
  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-1 RDEIR COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

15.0 PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 
AND RESPONSES  

 

15.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter contains responses to each of the comment letters submitted regarding the Tierra Robles 
Planned Development Partial Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR). Similar to the comments and responses on 
the 2017 Draft EIR, each bracketed comment letter is followed by numbered responses to each bracketed 
comment. The responses amplify or clarify information provided in the RDEIR and/or refer the reader to 
the appropriate place in the document where the requested information can be found. Comments that 
are not directly related to environmental issues (e.g., opinions on the merits of the project that are 
unrelated to its environmental impacts) are either discussed or noted for the record, as appropriate. 
Where revisions to the RDEIR text are required in response to the comments, such revisions are noted in 
the response to the comment and are also listed in the Errata section of the Executive Summary for this 
Final EIR. All new text is shown as underlined (example) and deleted text is shown as strike through 
(example). 
 
The changes to the analysis contained in the RDEIR represent only minor clarifications or amplifications 
and do not constitute significant new information or change any of the conclusions of the RDEIR. 
Therefore, in accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15088.5, recirculation of the RDEIR is not 
required. 
 

15.2 PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR COMMENTS 
  

A list of agencies, organizations, and interested persons who have commented on the content and 
adequacy of the RDEIR is provided below. A copy of each numbered comment letter and a lettered 
response to each comment is provided in Section 15.3, PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS. 
 
COMMENT LETTERS / CORRESPONDENCE  
 
State Agencies 
 
No State Agencies Commented on the RDEIR. 
 
Local Agencies/Tribal Agencies 
 

1. Bella Vista Water District, February 2, 2021 
 
Commenting Persons 
 

2. Remy Moose Manley, February 2, 2021 
3. James and Teresa Griffith  
4. Kelly Tanner 
5. Brad and Barbee Seiser, February 2, 2021 
6. Daniel Hoer 
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7. Gerald and Susan Hayler, February 2, 2021 
8. Leslie Golden 
9. David Munro 
10. Sara and Glenn Hoxie, February 1, 2021 
11. Robert Grosch – Letter A 
12. Robert Grosch – Letter B 
13. Robert Grosch – Letter C 
14. Robert Grosch – Letter D 
15. Robert Grosch – Letter E 
16. Robert Grosch – Letter F 
17. Robert Grosch – Letter G 
18. Robert Grosch – Letter H 
19. Robert Grosch – Letter I 
20. Shasta Living Streets - February 1, 2021 
21. Gunther and Jean Sturm, January 20, 2021 
22. Georgia LaMantia, January 31, 2021 
23. Pat Jones, December 28, 2020 
24. Vickie Wolf, February 2, 2021 
25. Janet Wall, February 2, 2021 
26. Raymond and Carol Ramos, February 1, 2021 
27. Richard and Mary Martin, January 26, 2021 
28. Sandra Kotch, February 2, 2021 
29. Nancy Main, February 2, 2021 
30. David Codromac, January 15, 2021 
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15.3 PARTIAL RECIRCULATED DRAFT EIR RESPONSES TO 
COMMENTS 
 
MASTER RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
 
Master responses to comments raised in multiple comment letters on the RDEIR have been prepared to 
address comments related to general issues that are common throughout several comment letters. The 
intent of a master response is to provide a comprehensive response to an issue so that all aspects of the 
issue are addressed in a coordinated, organized manner in one location. This reduces repetition of 
responses. When an individual comment raises an issue discussed in a master response, the response to 
the individual comment includes a cross reference to the appropriate master response. For example, if a 
comment identifies a question concerning an extension to the public review period, the response will 
include the statement, “refer to Master Response-1.” 
 
Numerous comments covered similar issues, particularly with regards to water supply demand and 
availability, the Traffic Evacuation Study, Wildfire Hazards, and The Tierra Robles Community Services 
District and Tierra Robles HOA. In order to reduce repetitive responses, this document includes a “Master 
Responses to Comments” specifically focusing on the above noted concerns raised through the RDEIR 
public review.  
 
WRITTEN AND VERBAL COMMENTS 
 
Written and verbal comments received on the RDEIR during the public review period are also addressed 
in their entirety in this section. Each comment has been assigned a reference code. The responses to 
reference code comments follow each letter. A response is provided for each comment raising significant 
environmental issues, as received by the County during the RDEIR 45-day public review period. Where 
appropriate, the commenter may be referenced back to the Master Responses to Comments noted above. 
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Master Response-1: Water Supply Analysis  

General Discussion 

Numerous comments were received on the Partially Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report 
(RDEIR) regarding potential impacts on water supply and the water demand calculations used in the 
project analysis. Some comments regarding the water supply analysis focused specifically on the 
methodology used in RDEIR to calculate the water demand calculations for the project  

The proposed project consists of 166 single-family residential lots ranging in size from 1.19 to 6.81 acres 
zoned for rural residential development. This is similar to other areas within the County that are zoned 
for rural residential development and includes many of the areas and parcels within the Bella Vista Water 
District (BVWD). It is important to note that the proposed project would not change the overall density of 
dwelling units contemplated in the County’s General Plan or what was considered in BVWD’s 2015 Urban 
Water Management Plan (2015 UWMP). Therefore, development of the proposed project is consistent 
with the long-term growth projections anticipated in these documents. As described in detail below, the 
proposed project would use water at a reduced rate compared to typical rural residential development 
within the BVWD.1 

The potential impacts of the proposed project on water supply were evaluated in Section 5.17 of the 
RDEIR by comparing the anticipated project effects on water service with existing conditions. The 
evaluation is based on the professional judgment by qualified engineers at Tully &Young, an analysis of 
project consistency with the goals and polices of the Shasta County General Plan, and the significance 
criteria established by Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which the County has determined to be 
appropriate criteria for this RDEIR. The findings from the Water Demand Evaluation (Tully & Young, 2017) 
have also been referenced when determining potential impacts of the proposed project. 

The available water supply analysis for the project is based on the BVWD adopted Urban Water 
Management Plan. As such the analysis is correctly based on projections adopted by the BVWD. The RDEIR 
notes that based on BVWD UWMP projections that there could be a water supply shortfall during a 
multiple dry year event. As such, the RDEIR requires mitigation to reduce potential impacts for a potential 
water supply shortfall. As discussed on page 5.17-18 of the RDEIR, to mitigate this potential shortfall, the 
proposed project would be required to provide an alternative water supply during dry-year conditions 
until such time as the proposed project’s demands have existed for three 100-percent water allocation 
years and are included in BVWD’s baseline water demand. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.17-
4b requires the project applicant to identify and implement an Agreement to augment (i.e., supply) BVWD 
dry-year water supplies until such time as the proposed project’s water demands have existed for three 
100-percent Central Valley Project water allocation years delivered by USBR.  Water supplies would be a 
minimum of 90 percent of the project’s prior year water usage. Page 5.17-19 of the RDEIR, the mechanics 

 
1 Portions of this master response are based on a letter dated September 24, 2021 from S2 ~ J2 Engineering, Inc., the 
project applicant’s engineer, to the Shasta County Director of Resource Management. This letter is provided as 
Attachment 1 to this response to comments section. TheS2 ~ J2 Engineering, Inc. letter was peer reviewed by 
qualified engineers at Tully & Young, subconsultant to Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., the County’s 
environmental consultant for the proposed project. A memorandum dated September 28, 2021 from Tully & Young 
regarding their review of the S2 ~ J2 Engineering, Inc. letter is provided as Attachment 2 to this response to 
comments section.  
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of transferring a supplemental water supply from the Clear Creek Community Services District to BVWD 
to serve the proposed project during dry-year periods are explained. 

The water supply availability discussion is provided on pages 5.17-17 to 5.17-20 of the RDEIR. The 
discussion below provides an explanation of why the water demand analysis in the RDEIR (pages 5.7-14 
to 5.17-17) is adequate.  

As noted on page 3-21 of the PROJECT DESCRIPTION (Section 3.0 of the 2017 Draft EIR), in an effort to 
provide specific guidance for future lot development, individual “Lot Book” pages were developed to 
reflect the unique characteristic for each lot with the goal of providing long-term resource protection, 
including the management and maintenance resources, as directed by the Tierra Robles Wildland 
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (TRWF/VMP). The designated building envelope for each individual lot 
would allow for the area to be cleared and graded for the construction of one single-family residence and 
limited accessory structures. Furthermore, the Lot Book restricts the irrigated outdoor space for any lot 
to a maximum of 5,000 square feet. Other restrictions prohibit raising or boarding large animals such as 
horses or other livestock. The Lot Book is included in its entirety in Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES 
COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the 2017 Draft EIR. Please see Master Response #4, below, regarding 
the enforcement capabilities of the proposed Tierra Robles Homeowners Association.  

As noted above, the proposed project would restrict the development footprint within each lot and 
stipulate that the development envelope may include a maximum of 5,000 square feet of irrigable 
landscape, with no irrigable landscape outside of the designated envelope. All homes will be required to 
be built to the latest California Building Code (CBC) requirements, which would include being equipped 
with low and ultra-low water use appliances and fixtures. With the landscape restrictions, coupled with 
use of water efficient appliances and fixtures, the estimated water usage on a lot by lot basis would mimic 
new residential developments within the more urban areas of the BVWD service areas situated west of 
the project site.   

Within the irrigable landscaped area, the proposed project would restrict landscape irrigation demand as 
determined by the State of California’s Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO). In 
consideration of previous BVWD requests, this component has already been identified as a condition of 
approval for the project. This condition would include County certification of MWELO compliance (refer 
to requirement 1g in BVWD Letter to Shasta County dated March 24, 2016 provided in Appendix 15.1, 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION, of the 2017 Draft EIR). The County fully recognizes this requirement and will 
include such provisions as a condition of approval, should the project be approved. 

As discussed above, the water use of the proposed project would more closely resemble that of urban 
single-family uses than of typical rural residential uses. This is consistent with page 26 of the 2015 UWMP 
which states: 

“The District is predominately zoned rural residential. This land use type has a large impact 
on water use. Rural residential and agricultural customers have properties at least two acres 
or larger and therefore use more water than the typical single-family or multi-family urban 
residential connections.” (Emphasis Added) 

Because the water use of the project would more closely resemble that of urban single-family uses than 
of typical rural residential uses, the water use of the proposed project would be consistent with and in 
agreement with the 2015 UWMP in this regard. 
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Furthermore, the proposed project includes the formation of either the Tierra Robles Community Services 
District (TRCSD) or the Tierra Robles Homeowners Association (TRHOA). As discussed in Appendix 15.2.5, 
TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT FORMATION, the TRCSD or TRHOA will be the entity that 
will be in place to oversee the Tierra Robles Subdivision. It is the TRCSD or TRHOA that will have the 
responsibility to ensure that the Tierra Robles Subdivision adheres to the conditions which were approved 
by the County of Shasta. Accordingly, the TRCSD or TRHOA would be used as a means to oversee, 
implement, and enforce compliance with the State MWELO or County ordinance requirements (if more 
restrictive than the State MWELO). It will be incumbent on the TRCSD or TRHOA to make all property 
owners aware of all covenants and conditions regarding use of all properties within the development; 
refer to Appendix 15.2, TIERRA ROBLES COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, of the 2017 Draft EIR. 

Consistency with California Water Code 

The proposed project’s water demand is estimated by separately determining indoor and outdoor use 
factors for each lot. Indoor estimates are based upon an assumed average daily per-capita use of 55 
gallons for each day of the year.  With an average occupancy of 2.5 people, each home would be estimated 
to use 137.5 gallons per day, or nearly 51,000 gallons per year. The use of 55 gallons per-capita per day 
(gpcd) complies with the California Water Code (CWC) §10608.20(b)(2)(A). 

Section 6 of the CWC under 10608.20, as referenced specifically in BVWD Comment 5, states as follows: 

”10608.20. (a) (1) Each urban retail water supplier shall develop urban water use targets and 
an interim urban water use target by July 1, 2011. Urban retail water suppliers may elect to 
determine and report progress toward achieving these targets on an individual or regional 
basis, as provided in subdivision (a) of Section 10608.28, and may determine the targets on a 
fiscal year or calendar year basis. 

(2) It is the intent of the Legislature that the urban water use targets described in paragraph 
(1) cumulatively result in a 20-percent reduction from the baseline daily per capita water use 
by December 31, 2020. 

(b) An urban retail water supplier shall adopt one of the following methods for determining its 
urban water use target pursuant to subdivision (a): 

(1) Eighty percent of the urban retail water supplier’s baseline per capita daily water use. 

(2) The per capita daily water use that is estimated using the sum of the following performance 
standards: 

(A) For indoor residential water use, 55 gallons per capita daily water use as a provisional 
standard. Upon completion of the department’s 2016 report to the Legislature pursuant to 
Section 10608.42, this standard may be adjusted by the Legislature by statute. 

(B) For landscape irrigated through dedicated or residential meters or connections, water 
efficiency equivalent to the standards of the Model Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance set 
forth in Chapter 2.7 (commencing with Section 490) of Division 2 of Title 23 of the California 
Code of Regulations, as in effect the later of the year of the landscape’s installation or 1992. 
An urban retail water supplier using the approach specified in this subparagraph shall use 
satellite imagery, site visits, or other best available technology to develop an accurate estimate 
of landscaped areas. 
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As noted on page 46 of the 2015 UWMP, BVWD chose the 20 percent reduction methodology to set their 
goals. Accordingly, this page states,  

“…the District’s method for calculating the 2020 water use target will remain Method 1 – 
80% of Base Daily Per Capita Use. Based on the 10-year baseline daily per capita use of 947 
GPCD determined previously (Table 5-3), the 2020 target is 758 GPCD.” 

The County notes the text of the baseline water calculation based on CWC §10608.20 that defines a target 
for water use. As discussed above, the County concurs that the overall baseline per capita water use rate 
would be 947 gpcd. However, the CWC does not require this value to be used as the measure by which a 
residential development’s demand for water be calculated. As explained above and below in this Master 
Response, use of this value would greatly overinflate the actual water demand for future residential 
development. The County further notes that the baseline water use per capita is meant to enable water 
agencies to set goals for water conservation, not to be used as a measure to estimate a proposed 
development’s water demand. 

As most recently codified, the CWC has amended the residential indoor standard to drop below 55 gpcd. 
The new statutory requirements reduce the average value to 52.5 gpcd as of 2025, and potentially to 50 
gpcd as of 2030, as required by CWC §10609.4(a), chaptered on May 31, 2018. 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 more likely that, given currently available 
residential water use fixtures and appliances, indoor per-capita demands could be even lower than those 
estimated using 55 gpcd. 

Projected Water Demand 

Because of the landscape restrictions placed on each lot, a more appropriate comparison of per-dwelling 
unit water use for the proposed project is the average water use by urban residential lots within higher 
density developments within the BVWD (e.g., an 8,000square-foot lot with 5,000 square feet of MWELO-
compliant landscaping, 2,000 square feet of home foundation footprint, and 1,000 square feet of 
driveway, patio, and other hardscape area). The 2015 UWMP does not contain data at this detail. Rather, 
BVWD provides two categories that may relate to the project: residential and rural. The BVWD residential 
classification includes single- and multi-family residences, and all ages and densities of single-family 
homes. The rural category is undefined as to parcel sizes, typical uses, and other water-use affecting 
factors. For instance, most rural parcels served by BVWD do not have any restriction on landscape area 
or use, thus demand can vary significantly on a parcel by parcel basis.   

In consideration of the information above, and further calculations provided below, the proposed 
project’s estimated per-lot water use (also known as water demand) is accurate and not understated. To 
reiterate, the use of rural residential use rates compared to what would occur under the proposed project 
(as some commenters suggested) is not a reasonable comparison. The 2015 UWMP provides the total 
population served, which can be divided by total residential and rural water use to determine per capita 
water use within the BVWD (such data is available in appendices to the 2015 UWMP). However, such an 
average does not provide any basis for a comparison to the demand estimates for a proposed 
development project, as it represents an average across many different existing residential and rural users 
– with no refinement to adjust for density, age of home, occupancy, total irrigated landscape area, or 
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other water uses. While specific numbers and values were not available for these specific variables to 
include in this response, it should be noted that the discussion above and that found below, includes them 
in general terms as appropriate and as the information is available. 

Page 27 of the 2015 UWMP discusses the number of active connections as of 2015 in Table 4-1: 2015 
Active Connections. The applicable portions of the table are mirrored below. Applicable text from page 
27 that precedes this table states the following:  

“Water demands served by BVWD are primarily agricultural and domestic (residential, rural, 
commercial, and public institutional). Residential connections comprise the majority of 
customers for the District. It is assumed that the number of residential and rural connections 
will continue to increase over time. Although these categories make up the majority of 
connections, agricultural properties cover more land and typically consume more water per 
connection. It is assumed that as development encroaches on agricultural properties and water 
deliveries become more expensive and less reliable, agricultural connections will decrease over 
time, being replaced by single-family residential and rural customers. The number of active 
connections in 2015 is shows in Table 4-1 and illustrated in Figure 4-1.” 

Table 4-1 from the 2015 UWMP presents the following information: 

Connections Connections % of Total connections 
Residential 3,391 64.3% 

Aquacultural 5 0.1% 
Agricultural 194 3.2% 

Rural 1,637 26.8% 
Commercial 291 4.8% 

Public Institutional 57 0.9% 
Total 6,115 100.0% 

 

Regarding the paragraph from the 2015 UWMP above, the County understands that the majority of 
connections are either rural residential or residential. The County also understands, as noted with the 
italics and underlined text, that agricultural properties account for only 194 connections, but as noted on 
the following pages, consume far more water per connection. This fact is reflected on page 33 of the 2015 
UWMP that contains Table 4-2 Demand for Potable Water – Current and Projected. This table reflects 
water use rates per land use category and shows the projected water use per land use category through 
2040. In this table, it should be noted that agricultural uses account for only 194 connections but 
approximately 5,702 acre-feet per year (AFY) or approximately 40 percent of the total water demand of 
14,252 AFY. This high level of water demand by agricultural uses skews per capita water use calculations. 
The applicable portions of Table 4-2 and the average water use in AFY are summarized below:  
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Table 4-2 Demand for Potable Water – Current and Projected 

Use Type Average Use (AFY) (1995-2015) Average Use** 
Residential* 2,858 20.1% 
Rural 2,223 15.6% 
Agricultural 5,702 40.0% 
TOTAL 14,252 -- 
*Residential uses include both single-family and multi-family  
** Based on average use from 1995-2015 
Note: The total is greater than the listed uses, because inapplicable uses were omitted from the 
table. 

The project includes numerous features that will cause it to be extremely water efficient. Based on the 
use of advanced water efficiency features and restrictions on outdoor landscaping, the combined indoor 
and outdoor water use for a new project home is estimated to be approximately 0.45-acre feet per year 
(AFY).2  By way of comparison, the average existing urban and rural residential users in the same water 
district are estimated to use between 60% and 193% more water.3 

The project would require an initial 2 acre feet per year (AFY) of water for construction and then 41 AF of 
operational water between year 2020 and year 2025.3 The project is estimated to have a total annual 
water demand of approximately 80 AFY within 10 years following project initiation.4  

The RDEIR demonstrates that during normal years, BVWD has a water surplus ranging between 7,874 and 
9,204 AFY through the year 2040.5 Further, the project is included in BVWD's Urban Water Management 
Plan (2015) demand projections and surplus water is available to serve the project's 80 AFY water demand 
under normal-year conditions.6 

The County understands that the Residential designation also include multi-family units that would 
require less water per capita.  However, the number of multi-family units within the BVWD service area is 
very small. Multi-family units would be most prevalent in the westerly portions of the District near and 
within the City of Redding. The dominant uses in this area, however, would remain single-family 
residential uses. 

Thus, in consideration of the above, and based on the existing 3,391 residential connections and their use 
of approximately 20.1% of the total water provided (14,252 AFY), the residential connections would 
account for, as reflected in the 2015 UWMP, 2,858 AFY (or 931,280,000 gallons per year). This would 
equate to a total water use of 236,906 gallons per year per residence (649 gpd per residence) or 259 
gallons per capita per day (assuming 2.5 persons per household). Calculated another way, this would equal 
0.72 AFY of water used for existing BVWD residential uses. If this volume is applied to the proposed 
project, it would equate to approximately 119.52 AFY. This is approximately 232.48 AFY less than the 
BVWD’s estimate of 352 AFY for the proposed project. 

 
2 RDEIR, page 5.17-15. Note, 15 residences with an accessory dwelling unit are estimated to use 0.48 AFY. 
3 BVWD, UWMP 2020, pages 20, and 34 estimating that the 4,025 residential users use approximately 2,2882 AFY 
(0.72 AFY per user and the 1,721 rural users use approximately 2,273 AFY (1.32 AFY per user). 
4 RDEIR, page 5.17-16 
5 RDEIR, page 5.17-16 
6 RDEIR, page 5.17-17 
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The County reviewed more recent water use statistics available from the California State Water Boards’ 
website at: 

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/conservation_reporting.
html. 

Water use data for BVWD is searchable within the database by category including residential uses. Data 
is available from June 2014 through February 2021. Although not every month was accounted for, the 
data set provides a thorough record of water used for a total of 55 months. Based on the available 
information, the average water use between June 2014 and February 2021 was approximately 203 gpcd. 
Based on this data, the proposed project would use approximately 22 percent less water than the data 
provided in the 2015 UWMP.7  

California Water Code Baseline Calculations 

The County disagrees with commenters that the above outlined projected water demand is an 
appropriate estimate of what the proposed project’s actual water use would be. As discussed above, 
because the total water use within the BVWD service area includes rural residential and agricultural uses 
the per capita use rate that would occur under the proposed project would be greatly inflated if the 
baseline water use rates are applied to the project. 

In relation to the CWC referenced above, and as highlighted by the sections cited as follows, the County 
believes that BVWD is misapplying SB 606. This is highlighted by the introductory language to SB 606, 
which reads as follows: 

“Existing law requires the state to achieve a 20% reduction in urban per capita water use in 
California by December 31, 2020. Existing law requires each urban retail water supplier to 
develop urban water use targets and an interim urban water use target, as specified. 
Assembly Bill 1668 of the 2017–18 Regular Session, if enacted, would require the State Water 
Resources Control Board, in coordination with the Department of Water Resources, to adopt 
long-term standards for the efficient use of water and would establish specified standards for 
per capita daily indoor residential water use. 

The bill would require an urban retail water supplier to calculate an urban water use objective 
no later than November 1, 2023, and by November 1 every year thereafter, and its actual 
urban water use by those same dates. The bill would require an urban retail water supplier to 
submit a report to the department for these purposes by those dates. The bill would authorize 
the board to issue information orders, written notices, and conservation orders to an urban 
retail water supplier that does not meet its urban water use objective, as specified. The bill 
would authorize the board to waive these requirements for a period of up to 5 years, as 
specified.” 

Thus, this section of code is not stating that a water district should use the 20 percent reduction to 
estimate water use for proposed projects, it is stating that overall per capita water use should be reduced 
by 20 percent. The proposed project goes further than a 20 percent reduction, and in essence, set its own 

 
7 Based on 259 gallons per capita per day from UWMP – 203 gpcd based on actual use from Water Conservation 
and Production Reports from the State Water Resources Control Board. (259 gpcd – 203 gpcd = 56 gpcd; 56 
gpcd/259 gpcd = 21.6%) 
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/conservation_reporting.html  

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/conservation_reporting.html
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/conservation_reporting.html
https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/conservation_portal/conservation_reporting.html
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target of using 55 gallons per capita per day for indoor water use, and as discussed above and in more 
detail below, also will implement and require all future residences to comply with the MWELO of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR).8 Thus, the proposed project does more than meet the per capita 
water use reduction goals, it greatly exceeds for the per capita water use reduction goals. 

The County understands that BVWD is focused on using CWC §10608.20 (b)(1) which states, “Eighty 
percent of the urban retail water supplier’s baseline per capita daily water use”. In recent comments, 
BVWD references the 2015 UWMP per capita water use of 947 gallons per day. As noted above, however, 
and as shown elsewhere in the 2015 UWMP and these responses, existing uses within BVWD also include 
rural residential (26.8%) of connections and agriculture (3.2%), and residential including both rural 
residential and residential, account for 64.3% of connections. Further, because rural residential and 
agriculture combined use substantially greater volumes of water, the 947 gallons per day per capita 
significantly overestimates the proposed project’s water demand.   

As explained, the projected water demand as disclosed in the RDEIR, was accurate, was appropriate for 
the proposed uses and is consistent with BVWD’s per capita water use reduction goals when appropriately 
separated from other dissimilar uses such as agriculture and more traditional rural residential uses. The 
accuracy of the basis for the project’s anticipated water use is further bolstered by the fact many of the 
existing residential units within the BVWD were built between 1970 and 2009. As stated in the 2015 
UWMP, “BVWD was formed on June 4, 1957 to provide agricultural and domestic water to the area 
northeast of the City of Redding.” At the time BVWD was formed and in the subsequent decades homes 
were built with less stringent standards compared to the current and future Building Codes under which 
the project would be developed.  

With regard to dry water years the BVWD 2020 UWMP identifies demand management measures, as 
management methods that BVWD plans to implement to achieve its water use targets pursuant to Section 
10608.20 of the CWC. 

The measures include:  

• Wastewater Prevention Ordinances 
• Metering 
• Conservation Pricing 
• Public Education and Outreach 
• Programs to Assess and Manage Distribution System Real Loss 
• Water Conservation Program Coordination and Staffing Support 
• Other demand management measures that have a significant impact on water use as measures 

in gallons per capita per day, including innovative measures, if implemented.  
 

During dry and multiple dry-year conditions, in part because the project would not yet be included in 
BVWD's existing water delivery baseline, the project would utilize water that would otherwise be available 
to existing BVWD customers and further exacerbate water shortages.9 As such, the RDEIR includes a 
mitigation measure requiring an alternative water supply be provided during dry-year conditions until 

 
8 Chapter 2.7, Division 2, Title 23, California Code of Regulations. 
9 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-18. 
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such time as the project's demands have existed for three 100-percent water allocation years and are 
included in BVWD's baseline water demand.10  

Specifically, the mitigation measure MM 5.17-4b provides the following: 

Concurrent with the establishment of the Tierra Robles Community Services District or Tierra Robles 
Homeowners Association, the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the applicant has secured an Agreement with 
BVWD 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. 
Shortage conditions shall be defined to exist when BVWD has been notified by the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation (USBR) that it will receive less than a 100 percent (full) allocation of its CVP water supplies 
for the coming delivery season, as that determination has been announced by USBR as of April 15th of 
each year. The augmenting water supplies shall be made available to BVWD through the Agreement with 
BVWD consistent with the methodology of USBR’s Central Valley Project Municipal and Industrial Storage 
Policy, Guidelines and Procedures until such time as BVWD has received three successive water years of 
full (Unconstrained) CVP water allocations and completion of all phases of the development and newly 
created water demands. For any shortage condition that occurs after three years of full CVP allocation 
following buildout, the project applicant shall no longer be required to provide BVWD with augmenting 
water supplies, but the project applicant shall then be fully subjected to the shortage provisions 
administered by BVWD to all its customers. The project applicant shall demonstrate that any water supply 
provided to BVWD under the Agreement satisfies all CEQA and NEPA compliance requirements, as well as 
any other permitting or regulatory approvals, as may be associated with a water supply identified in the 
Agreement.11 

The RDEIR analyzes one potential water supply that could satisfy the requirements of MM 5.17-4b.12 The 
RDEIR evaluates Clear Creek Community Services District's (CCCSD) ability to supply 100 AF of 
supplemental water and the potential environmental effects that could potentially result. As documented 
in the RDEIR, CCCSD could supply 100 AF of water through a groundwater substitution transfer without 
significant environmental effects.13 This conclusion is based on past pumping activities by CCCSD and the 
stable groundwater levels in the Anderson Sub-basin.14 

As referenced above, the RDEIR analyzes one potential supply of supplemental water, but that is not the 
only option. MM 5.17-4b provides both assurances and flexibility. The assurance is that the mitigation 
must be satisfied before development may occur (i.e., development is curtailed if sufficient water is not 
available). The flexibility is that, beyond the potential supplemental water supply option analyzed in the 
RDEIR, other supplies may be utilized to satisfy the mitigation.  

For example, two other water providers could potentially provide supplemental water.15 As explained in 
the RDEIR, the McConnell Foundation has a contract to receive 5,100 AFY of Central Valley Project (CVP) 

 
10 Ibid. 
11 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-30. 
12 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-19 to 5.17-30. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid. 
15  See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-2. 
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water each year, without any shortage provision curtailment.16 Additionally, BVWD has a long-term 
transfer agreement with the Anderson-Cottonwood Irrigation District for 1,536 AFY of CVP water.17 

Further, to the extent supplemental water supplies would need to come from groundwater, draft sections 
of the Enterprise Groundwater Sustainability Plan and the Anderson Groundwater Sustainability Plan (the 
applicable groundwater basins) both demonstrate that groundwater levels are and have been stable for 
many years, even when groundwater pumping has increased in the past during dry years.18 Thus, a 
nominal, temporary increase in pumping to satisfy the project's potential supplemental water needs in a 
multiple dry-year scenario would not have a significant effect on the environment. This conclusion is also 
supported by analysis in the RDEIR.19 

It is also important to consider that the project and its anticipated water demand are specifically 
referenced and included in BVWD's Urban Water Management Plan, both in 2015 and in the 2020 Update 
(attached as Exhibit C).20 In other words, BVWD already anticipated serving the Project and is planning 
accordingly.  

This consideration is particularly important to understand in the context of BVWD's 2020 Drought 
Contingency Plan.21 As noted in Section 5 of that plan, BVWD is planning numerous actions to ensure that 
its water supply is more efficient (e.g., leak detection), increased (e.g., new groundwater wells), and more 
available (e.g., water storage projects). As one example, the plan analyzed potential new groundwater 
wells and determines that, with one additional groundwater well, BVWD could reasonably provide an 
additional 965 to 1,040 AFY of well water supplies beyond what BVWD's current wells provide.22 BVWD is 
planning to construct new groundwater wells "every 10 years starting in 2020," which could increase 
groundwater by 810 AFY per well.23 These figures are well in excess of the project's total anticipated water 
demand of 80 AFY. 

Consistent with the conclusions in the RDEIR, there are sufficient water supplies to provide for the project 
in normal, dry, and multiple dry years, and the project will not have a significant effect on water supplies. 
The proposed mitigation mandates an agreement be entered into with BVWD to ensure there is sufficient 
water, and the RDEIR analyzes one potential supplemental water supply that could satisfy the proposed 
mitigation. But, as discussed previously, there are other supplemental water options that could also satisfy 
the project's proposed mitigation. The mitigation provides BVWD with the opportunity to shape the 

 
16 Ibid. 
17 Ibid. 
18 See pages 3-12 and Figures 3-14 and 3-15 of Section 3 of the draft Enterprise Groundwater Sustainability Plan 
and Anderson Groundwater Sustainability Plan, included as Exhibits A and B to Attachment 1 of this Final 
Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments. Also available at 
https://www.cityofredding.org/departments/public-works/eagsa   
19 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-23 to 5.17-26. 
20 See Exhibit C of Attachment 1 to this Final Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report Responses to 
Comments, Bella Vista Water District- Urban Water Management Plan Update 2020, at Section 3.1.3.2. Also 
available at: https://www.bvwd.org/documents/503/BVWD_2020_UWMP_Final_2021-06-17.pdf. The water 
demands listed in the UWMP are much greater than will actually be needed because BVWD based the assumed 
water usage on similar rural residential users, despite the fact that the project’s users will be even more efficient than 
BVWD;s residential uses in non-rural areas.  
21  BVWD’s 2020 Drought Contingency Plan is attached as Exhibit D to Attachment 1 of this Final Recirculated 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Responses to Comments 
22 See Attachment D at pages 5-16 to 5-18. 
23 See Recirculated Draft Environmental Impact Report, page 5.17-4. As previously noted, the groundwater basin 
levels are stable and capable of sustaining development of new wells.  

https://www.cityofredding.org/departments/public-works/eagsa
https://www.bvwd.org/documents/503/BVWD_2020_UWMP_Final_2021-06-17.pdf
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agreement in a way that integrates with BVWD's broader efforts, consistent with BVWD's Urban Water 
Management Plan (which includes the project) and the multiple projects described in BVWD's 2020 
Drought Contingency Plan to ensure there is sufficient water to meet all anticipated water demands. 

For all the reasons discussed above, potential impacts on water supply are correct and considered less 
than significant. 

 
Master Response-2: Traffic Evaluation Study  

Numerous comments were received on the Traffic Evacuation Study (herein referred to as “evacuation 
study”) with regard to its use and effectiveness as an emergency evacuation plan for the proposed project 
and the surrounding region (refer to Section 5.19, WILDFIRE, and Appendix D-1, of the Partial Recirculated 
Draft EIR (RDEIR)). The evacuation study24 was developed in an effort to identify potential traffic 
“tensions” during several evacuation scenarios and is not intended to serve as or create a broader 
evacuation strategy for the proposed project or any other area within unincorporated Shasta County. 
Therefore, it is not appropriate to compare the evacuation study analysis to the effectiveness of an 
emergency evacuation plan.  

Emergency response plans include elements to maintain continuity of government, emergency functions 
of governmental agencies, mobilization and application of resources, mutual aid, and public information. 
Emergency response plans are maintained at the federal, State, and local levels for all types of disaster, 
both natural and human-caused. Local governments have the primary responsibility for preparedness and 
response activities. As noted on pages 5.19-9 and 5.19-10 of the RDEIR, Shasta County has numerous 
levels of emergency response and protection plans, including the Emergency Operations Plan (EOP), 
approved in 2014. The EOP is used by all key partner agencies within the County to respond to major 
emergencies and disasters and describes the roles and responsibilities between the County and its 
departments with local jurisdictions within the County (Shasta County, 2014). 
 
The Shasta County Sheriff’s Office, CHP, and other cooperating law enforcement agencies have primary 
responsibility for evacuations. These agencies work with the County Office of Emergency Services, and 
with responding fire department personnel who assess fire behavior and spread, which ultimately 
influence evacuation decisions. As of this time Cal Fire, Shasta County Fire Department, Shasta County 
Office of Emergency Services, Shasta County Sheriff’s Office, and others have not adopted a 
comprehensive emergency evacuation plan applicable to this area.  

All evacuations in the County follow pre-planned procedures to determine the best plan for the type of 
emergency. The designated County emergency evacuation and law enforcement coordinator is the 
Sheriff. The evacuation coordinator is assisted by other law enforcement and support agencies in 
emergency events. Law enforcement agencies, highway/street departments, and public and private 
transportation providers would conduct evacuation operations. Activities would include law enforcement 

 
24 The Traffic Evacuation Study was prepared by De Lapide & Associates, Inc. The author, Cornelius Nuworsoo, Ph.D., 
AICP, earned his Ph.D. in Transportation Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley, is a member of the 
American Institute of Certified Planners and the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and is a Professor in the City 
& Regional Planning Program at California Polytechnic State University, San Luis Obispo. A detailed description of Dr. 
Nuworsoo’s educational and professional background and publications can be viewed online at 
www.works.bepress.com/cnuworso/. 

http://www.works.bepress.com/cnuworso/
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traffic control, barricades, signal control, and intersection monitoring downstream of the evacuation area, 
all with the objective of avoiding or minimizing potential backups and evacuation delays. 

Another factor in the evacuation process would be a managed and phased evacuation declaration. 
Evacuating in phases, based on vulnerability, location, or other factors, enables subsequent traffic surges 
on major roadways to be minimized over a longer time frame and can be planned to result in traffic levels 
that flow more efficiently than when mass evacuations include large evacuation areas simultaneously. 
Law enforcement personnel and Shasta County Office of Emergency Services staff would be responsible 
for ensuring that evacuations are phased appropriately, taking into consideration the vulnerability of 
communities when making decisions.  

In an effort to minimize confusion and inconsistent implementation during a time of emergency, the 
County does not require the development of individual evacuation plans on a project by project basis. As 
a result, the evacuation study does not intend to supersede nor supplement the County’s 2014 EOP or 
any other existing countywide protection plans or policies. Additionally, as noted on page 5.19-3 of the 
RDEIR, the proposed project would be consistent with the County’s EOP including Emergency Function 4, 
as outlined in the EOP, regarding fire detection, control, and suppression efforts in the County. The 
evacuation study, while not required by the County, was prepared in an effort to substantiate25 the 
response to the following question from the State CEQA Guidelines (Appendix G, Section XX.a):  

Would the project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

The evacuation study takes a conservative approach to calculating the emergency evacuation time for the 
proposed project area based on the following: 

• The analysis does not assume early or voluntary evacuations prior to an emergency evacuation 
declaration. 

• The analysis takes into account data on the number of buildings included in the County GIS 
database for the Assessor’s parcels in the surrounding area, and and the number of residential 
lots in the proposed project all evacuating at the same time. 

• The amount of traffic from existing development in the surrounding area is based on a lot by lot 
calculation based on Assessor’s parcel data and County building data.  

• The traffic calculations include a 3.5% additional increment to account for large vehicles and 
trailers in through traffic. 

The evacuation study concluded that with the existing evacuation time of 3 hours (based on the 
conservative approach listed above), the proposed project would add approximately 15 minutes to the 
evacuation time. It should be noted that this time of 3 hours and 15 minutes represents the time for the 
last vehicle to reach a refuge area (assuming all vehicles evacuate at the same time) and does not 
represent the evacuation time for every vehicle evacuating. Given the size and location of the project site, 
the proposed project represents a unique opportunity to provide an additional north-south access 
between Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road that can be used by the public residing in the surrounding area 
in the event of an emergency evacuation. Therefore, as noted in Section 5.19, WILDFIRE (page 5.19-22) of 

 
25 Courts have ruled that, in the context of CEQA, substantial evidence is enough relevant information and reasonable 
inferences from this information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other 
conclusions might also be reached. Substantial evidence is defined to include: “facts, reasonable assumptions 
predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” 
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the RDEIR, the proposed project would not contribute to a delay during an emergency wildfire evacuation 
such that it would substantially impair the execution of the County’s EOP. 

Master Response-3: Wildfire Hazards  

Numerous comments on the RDEIR were received regarding the project’s location within an area that is 
prone to wildfires. The County is aware of the potential for the project site to be affected by wildfire. 
Pages 5.19-1 through 5.19-6 of the RDEIR recognize the existing environmental conditions of the project 
site, accurately notes the site’s location within the established Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ), and thoroughly describes the existing topographic features, climate, vegetation communities 
and various fire behavior models. 

Pages 5.19-7 through 5.19-11 of the RDEIR discuss the regulatory setting including State building codes, 
State fire code, local codes related to fire safety, evacuation, hazard mitigation, building standards, and 
Shasta County plans related to reducing wildfire hazards.  

Pages 5.19-12 and 5.19-13 of the RDEIR discuss the proposed project’s implementation of the Tierra 
Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (TRWF/VMP) and roadway designs to reduce the risk 
of wildfire hazards. The TRWF/VMP is intended to provide the management direction for the reduction of 
flammable vegetation from around buildings, roadways and driveways in accordance with the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection/Shasta County Fire Department (CAL FIRE/SCFD) 
requirements. Implementation of the TRWF/VMP would allow for on-the-ground maintenance activities 
that would hand treat accumulated fuels build-ups to reduce the threat of catastrophic wildfire. The 
proposed Project would strategically reduce hazardous fuels by removing brush and limbing trees as 
prescribed in the TRWF/VMP. To minimize operational impacts to emergency access, all on-site roadways 
would be designed in compliance with the Shasta County Fire Safety Standards as outlined in Chapter 8.10 
(Defensible Space for Fire Protection) and Title 16 (Buildings and Construction) of the Shasta County Code 
of ordinances prior to issuance of building permits. As a result, project operations would have a less than 
significant impact related to emergency response or evacuation activities within the development. 

Numerous comments were received in which commenters reference the Carr Fire, Camp Fire and Jones 
Fire. As noted in Section 5.19, WILDFIRE, of the RDEIR, the County recognizes that there is the potential 
for a wildfire to occur within and around areas designated as VHFHSZ. The County also recognizes that 
once a fire starts, topography, fuel, and weather are the principal contributing factors that influence 
wildfire behavior. People and lightning start most wildfires, but once burning, wildfire behavior is based 
on three primary factors: fuel, topography, and weather. Fuel will affect the potential size and behavior 
of a wildfire depending on the amount present, its burning qualities (e.g., level of moisture), and its 
horizontal and vertical continuity. Topography affects the movement of air, and thus the fire, over the 
ground surface. The terrain can also change the speed at which the fire travels, and the ability of 
firefighters to reach and extinguish the fire. Weather as manifested in temperature, humidity, and wind 
(both short and long term) affect the probability, severity, and duration of wildfires. 
 
The County recognizes that while evaluation of past fire behavior can be valuable, based on variability of 
the principal contributing factors noted above, it would be speculative to analyze possible scenarios or 
extrapolate what may occur within the vicinity of the proposed project based on factors that are 
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inherently unique to individual fire incidents, such as factors surrounding the 2018 Carr Fire in western 
Shasta County and the 2018 Camp Fire in Butte County.26  
 
The RDEIR provides a reasoned and rational approach in describing the existing conditions, both in terms 
of the potential for wildfire, existing transportation routes, evacuation times, and potential for the 
proposed project to interfere with a recognized evacuation plan. 

It is important to note that the State CEQA Guidelines require that decisions regarding the significance of 
environmental effects addressed in an EIR be based on substantial evidence and recognize that other 
evidence suggesting different conclusions may exist. The RDEIR provides a comprehensive evaluation of 
the project’s environmental impacts in compliance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines and in 
accordance with professionally accepted methodology for the evaluation of environmental resources, 
including wildland fires.  

The RDEIR and this Response to Comments document present substantial evidence to support the 
conclusions drawn within these documents concerning the significant of the project’s environmental 
effects. When a commenter disagrees about conclusions, the EIR can acknowledge that disagreement, 
but it need not resolve all debates. Per Section 15151 of the State CEQA Guidelines, “Disagreement among 
experts does not make an EIR inadequate, but the EIR should summarize the main points of disagreement 
among the experts.” The lead agency, in this case Shasta County, will ultimately determine which 
conclusion is appropriate, based on the substantial evidence presented in the RDEIR and other documents 
in the whole of the record. 

  

 
26 Public Resources Code Section 21082.2 states that: “argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute 
to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence.  
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Master Response-4: Resource Management Areas  

Multiple comments were received on the RDEIR regarding the feasibility and accountability of a 
Homeowners’ Association (HOA) implementing wastewater disposal and TRWF/VMP obligations for 
managing vegetation and open space areas. The comments raised concerns regarding the project utilizing 
a private HOA rather than a Community Services District (CSD). Among the concerns expressed is the idea 
that an HOA does not provide sufficient assurances of fiscal and service provision stability. The concerns 
reflect a common apprehension with local agencies’ allocation/delegation of community services to an 
HOA.  

HOAs are, essentially, a “private” government – an organization that has the legal authority to tax (e.g., 
“dues” or “assessments”). Just like a public government where people in the community elect 
representatives to govern themselves, HOAs elect a Board of Directors (board). Similar to a public 
government, the board collects “taxes” and saves the money in a public fund to be allocated for the 
management of the common interest of the property owners who live within the boundaries of that 
community.  

Before any properties are sold, the developer chooses the board. In many cases the initial board will 
include the developer, any expert such as an accountant or lawyer, or any other individual invited by the 
developer. Once the first unit sells, the life of the HOA has begun and the board is in 100% control of the 
Association and the rules set for the community as outlined in the Covenants, Conditions & Restrictions 
(CC&Rs) which are established in the constitution by the government in addition to the articles of 
incorporation. 

The covenants are the parts of the constitution that set up the organization. They define its purpose, its 
scope of authority, its obligations as an organization, what the obligations of the owners/members are, 
and each party’s obligations regarding insurance and who’s responsible for what, etc. There is a bound 
set of documents called “the covenants,” and within the covenants, the development’s conditions and 
restrictions are outlined. The conditions state that the individual property owner agrees to abide by 
covenants and agrees to take title to the property under the obligations and authorities as outlined in the 
constitution. The restrictions provide what the individual property owner is permitted to do with or on 
the property. The restrictions are mandatory and by taking title to the property the owner is agreeing to 
live by the restrictions. 

As the units start to sell, the homeowners will begin to make up the board because they have a vested 
interest in the HOA.  Once all the units are sold then the developer is no longer involved with the HOA 
and the HOA board takes over fully governing the Association. Typically, a developer will also hire an HOA 
management company to ensure that the Association is in alignment with the Davis-Sterling Act27, and 

 
27 Under Davis–Stirling, a developer of a common interest development is able to create a homeowner 
association (HOA) to govern the development. As part of creating the HOA, the developer records a document 
known as the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) against the units or parcels within the 
HOA with the county recorder. As recognized by the Supreme Court of California, the Declaration of CC&Rs is the 
constitution of the HOA and is legally binding upon residents to the extent that it does not conflict with state or 
federal law. 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Common_interest_development
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homeowner_association
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Homeowner_association
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/CC%26Rs
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Supreme_Court_of_California
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the make sure all of the necessary steps are taken once the majority of the HOA board is comprised of 
homeowners. 

There are two court decisions involving HOAs that help provide solid legal assurances that the obligations 
imposed upon an HOA are properly discharged. The two decisions, Ekstrom v. Marquesa at Monarch 
Beach HOA (2008) 168 Cal. App. 4th 1111, and James F. O'Toole Co., Inc. v. Los Angeles Kingsbury Court 
Owners Assn. (2005) 126 Cal.App.4th 549, give local agencies strong assurances that the obligations 
imposed upon an HOA will be discharged as contemplated, and that the HOA will in fact raise the 
necessary funds to discharge its obligations. The Ekstrom decision held that where the HOA’s CC&Rs do 
not give the HOA’s board of directors discretion, there is no judicial deference to a board of directors’ 
decision that is inconsistent with the requirements of the CC&Rs: The HOA board of directors cannot avoid 
following an obligation under the CC&Rs by evoking the “business judgement rule” deference to a board’s 
decision to avoid performing obligations imposed by the CC&Rs. 

Concern:  What assurances are there that a homeowners’ association will have sufficient funds 
to perform any County-imposed obligations? 

For the past 15 years, the law in California has been that an HOA cannot claim insufficient funds to 
perform the HOA’s obligations. As James F. O'Toole Co. held, an HOA must impose the assessments 
necessary to perform its CC&Rs obligations. Both the Ekstrom and James F. O'Toole Co. decisions give 
local agencies more assurances that the obligations imposed upon an HOA will be discharged as 
contemplated, and that the HOA will in fact raise the necessary funds to discharge its obligations. 

Concern:  Can a homeowners’ association use the bankruptcy legal process to avoid the financial 
obligations associated with any County-imposed obligations? 

The Ekstrom and J James F. O'Toole Co. decisions hold that HOAs have the legal obligation to perform the 
mandatory duties (including any duties imposed by the County pursuant to the imposition of conditions 
of approval associated with the development’s subdivision map) and duty to pay its expenses and debts. 
A Bankruptcy Court case, Oak Park Calabasas Condominium Association (2003) 302 B.R. 665) describes 
the unique nature of California’s HOAs; they must continue to exist and pay debts and can’t create an 
“alter ego” that is not liable for the debts. 

In general, chapter 7 results in the liquidation of non-individual debtors since there are 
no exemptions to allow them to maintain assets or other property. In most cases this 
means that no debtor entity would remain from which [the creditor] could collect. But a 
homeowner association is unique, since California law requires that it continue to exist 
and collect monies from the homeowners and that only a portion of those amounts are 
exempt from execution. Therefore, a homeowner association would survive chapter 7 
and so would its liabilities, including this judgment, which would continue to accrue 
interest at 10%.”[Emphasis added]. 

Concern: With respect to funding in particular, it is unclear from the EIR whether the 
Tierra Robles HOA will be capable of levying the same taxes as a CSD, which 
appears to be necessary  to fund the implementation of mitigation measures on 
an ongoing basis. 

The Tierra Robles HOA (TRHOA) is capable of levying the same taxes as a CSD. It has some 
advantages over a CSD for the purpose of generating property-based funding to implement 
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property-related services, including mitigation measures on an ongoing basis. California voters 
voted to place a cap on assessment increases by CSDs; however, the California legislature 
eliminated caps on an HOA’s boards of directors’ obligation to increase assessments. 

The levy and any increase in the levy of CSD taxes is subject to Proposition 218 Omnibus 
Implementation Act (Government Code Section 53750 – 53758), which requires property owner 
approval. California Constitution Article XIIIC, section 2(b) provides: “No local government may 
impose, extend, or increase any general tax unless and until that tax is submitted to the electorate 
and approved by a majority vote,” where the term “local government” is defined as “any county, 
city, city and county, including a charter city or county, any special district, or any other local or 
regional governmental entity.” 

Proposition 218 specifically permits property owners to vote to repeal a local tax, assessment fee 
or charge through the initiative process. California Constitution Article XIII C (section 3); Bighorn-
Deser View Water Agency v. Verjil (2006) 39 Cal.4th 205 (Prop 218 granted the initiative power to 
repeal fees or charges). 

In contrast to the funding limitations imposed upon CSDs under California law, the TRHOA would 
have a statutory duty to levy property assessments to fund all of its financial obligations (Civil 
Code Section 5600(a)). In addition, the TRHOA board of directors would have the statutory 
authority to increase annual regular assessments by up to 20% for anticipated increases in 
expenses without the vote or consent of the TRHOA property owners. For emergency situations, 
including unanticipated extraordinary expenses which could not have been reasonably foreseen 
when the then-current regular assessments were established, the TRHOA would have the 
statutory authority to increase assessments without any limitation on the percentage or amount. 

Comparison to CSD taxes 

While a CSD does receive a portion of property taxes paid by the residents of the district, 
traditionally this has amounted to 0.10% to 0.12% of tax revenue, revenue that is limited by the 
operation of Proposition 13. In comparison, by requiring owners to form and maintain an HOA, 
the County is not obligated to share property tax revenue, thus placing the entire burden upon 
the homeowners and relieving local government agencies of the expense.  

Concern: To the extent there are uncertainties regarding the ability of the TRHOA to carry 
out its designated functions, the EIR should include an analysis of contingencies, 
including whether the County is willing and able to carry out those duties. 

Throughout California, local agencies are actually undertaking the opposite analysis, as HOAs are 
often required to act as the contingent operator in the event the local agency (or the voters within 
the development) are unwilling or unable to carry out a CSD’s designated functions and duties.  
Examples of this approach include the following: 

From Placer County Conditions of Approval - Vesting Tentative Map/Conditional Use Permit (Sub-
325/CUP1844A): 

1. Placer County: Create a County Service Area (CSA) Zone of Benefit.  The CSA will be 
established concurrent with and on the Final Map.  In the event that the CSA is abolished 
by the Board of Supervisors, or the CSA is otherwise not able to function, the 
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homeowners' association shall be responsible for all services previously provided by the 
CSA.  The CSA or the CSA created for the CFD, shall provide the following services: 

a) Street lighting at project entrances (unless private lights are maintained by the 
homeowners’ association). 

b) Storm drainage maintenance for facilities located within public easements 
including structural stormwater quality enhancement facilities (BMP's). 

c) Collection of fees for regional storm drainage facilities and maintenance pursuant 
to the "Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance", 
including any future revisions thereof.  

ADVISORY COMMENT:  Maintenance of detention facilities by the CSA will be 
dependent on final design and approval by DPW. Maintenance by the 
homeowners' association may be required if the final design is not acceptable to 
the Special Districts Division of DPW. 

d) Maintenance of the public regional trail along the south side of Dry Creek. 

e) If a dedication of Lots L, M, T, or U is accepted by Placer County, the CSA 
Zone of Benefit shall include funding for maintenance and liability. 

f) Lot E and the community park site (AP #023-220-033, Holtzman). 

g) Walerga Road median landscaping. 

As part of the conditions of approval for a development’s subdivision map, some local agencies 
require that the provisions of CC&Rs permit the local agency to charge the HOA for tax-based 
services in the event the taxpayers vote to terminate the tax. The City of Rancho Cordova and the 
City of Vallejo have each required HOAs to serve as a back-up funding mechanism in the event 
certain taxes are discontinued. 

Provisions of CC&Rs from a City of Rancho Cordova subdivision, based upon Conditions of 
Approval: 

Obligation to Transit Services Tax if Zone 3 Tax Area is Disbanded. If the voters within the 
Rancho Cordova Transit-Related Services Special Tax Area ever vote to disband or 
terminate the Transit Services Tax with respect to the Lots within the Development, the 
City shall have the right to charge the Association for all Transit Services Taxes that would 
have been levied annually against all of the Lots within the Development by the City to 
provide for the transit-related services if the voters had not disbanded or terminated the 
Transit Services Tax.  The Association shall levy and collect Assessments from the Owner 
within the Development to pay any City charges for Transit Services Tax, and shall pay 
such the City as provided in Section 6.18(c), below. 

Obligation of Association to Pay Transit Services Tax.  In the event the Transit Services Tax 
is terminated, the City shall bill and the Association shall pay such amounts to the City, in 
two (2) equal semi-annual installments, the first of which shall be paid on or before 
December 10th and the second of which shall be paid on or before April 10th. If the 
Association fails to pay the City timely, the Association shall pay the City a penalty and 
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interest on such delinquent Transit Services Tax in the amount equal to the penalties and 
interest applicable to delinquent property taxes.  In addition to penalties and interest, the 
City may enforce the obligations of this Section by any means available to it at law or in 
equity and shall be entitle to attorneys’ fees from the Association if the City is required to 
bring legal action to collect any District Expenses from the Association, together with 
simple interest at the rate of five percent (5%) per annum on all delinquent amounts. 

Provisions of CC&Rs from a City of Vallejo subdivision, based upon Conditions of Approval: 

Special Districts. The City has established and intends various special districts which will 
levy various assessments, taxes, fees, and charges to operate, maintain, repair, improve, 
and replace various Improvements associated with or which benefit the Development and 
to otherwise provide services for the benefit of the Development.  Declarant and each 
Owner, by acceptance of a deed to a Unit, acknowledges and agrees that all Units within 
the Development shall be subject an allocated share of all assessments, taxes, fee 
assessments, charges and other amounts levied by the City or any such district, including, 
but without limitation, Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District, Greater Vallejo 
Recreation District fees, Mare Island Community Facilities District No. 2005-1A (Mare 
Island), Mare Island Community Facilities District No. 2005-1B (Mare Island), Community 
Facilities District No. 2002-1 (Mare Island), and any other district (each a "District"), 
established by the City to fund any of the expenses described in Sections 6.17(b) and (c), 
below (collectively, "District Expenses"). 

District Maintenance Expenses.  The District Expenses for maintenance include all District 
assessments associated with the maintenance, repair, replacement of: Public parks 
including a Community Park, Parade Grounds, Alden Park, Chapel Park, Historic Park and 
Morton Field; Public landscape improvements including Walnut Square, Crescent Park, 
Coral Sea Playground, and right-of-way landscaping; Open space including shore 
maintenance, storm drainage, wetlands and railroad right-of-way weed and litter; 
Environmental management; Miscellaneous public works responsibilities including public 
signs and monuments, public retaining walls, historic light maintenance, historic sign 
maintenance, historic sidewalk maintenance, access alleys, roads and lights, street 
sweeping, alley lighting, and other street lighting, and Mare Island bridge, including bridge 
controls, pilings, guard rails, lift span, grating, painting, concrete and bearing/gear boxes. 

District Facilities Expenses. The District Expenses include the assessments levied by the 
Mare Island Community Facilities District No. 2005-1A (Mare Island) to provide for 
payments to discharge bonded indebtedness. 

District Charges. Each Owner, by acceptance of a deed to a Unit, acknowledges and agrees 
that all Units within the Development shall be subject to such secured District 
assessments and taxes for District Expenses.  

Obligation to Pay District Expenses if District is Disbanded. If a District is ever disbanded 
by the vote of the Owners, but the District's Expenses are not allocated or absorbed by 
another District, the City shall have the right to charge the Association for all District 
Expenses that would have expended annually by the District to perform its maintenance 
obligations for the Development if the District had not been disbanded. 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-24 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Obligation of Association to Pay District Expenses.  In the event the City incurs any District 
Expenses due to the termination of a District, the City shall bill and the Association shall 
pay such amounts to the City, in two (2) equal semi-annual installments, the first of which 
shall be paid on or before December 10th and the second of which shall be paid on or 
before April 10th.  If the Association fails to pay the City timely, the Association shall pay 
the City a penalty and interest on such delinquent District Expenses in the amount equal 
to the penalties and interest applicable to delinquent property taxes.  In addition to 
penalties and interest, the City may enforce the obligations of this Section by any means 
available to it at law or in equity and shall be entitle to attorneys’ fees from the 
Association if the City is required to bring legal action to collect any District Expenses from 
the Association, together with simple interest at the rate of five percent (5%) per annum 
on all delinquent amounts 

Therefore, based on the details above, the TRHOA would be able to ensure compliance with any 
conditions of approval or mitigation measures required in the Final EIR. An HOA takes on 
additional legal obligations that do not apply to a local government agency. Members of an HOA, 
unlike residents within a CSD, are prohibited from failing to comply with requirements contained 
within the CC&Rs and the conditions of approval. Unlike a local government agency, an HOA 
cannot declare bankruptcy (e.g. Stockton, CA bankruptcy). As a result, rather than form a new 
local government agency which would place a burden upon the County, the formation of an HOA 
can carry that obligation. 
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Letter 1:  Bella Vista Water District, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 1 - Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) 
 

Response 1-1:  

The commenter makes a prefatory comment and notes previous comments made by BVWD on the project 
and previous iterations of the environmental documentation. BVWD notes that some of their comments 
remain unanswered in the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-2:  

The commenter notes the weather patterns in the Redding basin and its effects on water demand and the 
difference within different land uses zones and designations. The County understands BVWD is providing 
a comparison of water consumption based on zoning designations alone. While the project property is 
zoned Rural Residential, due to the proposed restrictions on development in the Tierra Robles project 
area (i.e. limiting the development footprint, limiting irrigable landscaping to 5,000 square feet, 
disallowing keeping of livestock or raising of crops), the proposed project would use substantially less 
volumes of water on a per unit basis than typical property zone Rural Residential. The typical rural 
residential uses within the vicinity and within the County as a whole to which BVWD is referring tend to 
use much more water than would occur within the Tierra Robles project. The proposed project includes 
more traditional single-family residential uses. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1 Water 
Supply Analysis Master Responses General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, and 
Project Projected Water Demand, for additional information.  

The commenter also is referred to Response 1-4 – the concern that the proposed project would be used 
for agriculture, thereby raising the water use, would not occur as these activities would not be allowed. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-3: 

The commenter references discussion in the RDEIR about implementation of the State’s Model Water 
Efficient Landscape Ordinance (MWELO) and states concern about County staffing. The commenter 
questions adequacy of staffing, enforcement, and steps they will take if compliance is not met.  

Prior to the issuance of building permits for residences within the Tierra Robles development, Planning 
Division staff will verify that proposed plans comply with the applicable development standards of the 
Tierra Robles Planned Development, including the maximum permissible irrigable area of 5,000 square 
feet and compliance with the State’s MWELO. 

The commenter is referred to Response 1-2, above regarding the comparison of the proposed project to 
a more traditional rural residential development which would, similar to some of the surrounding 
properties, contain agricultural production, the keeping of livestock, and large irrigable landscaping. 
Although the proposed project’s homes will be on larger lots, the proposed project’s would be closely 
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aligned with traditional single-family residential uses due to restrictions on irrigable landscaping. In terms 
of enforcement and continue compliance, residents of the Tierra Robles project would be subject to the 
Homeowners Association (HOA) rules and deed restrictions, reserve funds, budgets, bylaws, and other 
applicable documents and requirements of a CSD or HOA. According to the California Homeowners 
Association, there are 33 existing HOA’s in Shasta County, 19 of which are located in the City of Redding. 
Please see Master Response #4-Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles 
Homeowners Association. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-4: 

The commenter states that water demand of the project needs to be determined based on full potential 
range of development, that the project could be used for agriculture resulting in a larger demand and 
consumption for water. The commenter is referred to Master Response # 1 – Water Supply Analysis 
Master Response Consistency with California Water Code and Project Projected Water Demand, and 
Master Response #4-Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowners 
Association, and Response 1-3. The project would not be used for agricultural operations that are more 
common in traditionally rural residential developments and hence use greater quantities of water than 
single family residential developments which the project (aside from larger lot sizes) more closely 
resembles.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-5:  

The commenter questions the use of the 55 gallons per capita per day estimate and states that it is not 
consistent with CWC Section 10608.20 and needs to be consistent with the Urban Water Management 
Plan (UWMP) to determine the use. The commenter is referred to Master Response # 1 – Water Supply 
Analysis Master Response Consistency with California Water Code and Project Projected Water 
Demand. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-6:  

The commenter states that according to the Bella Vista UWMP the base per capita daily water use is 947 
gallons per capita per day resulting in a water demand greater than that discussed in the RDEIR. The 
Commenter is referred to Master Response # 1 – Water Supply Analysis Master Response Consistency 
with California Water Code and Project Projected Water Demand.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Response 1-7:  

The commenter notes the secondary residential units and their potential demand in light of the potential 
for landscaped areas. The commenter states that the assumption of a secondary unit replacing 1,500 
square feet of irrigated landscape area 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. 

Depending on the lot configuration and associated development envelope, a secondary unit could 
potentially be developed outside development envelope without adjusting the landscaped area. Under 
such a scenario, would result in an upward adjustment of 1.2 acre-feet in demand per year. The RDEIR 
assumed 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 reflects the landscape area that is 1,500 square feet less than the landscaped area 
used in the standard parcels. If this adjustment is not made, the 15 parcels with secondary 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 
approximately 80 acre-feet per year to approximately 81 acre-feet per year, a non-substantial change that 
would have no effect on the conclusions of the analysis. No further response is necessary and no change 
to the Draft EIR is necessary. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-8:  

The commenter states discusses that the BVWD derives the majority of its water supply from the Central 
Valley Project (CVP) and is subject to shortage provisions pursuant to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation 
(USBR). The commenter notes the total contract quantity is 24,578 acre-feet per year (AFY) but in dry 
years the supply can be restricted. 

In reference to water contract quantity of 24,578 AFY and potential for multiple dry year water use 
restrictions, the RDEIR addresses potential changes BVWD may implement to reduce water volumes it 
provides to its customers. The commenter is referred to page 5.17-4, Table 5.17-2 in Section 5.17 UTILITIES 
AND SERVICE SYSTEMS of the RDEIR, which notes that BVWD’s contract with USBR provides up to 24,578 
AFY of CVP water. The County recognizes that future supplies are subject to restrictions for environmental 
factors including actual flows, drought and the Central Valley Project (CVP) municipal and industrial (M&I) 
Shortage Policy. Pages 5.17-13 and 5.17-26 of the RDEIR discuss California Drought Regulations and 
Executive Orders addressing restrictions and standards intended to reduce water use and the County, 
consistent with the comment, also recognize that there may be uncontrollable factors such as drought 
and decreasing supplies that accompany dry conditions. 

The commenter also is referred to Mitigation Measure (MM) 5.17-4b that 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. MM 5.17-4b has been modified as 
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suggested by BVWD and is discussed in Response 1-11, that specifically discusses the measure and makes 
suggestions for revisions to it.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-9:  
The commenter states that new demand would reduce the water supply for existing customers and the 
mitigation as proposed is not adequate. The commenter is correct that certain environmental constraints 
may make it more difficult to obtain water to supplement BVWD. It should be noted that the proposed 
development is consistent with the land use densities anticipated for the project site in the County’s 
General Plan. In turn, the project is also consistent with the census data for population growth estimated 
by BVWD’s UWMP for long term water demand projections. The County, however, disagrees that the 
applicant is “waiting to acquire additional water until needed…” As discussed on page 5.17-19 of the 
RDEIR, an agreement with CCCSD will be established prior to project approval: 

 
“As represented in several attachments referenced throughout this section, the project 
applicant has facilitated discussions between Clear Creek Community Services District (CCCSD) 
and BVWD for the periodic transfer of a portion of CCCSD’s annually available CVP water 
supply allocation from CCCSD to BVWD. 
 
As detailed in Appendix RDEIR C-2 of this RDEIR, CCCSD would make available for transfer a 
portion of its CVP allocation in a requested year, not to exceed 100 acre-feet. CCCSD would 
meet its own customer needs otherwise met by the CVP supply by pumping groundwater 
through one of three existing, certified drinking water wells. 
 
The source of the transfer water is a contractual entitlement under a CVP water service 
contract between United States Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and CCCSD. BVWD also is a CVP 
water service contractor in the same area of origin as CCCSD, and therefore the transfer will 
be conducted in accordance with Section 3405(a)(1)(M) of the Central Valley Project 
Improvement Act (CVPIA) along with other applicable criteria relating to the substitution of 
groundwater by CCCSD.” 

 
The County also notes the discussion from CCCSD in the mentioned appendix C-2. In part, this states:  

“In the event of a drought, the CCCSD proposes transferring to BVWD up to 100 AF of its own 
CVP Project water allocation in that year as defined in a subsequent long-term agreement 
entered into between CCCSD and BVWD.” 

The subsequent paragraph in the Appendix further states:  

“Because of the need to consider a worst-case scenario and the need for possible additional 
supplies for BVWD during extreme drought conditions, the CCCSD has agreed to pursue the 
annual transfer of up to 100 Acre Feet per year of its CVP project water…”  

As noted, one of the conditions includes the approval from USBR for the transfer which is anticipated to 
occur under the current Accelerated Transfer Programs operation to facilitate transfers among CVP 
contractors in the same watersheds. 
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Thus, the agreement is not periodic. The agreement is concrete and would define a yearly volume of water 
that would be made available from CCCSD through the contractual obligation as needed and diverted to 
BVWD. The County concurs that transfers are anticipated to be periodic but disagrees with the commenter 
in that the contract for the transfers is permanent.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 1-10.  

The commenter notes that any long-term agreement would be subject to CEQA and NEPA requirements. 
The commenter is referred to Appendix C-2 which notes that as a condition of approval of the transfer 
CCCSD notes full compliance with NEPA and CEQA would be required. Further MM 5.17-4b on page 5.17-
30 of the RDEIR concludes with the following language: “The project applicant shall demonstrate that any 
water supply provided to BVWD under the Agreement satisfies all CEQA and NEPA compliance 
requirements, as well as any other permitting or regulatory approvals, as may be associated with a water 
supply identified in the Agreement.” 

Thus, the County recognizes that subsequent environmental documentation may be required. No further 
response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments 
have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 1-11:  

The commenter notes that mitigation measure 5.17-4b is not feasible as written. The commenter provides 
a suggestion for revisions to the mitigation measures. Regarding the commenter’s first note of the 
comment regarding MM 5.17-4b and its feasibility, the commenter is referred to Master Response #1 - 
Water Supply Analysis Master Responses, Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected 
Water Demand, and California Water Code Baseline Calculations regarding project water use. The water 
use projections are based on project design and, although the individual residences would be located on 
large lots, the homes will more closely resemble that of single family residential developments as opposed 
to traditional rural residential development common in other areas of BVWD’s service area (reference to 
Response 1-4). 

Commenter suggests an edit to MM 5.174b. MM 5.17-4b has been revised to read as follows: 

”Concurrent with the establishment of the Tierra Robles Community Services District or Tierra 
Robles Homeowners Association, the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County 
Department of Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the applicant has 
secured an Agreement with BVWD 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. Shortage conditions shall be defined to 
exist when BVWD has been notified by the USBR that it will receive less than a 100 percent 
(full) allocation of its CVP water supplies for the coming delivery season, as that determination 
has been announced by USBR as of April 15th of each year. The augmenting water supplies 
shall be made available to BVWD through the Agreement with BVWD and is consistent with 
the methodology of U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s Central Valley Project Municipal and 
Industrial Storage Policy, Guidelines and Procedures until such time as BVWD received three 
successive water years of full (Unconstrained) CVP water allocations following buildout and 
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completion of all phases of the development and newly created water demands. For any 
shortage condition that occurs after three years of full CVP allocation following buildout, the 
project applicant shall no longer be required to provide BVWD with augmenting water 
supplies. , but the project applicant shall then be fully subjected to the shortage provisions 
administered by BVWD to all its customers. The project applicant shall demonstrate that any 
water supply provided to BVWD under the Agreement satisfies all CEQA and NEPA compliance 
requirements, as well as any other permitting or regulatory approvals, as may be associated 
with a water supply identified in the Agreement.” 
 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 1-12:  

The commenter reiterates previous comments related to the Will Serve letter and expands on its 
expiration and need for a new one, and provides a sample as an attachment. The County understands the 
previous Will Serve letter has expired. The County also understands the applicant will request a new Will 
Serve letter once the augmentation to the water supply is secured.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-36 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
COMMENTING PERSONS 
  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-37 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 2:  Remy Moose Manly, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 2 - PATROL 
 

Response 2-1:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue or impact but prefaces subsequent comments in 
the commenter’s letter. The County does recognize that the RDEIR was recirculated for public review and 
comment because one or more new or more severe significant impacts were identified after the DEIR was 
circulated but before its certification. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required based on this comment.  

Response 2-2:  

This comment does not raise a specific question regarding CEQA, question the adequacy of the document, 
or request clarification. The commenter does preface future comments related to water supply, providing 
decision makers with adequate information, speculation, significance of impacts, and substantial 
evidence. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. 

Response 2-3:  

The commenter restates the information discussed in the RDEIR on pages 5.17-13 and 5.17-18 in relation 
to water supply, and notes the potential transfer agreement with the Clear Creek Community Services 
District (CCCSD). The commenter also references previous comments from the Bella Vista Water District 
(BVWD) dated July 16, 2019 on a previous document prepared for the Tierra Robles Planned Development 
and provided them as Attachment 1 to the comment letter. 

The referenced comment from BWVD was on the previously circulated document. BVWD has submitted 
comments on the RDEIR that supersede those listed in the attachment. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #1 Water Supply Analysis-General Discussion, Projected Water Demand, Consistency 
with California Water Code, and California Water Code Baseline Calculations related to water supply and 
use, and Responses to Comments 1-9 and 1-10. 

Regarding the CCCSD water transfer agreement the commenter is referenced to the language in MM 5.17-
4b regarding the mechanism by which the transfer would occur and that it would be required prior to 
project development. The water supply from CCCSD is a known supply, does exist, and CCCSD has signaled 
its intent to provide for the purpose of supply for the proposed project. Although a contract or 
memorandum of understanding for the 100 acre-feet of water per year has not yet been signed, this 
would be done as part of the listed mitigation, and the above preceding pages of the RDEIR regarding the 
water transfer, the mechanism by which it would occur, and the requirements of the mitigation that would 
be required prior to project development. 

The County has evaluated how the water transfer from CCCSD to BVWD would work and is discussed on 
page 5.17-30 in Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems of the RDEIR. As discussed, CCCSD would pump 
100-acre feet of groundwater from their existing wells and transport the water through an existing 
underground aqueduct and release this groundwater into the Sacramento River. BVWD would pump a 
commensurate amount of water from the Sacramento River from their existing intake station. No new 
facilities or infrastructure would be required to complete this transfer.  
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The County does agree with the comment that an agreement cannot be reached with an entity that does 
not exist. Accordingly, page 5.17- 20 describes the process by which an agreement would be reached and 
approved: “A letter sent from CCCSD to BVWD details the proposed transfer and outlining specific 
provisions. On June 17, 2020, at a regularly scheduled meeting, the CCCSD Board of Directors unanimously 
authorized its General Manager to participate in negotiations with BVWD to formulate the necessary 
agreement as detailed in the letter.  A copy of the CCCSD meeting minutes is included as Appendix RDEIR 
C-2 of the RDEIR.” 

Therefore, the language in MM-5.17-4b, which states in part, “Concurrent with the establishment of the 
Tierra Robles Community Services District or Tierra Robles Homeowners Association, the project applicant 
shall provide to the Shasta County Department of Resource Management documentation demonstrating 
that the applicant has secured an Agreement with BVWD to provide BVWD with adequate water 
supplies…”, is reasonable in that, specifically identified by the comment above, the agreement cannot be 
reached until such time the TRCSD or TRHOA is formed which would occur subject to project approval. 
Formation of either entity would be premature if the project is not approved. 

The mitigation measure accounts for this by including language based on the current status of the 
tentative agreement between CCCSD and BVWD. The mitigation measure sets forth a timeline, all involved 
parties including an agency to verify conditions have been met, performance standards, and a 
methodology by which it will be implemented. The mitigation measure is fully adequate. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-4:  

The commenter notes the estimated water use of 55 gallons per capita per day and references the 
previous letter received from BVWD discussed in Response 2-3 above. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #1 Water Supply Analysis-Consistency with California Water Code and California 
Water Code Baseline Calculations. As discussed, the previous comments are superseded by the BVWD 
comment letter on the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-5:  

The commenter notes the previous letter received from BVWD. The Commenter is Referred to Master 
Response #1 Water Supply Analysis General Discussion, and Responses 2-3 and 2-4 above that note the 
previous comments are superseded by the BVWD comment letter on the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-6:  
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The commenter continues their discussion about the discrepancy in water demand saying that the 
subsequent analysis is called into question as well as mitigation. The commenter elaborates that this also 
affects the agreement with CCCSD as they may not be able to provide adequate water supply to cover the 
additional water demand.  

The commenter is referred to Responses 2-2 through 2-5, above. As explained, the projected water use 
disclosed in the RDEIR was accurate, was appropriate for the proposed uses, and is consistent with the 
UWMP and California Water Code, when separated from other dissimilar uses such as agriculture and 
more traditional rural uses. As also explained in the Master Response #1 Water Supply Analysis - 
Consistency with California Water Code and California Water Code Baseline Calculations, BVWD’s 
recommended numbers drastically overestimate water use that would occur under the proposed project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-7:  

The commenter cites Table 5.17-2 of the RDEIR and what they refer to as inaccurate BVWD groundwater 
supplies. The commenter elaborates on the water supply noting that an additional well was not drilled, 
thus the additional 810 AFY should not be accounted for. The commenter also notes there is no mention 
that some wells have been removed from service due to low yields which further bring the conclusions 
into question. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1 General Discussion, California Water 
Code Baseline Calculations, and Response 1– 9. Please see Response 3-4.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-8:  

The commenter summarizes the above comments noting that the conclusions are unsupported by 
substantial evidence and the evaluation of impacts and water supply analysis must be revised, and 
conflicts with County General Plan Policy W-c. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1 General 
Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected Water Demand, California Water 
Code Baseline Calculations, and Responses 1-1 through 1-7, above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-9:  

The commenter notes a discrepancy in the amount of paving from the DEIR project description to the 
RDEIR project description and that the air quality analysis therefore relies on an inaccurate or changed 
project description. The Air quality analysis in the DEIR used a conservative approach and assumed that 
all of the roadway right of way would be paved which would equate to approximately 51.71 acres of 
paving. As shown in Figure 3-8, Typical Roadway Sections, the right of way area includes a lot of area that 
will not be paved. For example, typical roadway sections with an 84-foot right of way include only 32 feet 
(less than 40 percent) of paved surface. As such, the air quality analysis in the DEIR was overly conservative 
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and overstated the amount of paved area within the project site. It should be noted that construction 
emissions were identified as less than significant with mitigation incorporated in the DEIR. The air quality 
analysis in the PRDEIR used the paved area shown in the table in Figure 3-7 (750,000 sf or 17.2 acres), 
Project Phasing, of the DEIR. Thus, Page 5.3-14 of Section 5.3 Air Quality of the PRDIER accounted for the 
updated paved area and used the 17.2-acre value.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-10:  

The commenter continues discussion about the air quality analysis noting the California Emissions 
Estimator Model (CalEEMod) which relies on input from construction activities. The commenter notes that 
if the area analyzed is less than what will be constructed the emissions would be underestimated. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-9 above with regard to the change in acreage for paved areas. Other 
changes in the analysis contributed to reductions in air quality emissions such as refinements to the 
CalEEMod model between the preparation of the DEIR and the RDEIR. Additionally, the air quality analysis 
in RDEIR includes the use of Tier IV construction equipment which has higher efficiencies with regard to 
emission reductions than the Tier III construction equipment used in the DEIR analysis. Tier IV construction 
equipment is more widely available at this time and was included in the CalEEMod modeling analysis. As 
a result, construction emissions were lower in the RDEIR compared to the DEIR.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-11:  

The commenter notes that PATROL members have serious concerns about the validity of the emergency 
evacuation impacts. The commenter notes that the PATROL comment letter incorporates the comments 
of James and Teresa Griffith. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-1 through 3-54, that consist of 
the responses to the comment letter from James and Teresa Griffith. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-12:  

The commenter notes PATROL wishes to emphasize the impacts conclusion and that they are inadequate 
in regard to emergency evacuation time because the additional traffic from the project would be minimal 
in comparison to the existing evacuation times.  

The RDEIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and the 2019 CEQA Guidelines. Its impact analysis 
and conclusions are supported by technical studies including computer modeling of traffic evacuation 
patterns. The commenter is referred to Response 2-11 above, and Master Response #3 – Wildfire 
Hazards.  
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-13:  

The commenter reiterates statements regarding the additional delay in evacuation and cites other fires 
that have occurred in California. The commenter further states that the existing conditions, including 
constraints of the roadway network, project access, and existing setting, are not adequately considered. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 – Wildfire Hazards 

While the commenter asserts that the RDEIR is inadequate, the comment letter provides no details or 
technical analysis to substantiate this claim. The RDEIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and 
the 2019 CEQA Guidelines. Its impact analysis and conclusions are supported by technical studies including 
computer modeling of traffic evacuation patterns. 

The RDEIR’s conclusion is based on facts and setting. The project site is characterized by relatively flat 
terrain and is dominated by oak woodland and grassland. While categorized as a very high fire hazard 
severity zone, the project site is substantially different in both features than the areas where fires 
occurred as referenced by the commenter. The project provides two access points into the project. As 
noted on pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the DEIR:  

Primary access to and from the proposed project would be from Boyle Road at the southern end of the 
project site. Tierra Robles Parkway would be constructed to run northerly from Boyle Road beginning 
approximately 1.25 miles east of the intersection of Boyle Road and Old Alturas Road. Tierra Robles 
Parkway turns into Chatham Ranch Drive approximately mid-way through the subdivision. This new road 
would be located within an 84-foot wide right-of-way which would traverse the proposed project site, and 
ultimately tie into Seven Lakes Road, adjacent to its intersection with Old Alturas Road. 

The County does not concur the analysis runs “afoul” of CEQA. Either the TRCSD or TRHOA would actively 
manage the project site and create and maintain defensible space as a requirement of the proposed 
Planned Development zone district. This also is different than the examples provided in the comment as 
is evidenced by the numerous pictures that show overgrown vegetation in immediate proximity to tightly 
packed residential and business units within the thick forest cover. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-14:  

The commenter states that there are assumptions and factual oversights in the RDEIR. The commenter 
states the analysis assumes Shasta College will have been evacuated and downplays the project traffic to 
Boyle Road. The commenter also notes the number of trailers and other vehicles creating miles of vehicles.  

The commenter asserts there is an assumption in the Tierra Robles Area Evacuation Traffic Study (Traffic 
Evacuation Study) that Shasta College will have been evacuated and empty at the time of a wildfire. The 
County concurs that the Traffic Evacuation Study and PRDEIR discussed potential evacuation areas. These 
areas were selected as they are large areas, relatively unvegetated, and logical areas for people to 
evacuate to within the City in case of wildfire in surrounding areas. The County concurs that while some 
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activities may still be ongoing at these sites, they nonetheless remain logical locations for evacuees to use 
to as temporary refuges. As noted on page 5.19-13 of Section 5.19 Wildfire, the areas are identified as 
potential temporary refuge areas: 

“The report identified eight potential temporary refuge areas consisting of large community 
facilities in the surrounding area. These refuge areas are large, well known sites such as 
schools, shopping centers, and churches. Subject to field decisions by the fire authorities, 
these locations would provide short-term refuge for evacuated residents of the proposed 
Project. These locations are open facilities that are accompanied by large unvegetated parking 
areas and they can reasonably be relied upon to be available in the event of an emergency 
evacuation.” 

The analysis does not downplay that all Project traffic will use Boyle Road, a two-lane roadway which 
residents know was dangerously congested during the evacuation for the 1999 Jones Fire. This is in fact 
the purpose of conducting the subsequent analysis, specifically to evaluate potential increased use of 
Boyle Road. 

It would not be logical for residents in the northern area of the project to discard use of State Highway 
299 or for residents in the southern area of the project to discard use of State Highway 44 in favor of Boyle 
Road; all of these are east-west routes. If fires approach from either the north or the south in a manner 
that precludes use of the east-west highways, then users should use the north-south arterials to travel to 
safe areas or to get out of the area, not concentrate on an east-west road such as Boyle Road.  

Responses to comments provided from other PATROL members are discussed in the respective comment 
letters and the commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study. 

No further response is required and no other changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 2-15:  

The County concurs that that Northgate Drive is not a secondary access for the proposed project. This 
reference has been removed from the DEIR and RDEIR as revised in the Errata section of the Final EIR. 

For commenters reference, Page 5,19-13 of the RDEIR in relation to Northgate Drive has been revised to 
read as follows: 

The proposed internal street network consists of approximately 15 roadway segments and would 
be designed and constructed to meet applicable County street standards. A proposed secondary 
access is proposed that would meet all Shasta County Fire Safety standards and would consist of 
an emergency access easement across Lot No. 81 and Lot No. 98. This would include a 5.23-acre 
offsite extension of the proposed new access road to Old Alturas Road on the northerly side of the 
project.  the southerly terminus of Tierra Robles Lane at Northgate Drive. The proposed 
connection with Northgate Drive would be gated per County fire standards and used for reciprocal 
emergency access only. As a result, Project operations would have a less than significant impact 
related to emergency response or evacuation activities within the development. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-16:  

The commenter discusses the lack of meaningful conversation regarding the Tierra Robles Homeowners 
Association (TRHOA) and Tierra Robles Community Services District (TRCSD). The commenter notes that 
not enough information is provided to make a meaningful evaluation of impacts in this regard. 

Please see Master Response #4. The proposed project includes the formation of either the Tierra Robles 
Community Services District (TRCSD) or the Tierra Robles Homeowners Association (TRHOA). The TRCSD 
or TRHOA would be used as a means to oversee and implement the plans and facilities within the 
development and they would oversee the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; Tierra Robles Oak Woodland 
Management Plan; Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Open Space Management, 
and Resource Management Area Management and Oversight; Road Maintenance; Storm Drain 
Maintenance; and Waste Water Collection, Treatment and Dispersal Facilities. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-17:  

The commenter notes and questions the feasibility of enforcement of mitigation when the responsible 
entities are the TRHOA or TRCSD. The commenter states that the EIR must discuss staffing, funding, and 
expertise to satisfy requirements for mitigation.  

The commenter is referred to Response 2-16 above regarding how the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 5.8-1 specifically requires that the monitoring of fire prescription activities within Resource 
Management Areas 1 through 5 shall be the sole responsibility of the TRCSD.As documented in the Errata 
section of the Final EIR, all references to the TRCSD throughout the Draft EIR are by definition references 
to the TRCSD or TRHOA. The commenter also is referred to Master Response #3 – Wildfire Hazards.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 2-18:  

The commenter makes a conclusory statement and notes that the RDEIR needs to be revised. The 
Commenter is referred to Responses 2-1 through 2-17 which provide a clarification of issues and explain 
minor revisions to the RDEIR to comply with CEQA requirements. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 3:  James and Teresa Griffith 
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Responses to Comment Letter 3 - James and Teresa Griffith 
 

Response 3- 1:   

The comment provides general statements about the RDEIR, ability to obtain copies, and that the 
information provided does not provide adequate links to the referenced data and some is arcane and 
technical. The comment questions how the public can make reasonable comments based on these factors 
and that 45 days is not an adequate review period. 

As discussed on page 1-3, in Section 1.0 Introduction, “The comments received on the RDEIR, along with 
written responses to those comments the RDEIR will be combined with the previously circulated DEIR as 
part of the Final EIR. The Final EIR will also include the comments received on the portions of the DEIR 
that have not been recirculated, as well as the comments received on the RDEIR, along with written 
responses to those comments. 

References and citation of sources are located in both the References Section of the RDEIR and within the 
original DEIR which is available in its complete form on the County website located at: 
https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/tierra-robles/revised-project-2016/draft-eir. 

The full text of the RDEIR was and still is available for review at 
www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/tierra-robles. In addition, all the appendices used in 
preparation of the document are available at the listed links as well.  

Regarding the public review period, the RDEIR was circulated for the CEQA required 45 days. As noted in 
the State Clearinghouse CEQA Handout on page 14, located at: 
https://opr.ca.gov/docs/SCH_Handbook_2012.pdf:  

“The normal review period for a Draft EIR submitted to the SCH is 45 calendar days (PRC 
Section 21091(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15105). The state review period typically starts 
on the same day the Draft EIR is received by the SCH if (a) the document is received by 12:00 
PM, and (b) the submittal is complete. Documents received after 12:00 PM typically are 
distributed the next working day, although Statute allows 3 days for SCH to distribute the 
documents (PRC 21091(c)(3)). Day 1 of the review period is the day the document is 
distributed by the SCH. The review period ends on the 45th calendar day thereafter. If the 
45th day falls on a weekend or state holiday, the review period will end the next business day. 
On the next working day following the close of the review period, the SCH will prepare and 
mail a closing letter to the Lead Agency. Attached to the closing letter will be copies of 
comments received from state agencies.” 
 

Lastly, without the comment providing a specific reference to issues of accessing the resources notes or 
specific issues references specific portions of the data sets and questions thereof, or which were not 
accessible or unavailable, the County is not able to provide additional clarification or provide the location 
of resource. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-2:  

This comment does not raise a comment or question related to the adequacy of the RDEIR but 
paraphrases State CEQA Guideline Section 15088. This comment prefaces further comments.   

https://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/tierra-robles/revised-project-2016/draft-eir
http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/drm/planning/eir/tierra-robles
https://opr.ca.gov/docs/SCH_Handbook_2012.pdf
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The County is familiar with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 and notes the citation in the comment 
is not verbatim but a summary of the overall intent. No further analysis is required and no changes to the 
RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-3:   

The comment references Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems and water supply and also copies Table 
5.17-2 – Summary of Water Supply Sources but that the table is misinterpreted and is not reasonable.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #1- General Discussion, Consistency with California 
Water Code, Project Projected Water Demand, California Water Code Baseline Calculations, all of which 
discuss water supply and the Bella Vista Water District Urban Water Management Plan (BVWD UWMP), 
and Table 5.17-2 in the RDEIR.   

Response 3-4:   

The comment discusses the groundwater production wells and cites page 56 of the BVWD UWMP, and 
notes the RDEIR is misleading in this regard, in part because one of the wells was taken out of production. 

Regarding the water well data and the BVWD UWMP noting that BVWD planned to drill additional wells 
every five years, as noted in Table 5.17-2 – Summary of Water Supply Sources on page 5.17-4 of the RDEIR, 
the data was sourced from the most recent 2015 BVWD UWMP from Table 6-5 on page 67. The document 
is dated 2016. 

Two footnotes appear in the table and are as follows: 

Footnote 1. BVWD’s contract with USBR provides up to 24,578 acre-feet per year (AFY) of CVP 
water. Actual supplies are subject to restrictions for environmental flows, drought and the 
CVP M&I Shortage Policy.  
It should be noted that this footnote recognizes normal supplies, and as reflected throughout 
the discussion of Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems and water supply, is used for 
normal year conditions and consistent with the language also discussion years with 
constrained supply. 
Footnote 2. Groundwater wells are currently only used to supplement surface water in short 
and long-term shortages. 4,200 AFY is estimated to be the maximum capacity of the existing 
wells. Additional groundwater wells are planned for construction every 10 years starting in 
2020 increasing groundwater by 810 AFY per well.  
As noted, the wells were planned to be drilled and this is consistent with the language in the 
RDEIR. 
 

The County does understand as the commenter notes that as of 2020 the additional well was drilled. 
The County also notes, as shown in the Table, the water from an additional well, if it is drilled 
between 2020 to 2025 (the next ten years), that is correctly and appropriately reflected in the table 
as per BVWD UWMP.  

The Commenter also is referred to Page 72 of the BVWD UWMP which discusses the use of 
groundwater and states: 

“The District’s wells are an important component of the District’s water reliability. They are 
estimated to have an annual capacity of 4,200 AF. Typically, they are only used when other 
facilities are down for maintenance, or during short- and long-term water shortages. Hence, 
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they are truly a backup supply. The District has never had a need to maximize the pumping 
capacity since they often are able to secure surface water purchases at a lower cost than 
running wells.” 

Page 72 of the BVWD UWMP continues: 

“The groundwater values shown in Table 7-2 (copied as Table 5.17-2 – Summary of Water 
Supply in the RDEIR) are not the annual groundwater pumpage, but rather the estimated 
maximum yield from the District’s wells. This represents the total available groundwater, and 
is best used when estimating future water available.” 

The commenter also is referred to page 74 of the BVWD UWMP, which discusses water from the wells 
and states: 

“It was assumed that 100% of the ACID transfer water supply (1,536 AFY) and 100% of the 
reliable groundwater supply (4,200 AFY) will be available for future use.” 

Thus, the groundwater supply for the upcoming years under discussion rely on the existing availability of 
well water (4,200 AFY). As noted in the above, the District has not had to use this amount in full in previous 
years. The County recognizes that future year water supplies account for additional well capacity from 
BVWD wells. As noted above, the other tables within the UWMP also have a footnote stating,” – Additional 
wells are scheduled to be added (one every ten years) for an additional 810 AFY each.” Thus, the RDEIR 
was correct to include this language. Further, although the County concurs that BVWD has not yet drilled 
another well, the County also recognizes that BVWD could drill the wells in the future, thus adding to the 
supply from groundwater.  

As discussed above, BVWD notes that it has never had to maximize its well capacity, thus it is reasonable 
for the additional wells to not yet be drilled. 

The commenter also is referred to Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21. regarding the CCCSD 
water transfer agreement, which would be used to make up for up to 100 AFY of water and be used for 
the proposed project. 

The commenter also is referred to Response 3-3, above, which provides references to additional 
comments regarding these topic areas. 

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-5:  

The commenter continues discussion about the claimed five water wells in operation and the 4,200 AFY 
number and questions why the actual value was not considered or verified, and is therefore, 
contradictory.  

The commenter is referred to Response 3-4, above. 

Response 3-6:  

The comment references Table 5.17-3 Normal Year Supply and Demand and notes that it was only a 
forecast from BVWD and can be proven incorrect and is incorrectly applied in the RDEIR, conflicting with 
CEQA. The commenter is referred to Response 3-4, above. The RDEIR appropriately reflects the 
information in the UWMP and their potential for future action as prescribed in that document by BVWD. 
The proposed project also has plans to obtain supply from CCCSD to account for shortfall years. The 
commenter is referred to Response 1-9 regarding the CCCSD water transfer agreement, which would be 
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used to make up for up to 100 AFY of water and be used for the proposed project. Please see Master 
Response #1: General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected Water 
Demand, California Water Code Baseline Calculations.  

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-7:  

The comment notes the Tully & Young water demand evaluation and states that not all of the findings are 
included in the RDEIR. The comment then cites a portion of the study and questions why the RDEIR only 
uses conclusions favorable to the project, does not include all recommended mitigation, and questions 
the three-year unconstrained supply in the mitigation.  

The proposed project does include the mitigation as suggested within the Water Supply Evaluation for the 
project. The commenter is referred to Response 1-11, in response to BVWD’s comment letter to the 
RDEIR, which discusses MM 5.17b and changes to the measure as requested by BVWD. 

Regarding the three year unconstrained supply, this is in reference to supply only after full build-out of 
the project which would be many years in the future and at a time when supplies from CVP would be 
adequate such that the supplemental supplies would not be required.  

The commenter also is referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses, which 
further discusses the proposed project and impacts associated with water supply. 

Response 3-8:  

The comment cited the Tully &Young water study regarding indoor residential demand and notes the 
BVWD had previously stated it was not the correct information and conflicts with CWC 10608.2. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses – Consistency 
with California Water Code and Projected Total Water Demand. 

Response 3-9:  

The commenter notes the 55 gallons per capita per day water use estimate is not accurate and asks for 
examples of other developments in Shasta County with similar use rates. Regarding the appropriateness 
of estimated water use rate, the commenter is referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis 
Master Responses – Consistency with California Water Code and Projected Total Water Demand. 

Response 3-10:  

The comment continues discussion potential project water demand of 55 gallons per capita per day and 
says this is in conflict with other demand figures that should be used. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses – Consistency with California Water Code and 
Projected Total Water Demand. 

Response 3-11:  

The comment notes that the language in MM 5.17-4b is misleading regarding the potential water supply. 
The County disagrees that the water supply is “potential.” The water in question is a known supply and 
does exist. The County acknowledges that a contract or memorandum of understanding for the 100 AFY 
has not yet been signed by Clear Creek Community Services District (CCCSD), but CCCSD has signaled their 
intent to provide it. The commenter is referred to Response 2-3 for additional information regarding the 
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water transfers, the mechanism by which it would occur, and the requirement that the contract be 
executed prior to project development. 

Response 3-12:  

The comment is correct that the listed conditions have not yet been met. It would be premature to begin 
the work on satisfying those conditions until such time the project is approved. The commenter is referred 
to Response 3-11 above regarding the inclusion of the agreement that would include these conditions 
pursuant to the language in MM 5.17-4b. 

Response 3-13:  

The comment cites Appendix C-3 regarding the letter from the BVWD and that the agreement has not 
been authorized. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-11 and 3-12, above. The mechanisms needed 
to reach an agreement are consistent with the requirements contain in MM 5.17-4b. No further analysis 
is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-14:  

The comment reiterates concerns about MM 5.17-4b, and asks if there is an agreement between CCCSD 
and BVWD. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-11 through 3-13, above. No further analysis is 
required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-15:  

The comment reiterates comments about the water transfer. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-
11 through 3-13, above.  The comment is correct there is no current agreement and no guarantee one 
will be reached. Hence, as discussed above, these elements are all conditions of approval and 
prerequisites to project construction, as discussed in the preceding pages of the RDEIR to MM 5.174b.  

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-16:  

The comment reiterates comments about the transfer from CCCSD and the 100 AFY allocations. The 
comment states that Appendix C-2 is incorrectly referenced in the RDEIR. The commenter is referred to 
the first line of the first paragraph on page 2 of Appendix C-2. This sentence states, “In the event of a 
drought, the CCCSD proposes transferring to BVWD up to 100 AF of its own CVP Project water allocation…” 

The commenter is referred to Responses 3-11 through 3-13 above regarding the other needed elements 
and conditions of the agreement as detailed in the aforementioned letter. 

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-17:  

The comment reiterates comments about the CCCSD transfers, potential for groundwater pumping, and 
compliance with CEQA and NEPA. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-11 through 3-13 above, and 
Response 1-11 regarding specific changes to MM 5.17-4b per the request of BVWD. The commenter is 
referred to Appendix C-2, which lists the conditions that must be met prior to initiation of any transfer. In 
particular, the first conditions states: 
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“Full project compliance with CEQA and NEPA regulations would be obtained by BVWD at no 
cost to the CCCSD. The developer shall provide a copy of all pertinent environmental review 
documents, including but not limited to Categorical Exemption, Initial Study, Negative 
Declaration and/or EIR.” 
 

Thus, all appropriate CEQA and or NEPA would be completed. No further analysis is required and no 
change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-18:  

The comment is restating the fact that an agreement has not yet been reached, which the County agrees 
is the case and would be premature and not required until the project is approved. The commenter is 
referred to Responses 3-11 through 3-17 above. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-19:  

The comment reiterates comments regarding the water transfer from CCCSD to BVWD and that there is 
no agreement. The County concurs there is no present agreement. The commenter is referred to 
Response 3-18, above. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-20:  

The comment states the RDEIR implies that BVWD has entered into negotiations with CCCSD The 
comment quoted the sentence in the RDEIR that states, “…the Board of Directors also authorized its 
General Manager to enter into negotiations with CCCSD…” This does not imply; it simply states 
authorization was given. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR are necessary. 

Response 3-21:  

The comment cites page 5.17-23 of the RDEIR regarding CCCSD using well water to overcome 
shortage conditions and how that could create competition between new Tierra Robles residents 
and established agricultural users in the BVWD. The commenter is correct that page 5.17-23 of 
Section Utilities and Service Systems of the RDEIR discusses water supply from CCCSD. The 
commenter also is referred to Pages 5.17-19 through 5.17-30 which further discuss CCCSD supplies 
and how they would accomplish the transfer, if needed, to BVWD, and lists mitigation that would 
be adopted and require agreements and subsequent CEQA and NEPA to enable the transfer.  
More specifically, page 5.17-19 further verifies the commenter’s comment and states, “CCCSD 
would meet its own customer needs otherwise met by the CVP supply by pumping groundwater 
through one of three existing, certified drinking water wells.” And page 5.17-20 further describes 
water supplies noting,  

“CCCSD has at least two secure water supplies available to meet its municipal and industrial 
(M&I) and agricultural (Ag) water needs. In some conditions, CCCSD has further augmented 
these supplies through water transfers, as determined appropriate by its Board of Directors. 
The primary supplies include: 
 
• CVP Water Service Contract for 15,300 acre-feet 
• Three State-permitted, 1500 gpm drinking water wells.” 

 
Lastly, page 5.17-20 states the following regarding the CCCSD CVP Waster Services Contract: 
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“CCCSD holds a contractual entitlement for water under the water service contract with USBR 
for 15,300 acre-feet of water for agricultural and municipal and industrial purposes (Contract# 
14-06-200-489-A-LTR1).  Like all CVP water service contracts, CCCSD’s CVP supply can be 
constrained on an annual basis, where the allocated quantity is based upon the delivered 
quantity during the prior three years of 100% allocations. This is the same condition faced by 
BVWD and resulting in the shortage concern being addressed by MM 5.17-4b.  
 
Table 5.17-10, CLEAR CREEK CSD CVP DELIVERIES provides the historic delivery records for 
CCCSD’s use of CVP water supplies, as recorded between authorized M&I and Ag customers. 
All CVP water diverted to serve CCCSD’s CVP contract is treated to drinking water standards 
at a water plant located at the base of the Whiskeytown Reservoir dam, whether the water 
will serve M&I or Ag needs.  The separation of M&I and Ag in Table 5.17-10 associates with 
CCCSD’s operations, deliveries and billing.  The total CVP deliveries indicate the general 
demand in a 100% allocation condition, such as 2017, in contrast to the limited availability of 
CVP water under CVP shortage conditions, such as 2014 through 2016.  However, even during 
the 5% allocation condition of 2015, CCCSD still had an allocation of 578 acre-feet of CVP 
project water supplies. If such a condition were to repeat, the up-to 100 acre-feet transferred 
to BVWD could still be accommodated, with the CCCSD demand met instead with increased 
pumping from its existing municipal water wells.” 

 
The commenter also is referred to Response 3-11 above, which also discusses the availability of water. 
Thus, CCCSD has indicated it has adequate capacity to serve the project should it require the transfer. 
Thus, the commenters concern regarding competition for the resource is unfounded, is not a CEQA issue, 
and no further response is required. 

Response 3-22:  

The comment questions if the text on page 5.17-23 of the RDEIR is speculative and cites a portion of the 
document.  

The comment cites a single sentence from the document. The balance of the sentence cited by the 
comment reads as follows, “the long-term trends presented in the draft basin settings can inform an 
evaluation of the ability for CCCSD to periodically increase its pumping by up to 100 acre-feet annually.  
Specifically, the draft description of the Anderson Sub-basin includes the following:” 

Thus, it is not speculative, but serves to inform and provide information. No further analysis is required 
and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-23:  

The comment cites page 5.17-23 of the RDEIR. Discussing historical ground water levels in the Anderson 
Sub-basin and then refences Figure 5.17-4 of the RDEIR and states that these wells are close to the CCCSD 
wells and the potential issue of drawdown is not discussed. Although the same terminology is not used, 
page 5.17-26 of the RDEIR does discuss the potential for drawdown in the basin. This and other pages 
refer to pumping. As noted, 

“Further, the recent pumping by CCCSD (see Table 5.17-11, above), which has been as much 
as 500 acre-feet in 2015, has not had a notable effect on local groundwater conditions.  While 
not modelled, it is unlikely that the periodic additional pumping of 100 acre-feet per year 
would change the conditions represented in the hydrographs for the following reasons:  
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The historical trends of the groundwater hydrographs have shown minimal fluctuation in the 
groundwater elevations over time;  
 
Past use of the wells has resulted in pumping for only a portion of the year (4 to 5 months) 
allowing for groundwater recharge and not resulting in overdraft conditions; and 
 
Pumping 100-acre feet over the course of a year is not a substantial increase in the amount of 
groundwater relative to past groundwater pumping quantities.” 

 
Response 3-24:  

The commenter reiterates comments about adjacent wells and their capacities. The commenter cites 
Figure 5.17-4 that does not include adjacent wells and questions how the RDEIR states the CCCSD pumping 
has not had a notable effect on ground water conditions and notes that the additional 100 AFY would 
drop it further. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 3-21 through 3-23, above regarding the use of the 100 AFY and 
groundwater levels. 

Response 3-25:  

The comment notes CCCSD pumping during drought years and questions if this will lead to more 
groundwater fluctuations. The commenter is referred to Responses 3-21 through 3-23, above regarding 
the use of the 100 AFY and groundwater levels. 

Response 3-26:  

The comment discusses historic water levels in existing wells as a preface to subsequent comments. The 
comment does not raise a specific question pertaining to CEQA. No further analysis is required and no 
changed to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-27:  

The comment asks what constitutes a substantial increase. The terminology “not substantial” was in 
consideration of the 2015 year when pumping total 524 AFY which is approximately 19% of the water 
pumped that year. In addition, according to the CCCSD website, the total water used in 2017 was 3,610.63 
AF, 2018 was 4,058.46 AF, 2019 3,805 AF. At these volumes, 100 AF, which would on average be (2.56 
percent) would not be substantial.   

Response 3-28:  

The comment recommends that the CCCSD pumping be conditioned to distribute withdrawal throughout 
a particular year and spread between areas. The comment states that incorrect figures and documents 
are cited, and the data is misrepresented. The comment states that the Enterprise sub-basin is used but 
the Anderson sub-basin should be used. These comments are noted, and the commenter is referred to 
Responses 3-21 through 3-27, above. 

Response 3-29:  
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The comment asks how the RDEIR state “no impacts” while listing several impacts. Impact discussions in 
Chapter 5.17 Utilities and Services Systems, in relation to water use, were found to be less than significant 
with mitigation incorporated. Regarding CEQA and NEPA compliance, the commenter is referred to 
Response 3-17, above. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-30:  
The comment asks how will pumping during the summer when there is little recharge of the aquifer affect 
the water levels in the basin and local wells. The comment is correct that water is proposed to be pumped 
from groundwater. Regarding variations in the levels of groundwater, this effect would be minimized. As 
stated on page 5.17-26 of Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems, “While no impacts to groundwater 
supply have been identified, it is recommended that the agreement between BVWD and CCCSD be 
conditioned distribute the pumping throughout a particular year, whereby month-to-month pumping 
would be negligible, as a way to further protect from any noticeable changes in groundwater levels.” 
 
The impact discussion on page 5.17-30 concludes: 

“Therefore, based upon the information provided by the project applicant, the publicly 
available data regarding groundwater conditions, and historic use data provided by CCCSD, 
the proposed supplemental water supply would be a feasible method to address MM 5.17-
4b.” 
 

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 
 
Response 3-31:  
The comment cites page 5.17-26 of the RDEIR and questions the conclusion that the pumping of 100 AFY 
is not a substantial increase and what the threshold for substantial is.  
 
The commenter is referred to Response 3-27. The comment is correct that the one of the supporting 
statements as listed on page 5.17-26 is as is stated in the comment. The other two supporting notes on 
the same page are as follows: 
 

“The historical trends of the groundwater hydrographs have shown minimal fluctuation in the 
groundwater elevations over time;  
 
“Past use of the wells has resulted in pumping for only a portion of the year (4 to 5 months) 
allowing for groundwater recharge and not resulting in overdraft conditions; and” 

 
The commenter is referred to Response 3-27 regarding the use of the terminology “substantial” and 
whether the withdrawal constitutes a substantial drawdown.  No further analysis is required and no 
changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

 
Response 3-33:  
The commenter cites page 5.17-28 of the RDEIR and notes that even if an agreement is reached, USBR 
must review and approve. The commenter is referred to Response 4-1 regarding public and agency review 
of the RDEIR as well as the original DEIR. Included among these agencies is the USBR and it would be 
consulted after project approval and as part of the agreement with CCCSD.  
 
Response 3-34:  
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The commenter notes that groundwater pumping by CCCSD would increase under the agreement and 
questions the ability of the aquifer to recharge, and how much local wells would be affected. The act of 
pumping additional groundwater during summer months would not affect the ability of the groundwater 
to be recharged. The same volume of water would infiltrate to the aquifer. Pumping the groundwater 
would not create any impervious surfaces or reduce the ability of rainfall or runoff to infiltrate to the 
aquifers. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 3-21 through 3-26 above regarding the use of CCCSD water 
supplies and groundwater withdrawals. 

It should be noted that another way localized withdraws from groundwater may be minimized is by using 
purchased surface water. As noted on page 5.17-23 of Section 5.17 Utilities and Service Systems, “While 
CCCSD has additional well capacity to help address shortage conditions, during the most recent CVP 
shortage conditions, CCCSD chose to also purchase surface water from a local water right holder – as a 
less-expensive solution than further operating its production wells. This additional surface water was used 
as a supplemental source for CCCSD in 2014, 2015 and 2016…” 

Response 3-35:  

The comment cites page 5.17-29 of the RDEIR and describes one of the mechanisms by which the water 
transfer would be made. The comment notes that the water would be pumped within Shasta County and 
released into the Sacramento River, which conflicts with other portions of the RDEIR that says water will 
be transferred from CCCSD to BVWD. The comment questions if the water will be a transfer or 
groundwater pumped by CCCSD and dumped into the Sacramento River. The commenter is referred to 
Response 3-11, above regarding the mechanisms, permitting, and coordination which would be required, 
prior to initiation of the 100 AF of water. The comment is correct that CCCSD would release water to the 
Sacramento River as a vehicle to transport and transfer the water to BVWD.  

All areas mentioned by the comment (Whiskeytown Reservoir Dam, area of the Sacramento River into 
which water would be released, the Keswick Dam, and the project site) are all within Shasta County. 

Response 3-36:  

The comment copies text from Shasta County Code subsection 18.08.030 related to export of water 
outside the County. The comment then questions if discussion have occur between the County and CCCSD 
to obtain a permit; have meetings had public notice; and questions why a transfer agreement would be 
required if the water is pumped from CCCSD to the Sacramento River to BVWD. The comment notes there 
is no CVP water transferred, only groundwater. The commenter is referred to Response 35, above. The 
groundwater will not be exported outside of Shasta County. The transfer agreement is required because 
the water would be provided by one agency and transported to another. The comment is correct, under 
this scenario, if CCCSD CVP water is not used, CCCSD groundwater would be transferred. The commenter 
also is referred to Responses 3-21 through 3-29 above, regarding additional information related to the 
transfer. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-37:  

The comment cites page 5.17-30 of the RDEIR, which notes the proposed transfer is feasible. The 
comment then states the water demand estimate is low. The comment then reiterates comments about 
the 45-day review period. The comment continues that the RDEIR makes errors, should not advocate a 
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position and the water supply remains uncertain. The commenter is referred to see Master Response #1 
– Water Supply Analysis Mater Responses – Consistency with California Water Code and Projected 
Water Demand.  

Regarding the public review period and availability of the document to be assessed and complete 
disclosures made regarding the potential for impacts, the commenter is referred to pages 1-1 through 1-
4 of the Introduction section of the RDEIR. These pages discuss the previous circulation of the DEIR, the 
CEQA required 45-day public review period for this document, sections contained in the document, and 
locations the document is available for review. The document was circulated in accordance with the State 
CEQA Guidelines and associated requirements. Specifically, the RDEIR was revised and recirculated based 
on State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5(f)(2).  

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-38:  

The comment cites Section 5.19 Wildfire noting it includes thresholds in State CEQA Guidelines Appendix 
G. The comment cites page 5.19-10 of the RDEIR regarding the Shasta County Communities Wildfire 
Protection Plan SCWFPP. The comment provides a summarization of the SCWFPP and notes some of the 
areas have experienced significant fires. 

The proposed project recognizes and includes numerous measures and design features that make it 
responsive to and less susceptible the potential threat from wildfires. The commenter is referred to the 
comment letter received from Kelly Tanner. In particular, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
#3 Wildfire Hazards that discusses project level compliance with the State fire code, explains project level 
mitigation, discusses the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (TRWF/NMP), and 
discusses the multi-pronged approach to reduce impacts. The commenter also is referred to Master 
Response #4 Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowners Association that 
provides more details on the structure and ability of the groups to manage the project area. 

No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 3-39:  

The comment cites pages 5.19-13 and 5.19-14 of the RDEIR and emergency evacuation, Figure 5.19-3, that 
the refuge areas are unsafe, and that the scenario is unreasonable, and that the 3.5 hours evacuation time 
is a death sentence. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 regarding the evacuation times 
evaluated in the RDEIR. 

Page 5.19 of the RDEIR states that: 

“Refuge Area 2 and Refuge Area 8 are located near other major refuge areas and are offside 
relative to the travel paths enabled by the configuration of the area road network areas 2 and 
8 are minor locations compared to all the others. Few residents can reach these two refuge 
locations without passing by another more major location” 
 

The most important point to note is that there is no evacuation scenario in which all vehicles from the 
evacuation envelope are anticipated to head toward any single location. All scenarios have 3 or more 
refuge locations (RDEIR page 5.19-14). 
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There is nothing saying emergency personnel must direct residents to temporary refuge areas if 
conditions demand that residents evacuate to points outside the area. Nevertheless, the same main travel 
routes which lead toward and beyond these refuge areas would serve evacuation needs. By virtue of the 
locations of temporary refuge areas (RDEIR page 5.19-15), the time to get across the boundaries of the 
evacuation envelope would remain approximately the same as indicated in the analysis. 

The commenter also is referred to Master Response #3 Wildfire Hazards which discusses past fires 
including the Jones fire. 

Response 3-40:  

The comment notes the Jones Fire and provides a link to information and a map of the burn area.  

Page 5.19-10 of the RDEIR states:  

“According to the SCWPP, the area generally consists of rangeland but also contains numerous 
small communities. The SCWPP notes that these areas have experienced significant fires in 
the past and with current urbanization can expect future fires to be more damaging” 

The combined knowledge of previous fires, fire hazard severity, and pattern of vegetation is why the 
Evacuation Study clearly states the following about Scenario 5 on page 5.19-19 of the RDEIR: 

“This would be a likely scenario when fire begins east of the Study area. This might even be 
the most likely scenario given the pattern of development and proximity of the wildland-urban 
interface to the eastern boundary of the Study area.” 
 

Therefore, the Evacuation Study does consider past wildfires in the area. No new impacts were identified 
as a result of this comment. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-41:  

The comment states that in the Study Model Scenario 3 some of the evacuation sites would not be usable, 
the data used is bad, and does not accurately portray the potential severity of a wildfire.  

The commenter is referred to Response 3-39 above, and Master Response #3 Wildfire. It is precisely 
because no one can predict where a fire would originate from that multiple scenarios were analyzed to 
shed light on potential risks in terms of evacuation time. This information shows that the proposed project 
supports multiple evacuation scenarios and does not impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan. The commenter is further referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation 
Study. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-42:  

The comment cites page 5.19-22 of the RDEIR related to evacuation and the noted 3.5-hour time. The 
comment notes that the RDEIR estimates the project would add 15 minutes to the 3.5-hour time.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study. The paragraph following 
what the comment quotes on page 5.19-22 of the RDEIR reads, 

“Therefore, with the addition of Project traffic the roadway network, speeds and related 
clearance times would not substantially change. The Project would not result in a delay for 
arrival at refuge areas with the longest clearance times to make noticeable differences on 
evacuation. While the Project would add to the volume of traffic in the area, the scenario 
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evaluated in Table 5.19-10 demonstrates that the Project plus existing development would 
not substantially delay the arrival of evacuating cars at refuge areas. As such, the Project would 
not contribute to a delay during an emergency wildfire evacuation such that it would 
substantially impair the execution of the County’s EOP.” 
 

Thus, the above listed conclusion is consistent with the needed findings to conclude that the proposed 
project would not substantially impair an emergency evacuation plan. No change to the RDEIR is 
necessary. 

Response 3-43:  

The comment cites text from page 5.19-22 of the RDEIR. The comment states the comments are very 
sterile and do not convey the horror if cars are stuck in traffic. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study. The commenter also is referred to Response 3-42. No change to 
the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-44:  

The comment cited page 5.19-33 of the RDEIR. The comment notes that the 3.5-hour time is the worst-
case scenario and questions because the time is already so bad the 15 minutes doesn’t seem like too 
much. The comment restates the findings of the cumulative analysis. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study. As noted in the cited section 
of text, the proposed project would not result in a substantial change to evacuation times and evacuation 
speeds and impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. The analysis was not provided to identify or 
improve upon a desired evacuation time. There are no adopted thresholds for emergency evacuations. 
The analysis demonstrates that the project does not substantially impair the execution of the County’s 
EOP. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-45:  

The commenter references text from page 5-19-33 of the RDEIR regarding incremental effects of the 
project. 

The comment only references the final paragraph of the cumulative analysis that begins on page 5.19-32 
of the RDEIR and ignores the analysis of how the project in conjunction with other projects does not 
compound to result in cumulatively considerable impacts when considered with other projects in the area. 
No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Responses 3-46:  

The comment quotes a story and details from the story regarding the Jones Fire. The comment is not 
related to the analysis in the RDEIR. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-47:  

The comment cites the Jones Fire, wind speed and ties it to the Evacuation Study related to heavy vehicles 
and queries if it is all the vehicle towing livestock, trailers, boats, and RV’s, and questions if the vehicles 
have been taken into account. The comment also questions about the potential of a single vehicle 
breaking down due to the lack of shoulder.  
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The application of the 3.5% heavy vehicle factor is for area highways. However, the percentage is applied 
to all vehicles evacuating from the area, which includes those hauling trailers, boats, and RV’s. That is only 
one of multiple ways in which the potential number of vehicles was adjusted to the passenger car 
equivalents applied in the Evacuation Study. 

As discussed in the Evacuation Study, 7,124 passenger cars would be anticipated without traffic volume 
vehicle adjustments. As noted in the comment, with the volume vehicle adjustments a total of 8,452 
passenger car “equivalents” would be generated. If the anticipated traffic volumes are increased as the 
comment suggests, the project would result in an equivalent increase in traffic volume. The percentage 
increase expected with the project regardless of volumes used would be approximately 2.3% and is not 
considered a substantial increase. 

The Evacuation Study is not intended to serve as an emergency evacuation plan and is not intended to 
cover every possible scenario of what could happen during an emergency evacuation. The Evacuation 
Study supports the analysis that the project as proposed would not substantially impair an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. While the project would result in an incremental 
in vehicles leaving the project area, should a wildfire occur in the area and evacuation be required, the 
increased vehicle trips from the proposed development is not considered a substantial increase. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. This comment is noted for 
the record and will be provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration. 
No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-48:  

The comment cites page 1 of Appendix D-1. The comment questions what tests are being referred to and 
if they are available publicly for review and if the veracity can be measured.  

The “tests” are the simulation of flows through the network for which results are reported throughout 
the Evacuation Study using computer models created for such calculations. The tests were created by the 
author for use in the fire evacuation scenarios. The modeling is a proprietary intellectual property and not 
provided to the public. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-49:  

The comment references page 3 of Appendix D-1. The comment poses the same questions from Comment 
3-48, above and if it uses Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) standards.  

The tests were created by the author for use in the fire evacuation scenarios. The model inputs are 
summarized in Tables 2-1 and 2-2 of the Evacuation Study. There are no known ITE standards for modeling 
evacuations. The modeling is a proprietary intellectual property and not provided to the public. No change 
to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-50:  

The comment cites page 5 of Appendix D-1 and reiterates comments about livestock trailers, RV’s and 
other large vehicles  

The commenter is referred to Response 3-47 above regarding the calculation for large vehicles into the 
Evacuation Study. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 
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Response 3-51:  

The comment cites page 30 of Appendix D-1. The comment notes that the last batch of evacuees will likely 
be the last and trapped or killed. The comment questions how no mitigation can be required and asks if 
they think the 3.5 hours is acceptable. The comment references the scenarios and the hours required and 
asks if Shasta County is an outlier or in line with other high/very high fire hazard severity zones.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study regarding the intent of the 
Evacuation Study and evacuation times. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-52:  

The comment references the Camp Fire and cites initial times of reporting and evacuation issues with the 
emergency alert system.  

The commenter is referred to Responses 3-39 and 3-42, regarding comparisons to other fires.  

Response 3-53:  

The comment questions disclosures to future residents regarding the evacuation times in the reports.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study regarding the intent of the 
Evacuation Study and evacuation times. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 

Response 3-54:  

This comment restates disclosures in the RDEIR. The comment does not specifically reference any specific 
CEQA issue. This comment is noted for the record and will be provided to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. No change to the RDEIR is necessary. 
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Letter 4: Kelly Tanner 
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Responses to Comment Letter 4 - Kelly Tanner 
 

Response 4-1:  

The commenter states that the County has failed to comply with CEQA standards and has not made a 
good faith effort to provide an adequate informational document. 

No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; 
therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the Partial Recirculated Draft EIR (RDEIR) are 
required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-2:  

The commenter states that in accordance with CEQA it is essential to consider the fiscal, social, and other 
constraints that make something infeasible, not just environmental factors. The commenter further states 
that CEQA reports need to determine where specific economic, social, or other considerations make 
infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified and that these findings must be made 
for each individual finding. 

No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; 
therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-3:  

The commenter contends that the preparers of the Wildfire section of the RDEIR are not well-versed in 
the roles of emergency responders given to them by national, state and county laws in performing Shasta 
County’s Emergency Operations Plan’s (EOP) functions and, therefore, do not possess the professional 
judgment necessary to make a proper assessment of the issues addressed in this section. 

Please see Response 4-14 and Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, and footnote Number 1. 
No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; 
therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-4:  

The commenter states that no actual wildfire thresholds of significance are provided and that, therefore, 
there is no reasonable way to determine whether a threshold is met.  

The wildfire thresholds of significance utilized in the RDEIR are based upon Appendix G (Environmental 
Checklist Form) of the State CEQA Guidelines as amended in 2019 to address potential wildfire impacts. 
For each of the thresholds of significance, analysis is provided which supports the significance 
determination; no comments regarding the adequacy of this analysis is provided. 
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No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; 
therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review.  

Response 4-5:  

The commenter states that Impact 5.19-1 is insufficient and that no reasonable person would conclude 
that Title 24 has any effect on any emergency related plan.  

While the analysis of Impact 5.19-1 specifies that the project would use ignition-resistant construction 
methods and materials in accordance with Title 24 requirements, this statement was not the sole basis 
for the determination that Impact 5.19-1 would be less than significant; the analysis also addresses the 
Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, and the 
findings of a project-specific traffic evacuation study. The fact is that Title 24 requirements have become 
increasingly stringent over the years with respect to ignition-resistant construction methods and 
materials, which provide some degree of protection against wildfire and, therefore, are relevant to the 
analysis of this impact. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-6:  

The commenter states that the County is well aware that compliance with the defensible space 
requirements of Fire Code Chapter 49 will never occur in part because there is only one Fire Safety 
Inspector for the entire County according to the County’s 2020-2021 budget. The commenter further 
states that using this code as justification is a false and misleading illusion and that relying upon it 
constitutes deferral of mitigation.  

The Shasta-Trinity Unit of CAL FIRE, which is contracted by the County of Shasta to manage and oversee 
the operations of the Shasta County Fire Department (SCFD), currently employs four inspectors (one year-
round and three seasonal) who perform defensible space inspections throughout the SCFD service area, 
which includes the project site. Fire inspections of structures are performed by two members of the SCFD 
consisting of the Shasta County Fire Marshal and a Fire Inspector; this is the fire inspector position 
identified in the County’s 2020-2021 budget as referenced in this comment. Since CAL FIRE’s four 
inspectors who perform defensible space inspections are not County employees, these positions are not 
identified in the County’s 2020-2021 budget. For those areas of Shasta County outside of the SCFD service 
area, excluding lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service, defensible space and structure inspections are 
performed by the applicable fire protection district. Please also see Master Response #4: Tierra Robles 
Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowners’ Association. 

Compliance with Fire Code Chapter 49 was not the sole basis for the determination that Impact 5.19-1 
would be less than significant. The analysis also addresses the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan, Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, and the findings of a project-specific traffic 
evacuation study. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-7:  
The commenter states that details and information are sparse and are left up to unknown individuals and 
districts and that since a new district needs to be created there is no guarantee one will be or that their 
ruling body will adopt vague measures mentioned in the RDEIR. 
Mitigation measures are adopted as part of the project and conform to all applicable CEQA standards. It 
should be noted that not all impacts need be reduced through formally adopted mitigation measures. A 
conclusion that potential impacts may be reduced by including modifications to project design, changing 
a project location, and/or other elements such as implementation of plans or policies contained in 
previous planning documents incorporated as part of a project, can have a similar effect. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15730 defines mitigation as: 

(a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 

(b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 

(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment. 

(d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 
the life of the action. 

(e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environment. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(2), mitigation measures must be fully enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments or incorporated into a plan, 
policy, regulation or project design. 

The Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan is an appropriate instrument to ensure fuel 
management would be undertaken and is separate and distinct from the mitigation measures. The 
commenter is correct that subsequent verification of compliance would be the responsibility of the TRCSD 
or TRHOA. In addition, the proposed project would be required to implement the mitigation measures 
that further define compliance as conformance with Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management 
Plan, Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, and California Public Resources Code Section 4291, Defensible 
Space.  

Therefore, contrary to the comment, the RDEIR text and mitigation which defines a plan, performance 
standards, and a monitoring and enforcement mechanism, is fully compliant with CEQA requirements. 
Please also see Master Response #4: Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles 
Homeowners’ Association  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-8:  
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The commenter states the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan fails to meet CEQA 
requirements since much of the implementation relies on a district that does not exist, gives no timeline 
of when this will be done, and does not specify how maintenance will occur. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #4: Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra 
Robles Homeowners’ Association and Response 4-7 above, regarding the creation of the TRCSD or TRHOA 
and enforcement of mitigation and design requirements. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-9:  

The commenter restates issues regarding the lack of enforceability of the Tierra Robles Wildland 
Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-7 and 4-8 above. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-10:  

The commenter states that it is absurd to conclude that the proposed project would not impair and would 
be consistent with the Shasta County EOP and Emergency Function 4 regarding fire detection, control and 
suppression efforts within the jurisdiction. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 4-7 and 4-8 above regarding mitigation and information 
pertaining to the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan, Shasta County Fire Safety 
Standards, and California Public Resources Code Section 4291. 

The commenter refers to the 184-page EOP and states that 90 percent of this plan could be thrown out if 
the analysis of Impact 5.19-1 were in fact valid. As specified on page 1-2 of the EOP, “The EOP is 
implemented whenever the County must respond to an emergency incident or planned event whose size 
or complexity is beyond that normally handled by routine operations.” 

The EOP consists of a total of 458 pages, comprised of the Basic Plan, Emergency Function Annexes (EF), 
and Incident Annexes (IA). As specified on page 1-4 of the EOP, “The purpose of the Basic Plan is to provide 
a framework for emergency operations and information regarding the County’s emergency management 
structure.” As specified on page 1-4 of the EOP, “The EFs focus on critical tasks, capabilities, and resources 
provided by emergency response agencies for the County throughout all phases of an emergency.” As 
specified on page 1-5 of the EOP, “…IAs supplement the Basic Plan to identify critical tasks associated with 
specific natural, technological, and human-caused hazards identified in the County’s most current Hazard 
Identification and Vulnerability Assessment. The IAs identify step-by-step actions for each hazard through 
the pre-incident, response, and recovery phases of an incident.”  

The EFs and IAs contain a total of 67 pages addressing the subjects of Fire and Rescue (EF 4, 13 pages), 
Major Fire (IA 3, 6 pages), Law Enforcement (EF 13, 10 pages), Transportation (EF 1, 10 pages), 
Communications (EF 2, 12 pages), and Care and Shelter (EF 6, 16 pages). Other subjects addressed in the 
EOP include search and rescue, hazardous materials, food and agriculture, volunteers and donation 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-124 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

management, drought, earthquake, flood, severe weather, volcano, terrorism, transportation accident, 
and utility failure. 

The EOP describes how Shasta County will organize and respond to emergencies and disasters in order to 
maximize the safety of the public and minimize property damage. It does not contain specific guidance or 
measures that a proposed development can be evaluated against for the purpose of determining the 
proposal’s consistency with the plan. For example, on page EF 4-5 of the EOP it is specified that during the 
response phase of emergency management fire agencies: “Respond to calls for fire, rescue/extrication, 
emergency medical assistance, hazardous material response, and evacuation”; and “Assist in warning the 
public of evacuations, traffic routing, and/or traffic control, when possible”. The commenter fails to 
specify how the project would impair or be inconsistent with any aspect of the EOP.  

The commenter is referred to California Code Section 4583 (3)(A), which defines how logging slash must 
be disposed. This code requires surface fuels, including logging slash and debris, low brush, and deadwood 
that could promote the spread of wildfire, be chipped, burned, or otherwise removed from all areas of 
timber operations within 45 days from the date of commencement of timber operations. Although this is 
in reference to logging activities, it is consistent with page 5.19-13 of the RDEIR which states, “Slash would 
be disposed through chipping, piling and burning, and/or through sale of fuelwood.” 

Defensible Space regulations have been in place for many years and have been found to be categorically 
exempt under CEQA. For example, in 2006 the California Board of Forestry and Fire Protection made the 
following finding in the Public Hearing report for Modifications to Proposed Regulations Defensible Space, 
2005: 

“…that the typical actions required for fuel hazard reduction around homes, as summarized in 
the regulation and Guidelines, do not require environmental mitigation measures to avoid 
potential significant impacts. This finding is based on analysis described above demonstrating 
rule consistency with the CEQA Categorical Exemption requirements, inclusion within the 
proposed Guidelines of information and notification to the public of responsibilities for 
environmental protection requirements, input from public trust resource agencies indicating 
minimal concerns of potential significant adverse environmental effects, and specific 
vegetation clearing standards that are consistent with technical literature for balancing 
potential environmental impacts with public safety needs resulting from fuel hazard reduction 
goals. 
The Board further finds that the proposed action is consistent with PRC 4291. The proposed 
action requires no greater extent or intensity of vegetation treatment than as required in PRC 
4291. 
In addition to the above finding of rule consistency with the CEQA Categorical Exemption 
requirements, the Board finds that the proposed action is consistent with PRC subsection 
21080(b) (4), Specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency. Section 21080 
identifies types of projects requiring an EIR and activities excluded from requiring an EIR. 
Section 21080(b)(4) specifically identifies that actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an 
emergency are not subject to the requirements of Section 21080. The Board has found, based 
in part on information provided in the ISOR, that an emergency exists, and the activity 
proposed is necessary to prevent or mitigate forest fire emergencies.” 
 

Accordingly, more recent legislation pertaining to defensible space and the treatment of slash subsequent 
to removal also would be exempt from CEQA. The State CEQA Guidelines are substantially the same as in 
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2005, and thus, these activities, although disclosed and fully mitigated as part of this environmental 
review process, would remain exempt under future project activities.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review.  

Response 4-11:  

The commenter states that the RDEIR does not include California’s EOP or FEMA’s or all of the other 
national and regional plans that deal with wildfire. 

The RDEIR focuses on California Law and Codes pertaining to wildfire and fire safety, as well as local 
County requirements and the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan (an appendix to 
the DEIR) to inform decision making. The RDEIR also shows that the project complies with the Shasta 
County Fire Safety Standards and California Public Resources Code Section 4291. These elements as well 
as the other information used in preparation of, and included in, the RDEIR are adequate to inform 
decision making. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-12:  

The commenter questions why, as specified in the County’s EOP, the County has not defined its core 
capabilities in accordance with the National Preparedness Goal or undertaken a formal capabilities 
assessment to date. This issue is outside the scope of this project, occurs on a level which the applicant 
has no control and, therefore, is not appropriate for discussion in the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-13:  

The commenter specifies two key assumptions of the County’s EOP regarding changes in population and 
environmental and technological emergencies and asks how it is demonstrated that the proposed project 
doesn’t affect these items. This issue is outside the scope of this project, occurs on a level which the 
applicant has no control and, therefore, is not appropriate for discussion in the RDEIR.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-14:  

The commenter questions the “professional judgement” of the preparers of the Wildfire section of the 
RDEIR. No requirement has been established for wildfire sections of EIR’s to be prepared by Emergency 
Managers. The Wildfire section of the RDEIR was prepared by experienced CEQA practitioners with the 
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assistance of County staff familiar with the applicable policies and regulations and legal counsel and was 
based upon the findings of a project-specific traffic evacuation plan prepared by a transportation 
engineer with specific academic credentials and professional expertise in this area of practice. In addition 
to professional judgment, other criteria were relied upon by the preparers of the Wildfire section. This 
fact is highlighted on page 5.19-12 of the RDEIR:  

“The evaluation of impacts of the proposed Project is based on professional judgment, analysis 
of the County’s and state fire management policies, and the significance criteria established 
by Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines, which the County has determined to be 
appropriate criteria for this RDEIR.”  
 

As is clear throughout the Wildfire section, the full analysis relies upon information, facts, and relevant 
policy. The existing environmental setting in terms of regulation, vegetive communities, topography, 
weather, and other conditions related to wildfire hazards inform the analysis. The RDEIR also discusses 
pertinent information from the California Code of Regulations, California Fire Code, and other legislative 
standards. 

Thus, as demonstrated by the discussion in the Wildfire section, the evaluation of impacts is consistent 
with Public Resources Code Section 21082 as it, “…analyzes any benefits or negative impacts 
considered…based on substantial evidence in light of the whole record.” 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-15:  

This commenter identifies the five County Emergency Services areas (prevention, protection, mitigation, 
response, and recovery) and how the EOP defines them. The commenter states that to honestly assess 
the EOP and demonstrate a good faith effort, multiple mitigation measures should have been stated and 
they should address all five areas. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards 
are provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-16:  

The commenter requests an explanation regarding how the proposed development does not impede the 
five EOP principles identified in Comment 4-15. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA 
standards are provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the 
RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-17:  

The commenter states there is a lack of evidence that the proposed development would have no effect 
on the evacuation operational timeline. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA 
standards are provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the 
RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 4-18:  

The commenter suggests looking at past wildfires in the area, analyzing what problems occurred, and 
preparing a plan that addresses the situations unique to the community. The analysis of the proposed 
development’s potential to impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan 
does not warrant the creation of such a plan for the project area. The Shasta County Sheriff’s Office of 
Emergency Services (OES) coordinates with federal, state and local agencies to prepare for, respond to, 
and recover from emergencies and natural disasters. The evacuation planning checklist provided on OES’s 
webpage contains the following statement: “Emergency Response Personnel (Fire Department/Sheriff’s 
Office) will decide the areas to be evacuated and notify the occupants. The area to be evacuated will 
depend upon where the fire is, wind and fire behavior. Fixed evacuation plans will not work due to the 
variability of fire spread.” The checklist also includes the following statement: “The direction of your 
evacuation will be dictated by the location of the fire in relation to your home and the direction and speed 
it is spreading. The following concepts will help you determine the safest travel route. Single fixed routes 
will not work in a fire situation!” OES was consulted regarding the proposed development; their 
professional opinion is that it is important that all Shasta County residents and visitors be aware of the 
wildfire dangers that exist in the local area and be prepared to evacuate when ordered to do so. However, 
OES does not believe that it would be appropriate to prepare a development-specific or area-specific 
emergency response or evacuation plan for use by OES and other emergency response personnel. The 
EOP provides the foundation for use of National Incident Management System (NIMS), California 
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS), and Incident Management System (ICS) principles, 
which OES and its partner agencies have extensive experience utilizing to effectively manage a wide range 
of incidents both within and beyond Shasta County. 

Response 4-19:  

The commenter states that the evacuation study and analysis are flat out absurd, misleading, and will cost 
lives. The commenter states that no one has any reason to believe the County has operated in good faith 
since little has been done to plan for wildfires that occur multiple times every year. No specific examples 
of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; therefore, no further 
response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments 
have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-20:  

The commenter questions the purpose of including information regarding Butte County’s traffic problems 
in the evacuation study and asks what happens to evacuees when multiple planned evacuation routes are 
closed. The explanation as to why Butte County was included is shown on page 38 of the evacuation study 
and within the table of contents. This is in reference to Appendix 2 of the evacuation study and is entitled, 
“What Can We Learn from Butte County?” This includes pertinent subsections including A2.1 Anecdotal 
Comparison – Paradise; A2.2 Summary from 2009 Butte County Grand Jury Report, which is further 
delineated to discussion of the wildfires in the foothills of Butte County and evacuation routes from 
Paradise. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-21:  
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The comment notes that there are existing studies on wildfires and evacuations The evacuation study was 
never intended to serve as an evacuation plan. The analysis was conducted to evaluate the impacts of the 
proposed development relative to evacuation times. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 
Traffic Evacuation Study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Responses 4-22 through 4-28:  

The commenter states that evacuation studies of wildfires in Shasta County have found that fire 
responders caused congestion on significant evacuation routes and that many evacuees made several 
trips on evacuation routes prior to finally evacuating.  

The evacuation study evaluates the potential effects of residents evacuating from the area and the 
analysis considers the worst-case scenario if all residents evacuated at the same time. If some residents 
evacuate early, which would be anticipated, it will help reduce congestion. 

The RDEIR addresses evacuation concerns based on known traffic volumes and what is anticipated to be 
added to roadways by the proposed project. Page 5.19 of the RDEIR states: 

“…with the addition of Project traffic the roadway network, speeds and related clearance 
times would not substantially change. The Project would not result in a delay for arrival at 
refuge areas with the longest clearance times to make noticeable differences on evacuation. 
While the Project would add to the volume of traffic in the area, the scenario evaluated in 
Table 5.19-10 demonstrates that the Project plus existing development would not 
substantially delay the arrival of evacuating cars at refuge areas. As such, the Project would 
not contribute to a delay during an emergency wildfire evacuation such that it would 
substantially impair the execution of the County’s EOP.” 
 

Pages 5.19-32 and 5.19-33 of the RDEIR states: 

“With regard to emergency evacuation, the Project specific evacuation study considered a 
broad evacuation area described above. The analysis included the equivalent of approximately 
8,542 passenger cars would flow through the studied evacuation network as motorists head 
toward appropriate refuge areas. This cumulative traffic volume estimate is considered a 
conservative worst-case analysis because it assumes all existing and planned housing units are 
occupied at the time of evacuation. The analysis determined that the Project would not result 
in a substantial change in the evacuation times and evacuation speeds during an emergency 
evacuation (less than 15 minutes over a three- and one-half-hour period, and less than 0.3 
mile per hour, respectively). Therefore, potential impacts on an emergency evacuation are not 
cumulatively considerable and less than significant.” 
 

While the project would result in an increase in vehicles leaving the project area, should a wildfire occur 
in the area and evacuation be required the increased vehicle trips from the proposed 166-unit 
development is not considered a substantial increase.  

As discussed in the evacuation study, 7,124 passenger cars are projected to be generated without traffic 
volume vehicle adjustments. With traffic volume vehicle adjustments, 8,452 passenger car “equivalents” 
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are projected to be generated. If the anticipated traffic volumes are increased as the comment suggests, 
the project would result in an equivalent increase in traffic volume. The percentage increase expected 
with the project regardless of volumes used would be approximately 2.3 percent, which is not considered 
a substantial increase. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study. This comment is noted, but 
it does not affect the findings or outcome of the conclusion; therefore, no further response is required 
and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-29:  

The commenter states that 75 percent of those who evacuated due to the Carr Fire self-evacuated. The 
County agrees that this is a potential and would serve to decrease over time the concentration of 
emergency evacuations on roadways at any given time.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Responses 4-22 through 
4-28 above. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-30:  

The commenter states that the evacuation study does not include other neighborhoods, Palo Cedro in its 
entirety, or Redding. The evacuation study is based on an evacuation envelope and is not intended to 
serve as an evacuation plan for the region.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Responses 4-22 through 
4-28 above. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Responses 4-31 and 4-32:  

The commenter states that the evacuation study is very misleading and poorly conducted and assumes 
that it does not use data as outlined in previous comments for lack of understanding about evacuations. 
The evacuation study was prepared by a transportation engineer with specific academic credentials and 
professional expertise in this area of practice and who has experience working with CAL FIRE on 
evacuation studies. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are provided in 
this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based 
on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-33:  

The commenter states that the number of taxpayer dollars that have gone into processing the proposed 
project is unfathomable. This is not a comment relevant to environmental impacts under CEQA. Even so, 
the specified cost of $3.2 million is not based upon factual data; this project has been processed on a part-
time basis by one Planning Division employee at any given time, not by the entire staff of the Planning 
Division. Costs associated with the processing of the proposed project have been borne entirely by the 
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project applicant and include overhead expenses in addition to salary. No specific examples of the lack of 
compliance with CEQA standards are provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required 
and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be 
forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-34:  

The commenter notes that neither the evacuation study nor the Wildfire section of the RDEIR discuss the 
purpose of the refuge areas. The refuge areas are described as follows on page 5.19-13 of the RDEIR:  

“These refuge areas are large, well known sites such as schools, shopping centers, and 
churches. Subject to field decisions by the fire authorities, these locations would provide 
short-term refuge for evacuated residents of the proposed Project. These locations are open 
facilities that are accompanied by large unvegetated parking areas and they can reasonably 
be relied upon to be available in the event of an emergency evacuation.” 
 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: 
Wildfire Hazards. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-35:  

The comment states the County should clarify that the Traffic Evacuation Study is not an official plan. The 
County concurs that the RDEIR and the evacuation study are not considered official emergency response 
plans. The commenter is referred to Response 4-21 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-36:  

The comment states that the use of Census Data that applies both to Shasta County as a whole and the 
city of Redding is deceiving. The use of Census data for Shasta County as a whole and the City of Redding 
to estimate the vehicles per household is appropriate. Based on the proposed nature of the development 
this provided a valid estimate. Because the project will not specifically be rural in nature on as large lots 
as most of the surrounding areas, this provided a broader based estimate.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-37:  

The comment states the roadways in the surrounding area are narrow. It is assumed that this comment 
is in refence to page 10 of the evacuation study, which makes the following general comment about 
parking on area roadways: 
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“The through-roads and major arterials as well as local streets would largely be unaffected 
during the beginning phase of evacuation as street segments appear to have enough room to 
store vehicles.”  
 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-38:  

The comment is in regard to the effects of roadway width on evacuations. The commenter provides a 
picture from Google showing a truck on Boyle Road and provides reasons why the shoulder in this area is 
not usable. The commenter concludes by citing the Gentry v. McMillin Communities decision and states 
that they believe a fair argument can be made that such deficiencies break the trust of the residents the 
County is responsible for.  

The County recognizes the referenced court decision. The County, however, contends that substantial 
information has been included in the RDEIR. The County uses full citation of supporting evidence and fully 
summarizes all the pertinent content of applicable materials. The County does not abbreviate or cut off 
discussion of relevant information. The County has made all attempts to fully disclose potential impacts 
within the RDEIR.   

Following review of the referenced image from Google, it was determined that the utility pole in question 
is approximately 10 feet from the outside lane line. Due to the optics of the picture it appears to be closer 
than it actually is. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-39:  

The commenter states that the County has access to information regarding past evacuations in the area, 
but chose not to utilize it. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-40:  

The commenter restates issues previously noted and states that the discussion of the eight refuge areas 
in the evacuation study is not adequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic 
Evacuation Study. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-41:  

The commenter questions the evacuation study’s consideration of heavy vehicles in the analysis. The 
evacuation study evaluates residents evacuating the area. Inbound lanes are for first responders and 
would presumably be available for emergency vehicles attempting to reach areas under threat of wildfire. 
The commenter is referred to Responses 4-22 through 4-28 above. No further response is required and 
no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 4-42:  

The commenter states that the findings of a study regarding a wildfire in Cambria, California undermine 
the findings of the evacuation study related to the utilization of eight refuge areas. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. No specific comment regarding the adequacy 
of the RDEIR was made and no further response is required. The comments have been or will be forwarded 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-43:  

The commenter provides the timeline from the Camp Fire from when it started at 6:15 a.m. to when the 
shelters were empty at 3:00 p.m. the same day to illustrate the complexities of wildfire conditions as they 
exist today. No specific comment regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR was made and no further response 
is required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-44:  

This commenter states that the Camp Fire timeline is directly related to the Wildfire section of the RDEIR. 
No specific comment regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR was made and no further response is required. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 4-45:  

The commenter states that it would not be possible for the Fire Department to simultaneously protect 
evacuees at eight separate refuge areas due to lack of sufficient personnel, trucks, and resources. The 
evacuation study is not an evacuation plan, but rather a traffic analysis of the project’s impact upon 
evacuation travel times across relevant roadway segments. In order to conduct this traffic analysis, it was 
necessary to identify potential refuge areas in the surrounding area that evacuees may be directed to. 
Decisions regarding which refuge areas to direct evacuees to in the event of a wildfire event in the area 
would be made by law enforcement and fire protection personnel at that time based upon their 
assessment of all pertinent factors. No specific comment regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR was made 
and no further response is required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-46:  

The commenter states that there is no discussion of hardening buildings and proper vegetation 
management at refuge areas. The commenter is referred to Response 4-45 above. No further response is 
required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-47:  

The commenter states that most evacuation shelters are set a safe distance away from where the fire and 
main evacuation is taking place. The commenter is referred to Response 4-45 above. No further response 
is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 4-48:  

The commenter refers to a volunteer firefighter who lost her life in a vehicle-related incident during the 
Jones Valley Fire and states that if things go wrong for those trained to deal with emergencies imagine 
the consequences for those who are not. The commenter discusses the wind and humidity conditions 
during the Jones Valley Fire that resulted in a rapid rate of spread, extreme spotting in excess of one-half 
mile ahead of the flame front, and multiple times the fire was burning with multiple heads. The 
commenter states that this information is more useful than the Wildfire section’s description. No specific 
comment regarding the adequacy of the RDEIR was made and no further response is required. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-49:  

The commenter states that the County has no significance standard to determine what an acceptable time 
for an evacuation is and that 15 minutes may very well put it above an acceptable evacuation time. 
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.7(b), each public agency is encouraged to develop and 
publish thresholds of significance; however, this is not a requirement of CEQA. The preparation of a traffic 
evacuation study was not required of the applicant since it is not a study that is commonly prepared by 
traffic engineering professionals; the applicant identified a consultant capable of preparing this type of 
study and submitted it to the County as supplemental information. County Public Works and Resource 
Management staff reviewed the study and deemed it to be valid and to contain useful information and, 
therefore, elected to include its findings in the Wildfire section of the RDEIR. The following findings of the 
study were taken into consideration with respect to the significance determination for Impact 5.19-1: 

“Isolation of traffic from Tierra Robles indicate that the development would generate and add 
a little less than 5 percent of the passenger car equivalent traffic volume to the study area 
traffic during evacuations. Without Tierra Robles, the largest travel time savings for the last 
sets of vehicles to arrive at refuge areas would be no more than 15 minutes out of the 
maximum estimate of nearly 3.5 hours. Therefore, even with removal of Tierra Robles traffic, 
network speeds and related clearance times would not change significantly and thus would 
not produce enough relief for arrival at refuge areas with the longest clearance times to make 
noticeable differences on evacuation.” 
“While the development would add to the volume of traffic in the area, the absence of the 
development would not produce sufficient relief for arrival at refuge areas with the longest 
clearance times to make noticeable differences on evacuation under existing levels of 
development in the wildland-urban intermix area. The added traffic volume from the Tierra 
Robles development is deemed insignificant to overall traffic volumes.” 
 

The findings of the evacuation study were not the sole basis for the determination that Impact 5.19-1 
would be less than significant; the analysis also addresses the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation 
Management Plan, Shasta County Fire Safety Standards, and compliance with Fire Code Chapter 49. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-50:  

The commenter identifies the following flaws with the RDEIR: (1) There is still no evacuation plan nor is 
there anything stating there will be; (2) Evacuation requires all involved agencies and the public to know 
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and preferably practice such scenarios; and (3) You need a plan to disseminate information to the public 
and to warn them to evacuate. The commenter is referred to Response 4-18 above. No further response 
is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to 
the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-51:  

The commenter states there is no plan regarding how to help evacuate people who cannot evacuate 
themselves because of disabilities or lack of transportation. The commenter is referred to Response 4-18 
above. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have 
been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-52:  

The commenter states that the conclusions of the Wildfire section of the RDEIR are not supported by any 
explanation or factual support. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 Wildfire Hazards and 
Responses 4-11, 4-14, and 4-18 above. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-53:  

The commenter states the Wildfire section of the RDEIR is heavily reliant on an unspecific plan that there 
is no reason to believe that it will be implemented. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 
Traffic Evacuation Study, Master Response #3 Wildfire Hazards, and Responses 4-11, 4-14, and 4-18 
above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-54:  

The commenter cites the Lotus v. Transportation decision and states that concluding that an impact is less 
than significant without describing how avoidance and minimization measures of the project design 
prevent or minimize the impact is not legally adequate. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-5 
through 4-8, 4-10, and 4-11 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-55:  

The commenter states that the Community Planning Assistance for Wildfire done for the City of Redding 
discusses many inadequacies with the Redding Plans and that these same inadequacies can be found 
within the County’s Plans. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-10 through 4-18 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-56:  
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The commenter refers to the Shasta County Communities Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and states that 
it merely suggests high priority fuel reduction projects. The commenter also states that fuel reduction 
projects are not the only point of a CWPP and lists the benefits of developing a CWPP that targets the 
defined local Wildland-Urban Interface. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA 
standards are provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the 
RDEIR are required based on this comment. 

Response 4-57:  

The commenter describes the reasons why homes spaced further apart are at less risk of catching fire 
from neighboring homes. No specific examples of the lack of compliance with CEQA standards are 
provided in this comment; therefore, no further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required based on this comment. 

Response 4-58:  

The commenter states that the significance conclusion regarding Impact 5.19-2 is wrong and that at the 
very least it should be “less than significant with mitigation”. As stated on page 5.19-23 of the RDEIR, the 
conclusion is that Impact 5.19-2 would be “less than significant with mitigation incorporated”. The 
commenter also states that special design techniques that are mitigation cannot be used to avoid 
discussing mitigation as they are mitigation, which have been clothed as “special design techniques”. It is 
unclear what impact discussion the commenter is referring to as there is no page number or particular 
text referenced in this comment.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-59:  

The commenter states that the proposed project is not consistent with the part of the Shasta County 
General Plan that discourages development in high-risk wildfire areas and that it is unclear whether this 
is mandatory or not. 

The commenter is referring to Objective FS-1 of the General Plan: 

“Protect development from wildland and non-wildland fires by requiring new development 
projects to incorporate effective site and building design measures commensurate with level 
of potential risk presented by such a hazard and by discouraging and/or preventing 
development from locating in high risk fire hazard areas.” 
 

Consistent with this objective, the proposed development incorporates effective site and building design 
measures commensurate with the project site’s level of potential wildfire risk. Neither the Planning 
Commission nor the Board of Supervisors has determined that this objective should be interpreted to 
mean that development is prohibited within high risk fire hazard areas; rather, they have consistently 
approved proposed developments within such areas provided appropriate site and building design 
measures have been incorporated. Had this been the appropriate interpretation of this objective, the 
subject property would not have been designated Rural Residential A (RA) under the General Plan as it 
presently is. The RA General Plan land use designation allows for a maximum density of one dwelling per 
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two acres and is defined as follows: “Provides living environments receiving no, or only some urban 
services, usually within or near a Rural Community Center.” 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-60:  

The commenter asks why the RDEIR specifies that the proposed project complies with all applicable goals 
and policies of the Shasta County General Plan related to urban and wildland fires when no such 
determination has been made by the Board of Supervisors. 

Regarding conclusions being made by staff, consultants, applicants, or members of the public, this is partly 
true. In Shasta County, applications for proposed developments are processed by staff and, when 
required, EIR’s are prepared by qualified consultants contracted by the County and directed by staff. As 
part of the review process for proposed developments, staff evaluates the proposal’s consistency with 
the County’s General Plan and Zoning Plan. This evaluation is presented to the Planning Commission and 
to the Board of Supervisors (when required or when the Planning Commission’s decision is appealed). 
However, for each individual development proposal either the Planning Commission or the Board of 
Supervisors must make their own independent determination regarding the proposal’s consistency with 
the County’s General Plan and Zoning Plan; in making this determination, the Commission and Board 
consider all of the information and input received from County staff, other public agencies, private groups, 
and individuals. . 

Further, this is the case for all other responsible and trustee agencies that have some regulatory authority 
over the project approval process. This is also part of the reason this project has engaged in so much 
scoping and outreach. The County has coordinated with applicable state and federal agencies to ensure 
project consistency with applicable planning documents. 

This process is consistent with the basic intent of CEQA which is to inform the public and decision makers 
as to the potential environmental consequences of a project prior to making their decision 

Response 4-61:  

The commenter states that sadly it is acknowledged that the Board of Supervisors did not interpret the 
consistency of the proposed project with all appropriate County/State/National emergency plans and that 
the EIR violates California Government Code 65000 et seq. (Planning and Zoning Law).  

The County did not violate any provision(s) of California Government Code 65000 et seq. as stated by the 
commenter. It is unclear as to what particular provision(s) the commenter alleges has been violated, as a 
specific reference to a Division, Chapter, or Article was not provided. 

The comment makes other unrelated comments that do not question the adequacy of the CEQA 
document. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-62:  
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The commenter reiterates concerns regarding consistency determinations specified in the RDEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Responses 4-59 through 4-61 above. No further response is required and no 
changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded 
to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-63:  

The commenter states that the evidence supporting the initial studies and that the data or evidence upon 
which the person(s) who conducted the study relied must be disclosed. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 4-4 and 4-6 above regarding substantial evidence. The 
commenter is also referred to the Appendices of the DEIR and RDEIR, which contain Appendix 15.1 - Notice 
of Preparation, Appendix 15.2 – Tierra Robles Community Services District (guidelines), Appendix 15.3 – 
Air Quality and GHG Emissions Data, Appendix 15.4 – Biological Resources Documentation, Appendix 15.5 
– Preliminary Geotechnical Report, Appendix 15.6 - Preliminary Hydrology Analysis, Appendix 15.7 - Noise 
Data, Appendix 15.8 - Fiscal Impact Analysis, Appendix 15.9 - Traffic Impact Study, and Appendix 15.10 – 
Water Demand Evaluation. In addition, the seven-page bibliography that lists all references and materials 
relied upon. This information constitutes substantial evidence to support the conclusions in the RDEIR. 

The commenter does not state which evidence is allegedly missing. No further response is required and 
no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-64:  

The commenter states that the conclusion reached regarding Impact 5.19-2 is based on the assumption 
that wildfires only spread because of vegetation and that it relies on a district to implement, monitor, and 
determine compliance when that district does not exist. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-57 
and 4-58 and Master Response #4: Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles 
Homeowners’ Association. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required 
based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and 
Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-65:  

The commenter states that there are no specifications provided regarding the Fuel Management Plan and 
the evacuation study. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4: Tierra Robles Community 
Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowners’ Association and Responses 4-7 and 4-8 above, 
regarding the creation of the TRCSD or TRHOA and enforcement of mitigation and design requirements. 
The commenter is also referred to Response 4-21 regarding the evacuation study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-66:  

The commenter asks when implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 occurs. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards and Master Response #4: Tierra Robles Community 
Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowner’s Association. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-67:  

The commenter states that the problem with this “plan” or ideas is also illustrated in the Community 
Planning Assistance for Wildfire report done for the City of Redding regarding the Carr Fire, specifically 
regarding access constraints. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-10 through 4-18 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-68:  

The commenter states that there would be no requirement for all phases of the proposed development 
to be completed and that, therefore, neither will all mitigation measures be required to be implemented. 

As shown in Chapter 9.0 Inventory of Mitigation Measures, none of the mitigation measures require the 
entire project to be developed before they are implemented. For example, Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 
states, “Upon subsequent sale or lease of all or part of the affected property…” Mitigation Measure 5.3-1 
states, “Prior to the issuance of a grading permit (that would apply to all development sites as they occur), 
Mitigation Measure 5.3-2 states, “Prior to the issuance of individual building permits, ”and Mitigation 
Measure 5.4-1k states, “The following measure applies to any vegetation removal activities undertaken 
by the project developer or the Tierra Robles Community Services District for…” Consistent with two 
landmark U.S. Supreme Court decisions (Nollan v. California Coastal Commission and Dolan v. City of 
Tigard) that established “nexus” and “rough proportionality” standards, the proposed mitigation 
measures have been formulated to mitigate the impacts of the proposed development as they are 
anticipated to occur. In the event not all phases of the proposed development are ultimately completed, 
the impacts associated with those portions of the development that are completed will be mitigated 
accordingly. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 4-69:  

The commenter states that “there is no basis for concluding that a plan that is not required to be done 
has no oversight or specific measurements that an unknown body with unknown governing rules brings 
more people to an area that would not have been there before.” The commenter also indicates concern 
with the mitigation being competed if the project is not completed. The County agrees that were the 
project not to be approved and implemented there would not be an increased population within the 
project area at risk from potential wildfire. However, this is not the standard by which CEQA requires a 
project to be evaluated. Regarding thresholds of significance, the commenter is referred to Responses 4-
4 and 4-49. Regarding implementation of the mitigation, please see Response 4-68 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Responses 4-70 through 4-72:  

The commenter notes that the report referenced in Comment 4-67 found that most property losses due 
to the Carr Fire were the result of embers that ignited combustible materials in the structure ignition zone 
(SIZ). The commenter further notes that the report concluded that despite compliance with state 
construction requirements for development in the Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone existing gaps 
related to landscaping and the storage of combustible items within the SIZ will leave properties vulnerable 
unless voluntary or mandatory compliance is addressed. The commenter outlines the findings of a recent 
Shasta County Grand Jury report regarding the County’s ability to address wildfire risks. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 4-5 through 4-11 above. It is acknowledged that wildfire risks in 
many areas of Shasta County, as well as throughout the State of California and much of the western United 
States, are extremely severe. Although members of the State Legislature have proposed legislation that 
would impose substantial limitations on new development within the High and Very High Fire Hazard 
Severity Zones in response to recent severe wildfire activity throughout California, neither the referenced 
Shasta County Grand Jury report nor the Shasta County Board of Supervisors have suggested that a 
moratorium prohibiting new development within such areas of Shasta County be imposed. The wildfire 
impacts of the proposed development, including compliance with all applicable regulations and policies, 
are adequately addressed in the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-73:  

The commenter notes that the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1 alone would not completely 
eliminate the proposed development’s wildfire impacts. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-5 
through 4-9 above, related to mitigation and minimization of risks from wildfire, and which discuss the 
elements that influence wildfires such as topography, wind, temperature, and humidity.  

In addition to the quoted passage from the Wildfire section of the RDEIR, the County notes that the 
balance of the subject paragraph explains how, through mitigation and project design, this impact would 
be reduced to below a level of significance. The conclusion of the RDEIR regarding Impact 5.19-2 is not 
“no impact” but rather “mitigated to less than significant”. CEQA does not require that an impact be 
completely eliminated in order to find the impact to be less than significant. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-74:  

The commenter states that since the RDEIR does not contain analysis or discussion regarding how the 
referenced Fire Codes, building codes, and other things may be helpful, the assumption that the 
implementation of such requirements would be sufficient to mitigate the project’s wildfire impacts is 
faulty. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-5 through 4-9 above, related to mitigation and 
minimization of risks from wildfire. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 4-75:  

The commenter states that during two recent wildfires in the project vicinity major roads identified in the 
evacuation study were closed, which provides more evidence that the evacuation study is faulty. The 
commenter appears to assume that the evacuation study is meant to serve as an evacuation plan, which 
it clearly is not and is not represented to be in the RDEIR. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Response 4-21 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 4-76:  

This comment states that there no evidence is provided in the RDEIR to support the conclusion that Impact 
5.19-3 would be less than significant. The commenter requests clarification regarding the description of 
proposed project infrastructure being located within previously disturbed areas.  

The discussion on pages 5.19-29 and 5.19-30 also qualify the impacts and note measures that would be 
used, such as undergrounding of equipment and utility lines in accordance with California Public Utilities 
Commission Electric Tariff Rule 15 Section A.3.a, minimization of disturbance, installation of emergency 
access roads, vegetation and fuel management, and incorporation of defensible space, While this 
potential impact would not be completely eliminated, it would be reduced to below a level of significance.  

The discussion of proposed project infrastructure being located within previously disturbed areas pertains 
to impacts associated with ongoing maintenance of propane and water infrastructure subsequent to the 
development of the proposed project as well as required improvements to existing off-site roadways and 
the construction of on-site roadways following the clearing and grading of areas of the project site 
approved for development. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required for this point of clarification. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 4-77:  

The commenter states that regardless of whether or not an area was previously disturbed, construction 
and maintenance of infrastructure can cause fires. The commenter states the County “has no information 
on water usage before or because of the project” and “waits for studies to be conducted after approval.” 

On page 5.19-30 of the RDEIR, it is concluded that impacts related to infrastructure that exacerbates fire 
risk would be less than significant based upon the implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8-1, 
adherence to the applicable standard state and County policies related to minimizing fire hazards, water 
service provided by the Bella Vista Water District, the provision of adequate emergency access, and the 
undergrounding of new electrical lines serving the development.   

Regarding the project’s projected water demand, the commenter is referred to Master Response #1 
Water Supply Analysis Master Responses. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required for this point of clarification. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 4-78:  

The commenter questions if infrastructure serving the proposed development involve environmental 
impacts somewhere else along the distribution system not discussed or examined and if the project can 
result in lower water pressure that will make it more difficult to fight fires.  

In accordance with the California Residential Code, all new single-family dwellings are required to be 
equipped with an automatic fire sprinkler system. Such systems must meet minimum water pressure 
requirements, which in the case of the proposed development would be verified by the Shasta County 
Fire Marshal through the building permit review and inspection processes. Prior to the development of 
any homes within the proposed development, the water infrastructure necessary to serve the 
development will be tested by the local fire authorities to ensure that adequate water pressure will be 
available to the project area and that the construction and operation of such infrastructure will not 
adversely impact the water pressure of Bella Vista Water District’s existing water delivery infrastructure. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 4-79:  

The commenter states that there should be more explanation of what constitutes disturbed ground and, 
“evidence of how the report justifies its proof.” The commenter states that hazards stemming from 
electrical infrastructure should also have been discussed. The commenter states that the entire Wildfire 
section of the RDEIR does not comply with CEQA and that the preparation of the EIR has wasted eight 
years and hundreds of thousands, if not millions, of taxpayer dollars. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 4-76 and 4-77 above regarding disturbed land. The majority of the responses to the prior 
comments contained in the commenter’s letter address the adequacy of the Wildfire section of the RDEIR; 
the commenter is referred to those prior responses. The commenter is referred to Response 4-33 above 
regarding the cost of the preparation of the EIR. 

The commenter is referred to page 5.19-28 of the RDEIR, which lists mitigation regarding the installation 
of infrastructure to the satisfaction of the Shasta County Fire Department and ongoing monitoring of fire 
prescription activities within Resource Management Areas 1 through 4 shall be the sole responsibility of 
the TRCSD or TRHOA. 

The commenter is referred to pages 5.19-29 and 5.19-30 of the RDEIR, which provide a full discussion of 
Impact 5.19-3. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Responses 4-80 through 4-82:  
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The commenter summarizes and restates previous comments regarding the inadequacy of the Wildfire 
section of the RDEIR and the lack of a good faith effort by the County to adequately address the wildfire 
hazards facing the County before complicating them further by putting more people’s lives and properties 
at risk. The responses to the prior comments address the adequacy of the Wildfire section of the RDEIR 
and the wildfire risks that exist in many areas of Shasta County; the commenter is referred to those prior 
responses. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Exhibit 1: Map of Census Block Groups in Study Area 
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Exhibit 2: Maximum Vehicles in Evacuation Envelope based on 2019 Census Data 
 

Subarea Housing Units Vehicles 79 %Autos 21% HV1 Total PCE 
Census Tract 118.01, Block Group 1 492 1298 1025 273 1571 
Census Tract 118.01, Block Group 2 421 978 773 205 1183 

Census Tract 119, Block Group 1 478 1078 852 226 1304 
Census Tract 119, Block Group 2 463 1138 899 239 1377 
Census Tract 119, Block Group 3 341 846 668 178 1024 

Combined Area 2195 5338 4217 1121 6459 
Avg  2.4    

Tierra Robles 166 404 319 85 488 
Total with Tierra Robles 2361 5742 4536 1206 6947 

Data Source: US Census (2019). American Community Survey  

XXY – values in italics are based on assumption promoted by commenter (Tanner) applied for illustration 
purposes only  

1 The HV factor is 2.0 for RVs and 3.0 for heavy trucks in rolling terrain. 

 

Exhibit 3: Tenure by Vehicles Available 

 

Vehicles Available 

Census Tract 
118.01, Block 
Group 1 

Census Tract 
118.01, Block 
Group 2 

Census Tract 
119, Block 
Group 1 

Census Tract 
119, Block 
Group 2 

Census Tract 
119, Block 
Group 3 

 

All 
Total: 492 421 478 463 341 2195 
Owner occupied: 443 351 395 397 300 1886 
No vehicle available 16 5 10 2 0 33 
1 vehicle available 41 88 53 72 37 291 
2 vehicles available 147 137 193 172 122 771 
3 vehicles available 140 80 80 63 112 475 
4 vehicles available 75 15 59 29 15 193 
5 or more vehicles available 24 26 0 59 14 123 
Renter occupied: 49 70 83 66 41 309 
No vehicle available 0 0 12 0 0 12 
1 vehicle available 14 10 0 28 5 57 
2 vehicles available 10 33 56 29 16 144 
3 vehicles available 18 5 9 0 18 50 
4 vehicles available 0 15 6 9 2 32 
5 or more vehicles available 7 7 0 0 0 14 

Source: US Census (2019). American Community Survey 
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Letter 5:  Brad and Barbee Seiser, February 2, 2021 
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Response to Comment: Letter 5 – Brad and Barbee Seiser 
 

Response 5-1:  

The commenter states that the RDEIR incorrectly estimates the water demand for the proposed project. 
The County does not agree that the RDEIR lacks an accurate water demand estimate. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #1- General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project 
Projected Water Demand, California Water Code Baseline Calculations, all of which discuss water supply 
and the Bella Vista Water District’s (BVWD) Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP), and Table 5.17-2 in 
the RDEIR.   

Evidence of the feasibility of the water transfer between Clear Creek Community Services District (CCCSD) 
and BVWD is discussed on pages 5.17-19 through 5.17-30 of the RDEIR. The applicant-initiated discussions 
with both agencies regarding the feasibility of CCCSD providing supplemental water to BVWD. Both 
agencies provided letters documenting the feasibility of such a transfer. Letters from each of the districts 
are provided in Appendices C-2 and C-3 of the RDEIR. The commenter also is referred to Responses 1-9 
through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11 and 3-21, regarding the CCCSD transfer. 

Potential impacts on water supply are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-2:  

The commenter states that identifying a likely source for supplemental water is moot because the water 
demand calculations are incorrect. The County does not concur with this comment. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #1- General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project 
Projected Water Demand, California Water Code Baseline Calculations, all of which discuss water supply 
and BVWD’s UWMP, and Table 5.17-2 in the RDEIR. The commenter also is referred to Response 5-1 above 
that reference’s other responses with additional information.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-3:  

The comment restates the proposed water transfer agreement between CCCSD and BVWD for 100 acre-
feet per year (AFY). The County concurs with this comment. No further response is required and no 
changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-4:  

The comment notes his previous comment on the 2019 Draft EIR (DEIR) regarding the California Water 
Code. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1- Water Supply Analysis Master Responses -
Consistency with California Water Code.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 5-5:  

The commenter states that the defined water goal baseline for the project should be 758 gallons per 
capita per day. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1- Consistency with California Water 
Code, Project Projected Water Demand, and California Water Code Baseline Calculations.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-6:  

The commenter states that 100 AFY significantly underestimates the water demand for the proposed 
project. The County does not concur that the project’s water demand is 2.12 AFY per lot or that the RDEIR 
significantly underestimates the project’s water demand. As shown in Table 5.17-8 on page 5.17-16 of the 
RDEIR, the water demand for the project is 80 AFY. Please see discussion on pages 5.17-14 through 5.17-
17 of the RDEIR and Master Response #1 -Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected 
Water Demand, and California Water Code Baseline Calculations regarding how the water demand 
calculations were generated.  

Potential water supply impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-7:  

The commenter states that project will have a water demand deficit of 251.92 AFY and asks how the 
project will make up for the shortfall.  

The County does not concur that the project will have a water demand deficit of 251.92 AFY or that the 
project will result in a shortfall. The project has a water demand of 80 AFY and has identified a 
supplemental water source of 100 AFY for dry or multiple dry years. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 5-1 through 5-6, which provide additional information and note other responses that speak to 
this comment, specifically those related to CCCSD. 

Potential water supply impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-8:  

The commenter asks if sufficient water supplies will be available to serve the project during normal, dry 
and multiple dry years. The groundwater supply projections in Table 5.17-2 on page 5.17-4 of the RDEIR 
are from Table 6-5 of the UWMP (page 67). None of the groundwater estimates in the RDEIR were 
fabricated. They are the same amounts from the UWMP. The total water supply estimates are the same 
in the RDEIR as in the UWMP.  

The commenter is referred to Response 3-4 regarding future groundwater supply estimates.  

Potential water supply impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Response 5-9:  

The commenter asks about accurate estimates for groundwater supplies and the status of existing 
groundwater wells. The RDEIR used the groundwater supply estimates from the UMWP. The analysis in 
the RDEIR does not cherry pick specific numbers to include or not include from the UWMP. To revise 
projections for groundwater supply would also necessitate the need to revise projections for demand.  
The UWMP is a planning tool used to predict available water supplies in the future. The BVWD has the 
ability to operate and construct groundwater wells at its discretion based on groundwater supply and 
demand projections.  

The commenter is referred to Response 5-1 above for additional information and for a list of other 
pertinent responses. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-10:  

The comment discusses differences between groundwater supplies that are available versus the amount 
of groundwater pumped. The commenter asks if pumping from CCCSD wells will impact BVWD wells. The 
commenter is confusing the amount of water actually pumped from groundwater wells compared to the 
groundwater yield or production capabilities of the wells. As noted on page 66 of the UWMP:  

“[G]roundwater is utilized as a supplemental source of water rather than a long-term water 
supply. The wells can produce approximately 5 MGD (15.3 AF/day). It is estimated that at 75% 
utilization (allowing for well maintenance, equipment failures, reduced output if the wells are 
run for an extended amount of time, and low demands during the fall and winter months) the 
wells could produce an average of 3,400 AF of water annually. The District has conducted 
several studies regarding water supply sources. These include studies to construct additional 
wells for groundwater utilization, and aquifer storage and recovery (the injection of surface 
water into existing wells for later use). Future water supply projects are all in various stages 
of planning and project yields have generally not been determined yet.” 
 

The applicant initiated discussions with both agencies regarding the feasibility of CCCSD providing 
supplemental water to BVWD. Both agencies provided letters documenting the feasibility of such a 
transfer. Letters from each of the districts are provided in Appendices C-2 and C-3 of the RDEIR. 

No evidence of overdraft from groundwater well pumping has been identified during consultations with 
CCCSD and BVWD as a result of CCCSD providing supplemental water for the proposed project or 
otherwise.  

Potential water supply impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-11:  

The commenter asks if enough groundwater will be available if BVWD and CCCSD are subject to CVP 
surface water allocation cutbacks. Both agencies use groundwater as a supplemental source of water 
when CVP water allocations are reduced. Any agreement between the two districts would need to be 
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approved by the Board of Directors of the both districts. The agreement would have the same 
enforceability as any other agreement among water agencies.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-12:  

The commenter suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b. Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b will be 
revised in the Final EIR per the recommendations of BVWD. The commenter is referred to Response 1-11. 

No further response is required and no further changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have 
been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-13:  

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 15.17-4b provides unequitable responsibilities on the 
proposed project compared to existing customers. The comment also states that existing BVWD 
customers are unprotected for supplemental water over the estimated long-term buildout of 10-15 years. 
The revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b in the Final EIR clarify this issue. The commenter is referred 
to Response 1-11. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-14:  

The comment states concerns that BVWD could receive three years of full CVP water allocation before 
buildout of the project site. The revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b in the Final EIR clarify this issue. 
The commenter is referred to Response 1-11. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-15:  

The comment requests additional language be added to Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b to require 
supplemental water supplies be made available until BVWD receives three years of full CVP water 
allocation after completion of the project. The revisions to Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b in the Final EIR 
clarify this issue. The commenter is referred to Response 1-11 regarding revisions to this mitigation 
measure and to Response 3-17 regarding requirements for CEQA and NEPA compliance.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-16:  

The commenter requests the applicant demonstrate that the supplemental water supply provided to 
BVWD under the agreement with CCCSD satisfies all CEQA and NEPA compliance requirements. The 
commenter is referred to Response 3-17 regarding requirements for CEQA and NEPA compliance.  
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-17:  

The commenter asks if the project applicant has a current Will Serve Letter from BVWD. The County 
understands the previous Will Serve letter has expired. The County also understands the applicant will 
request a new Will Serve letter once the supplemental water supply is secured.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-18:  

The commenter requests evidence of the groundwater sustainability of the CCCSD groundwater wells 
under the state’s Groundwater Sustainability Act and Enterprise Anderson Groundwater Sustainability 
Agency (EAGSA) groundwater sustainability studies.  EAGSA is tasked with sustainably managing local 
groundwater resources. It consists of the overlying members of the Redding Area Groundwater Basin and 
was formed by a Memorandum of Understanding between the cities of Redding and Anderson, County of 
Shasta, CCCSD, BVWD, and the Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation District (ACID). The EAGSA Board of 
Directors is comprised of elected officials representing each agency. The GSA formed with a memorandum 
of understanding on June30, 2017 and plans to develop a GSP by January 31, 2022. In the interim, 
groundwater is managed in accordance with the Coordinated AB3030 Groundwater Management Plan, 
adopted by the County in May 2007. The AB 3030 plan can be found at: 
http://www.co.shasta.ca.us/index/pw_index/engineering/water_agency/ab3030_plan.aspx  Therefore, 
the RDEIR includes them as reference documents and relies upon analysis in the GSP. There are no known 
problems with the groundwater basin. The State has identified both Enterprise and Anderson subbasins 
as medium priority – meaning they are not in critical condition. The comment does not present any 
credible evidence of known problems with the existing groundwater basin. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-19:  

The commenter states that the RDEIR ignores the issue of the efficacy of the TRCSD or TRHOA to 
administer and enforce any required water transfer agreement. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response #4-Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowner’s Association.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-20:  

The commenter asks for a response to the legal issues raised in the Remy Moose Manley comment letter 
related to all the references in the RDEIR to the TRHOA and TRCSD regarding wildfire and water issues. 
The commenter is referred to Master Response #4-Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra 
Robles Homeowner’s Association and response to the Remy Moose Manley comment letter contained in 
the Final EIR. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-21:  

The commenter asks about the financial viability and responsibility of the TRCSD or TRHOA. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #4-Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra 
Robles Homeowner’s Association. 

Response 5-22:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence is presented in RDEIR that demonstrates or proves that 
the TRHOA or TRCSD can effectively mitigate any required Water Transfer Agreement or the Tierra Robles 
Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan. The commenter is referred to Master Response #4-Tierra 
Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowner’s Association regarding the 
enforcement capabilities of the TRCSD and TRHOA and Response 4-1. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-23:  

The commenter asks if the County will become a participating entity in the CC&Rs of the project to ensure 
the TRHOA is meeting its fiduciary and legal responsibilities. Although the TRHOA would be responsible 
for overseeing and enforcing the CC&Rs, the County will review the CC&Rs to ensure that they are 
consistent with the project’s CEQA Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, Planned Development 
(PD) zone district requirements, and tract map conditions of approval prior to recordation. Please see 
Master Response #4 regarding HOA enforcement capabilities and responsibilities.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-24:  

The commenter asks what is the substantial evidence that the County will ensure that LAFCO is integrated 
into the process of establishing the TRCSD to ensure all the required enforcement and fiduciary actions 
for the project. Shasta County LAFCO would be involved in the formation of the TRCSD because only a 
LAFCO can approve a CSD. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-25:  

The comment states there have not been any negotiations between CCCSD and BVWD for a water transfer 
agreement. The County does not agree with this comment and refers the commenter to Response 5-1. 
The proposed project is consistent with the land use designations of the County’s General Plan and the 
growth projections of the UWMP. Please see Response 1-11 regarding Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b which 
requires, “Concurrent with the establishment of the Tierra Robles Community Services District or Tierra 
Robles Homeowners Association, the project applicant shall provide to the Shasta County Department of 
Resource Management documentation demonstrating that the applicant has secured an Agreement with 
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BVWD to provide BVWD with adequate water supplies on an annual basis…” The development of the 
project cannot happen without an agreement with BVWD.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-26:  

The commenter asks what the County’s conditions of satisfaction/evidence will be for a designation of a 
“likely” source of water under the Vineyard decision. The commenter references the Vineyard decision 
which appears to be a reference to the Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho 
Cordova. The comment does not identify how the project conflicts with this decision. Please see Response 
5-1 regarding the feasibility of the water transfer. The applicant will be required to obtain a new Will 
Service Letter from BVWD. The County will not require an approved supplemental water transfer 
agreement prior to approval by the Board of Supervisors because no decision on whether to approve or 
deny the project has been made by the Board of Supervisors at this time.  

Potential water supply impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will 
be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-27:  

The comment states that conditions of Shasta County General Plan Policy W-c have not been met. The 
County does not concur with this comment. The County has provided sufficient data and analysis in 
Section 5.17 of the RDEIR. The project will achieve reduced water demand through water efficient design 
and water efficient fixtures. The County will enforce the outdoor landscaping regulations which limits 
irrigated landscaping and prohibits the keeping of livestock. As such, the proposed project would use less 
water per day than typical rural residential properties in the surrounding area.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-28:  

The commenter states that with a shortfall of at least 252 AFY it would be malpractice for the County to 
approve the proposed project. The County does not concur with this comment. Please see Responses 5-
1 and 5-7 and Master Response #1-Water Supply Analysis Master Responses. Potential water supply 
impacts are considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-29:  

The commenter asks what actions the County is going to take to bring the RDEIR into compliance with 
Shasta County General Plan Policy W-c. The County does not concur that the project is inconsistent with 
the General Plan. Please see Response 5-27. Please see Master Response #1 regarding the water supply 
analysis and Response 5-1 regarding the feasibility of the supplemental water supply in drought years 
when CVP water allotments are curtailed.  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-164 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-30:  

The comment states that the proposed wastewater treatment facility may be undersized. The County 
does not concur that the wastewater treatment facility is undersized or that the project has a water 
demand shortfall of 252 AFY. Please see Master Response #1 regarding the project water demand 
calculations. The comment states there is substantial evidence that the existing sizing and design of the 
proposed wastewater treatment facility are no longer accurate, but no details or technical analysis is 
provided to support this statement. The wastewater treatment facility is discussed in Section 5.17 of the 
DEIR.  

Potential impacts on utilities and service systems are considered less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments 
have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-31:  

The comment asks how many AXMAx wastewater treatment modules will be needed based on the water 
demand shortfall of 252 AFY. The County does not concur that the project has a shortfall of 252 AFY. 
Please see Master Response #1 regarding the project’s water demand calculations. No changes to the 
project design have been proposed including the design of the wastewater treatment facility or increases 
in roadway medians. The wastewater treatment facility is discussed in Section 5.17 of the DEIR.  

Potential impacts on utilities and service systems are considered less than significant with mitigation 
incorporated. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments 
have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-32:  

The commenter asks why air quality emissions are lower in the RDEIR compared to the DEIR. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-9 regarding the updated air quality analysis. No further response is 
required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-33:  

The commenter asks how the project description has changed.  No changes to the project description 
have been made, including the proposed number of lots or the proposed lot sizes.  

Response 5-34:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence is presented that shows emissions will be reduced. The 
air quality analysis is provided in Section 5.17-3 of the RDEIR. The air quality analysis is based on computer 
modeling (CalEEMod) designed to calculate air quality emissions from development projects. In addition 
to the reason provided in Response 2-9, other factors resulting in reductions in air quality emissions 
include refinements to the CalEEMod model between the time the DEIR and the RDEIR were prepared. 
Additionally, the air quality analysis in RDEIR includes the use of Tier IV construction equipment which has 
higher efficiencies with regard to emission reductions than the Tier III construction equipment used in the 
DEIR analysis. Tier IV construction equipment is more widely available at this time and was included in the 
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CalEEMod modeling analysis. As a result, construction emissions were reported to be lower in the RDEIR 
compared to the DEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-35:  

The commenter asks why the County did not choose to appoint an independent firm to conduct the 
evacuation study to ensure no conflict of interest with the project applicant. The preparation of an 
evacuation study was not required by the County, but was voluntarily prepared by the applicant. The 
study was prepared by qualified transportation engineer with experience preparing similar studies. Please 
see Master Response #2. The study was reviewed by the Shasta County Department of Public Works and 
was found to be credible. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-36:  

The commenter states that the analysis in the evacuation study is a theoretical model and that no real-
world traffic/flow volume was used in the analysis. The comment also asks what actual traffic volume/flow 
data was used to evidence the different evacuation scenarios and their impact on evacuation times to 
refuge sites.  

The Traffic Evacuation Traffic Study is not a theoretical exercise and is based on existing roadways 
networks, existing potential refuge areas, the anticipated traffic flow that would originate from the 
existing residences and individual lots in the study area, and the vehicles trips it would generate. In 
addition, the Traffic Evacuation Study uses the potential refuge areas which are strategically located on 
the boundaries of the evacuation envelope to account for potential evacuations that could occur and 
require evacuation to specific locations and in specific directions away from an approaching wildfire within 
the study area. 

The “through volume” or external traffic is applied to Highway 44 and Highway 299. Traffic on internal 
roadways originate from or are destined for the properties in the evacuation envelope. It would be 
inaccurate to count them on the roadways separately and then recount them as vehicles evacuating from 
individual homes in the area. 

As discussed on Page 8 of the Traffic Evacuation Study, “ 

“The traffic volume anticipated to flow through the study network was estimated according 
to best practice assumptions in traffic flow analysis. Table 2-1 is a summary of the key 
assumptions. Projections indicate the equivalent of approximately 7,410 passenger cars would 
flow through the study network as motorists head toward appropriate refuge areas.” 
 

The County understands that this did not use the traffic studies that were used to prepare Section 5.16 
Traffic and Circulation as the methodologies to evaluate the effects of day to day traffic impacts versus 
evacuation for an emergency require different practices and use different models to address the disparate 
conditions of each. 
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In order to obtain what is being referred to as “actual traffic volume/flow data” in the comment, the 
County would have to conduct traffic counts on area roadways during an actual fire event which is 
infeasible. Further, the comment does not provide any evidence that the traffic volumes in the evacuation 
study are inaccurate.  

The commenter indicates the website Streetlight Data provides data on emergency evacuations and notes 
that it has highlighted areas with wildfire evacuation risks in Shasta and Tehama County. The County 
acknowledges the comment and data; however, the commenter does not provide the methodologies by 
which these studies have been conducted. For additional discussions of the Streetlight Data website, the 
commenter is referred to Response to Comments 15-2 and 15-4, which provide additional information 
regarding its use and applicability to the project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-37:  

The commenter asked how the study can conclude that the addition of the Project traffic would not 
substantially increase the clearance times to evacuation centers and what evidence is provided. Project 
traffic volumes were added to the volumes that existing properties would generate during an evacuation. 
The differences between model runs with and without the project is provided in the tables beginning on 
page 5.19-19 of the RDEIR. The comment does not provide any evidence that the project would 
substantially increase evacuation times. Please see Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-38:  

The commenter asks on what basis did the County vet the Nuworsoo study’s conclusion that the proposed 
project would not pose a significant impact on wildfire evacuation. The Shasta County Department of 
Public Works reviewed the study and found it to be credible based on the following:  

• The proposed evacuation traffic was modeled to simulate potential trip generation, distribution and 
destinations under various scenarios; 

• The traffic models accommodated variable flow and roadway storage; 
• The models quantify delays on various segments in the road network and total time to complete 

evacuation of the study area; and 
• The report contains empirical information regarding the recent Camp Fire evacuation. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-39:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence exists in the evacuation study that demonstrates that 
Foothill High School can accommodate 4,338 vehicles in Model Scenario 3. The intent of the analysis is 
not to demonstrate that any number of vehicles could be accommodated at any of the temporary refuge 
areas. The accommodation value given shows the number of vehicles that are expected to travel toward 
the listed refuge area from the evacuation study area. The listed refuge areas are not meant to be 
permanent and are called out as temporary. Longer-term evacuation facilities would be established by 
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County officials depending on the type and location of the emergency. The refuge areas are also are not 
intended to provide evacuees with a long-term area in which to stay but are intended as pass through 
location as they travel through the area from the areas threatened by fire. Accordingly, it is assumed that 
people evacuating would use the refuge location for short periods of time until they are able to find longer 
term accommodations or return to the residences. Thus, the total number of accommodations reflects 
the number of vehicles that may be temporarily accommodated throughout the entire evacuation 
process. 

If the temporary refuge locations do not have sufficient capacity for these needs, then the emergency 
response commanders would indicate the appropriate thing to do during a fire instead of attempting to 
store or shelter all of them at these locations. It is anticipated that most evacuees would be heading 
beyond the boundaries of the evacuation envelope unless fire fighters are able to retard the progress of 
the fire. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-40:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence exists in the evacuation study that the Old Oregon Trail 
at Old 44 Business Center can accommodate 2,439 vehicles in Model Scenario 3. The commenter is 
referred to Response 5-39 regarding the intended use of the temporary refuges. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-41:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence exists in the evacuation study that Deschutes Road at 
Old 44 Shopping Center can accommodate 630 vehicles in Model Scenario 3. The commenter is 
referred to Response 5-39, regarding the intended use of the temporary refuges. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-42:  

The commenter asks what substantial evidence exists in the evacuation study that Columbia Elementary 
School can accommodate 3,074 vehicles in Model Scenario 5. The commenter is referred to Response 5-
39, regarding the intended use of the temporary refuges. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-43:  
The commenter notes that no legally recorded easement exists on Northgate Drive to allow for a 
secondary access to the project site. The County concurs with this comment. Please see Response 2-15. 
The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The 
evacuation study did not include Northgate Drive as a potential access from the project site. It should be 
noted that residents of the Northgate Drive will be able to use project roads to evacuate to the north. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-168 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-44:  

The commenter asks if there is a plan for the County or the project applicant to acquire permission from 
the 28 homeowners on Northgate Drive for easement rights to use Northgate Drive as an emergency 
access route. The commenter is referred to Response 5-43. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 5-45:  

The commenter asks what the plan is for the developer to bring Northgate Drive into compliance with 
Shasta Fire Emergency Egress Access standards. The commenter is referred to Response 5-43. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review.  
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Letter 6: Daniel Hoer 
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Responses to Comment Letter 6 - Daniel Hoer  
 

Response 6-1:   

The commenter notes the SRA and fire hazard severity zone which is based on a variety of factors. 
The comment makes a general statement about the designation and conditions that influence fire 
behavior. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and 
Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. No further response is required and no changes to the 
RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-2:  

The commenter notes the wildfire evacuation analysis assumes that Shasta College would be 
100% empty and states that the less than significant wildfire impact is not supported. The 
commenter continues that the evacuation time is incorrect and not based on factual information. 
The commenter then asks for the RDEIR to be updated to accurately show evacuation times and 
a scenario in which Shasta College is not empty and traffic from the college must be accounted 
for. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master 
Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-3:  

The commenter cites Shasta County General Plan Policy FS-b and states the RDEIR did not contain 
discussion of the Jones Fire. The commenter asks if the County will report and include in the RDEIR 
any and all fire hazard data it possesses in connection with the Jones Fire and account for that in 
the project analysis. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-4:  

The commenter cites the Protect Niles v. City of Freemont decision and that personal observation 
and experience constitute substantial evidence. The commenter then accounts secondhand 
information he has heard from neighbors describing the Jones Fire. The commenter asks if the 
County recognizes the existing dangers with traffic delays on Boyle Road even before the effects 
of the proposed project are taken into account? 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. No further response is 
required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have 
been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

 
Response 6-5:  
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The commenter cites the conclusion of no substantial change in evacuation time on page 5.19-33 
of the RDEIR. The commenter cites the evacuation time increases and then asks if the County will 
clarify the logic in its assertion that the project’s emergency evacuation impacts would be less 
than significant, and asks if the incremental increase to the already long evacuation times are a 
misunderstanding. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Responses 6-6:  

The commenter reiterates concerns about adding to the long evacuation times. The commenter 
is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Response 6-5 above. No further 
response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 6-7:  

The commenter cites page 5.19-33 of the RDEIR in relation to not resulting in incremental 
increases to evacuation times. The commenter then questions how this is accurate with the 
existing evacuation times, what the County’s definition of incremental effects related to 
evacuation is, and how an additional 15 minutes is not a significant incremental increase. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-8:  

The comment questions if the current three-hour evacuation times are acceptable in light of how 
fast a wildfire can travel. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation 
Study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Responses 6-9:  

The commenter questions if the County knows wildfire can travel at 40 miles per hour. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

Response 6-10:  

The commenter cites a newspaper article from the Sacramento Bee about the speed and spread 
of wildfire and discusses factors that can affect the rate at which a wildfire spreads. This presents 
information and does not question the adequacy of the RDEIR No further response is required 
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and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or 
will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-11:  

The commenter paraphrases the wildfire analysis noting during the Camp Fire roads were 
congested and discusses Section 5.19 Wildfire noting vehicle speeds of 3-4 miles per hour. This 
comment presents information already discussed in the RDEIR and does not question the 
adequacy of the document or question the contents. No further response is required and no 
changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be 
provided to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-12:  

The commenter questions if the County agrees that a 40 mile per hour wildfire would overtake a 
vehicle traveling 3-4 miles per hour. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire 
Hazards. 

Response 6-13:  

The commenter questions if the County recognizes that a wildfire could kill residents due to long 
evacuation times. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study 
and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

Response 6-14:  

The commenter questions how a finding of less than significant can be made. The commenter is 
referred to Response 6-13 above. 

Response 6-15:  

The commenter discusses fire hazard severity zones, the wildland urban interface, and Shasta 
County policies to discourage growth in these areas and questions how the proposed project 
conforms to that. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

Response 6-16:  

The commenter reiterates comments about the speed of the spread of wildfire and conditions 
both on the site and in general that hasten the speed with which it can travel and spread. The 
commenter questions how the defensible space proposed as part of the project is sufficient. The 
commenter is referred to Responses 6-9 through 6-15 above. 

Response 6-17:  

The commenter notes that fire fighters won’t be able to keep up with fighting rapidly spreading 
fires. The commenter notes that while wildfire cannot be controlled, the nature of development 
and impact on lives, residents, and property from new development such as the proposed project 
can be controlled. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study 
and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

Response 6-18:  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-180 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The commenter questions if the County agrees with preserving the lives and property of existing 
residents over potential residents. This comment presents information and does not question the 
adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required 
based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-19:  

The commenter questions the County and the benefit versus detriment of the proposed project. 
This presents information and does not question the adequacy of the RDEIR. No further response 
is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have 
been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-20:  

The commenter notes Boyle Road is mislabeled and needs to be corrected in the evacuation 
study. The figures have been updated and included to the Final EIR. 

Response 6-21:  

The commenter notes the evacuation traffic study, cites some of its findings, and mentions the 
multiple single access roads. The commenter notes that a fire approaching from the north is the 
most likely scenario, but that the study doesn’t address congestion problems on Boyle Road. The 
commenter then questions what mitigation is going to be implemented. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire 
Hazards. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-22:  

The commenter notes other deficiencies including assuming two vehicles would be evacuated per 
household, large vehicles, livestock, RV’s, etc. The commenter then concludes by questioning how 
the County can conclude that the proposed project will have a “less than significant impact” and 
would not “substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan”. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. No further 
response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 6-23:  

The comment cites page 5.19-13 of the RDEIR which notes secondary access at Northgate Drive. 
The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 

Response 6-24:  

The commenter questions what improvements or modifications to Boyle Road and Old Alturas 
Road have been discussed or considered by the County with respect to improving the already 
dangerous and congested conditions that would take place in the event of an emergency 
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evacuation. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 6-25:  

The commenter questions what County-wide evacuation communication procedure exists to 
ensure residents in and around the project area will be timely notified of the need to evacuate 
and how the County knows that these communication systems will actually reach the intended 
recipients in time to facilitate a timely evacuation. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#2: Traffic Evacuation Study. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Letter 7: Gerald and Susan Hayler, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 7 - Gerald and Susan Hayler 
 

Responses to Comments 

Response 7-1:  

The comment makes a prefatory statement regarding comments but does not make a specific comment 
or pose questions pertaining to the adequacy of the RDEIR. No further analysis is required and no changes 
to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 7-2:  

The commenter notes that the Will Serve letter has expired, that BVWD needs to acquire new water 
supplies, questions the water transfer with CCCSD, and asks if the water demands in the RDEIR are 
accurate. The commenter also notes discrepancies between the water use projected by BVWD. 

The commenter is correct that an agreement with CCCSD is being pursued regarding the provision of 
augmented supply from the CCCSD. Based on discussion in Chapter 5.17 – Utilities and Service Systems in 
the RDEIR, page 5.17-19 discusses the transfer of up to 100 acre-feet per year (AFY) of water from CCCSD. 
Page 5.17-31 describes the process by which the transfer would occur and Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b 
would ensure an agreement is in place with BVWD. The execution of the agreement would be required 
prior to project construction.  

For additional information the commenter is referred to Responses 1-8 through 1-11, and Response 25-
3 for additional information on the proposed water transfer with CCCSD and the feasibility of such transfer 
based on information from the United State Bureau of Reclamation. 

Regarding the Will Serve letter, the commenter is referred to Responses 1-12 and 3-11 through 3-13, and 
regarding the current status of the agreement with CCCSD the commenter is referred to Response 1-12. 

The water demand of the proposed project as reflected on pages 5.17- 13 through 5.17-18 of the RDEIR 
is accurate. This includes an analysis of the water supply during normal as well as dry and multiple dry 
years. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1 -Water Supply Analysis Master Responses -
General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code and California Water Code Baseline 
Calculations regarding this and the appropriate per capita daily water demands. These responses also 
have a discussion of the comparison of typical uses common in the surrounding rural residential area that 
have a higher demand compared to what is anticipated under the proposed project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 7-3:  

The commenter notes the entire project site is within a very high fire hazard severity zone and questions 
if the roads are wide enough to accommodate fire trucks, trailers, etc. The commenter is correct that the 
project site is within a very high fire hazard severity zone. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response#3 – Wildfire Hazards and Response 4- 22. Response 4-22 is provided in part below: 
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“Regarding the roadways used to evacuate in case of wildfire, the RDEIR addresses evacuation 
concerns based on known traffic volumes and what is anticipated to be added to roadways by 
the proposed project.- Page 5.19 of the Chapter 5.19 – Wildfire states, “…with the addition of 
Project traffic the roadway network, speeds and related clearance times would not 
substantially change. The Project would not result in a delay for arrival at refuge areas with 
the longest clearance times to make noticeable differences on evacuation. While the Project 
would add to the volume of traffic in the area, the scenario evaluated in Table 5.19-10 
demonstrates that the Project plus existing development would not substantially delay the 
arrival of evacuating cars at refuge areas. As such, the Project would not contribute to a delay 
during an emergency wildfire evacuation such that it would substantially impair the execution 
of the County’s EOP.” 
 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 7-4:  

The commenter asks if the prevailing winds were considered as a potential fire would come from the 
north and potential preclude Seven Lakes/Old Alturas as evacuation routes. The commenter notes the 
Jones Fire and references other California fires in relation to evacuation problems. The commenter 
discusses prevailing winds, the addition of units, and the eight evacuation refuge sites identified in the 
evacuation study. 

The commenter is referred to page 5.19-24 of Chapter 5.19 of the RDEIR, which discusses wind, the Shasta 
County and City of Anderson Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan as well as starts the discussion of 
the Tierra Robles Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan. Implementation of measures contained in 
this plan, such as creation of defensible space and reduction of fuel loads, would help minimize the effects 
of wildfire.  

Regarding the evacuation refuge sites, the commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic 
Evacuation Study and Response 4-22, which discusses evacuation and use of refuge areas. The 
commenter is also referred to Response 4-31, which discusses the potential use of these sites and their 
logical use as temporary refuge from a wildfire due to their open parking lots and general lack of 
vegetation and distance from high wildfire hazard severity zones. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 7-5:  

The commenter notes the formerly proposed emergency access from Northgate Drive. The EIR has been 
revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The commenter is referred to 
Response 2-15. 

 

Response 7-6:  
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The commenter states that the RDEIR accurately reflects water demand and there is no plan for 
evacuation and references the Camp Fire and Carr Fire. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#1 – General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, and Projected Project Water Demand, 
as well as Master Response #2 - Traffic Evacuation Study, and Master Response #3 - Wildfire Hazards 
regarding water resources and Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21 regarding CCCSD and 
augmented water supply. The balance of the comment does not make a specific remark pertaining to the 
adequacy of the RDEIR. The comment makes general statements and observations and information 
regarding past fire events. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 7-7:  

The commenter notes that climate change will continue to result in worse wildfires in the coming years. 
The comment makes general statements and observations related to climate change and potential for 
wildfires and opines that approval of the proposed project would be a mistake. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response -#3 Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 8: Leslie Golden 
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Responses to Comment Letter 8 - Leslie Golden 
 

Response 8-1:   

The commenter notes General Plan policies discouraging or preventing development in high fire hazard 
areas and notes California Government Code section 65860. The commenter further notes the project site 
is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and does not provide proper circulation 
improvements. The commenter is correct that the proposed project is located within a VHFHSZ. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #3 – Wildfire Hazards. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 4-59 and 4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-2:  

The commenter notes the RDEIR proposes a secondary emergency access from Northgate Drive, but it is 
a private road and further describes emergency access road requirements. The EIR has been revised to 
remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The commenter is referred to Response 
2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-3:  

The commenter notes the 8 referenced evacuation sites and the projected time it would take to evacuate 
(3.5 hours). The commenter notes traffic volumes and queuing on area roadways. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response 2 – Traffic Evacuation Study, and Responses to Comments 3-39, 3-40, 
through 3-42, and 3-47 through 3-49. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-4:  

The commenter notes the evacuation study does not address project traffic having to access Boyle Road 
from one access point. The commenter is referred to Master Response 2 – Traffic Evacuation Study and 
Response 8-3 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-5:  

The commenter notes the Shasta County and City of Anderson Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 
and FEMA funding. The commenter is referred to Response 4-11. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-6:  

The commenter states the wildfire evacuation study is based on theory and not a real-life scenario and 
references the Camp Fire and Carr Fire. The commenter is referred to Master Response 3 – Wildfire 
Hazards, which discusses other fires and their applicability to the project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 8-7:  

The commenter reiterates comments related to past fires including the Jones Fire. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #3 – Wildfire Hazards and Response 8-6 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 8-8:  
The commenter notes the Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova 
decision and states that the RDEIR is not consistent with that decision. The commenter is referred to 
Response 25-6 related to the Vineyard decision. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 8-9:  
The commenter notes the water transfer agreement with CCCSD. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21, for additional information on the proposed water 
transfer with CCCSD. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 8-10:  
The commenter refers to the agreement with CCCSD and questions the demand calculations. The 
commenter is referred to Response 8-9 above for referenced responses and information on the proposed 
water transfer with CCCSD. 
 
Response 8-11:  
The commenter cites California Water Code subsection 10608.20 and its use in determining water 
demand. The commenter is referred to Master Response 1: Water Supply Analysis Master Response - 
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California Water Code Baseline Calculations and Consistency with California Water Code, which provides 
a thorough description of the water demand and values used. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 8-12:  
The commenter is correct that BVWD’s water goad baseline is 758 gallons per capita per day. This value, 
however, is based on development in traditional rural residential areas such as those in the surrounding 
area. Many of these properties have large irrigated landscape areas, livestock, ponds, agricultural crops, 
and other water intensive uses. The proposed project is more similar to urban residential uses that have 
severely limited landscaping, no livestock or agricultural crops, and have a greatly reduced water demand 
due to use of modern plumbing, fixtures, and appliances. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses - General Discussion and California Water Code Baseline 
Calculations and Consistency with California Water Code, which further defines why the water demand 
value used in the RDEIR is appropriate. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 8-13:  
The commenter reiterates concerns related to water consumption. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses - General Discussion and California Water Code 
Baseline Calculations and Consistency with California Water Code. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 8-14:  
The commenter reiterates concerns related to water consumption. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response 1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses - General Discussion and California Water Code 
Baseline Calculations and Consistency with California Water Code. The commenter is referred to 
Response 8-9 above, which references other responses that highlight the agreement regarding an 
augmented water supply from CCCSD. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 9: David Munro 
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Responses to Comment Letter 9 - David Munro 
 

Response 9-1:  

The commenter makes initial generalized statements regarding wildland fire and water issues. The 
commenter notes that north wind events can exacerbate fire hazards such as happened in previous 
wildfire events. The commenter also notes the 3.5-hour evacuation time and that the project would cause 
evacuation problems to be worse on already overcrowded Boyle Road. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses, Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation 
Study, and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 9-2:  

The commenter restates the significance determination regarding Impact 5.19-1. The commenter notes 
that there is no mention of Intersection 18 with Boyle Road and questions how it cannot be included in 
the traffic study. The commenter is referred to page 5.16-32 of Chapter 5.17, Traffic and Circulation, of 
the RDEIR. This page discusses operation of Tierra Robles Parkway and states the following: 

“Primary access to and from the proposed project would be from Boyle Road at the southern 
end of the project site, with a north-south oriented internal arterial roadway (Tierra Robles 
Parkway) that connects with Old Alturas Road (via Chatham Ranch Drive) at the north end of 
the project site. Tierra Robles Parkway would be constructed to run northerly from Boyle Road 
beginning approximately 1.25 miles east of the intersection of Boyle Road and Old Alturas 
Road.  Tierra Robles Parkway turns into Chatham Ranch Drive approximately mid-way through 
the subdivision. This new road would be located within an 84-foot wide right-of-way which 
would traverse the proposed project site, and ultimately tie into Seven Lakes Road, adjacent 
to its intersection with Old Alturas Road.   Approximately ½ mile of Chatham Ranch Drive, from 
its intersection at Old Alturas Road south to the subdivision, would be constructed offsite 
within a previously dedicated roadway easement. The internal street network consists of 
approximately 15 roadway segments and would be designed and constructed to meet 
applicable County street standards.  
 
A series of internally looped roads with right-of-way ranging between 50 feet to 60 feet in 
width would be connected to Tierra Robles Parkway which would provide access to the 
internal lots of the proposed project.  The southerly terminus of Tierra Robles Lane is located 
at the northerly terminus of Northgate Drive.  The proposed connection with Northgate Road 
would be gated per County fire standards and used for reciprocal emergency access only.  
Potential long-term impacts related to emergency access would be less than significant.” 

 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 9-3:  
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The commenter states there is a lack of available water for current residents within BVWD and the project 
would make it worse. The commenter also notes lack of communication between CCCSD and BVWD and 
discusses the well that was not yet constructed.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response 1 – Water Supply Analysis Master Responses, Responses 
1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21, related to the agreement with CCCSD, and information regarding 
the water wells in Responses 3-4, 3-21, and 3-30.  

In addition, the commenter is referred to Table 5.17-2 – Summary of Water Supply Sources on page 5.17-
4 of the RDEIR, which lists the water supply from U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (CVP) water, ground water, 
and the Anderson Cottonwood Irrigation District. The table also provides “Projected Supply (AFY)”, and 
the following footnote #2:  

“Groundwater wells are currently only used to supplement surface water in short and long-
term shortages. 4,200 AFY is estimated to be the maximum capacity of the existing wells. 
Additional groundwater wells are planned for construction every 10 years starting in 2020 
increasing groundwater by 810 AFY per well.” 
 

As shown in Table 5.17-3, BVWD is anticipated to have a surplus of between 7,847 AFY and 9,204 AFY 
through 2040 in normal years, and no groundwater from wells would not be required.  

This would include wells that are existing or that were planned to be drilled but have not yet been drilled. 

Thus, the RDEIR was correct in reflecting information in the most current version of the UWMP. The RDEIR 
correctly reflects that BVWD planned to drill wells every 10 years. Although a well was not drilled in 2020, 
this has no bearing on the findings of the RDEIR as the water that would be produced from that well and 
all other BVWD wells are not included in the calculations of surplus water. 

Footnote #2 to Table 5.17-2 Summary of Water Supply Sources on page 5.17-4 of the RDEIR has been 
revised. A sentence was added to state, “BVWD did not drill a well in 2020 as planned.” 

This revision does not change any conclusions, or the significance of any impacts, as disclosed in the RDEIR. 
As adequate water supplies exist in normal dry years, impacts in this regard would remain the same. 
Additionally, as the proposed project would continue to obtain up to 100 AFY of water from CCCSD in dry 
years, these impacts also are unchanged and remain less than significant with mitigation. No further 
response is required. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 

Response 9-4:  

The commenter notes that the RDEIR used erroneous water demand data. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #1: General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, and Project Projected 
Water Demand. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Response 9-5:  

The commenter questions how the proposed water transfer agreement can be considered likely when the 
water demand calculation is inaccurate. The commenter then mentions the 100 AFY transfer and 
anticipated water demand calculations and asks how the shortfall will be made up for. The commenter is 
referred to Responses 1-9, 1-10, and 3-11. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 9-6:  

The commenter notes that a feasibility study needs to be completed and that the RDEIR does not 
document this factually. The commenter is referred to Responses 1-9, 1-10, and 3-11, regarding the 
potential for and the feasibility of a water transfer agreement. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 9-7:  

The commenter reiterates comments related to past fires including the Jones Fire. The commenter is 
referred to Response 3 – Wildfire Hazards and Response 9-6 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 9-8:  
The commenter notes the Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova 
decision and states that the RDEIR is not consistent with that decision. The commenter is referred to 
Response 25-6 related to the Vineyard decision. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 10: Sara and Glenn Hoxie, February 1, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 10 - Sara and Glenn Hoxie 
 

Response 10-1:  

The commenter notes that Boyle Road is within an extreme fire danger area and questions how current 
residents will be able to evacuate. The commenter notes that the threat of wildfire will be threatening to 
life. Page 5.19-1 of Chapter 5.19, Wildfire states that the project site is located within the Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, Master Response #3: 
Wildfire Hazards, and Response 4-22 related to evacuations due to wildfire. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 10-2:  

The commenter cites the 8,542 vehicles and the range of time for evacuation for 2 to 3.5 hours as 
unacceptable. The commenter concludes by stating that a satisfactory plan, better road capacity, and 
additional points of egress are needed. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic 
Evacuation Study, Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, and Response 4-22, which discuss existing 
traffic volumes and the projected increase in traffic volumes of 2.3 percent resulting from the project. This 
increase is not considered substantial and would not conflict with the County Emergency Operations Plan.  

The commenter is correct that the addition of residents from the proposed project would increase 
evacuation times. As stated on page 5.19-22 of Chapter 5.19, Wildfire, “As such, the evacuation traffic 
analysis concludes that while the proposed Project would add to the volume of traffic (approximately 5%) 
within the surrounding area, the addition of Project traffic would not substantially increase the clearance 
times to evacuation centers.” 

Further, the following is stated on pages 5.19-32 through 5.19-33: 

“With regard to emergency evacuation, the Project specific evacuation study considered a 
broad evacuation area described above. The analysis included the equivalent of approximately 
8,542 passenger cars would flow through the studied evacuation network as motorists head 
toward appropriate refuge areas. This cumulative traffic volume estimate is considered a 
conservative worst-case analysis because it assumes all existing and planned housing units are 
occupied at the time of evacuation. The analysis determined that the Project would not result 
in a substantial change in the evacuation times and evacuation speeds during an emergency 
evacuation (less than 15 minutes over a three- and one-half-hour period, and less than 0.3 
mile per hour, respectively). Therefore, potential impacts on an emergency evacuation are not 
cumulatively considerable and less than significant.” 
 

In addition, the County would encourage residents to have a plan in place, be prepared for evacuation, 
and evacuate early and get themselves out of fire danger sooner. This advanced preparation and self-
evacuation would serve two purposes and further decrease evacuation time. First, it would encourage 
residents to remove themselves from the path of wildfire prior to formal order (which may or may not be 
timely). Second, if more people evacuate sooner while the danger is reduced, it will similarly reduce the 
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evacuation time for those who wait longer to evacuate. The commenter is also referred to Responses 4-
29 and 4-30 regarding the approximately 75 percent of people that self-evacuated during the Carr Fire.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 10-3:  

The commenter questions how additional project traffic on Boyle Road will impact cyclists.  

The County agrees there are no bike lanes on Boyle Road as stated in the RDEIR. Page 5.16-28 states, “The 
bicycle activities in the project area are anticipated to be light on the above-mentioned roadways due to 
the lack of commercial and employment centers in the immediate project vicinity and the distances to 
area schools…” 

Regarding collisions with bicyclists, the commenter is referred to page 5.16-6 of Chapter 5.16, Traffic and 
Circulation which states, “There were no collisions reported involving pedestrians or bicyclists. There were 
no fatalities reported, and there were 90 injuries over the five-year period.” 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 10-4:  

The commenter states that the proposed project would not result in residents being located close to town 
centers, does not allow for public transportation or even safe cycling. The proposed project does not 
conflict with the Shasta County General Plan as it is consistent with existing land use designations and 
zoning.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 10-5:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but comments on smart growth. This comment is 
referred to Response 10-4 above. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are 
required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Letter 11: Robert Grosch – Letter A 
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Responses Letters 11 -19 – Robert Grosch  
A series of 9 comment letters (Letters 11-20) were sent from Robert Grosch. All letters are discussed in 
one series of responses as discussed below.  

Letter 11 

Response 11-1:  

The commenter notes that the project ignores the wildfire dangers as noted in the General Plan and 
the California Government Code. The commenter further notes the project site is in a Very High Fire 
Hazard Severity Zone and does not provide proper circulation improvements.   

The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 - Wildfire Hazards for information related to 
analysis of wildfire, Responses 4-58 and 4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan and zoning, 
and Master Response #2 - Traffic Evacuation Study for information related to emergency 
evacuation. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 11-2:  

The commenter states that the County is obligated under its General Plan to discourage or prevent 
development in the project location and no evidence is presented as to why the project should be 
exempt. The commenter states that circulation improvements for emergency access should be 
provided. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 4-58 and 4-60 for a discussion of general plan consistency 
and Master Response #2 - Traffic Evacuation Study for additional information related to emergency 
evacuation.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 11-3:  

The commenter notes that Old Alturas Road and Deschutes Road have high collision rates and should 
be improved. The RDEIR discusses the collisions of the listed roadways on page 5.16-5 of Section 
5.16, Traffic and Circulation. In part, it is stated:  

“Based on the five-year SWITRS data, 41 collisions have occurred along Old Alturas Road, 7 
collisions have occurred along Boyle Road, and 101 collisions have occurred along Deschutes 
Road.”  
 

The subsequent pages show additional collision data by type (broadside, head on, hit objects, etc.). 
On page 5.16-7, the following discussion is provided: 

“…There are three segments where the collision rate is higher than the statewide average rate. 
On Old Alturas Road between Deschutes Road and Seven Lakes Road, between Boyle Road 
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and Old Oregon Trail, and on Deschutes Road between Boyle Road and SR-44 the calculated 
collision rates exceed the statewide basic average rate for the roadway segments.” 
 

In consideration of traffic safety, the RDEIR includes mitigation to reduce potential traffic safety 
impacts. Page 5.16-31 details Mitigation Measure 5.16-2 that requires in part: 

“Install Caltrans standard W2 intersection warning signs with W16-8P advance street name 
plaques at Lassen View Drive, Beryl Drive, Sunny Oaks Drive, Wesley Drive, Robledo Road, Oak 
Meadow Road, Oak Tree Lane, and Coloma Drive.” 

 
Regarding Old Alturas Road and Deschutes Road, the commenter is referred to page 5.16-46 which 
lists three additional mitigation measures (5.16-3, 5.16- 4, and 5.16-5) to reduce traffic safety 
impacts. These mitigation measures include the following requirements: 

 
“Old Alturas Road & Old Oregon Trail (Intersection #8). Prior to recordation of a final map for 
each phase identified on the tentative subdivision map, the project applicant shall pay the 
proportionate share of the project’s pro-rated share of the cost of constructing a single/multi-
lane roundabout (13 percent of $2,562,000, or $333,060, based on an engineer’s cost estimate 
of the improvements prepared by the Shasta County Public Works Department). The 
proportionate share is $2,006 per residential lot. Payments for phases two through six shall 
be adjusted annually on May 1 based on the change in the Building Cost Index provided by the 
Engineering News-Record for the prior calendar year.” 
 
“Boyle Road & Deschutes Road (Intersection #13). Prior to recordation of a final map or 
issuance of a building permit (whichever occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-
rated cost share in the amount of $605 representing 11 percent of the cost of upgrading the 
existing two-way-stop-controlled intersection to all-way-stop-controlled intersection. The fee 
amount is based on an engineer’s cost estimate of the improvements prepared by the Shasta 
County Public Works Department.” 
 
“Deschutes Road & Cedro Lane (Intersection #15). Prior to recordation of a final map or 
issuance of a building permit (whichever occurs first), the project applicant shall pay the pro-
rated cost share in the amount of $38,350 representing 5 percent of the cost of constructing 
a traffic signal. The fee amount is based on an engineer’s cost estimate of the improvements 
prepared by the Shasta County Public Works Department.” 

 
The payment of applicable fair-share costs towards a programmed improvement would result in a 
cumulatively less than significant impact at each intersection. 
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Letter 12: Robert Grosch – Letter B 
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Letter 12 

Response 12-1:  

The commenter reiterates comments regarding fire safety and hazard mitigation listed above. The 
commenter is referred to Response 11-1 above. 

Response 12-2:  

The commenter states that if the project was reorganized that 100-foot buffers of defensible space 
could be provided and there is an advantage to placing streets around the perimeter. The commenter 
concludes noting the project does take advantage of this design element and fire fighters may be 
hampered. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 - Wildfire Hazards regarding project 
design that would reduce the potential effects from wildfire. The commenter is also referred to 
Responses 11-1, 11-3, 7-1, 7-2, and 4-59 that discuss the project design. 

The commenter is referred to Responses 4-4 through 4-7 regarding continued maintenance and 
reporting requirements to the Shasta County Fire Department. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #4 Tierra Robles Community Services District and 
Tierra Robles Homeowner’s Association, Response 2-3, and Response 2-16, which discuss the Tierra 
Robles Community Services District (TRCSD) and how it is an appropriate vehicle with appropriate 
funding and enforcement powers to ensure conformance to project design and mitigation strategies. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 12-3:  

The commenter notes that the topography is of concern and says that if the homes were between 
slopes it would be safer fire wise. The commenter is referred to Responses 12-1 and 12-2 above, 
which reference other responses related to project elements, design, and mitigation that would 
reduce wildfire impacts. Regarding placement of the proposed roadways, the circulation elements 
have been designed to be responsive to the project site and to enable safe circulation avoid impacts 
to sensitive biological areas, and disturb ravines and steep slopes. Designing roadways between the 
proposed residential units as the commenter suggests would increase impacts to sensitive biological 
areas, increase roadway construction within ravines and steep slopes, and would not provide an 
efficient circulation pattern. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 12-4:  

The commenter notes that the project segregates itself from surrounding properties and makes it 
impossible to use surrounding properties for evacuation in case of wildfire. The County disagrees 
that the project is segregated from the surrounding communities. The proposed project would have 
similar access off Boyle Road as other developed areas within the area, including those on Porta Dego 
Way, Rocky Road, and Northgate Drive. Similar to most of the surrounding areas, the proposed 
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project would not be connected to adjacent properties by minor east and west roadways, thus the 
proposed project is consistent with other area developments in this regard. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 12-5:  

The commenter reiterates comments about placing streets on the outer ring of development and 
discusses the need to interconnect development through the street system. The commenter is 
referred to Responses 12-2 and 12-3 above. The project includes interior roadways to enable access 
to all areas of the proposed project and to enhance firefighting capabilities should the need arise. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Responses 12-6:  

The commenter reiterates concerns and requests a design change of the project and siting of 
residential units to reduce the risks from wildfire. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 
- Wildfire Hazards and Responses 12-1 through 12-5 above.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 13: Robert Grosch – Letter C 
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Letter 13: 

Response 13-1:  

The commenter states the evacuation traffic study does not use a reasonable threshold and cites the 
Shasta County General Plan and zoning. The commenter further states the roadways were clogged 
during the Jones Fire and asks about mitigation. Regarding the thresholds for Wildfire, as discussed 
on page 5.19-11 of the RDEIR, “The County will use the Environmental Checklist Form in Appendix G 
of the State CEQA Guidelines, to determine if the proposed Project could potentially have a 
significant impact related to wildfire. Such an impact would occur if the proposed Project would 
violate the following criteria.” The RDEIR uses the evacuation study in light of the Appendix G 
thresholds to evaluate potential impacts in accordance with CEQA Guidelines.  

Regarding consistency with General Plan and zoning, the commenter is referred to Master Response 
#3 - Wildfire Hazards and Master Response #2 - Traffic Evacuation Study for clarification on wildfire 
and emergency evacuation. 

Regarding the internal circulation elements, the commenter is referred to Responses 12-3 and 12-4 
above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 13-2:  

The comment does not raise a specific question pertaining to CEQA and makes generalized 
statements about building standards. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR 
have been made. 

Responses 13-3:  

The commenter discusses fire history in California and says the study does not discuss fire history. 
The commenter discusses the Oakland-Berkeley fire and compares that to the project and the 
potential to block traffic. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 - Wildfire Hazards 
regarding past fires and how the project site differs from those locations and which also discusses 
evacuation and the use of refuge areas to minimize potential safety effects. The commenter is also 
referred to Appendix 2: What Can We Learn from Butte County contained in Appendix D-1 of the 
RDEIR, which discusses the Camp Fire in Butte County. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 13-4:  

The commenter makes general statements about fire safety and exiting buildings as it relates to 
wildfire. The commenter notes that the evaluation must not only address egress from the project 
but also from surrounding areas. The commenter notes a study that says evacuation should be 
accomplished in 30 minutes and cites the Jones Fire moving 16 miles in 12 hours. The commenter is 
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referred to Master Response #2 – Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3 - Wildfire 
Hazard regarding fire safety and evacuation and egress safety. 

Regarding secondary emergency access, the commenter is referred to page 3-18 of the Project 
Description which describes the project’s secondary emergency access point, which would consist of 
an emergency access easement across Lots 81 and 98 and a 5.23-acre offsite extension of the 
proposed new access road to Old Alturas Road. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 13-5:  

The commenter references a published and proposed standard of safe emergency egress which the 
commenter notes would, based on using the formulas, result in vehicles queuing as they attempt to 
exit. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 - Traffic Evacuation Study regarding 
evacuation and congestion on Boyle Road. The commenter is also referred to Response 13-4 which 
discusses the secondary emergency access to Old Alturas Road. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 11-1, 11-2, 12-4, and 13-1, that provide information and references to other responses 
related to this matter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 13- 6:  

The commenter reiterates that the study did not use egress statistics and states that the studies 
referenced were ignored and questions why and reiterates that no standard was used. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #2 – Traffic Evacuation Study, Master Response #3 – 
Wildfire Hazards, and Response 13-5 above, that provide information and references to other 
responses related to these matters. 

Regarding the thresholds used in the RDEIR, the commenter is referred to Response 13-1 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 14: Robert Grosch – Letter D 
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Letter 14: 

Response 14-1:  

The commenter sates that the RDEIR does not address continued maintenance to safeguard from 
fire and that the RDEIR is inadequate as the mitigation is not complete and the management plan is 
not adequate. The commenter is referred to Master Response #3 - Wildfire Hazards regarding the 
fire mitigation and fuel management that would be overseen by the TRCSD or TRHOA. The TRCSD or 
TRHOA would be formed to ensure the project is managed to include conformance with all applicable 
fire safe standards. Regarding the maintenance of these areas, the commenter is referred to Master 
Response #4 - Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra Robles Homeowner’s 
Association. 

The commenter also is referred to Master Response #4 Tierra Robles Community Services District 
and Tierra Robles Homeowner’s Association, Response 2-3, and Response 2-16, which discuss the 
TRCSD  and how it is an appropriate vehicle with appropriate funding and enforcement powers to 
ensure conformance to project design and mitigation strategies related to fire hazards and fire 
suppression. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 14-2:  

The commenter questions the viability of maintaining vegetation management efforts with the 
formation of the TRCSD and questions if the most appropriate vehicle is to ensure that vegetation 
management and fuel reductions meet standards and regulations.  

The commenter is referred to Response 14-1 above and Response 4-7 that discuss the Endangered 
Habitat League v. Rutter Development Company, Inc., and Communities for Better Environmental v. 
Chevron Products Company et. al decisions. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 15: Robert Grosch – Letter E 
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Letter 15: 

Response 15-1:  

The commenter reiterates comments related to emergency access and site egress and the 
requirement for secondary access. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 - Traffic 
Evacuation Study, Responses 11-1, 11-2, 12-4, 13-1, and 13-4 through 13-6 above, that provide 
information and references to other responses related to this matter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-2:  

The commenter discusses StreetLight Data and a study of communities that may be affected by 
wildfire. The commenter speculates that if one of the exits from Tierra Robles is blocked it would 
place the proposed project in the top one hundred list of most threatened.  

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response 
#3: Wildfire that provide clarity on the impacts associated with emergency evacuations and discuss 
and refer to sections of the RDEIR that address the issues and potential impacts of the proposed 
project.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-3:  

The commenter speculates that residents will not evacuate via the most efficient route in case there 
is an emergency. This comment does not raise a substantive issue in relation to the proposed project. 
The commenter is referred to Response 15-1 above that provides information and references to 
other responses related to this matter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-4:  

The commenter notes StreetLight data showing other locations with apparent evacuation 
limitations. It should be noted the StreetLight website at https://www.streetlightdata.com/limited-
evacuation-routes-map/ was reviewed, including the map the commenter appears to be referencing 
(“National Map of Communities with Limited Evacuation Routes”). 

The commenter appears to insert text into the table showing comparable numbers. However, it is 
unclear how the numbers were derived by StreetLight and the commenter, how they were inserted 
by the commenter, or how the table was constructed. 

It is unclear how to interpret the data the commenter has provided and not possible without a 
specific reference or citation to determine the validity. It should be noted that the proposed project 

https://www.streetlightdata.com/limited-evacuation-routes-map/
https://www.streetlightdata.com/limited-evacuation-routes-map/
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was evaluated for its potential to affect evacuations and the proposed project’s effect on the 
implementation of evacuations and evacuation planning was found to be less than significant. The 
commenter is referred to Response 15-1 above that provides information and references to other 
responses related to this matter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-5:  

The commenter reiterates and states that the proposed project would create a dangerous 
community. The commenter states disagreement that the proposed project would add a marginal 
number of vehicle trips, even in times of evacuation compared to existing conditions, the evacuation 
times, the 3.5-hour measure, and other reasons impacts would not be significant.  

The commenter is referred to Response 15-1 above that provides information and references to 
other responses related to this matter.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-6:  

The commenter questions why data from StreetLight was not used. The commenter is referred to 
Response 15-4 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-7:  

The commenter questions why the 3.5-hour evacuation timeframe is acceptable and how that speed 
can outrun a wildfire. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study 
and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazard regarding the 3.5-hour evacuation timeframe.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-8:  

The commenter questions the study conducted for the project and questions their location and the 
3.5-hour figure. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and 
Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazard that discuss refuges and 3.5-hour evacuation timeframe.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Response 15-9:  

The commenter questions the feeling of surrounding residents. This comment does not raise a 
specific question regarding CEQA, question the adequacy of the document, or request clarification.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-10:  

The commenter reiterates and questions if the site would have an acceptable evacuation time and 
the standard of escape. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, 
and Responses 11-1, 11-2, 12-4, 13-1, and 13-4 through 13-6 above, that provide information and 
references to other responses related to this matter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15-11:  

This comment does not raise a substantive issue in relation to the proposed project. No further 
analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

Response 15-12:  

The commenter states that the Palo Cedro Community participated in the General Plan process and 
asks if they have been consulted regarding the traffic that would be added by the project. The 
commenter is referred to Response 4-1 regarding preparation of the EIR for this project and the level 
of public participation that was invited. The County has received input from members of the Palo 
Cedro community and has responded to their questions and comments in accordance with CEQA 
requirements. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 15- 13:  

The commenter questions if a traffic engineering firm would think the project is fire safe and whether 
there is documentation of that. The commenter is referred to Responses 15 -2 through 15-6 above 
about the previously referenced use of StreetLight data and the unverified information provided by 
commenter. No further analysis is required and no changes to the RDEIR have been made. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 16: Robert Grosch – Letter F 
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Letter 16 

Response 16-1:  

The commenter states that planning for evacuation or fire safety was not a priority, that 
governmental entities in California are required to consider this, and the General Plan includes 
associated policies. The commenter concludes because of this the project includes dangerous 
designs. 

The proposed project does include considerations for fire safety. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. The 
commenter is referred to Responses 4-59 and 4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan and 
zoning. 

The proposed project includes numerous elements in the Tierra Robles planning documents for 
creation of defensible space, minimizing vegetation, and conformance with standards. It should also 
be noted that at the time the DEIR was published no Wildfire section was included. The DEIR did 
appropriately discuss and disclose the potential for fire and wildfire in other pertinent sections of 
that document in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines in effect at that time. Section 5.19 
Wildfire was included in the RDEIR as this requirement was added to Appendix G of the State CEQA 
Guidelines after the publication of the DEIR. 

Regarding the balance of the comment, the commenter is referred to Responses 13-1 through 13-3 
above which discuss this previously raised issue. 

Response 16-2:  

The commenter states that the proposed project is not designed with fire safety in mind and should 
not be approved. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, 
Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, and Responses 12-2 and 12-3 regarding evacuations and 
project design.  

The County notes the proposed project includes many design elements and use of defensible space. 
The proposed project has been reviewed by the Shasta County Fire Department and others with 
expertise on this topic.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 16-3:  

The commenter states that the proposed project should be re-evaluated by experts in fire safe 
communities and should be done with costs recovered from the developer. The commenter is 
referred to Response 16-2 above regarding the project elements that have been incorporated to the 
project and Responses 4-59 and 4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan and zoning as well 
as Response 4-1 regarding preparation of the EIR for this project and the level of public participation 
that was invited. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 16-4:  

The commenter questions why the Shasta County Fire Department and CAL FIRE were not consulted 
in the process. The commenter is referred to Response 16-3 above and specifically Response 4-1 
regarding preparation of the EIR for this project and the level of public participation that was invited, 
that included the Shasta County Fire Department and CAL FIRE. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 17: Robert Grosch – Letter G 
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Letter 17  

Response 17-1:  

The commenter states that the requested rezone does not meet the requirements of the General 
Plan and cites the Public Policy Statement. The commenter then paraphrases the intent of the 
General Plan noting that it is to be used to shape the community. Based on this, the commenter 
states that setting aside the General Plan violates the trust of the community and that the EIR does 
not show consistency with the General Plan. The commenter concludes there is no desire of the 
community to have a development such as the proposed project.  

The General Plan land use designation for the entire project site is Rural Residential A (RA), which 
allows a maximum density of one dwelling unit per two acres. While the proposed parcels range in 
size from 1.19 acres to 6.81 acres, the smallest lots (less than 2 acres) would be sited internal to the 
subdivision and the project layout has been designed to consider the natural physical characteristics 
and constraints of the property by avoiding sensitive habitat areas, minimizing cut and fill by 
following the natural contours of the land, and by preserving significant clusters of Oak trees. In 
addition, the overall density of the development (1 dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres with a total of 
166 units) is 22 units less than what would be allowed under the current General Plan land use 
designation. 

In Section 5.10 – Land Use and Planning of the DEIR, it was disclosed that the overall density of the 
proposed project is not substantially inconsistent with densities within the surrounding area. While 
the proposed project does not conform to the grid like pattern of residential lots within the 
surrounding area, this was done in part to preserve habitat and be responsive to existing landforms. 
The proposed design is intended to maintain a semi-rural appearance given the siting of proposed 
building envelopes, the extent of open space preservation (approximately 74.2%), and the overall 
density of the development (1 dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres). Figure 5.10-1 in the RDEIR illustrated 
the proposed project relative to the existing surrounding areas. This figure and the discussion in the 
RDEIR support the conclusion that the overall scale and intensity of the proposed project is 
substantially consistent with other densities in the surrounding area.   

Comments regarding development under the existing zoning and General Plan land use designation 
are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental issue 
that warrants further consideration under CEQA. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-59 and 
4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan and zoning. These comments are referred to 
decisionmakers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response 
is necessary. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. 

Response 17-2:  

The commenter states that the General Plan must reflect the aspirations of the community and no 
further consideration should be given to the project. As discussed in Response 7-1 above, the project 
was designed to be responsive to environmental constraints including biological, geologic, 
vegetative, aesthetic, etc. As reflected in the public input received on this project, development 
sensitive to these issues, among others, are aspirations of the community. The proposed project is 
substantially consistent with the General Plan land use designation of the property. Thus, although 
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the proposed project would not reflect the exact same land use patterns of the existing surrounding 
developments, the project is responsive to the aforementioned considerations. 

Comments regarding development under the existing zoning and General Plan land use designation 
are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental issue 
that warrants further consideration under CEQA. The commenter is referred to Responses 4-59 and 
4-60 regarding consistency with the General Plan and zoning. These comments are referred to 
decisionmakers for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response 
is necessary. 

Response 17-3:  

The commenter questions if the citizens’ aspirations have changed and what is the evidence. The 
commenter is referred to Responses 17-1 and 17-2 above.  

Comments regarding development under the existing zoning and General Plan land use designation 
are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental issue 
that warrants further consideration under CEQA. These comments are referred to decisionmakers 
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary. 

Response 17 -4:  

The commenter questions if the project is necessary even though 87 percent of residents think the 
existing styles of available housing meet their needs. As discussed above, the proposed project has 
been designed to be sensitive to existing site conditions. In addition, the County contains numerous 
areas with a variety of residential housing types. The proposed project, therefore, is consistent with 
the variety of existing housing types within the County. The commenter is referred to Responses 17-
1 and 17-2 above for additional discussion related to this issue. 

Comments regarding development under the existing zoning and General Plan land use designation 
are specific to the merits of the proposed project and do not directly raise an environmental issue 
that warrants further consideration under CEQA. These comments are referred to decisionmakers 
for further consideration as part of the deliberative process, and no further response is necessary. 

Response 17-5:  

The commenter questions if this is the only available location for this type of subdivision and wonders 
if other locations are available without violations of the General Plan, Zoning Plan, and Hazard 
Mitigation Plan. 

As discussed in Section 7.0 Alternatives, Page 7-4, in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6 an alternative site was evaluated but was removed from previous consideration because it 
was determined to be infeasible.  

The proposed project does not violate the General Plan or the Zoning Plan. Regarding the Hazard 
Mitigation Plan, the commenter is referred to Responses 1-1, 4-59, and 4-60 regarding consistency 
with the General Plan and zoning. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 18: Robert Grosch – Letter H 
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Letter 18 

Response 18-1:  

The commenter reiterates comments and concerns previously stated including violations of the 
Hazard Mitigation Plan and cites objectives from a Board of Supervisors meeting from November 9, 
2017. The proposed project does not violate the General Plan, Zoning Plan, or Hazard Mitigation 
Plan. The commenter is referred to Responses 1-1 and 17-1 through 17-5 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 

Response 18- 2:   

The commenter reiterates concerns previously stated including violations of the Hazard Mitigation 
Plan and states that the RDEIR should provide justification. The commenter is Referred to Responses 
1-1 and 18-1 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
for their review. 
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Letter 19: Robert Grosch – Letter I 
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Letter 19 

Response 19-1:  

The commenter notes the Western Spadefoot Toad and notes the issue is not addressed in the RDEIR. 
The commenter is correct that this issue was previously raised and was responded to in responses 
to comments on the DEIR. 

Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of the DEIR provided discussion on special-status species, including 
existing conditions, survey results and survey methods, and analysis of project impacts. Section 5.4 
of the DEIR is based on the biological resources studies provided in Appendix 15.4, Biological 
Resources Documentation, as well as resource management reports provided in Appendix 15.2, 
Tierra Robles Community Services District. The main authors included, but were not limited to, 
certified wildlife biologist(s), forest research ecologist(s), registered professional forester(s), and 
wetland delineation specialist(s).   

Field surveys were conducted in conformance with existing protocols for species of interest, 
including the Western Spadefoot Toad, to identify any plant communities, listed plant species, listed 
wildlife species, and wildlife habitat present on the proposed biological resource study area. Data 
sources examined for the literature review and known species occurrence, as related to special-
status wildlife species, included the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) Special-Status Animals list and BIOS database, United States 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) records, and the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).   

As discussed on page 5.4-18 of the DEIR, the USFWS official species list identified eight federally listed 
animal species as potentially being affect by work in the project area. Review of the CNDDB records 
found that no special-status animal species or animal species proposed for listing have been reported 
within the project study area. Seventeen (17) special-status animal species and 10 non-status species 
are known to occur within 10 miles of the project area. The seventeen (17) special-status animal 
species known to occur within 10 miles of the project site includes the Western Spadefoot Toad.   

Table 5.4-4, Potentially Impacted Special-Status Species In The Project Area, in the DEIR discusses 
the Western Spadefoot Toad status, general habitat, and the potential to occur in the project area; 
refer to page 5.4-23 of the DEIR. Further, as discussed in DEIR Section 5.4, Biological Resources, and 
Appendix 15.4, Biological Resources Documentation, the initial wildlife surveys were conducted in 
2005, with subsequent surveys in 2012, 2016, and 2017. During the 2016 surveys, Wildland Resource 
Managers conducted six site visits in 2016 in an attempt to locate Western Spadefoot Toads. Vernal 
swales and other streams were walked in the morning and late evening hours as the toads were 
looked and listened for. These visits were done during a very wet spring with abundant surface water 
on the site. No toads were detected. The onsite aquatic habitats remained ponded for a length of 
time considered normal for similar shallow habitats in the Redding area. The results of these surveys 
provide a reliable basis for concluding that Western Spadefoot Toads are not utilizing the onsite 
aquatic features as breeding habitat. The County, as Lead Agency, determined that the surveys 
completed by Wildland Resource Managers and ENPLAN are sufficient to describe the biological 
resources on-site and meet CEQA and other regulatory requirements.  

These comments are referred to decisionmakers for further consideration as part of the deliberative 
process, and no further response is necessary. 
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Letter 20: Shasta Living Streets, February 1, 2021 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-236 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-237 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

 
 
  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-238 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Responses Comment Letter 20 - Shasta Living Streets 
 

Responses 20-1:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but makes general statements in opposition to the 
project. No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 20-2:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but makes general statements in opposition to the 
project in terms of overall county health, safety, fiscal burden, compliance, and being overly burdensome.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
 
Response 20-3:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but makes a general comment related to the 
complete streets policy and Shasta County General Plan. Chapter 5.16, pages 5.16-18 through 5.16-21, 
discuss the regulatory setting in terms of transportation and traffic. These pages provide a general 
overview of state regulations for the California Department of Transportation and local regulations and 
policies contained in the Shasta County General Plan, Shasta County Regional Transportation Plan, and 
City of Redding General Plan. The plans are further discussed on pages 5.16-22 through 5.16-29 in Impact 
discussion 5.16-1. Impacts were found to be less than significant with mitigation. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-4:  

The County addressed potential air quality impacts during preparation of the Shasta County General Plan. 
Potential project-related impacts are addressed in Chapter 5.3 Air Quality of the RDEIR. The proposed 
project has also been designed to encourage pedestrian and bicycling. Roadway design is favorable to 
residents using both means of travel. It is not feasible to include a transit option for the project as there 
is no existing transit service on Boyle Road. 

The commenter is correct that the proposed project is within an area designated as a very high wildfire 
hazard severity zone. The proposed project is consistent with the densities called for in the Shasta County 
General Plan. The proposed project, however, is not considered dense development. As discussed on page 
5.10-11 of the DEIR, the proposed project is consistent with the existing Rural Residential A (RA) General 
Plan land use designation for the site, and no changes to the existing land use designation is required to 
allow future development. On page 5.10-12 of the DEIR, it is further clarified that the overall density of 
the development is one dwelling unit per 4.4 gross acres. 
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The final point in this comment regarding parcel suitability does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but 
makes a general comment regarding the site’s ability to support the project in terms of water and 
wastewater.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-5:  

The comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but makes a general comment regarding the traffic 
analysis and does not cite a specific inconsistency or ask for clarification. No further response is required 
and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 

Response 20-6:  

The comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but makes a general comment regarding the history 
of biking in the area but does not cite a specific inconsistency or ask for clarification.  

The commenter also notes that Boyle/Old Alturas is “THE” bicycle corridor from Redding to Palo 
Cedro/Bella Vista/Millville. The County assumes this is a comment in regard to the RDEIR noting that biking 
is anticipated to be low due to the lack of bike lanes. The commenter notes that safety is of concern. 

The commenter is referred to Response 10-3 regarding this and the lack of any reported cyclist vehicle 
collisions.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-7:  

The commenter questions the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) analysis and states that it does not address 
General Plan air quality or transportation goals. Section 5.16 Traffic and Circulation of the RDEIR notes 
that the project would increase VMT. Regarding mitigation, some mitigation is feasible and included, some 
is included as part of project design, and some mitigation is infeasible and not included. Ultimately, the 
impact is found to be significant and unavoidable for which the adoption of a statement of overriding 
considerations would be required in order to approve the project. The commenter is referred to Response 
24-3 for additional explanation of the VMT analysis. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-8:  

The comment is in reference to biking in the area, presumably to page 5.16-28 of Section 5.16 
Transportation and Circulation, which states, “The bicycle activities in the project area are anticipated to 
be light on the above-mentioned roadways due to the lack of commercial and employment centers in the 
immediate project vicinity and the distances to area schools are more than 2 miles.”  
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Due to the rural nature of the area, lack of cycling infrastructure, and as stated lack of proximity to nearby 
schools and business centers, the activity of cyclists would not likely be substantial. The County recognizes 
that while some biking may occur, it is not as prevalent as in more densely populated areas with bike 
lanes. The commenter also is referred to Response 20-6 above regarding the number of collisions. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-9:  

The comment is in regard to air quality being negatively affected with no effort to meet General Plan 
goals. The commenter is referred to Section 5.3 Air Quality for a discussion of impacts to air quality. The 
air quality discussion disclosed that for impacts 5-3-1 through 5.3-4 would be less than significant or less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated. 

The cumulative air quality discussion disclosed that even with mitigation, impacts would be significant 
and unavoidable. The adoption of a statement of overriding considerations would be required in order to 
approve the project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 20-10:  

The comment is in regard to the lack of Complete Streets goals in the Shasta County General Plan. The 
commenter is referred to Response 20-3 above. 

Response 20-11:  

The commenter may be misinterpreting language in the RDEIR. The proposed project specifically includes 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities and the project is designed so that residents would be able to use planned 
bicycle paths to Boyle Road. The commenter references the GoShasta Biking and Walking Plan. As 
discussed above, the project is responsive to this plan as it provides interior biking and pedestrian lanes. 
Improvements to Boyle Road and associated bicycle or pedestrian paths are outside of the scope of this 
project, and thus are not discussed. 

Response 20-12:  

The commenter notes the project would increase daily vehicle trips by approximately 1,700 per day 
leading to unsafe conditions. The proposed project is projected to generate approximately 1,774 average 
daily vehicle trips. The commenter is referred to Responses 20-7 and 20-9 above regarding impacts to 
traffic and safety. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 21: Gunther and Jean Sturm, January 20, 2021 
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Response to Comment Letter 21 – Gunther & Jean Sturm 
 

Response 21-1:  

The comment provides a narrative regarding the commenter’s experience and expectations regarding the 
Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) and water use.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-2:  

The commenter notes the discrepancy between the BVWD estimates of water demand for the proposed 
project. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Response 
headings General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected Water Demand, 
and California Water Code Baseline Calculations, which explains why the water demand of the typical 
rural residential uses within the vicinity and within the County as a whole is not applicable, and should 
not be used to estimate the water demand of the proposed project. The proposed project would more 
closely resemble a more traditional single-family residential development and, therefore, would consume 
less water. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-3:  

The commenter is correct that the proposed water transfer agreement with the Clear Creek Community 
Services District (CCCSD) has not been completed. However, CCCSD has indicated they have the capacity 
to transfer 100 AF of water per year to BVWD should the need arise. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21, for additional information related to the proposed water 
transfer agreement and its viability. 

The supplemental source of water is not speculative. The use of transfer agreements to obtain 
supplemental water sources is a common method used by water agencies as authorized by the United 
State Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and is not speculative. As stated on the USBR website:  

“This site is made available to provide information related to transfers of Central Valley Project 
water and implementation of the water transfers provisions of Section 3405(a) of the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) (Title 34 of Public Law 102-575). 
One of the purposes of the CVPIA is to improve the operational flexibility of the CVP and to 
increase water-related benefits provided by the CVP to the State of California through 
expanded use of voluntary water transfers and improved water conservation. 
In order to assist California urban areas, agricultural water users, and others in meeting their 
future water needs, the CVPIA authorizes all individuals or districts who receive CVP water 
under water service or repayment contracts, water rights settlement contracts or exchange 
contracts to transfer, subject to certain terms and conditions, all or a portion of the water 
subject to such contract to any other California water users or water agency, State or Federal 
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agency, Indian Tribe, or private non-profit organization for project purposes or any purpose 
recognized as beneficial under applicable State law.” 
 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-4:  

The commenter is correct that there is no mitigation for vehicle traffic at the intersection of roadway 
access to the proposed project from Boyle Road and the commenter is correct that the proposed project 
would generate approximately 1,774 average daily vehicle trips, with 135 trips generated during the AM 
peak hour period and 175 trips generated during the PM peak hour period. As discussed under Impact 
5.16-1, beginning on page 5.16-22 of the RDEIR, one intersection, Airport Road & SR-44 WB Ramps, would 
operate at an unacceptable level of service (LOS); all other intersections would operate at an acceptable 
LOS under Existing Plus Project conditions. All roadway segments would operate at acceptable LOS under 
Existing Plus Project conditions. Therefore, mitigation related to traffic increases under Existing Plus 
Project conditions would only be required at one intersection. No further mitigation measures are 
warranted at this time. No changes to the RDEIR are required. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-5:  

The commenter notes the lengthy explanation regarding emergency evacuation in the RDEIR. The 
commenter recites vehicle counts and estimates a 40-mile length of cars. The commenter discusses the 
number of vehicles with trailers, RV’s, etc., and cites the 1.5 to 3.5-hour evacuation time. The commenter 
notes the Jones Fire, that Boyle Road is mislabeled, and that SR 299 and SR 44 are state roads not city 
roads. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-6:  

The commenter notes the long lines of evacuation, vehicle speeds, other fires that have occurred and 
notes the queuing will be a death trap. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic 
Evacuation Study and Responses 3-39 through 3-42 and 3-47 through 3-49. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-7:  
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The commenter states that the developer does not have an easement for a new emergency access road 
connection to Northgate Drive as described in the RDEIR. The EIR has been revised to remove the 
reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-8:  

The commenter notes the County is obligated to follow the Governor’s Fire Hazard Planning Requirements 
and the Shasta County General Plan. The commenter discusses various elements that need to be included 
and concludes that FEMA funding may not be available. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#3 -Wildfire Hazards and Responses 4-11 and 4-59. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-9:  
The commenter questions if CAL FIRE or the Shasta County Fire Department have staff for the refuge sites 
and if the refuge sites can accommodate evacuees. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: 
Traffic Evacuation Study, Master Response 3: Wildfire Hazards, and Responses 3-39 through 3-42 and 3-
47 through 3-49. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 21-10:  
The commenter provides a brief summary of previously noted comments. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 21-1 through 21-9 above. 
 
No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 22: Georgia LaMantia, January 31, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 22 - Georgia La Mantia  
 

Responses 22-1 and 22-2:  

The commenter questions the slow emergency evacuation in relation to the wildfire danger and 
asks how the project can be approved in light of the population densities. The commenter also 
notes conflicts with the Shasta County General Plan and zoning ordinance. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Responses, Master Response 
#2: Traffic Evacuation Study, Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, and Responses 4-59 and 4-
60. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-3:  

The commenter notes the emergency access connection to Northgate Drive. The EIR has been 
revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The commenter is 
referred to Response 2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-4:  

The commenter notes the wildfire danger and questions why data from previous wildfires was 
not included. The commenter notes the slow evacuation speed and dangers presented by 
wildfires. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and 
Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-5:  

The commenter states that they have personal family and friends that have experienced wildfire. 
The County recognizes these relationships and the commenter is referred to Master Response 
#2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-6:  

The commenter notes a story about a family member’s evacuation from the Camp Fire and friends 
affected by the Carr Fire. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation 
Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, which discuss previous wildfires. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-7:  

The commenter states the assessment of the “safe” evacuation in the RDEIR appears to be highly 
problematic and that the project would put people's lives in danger. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, 
which discuss previous wildfires. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 22-8:  

The commenter questions if evacuation scenarios, past wildfires in the project area, and if the 
CAL FIRE standards for Northgate Drive were considered by the RDEIR. The commenter is referred 
to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, 
which discuss previous wildfires, and to Response 2-15 related to Northgate Drive. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

  



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-253 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Letter 23:  Pat Jones, December 28, 2020 
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Responses to Comment Letter 23 - Pat Jones  
 

Response 23-1:  

The commenter notes that they live on Boyle Road and provides information about the roadway 
conditions including curves and traffic. The commenter states people drive too fast and adding 
more people will result in more accidents. 

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue or impact but provides a personal narrative 
regarding their observations on existing conditions. Regarding the existing transportation system 
and potential impacts from the proposed project, the commenter is referred to Section 5.16 
Transportation and Circulation of the RDEIR for a discussion of these conditions. The commenter 
is also referred to Response 21-4 regarding impacts and mitigation for traffic. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 23-2:  

The commenter cites the proposed 166 homes and water availability. The commenter says it will 
likely impact water availability for current homeowners. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master Response, headings General Discussion, 
Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected Water Demand, California Water 
Code Baseline Calculations, regarding water demand and calculations. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 

Response 23-3:  

The commenter notes that this is a rural area and urges the County to consider the negative 
impacts on current residents. This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue or impact but 
provides a personal narrative regarding their observations on existing conditions and potential 
effects that have been previously disclosed within the RDEIR.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. 
The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors for their review. 
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Letter 24: Vickie Wolf, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 24 – Vicky Wolf 
 

Response 24-1:  

The commenter notes that the RDEIR does not include the construction and daily operations of the 
wastewater collection, treatment and dispersal facilities in regard to air quality. The air emissions from 
both construction and operation of the wastewater facilities is included in the analysis contained in the 
RDEIR. As discussed in Chapter 3.0 Project Description, the wastewater treatment facility will receive flows 
from the individual septic tanks and pressure pumps on each lot. The wastewater treatment facility will 
be designed and constructed to satisfy the demand of the proposed 166 lots. The facility would be 
implemented as the project is developed. Hence, the facility will be designed in a modular concept that 
can be added to as future phases and units are developed and to facilitate increased loading.  

The approximately 0.25-acre wastewater treatment facility would include a 12-foot by 15-foot 
controls/storage building And backbone infrastructure, including internal roadways and the secondary 
treatment area, would account for an additional 7.1 percent of graded area onsite. The wastewater 
treatment facility is identified on Figure 3-10a. The capacity of the wastewater treatment facility will be 
limited to the proposed 166 lots. Final dispersal of the system discharge to the soil would occur via shallow 
subsurface drip lines. The drip zones would be located in wide street medians and the effluent would 
provide nominal irrigation to appropriate native plants. 

The construction and operation of the wastewater treatment facility involves earthmoving and grading. 
Construction and operational emissions calculations are based on the inputs to CalEEMod 2016.3.2 that 
were used for the proposed project. The air quality modeling includes the development and operation of 
the wastewater treatment facility as part of the other assumptions used to estimate emissions of the 
overall project. These emissions are rolled into the overall development proposal and are, therefore, 
calculated as a part of the project. Thus, the air quality analysis does account for the construction and 
operational emissions from the wastewater treatment facility. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-2:  

The commenter notes that the RDEIR does not include the construction and daily operations of the 
wastewater facilities in regard to greenhouse gas emissions. The commenter is referred to Response 24-
1 above. CalEEMod 2016.3.2 emissions were used to calculate greenhouse gas emissions and thus 
emissions are accounted for. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-3:  

The County agrees with the commenter that County-specific vehicle miles travelled (VMT) thresholds have 
not been adopted. The County also agrees that CEQA allows for an alternative evaluation. This is described 
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in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3 – Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts 
Section 15064.3(b)(4) – Methodology states:                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

“A lead agency has discretion to choose the most appropriate methodology to evaluate a 
project’s vehicle miles travelled, including whether to express the change in absolute terms, 
per capita, per household, or in any other measure. A lead agency may use model to estimate 
a project’s vehicle miles travelled, and may revise those estimates to reflect professional 
judgment based on substantial evidence. Any assumptions used to estimate vehicle miles 
travelled and any revisions to model outputs should be documented and explained in the 
environmental document prepared for the project. The standard of adequate in Section 15151 
shall apply to the analysis described in this section.” 
 

On pages 5.16-32 through 5.16-38, the RDEIR discusses the purpose of the VMT analysis, cites the State 
CEQA Guidelines, the history of the revisions, the process and methodology by which the project was 
evaluated, and why this was appropriate per the requirements of CEQA. 

The project discusses the projected VMT that would be generated compared to the County as a whole, 
discusses this in terms of Office of Planning and Research (OPR) guidance, and discusses mitigation 
measures as recommended by OPR and the requirements of and feasibility related to adoption of 
mitigation. The RDEIR discusses 20 potential mitigation measures. The potential mitigation measures 
include existing measures already incorporated into the project design and measures that could be 
implemented but have no established metrics defining previous successes.  

It should be noted that the proposed project does include project design features and measures to reduce 
VMT, but that there are not enough feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant 
and that the project’s average per capita VMT would not be reduced 15 percent below the regional 
average per capita VMT. Therefore, the RDEIR appropriately finds that the project’s VMT impacts would 
be significant and unavoidable. 

Lastly, analysis of VMT as required pursuant to CEQA does not require or recommend an evaluation of 
fiscal impacts. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15143 states: 

“The EIR shall focus on significant effects on the environment. The significant effects should 
be discussed with emphasis in the proportion of their severity and probability of occurrence.” 
State CEQA Guideline 15126.2 Consideration and Discussion of Significant Environmental 
Impacts states in part, “The Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project. An EIR 
shall identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the environment.” 
 

Regarding economic impacts, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 Economic and Social Effects notes 
that, “Economic or social effect of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.” 
Subsection 15131(b) states that economic and social effects of a project may be used to determine the 
significance of physical changes in terms of the physical changes resulting in substantial negative effects 
on the community such as physical division. This would not be the case with the proposed project. As 
found in Chapter 5.10 Land Use of the DEIR, the proposed project would not physically divide and 
established community. Thus, for this reason and because it is not required by CEQA, fiscal impacts are 
not discussed.   



  TIERRA ROBLES PLANNED DEVELOPMENT 
ZONE AMENDMENT Z10-002 

TRACT MAP 1996 
SCH NO. 2012102051 

FINAL Partial Recirculated EIR November 2021 15-261 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-4:  

Although the mitigation measures contained in the DEIR may differ from those in the RDEIR, they are not 
in conflict. The language of the text and mitigation in all of the chapters within the RDEIR have been 
modified in some way to provide clarification and supersede those of the DEIR. 

Regarding responsibility for implementation of mitigation, each mitigation measure states the responsible 
party for carrying out the mitigation and party responsible for ensuring it was carried out and for 
monitoring if required.   

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-5:  

The commenter states the RDEIR allows the Tierra Robles Homeowners Association (TRHOA) to function 
the same as Tierra Robles Community Service District (TRCSD). The RDEIR does not state that the TRHOA 
functions the same as the TRCSD. 

Page 1-5 in Chapter 1 Introduction of the RDEIR states: 
 

“The community services district or homeowners association would provide urban or 
suburban services within the unincorporated project area. The Tierra Robles Community 
Services District (TRCSD) or Tierra Robles Homeowners Association (TRHOA) would oversee 
implementation of the Tierra Robles Design Guidelines; Tierra Robles Oak Woodland 
Management Plan…” 

 
As shown above, the word “or” indicates that either the TRHOA or the TRCSD would provide oversight or 
ensure compliance with the listed site management plans or guidelines, as appropriate. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-6:  

The commenter notes concerns about the TRCSD not being the vehicle to ensure oversight of the 
proposed project and has concerns the RDEIR would allow this. The commenter is referred to Response 
24-5 above regarding the responsibilities of the TRHOA and TRCSD. The TRHOA will not be the oversight 
entity or responsible for all elements of project management, only those for which are appropriate. It 
should be noted the RDEIR does not make a determination on the oversight but merely analyses the 
impacts. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 
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Response 24-7:  

The commenter provides a general comment regarding past submission of comments related to design, 
construction, permitting, maintenance, and operation of the wastewater facilities. The commenter, 
however, does not present specific examples of where comments were not responded to adequately or 
transparency was not provided. 

Regarding the design, construction, permitting, maintenance, and operation of the wastewater facilities, 
the commenter is referred to Chapter 3-Project Description. Page 3-32 discusses that the TRCSD or TRHOA 
would provide for operation and maintenance of the wastewater treatment facility; page 3-15 discusses 
the functioning and responsibilities of for maintaining the wastewater facilities; page 3-22 discusses the 
functioning of the entire wastewater system including individual septic tanks, the community collection 
system, the community wastewater system; and page 3-27 discusses the community wastewater dispersal 
system. In addition, Figure 3-9 shows the individual septic system designs, Figures 3-10a and 3-10b show 
diagrams of the wastewater treatment system, and Figure 3-11 shows the drip dispersal schematic.  

Regarding construction of the wastewater treatment plant, it is planned to be phased in with development 
and is modular so it can be expanded as needed to accommodate future development phases. The 
commenter also is referred to Response 24-1. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-8:  

The commenter notes that the RDEIR does not include the construction and daily operations of the 
wastewater facilities in regard to air energy consumption. The commenter is referred to Response 24-1. 
The energy demand of the project is based on CalEEMod 2016.3.2 discussed in that response, which did 
account for the wastewater treatment facility. Further, page 5.18-9 of the RDEIR discusses the wastewater 
treatment facility under the Building Energy Demand heading noting that it is a part of the project and 
disclosing that it would require additional energy consumption some of which would be reduced, 
however, by using the grey water diverter system. 

The impact discussion concludes that the proposed project would adhere to all federal, State, and local 
requirements for energy efficiency, including the Title 24 standards, and it would not result in the 
inefficient, wasteful, or unnecessary consumption of building energy. Impacts were found to be less than 
significant, and that conclusion remains valid. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-9:  

The commenter states that the RDEIR fails to provide approved secondary emergency access per Shasta 
County Fire Safety standards. Page 3-18 of the Project Description describes the secondary emergency 
project access point. This would consist of an emergency access easement across Lot No. 81 and Lot No. 
98 and a 5.23-acre offsite extension of the proposed new access road to Old Alturas Road. 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-10: The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary 
access. The commenter is referred to Response 2-15. No further response is required and no changes to 
the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for their review. 

Response 24-11:  

This comment does not speak to a specific CEQA issue but notes that the RDEIR recognizes the lack of 
County thresholds for emergency evacuation. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-12:  

The commenter states that the most egregious errors with the evacuation study are in relation to the 
Columbia School refuge site and potential difficulty accessing and parking depending on school hours. The 
commenter is referred to Response 4-31. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-13:  

The County recognizes that, in part, the evacuation study uses distance and time to evaluate evacuations 
which are appropriate metrics. The study also evaluates roadway conditions, anticipated traffic volumes, 
and potential evacuation areas. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-14:  

The commenter notes that the RDEIR failed to provide that the studies have been reviewed by various 
Shasta County departments. The commenter is referred to Response 4-1, which discusses the public 
review of the RDEIR. All of the named agencies in the comment had the opportunity to review and 
comment on both the document and the evacuation study. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-15:  
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The commenter states that the evacuation study does not include discussion of the Jones Fire, the Bear 
Fire, and the Carr Fire and does not account for evacuation and evacuation policy. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3 Wildfire Hazards 
related to evacuation times, fire history, and estimation of trip times. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-16:  
The commenter notes that a memorandum noted in a footnote of Policy FS-f of Chapter 5.4 Safety and 
Sheriff Protection is not available and not in the RDEIR. Policy FS-f states: 
 

“The Sheriff’s Office and Shasta County Fire Department should annually review the County’s 
standard development conditions as they relate to the provision of police and fire services 
created as a result of new land use projects and recommend to the Planning Commission 
appropriate changes including the need to implement equitable property tax assessments to 
help defray the costs of providing new and/or expanded services.” 

 
While this policy is outside the scope of analysis in the DEIR and RDEIR as it involved the Sheriff’s Office 
and Shasta County Fire Department review of County policies, both departments have been provided and 
will be provided further access to and review of all applicable design and development standards included 
to the project. 

The commenter also is referred to Response 24-14 above related to public review of the documents. No 
further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-17:  

The commenter states that the environmental documents prepared for the project’s wastewater facilities 
do not meet the permitting requirements. The commenter is referred to Responses 24-1 and 24-7 above 
which contain a description of the project’s wastewater facilities. The commenter is referred to Chapter 
3 – Project Description pages 3-22 through 3-27, which describe the project’s wastewater facilities and 
include applicable diagrams and maps. 

In addition, the commenter is referred to pages 5.17-7 and 5.17-15 through 5.17-21, of Chapter 5.17 – 
Utilities and Service Systems, of the DEIR, which discuss and provide a thorough discussion of the project’s 
wastewater facilities, design, implementation, construction, operation, and disposal methodology, 
including compliance with all permitting requirements, Shasta County Environmental Health Division 
regulations, permits, and inspections. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-18:  
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All comments on both the DEIR and the RDEIR have been responded to as required by CEQA. All comments 
received on the DEIR were published in the Final EIR. Similarly, all comments received on the RDEIR will 
be published in an updated Final EIR. 

This was done and will be done in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 - Contents of 
Final Environmental Impact Report which states, 

“The Final EIR shall consist of: 
 

(a) The Draft EIR or a revision of the draft. 

(b) Comments and recommendations received on the draft EIR either verbatim 
or in summary. 

(c) A list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the 
draft EIR. 

(d) The responses of the Lead Agency to significant environmental points 
raised in the review and consultation process. 

(e) Any other information added by the Lead Agency.” 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 24-19:  

The commenter states the RDEIR fails to communicate how the TRHOA can function fiscally, that Table 1-
1 fails to include the project’s wastewater facilities, and that the RDEIR fails to include a fiscal impact 
analysis of the project pursuant to General Plan Policy CO-o. The commenter is referred to Response 24-
5 above regarding the TRHOA and TRCSD. 

The wastewater treatment facility is identified in Figure 3-9 Wastewater Treatment System as being on 
Lot 73. Page 3-16 of the Project Description, as shown below (bolded and underlined) shows the areas 
including Lot 73 (4.36 acres) that would be used for the wastewater treatment facility. 

 
Table 3-4 

PROJECT ACREAGE AND LOTTING SUMMARY 
Land Use Acreage Description  
Rural Residential 
 
 
 
 
 
Total 

1.00-1.99 acres 
2.00-2.99 acres 
3.00-3.99 acres 
4.00-4.99 acres 
5.00-4.99 acres 
6.00+ acres 
471.92 acres 

45 residential lots 
65 residential lots 
25 residential lots 
16 residential lots  
10 residential lots 
5 residential lots 
166 residential lots 

Roadway Right-of-Way (Internal) 
Roadway Right-of-Way (Offsite) 
Secondary Disposal Area 
Bridges 

46.48 acres 
5.23 acres 
4.36 acres 
N/A 

15 Roadway Segments 
North Connection to Old Alturas Road 
Lot No. 73 
2 Crossings of Clough Creek 

Six Open Space Parcels 
 

154.90 acres 
7.08 acres 

1 open space lot – east  
1 open space lot – north west 
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Total 

14.58 acres 
2.62 acres 
3.05 acres 
8.45 acres 
192.68 acres 

1 open space lot – south  
1 open space lot – north center 
1 open space lot – north center 
1 open space lot – along Clough Creek 

TOTAL PROPOSED PROJECT 720.67 acres  
Source: S2 ~ J2 Engineering. December 2016. 

 
General Plan Policy CO-o requires the preparation of a fiscal impact analysis of major 
residential development projects as part of the project’s environmental assessment 
whenever there are unanswered questions regarding cumulative and long-term impacts 
on Shasta County services and/or the potential for project-induced financial shortfalls to 
adversely impact the environment. Project impacts to the County’s roadway network are 
fully evaluated in Section 5.16 Traffic and Circulation of the RDEIR. The project’s fiscal 
impacts to other County facilities will be offset through the payment of the applicable 
Shasta County development impact fees as homes within the development are 
constructed. The project will not be included in any County Service Area; water service 
will be provided by the Bella Vista Water District and wastewater service will be provided 
by either the TRCSD or TRHOA. Since there are no unanswered questions regarding 
cumulative and long-term impacts on Shasta County services, the preparation of a fiscal 
impact analysis is not required. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this 
comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission 
and the Board of Supervisors for their review. 
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Letter 25: Janet Wall 
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Response to Comment Letter 25 – Janet Wall 
 
Response 25-1:  

The commenter is correct that the Bella Vista Water District (BVWD) has not provided a Will Serve letter 
for the proposed project. The commenter is referred to Responses 1-11 and 1-12 regarding revisions to 
Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b per the request of BVWD. Implementation of this measure would be required 
prior to project development and it would ensure the augmented water supply and the process to obtain 
a new Will Serve letter from BVWD.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 25-2:  

The commenter states that the water supply from the water wells as stated in the RDEIR are not accurate 
and overstate these supplies. The commenter is referred to Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 
3-21. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 25-3:  

The commenter is correct that the transfer agreement between BVWD and the Clear Creek Community 
Services District (CCCSD) has not been completed. CCCSD has indicated they have the capacity to transfer 
100 acre-feet of water per year (AFY) to BVWD should the need arise. The commenter is referred to 
Responses 1-8 through 1-12, for additional information. 

The supplemental source of water is not speculative. The use of transfer agreements to obtain 
supplemental water sources is a common method used by water agencies as authorized by the United 
State Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and is not speculative.  As stated on the USBR website:  

“This site is made available to provide information related to transfers of Central Valley Project 
water and implementation of the water transfers provisions of Section 3405(a) of the Central 
Valley Project Improvement Act (CVPIA) (Title 34 of Public Law 102-575). 
One of the purposes of the CVPIA is to improve the operational flexibility of the CVP and to 
increase water-related benefits provided by the CVP to the State of California through 
expanded use of voluntary water transfers and improved water conservation. 
In order to assist California urban areas, agricultural water users, and others in meeting their 
future water needs, the CVPIA authorizes all individuals or districts who receive CVP water 
under water service or repayment contracts, water rights settlement contracts or exchange 
contracts to transfer, subject to certain terms and conditions, all or a portion of the water 
subject to such contract to any other California water users or water agency, State or Federal 
agency, Indian Tribe, or private non-profit organization for project purposes or any purpose 
recognized as beneficial under applicable State law.” 
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 25-4:  

The commenter states the RDEIR is deficient because any supplemental source of water is highly 
speculative. The commenter reiterates there is no existing transfer agreement and a feasibility study is 
needed. The commenter is referred to Responses 25-1 through 25-3 above. Regarding CEQA and NEPA 
compliance, Mitigation Measure 5.17-4b specifically states that CEQA and NEPA compliance are required 
elements of any transfer agreement, which is specifically discussed in Response 1-11. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 25-5:  

The commenter reiterates about the supplemental source of water is inadequate and cites the BVWD 
water estimates. The water proposed to be transferred by CCCSD is 100 AFY and would only be required 
in dry years or those in which BVWD is unable to fulfill its obligations. Regarding the projected water use 
of the proposed project, the applicant is referred to Master Response #1 - Water Supply Analysis Master 
Responses. The response demonstrates that as designed and proposed the project more closely 
resembles a traditional single-family development although lot sizes are large. The proposed project does 
not propose uses similar to those found in a true rural residential development as alluded to in numerous 
comments. Thus, the proposed project would use much less water than cited in the comment. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 25-6:  

The commenter references the Vineyard decision which appears to be a reference to the Vineyard Area 
Citizens for Responsible Growth v. City of Rancho Cordova decision. The decision noted that “The EIR 
assumed that purchase would go through and therefore found the project’s demand for water would have 
no significant impact. (Id. at p. 372.) The appellate court held the EIR inadequate for not disclosing possible 
alternative water sources and their impacts. In light of the uncertainty regarding American Canyon’s 
future supplies, the EIR “cannot simply label the possibility that they will not materialize as ‘speculative,’ 
and decline to address it.” 

The RDEIR does not assume water will be purchased. The commenter is referred to Response 25-5 above. 
Mitigation is included to the project requiring the applicant to show a source prior to project 
implementation. No assumptions regarding that source materializing are made. 

Regarding the “three year” language, this is in reference to the BVWD increasing capacity adequate to 
serve the fully built-out project. In order for this to occur, the CVP water allocation is required to be 
sufficient to for three years post project completion. The commenter is referred to Response 1-11 for 
additional information.  
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors and Planning Commission for their 
review. 
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Letter 26: Raymond and Carol Ramos, February 1, 2021 
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Response to Comment Letter 26 - Raymond and Carol Ramos 
 

Response 26-1:  

The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 26-2:  

The commenter says that their major concern is traffic when the next fire happens. The commenter 
questions the variety of vehicles that would need Boyle Road to evacuate. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 26-3:  

The commenter reiterates concerns about Northgate Drive access and notes that the terminology for 
Boyle Road (SR 299 and SR 44) is incorrect in the technical study. The commenter also questions the lack 
of water pressure from the Bella Vista Water District and how that would affect fire suppression.  

The commenter is referred to Response 26-1 above regarding Northgate Drive.  

The naming of Boyle Road in the technical study has been revised in the Final EIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 26-4:  

The commenter requests that the problems of the project be looked at again and re-evaluated. This 
commenter makes a general request about the CEQA process.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 
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Letter 27:  Richard and Mary Martin, January 26, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 27 - Richard and Mary Martin 
 

Response 27-1:  

The commenter makes an introductory general comment regarding their concerns about the project. The 
commenter states that the project is ill conceived and flawed, discusses the characteristics of the 
community and how the project will change the culture of the area. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 27-2:  

The commenter states that the proposed project would impact 638.3 acres of blue oak habitat The 
commenter further states that an unspecified Shasta County Plan encourages landowners to replace trees 
removed by development, that this Plan requires development to avoid impacts, and that the EIR utterly 
fails to meet this Shasta County requirement.. 

As described on page 5.4-40 of the DEIR, of the 638.3 acres of oak woodland habitat within 
the project area a total of 146.2 acres would be directly impacted by the project’s building 
envelopes and roads and an additional 75.1 acres within the designated Resource 
Management Areas would be indirectly impacted due to edge effects. Mitigation Measures 
5.4-1a and 5.4-1b require oak woodlands within designated open spaces within the project 
area to be maintained in perpetuity as well as 137.8 acres of off-site blue oak woodland habitat 
preservation in Shasta County. Mitigation Measure 5.4-1b further requires the oak woodlands 
within designated on-site open spaces to be managed in accordance with a management plan 
accepted by Shasta County prior to the establishment of the required conservation easements 
and deed restrictions. Shasta County General Plan Policy FW-h states the following: “The 
County shall encourage efforts to develop tree protection standards which focus on the 
County’s differing land use types, namely; lowland urban, upland urban, rural residential and 
resource lands. Urban tree protection standards shall focus on landscaping that promotes 
energy conservation and design aesthetics, as opposed to preserving native vegetation.” 
 

Despite this General Plan policy encouraging efforts to develop tree protection standards, Shasta County 
does not have any adopted plan, policy or ordinance requiring the avoidance of impacts to blue oaks or 
oak woodland habitat as indicated by the commenter. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 27-3:  

The commenter discusses carbon sequestration and notes the rates and volume of greenhouse gases 
trees can remove. The commenter states that the project would harm the site’s ability to do this as 638.3 
acres of blue oaks would be removed and the RDEIR does not account for this impact. The commenter is 
referred to Response 27-2 above.  
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Regarding carbon sequestration, the commenter is referred to page 5.17-7 of Section 5.7 Greenhouse Gas 
and Climate Change of the RDEIR, that includes Table 5.7-2 - Annual Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
that discusses sequestration loss as an indirect emission totaling 811.41 MTCO2e 2030, echoed on page 
5.17-18, which states: 
 

“Vegetation Land Use Change (Loss of Sequestration). Sequestration refers to the process of 
vegetation storing CO2 (resulting in a carbon sink and reducing CO2 emissions). As the project 
would develop natural land with vegetation that is currently sequestering CO2, loss of the 
existing vegetation would result in approximately 16,228.20 MTCO2e that would not be 
sequestered, which is approximately 811.41 MTCO2e/yr over a 20-year growing period.” 
 

Page 5.17-23 of the RDEIR makes the finding that, even after implementation of all feasible mitigation 
measures, the project’s GHG emissions represent a significant and unavoidable cumulatively considerable 
impact for which no feasible mitigation is available to substantially lessen or avoid a significant impact. 

The information presented is provided in accordance with the State CEQA Guidelines and the adoption of 
a statement of overriding considerations would be required in order to approve the project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-4:  

The commenter states that the RDEIR does not consider eco-friendly alternatives to asphalt, roads, and 
other surfaces.  

Alternatives to the proposed project were discussed in Section 7.0 Alternatives of the DEIR. This section 
of the DEIR presented a range of reasonable alternatives to the project or to the location of the project 
which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but, would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant effects of the project and evaluated the comparative merits of the alternatives 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6). The chapter identified potential alternatives to the proposed 
project and evaluated them, as required by key provisions of the State CEQA Guidelines on alternatives 
(Subsections 15126.6 (a) through (f)). 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-5:  

The commenter discusses the project and notes an uncited page that states the project may use a 
combination of photovoltaic cells and solar water heating but that these are Title 24 standards. 

The commenter is referred to Section 5.18 Energy Consumption, specifically pages 5.18-9 and 5.18-10 that 
discuss the energy efficiency measures required of the project and project conformance with Title 24 
standards. As noted on these pages: 

“…implementation of the project’s design features (i.e., high efficiency lighting and air 
conditioning units, passive solar design, grey water diverter systems, etc.) would further 
reduce energy consumption.  The project would be required to adhere to all federal, State, 
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and local requirements for energy efficiency, including the Title 24 standards, as well as the 
project’s design features.  The proposed project would not result in the inefficient, wasteful, 
or unnecessary consumption of building energy.  A less than significant impact would occur in 
this regard. ” 
 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-6:  

The commenter states that the use of natural passive solar heating and cooling elements such as shading 
are not discussed/addressed in the RDEIR. The commenter is referred to Response 27-7 which discusses 
project compliance with Title 24 standards and specifically mentions passive solar heating. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-7:  

The commenter says that the greatest oversight of the RDEIR is in relation to water and the RDEIR fails to 
meet minimum CEQA requirements, specifically related to dry years, and that the developer must identify 
water sources. The commenter is referred to Master Response #1: Water Supply Analysis Master 
Response, General Discussion, Consistency with California Water Code, Project Projected Water 
Demand, and California Water Code Baseline Calculations. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-8:  

The commenter states that the water demand analysis is flawed and is not in compliance with California 
Water Code Section 10608.20. The commenter is referred to Response 27-7 above. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27 9:  

The commenter continues in relation to the water supply and questions the CVP supply. The commenter 
is referred to Response 27-7 above. 

Response 27-10:  

The commenter states that legal experts have questioned the viability of CVP water supply to the Bella 
Vista Water District (BVWD) and additional strain on the system is not viable. The commenter states that 
a long-term agreement must be in place. The commenter is referred to Response 27-7 above. The 
commenter is also referred to Responses 1-9 through 1-11, 2-3, 3-11, and 3-21, regarding the Clear Creek 
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Community Services District (CCCSD) water transfer, and Response 1-11 regarding revised mitigation per 
the request of BVWD. 

Response 27-11:  

The commenter states that there is no discussion of impacts to employers and taxpayers and no 
consideration is given to existing BVWD customers and that water rationing will occur. The commenter 
also questions what water shortages will mean for agriculture. 

The commenter is correct in that there is no fiscal analysis as part of the RDEIR. State CEQA Guidelines, 
Section 15162.2 – Consideration and Discussion of Potentially Significant Effect, states: 

“An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant effects of the proposed project on the 
environment. In assessing the impact of a proposed project on the environment, the lead 
agency should normally limit its examination to changes in the existing physical conditions in 
the affected area as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published, or where no 
notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is commenced.” 
 

In regard to fiscal impacts, they are generally taken into consideration during the project approval process 
and are addressed in Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations should a project be approved 
with significant and unavoidable impacts.  

The commenter is also referred to Response 27-10 above regarding water availability. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-12:  

The commenter questions wildfire protection and evacuation. The commenter makes conclusory 
comments about the wildfire discussion and also references past wildfires and states that the project is 
creating a deadly situation. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2 Traffic Evacuation Study and Master Response #3 
Wildfire. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors for 
their review. 

Response 27-13:  

The commenter notes that a developer has the right to develop property in accordance with existing laws, 
statutes, and codes and states that properties on the site should be between 5 and 10 acres, provide 
adequate water, fire protection , and be consistent with current zoning and general plan requirements. 

This comment is a summarization of previous comments. No changes to the RDEIR are required based on 
this comment. The comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and the Board 
of Supervisors for their review. 
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Letter 28: Sandra Kotch, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 28 - Sandra Kotch 
 

Response 28-1:  

The commenter questions wildfire protection, notes the project site is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity 
Zone, and questions evacuation and how the 166 new homes will affect local residents. The commenter 
then references the Jones Fire and the resulting loss of 140 homes. The commenter is referred to Master 
Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, which discusses these issues. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-2:  

The commenter states that the evacuation study is not realistic and states that the eight refuge areas 
addressed in the evacuation study is a flawed concept. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#2: Traffic Evacuation Study that provides additional details regarding this discussion. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-3:  

The commenter further discusses evacuations. This comment is not related to the adequacy of the EIR 
and does not pose a question. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation 
Study, which provides additional details regarding evacuation impacts.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-4:  

The commenter states that some of the refuge areas addressed in the evacuation study would likely be in 
the mandatory evacuation zones and fire personnel cannot staff them. The commenter is referred to 
Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional details regarding evacuation 
impacts.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-5:  

The commenter questions what will happen when project area residents attempt to evacuate and 
references Northgate Drive as secondary access. The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: 
Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional details regarding evacuation impacts.  
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The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-6:  

The commenter notes the evacuation study estimated 8,542 cars would pass through the study area but 
did not account for larger vehicles and RV’s, trailers, etc. The commenter is referred to Master Response 
#2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional details regarding the evacuation impacts.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-7:  

The commenter questions why the evacuation study did not include the Jones Fire. The commenter is 
referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional details regarding 
the other fires. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-8:  

The commenter notes the evacuation study concluded the project would add 362 additional vehicles to 
the evacuation. The commenter then cites the difficulties evacuating affected residents during the Camp 
Fire. The commenter continues that the project would result in too much increased time to evacuate (100 
minutes) and would add too many cars to narrow and winding roads. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional 
details regarding the evacuation impacts.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-9:  

The commenter states that 75 percent of buildings destroyed are in the wildland urban interface and 
quotes the Shasta County Communities Wildfire Protection Plan that future fires (with past and present 
urbanization) can be expected to be more significant. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional 
details regarding the evacuation impacts.  
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No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-10:  

The commenter questions why Shasta County would allow this project and reiterates the fire hazard 
severity zone. The commenter notes the required density of rural residential zoning (and notes that 45 of 
the proposed parcels are less than 2 acres in size). The commenter states this and other safety hazards 
should be considered by the Planning Commission. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #2: Traffic Evacuation Study, which provides additional 
details regarding the evacuation impacts.  

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-11:  

The commenter notes that the Wildland Fuel/Vegetation Management Plan would be managed by the 
Tierra Robles Community Services District and questions what will guarantee its implementation. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #4 Tierra Robles Community Services District and Tierra 
Robles Homeowners Association, for additional information on the function and management of the 
proposed project. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 28-12:  

The commenter questions what will happen when the wildfire preventative measures fail. The commenter 
notes that the project should not be approved and impacts would not be less than significant. The 
commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, which discusses these issues. The 
comment makes conclusory statements that do not directly question the adequacy of the RDEIR. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 29:  Nancy Main, February 2, 2021 
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Responses to Comment Letter 29 - Nancy Main 
 

Response 29-1:  

The commenter notes that the project is in a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone and emergency 
evacuation impacts would be less than significant. The commenter notes the Jones Fire and that by 
allowing the proposed rezone the project will have a significant negative impact by adding 166 homes. 

The commenter is referred to Master Response #3: Wildfire Hazards, which provides additional details 
regarding this issue. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 

Response 29-2:  

The commenter notes the use of Northgate Drive as an emergency access route.  

The EIR has been revised to remove the reference to Northgate Drive as a secondary access. The 
commenter is referred to Response 2-15. 

No further response is required and no changes to the RDEIR are required based on this comment. The 
comments have been or will be forwarded to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for their 
review. 
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Letter 30: David Codromac, January 15, 2021 
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Attachment 1 
 

Letter from S2 – J2 Engineering, Inc., September 24, 2021 
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Attachment 2 

Letter from Tully & Young, September 28, 2021 



 
 

 1 

965 University Avenue, Suite 222 

Sacramento, California 95825 

(916) 669-9357 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:   Paul Hellman, Director 

  Department of Resource Management 

  Shasta County 

 

Cc:  William Abbott, Abbott& Kindermann, Inc. 

  Alex Jewell, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

 

Date:   September 28, 2021 

 

From:   Greg Young, PE 

 

Subject:  Review of Tierra Robles Tract #1996 letter from applicant’s engineer 

________________________________________________________________________

I have reviewed the letter sent to you from the applicant's engineer, Mr. Steve Nelson, dated 

September 24, 2021.   The facts represented in his letter are consistent with the technical 

memorandum regarding water supply reliability and availability, as well as the representations in 

the REIR and responses to comments, that were prepared by Tully & Young, Inc.   

I have also briefly reviewed the letter’s referenced Bella Vista Water District’s 2020 Urban 

Water Management Plan and Drought Plan and agree with Mr. Nelson’s representations of these 

documents.  Both of these documents were recently adopted by the water supplier that will serve 

the proposed Tierra Robles project.   

Overall, I agree with the analysis and conclusions in Mr. Nelson’s letter and would recommend 

the County include the letter in the FEIR. 
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