration
during the decision-making process for the proposed project. No change to the Draft
EIR is required.

The commenter re-asserts suggestions related to traffic impact fee structure and
timing suggests they be completed prior to 50% of the project is built. The
commenter is referred to page 5.16-20 of Section 5.16, TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION,
which discusses timing and funding for mitigation measures where it states, “the
extent to which offsite roadway improvements or transportation programs are
needed to mitigate the impacts of the proposed project is described below (on
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subsequent portions of the section). In some cases, the project applicant is expected
to provide the full improvements needed. In other cases, where the contribution of
project-generated traffic is minimal, it more appropriate for the project applicant to
contribute a “fair-share” payment for the cost of the improvements.” The
improvements proposed as mitigation measures would be timed in accordance with
projected need based on the ultimate timing of project implementation. While the
commenter’s suggestion of implementation prior to 50% buildout is noted,
implementation of roadway improvement under the existing mitigation would reduce
impacts to less than significant levels. 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.
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Response 5-a Attachment to Letter 5 - March 2016 Letter from Columbia School District
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Response to Letter 6 — Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission

Response 6-a:

Response 6-b:

Response 6-c:

Response 6-d:

The commenter’s opening paragraph provides background information and Shasta
Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) understanding of the proposed project
and restates facts presented in the Draft EIR. The comment also provides a list of
some of the documentation presented in support of the proposed project. Shasta
LAFCO notes that they are a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) and outlines the Community Service District (CSD) formation and
operation process. The commenter appreciates the opportunity to comment and
indicates additional comments regarding clarifying how a CSD would manage services
in an application filed with LAFCO.

The Lead Agency has prepared Responses 6-b through 6-j, below, to specifically
address the commenter’s concerns. The comment is appreciated and noted for the
record. The additional comments indicated above are addressed individually below.

The commenter states the LAFCO must review CSD formation proposals and that a
Plan for Services must be submitted along with the CSD formation application. The
commenter states that many of the remaining comments within the letter address
Plan for Services content and supporting funding that the CSD, if formed, understands
the revenues needed to offset management, operations, and administrative expenses.

The comment is appreciated and noted for the record. Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, provides documentation of the plans and design
guidelines for the project. This includes the Tierra Robles Community Services District
(TRCSD) formation. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the ultimate approval of the
TRCSD would be subject to separate application and approval from the LAFCO; refer
to Draft EIR page 1-3. The additional comments indicated above are addressed
individually below.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services on how the Tierra
Robles Architectural Review Committee (TRARC) will be appointed as the Tierra Robles
Design Guidelines provides conflicting information. In addition, the commenter
requests that TRARC costs be provided in a fee schedule.

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details within the Tierra Robles Design
Guidelines and specific to questions regarding language and cost within the plans and
guidelines associated with the TRCSD, rather than specific to the Draft EIR analysis of
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance
associated with the proposed project. The project applicant and the County will work
with LAFCO to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and
documentation required to form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services regarding applicable
fee amounts, how the fees are assessed and all TRCSD responsibilities for interacting
with the proposed conservation-oriented third-party. In addition, the commenter
requests clarification on what expertise the TRCSD would need to implement the
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Response 6-e:

Response 6-f:

services in the Plan for Services and include mitigation measure oversight amounts in
the Fee Schedule. The commenter also asks that all OWMP expenses that the TRCSD
may incur be incorporated into the Fee Schedule/TRCSD Budget so there are adequate
revenues for the services.

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details within the Tierra Robles Oak
Woodland Management Plan, which will be implemented by the TRCSD. The
comment is also specific to questions regarding language and cost within the Tierra
Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan associated with the TRCSD expertise and
budget, rather than specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental
impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed
project. The project applicant and the County will work with LAFCO to provide the
details needed for the TRCSD within all application and documentation required to
form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services on what specific
reporting methods for the fire fuel monitoring should be used in the Plan for Services
and requests including RMA fire prescription monitoring costs in the Fee
Schedule/CSD Budget.

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details within the Tierra Robles
Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, which will be implemented by the
TRCSD. The fuel management prescriptions present in the Tierra Robles Wildland
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan were developed using the California Public
Resources Code, Section 4291-4299 guidelines as well as the US Department of
Agriculture (USDA) fire models for different vegetation communities and input from
Shasta County Fire Department.

The comment is also specific to questions regarding language and cost within the
Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan associated with the
reporting methods for fire fuel monitoring and the TRCSD budget, rather than specific
to the EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level
of significance associated with the proposed project. The project applicant and the
County will work with LAFCO to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all
application and documentation required to form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services on who holds the
mitigation credits and TRCSD responsibilities for mitigation measure monitoring and
reporting.

With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master
Response-4 and preceding Responses 3-b and 3-c, above. With respect to the project
impacts and mitigation measures, please refer to Response 3-b, above. In addition,
please refer to the revised Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.4-1a as provided in ES2,
ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR TEXT, and in Response 3-s.
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Response 6-g:

Response 6-h:

Response 6-i:

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details within the Tierra Robles Oak
Woodland Management Plan, which will be implemented by the TRCSD. The
comment is also specific to questions regarding mitigation credits and TRCSD
responsibilities for mitigation measure monitoring and reporting within the Tierra
Robles Oak Woodland Management Plan, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of
physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance
associated with the proposed project. The project applicant and the County will work
with LAFCO to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and
documentation required to form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter states that the TRCSD will be the enforcing agency to ensure residents
implement their part of the fuel management plan, as well as managing the RMA
areas outside home owner responsibility. The commenter requests clarification
within the Plan for Services on how this monitoring will be conducted by the TRCSD
and any expected costs.

With respect to the management and function of the RMAs, please refer to Master
Response-4, Response, 3-b and preceding Response 3-c, above. The project applicant
and the County will work with LAFCO to provide the details needed for the TRCSD
within all application and documentation required to form the TRCSD. This comment
is specific to the Plan for Services related to the TRCSD rather than specific to the
Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of
significance associated with the proposed project. The comment is noted for the
record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
required.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services related to the TRCSD
regarding storm drain inspection responsibilities and annual procedures,
transportation system responsibilities including scheduled inspection and
maintenance, and cost/fees associated with these infrastructure facilities.

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details that need to be in the Plan for
Services for the TRCSD. The comment is also specific to questions regarding language
and cost associated with the TRCSD responsibilities and budgets for storm drain and
transportation facilities, rather than specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with
the proposed project. The project applicant and the County will work with LAFCO to
provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all application and documentation
required to form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter requests clarification within the Plan for Services related to the TRCSD
staffing levels and qualifications needed for annual septic tank inspections and fees
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Response 6-j:

associated with these inspections. In addition, maintenance costs and operational
expenses should be provided in the Fee Schedule/ TRCSD Budget.

This comment is specific to the TRCSD and the details that need to be in the Plan for
Services for the TRCSD. The comment is also specific to questions regarding language
and cost associated with the TRCSD responsibilities and budgets for annual septic tank
inspections and costs associated with the inspections, rather than specific to the Draft
EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of
significance associated with the proposed project. The project applicant and the
County will work with LAFCO to provide the details needed for the TRCSD within all
application and documentation required to form the TRCSD. 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.

The commenter refers to Section 7.3, ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
CONSIDERATION, specifically the “ANNEXATION TO COMMUNITY SERVICE AREA NO.
8” ALTERNATIVE (beginning on page 7-4 of the Draft EIR), and states that the broader
range of services could be accomplished by the CSA reorganizing into a CSD, which
would have the authority to provide a higher level of resource management and
environmental stewardship and avoid the formation of an additional special district.

Four potential alternatives to the proposed project were initially considered but
determined not to be viable and eliminated from further consideration, including the
“Annexation to Community Service Area No. 8” Alternative. As discussed on page 7-5
of the Draft EIR, the project applicant previously proposed the annexation of the
entire project site into CSA No.8 for sewage treatment and disposal. This alternative
was part of a revised project concept in 2011 and did not include the formation of a
CSD. This alternative, created in 2011, did not include the potential for CSA No. 8 to
be reorganized into a CSD. In addition, the alternative was rejected because this
alternative would have greater impacts to air quality (construction), offsite biological
impacts, and increased wastewater delivery and treatment at CSA No. 8’s treatment
facility as compared to the proposed project. In addition, this alternative was further
rejected as it failed to meet several Project Objectives.

Section 15126.6(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines permits the elimination of an
alternative from detailed consideration due to:

e Failure to meet most of the basic project objectives;
e Infeasibility; and
e Inability to avoid significant environmental impacts.

Section 15126(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines states that “Among the factors that
may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site
suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan consistency,
other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries...and whether the
proponent can reasonably acquire control or otherwise have access to the alternative
site. No one of these factors establishes a fixed limit on the scope of reasonable
alternatives.” In addition, the California Supreme Court has stated that lead agencies,
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not project opponents, have the burden to formulate alternatives for inclusion in an
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.

FINAL = MAY 2019 14-113 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES



TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002

TRACT MAP 1996

SCH NO. 2012102051

Letter 7 - Bella Vista Water District (December 22, 2017)
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7-b

7-c
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Response to Letter 7 — Bella Vista Water District

Response 7-a:

Response 7-b:

Response 7-c:

The commenter acknowledges review of the Draft EIR.

This comment is introductory and includes an overview of the commenter’s concerns.
Responses to specific comments are addressed below in Responses 7-b through 7-p.

The commenter states that the project site is entirely within the Bella Vista Water
District (BVWD) boundaries and within the BYWD Welch Pressure Zone. BVWD has
adopted reimbursement policy and will require hydraulic modeling analysis within the
Welch Pressure Zone to determine appropriate waterline sizes. In addition, the
commenter states that to accommodate the development, the Welch Pumping
Station would need to run year-round. The commenter also states that it is
anticipated that the water line extensions and looping of water mains within the
project site will generally improve the hydraulics within the Welch Zone.

This comment is specific to the BVWD reimbursement policy and determining
appropriate waterline sizes, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with
the proposed project. The project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to
provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements
and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter states that generally, water demands for similarly zoned rural
residential developments within BVWD are substantially higher than the projected in
the Draft EIR. The commenter requests examples of rural residential developments
with similar water demand to that projected for this proposed project. The
commenter expresses concern that the County does not have the capabilities to fully
implement the provisions of the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance
(MWELO) and questions how the proposed project will fully implement the MWELO.

Please refer to Master Response-3. Furthermore, the proposed project includes the
formation of the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) after approval by
the Shasta County Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). The TRCSD would be
used as a means to oversee, implement and enforce compliance with the State’s
MWELO or County ordinance requirements (if more restrictive than the State
MWELO). It will be incumbent on the TRCSD to make all property owners aware of all
covenants and conditions regarding use of all properties within the Tierra Robles
project 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.

Regarding the request to provide examples of rural residential developments with
similar water demands, the commenter is referred to the BVWD web page. Although
there are some areas with the BVWD service area with more suburban development,
much of the residential areas within BVWD are rural in character. In August 2017, a
traditionally warmer month, the average daily water consumption per residential
customer in the BVWD service area was approximately 54.10 gallons per day (BVWD,
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Response 7-d:

Response 7-e:

2018). This closely approximates the 55 gallons per day estimate used for the
proposed project and as discussed on page 5.17-25 of Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS. It should be noted it is unknown if the existing homes within the
BVWD service area fully utilizes water conserving appliances, faucets, toilets, etc., as
would the proposed project. If they do not, it is likely that the water use for the
proposed project may be reduced below the BVWD average.

The commenter states that the Draft EIR does not evaluate groundwater extractions
or impacts to the Enterprise Subbasin from private wells and does not identify any
current groundwater wells within the project site. The commenter states that it is
BVWD’s experience that private groundwater wells are permitted despite the
existence of the BVWD public water system. The commenter asks if new wells will be
prohibited and existing wells will be properly destructed.

Please refer to Master Response-3. Please refer to Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND
SERVICE SYSTEMS, and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft
EIR (specifically page 5.17-28), which further discuss the proposed project’s water
demand and the impacts on the water supply in Impact 5.17-4 (project specific
impacts) and Impact 5.17-8 (cumulative impacts). 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. With the
implementation of mitigation measures, the Draft EIR found impacts to be less than
significant. The proposed project would not utilize onsite water wells. 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.

The commenter states that BVWD receives nearly all of its water supply from the
federal Central Valley Project (CVP) and is subject to shortage provisions pursuant to
the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s municipal and industrial shortage policy and
amendments. The commenter states that with current and anticipated regulatory
actions, BVWD'’s likelihood of receiving the full water supply allocations in “below
normal” will be reduced and will result in single and consecutive year shortages.

The commenter does not raise a significant environmental concern and does not
comment on the adequacy of the Draft EIR in the comment. However, Mitigation
Measure (MM) 5.17-4b is intended to address shortage conditions for the project.
However, as discussed in Master Response-3, existing shortage conditions due to a
variety of conditions affecting CVP supplies will continue as noted. Once reaching full
demand for a specific period (see Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b), the future
homeowners at the proposed project will also be subject to the same shortages faced
by existing customers. But, due to the structure of BVWD’s CVP contract, the
demands of the proposed project will not exacerbate the shortage conditions faced by
existing users. The magnitude and frequency of CVP shortages on existing customers
will be the same with or without the additional demands of the proposed project. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Response 7-f:

Response 7-g:

Response 7-h:

The commenter summarizes the Water Supply Evaluation of the Draft EIR and states
that the proposed mitigation has several complications. The commenter states the
availability of water transfers is reduced and thus cannot be considered a reliable
water source. The commenter also states that there is no funding source identified
for any purchase of water for the expected duration of buildout.

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3. As stated in Draft EIR Mitigation
Measure (MM) 5.17-4b “..the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County
Department of Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the
applicant has secured an Agreement with BVYWD to provide BVWD with adequate
water supplies on an annual basis during identified shortage conditions in a quantity
that represents a minimum of 90 percent of the project’s prior year water usage.”
[emphasis added]. As noted in Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b, the applicant must
enter into an agreement that is acceptable to BVWD, and therefore, assumes that
BVWD would require various assurances regarding availability and reliability of the
temporary supply, and financing prior to approving any agreement for temporary
water supplies. Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b ensures that actual physical
development does not occur until such time as there is adequate water to serve it.
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.

The commenter states that there are presently no existing BYWD water lines within
the project site.

This comment is specific to existing BVWD infrastructure within the project site, rather
than specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project. The project
applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy
necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to
BVWD initiating any potable water service. Beginning on page 3-22 through 3-28 of
Section 3.0, PROJECT DESCRIPTION, are the infrastructure requirements for the
proposed project. This includes wastewater infrastructure, water infrastructures,
landscaping requirements, solid waste, storm drainage, and power. Additional detail
related to the provision of infrastructures is provided in Appendix 15.2.1, TIERRA
ROBLES DESIGN GUIDELINES, and Appendix 15.2.6, TIERRA ROBLES WASTEWATER
MANAGEMENT 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.

The commenter states that the plans for water system improvements must be
submitted to BVWD for review and approval. BVWD has adopted a Reimbursement
Policy and will require a Reimbursement Agreement with the project applicant to
recover expenses incurred from the proposed project.

This comment is specific to plans for the proposed water system improvements,
including determining appropriate waterline sizes, and the BVWD reimbursement
policy, rather than specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts,
mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project.
The project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details
needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service
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Response 7-j:

Response 7-k:

requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service. The comment is
noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the
Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter notes that the water lines on Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road are
owned by the US Bureau of Reclamation and operated and maintained by BVWD, thus
any connections to these lines will require US Bureau of Reclamation approval.

This comment is specific to existing water lines outside of the project boundaries and
the multiple jurisdictions that oversee the existing infrastructure, rather than specific
to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and
level of significance associated with the proposed project. The project applicant will
work with the US Bureau of Reclamation, BVWD, and the County to provide the
details needed to satisfy necessary US Bureau of Reclamation and BVWD
infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any
potable water service. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter states that new water mains may need to be looped in order to meet
fire hydrant flow requirements and that a hydraulic model will be necessary to
determine the sizes of the water main connections and water lines.

This comment is specific to plans for the proposed water system improvements,
including determining the need to loop new water mains in order to provide
appropriate hydrant flow requirements, rather than specific to the Draft EIR analysis
of physical environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance
associated with the proposed project. The project applicant will comply with all
existing applicable laws and regulations, and will work with BVYWD and the County to
provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements
and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service. The
comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and
Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response is necessary and no
change to the Draft EIR is necessary.

The commenter states that required water system improvement for each phase of the
project must be installed and accepted by BVWD prior to providing permanent water
services to the project site.

This comment is specific to the proposed water system improvements, rather than
specific to the Draft EIR analysis of physical environmental impacts, mitigation
measures, and level of significance associated with the proposed project. The project
applicant and the County will work with BVWD to provide the details needed to satisfy
necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements and service requirements prior to
BVWD initiating any potable water service. The comment is noted for the record and
will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for
consideration. No further response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is
necessary.
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The commenter states that the water supply needs for the project shall be
determined based on the full potential range of development of the parcels. For
example, if there are no imposed and enforceable land use restrictions, then parcels
may potentially be utilized for agricultural purposes which would have a larger annual
water supply demand. The commenter questions how the land use restrictions will be
enforced.

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3, regarding the water demand of the
proposed project, the projected water supply, and the MWELO. With respect to
enforcement of land use restrictions, the proposed project includes the formation of
the Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) after approval by the Shasta
County LAFCO. The TRCSD would be used as a means to oversee, implement and
enforce compliance with the landscape limitations included in the project.

The commenter states that the per capita per day water demand estimated for indoor
residential demand was incorrectly derived from the California Water Code Section
10608.20.

Please refer to Master Response-3. The Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Act
requires an urban purveyor to reduce its overall per-capita water use by some amount
by 2020. BVWD has committed to reducing the overall per-capita water use by 20%
from 2013 averages. This target per-capita value is derived by dividing the total “gross
water” use (as defined by the California Water Code) by the total population served.
Thus, the average per-capita use incorporates all customer uses within BVWD,
including commercial, residential, rural, agricultural (as this customer type also
receives municipally treated water), industrial, parks, and any other specific BYWD
customer classification. Estimating water demands for a new customer, such as the
residential indoor and limited-landscape outdoor demands associated with the
proposed project, are based upon other methods as articulated in Appendix 15.10,
WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR. The new customer demands, and
associated population, will be included in future determinations of the overall BYWD
average per-capita use. The fact that they will be lower than average may help BVWD
achieve its overall 20% average per-capita use reduction target.

Furthermore, as most recently codified, the California Water Code has amended the
residential indoor standard to drop below 55 gallons per-capita per day (gpcd). The
new statutory requirements reduce the average value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and
potentially to 50 gpcd as of 2030. Each reduction in average indoor gpcd below 55
could be superseded by a greater value, if such is jointly recommended to the
Legislature by the Department of Water Resources (DWR) and the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). However, it is unlikely that such a joint
DWR/SWRCB recommendation would exceed the 55 gpcd standard used in the
Project’s demand analysis. Rather, it is possible that available residential water use
fixtures and appliances will result in indoor per-capita demands that are even lower
than those estimated using 55 gpcd. 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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The commenter states the 2015 BVWD UWMP has a baseline per capita daily water
use of 947 gallons per capita per day. The target usage for water planning purposes is
80% of the baseline usage, therefore, the commenter estimates that the proposed
project would have a water demand of 2.12 acre-feet per year for the proposed 166
residential units, which would include both indoor and outdoor usage.

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3. The determination of baseline and
target per-capita water use in the UWMP represents an average value for all classes of
existing and future BVWD customers which range from multi-family apartments to
multi-acre agricultural users. The value is determined by dividing “gross water,”
which reflects all of the treated water produced by BVWD, divided by the population
served (baseline gpcd = gross water/population). This value does not represent the
value for a particular user classification, such as new residential homes (which are
required to comply with new State standards). The calculation provided in this
comment implies that the actual demand for a house with limited landscaping would
use the BVWD average target value. If that method was applied to BVWD’s
agricultural customers, who likely have the same occupancy rate (or less), then the
agricultural customers would be anticipated to only use 2.12 acre-feet per year for the
entire property served by a meter. BVWD recognizes that agricultural and other
customers have above-average use, while other customers have below average use.
The proposed project’'s water demand was estimated by separately determining
indoor and outdoor use factors for each parcel, as described in detail in Appendix
15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, of the Draft EIR.

This methodology in estimating the projected baseline water use is consistent with
State CEQA Guidelines §15125 ‘Environmental Setting.” The water use rate of 55
gallons per capita is an appropriate and accurate estimate of the expected water
demand of the proposed rural residential project. In addition, this estimate closely
mirrors BWVD average 54.10 gallons per day for each residential customer from
August 2017.

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.

The commenter states that the assumption of a secondary unit replacing 1,500 square
feet of irrigated acreage is not supported within the Water Supply Evaluation. The
commenter states that there is no viable reason to assume landscape area will be
replaced by a secondary unit and requests that water usage projections be revised
accordingly.

If the landscaped area is not adjusted, and the secondary unit is constructed, then the
parcel could potentially be developed outside of the development envelope,
depending on the lot configuration and associated development envelope. However,
adjusting to not reduce the maximum landscape area results in an upward adjustment
of 1.2 acre-feet per year. As detailed in Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND
EVALUATION, the 15 parcels with secondary residential units had a reduced demand
factor for the outdoor water use from 0.29 acre-feet per year (for standard parcels) to
0.21 acre-feet per year. This reduction in the outdoor demand factor reflects the
calculation for the landscape area that is 1,500 square feet less than the area used in
the standard parcels. If this adjustment is not made, the 15 parcels with secondary
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units would instead have the same outdoor demand factor as the standard parcels,
which is 0.29 acre-feet per year. The resulting increase of 0.08 acre-feet per unit per
year for the 15 units results in a total increase of 1.2 acre-feet per year. This would
increase the estimated demand of the entire proposed project from 80 acre-feet per
year to 81 acre-feet, a non-substantial change that would have no effect on the
conclusions of the analysis provided in Section 5.17, UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS,
and Appendix 15.10, WATER DEMAND EVALUATION, 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.

The commenter states that water service to the project site will be subject to water
service requirements, needs, and availability at such time as water service is
requested from BVWD.

The commenter is referred to Master Response-3. This comment is specific to the
proposed water service to the project site being subject to BVWD requirements,
needs, and availability, rather than specific to the EIR analysis of physical
environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of significance associated with
the proposed project. The project applicant and the County will work with BVWD to
provide the details needed to satisfy necessary BVWD infrastructure improvements
and service requirements prior to BVWD initiating any potable water service.
Approval of the proposed project will be conditioned to satisfy necessary BVWD
infrastructure improvements and water service requirements prior to BVWD initiating
any potable water service. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further
response is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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Letter 8 - Wintu Tribes of Northern California (December 29, 2017)
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Response 8-a:

The commenter states that the Tribe is opposed to the project and would have
negative effects on sensitive historical and cultural sites. The commenter requests
that no excavations or other ground disturbing activities of any kind take place in the
project area without a contracted tribal monitor.

The Draft EIR analyzed 18 resource topics, including impacts related to cultural
resources and tribal cultural resources as provided in Section 5.5, CULTURAL
RESOURCES, and Section 5.15, TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES. In addition, as stated
on page 5.5-1 of the Draft EIR, analysis of the potential environmental impacts was
derived from the three cultural resource investigations onsite, as well as the results
from the Sacred Lands File of the NAHC. The impact discussion on pages 5.5-9
through 5.5-11 recognizes that two archaeological sites were previously located
within the project site, but that through test excavations, resource and data recovery,
and documentation the significant sources of information and materials were
retrieved. Page 5.5-10 does recognize that it is expected that the project area will
have a moderate likelihood of containing both prehistoric and historic resources,
although it is unlikely that any resources would retain a degree of integrity that could
allow them to be eligible for the National Register of Historic Places or the California
Register of Historical Resources. To reduce impacts, the analysis identified the
implementation of Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.5-1a and Mitigation Measure (MM)
5.5-1b. It was found that implementation of these measures would reduce impacts to
less than significant. The comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No further response
is necessary and no change to the Draft EIR is necessary.
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