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0B�	���������	�

The� Shasta� County� Regional� Transportation� Agency� (SCRTPA)� has� determined� that� a� Master�
Environmental� Impact� Report� (MEIR)� is� required� for� the� 2010� Shasta� County� Regional�
Transportation�Plan�Update�(2010�RTP�or�proposed�project)�pursuant�to�the�requirements�of�the�
California�Environmental�Quality�Act�(CEQA).�According�to�CEQA�Guidelines�the�MEIR�procedure�is�
an�alternative�to�preparing�a�project�EIR,�staged�EIR,�or�program�EIR�for�certain�projects�which�will�
form� the� basis� for� later� decision� making.� It� is� intended� to� streamline� the� later� environmental�
review� of� individual� projects� included� within� the� 2010� RTP.� The� CEQA� statutes� specifically� state�
that�an�MEIR�may�be�prepared�for�a�Regional�Transportation�Plan.��

The� MEIR� contains� a� description� of� the� project,� description� of� the� environmental� setting,�
identification�of�project� impacts,�and�mitigation�measures� for� impacts� found�to�be�significant,�as�
well� as� an� analysis� of� project� alternatives,� identification� of� significant� irreversible� environmental�
changes,� growth�inducing� impacts,� and� cumulative� impacts.� � This� MEIR� identifies� issues�
determined�to�have�no�impact�or�a�less�than�significant�impact,�and�provides�detailed�analysis�of�
potentially�significant�and�significant� impacts.� �Comments�received� in�response�to�the�NOP�were�
considered�in�preparing�the�analysis�in�this�MEIR.���

1B���<��������������	�

The� proposed� project� is� the� adoption� and� implementation� of� the� 2010� Regional� Transportation�
Plan�(2010�RTP�or�proposed�project)�for�Shasta�County.��The�2010�RTP�embodies�three�elements:�
Policy�Element,�Action�Element,�and�Financial�Element.��The�2010�RTP�is�a�program�level�regional�
planning� document� that� addresses� long�term� goals� and� objectives� for� all� transportation� modes�
(highways,� local� roads,� bridges,� transit,� bicycle,� aviation,� and� rail).� � Refer� to� Chapter� 2.0� Project�
Description�for�a�complete�description�of�the�2010�RTP.��The�full�2010�RTP�is�available�for�review�at�
the�SCRTPA�website�(www.scrtpa.org).�

2B�����������	���
������	������������6�������
���

This�Draft�EIR�addresses�environmental� impacts�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�that�are�known�to�
the� SCRTPA,� were� raised� during� the� Notice� of� Preparation� (NOP)� process,� or� raised� during�
preparation� of� the� Draft� EIR.� � This� Draft� EIR� discusses� potentially� significant� impacts� associated�
with�aesthetics,�agricultural�resources,�air�quality,�biological�resources,�cultural�resources,�geology�
and�soils,�hazards�and�hazardous�materials,�hydrology�and�water�quality,�land�use�and�population,�
noise,�and�transportation�and�circulation.�During�the�NOP�process,�the�USEPA�presented�numerous�
recommendations� to� the� SCRTPA� regarding�air�quality,� green� house�gas�emissions,� regional� land�
use,� smart� growth,� growth� inducement,� indirect� impacts,� transportation� policies,� and� mitigation�
measures.� The� Attorney� General� identified� the� requirement� to� thoroughly� address� the�
opportunities�to�reduce�GHG�emissions�from�the�transportation�sector,�and�urged�the�SCRTPA�to�
identify� a� comprehensive� transportation� strategy� that� will� reduce� greenhouse� gasses� that� cause�
global�warming.�The�Native�American�Heritage�Commission�identified�the�potential�for�impacts�to�
archaeological� resources,� and� recommended� methods� to� determine� the� existence� of�
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archaeological� resources� as� well� as� mitigation� measures� should� archaeological� resources� be�
affected� by� the� proposed� project.� No� other� environmental� issues� were� raised� in� the� NOP� and�
associated� Initial� Study,� during� the�NOP�period.� The�Shasta�County�Department�of�Public�Health�
presented�numerous�recommendations�regarding�policies�designed�to�improve�public�health�as�it�
relates� to� active� transportation� (i.e.� bicycling� and� walking).� The� Central� Valley� Flood� Protection�
District�identified�the�need�to�obtain�permits�from�the�District�for�any�construction�activities�that�
occur�within�the�tributaries�or�distributaries�of�the�Sacramento�River�and�designated�floodways.��

3B�����	���
����������������������<����

The�CEQA�Guidelines�require�an�EIR�to�describe�a�reasonable�range�of�alternatives�to�the�project�or�
to� the� location�of� the�project�which� would� reduce�or�avoid� significant� impacts,�and�which�could�
feasibly�accomplish�the�basic�objectives�of�the�proposed�project.�Since�the�primary�objective�of�the�
2010�RTP�is�to�guide�short��and�long�term�transportation�improvements�countywide,�a�discussion�
of�alternative�sites� is�not�appropriate.�The�alternatives�analyzed� in� this�EIR� include�the� following�
four�alternatives�which�includes�the�proposed�project:�

� No�Project�Alternative�(2004�Regional�Transportation�Plan)��
� Financially�Constrained�Alternative(2010�RTP�Funded�Projects)�
� Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�(Funded�and�Unfunded�Projects)��
� Transit�Investment�Alternative�(Increase�Funding�of�Public�Transit�Projects�by�Diverting�Future�

Funds�from�the�Unconstrained�Alternatives)�

Alternatives� are� described� in� detail� in� Chapter� 5.� � Table� ES�1� provides� a� comparison� of� the�
alternatives�using�a�qualitative�matrix�that�quantifies�the�impacts�of�each�alternative�relative�to�the�
other�alternatives.�The�No�Project�Alternative�has� the� lowest�overall� impact� (score�of�27)�and� is�
environmentally� superior� to� the� three� other� alternatives.� However,� CEQA� requires� the� EIR� to�
identify�an�environmentally�superior�alternative�among�the�other�alternatives�when�the�No�Project�
Alternative�is�the�environmentally�superior�alternative.�The�Financially�Constrained�and�the�Transit�
Investment�Alternatives�both�tie�for�the�second�lowest�overall�impact�with�a�score�of�29.�However,�
the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative� has� a� lower� score� compared� to� the� Transit� Investment�
Alternative�in�seven�of�the�twelve�impact�topics�that�are�analyzed.�Therefore,�not�considering�the�
No� Project� Alternative,� the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative� is� deemed� the� environmentally�
superior�alternative�because�it�provides�the�greatest�reduction�of�potential�impacts�in�comparison�
to�the�other�alternatives.�The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�is�the�second�best�alternative�in�terms�
of�environmental�impacts.��
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5BTABLE�ES�1:�COMPARISON�SUMMARY�OF�ALTERNATIVES�TO�THE�PROPOSED�PROJECT�
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Aesthetics� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� on�

aesthetics.� � As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement� projects� would� decrease� under� this�
alternative,� the� potential� for� development� of� roadway� infrastructure� to� degrade� scenic�
views,� remove� scenic� resources,� change� visual� character,� and� result� in� increased� light� and�
glare� would� be� less� under� the� No� Project� Alternative� when� compared� to� the� other�
alternatives.���

Agricultural�Resources� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� on�

agricultural� resources.� � As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement� projects� would� decrease�
under� this�alternative,� the�potential� for�development�of� roadway� infrastructure� to�convert�
agricultural� lands� to� non�agricultural� uses� as� well� as� the� potential� for� conflicts� with�
agricultural� lands� would� be� less� under� the� No� Project� Alternative� when� compared� to� the�
other�alternatives.���

Air�Quality� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)� 2�(Better)� 1�(Best)�
� The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�the�lowest�potential�for�adverse�impacts�

on�air�quality.��As�roadway�infrastructure�improvement�projects�would�increase�to�alleviate�
LOS� deficiencies� and� transit� service� and� bike/pedestrian� use� would� increase� under� this�
alternative,�the�total�VMT�per�capita�would�decrease,�which�would�result�in�a�corresponding�
decrease� of� vehicle� related� air� quality� emissions.� However,� the� increase� in� transit� funding�
may�not�result�in�a�proportionate�decrease�in�emissions.�

Biological�Resources� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� on�

biological�resources.��As�roadway�infrastructure�improvement�projects�would�decrease�there�
would�be�fewer�construction�and�infrastructure�development�projects�that�would�negatively�
impact� special�status� species,� their� habitat,� sensitive� habitat,� migration� corridors,� and�
wetlands/riparian�resources�under�the�No�Project�Alternative�when�compared�to�the�other�
alternatives.�

Cultural�Resources� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� on�

cultural� resources.�As�roadway� infrastructure� improvement�projects�would�decrease�under�
this�alternative,�there�would�be�fewer�construction�and�infrastructure�development�projects�
that� would� have� the� potential� to� degrade� or� destroy� cultural� resources,� including�
archaeological,� paleontological,� historic,� and� human� remains,� under� the� No� Project�
Alternative�when�compared�to�the�other�alternatives.���

Geology�and�Soils� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� from�

geology� and� soils.� As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement� projects� would� decrease� under�
this�alternative,�there�would�be�fewer�construction�and�infrastructure�development�projects�
that�would�have�a�greater�chance�of�risks�associated�with�geology�and�soils,�including�runoff,�
erosion,� sedimentation,� as� well� as� risks� to� humans� from� fault� rupture,� seismic� ground�
shaking,�liquefaction,�landsliding,�lateral�spreading,�and�soil�expansion,�under�the�No�Project�
Alternative�when�compared�to�the�other�alternatives.���

Greenhouse�Gases�and�
Climate�Change�

4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)� 2�(Better)� 1�(Best)�

� The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�the�lowest�potential�for�adverse�impacts�
from� Greenhouse� Gases� and� Climate� Change.� � As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement�
projects�would�increase�to�alleviate�LOS�deficiencies�and�transit�service�and�bike/pedestrian�
use�would�increase�under�this�alternative,�the�total�VMT�per�capita�would�decrease,�which�
would� result� in� a� corresponding� decrease� of� vehicle� related� greenhouse� gas� emissions.�
However,� the� increase� in� transit� funding� may� not� result� in� a� proportionate� decrease� in�
emissions.�

Hazards�and�Human� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�
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Health�
� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� from�

geology� and� soils.� As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement� projects� would� decrease� under�
this�alternative,�there�would�be�fewer�construction�and�infrastructure�development�projects�
that�would�have�the�potential� to� increase�the�risks�associated�with�hazards�and�hazardous�
materials,�under�the�No�Project�Alternative�when�compared�to�the�other�alternatives.��

Hydrology�and�Water�
Quality�

1�(Best)� 2�(Better)� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)�

� The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� from�
geology� and� soils.� As� roadway� infrastructure� improvement� projects� would� decrease� under�
this�alternative,�there�would�be�fewer�construction�and�infrastructure�development�projects�
that� would� have� the� potential� to� increase� water� quality� impacts� from� construction� and�
dewatering,�or�cause� impacts�to�groundwater�recharge,�flooding,�erosion,�or�siltation�from�
the�alteration�of�drainage�patterns,�under�the�No�Project�Alternative�when�compared�to�the�
other�alternatives.���

Land�Use/�Population�and�
Housing�

4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)�

� The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� lowest� potential� for� adverse�
impacts�associated�with�land�use/population�and�housing.��While�this�alternative�would�have�
the�potential�to�induce�additional�growth�due�to�increased�roadway�capacity,�this�alternative�
would� also� be� the� most� consistent� with� land� use� planning� activities� in� the� county� and� its�
jurisdictions� as� this� alternative� would� implement� the� transportation� projects� necessary� to�
serve� planned� development� as� well� as� provide� transportation� services� at� adequate� levels.��
Therefore,� the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�would�have� less�of�an� impact�on� land�
use/population�and�housing�than�other�alternatives.�

Noise�� 4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� improve� the�vehicle� circulation� system� to�
provide�a�reduction�in�Vehicle�Miles�Traveled�(VMT)�and�Vehicle�Hours�of�Delay�(VHD).�The�
result� would� be� an� improvement� to� the� roadway� traffic� noise� levels.� Under� the� Transit�
Investment�Alternative�roadway�infrastructure�improvement�projects�would�also�increase�as�
would�transit�service�and�bike/pedestrian�use�so�there�would�be�improvements�to�the�noise�
environment.��

Transportation�and�
Circulation�

4�(Worst)� 3�(Medium)� 1�(Best)� 2�(Better)�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� reduce� greater� impacts� associated� with�
roadway�LOS�and�roadway�safety�in�comparison�to�the�other�alternatives.��As�this�alternative�
would� involve� additional� improvements� to� the� roadway� system� to� increase� capacity� and�
roadway� safety,� this� alternative� would� result� in� improved� roadway� safety,� improved� LOS,�
and�a�reduction�in�VHD�in�comparison�with�the�proposed�project�and�other�alternatives.�

�����������������	����������	���������

In� accordance� with� the� CEQA� Guidelines,� this� MEIR� focuses� on� the� significant� effects� on� the�
environment.�The�CEQA�Guidelines�defines�a�significant�effect�as�a�substantial�adverse�change�in�
the� physical� conditions� which� exist� in� the� area� affected� by� the� proposed� project.� A� less� than�
significant� effect� is� one� in� which� there� is� no� long� or� short�term� significant� adverse� change� in�
environmental� conditions.� Some� impacts� are� reduced� to� a� less� than� significant� level� with� the�
implementation� of� mitigation� measures� and/or� compliance� with� regulations.� The� definition� of�
"beneficial"�effect�is�not�defined�in�the�CEQA�Guidelines,�but�for�purposes�of�this�EIR�a�beneficial�
effect�is�one�in�which�an�environmental�condition�is�enhanced�or�improved.�
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The�SCRTPA�is�serving�as�lead�agency�for�the�2010�RTP�and�has�prepared�this�MEIR�to�provide�the�
public� and� responsible� and� trustee� agencies� with� an� objective� analysis� of� the� potential�
environmental�impacts�resulting�from�adoption�and�implementation�of�the�proposed�project.��The�
SCRTPA� will� not� serve� as� the� CEQA� lead� agency� on� individual� RTP� projects� as� they� are� planned,�
engineerined,� and� constructed.� This� MEIR� is� intended� to� be� used� as� the� primary� environmental�
document� to� evaluate� all� subsequent� planning� and� permitting� actions� associated� with� the� 2010�
RTP;� however,� the� SCRTPA� does� have� authority� to� impose� restrictions� on� the� agencies� that� will�
serve�as�CEQA�lead�agency�for�those�projects�(i.e.�Caltrans,�Shasta�County,�the�Cities�of�Anderson,�
Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake,�and�the�Native�American�Tribal�Governments).��

The� environmental� impacts� of� the� proposed� project,� the� impact� level� of� significance� prior� to�
mitigation,�the�proposed�mitigation�measures�and/or�adopted�policies�and�standard�measures�that�
are�already�in�place�to�mitigate�an�impact,�and�the�impact�level�of�significance�after�mitigation�are�
summarized�in�Table�ES�2.��
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The� Shasta� County� Regional� Transportation� Agency� (SCRTPA)� is� the� federally� designated�
Metropolitan� Planning� Organization� (MPO)� and� the� state� designated� Regional� Transportation�
Planning�Agency�(RTPA)�for�Shasta�County,� including�the�Cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�
Lake.� The� MPO� and� RTPA’s� planning� and� programming� efforts� secure� transportation� funding� for�
the� region's� highways,� transit,� streets� and� roads,� pedestrian,� and� other� transportation� system�
improvements�throughout�the�region.���

The�California�Government�Code�requires�each�RTPA�in�the�state�to�adopt�and�submit�a�Regional�
Transportation�Plan�(RTP)�to�the�California�Transportation�Commission�(CTC)�and�Caltrans.�The�RTP�
is� a� long�range,� 20�year� minimum,� comprehensive� transportation� plan� for� all� modes� including:�
highways,�local�streets�and�roads,�transit,�bicycle,�aviation,�rail�and�goods�movement.�The�purpose�
of�the�RTP�is�to�serve�as�a�foundation�for�the�development�of�the�shorter�"action"�plans�called�the�
Regional� Transportation� Improvement� Program� (RTIP),� which� satisfies� California� transportation�
planning� requirements,� and� the� federal� counterpart� referred� to� as� the� Federal� Transportation�
Improvement�Program�(FTIP)�for�all�transportation�projects�that�require�federal�approval.��

The�SCRTPA�updated�and�adopted�the�current�RTP�on�July�27th,�2004�and�intends�to�prepare�the�
2010�Shasta�County�RTP�Update�(hereinafter�"2010�RTP"�or�"proposed�project")�to�fulfill�the�state�
requirements�using�specific�guidance�from�the�CTC�RTP�Guidelines,�as�recently�amended.�The�most�
relevant� guideline� changes� potentially� affecting� this� project� include� broader� environmental� and�
consultation�requirements�included�in�SAFETEA�LU�legislation,�as�well�as�air�quality�requirements�
in�AB�32�and�SB�375.�The�SCRTPA�is�the�lead�agency�for�the�environmental�review�of�the�proposed�
project�evaluated�herein�and�has�the�principal�responsibility�for�approving�the�project.���

�=��� ���������������	�������2�
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The�proposed�project� is� intended�to�function�as�a�blueprint�for� the�systematic�development�of�a�
balanced,� comprehensive,� multi�modal� transportation� system,� including:� roadways,� transit,�
aviation,� goods� movement,� bikeways,� pedestrian� facilities,� transportation� systems� management,�
and� intelligent� transportation� systems.� The� proposed� project� is� action�oriented� and� pragmatic,�
considering�both�the�short�term�and�long�term�periods.�Additionally,�the�proposed�project�focuses�
on�those�improvement�projects�that�currently�have�funding�in�place�or�that�are�projected�to�have�
funding�in�the�future.��

An� overall� transportation� vision� for� the� proposed� project� is� to� provide� a� safe,� balanced,�
coordinated,� and� cost� effective� transportation� system� that� conserves� energy� and� preserves� air�
quality,� serves� the� needs� of� the� local� metropolitan� areas� and� region,� and� is� consistent� with� and�
helps� implement� local�agencies’�general�plans.�An�underlying,�yet�primary�goal,�of� the�proposed�
project� is� to� highlight� the� financial� shortfalls� facing� the� region� and� to� present� the� significant�
backlog�of� transportation�projects�where� funding� is�not�available.�As� such,� the�proposed�project�
will�serve�as�a�foundation�for�the�development�of�the�RTIP�and�the�FTIP.�
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In�addition�to�providing�a�vision,�the�proposed�project�has�many�specific�functions�including:�Steps�
needed� to�resolve�regional�mobility� issues;�Document� the�region’s� transportation�goals,�policies,�
and�objectives�for�current�and�future�transportation�systems;� Identify�specific�actions�to�address�
the� region’s� mobility� needs;� Identify� the� transportation� improvements� needed� for� the�
development�of�the�RTIP,�FTIP,�and�STIP;�Identify�the�financial�resources�needed�for�transportation�
projects;� Promote� consistency� between� the� Federal,� State,� and� local� transportation� planning�
efforts;�and�Inform�the�public�of�the�transportation�planning�process.��

�=1� �������������������

The� SCRTPA,� as� lead� agency,� determined� that� the� proposed� project� is� a� "project"� within� the�
definition�of�CEQA.�CEQA�requires�the�preparation�of�an�environmental�impact�report�(EIR)�prior�to�
approving�any�project,�which�may�have�a�significant�impact�on�the�environment.��For�the�purposes�
of�CEQA,�the�term�"project"�refers�to�the�whole�of�an�action,�which�has�the�potential�for�resulting�
in�a�direct�physical�change�or�a�reasonably�foreseeable�indirect�physical�change�in�the�environment�
(CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15378[a]).���

An� EIR� must� disclose� the� expected� environmental� impacts,� including� impacts� that� cannot� be�
avoided,�growth�inducing�effects,� impacts� found�not� to�be�significant,�and�significant�cumulative�
impacts,� as� well� as� identify� mitigation� measures� and� alternatives� to� the� proposed� project� that�
could�reduce�or�avoid�its�adverse�environmental�impacts.��CEQA�requires�government�agencies�to�
consider�and,�where�feasible,�minimize�environmental�impacts�of�proposed�development,�and�an�
obligation�to�balance�a�variety�of�public�objectives,�including�economic,�environmental,�and�social�
factors.�

�=3� ������������

This� EIR� has� been� prepared� as� a� Master� Environmental� Impact� Report� (MEIR).� CEQA� describes�
requirements� related� to� a� MEIR� in� California� Public� Resources� Code� Section� 21157,� while� CEQA�
Guidelines�Sections�15175�through�15179�describes�these�requirements�in�more�detail.�According�
to�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15175(a):�

The�MEIR�procedure� is�an�alternative� to�preparing�a�project�EIR,� staged�EIR,�or�program�
EIR�for�certain�projects�which�will�form�the�basis�for�later�decision�making.�It�is�intended�to�
streamline� the� later� environmental� review� of� projects� or� approval� included� within� the�
project,�plan�or�program�analyzed�in�the�MEIR.�Accordingly,�an�MEIR�shall,�to�the�greatest�
extent� feasible,� evaluate� the� cumulative� impacts,� growth� inducing� impacts,� and�
irreversible�significant�effects�on�the�environment�of�subsequent�projects.�Public�Resources�
Code�Section�21157(a)(7)�and�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15175�(b)�(8)�states�that�an�MEIR�
may�be�prepared�for�an�RTP.��

� �
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The�master�level�analysis�considers�the�broad�environmental�effects�of�the�proposed�project.�This�
MEIR� will� be� used� to� evaluate� subsequent� projects� and� activities� under� the� proposed� project.�
When� individual� projects� or� activities� included� in� the� RTP� are� proposed� for� implementation,� the�
SCRTPA�would�be�required�to�examine�the�projects�or�activities�to�determine�whether�their�effects�
were�adequately�analyzed�in�the�MEIR�(CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15177).�If�the�projects�or�activities�
would� have� no� effects� beyond� those� analyzed� in� this� MEIR,� no� further� CEQA� action� would� be�
required.� If� the� projects� or� activities� have� effects� not� analyzed� in� the� MEIR,� a� subsequent� CEQA�
document� may� be� required,� such� as� a� focused� EIR� or� a� mitigated� negative� declaration� (CEQA�
Guidelines� Section� 15178).� The� MEIR� analysis� also� addresses� the� cumulative� impacts� of� the�
proposed�project,�and�analyzes�a� reasonable� range�of�alternatives.�The�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�
15176�states�that�the�following�shall�be�included�in�an�MEIR�(text�in�italics�identifies�where�in�this�
MEIR�the�information�is�located):�

1. A�detailed�discussion�as�required�by�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15126.�The�discussion�must�
include�the�following�subjects:�
• "Significant�environmental�effects�of� the�proposed�project."� Each� technical� section�of�

this�MEIR�contains�a�discussion�of�potential�impacts�and�their�significance.�
• "Significant� environmental� effects� that� cannot� be� avoided� if� the� proposed� project� is�

implemented."�Impacts�considered�“significant�and�unavoidable”�are�identified�in�each�
technical�section�of�this�MEIR�where�appropriate.�

• "Significant�irreversible�environmental�changes�that�would�be�involved�in�the�proposed�
project� should� it� be� implemented."� Section� 4.0,� Other� Sections� Required� by� CEQA,�
identifies�significant�irreversible�environmental�changes.�

• "Growth�inducing� impacts� of� the� proposed� project."� Section� 4.0,� Other� Sections�
Required�by�CEQA,�identifies�growth�inducing�impacts.�

• "Mitigation� measures� proposed� to� minimize� the� significant� effects."� Each� technical�
section�of�this�MEIR�provides�mitigation�measures�for�each�significant�environmental�
effect�identified,�where�appropriate�and�feasible.�

• "Alternatives� to� the� proposed� project."� Section� 5.0,� Project� Alternatives,� describes�
alternatives�to�the�proposed�project�evaluated�in�this�MEIR.�

2. A� description� of� anticipated� subsequent� projects� that� are� within� the� scope� of� the� MEIR,�
including� information� with� regard� to� the� kind,� size,� intensity,� and� location� of� the�
subsequent�projects.�This�includes,�but�is�not�limited�to,�the�following:�
• "The� specific� type� of� project� anticipated� to� be� undertaken� such� as� a� road�widening,�

bridge� construction/replacement,� overlays,� bike/pedestrian� facilities,� transit� or� other�
activities".� Section� 2.0,� Project� Description,� identifies� types� of� subsequent� projects�
anticipated�to�be�undertaken.�

• "The�maximum�and�minimum�intensity�of�any�anticipated�subsequent�project,�such�as�
the� anticipated� capacity."� Section� 2.0,� Project� Description,� describes� anticipated�
subsequent�projects.�

• "The�anticipated�location�for�any�subsequent�projects,�and,�consistent�with�the�rule�of�
reason� set� forth� in� Section� 15126.6(f),� alternative� locations� for� any� such� projects".�
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Given�the�characteristics�of�existing�transportation�facilities�and�the�project�objectives�
as�stated�in�Section�2.0,�Project�Description,�alternative�locations�for�these�projects�are�
not�feasible.�

• "A� capital� outlay� or� capital� improvement� program,� or� other� scheduling� or�
implementing�device�that�governs�the�submission�and�approval�of�subsequent�projects,�
or�an�explanation�as�to�why�practical�planning�considerations�render�it� impractical�to�
identify�any�such�program�or�scheduling�or�other�device�at� the�time�of�preparing�the�
MEIR."�Section�2.0�describes�implementation�of�the�proposed�project�and�the�process�
for�reviewing�subsequent�projects.�

3. A�description�of�potential�impacts�of�subsequent�projects�for�which�there�is�not�sufficient�
information�reasonably�available�to�support�a�full�assessment�of�potential� impacts� in�the�
MEIR.�This�description�shall�not�be�construed�as�a�limitation�on�the�impacts�which�may�be�
considered�in�a�focused�EIR.�Sections�3�identifies�potential�impacts�for�which�there�is�not�
information�to�fully�assess�for�each�environmental�topic.�

4. Where� an� MEIR� is� prepared� in� connection� with� an� RTP,� the� anticipated� subsequent�
projects� included� within� an� MEIR� may� consist� of� later� planning� approvals,� including�
project�specific�approvals,�consistent�with�the�overall�planning�decision�for�which�the�MEIR�
has�been�prepared.�Such�subsequent�projects�shall�be�adequately�described�for�purposes�
of�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15175(b)�or�of�Section�15176.��Section�3�describes�anticipated�
subsequent�projects�in�detail.�

�=0� �	��	��������������������

The�SCRTPA,�as�the�lead�agency,�has�prepared�this�MEIR�to�provide�the�public�and�responsible�and�
trustee�agencies�with�an�objective�analysis�of�the�potential�environmental�impacts�resulting�from�
adoption� of� the� proposed� project� ("2010� RTP")� and� subsequent� implementation� of� projects�
identified� in�the�proposed�project.� �The�environmental�review�process�enables� interested�parties�
to� evaluate� the� proposed� project� in� terms� of� its� environmental� consequences,� to� examine� and�
recommend� methods� to� eliminate� or� reduce� potential� adverse� impacts,� and� to� consider� a�
reasonable�range�of�alternatives�to�the�project.�While�CEQA�requires�that�consideration�be�given�
to�avoiding�adverse�environmental�effects,�the� lead�agency�must�balance�adverse�environmental�
effects�against�other�public�objectives,�including�the�economic�and�social�benefits�of�a�project,�in�
determining�whether�a�project�should�be�approved.�

This� MEIR� will� be� used� as� the� primary� environmental� document� to� evaluate� all� subsequent�
planning� and� permitting� actions� associated� with� the� proposed� project.� � Subsequent� actions� that�
may�be�associated�with�the�proposed�project�are�identified�in�Chapter�2.0,�Project�Description.���

�=4� I	�7	������	��6����	�������������	�����

The�term�“Responsible�Agency”�includes�all�public�agencies�other�than�the�Lead�Agency�that�have�
discretionary�approval�power�over�the�project�or�an�aspect�of�the�project�(CEQA�Guidelines�Section�
15381).� � For� the� purpose� of� CEQA,� a� “Trustee”� agency� has� jurisdiction� by� law� over� natural�
resources�that�are�held�in�trust�for�the�people�of�the�State�of�California�(CEQA�Guidelines�Section�
15386).� � While� no� Responsible� Agencies� or� Trustee� Agencies� are� responsible� for� approvals�
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associated�with�adoption�of�the�RTP,�implementation�of�projects�identified�in�the�RTP�will�require�
permits� and� approvals� from� Lead,� Trustee,� and� Responsible� Agencies,� which� may� include� the�
following:�

� Shasta�County�
� City�of�Anderson�
� City�of�Redding�
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�
� Native�American�Tribal�Governments�
� Redding�Area�Bus�Authority�
� Shasta�County�Air�Quality�Management�District�
� California�Transportation�Commission�

� California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�
� California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game�
� California�Department�of�Conservation�
� Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board�
� State�Water�Resources�Control�Board�
� Native�American�Heritage�Commission�
� U.S.�Army�Corps�of�Engineers�
� U.S.�Fish�and�Wildlife�Service�

�=�� �	
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The� review� and� certification� process� for� the� MEIR� has� involved,� or� will� involve,� the� following�
general�procedural�steps:�

	�������������������	��	���	������������

The�SCRTPA� circulated�a� Notice�of�Preparation� (NOP)�of�an� EIR� for� the�proposed�project� and�an�
Initial�Study�on�September�23rd�2008�to�trustee�and�responsible�agencies,�the�State�Clearinghouse�
(SCH#�2008092090),�and�the�public.��A�scoping�meeting�was�held�on�November�20th�2008�at�3:30�
PM�in� the�City�of�Redding.� �Those�present�at� the�scoping�meeting� included�representatives� from�
the� following:� SCRTPA,� Shasta� County� Planning� Commission,� California� Department� of�
Transportation,�California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game,�Pit�River�Tribe,�City�of�Anderson,�City�of�
Redding,� De� Novo� Planning� Group,� and� David� Evans� and� Associates.� The� meeting� notes� are�
included� in� Appendix� A.� Concerns� raised� in� response� to� the� NOP� were� considered� during�
preparation�of�the�Draft�EIR�and�are�included�in�the�Appendix.��The�NOP,�Initial�Study,�and�Scoping�
Meeting�Notes�are�presented�in�Appendix�A.���

����������

This�document�constitutes�the�Draft�MEIR.� �The�Draft�MEIR�contains�a�description�of�the�project,�
description� of� the� environmental� setting,� identification� of� project� impacts,� and� mitigation�
measures� for� impacts� found� to� be� significant,� as� well� as� an� analysis� of� project� alternatives,�
identification� of� significant� irreversible� environmental� changes,� growth�inducing� impacts,� and�
cumulative�impacts.��This�Draft�MEIR�identifies�issues�determined�to�have�no�impact�or�a�less�than�
significant�impact,�and�provides�detailed�analysis�of�potentially�significant�and�significant�impacts.��
Comments�received�in�response�to�the�NOP�were�considered�in�preparing�the�analysis�in�this�MEIR.��
Upon�completion�of�the�Draft�MEIR,�the�SCRTPA�will�file�the�Notice�of�Completion�(NOC)�with�the�
State�Clearinghouse�of�the�Governor’s�Office�of�Planning�and�Research�to�begin�the�public�review�
period.�

� �
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Concurrent�with�the�NOC,�the�SCRTPA�will�provide�a�public�notice�of�availability�for�the�Draft�MEIR,�
and�invite�comment�from�the�general�public,�agencies,�organizations,�and�other�interested�parties.��
Consistent�with�CEQA�requirements,�the�review�period�for�this�Draft�MEIR�is�forty�five�(45)�days.��
Public� comment� on� the� Draft� MEIR� will� be� accepted� both� in� written� form� and� oral� form.� All�
comments�or�questions�regarding�the�Draft�MEIR�should�be�addressed�to:�
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Following�the�public�review�period,�a�Final�MEIR�will�be�prepared.��The�Final�MEIR�will�respond�to�
written� comments� received� during� the� public� review� period� and� to� oral� comments� during� such�
review�period.���

������������	�����������E���<������	���������	��

The�SCRTPA� will� review�and�consider� the�Final� MEIR.� � If� the�SCRTPA� finds� that� the�Final�MEIR� is�
"adequate�and�complete",�the�SCRTPA�Board�may�certify�the�Final�MEIR�in�accordance�with�CEQA.��
The�rule�of�adequacy�generally�holds�that�an�MEIR�can�be�certified�if:�

1) The�MEIR�shows�a�good�faith�effort�at�full�disclosure�of�environmental�information;�and��

2) The� MEIR� provides� sufficient� analysis� to� allow� decisions� to� be� made� regarding� the�
proposed�project�in�contemplation�of�environmental�considerations.�

Upon�review�and�consideration�of�the�Final�MEIR,�the�SCRTPA�Board�may�take�action�to�approve,�
revise,� or� reject� the� project.� � A� decision� to� approve� the� proposed� project,� for� which� this� MEIR�
identifies� significant� environmental� effects,� must� be� accompanied� by� written� findings� in�
accordance� with� State� CEQA� Guidelines� Sections� 15091� and� 15093.� � A� Mitigation� Monitoring�
Program,�as� described�below,�would�also�be�adopted� in�accordance�with�Public�Resources�Code�
Section� 21081.6(a)� and� CEQA� Guidelines� Section� 15097� for� mitigation� measures� that� have� been�
incorporated� into� or� imposed� upon� the� project� to� reduce� or� avoid� significant� effects� on� the�
environment.��This�Mitigation�Monitoring�Program�will�be�designed�to�ensure�that�these�measures�
are�carried�out�during�project�implementation,�in�a�manner�that�is�consistent�with�the�MEIR.�

� �
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Sections�15122�through�15132�of�the�State�CEQA�Guidelines�identify�the�content�requirements�for�
Draft� and� Final� MEIRs.� � An� MEIR� must� include� a� description� of� the� environmental� setting,� an�
environmental� impact� analysis,� mitigation� measures,� alternatives,� significant� irreversible�
environmental� changes,� growth�inducing� impacts,� and� cumulative� impacts.� � Discussion� of� the�
environmental� issues� addressed� in� the� Draft� MEIR� was� established� through� review� of�
environmental� and� planning� documentation� developed� for� the� project,� environmental� and�
planning�documentation�prepared�for�recent�projects�located�within�Shasta�County,�and�responses�
to�the�Notice�of�Preparation�(NOP).��This�Draft�MEIR�is�organized�in�the�following�manner:�

�;�����
��������

This�Executive�Summary�summarizes�the�characteristics�of�the�proposed�project,�known�areas�of�
controversy� and� issues� to� be� resolved,� and� provides� a� concise� summary� matrix� of� the� project’s�
environmental�impacts�and�possible�mitigation�measures.���This�chapter�identifies�alternatives�that�
reduce�or�avoid�at�least�one�significant�environmental�effect�of�the�proposed�project.�

���������=��:��	���������	�

Chapter� 1.0� briefly� describes� the� purpose� of� the� environmental� evaluation,� identifies� the� lead,�
trustee,� and� responsible� agencies,� summarizes� the� process� associated� with� preparation� and�
certification�of�an�MEIR,�identifies�the�scope�and�organization�of�the�Draft�MEIR,�and�summarizes�
comments�received�on�the�NOP.��

���������=��:����<��������������	�

Chapter� 2.0� provides� a� detailed� description� of� the� proposed� project,� including� the� location,�
intended�objectives,�background�information,�the�physical�and�technical�characteristics,�including�
the� decisions� subject� to� CEQA,� subsequent� projects� and� activities,� and� a� list� of� related� agency�
action�requirements.�

��������1=��2��	
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Chapter� 3.0� contains� an� analysis� of� environmental� topic� areas� as� identified� below.� � Each�
subchapter�addressing�a�topical�area�is�organized�as�follows:�

Environmental�Setting.��A�description�of�the�existing�environment�as�it�pertains�to�the�topical�area.��

Regulatory� Setting.� � A� description� of� the� regulatory� environment� that� may� be� applicable� to� the�
project.�

Impacts�and�Mitigation�Measures.��Identification�of�the�thresholds�of�significant�by�which�impacts�
are�determined,�a�description�of�project�related�impacts�associated�with�the�environmental�topic,�
identification�of�appropriate�mitigation�measures,�and�a�conclusion�as�to�the�significance�of�each�
impact.�The�following�environmental�topics�are�addressed�in�this�section:�
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� Aesthetics�
� Agricultural�Resources�
� Air�Quality�and�Climate�Change�
� Biological�Resources�
� Cultural�Resources�
� Geology�and�Soils�

� Hazards�and�Hazardous�Materials�
� Hydrology�and�Water�Quality�
� Land�Use�and�Population�
� Noise�
� Transportation�and�Circulation�

�
The�Initial�Study�determined�that�there�would�be�no�impact�or�a�less�than�significant�impact�to�the�
following� environmental� issue� areas:� mineral� resources,� population� and� housing� (except� growth�
inducement),� public� services,� recreation,� and� utilities� (except� drainage).� These� issues� are� not�
discussed�in�Chapter�3;�the�basis�for�the�no�impact�or�less�than�significant�determination�for�each�
of�these�topics�is�described�in�the�Initial�Study�(Appendix�A).�

��������3=��:���������C�2��C��������������

Chapter�4.0�evaluates�and�describes�the�following�CEQA�required�topics:�impacts�considered�less�
than�significant,� significant� and� irreversible� impacts,� growth�inducing� effects,� cumulative,� and�
significant�and�unavoidable�environmental�effects.�

��������-=��2������	���
�������������<����

Chapter�5.0�provides�a�comparative�analysis�between�the�merits�of�the�proposed�project�and�the�
selected�alternatives.��State�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15126.6�requires�that�an�EIR�describe�a�range�
of� reasonable� alternatives� to� the� project,� which� could� feasibly� attain� the� basic� objectives� of� the�
project�and�avoid�and/or�lessen�any�significant�environmental�effects�of�the�project.���

��������0�2�������������������

Chapter�6.0� lists�all�authors�and�agencies�that�assisted� in�the�preparation�of�the�MEIR,�by�name,�
title,�and�company�or�agency�affiliation.��

����	������

This�section�includes�all�notices�and�other�procedural�documents�pertinent�to�the�MEIR,�as�well�as�
technical�material�prepared�to�support�the�analysis.���

�=������	��������
����	�����	�������������������	�

The�SCRTPA� received�several� comment� letters�on� the�NOP.� �A� copy�of�each� letter� is�provided� in�
Appendix�A�of�this�Draft�MEIR�and�the�comments�are�summarized�below.���

United� States� Environmental� Protection� Agency� (USEPA).� The� USEPA� acknowledged� the�
requirements�of�the�Safe,�Accountable,�Flexible,�Efficient�Transportation�Equity�Act:�A�Legacy�for�
Users� (SAFETEA�LU).� They� encouraged� the� SCRTPA� to� utilize� data� and� the� results� of� the� Shasta�
FORWARD�process�in�the�development�of�the�RTP.�They�encourage�the�SCRTPA�to�first�avoid,�then�
minimize,� and� finally� mitigate� environmental� impacts.� They� are� particularly� concerned� with:� 1)�
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projects� in� urbanized� and� heavily� impacted� resource� areas;� 2)� development� in� rapidly� growing�
areas� with� large� and/or� remnant� intact� ecosystems;� and� 3)� projects� at� the� urban� fringe� with�
potential� to� impact� resources.�The� USEPA�stated� that� construction�related� impacts� to�air�quality�
should� be� addressed,� as� well� as� regional� land�use� and� transportation� policies,� such�as� increased�
investment�in�public�transit�and�incentives�for�compact,�mixed�use�development,�and�the�link�that�
those� projects� have� to� improving� air� quality� and� reducing� greenhouse� gas� emissions.� The� letter�
acknowledged�the�requirements�of�the�Global�Warming�Solutions�Act�of�2006�and�Executive�Order�
S�3�05� and� recommended� that� the� EIR� identify� the� cumulative� contributions� to� greenhouse� gas�
emissions,�including�the�indirect�land�use�impacts�associated�with�transportation�projects�and�any�
induced�growth�from�transportation�projects.�The�USEPA�recommends�the�integration�of�"smart"�
land� use� strategies� in� the� RTP,� and� a� discussion� of� the� potential� impacts� of� climate� change,�
including�mitigation�measures.�The�USEPA�concludes�with�a�recommendation�to�consult�with�other�
agencies�to�development�innovative�and�“state�of�the�art”�design�features�that�avoid�or�minimize�
impacts.��

State� of� California� Department� of� Justice� –� Attorney� General.� � The� Attorney� General’s� letter�
acknowledged� the� California� Global� Warming� Solutions� Act� of2006� and� Executive� Order� S�3�05,�
and�addressed�the�State’s�need�to�substantially�reduce�its�total�GHG�emissions�by�mid�century�in�
order�to�stabilize�atmospheric�concentrations�of�greenhouse�gasses�at�a� level� that�will�avoid�the�
most� dangerous� effects� of� climate�change.�The�Attorney�General� iterated� that�CEQA�documents�
must� thoroughly� address� the� opportunities� to� reduce� GHG� emissions� from� the� transportation�
sector,�which�account�for�over�a�third�of�California's�GHG�emissions.�The�Attorney�General�urged�
the�SCRTPA�to�embrace�the�opportunity�it�has�to�show�its�leadership�in�this�area�by�identifying�a�
comprehensive� transportation� strategy� that� will� reduce� greenhouse� gasses� that� cause� global�
warming.�

Native�American�Heritage�Commission�(NAHC).��NAHC�identified�steps�to�determine�the�potential�
for� the� project� to� impact� an� archaeological� resource,� including� contacting� the� appropriate�
information�center,�information�that�should�be�included�in�a�final�professional�report,�appropriate�
Native�American�contacts,�and�measures� to�mitigate�potential� impacts� in� the�event�an�unknown�
resource� is�discovered�during�project� implementation.�NAHC� indicated�that�no�sacred�sites�were�
identified�for�the�project.�

Shasta�County�Department�of�Public�Health�(SCPH).��SCPH�noted�that�there�has�been�an�increase�
in� awareness� on� how� land� use� and� transportation� planning� can� positively� or� negatively� impact�
human� health.� Examples� presented� include� the� positive� effects� associated� with� increased� active�
transportation�(i.e.�bicycling�and�walking)�as�a�result�of�design�strategies�that�promote�mixed�use�
development� and� choices� in� transportation.� The� SCPH� acknowledged� their� support� for� several�
policies�and�also�provided�several�recommended�policy�suggestions.��

Central� Valley� Flood� Protection� Board� (CVFPB).� � CVFPB� identified� that� the� proposed� project� is�
located� within� the� jurisdiction� of� the� CVFPB� and� that� any� construction� activities� within� the�
tributaries�or�distributaries�of�the�Sacramento�River�or�designated�floodways�will�require�a�permit�
from�the�CVFPB.��� �
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The� proposed� project� is� the� 2010� Regional� Transportation� Plan� (2010� RTP� or� RTP)� for� Shasta�
County� (County).� This� section� describes� the� primary� components� of� the� 2010� RTP� project� and�
provides�the�following�information:�(1)�The�location�and�boundaries�of�the�proposed�project�on�a�
regional� map;� (2)� A� statement� of� objectives� sought� by� the� proposed� project;� (3)� A� general�
description� of� the� project’s� technical,� economic� and� environmental� characteristics;� and� (4)� A�
statement� briefly� describing� the� intended� uses� of� the� EIR.� Figures� referenced� throughout� this�
section� are� located� at� the� end� of� the� section.� The� full� 2010� RTP� is� available� for� review� at� the�
SCRTPA�website�(www.scrtpa.org).�

�=�� ���<�����������	�

Shasta� County� is� located� at� the� geographical� center� and� transportation� crossroads� of� northern�
California.� It� is� situated�at� the�north�end�of� the�Sacramento�Valley,�150�miles� from�Sacramento,�
and�110�miles�south�of�the�Oregon�border.�Shasta�County’s�3,788�square�miles�range�in�elevation�
from�425�feet�in�the�Sacramento�Valley,�to�3,300�feet�in�the�Fall�River�Valley,�to�more�than�10,000�
feet�in�Lassen�Volcanic�National�Park.�Figure�2.1�1.�illustrates�the�regional�location.��

The�County’s�three�incorporated�cities�(Redding,�Anderson,�and�City�of�Shasta�Lake),�and�the�town�
centers�of�Cottonwood�and�Palo�Cedro,�all� lay� in� the�south�central,�non�mountainous�portion�of�
Shasta�County���referred�to�as�the�South�Central�Region�or�SCR.�The�SCR�contains�about�335�square�
miles�or�about�8.8�percent�of�the�county’s�area,�yet�it�is�home�to�about�85�percent�of�the�county’s�
total�population.�Outside�of�the�SCR,�there�are�two�more�town�centers�located�in�Burney/Johnson�
Park� and� Fall� River� Mills/McArthur,� which� are� both� located� in� the� mountains� of� northeastern�
Shasta�County.��Figure�2.1�2.�illustrates�the�project�vicinity.�

Shasta�County�is�home�to�two�federally�recognized�tribes.�These�include�the�Pit�River�Tribal�Council�
and�Redding�Rancheria.��

�=�� ���<�����������	���6<����
���

The� purpose� of� the� 2010� RTP� is� to� provide� a� clear� vision� of� the� regional� transportation� goals,�
objectives,� and� policies� in� Shasta� County.� The� 2010� RTP� provides� short�term� and� long�term�
strategies� for� implementation,� which� includes� realistic� and� fiscally� constrained� alternatives.� The�
following�goals�and�objectives�have�been�identified�for�the�2010�RTP.�

��6�������	���������	�

Prioritize�transportation�services�for�funding�and�implementation,�with�
an�emphasis�on�the�transportation�needs�of�the�transit�dependent.�
�����2��	��������2�������

� O�1� Continue� implementation� strategies� addressed� in� the� 2007� Shasta� County� Coordinated�
Human�Transportation�Plan.�

� O�2�Increase�public�awareness�of�transit�through�outreach�and�marketing.�
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� O�3� Continue�distribution�of�the�“Need�a�Ride”�brochure.��

� O�4� Improve�coordination�of�transportation�services�through�agency�participation.�

� O�5� Support�and�participate�in�mobility�management�programs,�such�as�California�211.�

� O�6� Provide� mobility�management� information� to� populations� that� require� specialized�
transportation�in�efforts�to�reduce�dependency�on�heavily�subsidized�paratransit�services.�

� O�7� Obtain� maximum� transit� and� paratransit� system� efficiency� by� continuously� monitoring�
transit�needs,�performance,�funding,�and�capital�requirements.�

� O�8�Continue�to�work�with�local�land�use�planning�agencies�to�further�coordinate�development�
with�transit.�

� O�9� Work�in�conjunction�with�transit�advocacy�groups�to�address�legal�ramifications�for�transit�
providers�involved�in�coordination�efforts.�

� O�10� Pursue� grants� and� other� funding� resources� to� improve� and� provide� interconnectivity�
between�transportation�providers�and�neighboring�counties.�

� O�11��Research�opportunities�for�volunteer�driver�programs.�

��	�2��	��������2��1����

� O�12��Provide�the�highest�feasible�level�of�transit�service�within�the�region�consistent�with�TDA�
and�FTA�revenue�sources.�

� O�13�Invest�in�infrastructure�and�land�use�patterns�to�create�transit�friendly�communities.�

� O�14��Consolidation� of� operations� and� services� into� one� mobility�management� center� or�
centralized�dispatch�center.�

���������	��������

Maintain�a�safe�and�efficient�road�system�within�the�limits�of�existing�and�
projected�funding�constraints.�
��"*!2��$'&������2������

� O�1�Develop�more�cost�effective�methods�to�maintain�the�existing�road�network.�

� O�2� Identify� anticipated� street� and� road� problems� before� they� become� critical� in� order� to�
program�preventive�measures.�

� O�3�Plan�for�and�reserve�necessary�road�right�of�way�for�future�expansion�prior�to�development�
occurring.�

� O�4�Maximize�the�number�of�persons�that�can�use�the�existing�transportation�system.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�5�Develop�a�safe,�sustainable�street�and�highway�system�that�can�be�maintained�within�the�
projected�available�funding�and�will�meet�automobile,�truck,�and�transit�needs.�
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Maintain�an�efficient�goods�movement�industry�within�the�region�with�the�
least�adverse�impact�possible�on�the�transportation�system.�
�����2��	��������2�������

� O�1�Maximize�use�of�the�existing�goods�movement�infrastructure�of�the�region.�

� O�2� Protect�the�transportation�infrastructure�from�deterioration.�

� O�3� Minimize� conflicts� between� trucks� and� other� vehicles.� Obtain� data� to� determine� the�
locations�that�need�to�be�improved.�

� O�4� Reduce� truck� and� rail� accidents� by� supporting� proposals� for� grade� separation�
improvements,� crossing� arms,� and� railroad� crossing� upgrades� of� gates� and� warning� devices�
(lights�and�bells).��

� O�5� Continue� to� work� on� the� Buckhorn� Grade� Project� to� improve� the� horizontal� and� vertical�
alignment�on�SR�299.�

� O�6� Continue� to� work� with� the� trucking� industry� to� identify� funding� sources� for� intermodal�
freight�facilities�and�rail�spurs.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�6� Improve�or�increase�goods�movement�modes�available�in�the�county.�

� O�7� Support� the� increasing� need� for� regional� truck� parking� areas� by� supporting� attempts� to�
identify�funding.�

�
�����	�

Maintain�efficient�accessible�air�service�in�a�safe�and�convenient�manner.�
�����2��	��������2�������

� O�1� Prevent�deterioration�of�the�airport�facilities�within�the�county.�

� O�2� Enhance�the�passenger�service�at�Redding�Municipal�Airport.�

� O�3� Continue�to�apply�for�state�and�federal�grants�to�make�needed�improvements�at�the�three�
airports�in�the�county�and�acquire�funds�to�update�plans.�

� O�4� Acquire� property� north� and� south� of� the� Redding� Municipal� Airport,� to� enhance� runway�
approach� protection� and� to� provide� land� for� future� expansion.� In� 2003� and� 2004,� the� City� of�
Redding�acquired�over�140�acres�towards�this�objective.��

��	�2��	��������2��1����

� O�4� Encourage�airport�operators�(Shasta�County�and�City�of�Redding)�to�develop�projects�that�
enhance�the�safety,�capacity,�and�security�of�regional�aviation�facilities.�

� O�5� Provide� economical� and� frequent� passenger� service� at� Redding� Municipal� Airport�
connecting�with�surrounding�major�cities.�
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� O�6� Support�implementation�of�the�Shastec�Redevelopment�Project.�

�����

Make�rail�service�convenient�to�Shasta�County�citizens�when�economically�
feasible�
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Maintain�existing�railroad�right�of�way�and�railroad�services�within�the�county.��

� O�2� Maintain�feeder�bus�service�to�connect�with�rail�service�south.�

� O�3� Obtain�more�convenient�daytime�passenger�rail�service�at�the�Redding�station.�

� O�4� Maximize� opportunities� to� study,� plan,� and� install� grade� separations� between� rail� and�
roadways.��

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�5� If� transit� corridors� are� developed,� provide� for� the� eventual� use� by� rail� or� other� fixed�
guideway�systems.�

� O�6� Consider�the�feasibility�of�construction�of�a�new�rail�line�between�Eureka�and�Redding.�

	�	2�����B���

Create�a�transportation�environment�that�encourages�non�motorized�
alternatives.�
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Strive�to�eliminate�barriers�to�bicycle/pedestrian�traffic.�

� O�2� Integrate�non�motorized�transportation�into�development�throughout�the�region.�

� O�3� Keep� bicycle/pedestrian� lanes� in� a� usable� condition� through� a� continued� maintenance�
program.�

� O�4� Mark�the�road�as�to�where�a�bicycle�should�be�placed�to�trip�all�new�traffic�signals.�

� O�5� At� fixed�time� traffic� signals,� where� feasible,� make� all� new� walk/don’t� walk� signals�
automatic� so� they� go� to� walk� without� having� to� push� the� button.� This� is� considered� an� ITS�
application�for�pedestrian�crossing�detection�information.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�6� Strive�to�provide�an�interconnected�bicycle/pedestrian�network�throughout�the�county.�

� O�7� Mark�all�signaled�intersections�as�to�where�to�place�a�bicycle�to�trip�signal.�

� O�8� Encourage�the�public�to�use�non�motorized�transportation�facilities.�
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Provide�a�Regional�Transportation�Plan�that�is�supportive�of�the�land�use�
goals�of�the�cities�and�county�general�plans�and�focuses�transportation�
investments�along�major�transportation�corridors�to�encourage�infill�
development�within�the�urbanized�area.�
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Focus�residential�growth�and�commercial�uses�near�transit�corridors�and�design�them�for�
efficient,�convenient�transit�use.�

� O�2� Promote�developments�designed�to�encourage�non�motorized�trips�by�providing�efficient,�
convenient,�and�safe�pedestrian�and�bicycle�facilities.�

� O�3� Encourage� increased� non�motorized� accessibility� by� placing� residential� development,�
employment,�and�commercial�uses�near�each�other.�

� O�4� Ensure� that� transportation� improvements� necessary� for� development� are� fiscally�
constrained.��

� O�5� Perform�a�periodic�review�of�traffic�impact�fees�developed�by�the�agencies.�

� O�6� Encourage� the� agencies� to� keep� the� RTPA� in� the� loop� at� the� onset� of� an� application�
process.��

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�7� Integrate�land�use�planning�with�supporting�transportation�programs�to�stabilize�and,�over�
time,�reduce�trip�length.�

����C�������

Reduce�harmful�air�emissions�in�Shasta�County�and�maintain�a�level�that�
meets�or�exceeds�minimum�state�and�federal�health�standards�
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Prepare� for�Shasta�County�being�designated�a�nonattainment�area� for� federal�air�quality�
standards.�

� O�2� Reduce� emissions� of� inhalable� particulate� matter� (PM10)� and� emissions� contributing� to�
ozone�production�to,�at�a�minimum,�meet�state�ambient�air�quality�standards.�

� O�3� Reduce�emissions�of�greenhouse�gases.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�4� Reduce� emissions� of� inhalable� particulate� matter� and� emissions� contributing� to� ozone�
production�to�a�level�that�assures�compliance�with�state�ambient�air�standards.�
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�	
���	�	��������������

Minimize�the�negative�environmental�effects�of�transportation�projects.��
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Minimize�environmental�impacts,�project�delays,�and�added�costs�through�early,�continued�
resource�agency�consultation�and�public�involvement.�

� O�2� Streamline�administration�of�the�NEPA�and�CEQA�process�to�avoid�duplication�of�efforts.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�3� As� NEPA� and� CEQA� reviews� become� more� common� for� regional� and� corridor� studies,�
develop� standardized� methods� for� content,� format,� and� coordination� of� these� documents� to�
facilitate�tiering�(referring�to�prior�applicable�studies,�rather�than�regenerating�them)�for�later�
projects.�

��	�	���������	��

Provide�the�best�multimodal�transportation�system�possible�with�
available�funds.�
�����2��	��������2������

� O�1� Address� the� maintenance� deficit� for� streets� and� roads� faced� by� the� cities� and� county� to�
prevent�further�deterioration�of�the�existing�transportation�system.�

� O�2� Obtain�funding�to�expand�non�motorized�transportation�opportunities.��

� O�3� Continue� to� refine� a� system� to� prioritize� projects� for� utilizing� Regional� Improvement�
Program�funds.�

��	�2��	��������2��1���

� O�4� Identify� a� stable� long�term� source� of� funding� for� construction� and� maintenance� of� a�
multimodal�transportation�system.�
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The� proposed� project� is� the� adoption� and� implementation� of� the� Shasta� County� 2010� RTP.� The�
2010�RTP�has�been�prepared�to�fulfill�the�state�requirements�of�AB�402�(Government�Code�Title�7,�
Chapter� 2.5,� Sections� 65080�65082)� using� specific� guidance� from� the� California� Transportation�
Commission� Regional� Transportation� Plan� Guidelines� (adopted� September� 2007).� More�
specifically,� the� 2010� RTP� is� a� comprehensive� transportation� plan� for� all� modes� including:�
highways,� local� streets� and� roads,� transit,� bicycle,� aviation,� rail� and� goods� movement.� The� 2010�
RTP� embodies� three� elements:� Policy� Element,� Action� Element,� and� Financial� Element.� These�
elements�are�described�in�the�following�paragraphs.�There�are�no�specific�improvement�designs�or�
approvals�at�the�individual�project�level�in�the�2010�RTP.��

The�Policy�Element�
The� purpose� of� the� Policy� Element� is� to� identify� legislative,� planning,� financial� and� institutional�
issues�and�requirements,�as�well�as�any�areas�of�regional�consensus.�The�Policy�Element�presents�
guidance� to� decision�makers� of� the� implications,� impacts,� opportunities,� and� foreclosed� options�
that� will� result� from� implementation� of� the� 2010� RTP.� The� Policy� Element� is� a� resource� for�
providing� input� and� promoting� consistency� of� action� among� State,� regional� and� local� agencies.�
California�statutes�state�that�each�RTP�shall�(Government�Code�Section�65080�(b))�include�a�Policy�
Element�that:�

� Describes�the�transportation�issues�in�the�region;�

� Identifies�and�quantifies� regional�needs�expressed�within�both� short�and� long� range�planning�
horizons�(Government�Code�Section�65080(b)(1));�and,�

� Maintains�internal�consistency�with�the�Financial�Element�and�fund�estimates.�

Policies,�goals�and�objectives�approved�by�the�SCRTPA�Board�for�each�mode�of�transportation�are�
detailed�in�the�2010�RTP.�

��6�������	���������	����������

� P�1� Periodically� review� and� update� transit� development� plans.� Encourage� consideration� of�
transit/multimodal�options�during�updates�of�cities�and�counties�general�plans.�

� P�2� Monitor�the�required�farebox�ratio�and�performance�criteria�for�transit�operators.�

� P�3� Provide� adequate� funding� to� maintain� the� existing� transit� fleet� and� fleet� expansion�
consistent�with�TDA�regulations.�

� P�4� Control� the� cost� of� providing� mandatory� demand�response� to� maximize� overall� transit�
service�consistent�with�TDA�regulations.�

� P�5� Make�potential�transit�users�more�aware�of�available�services�through�public�outreach�and�
marketing�programs.�

� P�6� Continuously� monitor� and� evaluate� transit� needs� and� allocate� funding� to� extend� transit�
service�to�areas�where�unmet�needs�have�been�identified�that�are�reasonable�to�meet.�
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� P�7� Maximize� the� efficiency� of� private� non�profit� paratransit� providers� and� support� services�
which�would�otherwise�need�to�be�provided�by�public�transit�at�substantially�higher�costs.�

� P�8� Encourage�the�cities�and�county�to�identify,�protect,�and�enhance�transit�corridors�on�the�
existing�roadway�system.��

� P�9� Encourage� local� jurisdictions� to� require� mitigation� of� project� traffic� impacts� to� include�
operational�support�for�transit�within�the�long�range�period.�

� P�10�Maximize�intermodal�connections�by�continuing�to�provide�for�bicycle�transport�on�transit�
vehicles.�

� P�11�Consider�all�available�sources�of�funding�as�sources�of�meeting�transit�for�both�capital�and�
operation�needs.�

� P�12�Seek�funding�programs�for�rural�transit�providers�as�they�become�available.�

� P�13�Update�the�Coordinated�Human�Transportation�Plan,�as�needed.�

��������	�����������������

� P�1� Use� the� Shasta� County� Traffic� Model� as� a� tool� to� monitor� circulation� and� determine�
improvement�needs�on�key�road�segments.�

� P�2�Reserve�adequate�road�right�of�way�as�outlined�in�the�local�agencies’�general�plans�to�the�
extent�that�funding�can�be�reasonably�expected�to�be�available.�

� P�3�Retain�existing�right�of�way�needed�to�serve�future�planned�development.�

� P�4�Continue�to�provide� funding� for� implementation�of� the�road�system�and�bridge� inventory�
program�to�identify�existing�and�projected�levels�of�deterioration�and�to�determine�present�and�
future�road�repair�and�maintenance�needs.�

� P�5�Pace�the�growth�of�maintained�miles�of�streets,�roads,�and�highways�to�match�the�projected�
availability�of�maintenance�funds.�

� P�6� Support� efforts� to� create� stable,� local� funding� sources� for� streets� and� roads,� and� oppose�
state�and�federal�proposals�that�reduce�local�funding.�

� P�7�Conduct�special�studies�for�selected�corridors,�road�segments,�and�key�locations,�as�needed�
to�evaluate�safety�concerns,�project�alternatives,�estimate�costs,�and�assign�priorities.�

� P�8�Develop�plans�and�programs�that�emphasize�reconstruction�and�improvement�projects�on�
existing�roads�that�will�enhance�safety,�circulation,�and�traffic�flow.�

� P�9�TSM�alternatives�should�be�studied�for�corridors�developing�unacceptable�congestion�and�
also� studied� in� any� analysis� conducted� as� part� of� a� major� investment� study� for� major�
transportation�projects.�

�������
��	�����������

� P�1� Encourage�the�establishment�of�a�rail�to�truck� intermodal� freight�container� facility� in�the�
SCR.� Consider� set�aside� or� rezoning� of� suitable� parcels� for� a� future� container� transfer� facility�
and�work�to�maintain�existing�rail�spurs.�

� �P�2� Encourage�the�local�jurisdictions�to�support�a�wide�variety�of�modes�of�goods�movement.�



�=�����<��������������	� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� �=�2��

�

� P�3� Review�and�develop�recommendations�on�any�legislation�that�would�increase�the�size�and�
axle�weight�of�trucks�in�California.�

� P�4� Maintain� and� improve� ground� access� to� the� Redding� Municipal� Airport� in� support� of�
airfreight�transfer�to�local�surface�transportation.�

� P�5� Local�agencies�should�address� the� issue�of� truck�accessibility�and�maneuverability�during�
the�review�of�commercial�and�industrial�development�proposals.�

� P�6� Support�attempts� to� identify� funding� for� improvements�of�SR�299�West�at� the�Buckhorn�
Summit.�

� P�7� Continue�to�explore�uses�of�Intelligent�Transportation�System�(ITS)�technology�to�improve�
truck�movements�and�traveler�information.�

�
�����	����������

� P�1� Give� the� highest� priority� to� funding� maintenance� of� the� airport� runways� and� supporting�
facilities.�

� P�2� Encourage� airport� sponsors� to� broaden� the� economic� base� by� pursuing� revenue�
enhancements�to�help�finance�airport�operations,�maintenance,�and�capital�improvements.�

� P�3� Use�airport�master�plans�and� the�Regional�TIP� to� identify�and�prioritize�aviation�projects�
which�best�support�the�aviation�goal�and�objectives.�

� P�4� Implement�airport�capital�improvement�plans�developed�in�airport�master�plans.�

� P�5� Encourage� and� support� the� improvement� of� traffic� circulation� and� surface� access� to�
Redding�Municipal�Airport.�

� P�6� Assist� the� Caltrans� Division� of� Aeronautics� to� develop� the� Northern� California� Aviation�
System�Plan.�

� P�7� Maintain� a� strong� land� use� program� to� assure� compatibility� with� airport� operations.�
Update�the�airport�land�use�compatibility�plans�for�both�City�of�Redding�airports.�

��������������

� P�1� Consider� reservation�of� right�of�way� for� intracounty�rail�when� it� is�part�of�a�multiple�use�
transit�corridor�and�would�not�compromise�the�establishment�of�the�corridor.�

� P�2� Support�the�development�of�daylight�Amtrak�service�to�Redding.�

� P�3� Reassess�intercity�rail�feasibility�at�the�end�of�the�short�range�planning�period.�

� P�4� Support�legislation�that�preserves�or�enhances�rail�service�without�competing�with�funding�
sources�for�existing�services.�

	�	2�����B������������

� P�1� Encourage�each�city�and�the�county�to�maintain�an�updated�bikeway�plan.�

� P�2� Implement�the�Shasta�County�Regional�Bikeway�Plan�including,�where�appropriate,�street�
and� highway� improvements� that� accommodate� non�motorized� traffic� by� utilizing� widened�
shoulders,�bike�paths,�or�lanes�that�serve�non�motorized�transportation.�
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� P�3� Provide�bicycle�lanes�and�pedestrian�walkways�on�the�Sacramento�River�bridges�in�Redding�
and� Anderson� to� allow� for� better� non�motorized� traffic� flow.� The� bridges� on� SR� 44,� Cypress�
Avenue,� and� Airport� Road/North� Street� are� currently� being� upgraded� to� provide� bicycle� and�
pedestrian�facilities.�

� P�4� Support�continued�development�of�the�Sacramento�River�Trail�and�feeder�trails.�

� P�5� Encourage�pedestrian�and�bicycle�transportation�as�mitigation�for�regional�transportation�
impacts.�

� P�6� Encourage� the� inclusion� of� bike� lanes� and� pedestrian� facilities� in� road� construction� and�
improvement�projects,�where�appropriate.�

� P�7� Eliminate�non�motorized�barriers�to�comply�with�the�American�Disabilities�Act.��

� P�8� Encourage�sweeping�of�shoulders�on�all�feeder�and�arterial�routes�on�a�frequent�schedule�
to�improve�conditions�for�bicyclists.�

��	���������������

� P�1� Conduct� a� land� use� analysis� as� part� of� a� major� investment� study� for� large� capacity�
increasing�transportation�projects.�

� P�2� Coordinate�local�land�use�planning�with�the�RTP.�

� P�3� Address�capital�and�operating� fiscal� issues�when�proposing� to�expand�the�transportation�
system�as�a�result�of�land�use�changes.�

� P�4� Include� functional� mixed�use� provisions� and� design� standards� that� reduce� use� of� the�
single�occupant�automobile�in�local�general�plans�and�zoning�ordinances.�

� P�5� Consider� neighborhood� commercial� uses� during� the� design� of� infill� and� redevelopment�
projects�in�residential�areas.�

� P�6� Identify�and�designate�transit�corridors�in�each�locality.�

� P�7� Impacts� to� transportation� facilities� must� be� identified� at� the� time� of� local� development�
approval�and�methods�for�funding/implementing�necessary�mitigation�identified.�

� P�8� Encourage�information�sharing�and�communication�among�local�agencies�and�the�RTPA�on�
regionally�significant�land�use�applications.�

����C����������������

� P�1� Support�and�encourage�measures�that�would�result�in�a�reduction�of�vehicle�miles�traveled�
in�Shasta�County.�

� P�2� Support� and� encourage� programs� to� pave� existing� dirt� and� gravel� roads� throughout� the�
county.�

� P�3� Support�and�encourage�the�implementation�of�measures�to�reduce�emissions�contributing�
to�ozone�production�and�climate�change�in�Shasta�County.�

� P�4� Support�such�additional�reasonable�measures�as�the�Air�Quality�Management�District�may�
recommend�for�the�improvement�of�air�quality�in�Shasta�County.�
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� P�5� Monitor� effective� measures� developed� in� other� nonattainment� areas� and� support� the�
implementation�of�similar�measures�in�Shasta�County.�

�	
���	�	�����������������������

� P�1� Before�programming�a�project�in�the�FTIP,�the�sponsoring�agency�should�consult�with�the�
appropriate�resource�agencies.�

� P�2� Communication� and� cooperation� should� be� maximized� between� state� and� federal�
agencies,� the� local� sponsoring� agency,� and� the� RTPA� when� developing� NEPA� and� CEQA�
documents.�

� P�3� The�RTPA�should�be�used�to�house�all�transportation�related�studies�within�the�region�for�
use�in�subsequent�studies.��

� P�4� When�feasible,�the�minimum�legal�public�notification�requirements�should�be�exceeded�to�
encourage�public�participation.�

��	�	��������������

� P�1� Private/public� partnerships� should� be� explored� as� a� method� of� funding� for� large�� scale�
transportation�projects.�

� P�2� Support�efforts�at�the�state�and�federal� level�to�establish�a�broader�funding�base�beyond�
fuel�taxes�to�fund�transportation.�

� P�3� Zones�of�benefit� should�be�established� to� fund� localized� transportation�projects,� such�as�
interchange�improvements.�

� P�4� Continue� to� support�optional�management� systems� to�generate� information� to�establish�
priorities�for�allocation�of�transportation�funds.�

� P�5� Grants�should�be�pursued�to�fund�non�motorized�transportation�projects.�

� P�6� Develop�systems�for�prioritizing�the�allocation�of�major�capital�project�funding�through�a�
collaborative�process�that�involves�the�major�stakeholders�and�the�general�public.��

The�Action�Element�
The�Action�Element�identifies�programs�and�actions�to�implement�the�2010�RTP�in�accordance�with�
the�goals,�objectives,�and�policies�set�forth� in�the�Policy�Element.�The�Action�Element�consists�of�
short�term� and� long�term� activities� that� address� regional� transportation� issues� and� needs.� All�
transportation� modes� (highways,� local� roads,� bridges,� transit,� bicycle,� aviation,� and� rail)� are�
addressed.�The�Action�Element�must�be�consistent�with�the�financial�constraints� identified�in�the�
Financial� Element,� and� must� conform� to� the� State� Implementation� Plan.� Regionally� significant�
projects�are�listed�below�by�transportation�mode.��

��6�������	���������	������	����	�

The� primary� public� transportation� provider� in� Shasta� County� is� the� Redding� Area� Bus� Authority�
(RABA).�RABA�provides�fixed�route�and�demand�response�transit�service�in�the�urbanized�area�and�
some� unincorporated� areas� of� Shasta� County.� Fixed�route� and� demand�response� service� is� not�
available� outside� of� the� urban� boundary.� Many� social� service� and� non�profit� agencies� transport�
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clients�to�and/or�from�services�or�programs�they�offer.�These�agencies,�in�coordination�with�transit�
agencies� and� private� transportation� providers,� make� up� the� landscape� of� special� needs�
transportation.��

Tables� 2�1� and� 2�2� identify� the� primary� funding� sources� for� transit� capital� and� operating�
expenditures�for�both�the�short�and�long�term�horizons�of�the�2010�RTP.�Following�these�tables�are�
the�short�term�and�long�term�actions�for�the�public�transportation�action�plan.��

TABLE�2�1:�SHORT�TERM�TRANSIT�MAINTENANCE,�OPERATIONS�AND�CAPITAL�FUNDING�(IN�DOLLARS)�
RABA,�SHASTA�COUNTY,�
AND�CTSA�

2009
/10�

2010
/11�

2011
/12�

2012
/13�

2013
/14�

2014
/15�

2015
/16�

2016
/17�

2017
/18�

2018
/19�

SHORT�RANGE�10�
YR�TOTAL�

��
�	��� �/00�� �/4-0� �/-11� 4/--�� �/�-�� �/0-�� �/��3� �/���� �/��1� �/���� J�3/��1�

��	��	�	���K�
��������	��

0/4��� 4/���� 4/���� 4/3�0� 4/-44� 4/1�3� 0/�-0� 0/�-3� 4/��4� 4/���� J0�/����

��������
����
��	���

�/���� �/410� �/1�1� �3-� �/-43� �/110� �/11�� �/�3�� �/�00� �/�3�� J��/����

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

TABLE�2�2:�LONG�TERM�TRANSIT�MAINTENANCE,�OPERATIONS�AND�CAPITAL�FUNDING�(IN�DOLLARS)�

RABA,�SHASTA�COUNTY,�
AND�CTSA�

2019
/20�

2020
/21�

2021
/22�

2022
/23�

2023
/24�

2024
/25�

2025
/26�

2026
/27�

2027
/28�

2028
/29�

LONG�RANGE�10�
YR�TOTAL�

��
�	��� �/�0�� �/10-� �/34�� �/-40� �/0�3� �/4�3� �/��3� �/��4� �/�1�� �/�3-� J�4/330�

��	��	�	���K�
��������	��

4/���� 4/��4� 4/��4� 4/1��� 4/3��� 4/-40� 4/04�� 4/40�� 4/�0-� 4/�03� J4�/4���

��������
����
��	���

�/�31� �/�-�� �/�4�� �/��4� �/���� �/���� �/�11� �/�3�� �/�0-� �/���� J��/����

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

REDDING�AREA�BUS�AUTHORITY�(FROM�RABA’S�SHORT�RANGE�TRANSIT�PLAN)�
� Operate�an�efficient�and�effective�system�that�maximizes�cost�impacts�(P2,�P4,�P5,�P7,�P11)�

o Minimize�operating�costs�

o Maximize�use�of�transit�funding�

o Increase�transit�usage�

o Utilize�technology�to�improve�real�time�service�

� Provide�safe,�reliable,�and�high�quality�transportation�(P3,�P11)�

o Maintain�a�minimum�of�50,000�miles�between�preventable�collision�accidents�

o Maintain�a�90%�on�time�performance�

o Maintain�less�than�one�percent�of�monthly�missed�trips�

o Maintain�less�than�five�percent�monthly�missed�transfers��

o Maintain�FTA�required�spare�vehicle�ratio�

o Complete� regularly� scheduled� maintenance� service� within� 500� miles� or� five�days� of�
scheduled�service�

� Serve�the�transportation�needs�of�the�community�(P1,�P6,�P7)�

o Maximize�accessibility�by�providing�equal�coverage�throughout�the�local�tax�base�area�
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o Mark�all�transit�vehicles�and�stops�appropriately�for�ADA�accessibility�

� Evaluate,�monitor,�and�improve�transit�service�on�an�on�going�basis�(P1,�P7)�

o Update�short�range�transit�plan�at�intervals�of�no�greater�than�five�years�

� Undertake�effective�marketing,�outreach,�and�public�participation�(P1,�P5,�P8,�P13)�

� Coordinate� transit�system� development� with� community� planning,� development� efforts,� and�
land�use�policy�(P1,�P9,�P10,�P11)�

� Continue�to�maximize�the�use�of�federal�funds�for�operations�(P3,�P11,�P12)�

� Attempt�to�meet�the�RTPA�established�farebox�ratio�requirement�of�19%�by�fiscal�year�2014/15�
(P2,�P4)�

� Caltrans� Division� of� Research� and� innovation� (DRI)� has� indicated� that� RABA� can� seek�
Congressional� support� for� a� ITS� Application� of� Efficient� Deployment� of� Advanced� Public�
Transportation�Systems�(EDAPTS)�for�the�following�(P�4):�

1. Automatic�Vehicle�Location�(AVL)�using�the�Global�Positioning�Satellite�(GPS)�system.�

2. Dynamic�Messaging�Sign�(DMS)�for�real�time�bus�arrival�information�at�bus�stops.�

3. Solar�power�option�for�the�DMS�to�allow�mounting�at�remote,�un�powered�bus�stops.�

4. Central� dispatch� software� and� Internet� web� page� showing� current� bus� locations� and�
schedule�adherence�data.�

5. Silent�emergency�alarm�for�situations�requiring�police/emergency�intervention.�

6. Radio�Frequency�(RF)�modem�for�transmission�of�digital�data�over�the�voice�radio�link.�

7. Mobile� Data� Terminal� (MDT)� to� monitor� bus� data� sources,� calculate� and� display�
information�to�drivers,�and�route�relevant�bus�data�information�to�the�RF�modem.�

8. Card�reader�input�for�magnetic�or�electronic�fare�media.�

9. Keypad�entries�from�the�bus�driver.�

10. Time�of�day�using�GPS�time�base.�

11. These�components�will�be�available�as�off�the�shelf�products�in�the�near�future.�

� RABA�and�the�RTPA�will�provide�comments�on�environmental�documents�regarding�the�need�to�
mitigate�transit�impacts.�This�is�usually�limited�to�EIRs�and�further�coordination�is�needed.�(P�9,�
P�10)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY��
� The� RTPA� performs� annual� unmet� transit� needs� assessments� to� evaluate� transit� demand,�

existing�transit�performance,�and�system�efficiency.�Currently,�all� the�areas� in�the�region�with�
substantial� identified� transportation� disadvantaged� populations� are� being� served� by� public�
transit.� As� the� area� grows� in� population� and� the� demographics� change,� it� may� become�
necessary�to�add�transit�services.�(P2,�P3,�P6,�P7,�P12,�P13)�

� The� RTPA� provides� supplemental� funds� to� the� CTSA.� These� funds� provide� transit� services� to�
seniors�and�persons�with�disabilities�living�outside�of�the�RABA�service�area.�Through�the�CTSA,�
there� is�at� least�a�minimum�level�of� transit�service�available�to�seniors�and�transit�dependent�
populations�in�rural�areas.�(P7,�P11,�P13)�
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� The� RTPA� will� work� with� federal,� state,� and� local� agencies� to� improve� mobility�management�
throughout�the�region.�(P1,�P6,�P8,�P9,�P10,�P12)�

� The� RTPA,�CTSA,�and�Social� Services� Transportation�Advisory�Council�will� continue� to�address�
strategies�in�the�Shasta�County�Coordinated�Human�Transportation�Plan.�The�CHTP�is�scheduled�
to�be�updated�in�2011.�(P13)�

CONSOLIDATED�TRANSPORTATION�SERVICE�AGENCY�(CTSA)��
� The� Consolidated� Transportation� Service� Agency� holds� regular� meetings� to� coordinate� the�

resources� of� the� various� social� service� transportation� providers.� This� action� will� lead� to� more�
efficient�use�of�resources�by�social�service�agencies�involved�in�transportation.�(P�7,�P13)�

� The�CTSA�should�continue�to�meet�performance�criteria�established�by�the�RTPA.� (P2,�P3,�P4,�
P7,�P12,�P13)�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

REDDING�AREA�BUS�AUTHORITY��
� RABA� should� continue� with� a� capital� replacement� plan� following� the� Federal� Replacement�

Threshold�of�12�years/500,000�miles�for�heavy�duty�vehicles,�and�7�years/200,000�for�medium�
duty�vehicles�in�the�fleet.�(P3,�P11)�

� A�long�range�operating�budget�has�been�established�for�RABA,�which�is�adjusted�annually.�This�
provides�guidance�to�local�decision�makers�of�the�impact�of�their�decisions�in�the�long�run.�It�is�
also�a� tool� to�ensure� that�any�system�expansions�can�be� financially�sustained� into� the� future.�
(P3,�P11).��

���������	�������������	����	�

The�Streets�and�Roads�Action�Plan�consists�of�short�term�and�long�term�projects�and�activities�that�
reduce� traffic� delays� and� congestion,� improve� safety,� and� improve� overall� mobility� on� both� the�
State�Highway�System�and�local�roads�in�Shasta�County�over�the�short�term�and�long�term�horizon.��

Short�Range�(2010�2020)��

CALTRANS���
Caltrans� utilizes� the� State� Highway� Operation� and� Protection� Program� (SHOPP)� to� maintain� the�
safety�and�integrity�of�the�State�Highway�system.��Typical�projects�in�the�SHOPP�include:�pavement�
rehabilitation�and�preservation,�safety,�bridge�replacement�and� rehabilitation,� traffic�operational�
improvements,� mandated� projects,� facility� improvements,� and� information� technology.� � The�
current�adopted�SHOPP�projects�are�listed�below�in�Table�2�3.�

Projects� for� the� SHOPP� are� nominated� by� each� Caltrans� District� office� and� are� sent� to� Caltrans�
Headquarters�for�programming�on�a�competitive�basis�statewide.��Final�project�determinations�are�
subject�to�CTC�review.��Individual�districts�are�not�guaranteed�any�minimum�level�of�funding.�

Table�2�3�describes�projects�that�are�programmed�in�the�four�year�programming�cycle�(2010�2014)�
in� Caltrans,� District� 2.� � Table� 2�4� describes� projects� that� are� not� programmed� in� the� four�year�
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programming� cycle� of� the� SHOPP� at� this� time,� but� are� being� considered� as� future� short�range�
SHOPP�projects�(2014�2020).�

TABLE�2�3:�SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2014)�SHOPP�PROJECTS�PROGRAMMED�CALTRANS�(DISTRICT�2)�

RTE� BEG�PM*� END�PM� PROJECT�LOCATION� TYPE�OF�WORK�
CONST.�
COST� X�
($1,000)�

CONSTRUCTION�
YEAR�
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TABLE�2�4:�SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2014)�SHOPP�PROJECTS�NOT�PROGRAMMED�

RTE� BEG�PM*� END�PM� PROJECT�LOCATION� TYPE�OF�WORK�
CONST.�
COST� X�
($1,000)�

CONSTRUCTION�
YEAR�
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REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� The�RTPA�will�maintain�“performance�measures”.�(O�2,�P�7)�

� Identify� projects� to� optimize� traffic� control,� traffic� signal� performance,� reduce� traffic�
congestion,�and�improve�air�quality.�(P�5,�P�9)�

� Identify�advanced�technologies�to�improve�traffic�flows�and�system�efficiency.��(P�5,�P�9)�

� Improve� its� ability� to� model� the� network� using� the� Travel� Demand� Model,� and� continue� to�
calibrate�the�model�to�increase�its�overall�usefulness.�(P�5,�P�9)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�
Most� of� the� county's� effort� will� continue� to� be� concentrated� on� replacing� or� rehabilitating�
(including�seismic�retrofits)�deficient�bridges�(see�Table�2�5�through�2�7);�and�sealing,�overlaying,�
or� rehabilitating� selected� road�segments;� safety�projects;�and�guard� rails�at� various� locations,�as�
funds�are�available.�

The� Shasta� County� General� Plan� proposes� a� few� new� roads� (mostly� in� the� SCR)� to� improve�
circulation�at�build�out.��Most�of�the�cost�of�these�proposed�roads�will�be�borne�by�the�developers�
who�will�be� required� to�build� them�along�approved� alignments� to� required�minimum�standards.��
Shasta�County's�budget�limitations�prevent�the�construction�of�new�routes�in�any�other�manner.�
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TABLE�2�5:�SHASTA�COUNTY�BRIDGE�REPLACEMENT�PLAN�(20�YEAR�FORECAST���YEARS�2009�2016)�(IN�
$1000S)�

BRIDGE� 2009/10� 2010/11� 2011/12� 2012/13� 2013/14� 2014/15� 2015/16�

�@&.&��*&&F��"�.�M��@&.&��*&&F� J����1-� �� �� �� �� �� ��

�� !��"*F��"�.�M��)&�*��*&&F� J�/1��� �� �� �� �� �� ��

6#GG�*.��"" !��"�.�M��&.�*��*&&F� �� J�/�4�� �� �� �� �� ��

�@&.&��*&&F��"�.�M��(!!)&��"@��*&&F� �� J�/��-� �� �� �� �� ��

�).��� ( ��"�.�M���#*$��*&&F� �� J���4�� �� �� �� �� ��

�+*($'��*&&F��"�.�M���))��(5&*� �� �� J�/���� �� �� �� ��

��  &)���))��(5&*��"�.�M��(!��(5&*� �� �� J0/�1�� �� �� �� ��

�8(!��6"!!"8��"�.�M��������$�)� �� �� J���4-�� �� �� �� ��

�$@"".��"�.�M��"#!���"*F�6&�*��*&&F� �� �� �� J4��� �� �� ��

7�(!&��"# &��"�.�M��������$�)� �� �� �� J3��� �� �� ��

�".���*&&F��"�.�M���".���*&&F� �� �� �� J�3�� �� �� ��

�".���*&&F��"�.�M���F��".���*&&F� �� �� �� �� J0��� �� ��

� )�$.��"�.�M��(!!)&��#)&��(5&*� �� �� �� �� J-1�� �� ��

�"$.&*" ��7�%�M�	�F�6&�*��*&&F� �� �� �� �� J�1�� �� ��

�"$.&*" ��7�%�M��$"@��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J���41�� ��

6&�*�!$=��"�.�M��&&+��")&��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J������� ��

�"@&*��� ��!��"�.�M�	�F��"!!"$@"".�
�*&&F�

�� �� �� �� �� J�/���� ��

�).�33��*(5&�M���F��#$��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J�/3-��

���"($&��"�.�M��)�!&��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J�/1-��

�")(.�%��.�M��+*=�6*�$,���!())@�!&*��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J���0���

TOTALS�(IN�THOUSANDS):� $2,145� $4,225� $9,110� $2,070� $1,980� $3,930� $4,420�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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TABLE�2�6:�SHASTA�COUNTY�BRIDGE�REPLACEMENT�PLAN�(20�YEAR�FORECAST���YEARS�2016�2023)�(IN�
$1000S)�

BRIDGE� 2016/17� 2017/18� 2018/19� 2019/20� 2020/21� 2021/22� 2022/23�

�)�!($���"�.�M��*>#,F)&��#),�� J����-�� �� �� �� �� �� ��

�.">&��"�.�M��$.&* "$��*&&F� J�/30�� �� �� �� �� �� ��

��F��#$��"�.�M���F��#$��*F/�0�2���� J�/�4�� �� �� �� �� �� ��

��F& �"*&��"�.�M��"$&%��*F� �� J4/�1�� �� �� �� �� ��

��*F5())&��"�.�M�� ���*&&F� �� J���4��� �� �� �� �� ��

�($��!*&&!�M��� !)&��*&&F� �� J�/���� �� �� �� �� ��

��F& �"*&��"�.�M����*)&%��*F� �� �� J0/3��� �� �� �� ��

�"$.&*" ��7�%�M��$"@��*&&F� �� �� J����1�� �� �� �� ��

�(!!5())&��"�.�M��(!��(5&*� �� �� J1/-1�� �� �� �� ��

�(5&* (.&��"�.�M���,*�8&$!"��(5&*� �� �� �� J�/���� �� �� ��

�&*$��"�.��� !�M��)&$.&$$($'��*&&F� �� �� �� J�/�-�� �� �� ��

� ���*&&F��"�.�M���,*�8&$!"��(5&*�
"5&*9)"@�

�� �� �� J�/0��� �� �� ��

�(> "$��"�.�M�6"#).&*��*&&F� �� �� �� �� J�/0��� �� ��

<�,F*�>>(!��)�!��.�M�6#*$&%��*&&F� �� �� �� �� J�/�1�� �� ��

��#*$��*&&F��.�M���#*$��*&&F�0�2�0� �� �� �� �� J1/4��� �� ��

6)�$.��"�.�M�	��7() "$��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J���0��� ��

7& ! (.&��"�.�M��?#�@��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J�/-��� ��

�)�!($���"�.�M��#)($'��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J���-3�� ��

6)�$.��"�.�M����7() "$��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J����-��

($&*�)��"�.�M�6�()&%��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J���3���

��())(+ ��"�.�M��(!!)&��"@��*F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J�/����

TOTALS�(IN�THOUSANDS):� $4,580� $10,540� $10,840� $5,780� $7,510� $2,740� $2,650�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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TABLE�2�7:�SHASTA�COUNTY�BRIDGE�REPLACEMENT�PLAN�(20�YEAR�FORECAST���YEARS�2023�2030)�(IN�
$1000S)�

BRIDGE� 2023/24� 2024/25� 2025/26� 2026/27� 2027/28� 2028/29� 2029/30�

�",F��*&&F��"�.�M�6�()&%��*&&F� J���� �� �� �� �� �� ��

�#$$%��())��"�.�M��#,F&!��*&&F� J4��� �� �� �� �� �� ��

�*($(!%�"#$!�($��"�.�M��*&$,���#),�� J04�� �� �� �� �� �� ��

�"$.&*" ��7�%�M���F��"@��*&&F� �� J�/01�� �� �� �� �� ��

�&* ,���"�.�M���,F��*&&F/�0�2�1�� �� J�/44�� �� �� �� �� ��

"#$!�($�&�."@��"�.�M�6�!!)&��*&&F� �� J���43�� �� �� �� �� ��

�)�*F��*&&F��"�.�M�6#*$&%��*&&F� �� �� J���40�� �� �� �� ��

�!�!!"$��"�.�M���)!��*&&F� �� �� J�/�4�� �� �� �� ��

��#*$��*&&F��.�M���#*$��*&&F�0�2���� �� �� J0/0��� �� �� �� ��

�� ��"($!��"�.�M��$!&)"+&��*&&F� �� �� �� J�/���� �� �� ��

��8�*�,F��"�.�M�6#*$&%��*&&F� �� �� �� J�/-4�� �� �� ��

&�* ��(.'&��"�.�M�&�* ��*&&F� �� �� �� J�/3��� �� �� ��

	&) "$��*&&F��"�.�M�	&) "$��*&&F� �� �� �� �� J�/�3�� �� ��

&%&* ��"�.�M��*%��*&&F� �� �� �� �� J�/3��� �� ��

�".���*&&F��"�.�M��".���*&&F/�0�2�1�� �� �� �� �� J�/���� �� ��

�)�!($���"�.�M�	�F��"!!"$@"".��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J�/-��� ��

�� ��"($!��"�.�M��*%��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� J�/4��� ��

�".���*&&F��"�.�M���,*�8&$!"��(5&*� �� �� �� �� �� J1/-��� ��

�)($&��#),��M��)&�*��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J��1/34��

�"@&*��� ��"($!��"�.�M�6*�.��*&&F� �� �� �� �� �� �� J�����41��

�& ,�#!& �M�"5&*�&�.�6�*$&%��$.������ �� �� �� �� �� �� J��/����

TOTALS�(IN�THOUSANDS):� $2,300� $4,140� $8,520� $5,950� $4,500� $6,820� $14,380�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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CITY�OF�ANDERSON��
� Anderson�will�concentrate�on�rehabilitation,�maintenance,�widening,�and�installing�new�traffic�

signals.�(P�5,�P�9)�

CITY�OF�REDDING��
� Redding�will�concentrate�on�maintenance,�rehabilitation,�and�operational� improvements,�such�

as�new�signals,�signal�improvement,�and�road�widening.(P���5,�P���9)�

� The� City's� general� plan� has� requirements� similar� to� the� county's,� by� which� the� City� will� have�
most� of� the� new� roads� constructed� and� paid� for� by� developers� as� direct� costs� or� through�
contributions�to�overall�City�traffic�impact�fees�to�construct�specific�projects�of�regional�benefit.�
(P�5,�P�9)�

� Redding� produced� a� street� master� plan� in� 1991� and� the� Urban� Area� Transportation� Study� in�
January�2002.��A�variety�of�potential�improvements�aimed�at�addressing�the�capacity�problems�
of� critical� intersections� and� corridors� were� analyzed� in� these� reports.� � These� improvements�
range� from� intersection� revisions,� street� widening,� grade�separated� interchanges,� and�
extensions�of�parallel�roadways.�(P�5,�P�9)�

� To� improve� east/west� circulation,� the� Redding� Redevelopment� Agency� plans� to� consider� the�
building�of�a�new�bridge�over�the�Sacramento�River�at�Parkview�Avenue.�(P�5,�P�9)�

� There� are� several� improvement� projects� being� contemplated� for� the� interchange� area� at�
Cypress,� Hilltop,� and� I�5� to� help� relieve� heavy� congestion.� � They� include� widening� ramps,�
signalization,�and�other�improvements.�

� Miscellaneous�road�widening�and�intersection�improvements.�

� Adoption�of�a�Traffic�Impact�Fee�Program�is�intended�to�assist�the�construction�of�the�highest�
priority�growth�related�road�projects�and�the�signalization�of�intersections.���

TABLE�2�8:�SUMMARY�OF�BRIDGE�PROJECTS�SHORT�TERM�REDDING�AREA�
STATE��
BRIDGE�#�

LOCATION� COST� PROJECT�TYPE�

�0���11� ��F&�6)5.�M������ J-/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0���34� �",# !��!�M��������$�)� J�/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0���-4� �@($�
(&@�6)5.�M�6"#).&*��*&&F� J-/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0����0� ��*!$&))��5&�M���#*$��"#*!� J-/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0����0� �())!"+��*�M��2-� J��/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0���4�� 7& ! (.&��.�M��*&'"$��#),�� J�/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0���4�� 7& ! (.&��.�M���$%"$��*� J�/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0���4�� 7& ! (.&��.�M��������$�)� J�/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0����-� �� ! (.&��.�M���$%"$��*� J�/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�0������ �).��*&'"$��*�()�M�7=��"*F��!())@�!&*��*&&F� J-/���/���� �&��>()(!�!("$�

�� TOTAL� $35,000,000� ��

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE��
� Emphasis�will�be�on�bringing�existing�street�pavement�to�an�acceptable� level�of�maintenance.��

The�City�has�approximately�50�miles�of�paved�streets,�of�which�approximately�10�15�percent�are�
at�an�acceptable�level�of�maintenance.��The�city�has�an�additional�15�miles�of�unpaved�streets.�
(P�5,�P�9)�

RECREATION�AREAS�
� Whiskeytown�Recreation�Area�–�Project�needs�for�this�facility�include�the�following:�

o New�entrance�stations�on�Kennedy�Memorial�Drive�and�Oak�Bottom�Road.�

o Redesign�intersection�on�Kennedy�Memorial�Drive�at�Whiskeytown�Dam�

o Up�to�four�designated�parking�areas�adjacent�to�the�lake�to�allow�for�proper�entrance�and�
exit�lanes�to�resolve�possible�safety�hazards�

o Add�designated�bike�lane�or�trail�adjacent�to�Highway�299�

� Lassen�Volcanic�National�Park�–�Transportation�improvement�needs�include:�

o Improve� traffic� controls�and� signs�outside�of� the�Park� to�notify� travelers�of� current� road�
conditions�in�the�park.��The�Park�and/or�Caltrans�need�to�be�able�to�change�the�message�
from�remote�locations.�

o Improve� asphalt� concrete� condition� and� drivability� on� SR� 89� from� SR� 36� East� to� the�
southern�boundary�of�the�Park.�

o Widen� 500� feet� of� road� shoulder� section� on� Lassen� Park� Highway� (SR� 89)� between� the�
south�entrance�monument�and�the�new�visitor�center.�

� California�State�Parks���Improvements�for�the�following�parks�are�needed:�

o McArthur�Burney�Falls�Memorial�State�Park�

o Replace� Lake� Britton� Bridge� and� realign� road� (in� conjunction� with� Caltrans� project� in�����������������
Table�5�13�on�page�5�34)���

o New�park�entrance�road�and�entrance�kiosk.� �Redesign�of�abandoned�section�of�Highway�
89�into�park�perimeter�road.�

� Castle�Crags�State�Park�

o New�entrance�parking�lot�to�facilitate�day�use�and�vehicles�during�camping�registration.�

o Shasta�State�Historic�Park�

o Construct� parking� lot� for� day� use� visitors� and� school� busses.� � (This� project� will� alleviate�
some�of�the�parking�that�occurs�on�Highway�299.)�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

CALTRANS�
Present�and�future�budgetary�limitations�at�all�government�levels�dictate�a�continued�emphasis�on�
maintaining�and�rehabilitating�existing�streets�and�highways,�rather�than�investing�in�new�routes�to�
serve�new�areas.��Long�range�SHOPP�projects�are�shown�in�Table�2�9.���
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TABLE�2�9:�LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�SHOPP�PROJECTS�NOT�PROGRAMMED�

RTE� BEG�PM*� END�PM� PROJECT�LOCATION� TYPE�OF�WORK�
CONST.�COST�
X�($1,000)�

ANTICIPATED�
BEGIN�
CONSTRUCTION�
YEAR�

-� �=�� 33=�� �$!&* !�!&�-�
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J����/���� �6��

-� ��=�3� ��=�3� �(!��(5&*�6*(.'&� �&+)�,&�6*(.'&� J-��/���� �6��

-� -4=3�� -4=3�� �(8 ��"�.���� �&+)�,&��&,F� J����/4��� �6��

-� 00=��� 00=��� �*�'�
(&@��*=���� �&+)�,&��&,F� J���1/0��� �6��

-� -�=�� 04=�� �$!&* !�!&�-�
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J���/���� �6��

33� -�=0�� -�=0�� �"#!&�33� �&+)�,&��&,F� J���-/���� �6��

33� �-=31� �-=31� �&..($'��&$!*�)��$!&*,��$'&� 
&*!(,�)��)&�*�$,&� J����/���� �6��

33� �=�� 4�=3� �"#!&�33�
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J�3�/���� �6��

��� �=�� ��=4�� �"#!&����
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J��0/���� �6��

�41� �4=��� �4=��� ��,*�8&$!"��(5&*�6*(.'&� �&+)�,&�6*(.'&� J�0�/���� �6��

�41� �3=�� ��=�� �"#!&��41�
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J��-/���� �6��

���� �=�� 4=�� �"#!&�����
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J���4/-��� �6��

���� 4=�� 1�=1� �"#!&�����
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J�3�/���� �6��

���� 0�=�� 44=�� ��*"#'��6#*$&%�"$��"#!&�����
�*&5&$!(5&��($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J���/���� �6��

���� 4�=0� ��=3� �"#!&�����
�*&5&$!(5&���($!&$�$,&�
� +��)!��5&*)�%�

J���/���� �6��

*PM�MEANS�POST�MILE.��

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

Planned�Street�and�Road�Improvements�

As�required�by�Government�Code�(Sections�65085�et�seq.)�and�to�show�fiscal�constraint,�the�long�
range�“future�development”� list�of�capacity� increasing�projects� for� the�years�2020� through�2030�
identifies� and� prioritizes� the� projects� that� could� be� completed.� � The� following� tables� include�
fundable�and�non�fundable�projects.��
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TABLE�2�10:�SUMMARY�OF�CAPACITY�PROJECTS�CALTRANS�

#�
REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�
PROJECTS�

SHORT�TERM�
TOTAL�EST�
COST�OF�
PROJECT�

LONG�TERM�
TOTAL�EST�
COST�OF�
PROJECT�

FUNDABLE�
PROJECT�
BAND�

PROJECT�TYPE�
/�INTENT�

EXPECTED�
FUNDING�
SOURCES�

��
�(>&*!%��!*&&!��8+�!"����33����$��!"�
�"@$!"@$��

J4�/�31/�����
�

�����2
������

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

��
�..���$& �!"��2-�2���6"$$&%5(&@�
�"�.��&A(!�04-��!"��&$!*�)��&..($'�
�$!&*,��$'&��&A(!�04���/6��

J��/���/�����
�

�����2
������

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

1�

�..���$& �!"��2-�2�3!���!*&&!�
�5&*,*"  ($'��&A(!�003��!"��& ,�#!& �
���($��$.&* "$��&A(!�004����I��
�"!!"$@"".��()) ��*#,F��)(8>($'�
��$& ��

J�-/���/�����
�

�����2
������

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�*"+�
�6E�����

3�
JJ�2�..���$& �!"��2-�2��(5&* (.&��5&�
�5&*,*"  ($'��&A(!�04���!"���
6"$$&%5(&@��"�.��&A(!�04-��

J1�/���/�����
�

�����2
������

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

TOTAL�SHORT�TERM�NEEDS�=� $171,043,000�

-�
�..���$& �!"��2-�2��&$!*�)��&..($'�
�$!&*,��$'&��&A(!�04����!"�	��&..($'�
�$!&*,��$'&�

�
J13/���/����

�����2
��1���

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

0�
�..���$& �!"��2-�2�����41��&A(!�004�($�
�$.&* "$�!"��(5&* (.&��5�
�5&*,*"  ($'��&A(!�04���

�
J0�/�-�/�����

�����2
��1���

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

4�
�..���$& �!"��2-�2���� !���"#$!%�
6"*.&*�!"�3!���!*&&!��5&*,*"  ($'� �

J��/��-/�����
�����2
��1���

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

��
�..���$& �!"��2-�2�����-��!"�!$���!&�
�5&*,*"  ($'� �

J��/�0�/�����
�����2
��1���

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

�� �('�@�%�33�2��!())@�!&*��*"D&,!�
�

J03/���/�����
�����2
��1���

��+�,(!%�
�$,*&� &�E���/�
�/�1/�-���

�����

���
�&,"$9('#*&��2-E33��$!&*,��$'&�
��&$!*�)��&..($'���A(!�04���/6/�� �

J-�/���/�����
�����2
��1���

�$!&*,��$'&E�
��/�/1/-/4��

������

TOTAL�LONG�TERM�FUNDABLE�NEEDS� $263,225,000��

�*"D&,!��$!&$!��&'&$.�
����&.#,&��"$'& !("$� 0���"$$&,!(5(!%�
����$,*&� &�">()(!%� 4���"))( ("$��&.#,!("$�
1���,"$"8(,��&5&)"+8&$!� ����8+*"5&�6(F&E�&.��,,&  �
3���8+*"5&��,,&  � ����*�$ (!��8+*"5&8&$! �
-���&.#,&��"))#!�$! � �
	"!&������*&&$��('�)('�!&.�+*"D&,! ��>"5&�,�$�>&�9#$.&.�($�!�&�,"$ !*�($&.�9#$.($'��$�)% ( �
	"!&������$2�('�)('�!&.�+*"D&,! ��>"5&�,�$$"!�>&�9#$.&.=��	&@�9#$.($'� "#*,& �@())�$&&.�!"�>&�(.&$!(9(&.�"*�(8+*"5&8&$!�@())�>&�
.&5&)"+&*�9#$.&.=�
	"!&�1����JJ�N��*"D&,!�( ���*!(�))%�9#$.&.��!�!�( �!(8&�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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SHASTA�COUNTY�
TABLE�2�11:�SUMMARY�OF�SAFETY�PROJECTS�SHASTA�COUNTY�

�
REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�
PROJECTS�

SHORT�
TERM�
TOTAL�EST�
COST�OF�
PROJECT�

LONG�TERM�
TOTAL�EST�
COST�OF�
PROJECT�

FUNDABLE�
PROJECT�
BAND�

PROJECT�
TYPE/�INTENT�

EXPECTED�
FUNDING�
SOURCES�

��
�).��*&'"$��*�()�6(F&���$& /��������!"�
�).��)!#*� �

J1/���/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%���/0/4/���
6��E�"�.�
�#$.�

��
��$%"$��"�.�6(F&���$& /�
�))&%�
(&@�
�.�!"���($���#),��

J0��/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%���/0/4/���
6��E�"�.�
�#$.�

1�
7�(!8"*&��"�.���"#).&*�7(.&$($'/�
�=1�()& �7���&*$��.�!"��).��"@��*�
�.�

J�/�-�/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%��4/���
����E�"�.�
�#$.�

3�
�$("$��,�"")��"�.���"#).&*�
7(.&$($'/��(&**����F ��*�!"��).�
�*&'"$��*�

J���/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%��4/���
����E�"�.�
�#$.�

-�
�)($.���"�.���"#).&*�7(.&$($'/�
��88%���$&�!"��&.��&�9���$&�

J�/���/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%��4/���
����E�"�.�
�#$.�

0�
��@!�"*$&��5&���"#).&*�7(.&$($'/�
��++%�
�))&%��.�!"��(A(&)�$.���$&��

J4-�/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%��4/���
����E�"�.�
�#$.�

4�
�)($.���"�.���"#).&*�7(.&$($'/�
�$.&* "$��(!%��(8(!�!"���88%���$&�

J�/�-�/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%��4/���
����E�"�.�
�#$.�

��
��$%"$��"�.�6(F&���$& /�����41�!"�

�))&%�
(&@��.�

J0-�/�����
�

�����2
������

��9&!%���/0/4/���
6��E�"�.�
�#$.�

��
��F&�6"#)&5�*.��!��($&��*"5&��5&$#&�
�"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)�
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TABLE�2�12:�SUMMARY�OF�CAPACITY�INCREASING�PROJECTS�SHASTA�COUNTY�
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CITY�OF�ANDERSON��
Anderson’s� project� needs� are� included� in� Tables� 2�13� and� 2�14.� The� City� of� Anderson� is� in� the�
process�of�studying�how�to�provide�better�access�to�its�commercial�area�adjacent�to�Interstate�5.��
One�of�the�alternatives�outlined�in�the�Shasta�County�Interchange�Improvement�Study�Final�Report�
needs�to�be�implemented�in�order�to�address�the�access�problems�at�Deschutes�Road.�

TABLE�2�13:�SUMMARY�OF�SAFETY�PROJECTS�CITY�OF�ANDERSON�
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CITY�OF�REDDING��
Redding’s�project�needs�are�included�in�Tables�2�15�and�2�16.��The�City�of�Redding�plans�to�develop�
a�number�of�arterials�to�serve�planned�development�within�the�city.� �These�facilities�will�have�to�
rely� on� local� sources� of� funding,� with� the� exception� of� those� projects� prioritized� to� address� the�
Interstate�5�corridor.��
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CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�
The�City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�defines�in�its�circulation�element�four�areas�of�interest.��New�
construction� per� the� plan� includes� the� extension� of� Black� Canyon� Road,� extension� of� Cascade�
Boulevard�and�the�extension�of�Shasta�Gateway�Drive.��The�Pine�Grove�extension�and�interchange�
improvement�is�the�most�significant�project�in�the�city.��The�Shasta�Dam�Boulevard�at�Interstate�5�
interchange� and� the� streets� in� the� vicinity� of� Shasta� Dam� Boulevard� and� Cascade� Boulevard� will�
need�improvements.�(P�5,�P�9)�

TABLE�2�17:�SUMMARY�OF�SAFETY�AND�CAPACITY�INCREASING�PROJECTS�CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�
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Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

CALTRANS�
� Participation�in�a�study�of�new�technological�approaches�to�assist�travelers/goods�movement�in�

rural�Northern�California�and�Southern�Oregon.��

� Installation� of� video� camera� surveillance� and� radar� changeable� message� signs.� (See� maps� in�
Chapter�5���“Streets�and�Roads”)��

� Installation�of�additional�changeable�message�signs�on�I�5�to�improve�traveler�information.��

� Installation� of� a� “Super”� Highway� Advisory� Radio� system� to� further� improve� traveler�
information�with�up�to�the�minute�road�and�weather�conditions.��

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� Participation�with�Caltrans�in�the�Rural�Intelligent�Transportation�System�study.�

ALL�AGENCIES�
� Chapter�5,�Streets�and�Highways,�includes�actions�to�implement�goods�movement�objectives.�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

SHASTEC�REDEVELOPMENT�PROJECT�
� The�1996�Shastec�Redevelopment�Project,�a�cooperative�effort�by�the�City�of�Redding,�Shasta�

County,�and�the�City�of�Anderson,�proposes�improvements�of�the�following�roads�and�bridges�in�
the�area�near�the�Redding�Municipal�Airport:�

o Airport�Road�

o Rancho�Road�

o Hartnell�Avenue�

o State�Route�44��

o North�Street�

o Riverside�Drive�

o North�Street�Bridge�across�the�Sacramento�River�

o Rancho�Road�across�Stillwater�Creek�

o Sylvia�Lane�Bridge�across�Clover�Creek�

o Freeman�Way�Bridge�across�Clover�Creek�

o Riverside�Drive�overcrossing�of�Interstate�5�

If�carried�out,�many�of�these�projects�could�be�developed�by�2020.�This�would�improve�ground�
access�to�the�airport�and�increase�options�for�air/ground�goods�movement.��
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Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� Conduct� workshops� with� aviation� community� stakeholders� to� develop� plans� that� identify� and�

address�airport�related�noise�and�safety�issues�for�airport�neighbors.�Then,�in�coordination�with�
the�City�of�Redding�Airport�Manager�and�the�Shasta�County�Airport�Manager,�address�identified�
needs�with�available�funding.�(P�6)��

SHASTA�COUNTY��
� Fall�River�Mills�Airport:�A�variety�of�improvements,�programmed�for�the�next�ten�years,�include:�

expansion� of� the� apron,� upgrading� of� lighting,� hangar� construction,� and� installation� of� an� All�
Weather�Operating�System�(AWOS).�(P�1,�P�3)�

� Shasta� County� Airports� Master� Plan� (AMP)� for� both� Fall� River� Mills� and� Shingletown� was�
completed�in�1991.�The�Airport�Layout�Plan�for�Fall�River�Mills�was�completed�in�March�2003,�
the� related� Environmental� Assessment� was� filed� with� the� FAA� at� the� same� time.� The� AMP,�
which� is� included� in� this� plan� by� reference,� contains� comprehensive� capital� improvement�
programs�for�both�airports.�(P�3,�(P�4)�

CITY�OF�REDDING�
� Redding� Municipal� Airport:� As� funding� becomes� available,� projects� programmed� for� airport�

improvements� include� apron� reconstruction,� runway� and� taxiway� extensions,� helicopter�
facilities�aircargo�apron,�lighting�and�capacity�improvements,�land�acquisition,�and�maintenance�
and� rehabilitation� of� existing� facilities.� A� good� portion� of� this� work� is� in� preparation� for� a�
required� shift� of� small� aircraft� facilities� to� the� east.� These� projects� have� been� prioritized� and�
programmed�in�the�RTIP.�As�air�traffic�at�Redding�Municipal�Airport�increases,�small�aircraft�will�
gradually� be� shifted� from� the� main� runway� to� the� parallel� runway� on� the� east� side� of� the�
airport.�A�2004�Airport�Master�Plan�was�developed�for�the�Redding�Municipal�Airport�in�2005.�
Other�recent�projects�completed�include�the�reconstruction�of�both�runways,�the�second�phase�
of� the� passenger� terminal� remodel,� security� enhancements,� taxiway� refurbishment,�
construction� of� a� new� Aircraft� Rescue� and� Firefighting� (ARFF)� facility,� and� taxiway� A� &� B�
reconstruction.��

� Over�the�next�several�years,�additional�improvements�expected�are�apron�reconstruction,�land�
acquisition,� emergency� systems� upgrades,� environmental� review� for� a� third� runway,�
construction�of�a�cargo�apron,�and�the�construction�of�a�new�taxiway.�(P�4)�

� Benton�Airport:�Benton�has�seen�the�reconstruction�of�the�eastside�taxiway�and�parking�apron,�
a�master�plan�update,�and�drainage�improvements�over�the�past�several�years.�The�FAA�has�not�
only�funded�those�projects,�but�will� fund�others�that� include�reconstruction�of� its�runway�and�
the�west�side�taxiway,�a�second�phase�of�the�drainage�enhancements,�and�runway�safety�area�
enhancements.�(P�4)�
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Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�
The�Shasta�County�Airports�Master�Plan,�1990�2010,�recommended�the�following�steps:�

� Use� the� Master� Plan� as� county� policy� for� development� on� and� next� to� the� Fall� River� Mills�
Airport;�(P�3)�

� Apply�to�the�Federal�Aviation�Administration�and�State�of�California�for�construction�grants�for�
facility�expansion�at�Fall�River�Mills�Airport;�(P�4)�

� Implement� Stage� 1� development� at� the� Fall� River� Mills� Airport� with� initial� emphasis� on� land�
acquisition� for� runway�and�terminal�expansion,� instrument�approach�capabilities,�and�runway�
extensions;�(P�4)�

� Develop� increased� revenue�producing� facilities� at� Fall� River� Mills� airport,� including� county�
hangar� development� and� expanded� fueling� facilities� to� generate� matching� funds� for� future�
airport�development�and�maintenance�grants;�and�(P�2)�

CITY�OF�REDDING�
The�Redding�Municipal�Airport�Area�Specific�Plan�and�Environmental� Impact�Report�outline�a�20�
year�expansion�plan�for�the�airport,�which�includes:�

� Continued� use� of� the� main� runway,� with� a� programmed� 2,000�foot� extension� to� the� north,�
throughout�the�period;�(P�4)�

� Development� of� highway� commercial� uses,� including� restaurants,� motels,� offices,� car� rental�
agencies,�and�aviation�services�on� leasehold�sites�on�airport�property�on� the�east� frontage�of�
Airport�Road.�(P�2)�

����������	����	�

Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

REDDING�AREA�BUS�AUTHORITY��
� RABA's� intermodal� passenger� transfer� facility� in� central� Redding� opened� in� August� 1996.�

Located� on� the� rail� line� next� to� the� Amtrak� station,� the� facility� is� intended� to� be� the� hub� for�
major�bus�routes.��

� RABA� and� Caltrans� should� continue� to� negotiate� with� AMTRAK� and� UPRR� to� provide� rail�
passenger�services�at�the�intermodal�facility.�(P�2)�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� Resolution� No.� 10�96,� Supporting� Passenger� Rail� Service,� states:� “The� Shasta� County� Regional�

Transportation� Planning� Agency� supports� the� concept� of� more� convenient� and� frequent�
passenger�rail�service�for�Shasta�County;�and�will�continue�to�seek�a�long�term�funding�source�
other� than� Transportation� Development� Act� funds,� will� continue� to� monitor� passenger� rail�
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needs,�and�will�continue�to�support�such�services�where�cost�effective�and�consistent�with�the�
Shasta�County�Regional�Transportation�Plan.”��

	�	2�����B��������	����	�

Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

CALTRANS�AND�REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY��
� TE�funds�will�remain�available�for�use�in�constructing/improving�non�motorized�facilities.(P�1,�P�

2,�P�11)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�
� The�county�adopted�a�bikeway�plan�in�2003.�It�emphasizes�safety�and�focuses�on�class�II�and�III�

bike�lanes�adjacent�to�selected�roadways.�(P�2)�

� Due�to�low�construction�and�maintenance�costs�and�higher�commuter�usage�of�Class�II�and�III�
facilities,� Shasta� County� is� focusing� on� this� type� of� facility� for� improvement� of� its� bicycle�
corridors.�(P�2)�

� The�Safe�Routes� to�School�Program�provided� funding� in�2003� for� improvements�Happy�Valley�
Elementary�School.�

CITY�OF�ANDERSON�
� The�City�of�Anderson�Bicycle�Transportation�Plan�was�adopted�October�of�2007.�It�emphasizes�

coordination�with�the�bicycling�facilities�of�local�agencies�and�linking�major�activity�centers.�The�
City�currently�has�about�7.5�miles�of�Class�1�to�Class�3�bicycle�facilities,�including�about�2.5�miles�
in�the�Anderson�River�Park.�The�Plan�proposes�to�add�an�additional�9.9�miles�of�bikeways.�(P�1)�

� The�Safe�Routes�to�School�Program�(SRTS)�provided�funding�in�2003�for�improvements�to�South�
Street.� In� 2009,� Anderson� was� awarded� a� SRTS� grant� of� $242,650� to� install� new� curbs,�
sidewalks,�and�other�improvements�at�the�intersection�of�SR�273�and�North�Street.�

CITY�OF�REDDING�
� The�City�of�Redding�has�identified�various�potential�bikeways�and�paths�that�are�expected�to�be�

built�by�land�developers�as�part�of�their�requirements.�Several�feeder�routes�to�the�Sacramento�
River�Trail�are�planned,�allowing�access�from�adjacent�residential�areas.�(P�2,�P�4)�

� The�City�of�Redding�has�completed�a�Safe�Routes�to�School�Study�that�identifies�existing�routes�
and�needs�for�bicycle�and�pedestrian�access�to�public�schools.�(P�2)�

� The� City� of� Redding� Bikeway� Plan,� recertified� in� October� of� 2009,� emphasizes� safety� and� the�
creation�of�an�integrated�bikeway�system.�(P�1)�

CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�
� The� City� of� Shasta� Lake� adopted� a� new� Bicycle� Transportation� Plan� (BTP)� in� July� of� 2009.�

Adoption�of�the�plan�qualifies�the�city�to�apply�for�Bicycle�Transportation�Account�funding.�The�
City�has�about�seven�miles�of�existing�bikeways.�The�BTP�proposes� to�construct�an�additional�
16.5�miles�of�bikeways.�(P�1).��
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� The�Safe�Routes�to�School�Program�provided�funding�in�2003�for�improvements�to�the�narrow�
Vallecito�Street�Corridor�near�Shasta�Lake�Middle�School.� In�2009,�Shasta�Lake�was�awarded�a�
SRTS�grant�of�$757,350�to�install�new�curbs,�gutters,�crosswalks,�bike�paths,�and�sidewalks�along�
Cabello�Avenue�from�Shasta�Dam�Boulevard�to�Vallecito�Street.�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� The� RTPA� will� pursue� funding� for� non�motorized� facilities� and� coordinate� bikeway� planning�

efforts.�(P�11)�

Planned�Non�motorized�facilities�

TABLE�2�18:�SHASTA�COUNTY�BIKEWAYS�

ROAD�SEGMENT� FROM� TO� MILES�

CLASS�2�–�BIKE�LANES�
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��$%"$��"�.� ��@!�"*$&��5&$#&� �('�@�%��41� �=���

6�)) ��&**%��"�.� �$.&* "$��(8(!� �& ,�#!& ��"�.� �=�1�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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TABLE�2�19:�CITY�OF�ANDERSON�BIKEWAYS�
ROAD�SEGMENT� FROM TO�

CLASS�1���BIKEWAYS�
����41� �"#!���!*&&!� �"#!��,(!%�)(8(!�

CLASS�2�–�BIKE�LANES�
�"#!���!*&&!� �7�,(!%�)(8(!� ����41�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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TABLE�2�20:�CITY�OF�REDDING�BIKEWAYS�

���������	�� ���� ��� �����

CLASS�I���BIKEWAYS�(PATHS)�
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Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

ALL�JURISDICTIONS�
� Shasta�County,�Redding,�and�Anderson�have�recently�updated�the�air�quality�element�of� their�

general� plans.� These� elements� are� primarily� aimed� at� land� use� policies� and� lessening� vehicle�
miles�traveled.�

� Utilize�RTPA�TAC�meetings�as�a�forum�to�discuss�current�land�uses/issues�in�the�region.�

� Encourage� the� cities� and� county� to� provide� a� list� of� pending� land� use� applications� and/or�
hearing� notices� to� the� RTPA� and� adjacent� cities,� to� enhance� interagency� communication� and�
coordination.�
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REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� Prepare�a�sustainable�communities�strategy�for�the�2014�update�of�the�RTP.�

Long�Range�(2020�2030)��

ALL�JURISDICTIONS�
� Land� use� and� air� quality� elements� of� the� county� and� city� general� plans� will� continue� to� be�

monitored,�evaluated�for�effectiveness,�and�updated�as�necessary.�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� It� is�anticipated�that�certain�segments�of�highways�may�become�congested�with�traffic�during�

the� long�range� period.� For� these� road� segments,� a� plan� will� need� to� be� developed� to� ease�
congestion�that�will�include�land�use�strategies.�

����C������������	����	�

Short�Range�(2010�2020)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�AIR�QUALITY�MANAGEMENT�DISTRICT�
� A�Transportation�Control�Measures�(TCM)�plan�was�developed�for�the�RTPA�by�a�consultant�in�

1991�to�assist�in�meeting�the�goals�of�the�Clean�Air�Act.�The�plan�includes�an�assessment�of�the�
potential�effectiveness�of�a�variety�of�“reasonably�available�control�measures”� in� reducing�air�
pollution.�The�measures�are�used�to�mitigate�air�quality�impacts�identified�in�area�development�
projects.�The�TCMs�will�be�updated,�prior�to�non�attainment�designation,�to�better�reflect�any�
traffic�and�road�changes�that�have�occurred.�(P�2,�P�3)�

� The�Air�Quality�Management�District�has�provided�funding�from�the�Motor�Vehicle�Registration�
Surcharge�Funding�program�(AB�2766)�for�projects�that�help�to�reduce�air�pollution�from�motor�
vehicles�and�for�related�planning,�monitoring,�enforcement,�and�technical�studies�necessary�for�
the�implementation�of�the�California�Clean�Air�Act.�Projects�included�a�revision�of�the�air�quality�
elements�for�the�general�plans�of�the�local� jurisdictions,� land�use�planning�programs�aimed�at�
reducing�the�impact�of�development�on�air�quality,�and�various�public�education�programs.�The�
projects� are� intended� to� provide� a� closer� linkage� between� land� use,� air� quality,� and�
transportation�planning.�(P�4)�

� Countywide� educational� programs� are� provided� through� the� Community� Education� Section,�
which�includes�presentations�and�public�service�announcements.�(P�4)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�
� In�order�to�reduce�the�amount�of�small�suspended�particulate�matter�(PM10)�in�the�air,�county�

road�policies�and�standards�require�that�all�new�roads�in�the�county�be�paved,�and�prohibit�the�
creation�of�new�parcels�unless� they�are� served�by� a�paved� road.� In�addition,�development�of�
existing� parcels� not� served� by� a� paved� road� are� required� to� pay� a� dust� mitigation� fee,� which�
help�to�fund�road�paving�projects.�(P�2)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� The�RTPA�will�prepare�a�“sustainable�communities�strategy”�(or�alternative�planning�strategy),�

as�required�by�state�law�(SB�375).�
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Long�Range�(2020�2030)�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PLANNING�AGENCY�
� The� RTPA� will� continue� to� refine� the� Shasta� County� Travel� Demand� Model� to� produce�

projections�that�can�be�used�in�analyzing�the�impact�of�transportation�projects�on�air�quality.�(P�
1,�P�5)�

SHASTA�COUNTY�AIR�QUALITY�MANAGEMENT�DISTRICT�
� Shasta� County� Air� Quality� Management� District� will� continue� to� support� the� “Risk� Reduction�

Plan�to�Reduce�Particulate�Matter�Emissions�from�Diesel�Fueled�Engines�and�Vehicles.”�

The�Financial�Element�
The� Financial� Element� identifies� the� current� and� anticipated� revenue� sources� and� financing�
techniques� available� to� fund� the� planned� transportation� investments� described� in� the� Action�
Element.�The�purpose�of�the�Financial�Element�is�to:�

� Inventory�existing�and�potential�funding�sources�from�federal,�state�and�local�perspectives.�

� Summarize�costs�to�operate�and�maintain�the�current�transportation�system.��

� Summarize� street�and� road�candidate�projects�with�both�available� funding�and�potential�
funding�shortfalls�and�the�cost�to�build�the�projects.�

� Summarize�deferred�maintenance�for�the�region�and�the�resulting�shortfall.��

The� Financial� Element� of� the� 2010� RTP� describes� anticipated� revenues� over� the� life� of� the� Plan,�
including� a� discussion� of� the� potential� for� other� revenue� sources.� � Tables� 2�23� through� 2�27�
provide�a�summary�of�the�funding�for�projects�in�Shasta�County,�Anderson,�Redding,�Shasta�Lake,�
and�those�being�sponsored�directly�by�Caltrans.��

CALTRANS�
TABLE�2�23:�PROJECT�FUNDING�SUMMARY��CALTRANS�

DESCRIPTION�
SHORT�(2010�
2020)�

LONG�(2020�2030)� TOTAL�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J�4�/�31/����� J�01/��-/����� J313/�0�/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�!�!&��*�$ +"*!�!("$��8+*"5&8&$!��*"'*�8�
�#**&$!E�*"'*�88&.�

��/�31/�����
�

J��/�31/�����

�!�!&��*�$ +"*!�!("$��8+*"5&8&$!��*"'*�8��#!#*&� -3/�0�/����� -3/�0�/����� J���/4��/�����

�!�!&��('�@�%��+&*�!("$ ��$.��*"!&,!("$��*"'*�8�� �� ��

�",�)��

�*"+��6� J��/���/�����
�

J��/���/�����

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J�-�/��1/����� J-3/�0�/����� J��1/001/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(12,240,000)� $(208,365,000)� $(220,605,000)�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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SHASTA�COUNTY�
TABLE�2�24:�PROJECT�FUNDING�SUMMARY��SHASTA�COUNTY�

DESCRIPTION� SHORT�(2010�2020)� LONG�(2020�2030)� TOTAL�

SAFETY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J��/3--/����� J�1/�1�/����� J�3/0�-/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&� ��4/-���� J-��/����� �J0�0/-����

�*"D&,! � ,#**&$!)%� +*"'*�88&.� @E5�*("# �  "#*,& �
����E����/&!,��� 4/1��/����� J4/1��/�����

�A+&,!&.�9#$.($'�9*"8������� �/���/����� J3/4-�/����� J-/4-�/�����

�A+&,!&.�9#$.($'�9*"8�6(,%,)&��*�$ ��,!��6���� J�/�1�/-���� J�/���/����� J1/4��/-����

�",�)E�!�&*E��"�.��!,�� J-3�/����� J-3�/����� J�/��0/�����

�('�@�% ��"*��(9&�������� J-��/����� J-��/����� J�/���/�����

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J��/3--/����� J�/���/����� J��/031/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(5,042,000)� $(5,042,000)�

CAPACITY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J3/���/����� J��0/-11/0���� J�1�/3�3/0����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&� 1/4��/����� 1/-��/����� J4/���/�����

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&&�

������� ��

�",�)E�!�&*�� J�/���/����� J�/���/�����

�����

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J3/���/����� J1/-��/����� J�/1��/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(123,033,600)� $(123,033,600)�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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CITY�OF�ANDERSON�
TABLE�2�25:�PROJECT�FUNDING�SUMMARY�CITY�OF�ANDERSON�

DESCRIPTION� SHORT�(2010�2020)� LONG�(2020�2030)� TOTAL�

SAFETY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J1/���/����� J��/3��/����� J��/3��/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&��

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&& �

������ J1/���/����� �J�/���/����� J3/���/�����

�",�)E�!�&*��

����� ��

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J1/���/����� �J�/���/����� J3/���/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(17,200,000)� $(17,200,000)�

CAPACITY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J���/����� J�0�/3��/�33�� J4�/1��/�33��

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&� -��/����� J-��/����� J�/���/�����

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&&� ���/����� J���/�����

������

�",�)E�!�&*��

��**%��5&*�9*"8��*("*��&*(".� J-��/�����

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&�� J�/3��/����� J�/���/����� J��/3��/�����

TOTAL�CARRY�OVER�AND/OR�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� �$500,000�� $(68,429,244)� $(67,929,244)�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�



�=�����<��������������	� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� �=�2-��

�

CITY�OF�REDDING�
TABLE�2�26:�PROJECT�FUNDING�SUMMARY�CITY�OF�REDDING�

DESCRIPTION� SHORT�(2010�2020)� LONG�(2020�2030)� TOTAL�

SAFETY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J3/�4-/����� J��/���/����� J�-/��-/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&� �/--�/����� J1/0��/����� J0/�-�/�����

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&&� ��-/����� �� J��-/�����

������ ���/����� �� J���/�����

�",�)E�!�&*�� ��

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J3/�4-/����� J1/0��/����� J4/�4-/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(7,220,000)� $�(7,220,000)�

CAPACITY�PROJECTS�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J3�/1�0/����� J140/-��/����� J3�-/�3�/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&�� ��/14�/����� J31/�-0/����� J0�/-�0/�����

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&& � ��/1-�/����� J��/1-�/�����

������N� 1/-��/����� �� J1/-��/�����

�",�)E�!�&*�N� J�-/���/����� J�-/���/�����

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&�� J3�/1�0/����� J31/�-0/����� J��/3��/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(333,366,289)� $(333,366,289)�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�
TABLE�2�27:�PROJECT�FUNDING�SUMMARY�CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�

DESCRIPTION� SHORT�(2010�2020)� LONG�(2020�2030)� TOTAL�

�#$.($'�	&&.&.�6%���"*!��$.��"$'���$'&�6�$. � J1/���/����� J3�/�-�/����� J33/�-�/�����

�&,�+�"9��A+&,!&.E� !(8�!&.E�$F$"@$��& "#*,& ��

�*�99(,��8+�,!��&&� ���/����� J���/����� J3��/�����

�&.&5&)"+8&$!��&&� �/���/����� J�/���/�����

������� ��

�",�)E�!�&*��

�"!�)��#$.($'��&� "$�>)%��5�()�>)&� J1/���/����� J���/����� J1/���/�����

TOTAL�UNFUNDED�NEEDS� $(41,050,000)� $(41,050,000)�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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This�EIR�may�be�used�for�the�following�direct�and�indirect�approvals�and�permits�associated�with�
adoption�and�implementation�of�the�2010�RTP.�

����������	��������	������	���������	����	���

The� SCRTPA� is� the� lead� agency� for� the� 2010� RTP.� The� 2010� RTP� will� be� presented� to� SCRTPA’s�
Board�for�comment,�review,�and�recommendations.�The�SCRTPA�Board�has�the�sole�discretionary�
authority� to� adopt� the� 2010� RTP.� In� order� to� approve� the� 2010� RTP,� the� SCRTPA� Board� would�
consider�the�following�actions:�

� Certification�of�the�2010�Regional�Transportation�Plan�EIR;�

� Adoption�of�required�CEQA�findings�for�the�above�action;��

� Adoption�of�a�Mitigation�Monitoring�and�Reporting�Program;�and�

� Adoption�of�the�2010�Regional�Transportation�Plan.��

Subsequent�Use�of�the�EIR�
This�EIR�provides�a� review�of�environmental�effects�associated�with� implementation�of� the�2010�
RTP.� Agencies� considering� approval� of� subsequent� activities� under� the� 2010� RTP� project� would�
utilize� this� EIR� as� the� basis� in� determining� potential� environmental� effects� and� the� appropriate�
level�of�environmental�review�of�a�subsequent�activity.��

The�SCRTPA�and�jurisdictions�within�the�SCRTPA’s�jurisdiction,�including�Caltrans�District�2,�Shasta�
County,� the� cities� of� Anderson,� Redding,� and� Shasta� Lake,� and� the� Native� American� Tribal�
Governments�may�perform�or�consider�the�following�subsequent�activities�to�implement�the�2010�
RTP:�

� Further�focused�feasibility,�planning�and�design�studies;�

� Various�fee�and�financing�programs;�and�
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� Carrying�out�various�infrastructure�improvement�projects.�

��������
��	�	�������	��������
����

The� SCRTPA� approval� of� the� 2010� RTP� would� not� require� any� actions� by� other� public� agencies.�
Subsequent�infrastructure�projects�and�other�actions�to�support�implementation�of�the�2010�RTP�
would�require�actions,�including�permits�and�approvals,�by�other�public�agencies�that�may�include,�
but�are�not�necessarily�limited�to:�

� California� Department� of� Fish� and� Game� (CDFG)� approval� of� potential� future� streambed�
alteration�agreements,�pursuant�to�Fish�and�Game�Code.�Approval�of�any�future�potential�
take� of� state�listed� wildlife� and� plant� species� covered� under� the� California� Endangered�
Species�Act.�

� California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�approval�of�projects�and�encroachment�
permits�for�projects�affecting�state�highway�facilities.�

� Central� Valley� Flood� Protection� Board� (CVFPB)� approval� for� any� construction� activities�
within�the�tributaries�or�distributaries�of�the�Sacramento�River�or�designated�floodways.��

� Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board�(RWQCB)�approval�for�National�Pollution�Discharge�
Elimination� System� compliance,� including� permits� and� Storm� Water� Pollution� Prevention�
Plan�approval�and�monitoring.��

� Shasta� County� Air� Quality� Management� District� (SCAQMD)� finding� of� RTP� conformance�
with�the�State�Implementation�Plan�if�Shasta�County�becomes�non�attainment�for�federal�
air� quality� standards,� as� well� as� approval� of� dust� control� plans� and� other� permits� for�
subsequent�projects.�

� U.S.� Army� Corps� of� Engineers� (USACE)� approval� of� any� future� wetland� fill� activities,�
pursuant�to�the�Clean�Water�Act.�

� U.S.� Fish� and� Wildlife� Service� (USFWS)� approvals� involving� any� future� potential� take� of�
federally� listed� wildlife� and� plant� species� and� their� habitats,� pursuant� to� the� Federal�
Endangered�Species�Act.�

� �
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This�section�provides�an�overview�of�the�visual�character,�scenic�resources,�views,�scenic�highways,�
and� sources� of� light� and� glare� that� are� encountered� throughout� Shasta� County� and� the�
incorporated� cities.� This� section� concludes� with� an� evaluation� of� the� impacts� and�
recommendations� for� mitigating� impacts.� No� comments� were� received� during� the� public� review�
period�or�scoping�meetings�for�the�Notice�of�Preparation�regarding�this�topic.� Information�in�this�
section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�General�Plan�Background�Report�(As�amended�through�September�2004)�
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�

1=�=���	
���	�	���������	��

�;����	��������������	
���	�	��

Shasta� County� is� situated� where� the� Central� Valley� of� California� meets� the� convergence� of� the�
Klamath� and� Coastal� Mountain� Ranges� to� the� northwest� and� west,� with� the� Cascade� Mountain�
Range� to� the� northeast� and� east.� Elevations� in� the� Central� Valley� area� of� Shasta� County� range�
between�400�and�700�feet.�The�Cascade�Range�divides�the�Central�or�Sacramento�Valley�region�of�
the� County� from� the� Modoc� Plateau� situated� in� its� northeast� corner.� The� Modoc� Plateau� is� also�
referred�to�as�the�Fall�River�Valley.�Approximate�elevation�of�this�valley�is�3,300�feet.�

Based�on�2000�U.�S.�Census�information,�approximately�84�percent�of�the�County's�population�lives�
in� the� Sacramento� Valley� area� of� the� County� in� a� north�south� band� of� urban� and� suburban�
communities�that� include�the�City�of�Shasta�Lake,�the�City�of�Redding,� the�City�of�Anderson,�and�
the� unincorporated� community� of� Cottonwood.� Combined,� the� Sacramento� Valley� area� and� the�
northeast�portion�of�the�County�account�for�approximately�90�percent�of�the�County’s�population.�

Scenic�Views�and�Resources�
Visual� resources� are� generally� classified� into� two� categories:� scenic� views� and� scenic� resources.�
Scenic� views� are� elements� of� the� broader� viewshed� such� as� mountain� ranges,� valleys,� and�
ridgelines.�They�are�usually�mid�ground�or�background�elements�of�a�viewshed�that�can�be�seen�
from�a�range�of�viewpoints,�often�along�a�roadway�or�other�corridor.�Scenic�resources�are�specific�
features�of�a�viewing�area�(or�viewshed)�such�as�trees,� rock�outcroppings,�and�historic�buildings.�
They� are� specific� features� that� act� as� the� focal� point� of� a� viewshed� and� are� usually� foreground�
elements.�

Most�scenic�views�and�resources�within�the�region�are�located�along�highways�where�viewers�can�
see�water�bodies,�meadows,�river�canyons,�rolling�hills,�mountains,�and�forests.�Other�scenic�views�
and� resources� include� historic� structures� that� are� reminiscent� of� the� region’s� heritage.� Because�
Shasta� County� contains� two� major� river� valleys,� the� Sacramento� and� the� Fall;� and� three� major�
mountain� ranges,� the� Coast,� Klamath,� and� Cascade;� its� scenic� resources� are� both� varied� and�
remarkable.�
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Shasta� Lake.� Shasta� Lake� forms� the� core� of� the� Shasta�Whiskeytown�Trinity� Unit� and� offers�
recreationists� a� variety� of� outdoor� activities� including:� boating,� water�skiing,� swimming,� fishing,�
camping,�picnicking,�hiking,�hunting,�and�mountain�biking.�

Sacramento� River.� The� Sacramento� River� runs� adjacent� to� the� I�5� corridor� where� it� feeds� into�
Shasta�Lake.�From�there,�it�flows�through�the�City�of�Redding�as�it�continues�south�toward�the�San�
Francisco�Bay�Delta.�The�River�provides�a�wide�variety�of�recreational�and�scenic�opportunities�to�
both�local�residents�and�tourists�from�out�of�the�area.��

Castle�Crags.�This�park�is�named�for�its�6,000�foot�tall�glacier�polished�crags,�a�portion�of�which�is�
visible�from�the�I�5�corridor.�The�park�features�28�miles�of�hiking�trails,�including�a�2.7�mile�access�
trail�to�Castle�Crags�Wilderness�in�the�Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest.��

Whiskeytown� Lake.� Located� 8� miles� west� of� Redding,� Whiskeytown� Lake� is� part� of� the�
Whiskeytown� National� Recreation� Area.� Whiskeytown� Lake� provides� 36� miles� of� shoreline� and�
3,200� surface� acres� for� recreation.� Its� placid� surface� is� excellent� for� swimming,� scuba� diving,�
kayaking,�rowing�and�fishing.�Sailing,�water�skiing�and�boating�are�also�popular.�

Lassen�Volcanic�National�Park.�Mount�Lassen,�one�of�the�prominent�features�of�the�Park,�is�visible�
from� most� highways� and� major� thoroughfares� in� Shasta� County.� The� Main� Park� Road� provides�
incredible�views�of� the�Cascades�and�High�Sierra,�as�well�as�access� to�mountain� lakes�and�active�
hydrothermal�areas.��

Scenic�Highways�and�Corridors�
���	�������7����

A� scenic� highway� is� generally� defined� by� Caltrans� as� a� public� highway� that� traverses� an� area� of�
outstanding� scenic� quality,� containing� striking� views,� flora,� geology,� or� other� unique� natural�
attributes.� A� highway� may� be� designated� scenic� depending� upon� how� much� of� the� natural�
landscape�can�be�seen�by�travelers,�the�scenic�quality�of�the� landscape,�and�the�extent�to�which�
development�intrudes�upon�the�traveler's�enjoyment�of�the�view.��

The�status�of�a�proposed�state�scenic�highway�changes�from�eligible�to�officially�designated�when�
the� local� governing� body� applies� to� Caltrans� for� scenic� highway� approval,� adopts� a� Corridor�
Protection� Program,� and� receives� notification� that� the� highway� has� been� officially� designated� a�
Scenic� Highway.� As� presented� in� Tables� 3.1�1,� 3.1�2,� and� 3.1�3,� within� Shasta� County� there� is�
currently�one�Officially�Designated�State�Scenic�Highway,�one�Officially�Designated�County�Scenic�
Highway,� and� four� Eligible� State� Scenic� Highways.� Figure� 3.1�1� illustrates� the� scenic� highways�
within�Shasta�County.��
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TABLE�3.1�1:�OFFICIALLY�DESIGNATED�STATE�SCENIC�HIGHWAY�–�SHASTA�COUNTY�

HIGHWAY�� DESCRIPTION� LOCATION� LENGTH�

�!�!&��"#!&��-��
��( �*"�.�,#*5& ��)"$'�!�&� )"+&�"9���*(.'&/�
+*"5(.($'�5(&@ �"9�!�&���,*�8&$!"��(5&*/�
��� !����F&��$.�.( !�$!��()) =��

�*"8���� !����8�!"�$&�*�
�#88(!��(!%=��

1�8()& ��

SOURCE:�CALIFORNIA�SCENIC�HIGHWAY�MAPPING�SYSTEM,�2009�

TABLE�3.1�2:�OFFICIALLY�DESIGNATED�COUNTY�SCENIC�HIGHWAY�–�SHASTA�COUNTY�

ROADWAY� LOCATION� LENGTH�

��F&�6)5.=�� 7(!�($�7�( F&%!"@$2��� !�2�*($(!%�	�!("$�)��&,*&�!("$�)��*&�=� �-�8()& ��

SOURCE:�CALIFORNIA�SCENIC�HIGHWAY�MAPPING�SYSTEM,�2009�

TABLE�3.1�3:�ELIGIBLE�STATE�SCENIC�HIGHWAY�–�SHASTA�COUNTY�

HIGHWAY�� LOCATION�
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Interest�has�been�shown�for�obtaining�a�scenic�highway�designation�for�the�stretch�of�Interstate�5�
north�of�Shasta�Lake�to�the�Oregon�border.�This�corridor�is�considered�by�some�to�be�one�of�the�
most�spectacular�scenic�routes�in�Northern�California.�This�corridor�presents�outstanding�views�of�
Shasta� Lake,� the� Sacramento� River� Canyon,� Castle� Crags,� and� Mount� Shasta.� Continuing� efforts�
may� be� made� to� incorporate� this� segment� of� Interstate� 5� into� the� State's� Scenic� Highway�
Programs.�

���	�������������

A� scenic� corridor� is� the� view� from� the� road� that� may� include� a� distant� panorama� and/or� the�
immediate� roadside� area.� A� scenic� corridor� encompasses� the� outstanding� natural� features� and�
landscapes� that� are� considered� scenic.� It� is� the� visual� quality� of� the� man�made� or� natural�
environments� within� a� scenic� corridor� that� are� responsible� for� its� scenic� value.� Commonly,� the�
physical� limits� of� a� scenic� corridor� are� broken� down� into� foreground� views� (zero� to� one� quarter�
mile)� and� distant� views� (over� one� quarter� mile).� In� addition� to� distinct� foreground� and� distant�
views,�the�visual�quality�of�a�scenic�corridor�is�defined�by�special�features,�which�include:�

• Focal�points���prominent�natural�or�man�made�features�which�immediately�catch�the�eye.�
• Transition�areas���locations�where�the�visual�environment�changes�dramatically.�
• Gateways���locations�which�mark�the�entrance�to�a�community�or�geographic�area.�

�
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Scenic�corridors�make�major�contributions�to�the�quality�of�life�enjoyed�by�the�residents�of�Shasta�
County.� The� development� of� community� pride,� the� enhancement� of� property� values,� and� the�
protection�of�aesthetically�pleasing�open�spaces�reflecting�a�preference�for� the�rural� lifestyle�are�
all�ways�in�which�scenic�corridors�are�valuable�to�County�residents.�

Scenic� highways� and� their� associated� corridors� also� strengthen� the� tourist� industry� of� Shasta�
County.�For�many�visitors,�highway�corridors�will�provide�their�only�experience�of�Shasta�County.�
Enhancement�and�protection�of� these�corridors�ensures�that� the�tourist�experience�continues�to�
be� a� positive� one� and,� consequently,� provides� support� for� the� tourist�related� activities� of� the�
County's�economy.�

Scenic�Water�Resources�and�Wild�and�Scenic�Rivers�
Water� resources� are� important� visual� resources� that� draw� tourists� to� the� area� for� recreational�
opportunities.� The� most� visually� significant� water� bodies� in� the� region� are� Shasta� Lake,�
Whiskeytown� Lake� and� the� Sacramento� River.� Other� recognized� water� bodies� include� Keswick�
Lake,�Lake�McCloud,�and�Big�Lake.�There�are�also�approximately�325�smaller�reservoirs�throughout�
the�County.��

A� multitude� of� rivers� and� streams� are� present� within� the� region,� which� drain� precipitation� and�
snowmelt� from� the� Sierra� Nevada� and� Cascades� ranges.� The� Central� Valley� and� its� southward�
flowing�Sacramento�River�provide�the�drainage� for�all� the�major�streams� in� the�County� ��Squaw,�
Clear,� Cow,� Cottonwood,� Battle,� Clover,� Bear,� and� Hat� Creeks,� and� the� Pit,� Fall,� and� McCloud�
Rivers.��

7�����	�����	�����
����

A� large� portion� of� Shasta� County� is� under� the� jurisdiction� of� the� federal� government.� Federal�
agencies� have� jurisdiction,� under� the� Wild� and� Scenic� Rivers� Act,� to� designate� rivers� or� river�
sections�to�“be�preserved�in�free�flowing�condition�and�protected�for�the�benefit�and�enjoyment�of�
present� and� future� generations.”� There� are� no� rivers� in� Shasta� County� designated� under� the�
National�Wild�and�Scenic�Rivers�System.��

	����	7������
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The�Nationwide�Rivers�Inventory�(NRI)�is�a�listing�of�more�than�3,400�free�flowing�river�segments�in�
the� United� States� that� are� believed� to� possess� one� or� more� "outstandingly� remarkable� values"�
(ORVs)—natural� or� cultural—judged� to� be� of� more� than� local� or� regional� significance.� Under� a�
1979�Presidential�directive,�and�related�Council�on�Environmental�Quality�procedures,�all� federal�
agencies� must� seek� to� avoid� or� mitigate� actions� that� would� adversely� affect� one� or� more� NRI�
segments.�The�NRI�is�a�source�of�information�for�statewide�river�assessments�and�federal�agencies�
involved�with�stream�related�projects.�For�any�group�concerned�with�ecosystem�management,�the�
inventory�can�provide�the�location�of�the�nearest�naturally�functioning�system�which�might�serve�
as�a�reference� for�monitoring�activities.� It�also�serves�as�a� listing�of�plant�and�animal�species� for�
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restoration�efforts�on�a�similar�section�of�river.�For�the�recreationalist,�it�provides�a�listing�of�free�
flowing,�relatively�undisturbed�river�segments.�Table�3.1�4�provides�a�list�of�all�river�reaches�within�
Shasta�County�that�are�documented�within�the�National�Rivers�Inventory.��

TABLE�3.1�4:�NATIONAL�RIVERS�INVENTORY�–�SHASTA�COUNTY�

RIVER� REACH�
YEAR,�POTENTIAL�

CLASSIFICATION,�ORVS�
DESCRIPTION�
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U.S.�Forest�Service�
The�USFS�prepared�the�Shasta�Trinity�Forest�Plan�in�1995�to�guide�the�management�of�the�Shasta�
and�Trinity�National�Forests.�The�primary�goals�of�this�Plan�are�to�integrate�a�mix�of�management�
activities�that�allow�use�and�protection�of�forest�resources,�meet�the�needs�of�guiding�legislation,�
and� address� local,� regional,� and� national� issues.� The� plan� includes� adopted� Visual� Quality�
Objectives� (VQOs)� for� State� scenic� highways� and� National� Recreation� Areas� within� the� planning�
area(s).�

Bureau�of�Land�Management�
The�Bureau�of�Land�Management�(BLM)�is�responsible�for�ensuring�that�the�scenic�values�of�public�
lands�under� their� jurisdiction�are�considered�before�allowing�uses� that�may�have�negative�visual�
impacts.�BLM�developed�the�Visual�Resource�Management�(VRM)�system�as�a�means�to�provide�a�
systematic� approach� to� evaluating� a� proposed� project� and� to� determine� whether� the� project�
conforms� to� the� approved� VRM� objectives.� It� also� provides� a� means� to� identify� mitigation�
measures�that�can�be�taken�to�minimize�adverse�visual�impacts.�The�VRM�system�helps�to�ensure�
that�the�actions�taken�on�public�lands�today�will�benefit�the�landscape�and�adjacent�communities�
in�the�future.�

BLM’s� 1992� Redding� Resource� Management� Plan� (RMP)� identifies� the� direction� for� the�
management� of� public� lands� and� Federal� mineral� estate� administered� by� the� Bureau� of� Land�
Management� (BLM)� within� the� Redding� Resource� Area� of� north� central� California.� The� Redding�
Resource� Area� encompasses� approximately� 247,500� acres� of� public� land� and� 142,400� acres� of�
Federal� mineral� estate� within� Butte,� Shasta,� Siskiyou,� Tehama,� and� Trinity� counties.� Public� lands�
administered�by�BLM�comprise�roughly�2.5%�of�the�entire�land�mass�within�the�Redding�Resource�
Area.�
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California�Scenic�Highway�Program�
The�intent�of�the�California�Scenic�Highway�Program�is�“to�protect�and�enhance�California’s�natural�
scenic� beauty� and� to� protect� the� social� and� economic� values� provided� by� the� State’s� scenic�
resources.”�Caltrans�administers�the�program,�which�was�established�in�1963�and�is�governed�by�
the�California�Streets�and�Highways�Code� (§260�et� seq.).�The�goal�of� the�program� is� to�preserve�
and�protect�scenic�highway�corridors�from�changes�that�would�diminish�the�aesthetic�value�of�the�
adjacent� land.� Caltrans� has� compiled� a� list� of� state� highways� that� are� designated� as� scenic� and�
county�highways�that�are�officially�designated�or�eligible�for�designation�as�scenic.�As�presented�in�
Tables� 3.1�1,� 3.1�2,� and� 3.1�3,� within� Shasta� County� there� is� currently� one� Officially� Designated�
State� Scenic� Highway,� one� Officially� Designated� County� Scenic� Highway,� and� four� Eligible� State�
Scenic�Highways.�

Scenic�highway�designation�can�provide�several� types�of�benefits� to� the� region.�Scenic�areas�are�
protected� from� encroachment� of� inappropriate� land� uses,� free� of� billboards,� and� are� generally�
required� to� maintain� existing� contours� and� preserve� important� vegetative� features.� Only� low�
density�development�is�allowed�on�steep�slopes�and�along�ridgelines�on�scenic�highways,�and�noise�
setbacks�are�required�for�residential�development.�

������

Shasta�County�General�Plan�
The� Shasta� County� General� Plan� includes� a� Scenic� Highways� Element,� which� is� intended� to�
establish� and� protect� highways� with� scenic� value,� be� they� State� or� County� roads.� The� element�
includes�the�following�objectives�and�policies�related�to�land�use.��

�6<����
���

• Protection�of�the�natural�scenery�along�the�official�scenic�highways�of�Shasta�County�from�
new�development�which�would�diminish�the�aesthetic�value�of�the�scenic�corridor.�

• New�development�along�scenic�corridors�of�the�official�scenic�highway�should�be�designed�
to� relate� to� the� dominant� character� of� the� corridor� (natural� or� natural� and� man�made�
contrast)�or�of�a�particular�segment�of�the�corridor.�Relationships�shall�be�achieved�in�part�
through� regulations� concerning� building� form,� site� location,� and� density� of� new�
development.�

• Recognition� that� the� management� practices� of� agriculture,� timber,� and� other� resource�
based� industries� which� may� cause� some� degradation� of� the� visual� quality� of� the� scenic�
corridor�are�inevitable�but�their�impacts�are�temporary.�

� �
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To�protect�the�value�of�the�natural�and�scenic�character�of�the�official�scenic�highway�corridors�and�
the�County�gateways�dominated�by�the�natural�environment,�the�following�provisions,�along�with�
the�County�development�standards,�shall�govern�new�development:�

• setback�requirements�
• regulations�of�building�form,�material,�and�color�
• landscaping�with�native�vegetation,�where�possible�
• minimizing�grading�and�cut�and�fill�activities�

Additional�policies�include:�

• requiring�use�of�adequate�erosion�and�sediment�control�programs�
• siting�of�new�structures�to�minimize�visual�impacts�from�highway�
• regulation�of�the�type,�size,�and�location�of�advertising�signs�
• utility� lines� shall� be� underground� wherever� possible;� where� undergrounding� is� not�

practical,�lines�should�be�sited�in�a�manner�which�minimizes�their�visual�intrusion.��
• Official�scenic�highways�should�include�vista�sites,�turnouts,�restrooms,�picnic�grounds,�
• travel�information,�and�other�related�facilities/services.�

City�of�Redding�General�Plan�
The�Visual�Section�of�the�City�of�Redding�General�Plan�includes�the�following�visual�and�scenic�goal:��

Goal:�Improve�the�visual�attractiveness�of�the�city’s�arterial�and�collector�streets.��

In�order�to�achieve�this�goal,�it�is�the�City’s�policy�to�determine�priorities�and�establish�a�program�
to�retrofit�existing�arterial�streets�to�include�median�and�street�side�landscape.�

City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�
The� Open� Space� and� Conservation� Element� presents� community� goals� to� protect� environmental�
resources,� open� space,� and� scenic� resources� and� identifies� scenic� resources� as� predominant�
physical�characteristics�of�the�community.�

Goal:� Enhance� the� City’s� natural� resources� by� managing� their� use,� protection,� and� maintenance�
consistent�with�community�goals.�(Open�Space�and�Conservation�Element)�

Policy� SRP�1� Encourage� preservation� and� enhancement� of� views� of� the� Sacramento� River� and�
Mount�Shasta�and�Mount�Lassen�to�the�extent�possible.�

City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�
The�Open�Space,�Parks�and�Recreation�Element�includes�the�objective�to�establish,�integrate,�and�
maintain� "natural"� and� "man�made"� greenbelt� areas� along� existing� creeks,� floodplains,� natural�
open�space�areas,�certain�roadways,�bike�and�trail�systems.�
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Consistent� with� Appendix� G� of� the� CEQA� Guidelines,� the� proposed� project� will� have� significant�
impact�on�aesthetics�if�it�will:�

• Have�a�substantial�adverse�effect�on�a�scenic�vista;�
• Substantially� damage� scenic� resources,� including,� but� not� limited� to,� trees,� rock�

outcroppings,�and�historic�buildings�within�a�state�scenic�highway;�
• Substantially� degrade� the� existing� visual� character� or� quality� of� the� site� and� its�

surroundings;�
• Create� a� new� source� of� substantial� light� or� glare� which� would� adversely� affect� day� or�

nighttime�views�in�the�area.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.1�1:�Substantial�Adverse�Effects�on�Scenic�Vistas�and�Resources�
or�Substantial�Degradation�of�Visual�Character�(less�than�significant�with�
mitigation)�
Views�of�scenic�resources,�including�Mount�Shasta,�Mount�Lassen,�Castle�Crags�the�Sierra�Nevada�
and� Cascade� Ranges,� scenic� water� resources,� and� other� scenic� resources� in� the� county� are�
available� from� highways� and� roadways,� including� scenic� roads� and� corridors,� throughout� the�
county.�Improvements�to�existing�infrastructure,�such�as�roadway�widening,�bridge�replacements,�
signal� installation,� road� rehabilitation,� runway� resurfacing,�and� runway�extensions,�may� result� in�
modification� of� the� foreground� of� the� various� scenic� viewsheds� throughout� the� county.� There� is�
also�potential�for�the�RTP�projects,�such�as�new�roadways�and�bridges,�to�affect�scenic�vistas�and�
resources�or�degrade�the�visual�character�of� the�area.�Examples�would� include�RTP�projects� that�
are�located�adjacent�to�a�broad�viewshed�such�as�the�mountain�ranges,�valleys,�ridgelines,�or�water�
bodies�along�roadways,�or�adjacent�to�the�focal�point�of�the�forefront�of�the�broad�viewshed,�such�
as�visually� important�trees,�rocks,�or�historic�buildings.�An�impact�would�occur� if�a�project�would�
change�the�view�to�the�middle�ground�or�background�elements�of�the�broad�viewshed,�or�remove�
the�visually�important�trees,�rocks,�or�historic�buildings�in�the�foreground.��

While� RTP� projects� are� not� anticipated� to� significantly� disrupt� mid�ground� or� backdrop� views� of�
scenic� vistas,� they� have� not� yet� been� designed� and� may� involve� features,� such� as� soundwalls,�
grading,�or� structures� that�may�disrupt�views.�The�RTP�projects�may� involve� removal�of� trees�or�
other�visually�significant�features,�or�may�result�in�development�that�would�cause�an�intermittent�
interruption� in� views� to� users� of� the� highways,� roadways,� and� other� components� of� the�
transportation�system.�The�RTP�projects�could�also�convert�areas�of�open�space�to�developed�uses,�
resulting�in�a�permanent�change�in�views.�

While� each� jurisdiction� in� which� the� improvements� may� be� located� has� policies� related� to� the�
protection� of� scenic� resources� and� views,� the� potential� remains� for� removal� of� scenic� features,�



����� 1=������������P��������������	�������Q�
�

1=�2��� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

particularly� those�that�would�be� in�the�foreground�of�scenic�viewsheds�and�vistas.�This� impact� is�
potentially�significant.� �Mitigation�Measure�3.1.1�requires�projects�to� include�design�measures�to�
avoid� or� reduce� removal� of� scenic� features� and� scenic� views.� Implementation� of� Mitigation�
Measure�3.1.1�would�reduce�impacts�to�scenic�resources�to�less�than�significant.�

��������	��������

Mitigation�Measure�3.1.1� Prior� to� the� design� approval� of� RTP� projects,� the� implementing�
agency� should� assess� whether� the� project� would� remove� any� significant� visual� resources� in� the�
project�area,�which�may�include�trees,�rock�outcroppings,�and�historical�buildings,�and�should�also�
assess�whether�the�project�would�significantly�obstruct�views�of�scenic�resources,�such�as�views�of�
Mount�Shasta,�Mount�Lassen,�the�Sierra�Nevada�and/or�Cascade�Ranges,�or�scenic�water�features.��

If�it�is�determined�that�the�RTP�project�would�remove�significant�visual�resources,�the�implementing�
agency� should� consider� alternative� designs� that� seek� to� avoid� and/or� minimize� impacts� from�
removal�of�significant�visual�resources�to�the�extent�feasible.�Project�specific�design�measures�may�
include� revisions� to� the�plans� to� retain� trees,� rocks,�and�historic�buildings,�or� replanting�of� trees,�
and/or�the�relocation�of�scenic�features.�

If�it�is�determined�that�the�RTP�project�would�significantly�obstruct�scenic�views,�the�implementing�
agency�should�consider�alternative�designs�that�seek�to�avoid�and/or�minimize�obstruction�of�scenic�
views� to� the� extent� feasible.� Project�specific� design�measures�may� include� reduction� in� height� of�
improvements� or� width� of� improvements� to� reduce� obstruction� of� views,� or� relocation� of�
improvements�to�reduce�obstruction�of�views.�

Impact�3.1�2:�Light�and�Glare�Impacts�(less�than�significant)�
There� is� a� potential� for� RTP� projects� to� create� new� sources� of� light� and� glare� near� sensitive�
receptors.�Examples�would�include�projects�that�require�the�new�roadway�lighting,�lit�signs,�and/or�
construction� lighting.� While� the� county� and� incorporated� communities� have� policies� regarding�
visual�resources,�there�is�not�a�consistent�approach�to�restrictions�on�sources�of�lighting�and�glare.�
As� a� result,� RTP� projects� may� result� in� increased� lighting� and� glare.� This� impact� is� potentially�
significant.�Mitigation�Measure�3.1.2�would�require� lighting�that� is�directed�downward�and�away�
from�adjacent�sensitive�land�uses,�installation�of�shields�to�avoid�light�spillage,�installation�of�dense�
landscaping�to�block�light�from�sensitive�land�uses�where�necessary.�Implementation�of�Mitigation�
Measure�3.1.2�would�reduce�impacts�associated�with�lighting�and�glare�to�less�than�significant.�

��������	��������

Mitigation�Measure�3.1.2� The�RTP�projects�should�be�designed�to�avoid�spillover� lighting� to�
sensitive�uses�and� should�be�designed� to�avoid� sources�of�glare.�Design�measures� should� include�
the�following:�

� Exterior�lighting�features�should�be�directed�downward�and�shielded�in�order�to�confine�
light�to�the�boundaries�of�the�subject�project.�Where�more�intense�lighting�is�necessary�for�
safety�purposes,�the�design�should�include�landscaping�to�block�light�from�sensitive�land�
uses,�such�as�residences.��� �
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This�section�provides�an�overview�of� the�agricultural�economy,�production�and�values,� soils,�and�
the� important� farmland� mapping� program.� This� section� concludes� with� an� evaluation� of� the�
impacts� and� recommendations� for� mitigating� impacts.� There� were� not� any� comments� received�
during�the�public� review�period�or�scoping�meetings� for� the�Notice�of�Preparation�regarding�this�
topic.�Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� Shasta� County� General� Plan� Agriculture� and� Land� Use� Elements� (As� amended� through�
September�2004)�

� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�
� 2007�Crop�&�Livestock�Report�(Shasta�County�Dept.�of�Agricultural�Weights�&�Measures)��
� California�Important�Farmlands�2006�Map�(California�Department�of�Conservation,�March�

2009)�

1=�=���	
���	�	���������	��

���������������	���6����	��������������	���

Agricultural�land�uses�are�a�major�component�of�Shasta�County's�resource�land�base.�They�are�also�
a� major� element� in� defining� the� quality� of� life� available� to� the� residents� of� Shasta� County.� The�
County's�total�land�area�in�farms�was�333,828�acres�in�2002.�Agriculture�is�not�a�dominant�industry�
in�Shasta�County,�but�it�does�account�for�an�important�segment�of�the�County's�economic�base.�In�
2002� the� total� market� value� of� farm� products� was� $52,197,800,� a� slight� increase� from� the�
$51,691,000�million�produced�in�2001.�Minor�increases�in�the�annual�production�value�of�orchard�
crops�and�apiary�products�accounted�for�this�increase.�Field�crops�accounted�for�nearly�40�percent�
of� this� total� with� livestock� sales� providing� nearly� one�third� (32.1� percent)� of� the� County’s� total�
agricultural�production�value.�

Total�employment�in�farming�operations�in�2001�approximated�1,551�persons�or�2�percent�of�the�
total�employment�for�Shasta�County�as�reported�in�the�2003�publication�“Historical,�Comparative�
Economic�Analysis�for�Shasta�County”�prepared�by�Policom�Corporation.�This�study�also�reported�
that� primary� industry� earnings� from� the� “Farm”� sector� accounted� for� 1.1� percent� of� the� total�
primary� industry� earnings� for� Shasta� County� in� 2000.� Shasta� County� ranked� 42nd� among� the� 58�
California� counties� in� 2002� in� the� value� of� total� agricultural� production� as� reported� by� State�
Department�of�Food�and�Agriculture.�

Approximately� 62� percent� or� 206,743� acres� of� the� farmland� in� the� County� is� devoted� to�
pastureland�and/or�rangeland.�This�number�represents�approximately�an�8.7�percent�reduction�in�
this� category� for� numbers� reported� in� 1997.� Cropland� represents� approximately� 21.1� percent� of�
the�farmland.�

Agriculture�in�Shasta�County�has�contributed�significantly�to�the�economic�prosperity�of�the�region.�
According� to� the� 2007� Shasta� County� Livestock� and� Crop� Summary,� total� production� value� was�
$74.5� million,� excluding� timber.� Timber� and� other� forest� products� added� an� additional� $67.3�
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million�for�a�total�agricultural�production�value�of�approximately�$142�million.�Table�3.2�1�presents�
a�summary�comparison�of�production�values�from�2004�through�2007.��

TABLE�3.2�1:�SUMMARY�COMPARISON�OF�CROP�VALUES�

PRODUCT� 2007� 2006� 2005� 2004�

�(5& !",F� J��/�--/����� J��/13-/����� J��/��3/1���� J��/��0/4���

�(5& !",F��*".#,! � J�/���/-���� J40�/����� J��-/����� J�41/�����

�+(�*%��*".#,! �� J-/-0-/����� J-/-4�/����� J1/-0�/1���� J1/1��/�����

�(&).��*"+ �� J11/-��/����� J�0/�--/����� J��/��0/0���� J��/�-1/�����

	#* &*%��!",F�� J��/��4/����� J�/���/����� J��/443/����� J�/��3/�����

�*,��*.��*"+ �� J�/3��/3���� J�/1�0/0���� J�/�--/0��� J�/�40/����

�(8>&*�� J31/�3�/�00�� J3�/30�/-�-�� J31/30�/�-��� J��/��4/4�-�

�!�&*��"*& !�
�*".#,! � J�1/3-0/����� J�1/��0/4���� J��/���/4���� J�3/3-1/�����

�*�$.��"!�)�� J�3�/�-�/300�� J�1�/0�3/0�-�� J���/-0�/�-�� J��1/��1/-�-�

SOURCE:�2007�SHASTA�COUNTY�CROP�&�LIVESTOCK�REPORT�(2007)�

Agricultural�Production�and�Value�
The� leading�field�crops� in�Shasta�County�are�wild�rice�and�alfalfa�hay,�with�over�$6.1�million�and�
$5.3� million� generated� in� 2007,� respectively.� Mint,� walnuts� and� fruit� &� nut� crops� also� provide�
significant�crop�production�value,�collectively�producing�over�$3.2�million� in�2007.�Shasta�County�
also�has�a�substantial�apiary�program,�with�honey�bees�and�related�products�generating�over�$5.5�
million�in�2007.�Table�3.2�1�lists�all�crops�that�generated�over�a�million�dollars�in�2007.��

Agricultural�Regions�
Shasta�County� is�divided� into� three� types�of�agricultural�areas�and�subunits�within�each�area,�as�
follows:�

� Valleys�(Sacramento�River�and�tributaries,�Fall�and�Pit�Rivers)�

� Foothills�(Western�Uplands,�Eastern�Uplands)�

� Large� Mountain� Meadows� (Goose� Valley,� Burney� Creek� Valley,� Cayton� Valley,� Hat� Creek�
Valley)�

The�valleys�of� the�Sacramento�River�and� its� tributaries,� including�Churn,�Cottonwood,�Anderson,�
Stillwater,�Cow,�Bear,�Battle�and�Clover�Creeks,�contain�some�of�the�most�productive�agricultural�
land� in� the�County.�The� foothills� located� in� the�portion�of�Shasta�County�known�as� the�Western�
Upland� contain� some� of� the� best� rangelands� available� in� the� County.� The� County's� largest�
mountain�meadows,�located�above�the�3,000�foot�elevation�in�the�northeast�region�of�the�County,�
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include�the�Goose,�Cayton,�Burney�Creek,�and�Hat�Creek�Valleys.�These�meadows�are�irrigated�and�
are�used�for�grazing�and�growing�crops.�

The�valley�region�contains�all�of�the�agricultural�land�that�is�classified�as�prime�farmlands,�unique�
farmlands�or� farmlands�of�statewide� importance.�Unfortunately,�all�of� these� lands�are�subject� to�
urbanization�pressures.�Urban�services�such�as�community�sewer�and�water�and�paved�roads�are�
or�could�be�made�available�to�most�of�these�lands.�The�classic�example�is�the�Churn�Creek�Bottom�
area�which�lies�south�of�the�Redding�City� limits�and�is�traversed�by�Interstate�5�and�Churn�Creek�
Road.� �There�have�been�ongoing�development�proposals� in�the�Churn�Creek�Bottom�which�could�
result�in�a�nonagricultural�character.�

There�are�a� limited�number�of�agricultural�parcels�that�are�under�a�Williamson�Act�contract.�This�
may�be�a�result�of�the�agricultural�parcel’s�proximity�to�urbanization,�the�100�acre�minimum�limit�
currently� in� effect� for� Williamson� Act� contracts� in� Shasta� County,� or� both.� Even� so,� 11� ranches�
comprising� 8,456� acres� on� the� central� valley� floor� were� enrolled� in� Williamson� Act� contracts� in�
1997.� This� represents� approximately� 5� percent� of� the� 169,127� total� acres� in� Williamson� Act�
contracts� in� Shasta� County.� The� current� primary� agricultural� uses� of� these� lands� are� field� crops,�
orchard�crops,�strawberry�nursery�stock,�and�irrigated�pasture.�

In� addition� to� the� high� quality� of� their� soils,� agricultural� lands� in� this� area� enjoy� a� long� growing�
season� ranging� from� 172� to� 205� days.� Water� from� either� the� Anderson�Cottonwood� Irrigation�
District,�Clear�Creek�Community�Service�District,�surface�diversions�of�streams,�or�groundwater�is�
available.�Excellent�transportation�access�exists.�

The�Fall�and�Pit�River�Valleys�contain�highly�productive�agricultural�lands.�The�value�of�these�lands�
is�reflected�to�some�degree�by�their�enrollment� in�Williamson�Act�contracts,�none�of�which�have�
filed�a�notice�of�nonrenewal.�There�are�57�ranches�in�the�"Intermountain�Area"�which�total�42,282�
acres�enrolled�in�a�Williamson�Act�contract.�This�represents�approximately�25�percent�of�the�lands�
enrolled�in�contract�throughout�the�County.�

The�current�primary�uses�of�these�agricultural�lands�are�field�crops,�strawberry�nursery�stock,�and�
irrigated�pasture.�In�comparison�to�agricultural�lands�located�in�the�Sacramento�River�Valley,�lands�
in�the�Fall�and�Pit�River�Valleys�experience�a�shorter�growing�season�and�less�precipitation.�These�
factors�determine�the�productivity�and�economic�return�of�these�lands,�which�in�turn�impact�their�
ability� to� cover� the� costs� of� production.� A� production� cost� which� is� becoming� increasingly�
significant�in�the�Fall�and�Pit�River�Valleys�is�energy�required�for�pumping�irrigation�water.�A�final�
factor� is� transportation� of� the� agricultural� products,� since� the� Fall� and� Pit� River� Valleys� are� less�
accessible�to�the�population�centers�than�in�the�Sacramento�Valley.�

Important�Farmlands�
The� Farmland� Mapping� and� Monitoring� Program� (FMMP)� is� a� farmland� classification� system�
administered�by�the�California�Department�of�Conservation.� Important�farmland�maps�are�based�
on� the� Land� Inventory� and� Monitoring� criteria,� which� classify� a� land’s� suitability� for� agricultural�
production� based� on� both� the� physical� and� chemical� characteristics� of� soils,� and� the� actual� land�
use.� The� system� maps� five� categories� of� agricultural� land,� which� include� important� farmlands�
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(prime� farmland,� farmland� of� statewide� importance,� unique� farmland,� and� farmland� of� local�
importance)�and�grazing� land,�as�well�as� three�categories�of�non�agricultural� land,�which� include�
urban�and�built�up�land,�other�land,�and�water�area.��

In�2006,�the�FMMP�classified�approximately�25,727�acres�(2.5�percent)�of�land�in�Shasta�County�as�
Important� Farmland� and� an� additional� 409,616� (40.1� percent)� as� grazing� land.� Of� the� Important�
Farmlands,�13,282�acres�were�classified�prime� farmland,�3,444�acres�were�classified� farmland�of�
statewide� importance,� 488� acres� were� classified� as� unique� farmland,� and� 8,513� acres� were�
classified�farmland�of�local�importance.�The�remaining�lands�in�the�County�were�classified�as�non�
agricultural�types�of�land.�Acreages�of�land�use�categories�are�summarized�in�Table�3.2�2�and�each�
of�the�eight�categories�are�described�below.�Figure�3.2�1�illustrates�the�location�of�the�important�
farmlands�in�Shasta�County.��

TABLE�3.2�2:�SHASTA�COUNTY�FARMLANDS�AND�OTHER�LANDS�BY�LAND�USE�CATEGORY��

LAND�USE�CATEGORY�
�

TOTAL�ACREAGE�
INVENTORIED�

NET�
ACREAGE�

2004 2006 CHANGE
�*(8&���*8)�$.� �3/�30�� �1/����� 2�/-03��

��*8)�$.�"9��!�!&@(.&��8+"*!�$,&� 3/�-��� 1/�33�� 20�3�

�$(?#&���*8)�$.� 401�� 3���� 2�4-��

��*8)�$.�"9��",�)��8+"*!�$,&� �/�4��� �/-�1�� 20-���

������	�������	����6������ ��/�1��� �-/4�4�� 21/����

�*�G($'���$.�� 3��/��4�� 3��/0�0�� 0����

���������������	����6������ 314/40-�� 31-/131�� 2�/3����

�*>�$��$.�6#()!2#+���$.� 1-/-�3�� 10/-�-�� �/����

�!�&*���$.�� -�3/����� -31/34��� �/3����

7�!&*��*&�� -/�4-�� -/�4-�� ��

������������	
�	�������� �/���/��1�� �/���/��1�� ���

SOURCE:�CA�DEPARTMENT�OF�CONSERVATION,�FARMLAND�MAPPING�AND�MONITORING�PROGRAM,�2009�
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Prime� farmland� is� farmland�with� the�best�combination�of�physical�and�chemical� features�able� to�
sustain� long� term� agricultural� production.� This� land� has� the� soil� quality,� growing� season,� and�
moisture�supply�needed�to�produce�sustained�high�yields.�Land�must�have�been�used�for�irrigated�
agricultural�production�at�some�time�during�the�four�years�prior�to�the�mapping�date.��

�����	����������7����������	���

Farmland� of� statewide� importance� is� farmland� with� characteristics� similar� to� those� of� prime�
farmland�but�with�minor�shortcomings,�such�as�greater�slopes�or�less�ability�to�store�soil�moisture.�
Land�must�have�been�used�for�irrigated�agricultural�production�at�some�time�during�the�four�years�
prior�to�the�mapping�date.��

� �
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Unique�farmland� is� farmland�of� lesser�quality�soils�used�for� the�production�of� the�state's� leading�
agricultural� crops.� This� land� is� usually� irrigated,� but� may� include� non�irrigated� orchards� or�
vineyards� as� found� in� some� climatic� zones� in� California.� Land� must� have� been� cropped� at� some�
time�during�the�four�years�prior�to�the�mapping�date.�

�����	�����������������	����

Farmland� of� local� importance� is� land� of� importance� to� the� local� agricultural� economy,� as�
determined� by� each� county's� board� of� supervisors� and� a� local� advisory� committee.� Although� a�
formal�definition�for�this�category�has�not�been�developed�for�Shasta�County,�the�County�General�
Plan�states�that�agricultural�land�uses�are�a�major�element�in�defining�the�quality�of�life�available�to�
the�residents�of�Shasta�County.�In�addition�to�its�economic�contribution,�the�agriculture�industry�is�
in� large� part� responsible� for� the� rural� character� of� the� County.� Farming� necessitates� a� close�
relationship� between� the� farmer� and� the� land,� fosters� close� relationships� with� family� and�
community,�and�encourages�self�reliance�and�independence.�These�characteristics�define�a�way�of�
life� which� tends� to� be� assumed� by� those� living� in� agricultural� areas,� even� though� they� are� not�
directly�engaged�in�agriculture.�

���B�	����	���

Grazing� land� is� land� on� which� the� existing� vegetation� is� suited� to� the� grazing� of� livestock.� This�
category�was�developed�in�cooperation�with�the�California�Cattlemen's�Association,�University�of�
California�Cooperative�Extension,�and�other�groups�interested�in�the�extent�of�grazing�activities.�

��6�	��	��6����2�����	���

Land�occupied�by�structures�with�a�building�density�of�at�least�1�unit�to�1.5�acres,�or�approximately�
6� structures� to� a� 10�acre� parcel.� This� land� is� used� for� residential,� industrial,� commercial,�
construction,� institutional,� public� administration,� railroad� and� other� transportation� yards,�
cemeteries,� airports,� golf� courses,� sanitary� landfills,� sewage� treatment,� water� control� structures,�
and�other�developed�purposes.�

��������	���

Land� not� included� in� any� other� mapping� category.� Common� examples� include� low� density� rural�
developments;� brush,� timber,� wetland,� and� riparian� areas� not� suitable� for� livestock� grazing;�
confined� livestock,� poultry� or� aquaculture� facilities;� strip� mines,� borrow� pits;� and� water� bodies�
smaller� than� forty� acres.� Vacant� and� nonagricultural� land� surrounded� on� all� sides� by� urban�
development�and�greater�than�40�acres�is�mapped�as�Other�Land.�

7������

Water�is�considered�perennial�water�bodies�with�an�extent�of�at�least�40�acres.�



����� 1=�������������������������
�

1=�20� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

1=�=������������������	��

���������

Farmland�Protection�Policy�Act�
The� Farmland� Protection� Policy� Act� (FPPA)� is� intended� to� minimize� the� extent� to� which� federal�
programs�contribute�to�the�unnecessary�and�irreversible�conversion�of�farmland�to�nonagricultural�
uses.� It� ensures� that,� to� the� extent� practicable,� federal� programs� are� compatible� with� state� and�
local�units�of�government�as�well�as�private�programs�and�policies�to�protect�farmland.�Projects�are�
subject� to�FPPA�requirements� if� they�may� irreversibly�convert� farmland� (directly�or� indirectly)� to�
nonagricultural� use� and� are� completed� by� a� federal� agency� or� with� assistance� from� a� federal�
agency.�For�the�purpose�of�the�FPPA,�farmland�includes�prime�farmland,�unique�farmland,�and�land�
of� statewide� or� local� importance.� Farmland� subject� to� FPPA� requirements� does� not� have� to� be�
currently�used�for�crop�production.�In�fact,�the�land�can�be�forest�land,�pastureland,�cropland,�or�
other� land� but� does� not� include� water� bodies� or� land� developed� for� urban� land� uses� (i.e.,�
residential,�commercial,�or�industrial�uses).�

The�Natural�Resource�Conservation�Service�(NRCS)�administers�the�Farmland�Protection�Program.�
NRCS�uses�a�land�evaluation�and�site�assessment�(LESA)�system�to�establish�a�farmland�conversion�
impact�rating�score�on�proposed�sites�of�Federally�funded�and�assisted�projects.�This�score�is�used�
as�an�indicator�for�the�project�sponsor�to�consider�alternative�sites�if�the�potential�adverse�impacts�
on�the�farmland�exceed�the�recommended�allowable�level.�The�assessment�is�completed�on�form�
AD�1006,� Farmland� Conversion� Impact� Rating.� The� sponsoring� agency� completes� the� site�
assessment�portion�of�the�AD�1006,�which�assesses�non�soil�related�criteria�such�as�the�potential�
for� impact� on� the� local� agricultural� economy� if� the� land� is� converted� to� non�farm� use� and�
compatibility�with�existing�agricultural�use.��

�������

Williamson�Act�
The� California� Land� Conservation� Act� of� 1965,� commonly� known� as� the� Williamson� Act,� was�
established�based�on�numerous�State�legislative�findings�regarding�the�importance�of�agricultural�
lands� in� an� urbanizing� society.� Policies� emanating� from� those� findings� include� those� that�
discourage� premature� and� unnecessary� conversion� of� agricultural� land� to� urban� uses� and�
discourage�discontinuous�urban�development�patterns,�which�unnecessarily� increase�the�costs�of�
community�services�to�community�residents.�

The� Williamson� Act� authorizes� each� County� to� establish� an� agricultural� preserve.� Land� that� is�
within� the� agricultural� preserve� is� eligible� to� be� placed� under� a� contract� between� the� property�
owner� and� County� that� would� restrict� the� use� of� the� land� to� agriculture� in� exchange� for� a� tax�
assessment�that�is�based�on�the�yearly�production�yield.�The�contracts�have�a�10�year�term�that�is�
automatically� renewed� each� year,� unless� the� property� owner� requests� a� non�renewal� or� the�
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contract�is�cancelled.�If�the�contract�is�cancelled�the�property�owner�is�assessed�a�fee�of�up�to�12.5�
percent�of�the�property�value.�

The�Shasta�County�Board�of�Supervisors�has�codified�regulations�for�administration�of�the�County’s�
Williamson�Act�program.�Shasta�County�regulations�require�a�minimum�of�100�acres�for�farms�to�
be� enrolled� in� Williamson� Act� Contracts.� Approximately� 51� percent� of� the� total� land� in� farms� is�
enrolled�in�Williamson�Act�Contracts.�Eleven�ranches�comprising�8,456�acres�on�the�central�valley�
floor�were�enrolled�in�Williamson�Act�contracts�in�1997.�This�represents�approximately�5�percent�
of�the�169,127�total�acres�in�Williamson�Act�contracts�in�Shasta�County.�In�comparison,�there�are�
57�ranches�in�the�"Intermountain�Area"�of�the�fall�and�Pit�River�Valleys,�which�total�42,282�acres�
enrolled� in� Williamson� Act� contract.� This� represents� approximately� 25� percent� of� the� lands�
enrolled�in�contract�throughout�the�County.�The�Western�and�Eastern�Upland�regions�have�about�
118,000�acres�or�approximately�70�percent�of�the�total� lands� in�contract�throughout�the�County.�
Figure�3.2�1�illustrates�the�location�of�the�Williamson�Act�lands�in�the�County.��

Farmland�Security�Zones�
In� 1998� the� state� legislature� established� the� Farmland� Security� Zone� (FSZ)� program.� FSZs� are�
similar�to�Williamson�Act�contracts,� in�that�the� intention� is�to�protect�farmland�from�conversion.�
The�main�difference�however,�is�that�the�FSZ�must�be�designated�as�Prime�Farmland,�Farmland�of�
Statewide� Importance,� Unique� Farmland,� or� Farmland� of� Local� Importance.� The� term� of� the�
contract� is� a� minimum� of� 20� years.� The� property� owners� are� offered� an� incentive� of� greater�
property� tax� reductions� when� compared� to� the� Williamson� Act� contract� tax� incentives;� the�
incentives�were�developed�to�encourage�conservation�of�prime�farmland�through�FSZs.�The�non�
renewal�and�cancellation�procedures�are�similar�to�those�for�Williamson�Act�contracts.�

Land�Evaluation�and�Site�Assessment�Model�
The� California� Department� of� Conservation� has� developed� the� California� Agricultural� Land�
Evaluation� and� Site� Assessment� (LESA)� model� to� evaluate� agricultural� quality� of� specific� sites� to�
assist�in�determining�the�significance�of�agricultural�lands.�The�LESA�model�considers�six�different�
factors.�Two�Land�Evaluation�factors�are�based�upon�measures�of�soil� resource�quality.�Four�Site�
Assessment� factors� provide� measures� of� a� given� project's� size,� water� resource� availability,�
surrounding�agricultural�lands,�and�surrounding�protected�resource�lands.�For�a�given�project,�each�
of�these�factors�is�separately�rated�on�a�100�point�scale.�The�factors�are�then�weighted�relative�to�
one�another�and�combined,�resulting�in�a�single�numeric�score�for�a�given�project,�with�a�maximum�
attainable� score� of� 100� points.� It� is� this� project� score� that� becomes� the� basis� for� making� a�
determination� of� a� project's� potential� significance,� based� upon� a� range� of� established� scoring�
thresholds.��

�������

Shasta�County�General�Plan�
The� Agricultural� Lands� Element� of� the� Shasta� County� General� Plan� includes� the� following�
objectives:��
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� Preservation� of� agricultural� lands� at� a� size� capable� of� supporting� full�time� agricultural�
operations� in�order�to�allow�the�continuation�of�such�uses�and�to�provide�opportunities�
for�the�future�expansion�and/or�establishment�of�such�uses.�

� Preservation� of� agricultural� lands� at� a� size� capable� of� supporting� part�time� or� second�
income,� but� not� full�time,� agricultural� operations� in� order� to� allow� the� continuation� of�
such�uses�and�to�provide�opportunities�for�the�future�expansion�and/or�establishment�of�
such�uses.�

� Recognition� by� Shasta� County� residents� that� the� preservation� of� agricultural� lands� for�
agricultural�uses,�both�large�and�small�scale,�is�in�the�public�interest�because�it�preserves�
local�and�regional� food�supplies�and� is�an� important�contributing� industry� to� the�Shasta�
County�economy.�

� Recognition�by�Shasta�County�residents�that�preservation�of�agricultural�lands,�both�large�
and�small�scale,�provides�privately�maintained�open�space,�facilitates�a�rural�lifestyle,�and�
requires�Countywide�understanding�of�the�problems�facing�ranchers�and�farmers.�

� Protection� of� agricultural� lands� from� development� pressures� and� or� uses� which� will�
adversely�impact�or�hinder�existing�or�future�agricultural�operations.�

� Protection�of�water�resources�and�supply�systems�vital�for�the�continuation�of�agriculture.�

The� Land� Use� Element� of� the� General� Plan� identifies� policies� to� guide� development� in� a� pattern�
that� will� respect� the� natural� resource� values� of� County� lands� and� their� contributions� to� the�
County's�economic�base.� It�goes�further�to�recommend�developing�specific�plans�for�the�Burney,�
Cottonwood,�and�Palo�Cedro�areas.� It�also�recommends�developing�a�specific�plan�for� the�Churn�
Creek� Bottom� area� with� emphasis� on� maintaining� and� preserving� a� variety� of� long�range�
agricultural�options�for�the�area.�

City�of�Redding�General�Plan�
The� City� of� Redding’s� General� Plan� identifies� the� goal� of� promoting� the� economic� viability� of�
agriculture�in�those�areas�suited�for�agricultural�use.�Policies�are�provided�to�implement�this�goal,�
including� protecting� existing� prime� agricultural� soils� adjacent� to� freeway� interchange� areas,�
discouraging� the� cancellation� of� Williamson� Act� contracts,� and� minimizing� agricultural� impacts�
from�urban�development.��

City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�
The� City� of� Anderson’s� General� Plan� provides� for� the� preservation� of� agricultural� lands� by�
encouraging� low�impact,� high�value� agricultural� crops� such� as� herbs,� fruits� and� vegetables,� nuts�
and�wine�grapes�on�smaller�parcels.�These�agricultural�areas�help�to�preserve�the�traditional�“small�
town”�character�of�the�community,�maintain�open�space,�and�reduce�congestion�within�the�City.�

Policies�related�to�this�include�encouraging�urban�development�within�city�limits,�avoiding�conflicts�
between�agriculture�and�urbanization�within�the�City’s�area�of�influence,�protecting�and�retaining�
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areas� suitable� for� supplemental� farming,� promoting� community� gardens,� herb� gardens,� or� tree�
nurseries� on� vacant� lots� in� developed� areas,� and� encouraging� the� promotion� and� marketing� of�
locally�grown�agricultural�products.�

1=�=1���������	����������	���������
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Consistent�with� Appendix� G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a� significant�
impact�on�the�agricultural�resources�if�it�will:

� Convert� Prime� Farmland,� Unique� Farmland,� or� Farmland� of� Statewide� Importance�
(Important� Farmlands),� as� shown� on� the� maps� prepared� pursuant� to� the� Farmland�
Mapping�and�Monitoring�Program�of�the�California�Resources�Agency,�to�non�agricultural�
use;��

� Conflict�with�existing�zoning�for�agricultural�use,�or�a�Williamson�Act�contract;�or�

� Involve�other�changes�in�the�existing�environment�which,�due�to�their�location�or�nature,�
could�result�in�conversion�of�Farmland,�to�non�agricultural�use.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.2�1:�Conversion�of�Farmlands,�including�Prime�Farmland,�Unique�
Farmland,�and�Farmland�of�Statewide�Importance,�to�Non�Agricultural�
Uses�(less�than�significant�with�mitigation)�
RTP� projects� have� the� potential� to� result� in� the� conversion� of� farmlands,� including� important�
farmlands,� and� land� currently� enrolled� in� Williamson� Act� contracts,� to� nonagricultural� uses.� The�
majority�of�the�RTP�projects�would�occur�within�or�adjacent�to�existing�rights�of�way,�which�would�
result� in� a� negligible,� if� any� impact,� to� important� farmland� located� adjacent� to� these�
improvements.� Some� RTP� projects,� such� as� roadway� extensions,� park�n�ride� facilities,� and�
extension�of�airport� runways,�would�occur�outside�of�existing� rights�of�way,�which�may� result� in�
impacts�to� important�farmlands.�The�2010�RTP�is�a� long�range�planning�document,�therefore�the�
RTP�projects�have�not�been�designed�and�the�precise�location�and�development�footprint�of�some�
facilities� have� not� yet� been� determined.� As� such,� the� precise� amount� of� important� or� significant�
farmlands�that�may�be�converted�from�farmland�use�to�the�region’s�transportation�system�cannot�
be�quantified�at�this�early�planning�stage.��

The� percent� of� land� converted� from� agricultural� from� RTP� projects� would� not� be� substantial�
relative� to� the� county's� total� agricultural� acreage.� Most� converted� land� would� be� in� the� form� of�
narrow�bands�adjacent�to�roadways� (lane� improvements�or�modifications),�not� large,�contiguous�
parcels.�Because�of�the�extent�of�farmland�throughout�the�county,�some�of�the�RTP�projects�may�
require� conversion� of� farmland� due� to� site� constraints� and� the� infeasibility� of� fully� avoiding�
farmlands� through� site� design� and� engineering.� If� an� RTP� project� has� the� potential� to� impact�
farmland� the� implementing� agency� will� be� required� to� perform� a� land� evaluation� and� site�
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assessment�(LESA)�to�establish�a�farmland�conversion�impact�rating�score.�This�process�is�required�
by� the� NRCS� for� all� Federally� funded� and� assisted� projects,� and� is� also� used� by� the� California�
Department�of�Conservation�for�state�and�locally�funded�projects.�

Mitigation� Measure� 3.2.1� would� minimize� the� amount� of� farmland� converted,� and� require�
protection�of�comparable� farmlands�or� improvement�of� farmlands� in�order� to�off�set� the� impact�
associated� with� the� conversion� of� important� or� significant� farmlands.� Implementation� of�
Mitigation�Measure�3.2.1�would�reduce�this�impact�to�a�less�than�significant�level.���

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.2.1:� Prior� to� the� design� approval� of� RTP� projects,� the� implementing�
agency�should�assess�the�project�area�for�agricultural�constraints.�For�federally�funded�projects,�the�
implementing� agency� should� complete� a� form� AD�1006� to� determine� the� Farmland� Conversion�
Impact� Rating� in� compliance� with� the� Farmland� Protection� Policy� Act.� The� AD�1006� should� be�
submitted� to� the�NRCS� for�approval.�For�non�federally� funded�projects,� the� implementing�agency�
should� assess� the� project� for� the� presence� of� important� farmlands� (prime� farmland,� unique�
farmland,�farmland�of�statewide�importance),�and�if�present,�perform�a�Land�Assessment�and�Site�
Evaluation�(LESA).��

If� significant� agricultural� are� identified�within� the� limits� of� the�project,� the� implementing�agency�
should�consider�alternative�designs�that�seek�to�avoid�and/or�minimize�impacts�to�the�agricultural�
resources.�Design�measures�may� include,�but�are�not� limited� to,� reducing� the�proposed� roadway�
width� or� relocating/realigning� the� improvement� to� avoid� important� and� significant� farmlands.� If�
the� improvement� cannot� be� designed� without� complete� avoidance� of� important� or� significant�
farmlands,� the� implementing� agency� should� compensate� for� unavoidable� conversion� impacts� in�
accordance�with�the�Farmland�Protection�Policy�Act�and�local�and�regional�standards.�

Impact�3.2�2:�Conflict�with�Existing�Zoning�for�Agricultural�Use�or�a�
Williamson�Act�Contract�(less�than�significant)�
RTP�projects,�such�as�roadway�and�highway�widening,�roadway�extensions,�bridge�replacements,�
runway� rehabilitation� and� extension,� and� transportation� facilities,� such� as� park�n�ride� lots.�
Improvements�to�the�transportation�systems�throughout�the�county�are�designed�to�facilitate�the�
Circulation� Elements� of� the� applicable� General� Plans.� Transportation� improvements� are� typically�
compatible� with� agricultural� land� uses,� including� those� designated� for� agricultural� uses.�
Agricultural� operations� throughout� the� county� would� benefit� from� improved� movement� of� their�
commodities� from� the� farm� to� the� marketplace� as� a� result� of� the� improvements� to� the�
transportation�systems.��

Implementation� of� the� RTP� projects� would� not� convert� existing� farming� operations� into�
nonagricultural� uses,� nor� would� it� result� in� a� need� for� land� use� changes� or� rezoning� that�
accommodate� uses� other� than� agricultural.� These� improvements� would� not� conflict� with� the�
allowed� uses� under� the� existing� General� Plan� or� Zoning� Ordinance� in� the� County� or� Cities,� and�
there�would�be�no�need�for�a�cancellation�or�the�filing�of�a�notice�of�non�renewal�of�a�Williamson�
Act�contract.�This�impact�is�considered�less�than�significant.�� �
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This� section� describes� the� regional� air� quality,� current� attainment� status� of� the� air� basin,� local�
sensitive� receptors,� emission� sources,� and� impacts� that� are� likely� to� result� from� project�
implementation.�Following�this�discussion�is�an�assessment�of�consistency�of�the�proposed�project�
with�applicable�policies�and�local�plans.�The�climate�change�and�GHG�analysis�is�located�in�Section�
3.7.��There�was�one�written�comment�letter�submitted�on�the�Notice�of�Preparation�related�to�air�
quality� and� climate� change� (Attorney� General,� October� 22,� 2008).� Additionally,� there� was� one�
verbal�comment�at�the�scoping�meeting�related�to�air�quality�and�climate�change�(Department�of�
Fish�and�Game,�November�20,�2008).�These�comments�are�provided� in�Appendix�A�and�they�are�
addressed� throughout� Section� 3.3� Air� Quality� and� 3.7� Green� House� Gases� and� Climate� Change.�
Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� 2010� Shasta� County� Regional� Transportation� Plan� Update� (Shasta� County� Regional�
Transportation�Planning�Agency,�2010)�

� Shasta�County�2004�Regional�Transportation�Plan�(Shasta�County,�July�2004)
� Shasta�County�General�Plan�(September�2004)�
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�
� Northern� Sacramento� Valley� Planning� Area� 2006� Air� Quality� Attainment� Plan� (Northern�

Sacramento�Valley�Planning�Area�Districts,�2006)�
� Meteorology�Today:�An� Introduction� to�Weather,�Climate,�&� the�Environment� (C�Donald�

Ahrens,�2006)�
� Inventory� of� California� Greenhouse� Gas� Emissions� and� Sinks:� 1990� to� 2004.� Staff� Final�

Report�(California�Energy�Commission,�2006)�

1=1=���;����	�������	���
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Shasta�County�is�located�within�the�Sacramento�Valley�Air�Basin�(SVAB).�The�SVAB�is�the�northern�
half�of�California’s�Great�Valley�and�is�bordered�on�three�sides�(west,�north,�and�east)�by�mountain�
ranges,�with�peaks�in�the�eastern�range�above�9,000�feet.�Figure�3.3�1�delineates�the�boundary�of�
the� SVAB.� The� SVAB� is� approximately� 13,700� square� miles� and� essentially� a� smooth� valley� floor�
with�elevations�ranging�from�40�to�500�feet.�The�rolling�valley�is�interrupted�by�the�Sutter�Buttes,�
an�area�of�80�square�miles�in�northern�Sutter�County,�which�rise�abruptly�to�more�than�2,100�feet�
above�the�valley�floor.��

The�SVAB�consists�of�13�counties�and� is� split� into� two�planning� sections�based�on� the�degree�of�
pollutant� transport� from�one�area� to� the�other�and�the� level�of�emissions�within�each�area.�The�
Shasta� County� area� belongs� to� the� Northern� Sacramento� Valley� Air� Basin� (NSVAB),� which� is�
composed�of�the�seven�northern�most�counties�of�the�SVAB.�These�counties�include�Butte,�Colusa,�
Glenn,�Shasta,�Sutter,�Tehama,�and�Yuba.��
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The� NSVAB� has� been� categorized� as� “moderately”� non�attainment� for� ozone� and� particulate�
matter� under� the� state� standards.� � The� City� of� Redding� is� located� in� the� northern� area� of� the�
Sacramento�Valley,�approximately�160�miles�north�of�Sacramento.�The�air�basin�of�the�Sacramento�
Valley�is�about�200�miles�long�in�a�north�south�direction,�and�has�a�maximum�width�of�about�150�
miles,�although�the�width�of�the�valley�floor�only�averages�about�50�miles.�

Shasta�County�Air�Quality�Management�District�
The� County� is� under� the� jurisdiction� of� the� Shasta� County� Air� Quality� Management� District�
(SCAQMD),�a�regional�agency�responsible�for�regulating�sources�of�air�pollution�in�Shasta�County.��
The� SCAQMD� endeavors� to� manage� and� enhance� the� air� quality� resources� of� Shasta� County�
through�a�balanced�program�of�environmental�oversight�and�protection�of�public�health.���

The� SCAQMD� functions� as� professional� staff� to� the� Air� Pollution� Control� Board� regarding� rule�
development�and�potential�industrial�and�commercial�development.��It�also�processes�commercial�
and�industrial�applications�to�construct�emission�devices�and�issues�Permits�to�Operate�which�are�
renewed�on�an�annual�basis.��The�SCAQMD�estimates�releases�of�air�contaminants�and�maintains�
an� emission� inventory� to� track� emissions� of� all� permitted� devices.� � It� also� proposes� mitigation�
strategies�working�cooperatively�with�affected�emission�sources,�evaluates�potential�health�risks,�
and� adopts� air� pollution� control� measures� and� regulations� that� seek� to� attain� federal� and� state�
ambient�air�quality�standards.��

The� SCAQMD� operates� monitoring� devices� to� obtain� information� regarding� concentrations� of�
particulate�matter�(PM10)�and�ozone�air�pollutants�that�may�have�an�impact�on�the�health�of�the�
general�public�or�may�damage�vegetation�and�other�materials.��It�issues�open�burning�permits�for�
agricultural,�forest�management,�land�clearing,�and�hazard�reduction�burning�projects.�

Climate�
Shasta� County� encompasses� the� northernmost� portion� of� the� Sacramento� Valley� and� the�
surrounding�mountainous�areas,�approximately�160�miles�northwest�of�Sacramento.��The�area�has�
a�moderate�year�round�climate�where�the�average�daily�temperature�remains�above�freezing.��The�
average� annual� temperature� is� approximately� 62ºF,� and� annual� precipitation� averages� about� 30�
inches.�

Air�Movement�
The�Sacramento�Valley�portion�of�the�air�basin�forms�a�bowl,�bounded�on�the�west�by�the�Coast�
Ranges,� on� the� north� by� the� Cascade� Range,� and� on� the� east� by� the� Sierra� Nevada.� � These�
mountain� ranges� reach� heights� exceeding�6,000� feet�above� sea� level.�During� summer,� the�wide,�
flat� expanse� of� the� Sacramento� Valley� provides� an� ideal� environment� for� the� formation� of�
photochemical�smog.� �Moreover,�the�prevailing�winds�in�the�Sacramento�Valley�blow�from�south�
to� north,� driven� by� the� marine� air� traveling� through� the� Carquinez� Strait.� � These� winds� can�
transport�pollutants� from�the�broader�Sacramento�area�and� from�the�San�Francisco�Bay�Area� to�
the� Northern� Sacramento� Valley� Air� Basin.� � The� mountain� ranges� that� surround� the� Northern�
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Sacramento� Valley� Air� Basin� provide� a� physical� barrier� to� continued� movement� of� the� air� mass,�
significantly�hindering�the�dispersal�of�pollutants.�

Generally,�the�County�experiences�moderate�to�very�poor�capability�to�disperse�pollutants�nearly�
80�percent�of�the�time.� �This� is,� in� large�measure,�due�to�the�relatively�stable�atmosphere�which�
acts� to� suppress� vertical� air� movement.� � Extremely� stable� atmospheric� conditions� referred� to� as�
"inversions"�act�as�barriers�to�pollutants.��In�valley�locations�under�1,000�feet�elevation�such�as�the�
Redding�Metropolitan�area,�they�create�a�"lid"�under�which�pollutants�are�trapped.��Dust�and�other�
pollutants� can� become� trapped� within� these� inversion� layers� and� will� not� disperse� until�
atmospheric�conditions�become�more�unstable.��This�situation�creates�concentrations�of�pollutants�
at�or�near�the�ground�surface�which�pose�significant�health�risks�for�plants,�animals,�and�people.�

Inversions�occur�in�the�SVAB�with�great�frequency�in�all�seasons.��The�most�stable�inversions�occur�
in� late� summer� and� fall.� � The� summertime� inversions� are� often� the� result� of� marine� air� pushing�
under� an� overlying� warm� air� mass.� � These� are� termed� “marine� inversions”� and� are� generally�
accompanied�by�brisk�afternoon�winds,�which�provide�good�air�circulation.��

In� contrast,� many�autumn� inversions� are� the� result�of� warm�air� subsiding� in� a�high�pressure�cell�
where� accompanying� light� winds� do� not� provide� adequate� dispersion.� Autumn� inversions� limit�
vertical�mixing,�creating�a�very�stable� layer�of�air�with�very� light�or�calm�winds.�These� inversions�
are�usually�present�on�clear�cold�nights�during�late�fall�and�winter.� In�the�morning,�these�ground�
based� inversions�are�weakened�and�eventually�eliminated�by�solar�heating.�As�a� result,� they�are�
strongest� in� the� late� night� and� early� morning,� when� ground�level� temperatures� are� coldest� and�
solar�radiation�is�low.�

Seasonal�Pollution�Variations�
Carbon� monoxide,� oxides� of� nitrogen,� particulate� matter,� and� lead� particulate� concentrations� in�
the�late�fall�and�winter�are�highest�when�there�is�little�interchange�of�air�between�the�valley�and�
the�coast�and�when�humidity�is�high�following�winter�rains.�This�type�of�weather�is�associated�with�
radiation� fog,� known� as� tule� fog,� when� temperature� inversions� at� ground� level� persist� over� the�
entire�valley�for�several�weeks�and�air�movement�is�virtually�absent.�

Pollution� potential� in� the� Shasta� County� area� is� relatively� high� due� to� the� combination� of� air�
pollutant� emissions� sources,� transport� of� pollutants� into� the� area� and� meteorological� conditions�
that�are�conducive�to�high�levels�of�air�pollution.� �Elevated�levels�of�particulate�matter�(primarily�
very�small�particulates�or�PM10)�and�ground�level�ozone�are�of�most�concern�to�regional�air�quality�
officials.�

Local� carbon� monoxide� “hot� spots”� are� important� to� a� lesser� extent.� � Ground�level� ozone,� the�
principal� component� of� smog,� is� not� directly� emitted� into� the� atmosphere� but� is� formed� by� the�
reaction� of� reactive� organic� gases� (ROG)� and� nitrogen� oxides� (NOx)� (known� as� ozone� precursor�
pollutants)�in�the�presence�of�strong�sunlight.�Ozone�levels�are�highest�in�Shasta�County�during�late�
spring�through�early�fall,�when�weather�conditions�are�conducive�and�emissions�of�the�precursor�
pollutants�are�highest.�
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Surface�based�inversions�that�form�during� late�fall�and�winter�nights�cause�localized�air�pollution�
problems� (PM10� and� carbon� monoxide)� near� the� emission� sources� because� of� poor� dispersion�
conditions.� Emission� sources� are� primarily� from� automobiles.� Conditions� are� exacerbated� during�
drought�year�winters.�

����������������	���

The� United� States� Environmental� Protection� Agency� (EPA)� uses� six� "criteria� pollutants"� as�
indicators� of� air� quality,� and� has� established� for� each� of� them� a� maximum� concentration� above�
which� adverse� effects� on� human� health� may� occur.� These� threshold� concentrations� are� called�
National�Ambient�Air�Quality�Standards�(NAAQS).�Each�criteria�pollutant�is�described�below.�

Ozone�(O3)�is�a�photochemical�oxidant�and�the�major�component�of�smog.�While�O3�in�the�upper�
atmosphere�is�beneficial�to�life�by�shielding�the�earth�from�harmful�ultraviolet�radiation�from�the�
sun,�high�concentrations�of�O3�at�ground�level�are�a�major�health�and�environmental�concern.�O3�
is� not� emitted� directly� into� the� air� but� is� formed� through� complex� chemical� reactions� between�
precursor� emissions� of� volatile� organic� compounds� (VOC)� and� oxides� of� nitrogen� (NOx)� in� the�
presence�of�sunlight.�These�reactions�are�stimulated�by�sunlight�and�temperature�so�that�peak�O3�
levels� occur� typically� during� the� warmer� times� of� the� year.� Both� VOCs� and� NOx� are� emitted� by�
transportation�and�industrial�sources.�VOCs�are�emitted�from�sources�as�diverse�as�autos,�chemical�
manufacturing,�dry�cleaners,�paint�shops�and�other�sources�using�solvents.�

The�reactivity�of�O3�causes�health�problems�because�it�damages�lung�tissue,�reduces�lung�function�
and�sensitizes�the� lungs�to�other� irritants.�Scientific�evidence� indicates�that�ambient� levels�of�O3�
not�only�affect�people�with� impaired�respiratory�systems,�such�as�asthmatics,�but�healthy�adults�
and�children�as�well.�Exposure�to�O3�for�several�hours�at�relatively� low�concentrations�has�been�
found�to�significantly�reduce�lung�function�and�induce�respiratory�inflammation�in�normal,�healthy�
people� during� exercise.� This� decrease� in� lung� function� generally� is� accompanied� by� symptoms�
including�chest�pain,�coughing,�sneezing�and�pulmonary�congestion.�

Carbon�monoxide�(CO)�is�a�colorless,�odorless�and�poisonous�gas�produced�by�incomplete�burning�
of� carbon� in� fuels.� When� CO� enters� the� bloodstream,� it� reduces� the� delivery� of� oxygen� to� the�
body's� organs� and� tissues.� Health� threats� are� most� serious� for� those� who� suffer� from�
cardiovascular�disease,�particularly�those�with�angina�or�peripheral�vascular�disease.�Exposure�to�
elevated� CO� levels� can� cause� impairment� of� visual� perception,� manual� dexterity,� learning� ability�
and�performance�of�complex�tasks.�

Nitrogen�dioxide�(NO2)�is�a�brownish,�highly�reactive�gas�that�is�present�in�all�urban�atmospheres.�
NO2�can� irritate� the� lungs,� cause�bronchitis�and�pneumonia,�and� lower� resistance� to� respiratory�
infections.�Nitrogen�oxides�are�an�important�precursor�both�to�ozone�(O3)�and�acid�rain,�and�may�
affect�both�terrestrial�and�aquatic�ecosystems.�The�major�mechanism�for�the�formation�of�NO2�in�
the�atmosphere�is�the�oxidation�of�the�primary�air�pollutant�nitric�oxide�(NOx).�NOx�plays�a�major�
role,�together�with�VOCs,� in�the�atmospheric�reactions�that�produce�O3.�NOx�forms�when�fuel� is�
burned�at�high�temperatures.�The�two�major�emission�sources�are�transportation�and�stationary�
fuel�combustion�sources�such�as�electric�utility�and�industrial�boilers.�
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Sulfur�dioxide� (SO2)�affects�breathing�and�may�aggravate�existing�respiratory�and�cardiovascular�
disease� in� high� doses.� Sensitive� populations� include� asthmatics,� individuals� with� bronchitis� or�
emphysema,�children�and�the�elderly.�SO2�is�also�a�primary�contributor�to�acid�deposition,�or�acid�
rain,� which� causes� acidification� of� lakes� and� streams� and� can� damage� trees,� crops,� historic�
buildings�and�statues.�In�addition,�sulfur�compounds�in�the�air�contribute�to�visibility�impairment�in�
large� parts� of� the� country.� This� is� especially� noticeable� in� national� parks.� Ambient� SO2� results�
largely� from� stationary� sources� such� as� coal� and� oil� combustion,� steel� mills,� refineries,� pulp� and�
paper�mills�and�from�nonferrous�smelters.�

Particulate�matter� (PM)� includes�dust,�dirt,�soot,�smoke�and�liquid�droplets�directly�emitted�into�
the� air� by� sources� such� as� factories,� power� plants,� cars,� construction� activity,� fires� and� natural�
windblown� dust.� Particles� formed� in� the� atmosphere� by� condensation� or� the� transformation� of�
emitted�gases�such�as�SO2�and�VOCs�are�also�considered�particulate�matter.�

Based�on�studies�of�human�populations�exposed�to�high�concentrations�of�particles�(sometimes�in�
the� presence� of� SO2)� and� laboratory� studies� of� animals� and� humans,� there� are� major� effects� of�
concern� for� human� health.� These� include� effects� on� breathing� and� respiratory� symptoms,�
aggravation� of� existing� respiratory� and� cardiovascular� disease,� alterations� in� the� body's� defense�
systems�against�foreign�materials,�damage�to�lung�tissue,�carcinogenesis�and�premature�death.�

Respirable�particulate�matter�(PM10)�consists�of�small�particles,�less�than�10�microns�in�diameter,�
of� dust,� smoke,� or� droplets� of� liquid� which� penetrate� the� human� respiratory� system� and� cause�
irritation�by�themselves,�or�in�combination�with�other�gases.�Particulate�matter�is�caused�primarily�
by� dust� from� grading� and� excavation� activities,� from� agricultural� uses� (as� created� by� soil�
preparation�activities,�fertilizer�and�pesticide�spraying,�weed�burning�and�animal�husbandry),�and�
from�motor�vehicles,�particularly�diesel�powered�vehicles.�PM10�causes�a�greater�health�risk�than�
larger� particles,� since� these� fine� particles� can� more� easily� penetrate� the� defenses� of� the� human�
respiratory�system.��

Fine�particulate�matter�(PM2.5)�consists�of�small�particles,�which�are�less�than�2.5�microns�in�size.�
Similar� to� PM10,� these� particles� are� primarily� the� result� of� combustion� in� motor� vehicles,�
particularly�diesel�engines,�as�well�as�from�industrial�sources�and�residential/agricultural�activities�
such� as� burning.� It� is� also� formed� through� the� reaction� of� other� pollutants.� As� with� PM10,� these�
particulates�can�increase�the�chance�of�respiratory�disease,�and�cause�lung�damage�and�cancer.�In�
1997,�the�EPA�created�new�Federal�air�quality�standards�for�PM2.5.��

The� major� subgroups� of� the� population� that� appear� to� be� most� sensitive� to� the� effects� of�
particulate� matter� include� individuals� with� chronic� obstructive� pulmonary� or� cardiovascular�
disease� or� influenza,� asthmatics,� the� elderly� and� children.� Particulate� matter� also� soils� and�
damages�materials,�and�is�a�major�cause�of�visibility�impairment.�

Lead�(Pb)�exposure�can�occur�through�multiple�pathways,�including�inhalation�of�air�and�ingestion�
of� Pb� in� food,� water,� soil� or� dust.� Excessive� Pb� exposure� can� cause� seizures,� mental� retardation�
and/or�behavioral�disorders.�Low�doses�of�Pb�can�lead�to�central�nervous�system�damage.�Recent�
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studies� have� also� shown� that� Pb� may� be� a� factor� in� high� blood� pressure� and� subsequent� heart�
disease.�

������

Typically� odors� are� regarded� as� an� annoyance� rather� than� a� health� hazard.� However,�
manifestations�of�a�person’s� reaction� to� foul�odors�can�range� from�psychological� (e.g.,� irritation,�
anger,�or�anxiety)�to�physiological�(e.g.,�circulatory�and�respiratory�effects,�nausea,�vomiting,�and�
headache).�

With�respect�to�odors,�the�human�nose�is�the�sole�sensing�device.�The�ability�to�detect�odors�varies�
considerably� among� the� population� and� overall� is� quite� subjective.� Some� individuals� have� the�
ability�to�smell�minute�quantities�of�specific�substances;�others�may�not�have�the�same�sensitivity�
but� may� have� sensitivities� to� odors� of� other� substances.� In� addition,� people� may� have� different�
reactions�to�the�same�odor;�in�fact,�an�odor�that�is�offensive�to�one�person�(e.g.,�from�a�fast�food�
restaurant)�may�be�perfectly�acceptable�to�another.��

It� is�also� important�to�note�that�an�unfamiliar�odor� is�more�easily�detected�and� is�more� likely�to�
cause�complaints�than�a�familiar�one.�This�is�because�of�the�phenomenon�known�as�odor�fatigue,�
in�which�a�person�can�become�desensitized�to�almost�any�odor�and�recognition�only�occurs�with�an�
alteration�in�the�intensity.�

Quality�and�intensity�are�two�properties�present�in�any�odor.�The�quality�of�an�odor�indicates�the�
nature�of� the�smell�experience.� For� instance,� if�a�person�describes�an�odor�as� flowery�or� sweet,�
then�the�person�is�describing�the�quality�of�the�odor.�Intensity�refers�to�the�strength�of�the�odor.�
For� example,� a� person� may� use� the� word� “strong”� to� describe� the� intensity� of� an� odor.� Odor�
intensity�depends�on�the�odorant�concentration�in�the�air.��

When� an� odorous� sample� is� progressively� diluted,� the� odorant� concentration� decreases.� As� this�
occurs,� the� odor� intensity� weakens� and� eventually� becomes� so� low� that� the� detection� or�
recognition�of� the�odor� is�quite�difficult.�At�some�point�during�dilution,� the�concentration�of� the�
odorant�reaches�a�detection�threshold.�An�odorant�concentration�below�the�detection�threshold�
means�that�the�concentration�in�the�air�is�not�detectable�by�the�average�human.�

	����������������	����6������

The� EPA� Region� 9� office� is� working� in� areas� of� California� to� address� concerns� about� potential�
effects� of� naturally� occurring� asbestos.� Naturally� occurring� asbestos� can� take� the� form� of� long,�
thin,� separable� fibers.� Natural� weathering� or� human� disturbance� can� break� naturally� occurring�
asbestos�down�to�microscopic�fibers,�easily�suspended�in�air.�There�is�no�health�threat�if�asbestos�
fibers� in� soil� remain� undisturbed� and� do� not� become� airborne.� When� inhaled,� these� thin� fibers�
irritate� tissues� and� resist� the� body's� natural� defenses.� Asbestos,� a� known� carcinogen,� causes�
cancers�of�the�lung�and�the�lining�of�internal�organs,�as�well�as�asbestosis�and�other�diseases�that�
inhibit�lung�function.�
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Asbestiform�minerals�occur�naturally� in� rock�and�soil�as� the�result�of�natural�geologic�processes,�
often�in�veins�near�earthquake�faults� in�the�coastal�ranges�and�the�foothills�of�the�Sierra�Nevada�
mountains.� Sometimes� the� metamorphic� conditions� are� right� for� the� formation� of� chrysotile�
asbestos� or� tremolite�actinolite� asbestos� in� bodies� of� ultramafic� rock� or� along� their� boundaries.�
Asbestos�is�much�less�likely�to�be�associated�with�non�ultramafic�rock�types.�

Ultramafic� rocks� are� igneous� rocks� that� form� in� high� temperature� environments� well� below� the�
surface�of�the�earth.�By�the�time�they�are�exposed�at�the�surface�by�uplift�and�erosion,�ultramafic�
rocks�may�be�partially�to�completely�altered�to�serpentinite,�a�type�of�metamorphic�rock.�Asbestos�
is� the� generic� term� for� the� naturally� occurring� fibrous� (asbestiform)� varieties� of� six� silicate�
minerals,�including�chrysotile�which�is�found�in�serpentinite�and�is�the�most�common�in�California.��

Serpentinite�is�an�ultramafic�rock�that�has�a�greasy�or�waxy�appearance�and�may�be�dark�to�light�
green,�brown,�yellow�or�white.�Small�amounts�of�chrysotile�asbestos�are�common�in�serpentinite.�
Other� forms� of� asbestos� such� amphibole� asbestos� also� occur� with� serpentinite,� but� such�
occurrences�are�less�common�than�chrysotile�asbestos.��

Because� of� the� correlation� of� asbestos� and� ultramafic� rocks,� the� location� of� ultramafic� rocks�
provides� insight� to� the� potential� for� naturally� occurring� asbestos� in� each� county.� The� California�
Department� of� Conservation,� Division� of� Mines� and� Geology� mapped� the� location� of� ultramafic�
rocks�within�California,�which�is�limited�to�the�foothill�regions�of�the�Sierra�Nevada,�Coastal�Range,�
and�Cascade�Range.��

��	����
������������

A�sensitive�receptor� is�a� location�where�human�populations,�especially�children,�seniors,�and�sick�
persons,�are�present�and�where�there�is�a�reasonable�expectation�of�continuous�human�exposure�
to�pollutants.�Examples�of�sensitive�receptors�include�residences,�hospitals�and�schools.�

�6��	������C�������

Both�the�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency�(U.S.�EPA)�and�the�California�Air�Resources�Board�
(CARB)�have�established�ambient�air�quality�standards�for�common�pollutants.�These�ambient�air�
quality�standards�represent�safe�levels�of�contaminants�that�avoid�specific�adverse�health�effects�
associated�with�each�pollutant.�

The� federal�and�California�state�ambient�air�quality�standards�are�summarized� in�Table�3.3�1� for�
important� pollutants.� The� federal� and� state� ambient� standards� were� developed� independently,�
although� both� processes� attempted� to� avoid� health�related� effects.� As� a� result,� the� federal� and�
state�standards�differ�in�some�cases.�In�general,�the�California�state�standards�are�more�stringent.�
This�is�particularly�true�for�ozone�and�particulate�matter�between�2.5�and�10�microns�in�diameter�
(PM10).�

� �
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TABLE�3.3�1:��FEDERAL�AND�STATE�AMBIENT�AIR�QUALITY�STANDARDS�

POLLUTANT� AVERAGING�TIME�
FEDERAL�PRIMARY�

STANDARD�
STATE�STANDARD�
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SOURCE:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD,�2008�

Notes:�ppm�=�parts�per�million,�ug/m3�=�Micrograms�per�Cubic�Meter�

The� U.S.� Environmental� Protection� Agency� established� new� national� air� quality� standards� for�
ground�level�ozone�and�for�fine�particulate�matter�in�1997.�The�1�hour�ozone�standard�was�phased�
out�and�replaced�by�an�8�hour�standard�of�0.075�PPM.�Implementation�of�the�8�hour�standard�was�
delayed�by�litigation,�but�was�determined�to�be�valid�and�enforceable�by�the�U.S.�Supreme�Court�in�
a�decision�issued�in�February�of�2001.�

In�1997,�new�national� standards� for� fine� particulate� matter� diameter�2.5� microns�or� less� (PM2.5)�
were�adopted�for�24�hour�and�annual�averaging�periods.�The�current�PM10�standards�were�to�be�
retained,�but�the�method�and�form�for�determining�compliance�with�the�standards�were�revised.�

The� State� of� California� regularly� reviews� scientific� literature� regarding� the� health� effects� and�
exposure� to� PM� and� other� pollutants.� On� May� 3,� 2002,� CARB� staff� recommended� lowering� the�
level�of�the�annual�standard�for�PM10�and�establishing�a�new�annual�standard�for�PM2.5.�The�new�
standards�became�effective�on�July�5,�2003,�with�another�revision�on�November�29,�2005.��

In�addition�to�the�criteria�pollutants�discussed�above,�Toxic�Air�Contaminants� (TACs)�are�another�
group�of�pollutants�of�concern.�TACs�are�injurious�in�small�quantities�and�are�regulated�despite�the�
absence�of�criteria�documents.�The� identification,�regulation�and�monitoring�of�TACs� is�relatively�
recent� compared� to� that� for� criteria� pollutants.�Unlike� criteria�pollutants,�TACs�are� regulated�on�
the�basis�of�risk�rather�than�specification�of�safe�levels�of�contamination.��

Existing�air�quality�concerns�within�Shasta�County�and�the�entire�NSVPA�are�related�to�increases�of�
regional� criteria� air� pollutants� (e.g.,� ozone� and� particulate� matter),� exposure� to� toxic� air�
contaminants,�odors,�and� increases� in�greenhouse�gas�emissions�contributing� to�climate�change.�
The�primary�source�of�ozone�(smog)�pollution� is�motor�vehicles�which�account� for�70�percent�of�
the� ozone� in� the� region.� Particulate� matter� is� caused� by� dust,� primarily� dust� generated� from�
construction� and� grading� activities,� and� smoke� which� is� emitted� from� fireplaces,� wood�burning�
stoves,�and�agricultural�burning.�
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It� should� be� noted� that� Shasta� County� is� subject� to� significant� ozone� transport� from� the�
Sacramento�area.�These�factors,�coupled�with�the�region’s�climate�and�topography,�have�resulted�
in� the� air� quality� of� the� Shasta� County� area� becoming� “moderately”� polluted� with� ozone� and�
particulate�matter.���

Attainment�Status�
In�accordance�with�the�California�Clean�Air�Act�(CCAA),�the�CARB�is�required�to�designate�areas�of�
the�state�as� attainment,� nonattainment,�or�unclassified�with� respect� to�applicable�standards.�An�
“attainment”� designation� for� an� area� signifies� that� pollutant� concentrations� did� not� violate� the�
applicable� standard� in� that� area.� A� “nonattainment”� designation� indicates� that� a� pollutant�
concentration� violated� the� applicable� standard� at� least� once,� excluding� those� occasions� when� a�
violation�was�caused�by�an�exceptional�event,�as�defined�in�the�criteria.��

Depending� on� the� frequency� and� severity� of� pollutants� exceeding� applicable� standards,� the�
nonattainment� designation� can� be� further� classified� as� serious� nonattainment,� severe�
nonattainment,�or�extreme�nonattainment,�with�extreme�nonattainment�being�the�most�severe�of�
the� classifications.� An� “unclassified”� designation� signifies� that� the� data� do� not� support� either� an�
attainment�or�nonattainment�status.�The�CCAA�divides�districts�into�moderate,�serious,�and�severe�
air� pollution� categories,� with� increasingly� stringent� control� requirements� mandated� for� each�
category.�

The�U.S.�EPA�designates�areas�for�ozone�(O3),�carbon�monoxide�(CO),�and�nitrogen�dioxide�(NO2)�
as� “does� not� meet� the� primary� standards,”� “cannot� be� classified,”� or� “better� than� national�
standards.”� For� sulfur� dioxide� (SO2),� areas� are� designated� as� “does� not� meet� the� primary�
standards,”� “does� not� meet� the� secondary� standards,”� “cannot� be� classified,”� or� “better� than�
national� standards.”� However,� the� CARB� terminology� of� attainment,� nonattainment,� and�
unclassified�is�more�frequently�used.��

Shasta� County� has� a� national� designation� for� either� Unclassified� or� Attainments� for� all� criteria�
pollutants.� The� County� has� a� state� designation� as� “moderately”� non�attainment� for� ozone� and�
PM10.�The�County�is�designated�either�attainment�or�unclassified�for�the�remaining�state�standards.�

TABLE�3.3�2:���STATE�AND�NATIONAL�ATTAINMENT�STATUS�
CRITERIA�POLLUTANTS� STATE�DESIGNATIONS NATIONAL�DESIGNATIONS
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Air�Quality�Monitoring�
SCAQMD� and� CARB� maintain� five� air� quality� monitoring� sites� in� Shasta� County;� North� Street� in�
Anderson,� Health� Department� roof� in� Redding,� Lassen� Volcanic� National� Park� –� Manzanita� Lake,�
Shasta�Dam�Boulevard�at�Lake�Boulevard�in�Shasta�Lake,�and�LaMesa�Avenue�in�Shasta�Lake.��Four�
of� these�monitoring�sites�measure�ozone�24�hours�a�day�seven�days�a�week,�and� three�of� them�
measure�particulate�matter�once�every�six�days.��It�is�important�to�note�that�the�federal�ozone�1�
hour� standard� was� revoked� by� the� EPA� and� is� no� longer� applicable� for� federal� standards.� � Data�
obtained�from�the�monitoring�sites�over�the� last�3�year�period� is�shown� in�Tables�3.3�3� through�
3.3�6.�It�should�be�noted�that�the�CARB�statistical�data�does�not�include�the�Shasta�Dam�Boulevard�
monitoring�data.��

TABLE�3.3�3:��AMBIENT�AIR�QUALITY�MONITORING�DATA�(ANDERSON�–�NORTH�STREET)��
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SOURCES:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD�(ADAM)�AIR�POLLUTION�SUMMARIES,�2006,�2007,�AND�2008.�

TABLE�3.3�4:��AMBIENT�AIR�QUALITY�MONITORING�DATA�(REDDING�–�HEALTH�DEPARTMENT�ROOF)��
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TABLE�3.3�5:��AMBIENT�AIR�QUALITY�MONITORING�DATA�(SHASTA�LAKE)��

POLLUTANT�
CAL.� FED.�

YEAR�
MAX�

CONCENTRATION�
DAYS�(SAMPLES)�STATE/FED�

STANDARD�EXCEEDED�PRIMARY�STANDARD
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SOURCES:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD�(ADAM)�AIR�POLLUTION�SUMMARIES,�2006,�2007,�AND�2008.�

TABLE�3.3�6:��AMBIENT�AIR�QUALITY�MONITORING�DATA�(LASSEN�NATL�PARK)��

POLLUTANT�
CAL.� FED.�

YEAR�
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CONCENTRATION�
DAYS�(SAMPLES)�STATE/FED�

STANDARD�EXCEEDED�PRIMARY�STANDARD
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SOURCES:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD�(ADAM)�AIR�POLLUTION�SUMMARIES,�2006,�2007,�AND�2008.�

Notes:�

ppm�=�parts�per�million.��
Ug/m3�=�microns�per�cubic�meter.�
NA=�not�applicable�
*�=�There�was�insufficient�(or�no)�data�available�to�determine�the�value�
(A)=�data�collected�at�Anderson�North�Street�Monitoring�Station�
(R)=�data�collected�at�Redding��Health�Dept.�Roof�Monitoring�Station�
(L)=�data�collected�at�Lassen�Volcanic�National�Park�–�Manzanita�Lake�Monitoring�Station�
(S)=�data�collected�at�Shasta�Lake�–�4066�La�Mesa�Avenue�Monitoring�Station�

1=1=������������������	��
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Clean�Air�Act�
The�Federal�Clean�Air�Act�(FCAA)�was�first�signed�into�law�in�1970.�In�1977,�and�again�in�1990,�the�
law� was� substantially� amended.� The� FCAA� is� the� foundation� for� a� national� air� pollution� control�
effort,� and� it� is� composed� of� the� following� basic� elements:� NAAQS� for� criteria� air� pollutants,�
hazardous� air� pollutant� standards,� state� attainment� plans,� motor� vehicle� emissions� standards,�
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stationary� source� emissions� standards� and� permits,� acid� rain� control� measures,� stratospheric�
ozone�protection,�and�enforcement�provisions.�

The�EPA� is� responsible� for�administering�the�FCAA.�The�FCAA�requires�the�EPA�to�set�NAAQS�for�
several�problem�air�pollutants�based�on�human�health�and�welfare�criteria.�Two�types�of�NAAQS�
were�established:�primary�standards,�which�protect�public�health,�and�secondary�standards,�which�
protect�the�public�welfare�from�non�health�related�adverse�effects�such�as�visibility�reduction.�

The� law� recognizes� the� importance� for� each� state� to� locally� carry� out� the� requirements� of� the�
FCAA,�as�special�consideration�of�local�industries,�geography,�housing�patterns,�etc.�are�needed�to�
have�full�comprehension�of�the�local�pollution�control�problems.�As�a�result,�the�EPA�requires�each�
state�to�develop�a�State�Implementation�Plan�(SIP)�that�explains�how�each�state�will�implement�the�
FCAA�within�their� jurisdiction.�A�SIP�is�a�collection�of�rules�and�regulations�that�a�particular�state�
will� implement� to� control� air� quality� within� their� jurisdiction.� CARB� is� the� state� agency� that� is�
responsible�for�preparing�the�California�SIP.�

Transportation�Conformity�Analysis��
Transportation�conformity�requirements�were�added�to� the�FCAA� in� the�1990�amendments,�and�
the�EPA�adopted�implementing�regulations�in�1997.�See�§176�of�the�FCAA�(42�U.S.C.�§7506)�and�40�
CFR� Part� 93,� Subpart� A.� Transportation� conformity� serves� much� the� same� purpose� as� general�
conformity:� it� ensures� that� transportation� plans,� transportation� improvement� programs,� and�
projects� that� are� developed,� funded,� or� approved� by� the� United� States� Department� of�
Transportation�or� that�are� recipients�of� funds�under� the�Federal�Transit�Act�or� from�the�Federal�
Highway�Administration�(FHWA),�conform�to�the�SIP�as�approved�or�promulgated�by�EPA.�

Currently,� transportation� conformity� applies� in� nonattainment� areas� and� maintenance� areas.�
Shasta� County� is� currently� in� attainment� for� federal� air� quality� standards.� Under� transportation�
conformity,�a�determination�of� conformity�with� the�applicable� SIP�must�be� made�by� the�agency�
responsible� for� the� project,� such� as� the� Metropolitan� Planning� Organization,� the� Council� of�
Governments,�or�a�federal�agency.�The�agency�making�the�determination�is�also�responsible�for�all�
the� requirements� relating� to� public� participation.� Generally,� a� project� will� be� considered� in�
conformance�if�it�is�in�the�transportation�improvement�plan�and�the�transportation�improvement�
plan�is�incorporated�in�the�SIP.��If�an�action�is�covered�under�transportation�conformity,�it�does�not�
need�to�be�separately�evaluated�under�general�conformity.�

Transportation�Control�Measures��
One� particular� aspect� of� the� SIP� development� process� is� the� consideration� of� potential� control�
measures�as�a�part�of�making�progress�towards�clean�air�goals.�While�most�SIP�control�measures�
are� aimed� at� reducing� emissions� from� stationary� sources,� some� are� typically� also� created� to�
address� mobile� or� transportation� sources.� These� are� known� as� transportation� control� measures�
(TCMs).�TCM�strategies�are�designed� to� reduce�vehicle�miles� traveled�and� trips,�or�vehicle� idling�
and� associated� air� pollution.� � These� goals� are� achieved� by� developing� attractive� and� convenient�
alternatives� to� single�occupant� vehicle� use.� � Examples� of� TCMs� include� ridesharing� programs,�
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transportation� infrastructure� improvements� such� as� adding� bicycle� and� carpool� lanes,� and�
expansion�of�public�transit.��

������

CARB�Mobile�Source�Regulation��
The� State� of� California� is� responsible� for� controlling� emissions� from� the� operation� of� motor�
vehicles� in�the�state.� �Rather�than�mandating�the�use�of�specific� technology�or�the�reliance�on�a�
specific�fuel,�the�CARB’s�motor�vehicle�standards�specify�the�allowable�grams�of�pollution�per�mile�
driven.��In�other�words,�the�regulations�focus�on�the�reductions�needed�rather�than�on�the�manner�
in�which�they�are�achieved.��Towards�this�end,�the�CARB�has�adopted�regulations�which�required�
auto�manufacturers�to�phase�in�less�polluting�vehicles.��

California�Clean�Air�Act�
The� California� Clean� Air� Act� (CCAA)� was� first� signed� into� law� in� 1988.� The� CCAA� provides� a�
comprehensive� framework� for�air�quality�planning�and� regulation,�and�spells�out,� in� statute,� the�
state’s�air�quality�goals,�planning�and�regulatory�strategies,�and�performance.�CARB�is�the�agency�
responsible�for�administering�the�CCAA.�CARB�established�ambient�air�quality�standards�pursuant�
to� the� California� Health� and� Safety� Code� (CH&SC)� [§39606(b)],� which� are� similar� to� the� federal�
standards.�

Air�Quality�Standards�
NAAQS�are�determined�by�the�EPA.�The�standards�include�both�primary�and�secondary�ambient�air�
quality� standards.� Primary� standards� are� established� with� a� safety� margin.� Secondary� standards�
are�more�stringent�than�primary�standards�and�are�intended�to�protect�public�health�and�welfare.�
States� have� the� ability� to� set� standards� that� are� more� stringent� than� the� federal� standards.� As�
such,�California�established�more�stringent�ambient�air�quality�standards.�

Federal� and� state� ambient� air� quality� standards� have� been� established� for� ozone,� carbon�
monoxide,� nitrogen� dioxide,� sulfur� dioxide,� suspended� particulates� (PM10)� and� lead.� In� addition,�
California�has�created�standards�for�pollutants�that�are�not�covered�by�federal�standards.�The�state�
and�federal�primary�standards�for�major�pollutants�are�shown�in�Table�3.3�1.�

Local�Air�Quality�Regulations�
The�Shasta�County�AQMD�is�the�local�agency�with�primary�responsibility�for�compliance�with�both�
the�federal�and�state�standards�and�for�ensuring�that�air�quality�conditions�are�maintained.�They�
do� this� through� a� comprehensive� program� of� planning,� regulation,� enforcement,� technical�
innovation,�and�promotion�of�the�understanding�of�air�quality�issues.�

Activities�of�the�SCAQMD�include�the�preparation�of�plans�for�the�attainment�of�ambient�air�quality�
standards,�adoption�and�enforcement�of�rules�and�regulations�concerning�sources�of�air�pollution,�
issuance�of�permits� for�stationary�sources�of�air�pollution,� inspection�of�stationary�sources�of�air�
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pollution�and�response�to�citizen�complaints,�monitoring�of�ambient�air�quality�and�meteorological�
conditions,�and�implementation�of�programs�and�regulations�required�by�the�FCAA�and�CCAA.���

Air�quality�management�districts�and�air�pollution�control�districts�within�the�Northern�Sacramento�
Valley�Planning�Area�work�together�to�create�a�triennial�attainment�plan.��The�most�recent�NSVPA�
Air� Quality� Attainment� Plan� (AQAP)� was� developed� in� 2006.� � The� 2006� Plan� identifies� those�
portions�of�the�NSVPA�designated�as�“nonattainment”�for�the�State�ambient�air�quality�standards�
and� discusses� the� health� effects� related� to� the� various� air� pollutants.� The� Plan� identifies� the� air�
pollution�problems�which�are�to�be�cooperatively�addressed�on�as�many�fronts�as�possible�in�order�
to�make�the�region�a�healthier�place�to�live�now�and�in�the�future.�Like�the�1994,�1997,�2000,�and�
2003�Plans,� the�2006�Plan� focuses�on�the�adoption�and� implementation�of�control�measures� for�
stationary�sources,�area� wide�sources,�and� indirect� sources,�and�addresses� public�education�and�
information�programs.�The�2006�Plan�also�addresses�the�effect�that�pollutant�transport�has�on�the�
ability�of�the�NSVPA�to�meet�and�attain�the�State�standards.�

The� SCAQMD� assists� in� the� administration� of� the� Integrated� Land� Use/Air� Quality� Program�
(ILU/AQP)�which�addresses�the�development�of�strategies�and�mitigation�measures�to�address�air�
quality� impacts� created� by� emissions� from� indirect� and/or� mobile� sources.� This� program� is�
supported�in�part�by�funds�generated�by�the�AB�2766�Motor�Vehicle�Surcharge�Funding�Program.�
Fees�from�this�program�must�be�used�exclusively�by�local�Air�Pollution�Control�Boards�to�reduce�air�
pollution� from� motor� vehicles� and� for� related� planning,� monitoring,� enforcement,� and� technical�
studies�necessary�for�the�implementation�of�the�California�Clean�Air�Act�of�1988.�

The�SCAQMD�has�adopted�emission�thresholds�to�determine�the�level�of�significance�of�a�project’s�
emissions.� These� thresholds,� listed� in� Table� 3.3�7� below,� are� applied� when� evaluating� individual�
projects,�but�are�not�applicable�to�regional�planning�because�of�the�much�larger�scale.��

TABLE�3.3�7:�SHASTA�COUNTY�AQMD�AIR�QUALITY�EMISSIONS�THRESHOLDS�
LEVEL�“A”�THRESHOLDS

�A(.& �"9�	(!*"'&$��	�A��� �&�,!(5&��*'�$(,��� & ������ �$��)�>)&���*!(,#)�!&��!!&*������

�-�)> =�+&*�.�%� �-�)> =�+&*�.�% ���)> =�+&*�.�%

LEVEL�“B”�THRESHOLDS

�14�)> =�+&*�.�%� �14�)> =�+&*�.�% �14�)> =�+&*�.�%�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�GENERAL�PLAN,�2004�
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a�significant�
impact�on�the�environment�associated�with�air�quality�if�it�will:�

� Conflict�with�or�obstruct�implementation�of�the�applicable�air�quality�plan;�
� Cause�a�violation�of�any�air�quality� standard�or�contribute�substantially� to�an�existing�or�

projected�air�quality�violation;�
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� Result� in�a�cumulatively�considerable�net� increase�of�any�criteria�pollutant� for�which�the�
project�region�is�in�non�attainment�under�an�applicable�federal�or�state�ambient�air�quality�
standard� (including� releasing� emissions� which� exceed� quantitative� thresholds� for� ozone�
precursors);�

� Expose�sensitive�receptors�to�substantial�pollutant�concentrations;�
� Create�objectionable�odors�affecting�a�substantial�number�of�people.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.3�1:�Long�Term���Conflict�with,�or�Obstruct,�the�Applicable�Air�
Quality�Plan,�Cause�a�Violation�of�Air�Quality�Standards,�Contribute�
Substantially�to�an�Existing�Air�Quality�Violation,�or�Result�in�a�
Cumulatively�Considerable�Net�Increase�of�a�Criteria�Pollutant�in�a�Non�
Attainment�Area�(less�than�significant)�

�	�����������	����	������	������

Transportation� conformity� is� required� under� Clean� Air� Act� section� 176(c)� (42� U.S.C.� 7506� (c))� to�
ensure� that� federally� supported� highway� and� transit� project� activities� are� consistent� with�
(“conform� to”)� the� purpose� of� the� State� Implementation� Plan� (SIP).� � This� ensures� that�
transportation� activities� will� not� cause� new� air� quality� violations,� worsen� existing� violations,� or�
delay�timely�attainment�of�the�relevant�national�ambient�air�quality�standards�(NAAQS).�However,�
transportation� conformity� only� applies� to� areas� that� are� designated� non�attainment,� and� those�
redesignated� to� attainment� after� 1990� (“maintenance� areas”).� Transportation� projects� occurring�
within� Shasta� County� are� not� subject� to� an� air� quality� conformity� determination� because� the�
national� designation� for� each� criteria� pollutant� is� either� attainment� or� unclassified.� As� such,� the�
2010�RTP�will�not�conflict�with,�or�obstruct� the�applicable�Air�Quality�Plan,�violate�an�air�quality�
standard,�or�cumulative�increase�a�criteria�pollutant�in�a�non�attainment�area�on�a�national�level.�
This�is�considered�a�less�than�significant�impact.���

TABLE�3.3�8:���NATIONAL�ATTAINMENT�STATUS�
CRITERIA�POLLUTANTS� NATIONAL�DESIGNATIONS

�2�"#*��G"$&� �$,)�  (9(&.E�!!�($8&$!

���� �$,)�  (9(&.

��=-� �$,)�  (9(&.E�!!�($8&$!

��*>"$�"$"A(.&� �$,)�  (9(&.E�!!�($8&$!

	(!*"'&$��("A(.&� �$,)�  (9(&.E�!!�($8&$!

�#)9#*��("A(.&� �$,)�  (9(&.

SOURCES:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD�(2010).�
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This� impact� analysis� is� based� primarily� on� the� emissions� estimates� developed� using� the� latest�
planning� assumptions� available� for� Shasta� County.� � In� order� to� determine� emissions� associated�
with�the� implementation�of� the�2010�RTP,� two�emissions�models�were�used:� � the�Shasta�County�
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transportation� model� and� EMFAC� 2007� Version� 2.3.� � An� update� of� the� Shasta� County� travel�
demand� model� was� recently� completed� in� December� 2009.� The� Shasta� County� travel� demand�
model� was� used� to� prepare� the� traffic� model� runs� for� the� necessary� analysis� years.� � The� Shasta�
County�travel�demand�model�produced�forecasts�of�vehicle�miles�traveled�(VMT),�trip�ends,�speed�
distributions,�lane�miles,�and�other�travel�related�data�required�for�the�emission�models.�The�most�
current� approved� emissions� model,� EMFAC� 2007� Version� 2.3,� was� used� to� prepare� the� regional�
emissions�analysis.���

Attainment�Status�

It� should� be� noted� that� the� County� has� a� state� designation� as� “moderately”� non�attainment� for�
ozone�and�PM10.�The�County�is�designated�either�attainment�or�unclassified�for�the�remaining�state�
standards.�

TABLE�3.3�9:���STATE�ATTAINMENT�STATUS�
CRITERIA�POLLUTANTS� STATE�DESIGNATIONS

�2�"#*��G"$&� 	"$�!!�($8&$!

���� 	"$�!!�($8&$!

��=-� �$,)�  (9(&.

��*>"$�"$"A(.&� �$,)�  (9(&.

	(!*"'&$��("A(.&� �!!�($8&$!

�#)9#*��("A(.&� �!!�($8&$!

�#)9�!& � �!!�($8&$!

�&�.� �!!�($8&$!

�%.*"'&$��#)9(.&� �$,)�  (9(&.


( (>()(!%��&.#,($'���*!(,)& � �$,)�  (9(&.

SOURCES:�CALIFORNIA�AIR�RESOURCES�BOARD�(2010).�

Ozone�Precursors�and�Carbon�Monoxide�

The� regional� emissions� analysis� and� forecasts� for� ozone� precursors� (ROG� and� NOx)� and� carbon�
monoxide�are�summarized� in�Table�3.3�10.� �The�summary�of�emissions� forecasts� is�derived�from�
outputs�of�the�EMFAC�2007�Version�2.3�model�(Appendix�B).���

TABLE�3.3�10:��ROG,�CO,�AND�NOX�EMISSIONS�(TONS�PER�DAY)�

ANALYSIS�YEAR� ROG�EMISSIONS�� CO�EMISSIONS�� NOX�EMISSIONS��

����� ��=�0� �01=4�� ��=�3�

����� 1=1�� 33=41� �0=0�

���-� �=�-� 1�=�� ��=30�

����� �=-�� ��=-0� �=���

���-� �=��� ��=�-� 0=10�

��1�� �=��� �0=01� -=���

SOURCES:�DE�NOVO�PLANNING�GROUP,�EMFAC�2007�VERSION�2.3�(2010).�

The� results� from� the� emissions� outputs� show� that� current� and� future� emissions� of� the� ozone�
precursors� ROG� and� NOx� will� be� less� than� the� 1990� emissions� levels� and� continue� trending�
downward�through�the�2030�analysis�horizon.� �Additionally,�current�and�future�carbon�monoxide�
emissions�will�be�below�the�1990� levels,�and�will�continue�trending�downward�through�the�2030�
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analysis�horizon.�Although�Shasta�County�is�not�required�to�provide�a�conformity�analysis�because�
of�the�attainment�and/or�classified�status,�the�outputs�show�that�Shasta�County�would�satisfy�the��
requirements�of�a�“no�greater�than�2002”�test�for�federal�8�hour�ozone�standard,�and�the�“budget�
test”�for�carbon�monoxide�for�the�80�tons�per�day�budget.�

Particulate�Matter�

The�regional�emissions�analysis�and�forecasts�for�particulate�matter�emissions�(PM10�and�PM2.5)�are�
summarized� in� Table� 3.3�11.� � It� should� be� noted� that� Shasta� County� is� currently� designated�
nonattainment� with� respect� to� the� state� PM10� standard,� but� not� for� PM2.5.� The� summary� of�
emissions�forecasts�is�derived�from�outputs�of�the�EMFAC�2007�Version�2.3�model�(Appendix�B).���

TABLE�3.3�11:��PARTICULATE�MATTER�EMISSIONS�(TONS�PER�DAY)�

ANALYSIS�YEAR� PM2.5�EMISSIONS�(TONS�PER�DAY)� PM10�EMISSIONS�(TONS�PER�DAY)�

����� �=��� �=���

����� �=3�� �=-��

���-� �=10� �=1��

����� �=��� �=1��

���-� �=�-� �=���

��1�� �=�0� �=���

SOURCES:�DE�NOVO�PLANNING�GROUP,�EMFAC�2007�VERSION�2.3�(2010).�

The�results�from�the�emissions�outputs�show�that�current�and�future�emissions�of�the�particulate�
matter�will�be� less�than�the�1990�emissions� levels�and�continue�trending�downward�through�the�
2030� analysis� horizon.� For� PM2.5,� an� improvement� to� quality� conditions� that� are� already� in�
attainment� is� considered� a� beneficial� impact.� While� the� region� is� designated� as� state�
nonattainment�for�PM10,�the�decreasing�trend�is�consistent�with�the�applicable�Air�Quality�Plan�for�
the�region.��

Conclusion�

The�emission�outputs�reflect�a�decreasing�trend�of�criteria�pollutant�emissions�from�2010�through�
2030.�The�results�of�the�emission�model�reflects�the�fact�that�the�state�and�federal�EPA's�vehicle�
and� fuel� regulations� that� are� being� phased� into� place� over� the� study� horizon� will� bring� about�
significantly�lower�emission�levels,�which�is�particularly�important�for�the�reduction�of�emissions�in�
nonattainment�areas.��

While� the�2010�RTP� provides� improvements� that� will� increase� transportation� system� capacity,� it�
should� be� noted� that� it� does� not� control� land� development� and� population� growth,� rather,� the�
General� Plans� for� the� incorporated� and� unincorporated� communities� control� growth� and�
development.�This�point�is�expressed�in�the�Transportation�Section,�which�shows�that�the�2030�No�
Project�Alternative�results�in�between�50,000�and�75,000�more�VMT�per�year�when�compared�to�
the� 2030� Build� alternatives.� This� additional� VMT� under� the� 2030� No� Project� alternative� is�
significantly�worse�than�the�2030�Build�alternative�in�terms�of�air�quality�impacts.�Implementation�
of�the�2010�RTP�will�result�in�some�beneficial�air�quality�impacts�as�a�result�of�the�transportation�
system�improvements.��
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Implementation�of�the�2010�RTP�will�not�conflict�with�the�Air�Quality�Plan,�cause�a�violation�of�Air�
Quality� Standards,� contribute� substantially� to� an� existing� air� quality� violation,� or� result� in� a�
cumulatively�considerable�net�increase�of�a�criteria�pollutant�in�a�nonattainment�area.�Therefore,�
this�is�impact�is�considered�less�than�significant.�

Impact�3.3�2:�Temporary���Conflict�with,�or�Obstruct,�the�Applicable�Air�
Quality�Plan,�Cause�a�Violation�of�Air�Quality�Standards,�Contribute�
Substantially�to�an�Existing�Air�Quality�Violation,�or�Result�in�a�
Cumulatively�Considerable�Net�Increase�of�a�Criteria�Pollutant�in�a�Non�
Attainment�Area�(less�than�significant)�
Shasta� County� is� currently� designated� as� “non�attainment”� for� ozone� and� PM10.� � Construction�
activities� associated� with� construction� and� implementation� of� the� various� roadway� and� other�
transportation� improvement�projects� identified� in� the�RTP�would� result� in� temporary�short�term�
emissions� associated� with� vehicle� trips� from� construction� workers,� operation� of� construction�
equipment,� and� the� dust� generated� during� construction� activities.� � These� temporary� and� short�
term�emissions�would�generate�additional�ozone�precursors�(ROG�and�NOx)�as�well�as�PM10,�which�
could�exacerbate�the�County’s�existing�non�attainment�status�for�these�criteria�pollutants.���

Construction� projects� in� Shasta� County,� including� the� construction� of� the� roadway� and� other�
transportation� improvements� identified� in� the� RTP,� are� required� to� receive� a� permit� from� the�
SCAQMD.� �SCAQMD�has�numerous�existing�rules�and�regulations� in�place�to�reduce�construction�
related� emissions� and� dust� impacts.� � All� future� roadway� and� other� transportation� construction�
projects� associated� with� implementation� of� the� RTP� would� be� subject� to� the� existing� SCAQMD�
requirements.� � Implementation� of� these� measures� requires� the� construction� operators� to� take�
special�precautions�during�construction,�including�grading,�paving,�and�maintenance�of�roads�and�
other� improvements� that� would� reduce� emissions� of� particulate� matter,� ozone� precursors,� and�
other� pollutants.� � Compliance� with� these� pre�established� rules� will� ensure� that� temporary� air�
quality�impacts�are�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.��

Impact�3.3�3:�Create�Objectionable�Odors�Affecting�a�Substantial�Number�
of�People�(less�than�significant)�
Implementation� of� the� RTP� would� not� directly� create� or� generate� objectionable� odors.� � Persons�
residing�in�the�immediate�vicinity�of�proposed�improvements�may�be�subject�to�temporary�odors�
typically� associated� with� roadway� construction� activities� (diesel� exhaust,� hot� asphalt,� etc.).��
However,�any�odors�generated�by�construction�activities�would�be�minor�and�would�be�short�and�
temporary�in�duration.��This�is�considered�a�less�than�significant�impact.���

Impact�3.3�4:�Contribute�Substantially�to,�or�Result�in�a�Cumulatively�
Considerable�Net�Increase�of�Mobile�Source�Air�Toxics(less�than�
significant)�
Mobile�Source�Air�Toxics� (MSAT)�Background:�Controlling�air� toxic�emissions�became�a�national�
priority� with� the� passage� of� the� Clean� Air� Act� Amendments� (CAAA)� of� 1990,� whereby� Congress�
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mandated�that�the�U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency�(EPA)�regulate�188�air�toxics,�also�known�
as� hazardous� air� pollutants.� The� EPA� has� assessed� this� expansive� list� in� their� latest� rule� on� the�
Control�of�Hazardous�Air�Pollutants�from�Mobile�Sources�(Federal�Register,�Vol.�72,�No.�37,�page�
8430,�February�26,�2007)�and�identified�a�group�of�93�compounds�emitted�from�mobile�sources.�In�
addition,�EPA�identified�seven�compounds�with�significant�contributions�from�mobile�sources�that�
are�among�the�national�and�regional�scale�cancer�risk�drivers�from�their�1999�National�Air�Toxics�
Assessment.� These� are� acrolein,� benzene,� 1,3�butidiene,� diesel� particulate� matter� plus� diesel�
exhaust�organic�gases�(diesel�PM),�formaldehyde,�naphthalene,�and�polycyclic�organic�matter.��

The� 2007� EPA� rule� requires� controls� that� will� dramatically� decrease� MSAT� emissions� through�
cleaner�fuels�and�cleaner�engines.�According�to�an�FHWA�analysis�using�EPA’s�MOBILE6.2�model,�
even�if�vehicle�activity�(VMT)�increases�by�145�percent,�a�combined�reduction�of�72�percent�in�the�
total�annual�emission�rate�for�the�priority�MSAT�is�projected�from�1999�to�2050,�as�shown�below�in�
Exhibit�3.3�1.�

EXHIBIT�3.3�1:��NATIONAL�MSAT�EMISSION�TRENDS�1999�–�2050�FOR�VEHICLES�OPERATING�ON�ROADWAYS�

USING�EPA’S�MOBILE6.2�MODEL�

�

Air�toxics�analysis�is�a�continuing�area�of�research.�While�much�work�has�been�done�to�assess�the�
overall�health� risk� of� air� toxics,� many� questions� remain� unanswered.� In�particular,� the� tools�and�
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techniques� for� assessing� project�specific� health� outcomes� as� a� result� of� lifetime� MSAT� exposure�
remain� limited.� These� limitations� impede� the� ability� to� evaluate� how� the� potential� health� risks�
posed�by�MSAT�exposure�should�be�factored� into�project�level�decision�making� in�the�context�of�
environmental�review.��

Nonetheless,� air� toxics� concerns� continue� to� be� raised� on� highway� projects� during� the�
environmental�review�process�and�the�FHWA�developed�a�tiered�approach�for�analyzing�MSAT�in�
environmental� documents,� depending� on� specific� project� circumstances.� The� 2010� RTP� is� a�
program�level�document�rather�than�a�project�level,�therefore�it�was�evaluated�for�air�quality�and�
traffic�impacts�in�regard�to�Vehicle�Miles�Traveled�(VMT)�through�the�region.�The�analysis�presents�
the�roadway�daily�traffic�volume�for�the�alternatives.�The�forecasted�traffic�volumes�through�2030�
were�generated�using�the�Shasta�County�Transportation�Demand�Model.�

TABLE�3.3�12:�REGIONAL�VEHICLE�MILES�TRAVELED�COMPARISON�
�����	���������� ������;����	��

��	�����	�
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��1����	�	�������

��	�����	���
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SOURCE:�DOWLING�ASSOCIATES,�2009�

The� amount� of� Mobile� Source� Air� Toxics� (MSAT)� emitted� would� be� proportional� to� the� vehicle�
miles� traveled,� or� VMT,� assuming� that� other� variables� such� as� fleet� mix� are� the� same� for� each�
alternative.�The�VMT�estimated�for�the�2030�No�Project�Alternative�is�slightly�higher�than�that�for�
the� other� alternatives,� because� some� improvements� will� result� in� a� system� that� provides� better�
and� more� direct� connections� for� vehicles.� This� decrease� in� VMT� means� MSAT� under� the� Build�
Alternatives�would�be�lower�than�the�No�Build�Alternative�in�the�study�area.�There�would�also�be�
indirect�benefits�of�the�Build�alternatives�associated�with�a�decrease�in�the�hours�of�delay,�which�is�
expected�to�eliminate�emissions�of�evaporative�MSAT�(e.g.,�benzene)�from�idling�cars/trucks.�

The�emissions�from�all�alternatives�are�virtually�certain�to�be�lower�than�present�levels�in�2030�as�a�
result�of�EPA's�national�control�programs�that�are�projected�to�reduce�annual�MSAT�emissions�by�
72�percent�from�1999�to�2050.�Local�conditions�may�differ�from�these�national�projections�in�terms�
of�fleet�mix�and�turnover,�VMT�growth�rates,�and�local�control�measures.�However,�the�magnitude�
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of� the� EPA�projected� reductions� is� so� great� (even� after� accounting� for� VMT� growth)� that� MSAT�
emissions�in�the�study�area�are�likely�to�be�lower�in�the�future�than�they�are�today.�

Under� the� Build� Alternatives� in� 2030� it� is� expected� that� there� would� be� slightly� lower� MSAT�
emissions�in�the�study�area�relative�to�the�No�Build�Alternative�due�to�decreased�VMT.�However,�
there�could�be�increases�in�MSAT�levels�in�a�few�localized�areas�where�VMT�increases.�Based�upon�
the�regional�nature�of�the�RTP,�development�of�detailed,�site�specific�information�on�this�impact�at�
an�RTP�planning� level� is�not� feasible.�The� implementing�agency�of�each�RTP�project�will� conduct�
appropriate� project�level� assessments� and� will� be� responsible� for� consideration� of� mitigation�
measures� for� significant� effects� on� the� environment.� The� EPA's� vehicle� and� fuel� regulations� will�
bring�about�significantly�lower�MSAT�levels�for�the�area�in�the�future�than�today.�Therefore,�this�is�
considered�a�less�than�significant�impact.�

Impact�3.3�5:�Potential�to�release�naturally�occurring�asbestos�from�earth�
movement�or�structural�asbestos�from�demolition/renovation�of�existing�
structures��(less�than�significant)�
Because� of� the� correlation� of� asbestos� and� ultramafic� rocks,� the� location� of� ultramafic� rock�
provides� insight� to� the� potential� for� naturally� occurring� asbestos� in� each� county.� As� such,� the�
California� Department� of� Conservation,� Division� of� Mines� and� Geology� mapped� the� location� of�
ultramafic�rocks�within�California.�These�maps�illustrate�that�this�rock�form�is�limited�to�the�foothill�
regions�of�the�Sierra�Nevada,�Coastal�Range,�and�Cascade�Range.��

Within�Shasta�County,�ultramafic�rocks�are�limited�to�the�northwestern�part�of�the�county�(west�of�
I�5)� and� a� small� area� in� the� southwestern� part� of� the� county.� The� construction� of� individual�
transportation� projects� within� areas� that� are� known� to� have� naturally� occurring� asbestos� (NOA)�
could� lead� to� the� disturbance� and� release� of� asbestos� fibers.� Earthmoving� and� excavation� of�
materials� containing� NOA� requires� monitoring� to� insure� that� they� are� not� used� as� soil� or� fill�
materials.��

In� addition,� asbestos� is� a� material� that� has� been� used� in� a� variety� of� transportation� facilities,�
including�bridges,�walls,�and�road�base.�Demolition�and�excavation�activities�of�facilities�containing�
asbestos�requires�monitoring�to�insure�that�they�are�properly�removed�and�disposed�in�accordance�
with�local�and�state�regulations.�

Based�upon�the�regional�nature�of�the�RTP,�development�of�detailed,�site�specific�information�on�
this�impact�at�an�RTP�planning�level�is�not�feasible.�The�implementing�agency�of�each�RTP�project�
will� conduct� appropriate� project�level� assessments� and� will� be� responsible� for� consideration� of�
mitigation� measures� for� significant� effects� on� the� environment.� If� asbestos� is� deemed� present�
naturally,�or� in�existing� facilities,�an�Asbestos�Hazard�Dust�Mitigation�Plan�would�be�prepared�to�
ensure� that� adequate� dust� control� and� asbestos� hazard� mitigation� measures� are� implemented�
during� project� construction.� Implementation� of� the� following� mitigation� measure� would� ensure�
that�this�potential�impact�is�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.�
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Mitigation�Measure�3.3�1:� Prior� to� construction� of� RTP� projects,� the� implementing� agency�
should� assess� the� site� for� the� presence� of� asbestos� including� naturally� occurring� asbestos,� and�
asbestos� from� structures� such� as� road� base,� bridges,� and� other� structures.� In� the� event� that�
asbestos� is� present,� the� implementing� agency� should� comply� with� applicable� state� and� local�
regulations� regarding� asbestos,� including� ARB’s� asbestos� airborne� toxic� control�measure� (ATCM)�
(Title�17,�CCR�§�93105�and�93106),�to�ensure�that�exposure�to�construction�workers�and�the�public�
is� reduced� to� an� acceptable� level.� This�may� include� the� preparation� of� an�Asbestos�Hazard�Dust�
Mitigation�Plan�to�be�implemented�during�construction�activities.�� �
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This�section�describes�the�regulatory�setting,�regional�biological�resources,�and�biological�resource�
impacts� that� are� likely� to� result� from� project� implementation.� There� were� no� NOP� comments�
regarding� biological� resources� received� during� the�public� review� period.�The� Department� of�Fish�
and� Game� was� present� at� the� scoping� meeting� and� provided� verbal� comments� and� suggestions.�
The� scoping� meeting� minutes� are� attached� in� Appendix� A.� Information� in� this� section� is� derived�
primarily�from�the�following:�

� Scoping�Meeting,�November�20,�2008�(California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game);�
� California� Native� Plant� Society's� Inventory� of� Rare� and� Endangered� Vascular� Plants� of�

California�(Skinner,�Mark�W.�and�Bruce�M.�Pavlik,�Eds.�2001);�
� A�Manual�of�California�Vegetation�(Sawyer,�John�and�Todd�Keeler�Wolf�1995);�
� Terrestrial�vegetation�of�California�(Barbour�and�Major�1988);�
� Jepson�Manual:�Higher�Plants�of�California�(Hickman,�James�C.�1993);�
� “Special�Plants�List.”�Natural�Diversity�Database.�(California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game);�
� “Special�Animals�List.”�Natural�Diversity�Database.�(California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game);�
� “Special� Vascular� Plants,� Bryophytes,� and� Lichens� List.”� Natural� Diversity� Database.�

(California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game).�
� Army�Corps�of�Engineers�Wetland�Delineation�Manual.�(ACOE�1987)�

1=3=���	
���	�	���������	��

Shasta� County� encompasses� approximately� 3,785� square� miles� in� north� central� California.� The�
western�part�of�the�county�is�located�in�the�northern�Klamath�Mountains,�the�eastern�portion�is�in�
the� Cascade� Mountains� and� Modoc� Plateau,� and� the� south�central� portion� is� in� the� Sacramento�
Valley.�The�climate�varies�by�region,�but�generally� the�county�has�cool,�wet�winters�and�hot,�dry�
summers.� Precipitation� is� normally� in� the� form� of� rain,� with� snow� in� the� higher� elevations,� and�
ranges�from�approximately�20�to�80�inches�per�year.�

�������������
�	����

California's� geomorphic� provinces� are� naturally� defined� geologic� regions� that� display� a� distinct�
landscape� or� landform.� Earth� scientists� recognize� eleven� provinces� in� California.� Each� region�
displays�unique,�defining�features�based�on�geology,�faults,�topographic�relief�and�climate.�These�
geomorphic� provinces� are� remarkably� diverse.� They� provide� spectacular� vistas� and� unique�
opportunities� to� learn� about� earth's� geologic� processes� and� history.� Shasta� County� is� located� in�
portions�of�the�Cascade�Range,�Klamath�Mountains,�Modoc�Plateau,�and�Great�Valley�geomorphic�
provinces�of�California.��

CASCADE�RANGE.�The�Cascade�Range,�a�chain�of�volcanic�cones,�extends�through�Washington�and�
Oregon� into� California.� It� is� dominated� by� Mt.� Shasta,� a� glacier�mantled� volcanic� cone,� rising�
14,162� feet�above� sea� level.� The� southern� termination� is� Lassen�Peak,�which� last�erupted� in� the�
early� 1900s.� The� Cascade� Range� is� transected� by� deep� canyons� of� the� Pit� River.� The� river� flows�
through�the�range�between�these�two�major�volcanic�cones,�after�winding�across�interior�Modoc�
Plateau�on�its�way�to�the�Shasta�Lake.�
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KLAMATH� MOUNTAINS.� The� Klamath� Mountains� have� rugged� topography� with� prominent� peaks�
and� ridges� reaching� 6,000�8,000� feet� above� sea� level.� In� the� western� Klamath,� an� irregular�
drainage� is� incised� into� an� uplifted� plateau� called� the� Klamath� peneplain.� The� uplift� has� left�
successive� benches� with� gold�bearing� gravels� on� the� sides� of� the� canyons.� The� Klamath� River�
follows�a�circuitous�course�from�the�Cascade�Range�through�the�Klamath�Mountains.�The�province�
is�considered�to�be�a�northern�extension�of�the�Sierra�Nevada.�

MODOC�PLATEAU.�The�Modoc�Plateau� is�a�volcanic� table� land� (elevation�4,000�6,000� feet�above�
sea� level)� consisting� of� a� thick� accumulation� of� lava� flows� and� tuff� beds� along� with� many� small�
volcanic� cones.� Occasional� lakes,� marshes,� and� sluggishly� flowing� streams� meander� across� the�
plateau.�The�plateau�is�cut�by�many�north�south�faults.�The�province�is�bound�indefinitely�by�the�
Cascade�Range�on�the�west�and�the�Basin�and�Range�on�the�east�and�south.�

GREAT�VALLEY.�The�Great�Valley�is�an�alluvial�plain�about�50�miles�wide�and�400�miles�long�in�the�
central�part�of�California.� Its�northern�part� is� the�Sacramento�Valley,�drained�by� the�Sacramento�
River�and�its�southern�part�is�the�San�Joaquin�Valley�drained�by�the�San�Joaquin�River.�The�Great�
Valley�is�a�trough�in�which�sediments�have�been�deposited�almost�continuously�since�the�Jurassic�
(about�160�million�years�ago).�Great�oil�fields�have�been�found�in�southernmost�San�Joaquin�Valley�
and� along� anticlinal� uplifts� on� its� southwestern� margin.� In� the� Sacramento� Valley,� the� Sutter�
Buttes,�the�remnants�of�an�isolated�Pliocene�volcano,�rise�above�the�valley�floor.�

6�������	��

The� county� is� defined� by� three� different� bioregions� including� the� Sacramento� Valley,�
Klamath/North�Coast,�and�Modoc.�Figure�3.4�1�illustrates�the�boundaries�of�the�bioregions�within�
the�region.�A�brief�description�of�each�bioregion�is�presented�below.��

SACRAMENTO�VALLEY�BIOREGION.�The�Sacramento�Valley�Bioregion� is�a�watershed�of�the�Sierra�
Nevada�that�encompasses�the�northern�end�of�the�great�Central�Valley,�stretching�from�Redding�to�
the� southeast� corner� of� Sacramento� County.� The� bioregion� is� generally� flat,� and� is� rich� in�
agriculture.�The�south�central�portion�of�the�County�falls�within�this�bioregion,�which�has�a�climate�
that�is�characterized�by�hot�dry�summers�and�cool�wet�winters.��Oak�woodlands,�riparian�forests,�
vernal� pools,� freshwater� marshes,� and� grasslands� provide� the� major� natural� vegetation� of� the�
bioregion.�This�bioregion�is�the�most�prominent�wintering�area�for�waterfowl,�attracting�significant�
numbers� of� ducks� and� geese� to� its� seasonal� marshes� along� the� Pacific� Flyway.� Species� include�
northern�pintails,�snow�geese,�tundra�swans,�sandhill�cranes,�mallards,�grebes,�peregrine�falcons,�
heron,�egrets,�and�hawks.�Black�tailed�deer,�coyotes,�river�otters,�muskrats,�beavers,�ospreys,�bald�
eagles,�salmon,�steelhead,�and�swallowtail�butterflies�are�some�of�the�wildlife�that�are�common�in�
this�bioregion.��

KLAMATH/NORTH�COAST.�The�Klamath/North�Coast�Bioregion�in�California's�northwestern�corner�
extends� roughly� one�quarter� of� the� way� down� the� 1,100�mile� coast� and� east� across� the� Coastal�
Range�and�into�the�Cascades.�Much�of�this�bioregion�is�covered�by�forest�and�is�the�state's�wettest�
climate,�with�rainfall�distribution�varying�widely�from�an�average�annual�38�to�80�or�more�inches.�
The�western�portion�of�Shasta�County�falls�within�this�bioregion,�which�is�considered�“Inland”�with�
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a�climate�that�is�drier�with�low�rainfall�in�winter�and�hot,�dry�summers.�Vegetation�includes�mixed�
conifer�habitat�of�white�fir,�Douglas�fir,�ponderosa�pine,�Sierra�lodgepole�pine,�incense�cedar,�sugar�
pine,� red� pine,� Jeffrey� pine,� mountain� hemlock,� knobcone� pine,� western� red� cedar,� red� alder,�
redwood,� tanoak,� Pacific� madrone,� and� chaparral.� Wildlife� in� the� bioregion� includes� deer,� fox,�
black� bear,� mountain� lion,� California� clapper� rail,� Aleutian� Canada� geese,� Roosevelt� elk,� osprey,�
fisher,� bank� swallow,� Coho� salmon,� king� salmon,� otis� blue� butterfly,� bald� eagle,� Point� Arena�
mountain�beaver,� Swainson's�hawk,�willow� flycatcher,�western� sandpiper,�and�Oregon�silverspot�
butterfly.��

MODOC� BIOREGION.� The� Modoc� bioregion� extends� across� California's� northeast� corner� from�
Oregon� to� Nevada,� and� south� to� the� southern� border� of� Lassen� County.� Much� of� this� sparsely�
populated� bioregion� is� forests,� mountains,� high� desert,� valleys,� piney� woodlands,� and� volcanic�
uplands.�The�eastern�portion�of�Shasta�County�falls�within�this�bioregion.�The�climate�features�hot�
dry� summers�and� cold� moist�winters�with� snow�at� higher�elevations.�Geography� is� varied� in� the�
Modoc� Bioregion,� with� volcanic� areas� and� wetlands� to� the� west� and� high� desert� to� the� east.�
Juniper�and�sagebrush�cover�much�of�the�eastern�side�of�the�Modoc�Bioregion,�while�yellow�and�
Jeffrey�pine,�white�fir,�mixed�conifer,�cedar,�and�aspen�are�common�in�the�more�mountainous�and�
forested�areas�to�the�west.�Wildlife�include�bald�eagles,�antelope,�greater�sandhill�cranes,�ospreys,�
Canada� geese,� black�crowned� night� herons,� mule� deer,� muskrats,� pronghorn,� cinnamon� teal,�
northern� pintails,� Swainson's� hawks,� sage� grouse,� rainbow� trout,� marmots,� hummingbirds,� great�
horned� owls,� black� bears,� coyotes,� porcupine,� Modoc� sucker,� goshawk,� bank� swallow,� Shasta�
crayfish,� sage� grouse,� and� Lost� River� sucker.� Rare� plants� include� yellow� arrowleaf,� balsam� root,�
long�haired�star�tulip,�spiny�milkwort,�Ash�Creek�ivesia,�Raven's�lomatium,�and�woolly�stenotus.��

	����������	������

Natural� communities� provide� the� primary� habitat� for� the� biological� resources� in� Shasta� County.�
Agricultural�communities�also�provides�habitat� for�a�variety�of�biological�resources� in�the�region.�
Sensitive�habitats�include�those�that�are�of�special�concern�to�resource�agencies�or�those�that�are�
protected�under�CEQA,�the�Fish�and�Game�Code,�the�Clean�Water�Act,�or�a�conservation�planning�
document/policy.�Additionally,�sensitive�habitats�are�usually�protected�under�specific�policies�from�
local�agencies.��

Shasta�County�is�a�biologically�diverse�part�of�the�state.�According�to�the�California�Wildlife�Habitat�
Relationship�System�there�are�43�wildlife�habitat�classifications�in�Shasta�County�out�of�59�found�in�
the�state.�These�include:�Alpine�Dwarf�Shrub,�Annual�Grassland,�Aspen�,�Barren�,�Bitterbrush,�Blue�
Oak� Woodland,� Blue� Oak�Foothill� Pine,� Chamise�Redshank� Chaparral,� Closed�Cone� Pine�Cypress,�
Deciduous� Orchard,� Douglas� Fir,� Dryland� Grain� Crops,� Eastside� Pine,� Eucalyptus,� Fresh� Emergent�
Wetland,� Irrigated� Grain� Crops,� Irrigated� Hayfield,� Irrigated� Row� and� Field� Crops,� Jeffrey� Pine,�
Juniper,�Klamath�Mixed�Conifer,�Lacustrine,�Lodgepole�Pine,�Low�Sage,�Mixed�Chaparral,�Montane�
Chaparral,� Montane� Hardwood,� Montane� Hardwood�Conifer,� Montane� Riparian,� Pasture,�
Perennial� Grassland,� Ponderosa� Pine,� Red� Fir,� Rice,� Riverine,� Sagebrush,� Sierran� Mixed� Conifer,�
Subalpine�Conifer,�Urban,�Valley�Foothill�Riparian,�Valley�Oak�Woodland,�Wet�Meadow,�and�White�
Fir.� Below� is� a� brief� description� of� each� habitat� that� is� found� is� Shasta� County.� Figure� 3.4�2�
illustrates�the�land�cover�types�within�Shasta�County.��
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Conifer�Forest�
Closed�cone�pine�cypress� habitats� are� typically� found� on� sites� that� are� more� rocky� and� infertile�
than�the�surrounding�soils.�Many�stands�are�found�on�serpentine�soils.�Although,�typically�found�at�
low�elevations,�due�to�the�coastal�distribution�of�much�of�this�habitat�type,�interior�stands�may�be�
found� at� elevations� up� to� 6550� ft.� Landforms� are� gentle� to� steep� slopes� where� stands� occur� in�
interior�California�and�coastal�terraces�or�bluffs�where�distributed�along�coastal�California.�

Douglas� fir� habitat� is� typically� found� in� hot,� dry� summers� and� cool,� mild,� wet� winters.�
Temperatures� range� from� 57�72� F� in� the� summer� to� 32�46� F� in� the� winter.� Annual� precipitation�
varies�from�24�27�in,�generally�less�than�15�percent�falling�during�summer.�Precipitation�increases�
inland�and�at�higher�elevations.�Snowfall�ranges�from�2�to�31�inches�and�rarely�persists�later�than�
June.�Topography�is�characterized�by�rugged,�deeply�dissected�terrain�and�steep�slopes,�especially�
toward� the� south.� Major� soil� types� are� sedimentary� granitic,� and� Ultramafic� parent� materials� of�
gabbro,�peridotite,�and�serpentine.�

Eastside�pine�habitat�is�found�on�coarse,�well�drained�basaltic�soils,�in�a�drier,�colder�setting�than�
the�Ponderosa�pine�habitat.�All�exposures�are�represented�depending�on�elevation.�Fine�textured�
soils�favor�pinyon�juniper�habitats.�

Jeffrey� pine� habitat� occurs� in� a� variety� of� physical� settings� throughout� its� extensive� range.� The�
tolerance�of� its�dominant� species� to� low�temperatures�allows� the� type� to�occupy� the�borders�of�
topographic� frost� pockets� and� high� cold� ridges.� It� is� commonly� found� on� soils� developed� from�
granite� and� lava� flows,� but� can� also� develop� as� a� type� on� ultramafic� soils.� Its� distribution� in�
northern� California� west� of� the� Sierra�Cascade� crest� is� limited� to� such� soils.� Jeffrey� pine� is� not�
restricted�by�aspect�or�slope.�

Klamath� mixed� conifer� habitat� occupies� a� complex� of� mountain� ranges� in� northern� California�
which� are� characterized� by� rugged,� deeply� dissected� terrain� with� steep� slopes� due� to� extensive�
glaciation.� This� area� has� a� considerable� amount� of� ultramafic� parent� material� and� soils� with�
scattered�areas�of�serpentinitic�soils;�it�also�overlays�a�very�old�and�complex�geological�structure.�
Average�slopes�are�60�percent�or�more�and�valleys�are�narrow.�Climatic�conditions�include�warm,�
wet� winters� and� hot� dry� summers� with� precipitation� varying� from� 69� inches� on� the� western�
(maritime)�side�to�24�inches�on�the�eastern�(continental)�side.�Snowfall�is�moderate,�ranging�from�
2�to�60�in,�with�large�amounts�of�snowfall�occurring�at�the�middle�and�high�elevations�where�this�
habitat�occurs.��

Lodgepole�pine�habitat�occupies�an�array�of�landscape�units�within�its�zone�of�adaptation.�Areas�of�
lodgepole� pine� in� the� red� fir� habitats� are� characterized� by� poor� drainage� and� often� a� cooler�
microsite.�Lodgepole�pine� is�commonly�associated�with�meadows,�and� it� typically�occupies�areas�
with�at� least�seasonally�wet�soils.�Annual�precipitation� in�the� lodgepole�pine�zone�averages�from�
30�to�40�inches�annually,�mostly�as�snow.�The�growing�season�is�short,�averaging�2�to�3�months.��

Montane� hardwood�conifer� habitat� generally� occurs� on� coarse,� well� drained� mesic� soils,� in�
mountainous� terrain� with� narrow� valleys.� Slopes� average� approximately� 57� percent� with� all�
aspects� encountered.� Winters� are� cool� and� wet;� summers� are� hot� and� dry.� Northern� California�
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Montane� Hardwood�Conifer� sites� have� less� rainfall� and� fog� than� Redwood� or� Mixed� Conifer�
habitats.� In� southern�California,� this�habitat� is� found�at�higher�elevations,�and� in�moist� canyons.�
Average�rainfall�is�25�to�65�in,�with�some�fog.�The�growing�season�is�7�to�11�months,�with�200�to�
300�frost�free�days.��

Ponderosa� pine� habitat� is� found� on� suitable� mountain� and� foothill� sites� throughout� California�
except�in�the�immediate�area�of�San�Francisco�Bay,�in�the�north�coast�area,�south�of�Kern�County�in�
the� Sierra� Nevada� and� east� of� the� Sierra� Nevada� Crest.� Ponderosa� pine� is� found� on� all� aspects,�
depending� on� soils� and� location� within� the� local� elevational� range.� Mean� annual� temperature� is�
generally� less�than�55�F�and�precipitation�is�greater�than�33�inches�except�in�southern�California.�
Less�than�one�third�of�the�precipitation�is�snowfall.�

Red�fir�habitats�are�found�on�frigid�soils�over�a�wide�range�of�topography�exclusive�of�very�wet�
sites.�Annual�precipitation�ranges�from�40�to�50�inches�per�year,�primarily�as�snow�that�forms�
packs�up�to�15�feet�in�winter.�Summers�are�dry,�limiting�tree�growth�to�seasonally�available�soil�
moisture.�

Sierran�mixed� conifer� habitat� is� found� in� varied� soils,� derived� primarily� from� Mesozoic� granitic,�
Paleozoic� sedimentary� and� volcanic� rocks,� and� Cenozoic� volcanic� rocks.� Serpentine� soils,� found�
primarily�in�the�northern�mixed�conifer�zone,�support�a�number�of�endemic�plants.�Soils�are�deep�
to�shallow.�Fissures�and�cracks�in�granitic�parent�material�often�support�forest�growth,�even�where�
soil� development� is� shallow.� Temperatures� range� from� 40� to� 96� F� in� summer� and� 10� to� 60� F� in�
winter�and�decrease�with�elevation.�The�growing�season�ranges�between�90�and�330�days� in�the�
north�with�40�to�200� frost�free�days,�and�180�to�365�days� in� the�south�with�180� frost�free�days.�
Precipitation�ranges�from�30�to�90�inches�per�year,�from�October�to�May,�with�increasing�snowfall�
as�elevation�increases.�

Subalpine�conifer�habitat�occupies�extremely�harsh�environments.�Soils�are�generally�thin�and�of�
low� quality� coarse� sand,� gravel,� volcanic� debris,� and� rocks� derived� from� decomposing� parent�
material.� Most� stands� of� subalpine� conifers� are� on� dry,� well�drained� soils,� although� they� can� be�
found�on�rocky,�moist�moraines.�Precipitation�averages�30�to�50�inches.�Heavy�snow�cover�is�usual.�
Mean�summer�temperatures�range�from�54�to�66�F,�and�winter�temperatures�range�from�3�to�21�F.�
The�growing�season�lasts�only�7�to�9�weeks�and�killing�frosts�are�possible�during�all�months.�Intense�
winds�are�characteristic�of�these�habitats.��

White� fir� habitats� are� found� on� a� variety� of� soils� developed� from� different� parent� material,�
including�volcanic�and� igneous�rocks,�granitics,�various�metamorphics,�and�sedimentary�material.�
Soils�are�coarse� textured,�well�drained,�have�poorly�developed�profiles,�are�often� rocky,�and�are�
cold,�with�mean�annual�temperatures�from�32��50�F.�Cooler�north��and�east�facing�slopes�are�the�
most�common�sites�throughout�the�state.�Precipitation�is�between�30�70�inches�mostly�in�the�form�
of�snow.�Almost�all�precipitation�falls�between�October�and�May.�

Conifer�Woodland�
Juniper� habitats� occur� on� virtually� all� exposures� and� slopes� but� are� common� on� level� to� gently�
rolling�topography.�Junipers�may�be�found�on�soils�ranging�from�rocky�and�well�to�drier�or�poorly�
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drained.� Supporting� soils� may� be� from� many� parent� materials;� effective� moisture� is� more�
important� to� junipers� than� soil� type.�Climates�within� the� range� of� Juniper� habitats�are� semi�arid�
with�hot,�dry�summers�and�cold�winters.�Temperatures�range�from�summer�highs�of�105�F�with�a�
mean�July�temperature�of�66�F�to�lowest�winter�lows�of�36�F.�About�130�days�per�year�are�frost�
free;� generally,� July� and� August� are� frost�free.� Precipitation� ranges� from� 10� to� 20� inches.� About�
two�thirds�of�the�precipitation�falls�in�winter�as�snow;�the�remainder�falls�as�rain�in�spring�and�fall.��

Hardwood�Woodland�
Blue�oak�foothill�pine�habitat�occurs�in�a�typically�Mediterranean�climate�with�hot,�dry�summers�
and�cool,�wet�winters.�Most�precipitation�falls�as�rain�from�November�through�April,�averaging�20�
to�40�inches�within�the�primary�range�of�blue�oak.�The�frost�free�growing�season�ranges�from�150�
to�300�days,�with�winter�temperatures�averaging�30�F�and�summer�temperatures�averaging�90�F.�
Soils� are� from� a� variety� of� generally� well�drained� parent� materials,� ranging� from� gravelly� loam�
through�stony�clay�loam,�with�soils�commonly�rich�in�rock�fragments.�

Blue�oak�woodland� habitat� is� usually� associated� with� shallow,� rocky,� infertile,� well�drained� soils�
from�a�variety�of�parent�materials.�The�climate� is�Mediterranean,�with�mild�wet�winters�and�hot�
dry� summers.� Average� annual� precipitation� varies� from� 20� to� 40� inches� over� most� of� the� range,�
although� extremes� are� noted� from� 10� to� 60� inches.� Mean� temperatures� range� from� 75�96� F� in�
summer�to�29�42�F�in�winter.�The�growing�season�ranges�from�6�months�in�the�north�to�the�entire�
year�in�the�south,�with�175�to�365�frost�free�days.�

Eucalyptus�habitats�have�been�extensively�planted�throughout�the�state�since�their�introduction�in�
1856.�They�are�found�in�highly�variable�site�characteristics,�but�generally�on�relatively�flat�or�gently�
rolling� terrain,� occasionally� in� the� foothills.� Climatic� conditions� are� typically� Mediterranean,�
characterized�by�hot,�dry�summers�and�cool,�mild�winters.�Precipitation�ranges�from�approximately�
12�to�24�inches.�Temperature�regimes�range�from�a�43�F�to�73�F.��

Valley� oak� woodland� habitat� occurs� in� a� wide� range� of� physiographic� settings� but� is� best�
developed�on�deep,�well�drained�alluvial�soils,�usually�in�valley�bottoms.�Most�large,�healthy�valley�
oaks�are�probably�rooted�down�to�permanent�water�supplies.�Stands�of�valley�oaks�are� found� in�
deep�sills�on�broad�ridge�tops�in�the�southern�Coast�Range.�Where�this�type�occurs�near�the�coast,�
it� is� usually� found� away� from� the� main� fog� zone.� The� climate� is� Mediterranean,� with� mild,� wet�
winters�and�hot,�dry�summers.�

Valley�foothill� riparian� habitats� are� found� in� valleys� bordered� by� sloping� alluvial� fans,� slightly�
dissected� terraces,� lower� foothills,� and� coastal� plains.� They� are� generally� associated� with� low�
velocity� flows,� flood�plains,�and�gentle�topography.�Valleys�provide�deep�alluvial�soils�and�a�high�
water� table.�The�substrate� is� coarse,�gravelly�or� rocky�soils�more�or� less�permanently�moist,�but�
probably�well�aerated.�Frost�and�short�periods�of� freezing�occur� in�winter� (200� to�350� frost�free�
days).� This� habitat� is� characterized� by� hot,� dry� summers,� mild� and� wet� winters.� Temperatures�
range�from�75�to�102�F� in�the�summer�to�29�to�44�F� in� the�winter.�Average�precipitation�ranges�
from�6�30�inches,�with�little�or�no�snow.�The�growing�season�is�7�to�11�months.�
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Hardwood�Forest�
Aspen�stands�occur�at�high�elevations�on�a�variety�of�sites�and�soils.�A�high�water�table�during�the�
early�part�of�the�growing�season�is�required,�and�their�presence�is�an�indicator�of�moist�conditions.�
Sites� with� permanent� high� water� tables� are� occupied� by� willows,� with� which� aspens� may� form�
ecotones.�Soils�range�from�shallow�stony�soils�and�loamy�sands�to�heavy�clays.�Best�development�
occurs� on� well�drained� sandy� to� silt� loam� soils.� The� climate� is� rigorous� long� winters� with� heavy�
snows�and�very�cold�temperatures.�

Montane�hardwood�habitat�is�found�on�a�wide�range�of�slopes,�especially�those�that�are�moderate�
to� steep.� Soils� are� for� the� most� part� rocky,� alluvial,� coarse� textured,� poorly� developed,� and� well�
drained.�Soil�depth�ranges�from�shallow�to�deep.�Summer�temperatures�vary�between�68�and�77�F�
and� in�winter�vary� from�37� to�45�F.�Frost�free�days� range� from�160� to�230.�Annual�precipitation�
varies� from� 110� inches� in� the� northern� Coast� Range� to� 36� inches� in� the� mountains� of� southern�
California.�

Montane� Riparian� areas� are� found� associated� with� montane� lakes,� ponds,� seeps,� bogs� and�
meadows� as� well� as� rivers,� streams� and� springs.� Water� may� be� permanent� or� ephemeral.� The�
growing� season� extends� from� spring� until� late� fall,� becoming� shorter� at� higher� elevations.� Most�
tree�species�flower�in�early�spring�before�leafing�out.�

Shrub�
Alpine�Dwarf�Shrub�areas�are�found�above�timberline�on�all�aspects,�slopes,�and�ridge�lines,�so�the�
physical�environment�tends�to�be�cold,�dry,�and�windy.�In�the�northern�portion�of�California,�this�
habitat� is� cold� with� a� brief� summer� growing� season.� This� habitat� is� subject� to� intense� solar�
radiation�and�freezing�nights�in�summer.�It�is�subject�to�severe�winds�and�very�low�temperatures�in�
winter� on� windward� slopes,� which� are� often� blown� clear� of� snow.� Protected� slopes� often� have�
persistent� snowdrifts� until� midsummer� or� later.� The� substrate� is� quite� rocky� with� little� soil�
formation�and�excellent�drainage.�Plants�in�this�habitat�are�subject�to�desiccation�by�midsummer�
after�meltwater�disappears.�

Bitterbrush�is�found�on�flats�and�slopes�with�deep,�well�drained,�rapidly�permeable�soils�having�a�
slightly�acid�reaction.�Precipitation�in�bitterbrush�types�varies�from�about�30�to�90�cm�(12�to�35�in)�
and�is�mostly�snow�in�the�winter.�Desert�bitterbrush�sites�receive�about�25�cm�(10�in)�or�less�and�
snow� is� important� only� at� the� northern� end� of� the� range� and� at� higher� elevations.� For� antelope�
bitterbrush�the�summers�are�warm�and�the�winters�very�cold.�For�desert�bitterbrush�the�summers�
are�hot�and� the�winters� somewhat� milder.�Basins�and� lowlands� that� have� restricted�drainage�or�
alkali�give�way�to�low�sagebrush,�silver�sagebrush�or�one�of�the�more�moisture�tolerant�species.�

Chamise�Redshank� Chaparral� is� found� where� soils� are� thin� with� little� accumulation� of� organic.�
Chamise�may�be�a�dominant�shrub�on�some�serpentine�sites�and� is�most�common�on�south�and�
west�facing�slopes,�while�redshank�is�found�on�all�aspects.�Chamise�Redshank�Chaparral�is�found�in�
a� Mediterranean� climate;� rainfall� is� 38� to� 63� cm� (15� to� 25� in),� less� than� 20� percent� of� total�
precipitation�falls�in�summer,�and�winters�are�mild.�The�predominant�land�forms�are�steep�slopes�
and�ridges.�
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Low�Sage�occurs� in�areas�with�cold,�harsh�winters�and�hot,�dry�summers.�Precipitation�generally�
ranges�from�20�to�46�cm�(8�to�18�in),�falling�mostly�as�snow�from�December�through�March.�Mean�
summer�maximum�temperatures�range�from�28�to�35�C�(83�to�95�F);�mean�winter�minima�range�
from�13�to�3�C�(8�to�27�F).�Stands�of�low�sagebrush�are�usually�found�on�shallow�soils�with�impaired�
drainage� in� the� transition� zone� between� the� wetter� bottom� and� open� timber� on� the�
mountainsides.�The�type�also�occurs�on�terraces�with�hardpan�or�heavy�clay�soils.��

Mixed� Chaparral� occurs� on� all� aspects,� but� at� lower� elevations,� it� generally� is� found� on� north�
facing�slopes.�Generally,�it�occurs�on�steep�slopes�and�ridges�with�relatively�thin,�well�drained�soils.�
Soils�can�be�rocky,�sandy,�gravelly�or�heavy.�The�Mediterranean�climate� is�characterized�by�cool,�
wet� winters� and� hot,� dry� summers.� Total� rainfall� is� 38� to� 63� cm� (15� to� 25� in)� with� less� than� 20�
percent�falling�during�the�summer.�

Montane�chaparral� can�be� found�on�shallow�to�deep�soils,�on�all�exposures,�and� from�gentle� to�
relatively� steep� slopes.� It� may� dominate� on� more� xeric� sites,� but� occurs� locally� throughout� the�
coniferous� forest�zone.�Generally,�climate� is� like�that�associated�with�the�coniferous� forest�zone,�
cold�winter�temperatures�with�substantial�precipitation.�Summers�are�typically�hot�and�dry.�In�the�
northern�portion�of�the�state,�montane�chaparral�is�found�between�914�to�2743�m�(3000�9000�ft).�

Sagebrush�occurs�at�a�wide�range�of�middle�and�high�elevations.� It�generally�occupies�dry�slopes�
and�flats� from�about�500�m(1600�ft)� to�3200�(10,500�fl)� in�elevation.�At� lower�elevations�and�on�
drier�sites,�it�gives�way�to�such�species�as�saltbrush,�greasewood,�creosote�bush,�and�winterfat.�At�
mid�elevations� and� on� more� mesic� sites� the� habitat� meets� bitterbrush,� curlleaf� mountain�
mahogany,� and� western� serviceberry.� At� high� elevations� it� intergrades� with� Ponderosa� Pine� and�
even�with�Aspen�habitat�types.��

Herbaceous�
Annual�Grassland�habitat�occurs�mostly�on�flat�plains�to�gently�rolling�foothills.�Climatic�conditions�
are�typically�Mediterranean,�with�cool,�wet�winters�and�dry,�hot�summers.�The�length�of�the�frost�
free� season� averages� 250� to� 300� days� (18� to� 21� fortnights).� Annual� precipitation� is� highest� in�
northern�California.�

Perennial� Grassland�habitat� typically� occurs� on� ridges� and� south�facing� slopes,� alternating� with�
forest� and� scrub� in� the� valleys� and� on� north�facing� slopes.� The� length� of� the� frost� free� season�
averages� 250� to� 300� days� (18� to� 21� fortnights).� Annual� precipitation� is� highest� in� northern�
California.�

Wet�meadows�occur�where�water�is�at�or�near�the�surface�most�of�the�growing�season,�following�
spring�runoff.�Hydrologically,�they�occupy�lotic,�sunken�concave,�and�hanging�sites.�Lotic�sites�are�
those�with�main�input�flow�(other�than�precipitation)�from�upstream�sources;�at�least�early�in�the�
growing� season,� water� flows� across� them� at� depths� of� 4�8� inches.� Downstream� runoff� is� the�
principal� output� flow.� Lotic� sites� are� topographic� basins� but� have� a� slight� slope,� which� permits�
drainage�of� surface�water.�Percolation� is�nil�due� to� the�saturated�or� slowly�permeable�nature�of�
underlying�materials.�Sunken�concave�sites�also� receive�water� input� from�upstream�sources,�but�
evapotranspiration� is�the�main�output� flow.�Percolation� is�slowed�by�heavy�textured�soils�and/or�
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shallow�bedrock;�however,�in�contrast�to�lotic�and�hanging�sites,�soil�of�sunken�concave�sites�may�
dry� to� considerable� depth� by� fall.� Hanging� sites� are� watered� by� hydrostatic� flows� as� springs� or�
seeps.�They� frequently�occur�on�rather�steep�slopes,�and�downstream�runoff� is� the�main�output�
flow.�Surface�flows,�although�constant,�are�usually�no�more�than�0.4�inches�deep.�

Fresh�emergent�wetland�habitats�occur�on�virtually�all�exposures�and�slopes,�provided�a�basin�or�
depression�is�saturated�or�at�least�periodically�flooded.�They�are�most�common�on�level�to�gently�
rolling�topography.�They�are�found�in�various�depressions�or�at�the�edge�of�rivers�or�lakes.�Soils�are�
predominantly�silt�and�clay,�although�coarser�sediments�and�organic�material�may�be�intermixed.�
In�some�areas�organic�soils�(peat)�may�constitute�the�primary�growth�medium.�Climatic�conditions�
are�highly�variable�and�range�from�the�extreme�summer�heat�to�winter�temperatures�well�below�
freezing.�

Pastures�are�planted�on� flat�and�gently� rolling� terrain.�Flat� terrain� is� irrigated�by� the�border�and�
check� method� of� irrigation,� except� on� sandy� soils� or� where� water� supplies� are� limited.� Pastures�
established�on�sandy�soils�or�hills�are�sprinklered.�Hilly�lands�also�use�wild�flooding;�that�is,�ditches�
that�follow�the�grade�along�ridges�and�hillsides,�where�water�is�released�at�selected�points�along�
the� ditch.� Climate� influences� the� length� of� growing� season.� For� example,� pastures� at� higher�
elevations�or�in�the�north�have�a�shorter�growing�season.�

Other�
There�are�a�variety�of�other�habitat�types�documented�with�Shasta�County.�These�include�aquatic�
habitats� such� as� lacustrine� and� riverine,� and� agricultural� habitats� such� as� deciduous� orchard,�
dryland�grain�crops,�irrigated�grain�crops,�irrigated�hayfields,�irrigated�row�and�field�crops,�and�rice.�
Additionally,�Shasta�County�contains�areas�that�are�barren,�and/or�classified�as�urban.�

����	��	����������������������������

Salmon�and�steelhead�trout�are�anadromous�fish�species�that�are�present�in�the�Sacramento�River�
Basin.�Anadromous�fish�are�born�in�freshwater�rivers�and�streams,�and�then�migrate�to�the�Pacific�
Ocean� to� grow� and� mature� before� returning� to� their� place� of� origin� to� spawn.� The� Sacramento�
River� system� produces� most� of� the� Chinook� salmon� (Oncorhynchus� tshawytscha)� and� a� large�
percentage�of�the�steelhead�trout�(Oncorhynchus�mykiss)�in�California.��

Anadromous� fish� resources� once� flourished� naturally� in� the� Sacramento� River� system,� but� as� a�
result� of� habitat� destruction� from� water� storage/diversion� projects,� mining,� sedimentation,� and�
bank�degradation,�they�are�protected�species�under�the�Endangered�Species�Act.�The�Sacramento�
River�system�has�historically�supported�steelhead�trout�and�four�distinct�spawning�runs�of�Chinook�
salmon:�fall,� late�fall,�winter,�and�spring.�The�salmon�runs�have�declined�since�the�late�1800s�and�
are�now�characterized�as�episodic.�The�Central�Valley�steelhead�was�federally�listed�as�threatened�
in� 2003.� The� fall/late� fall�run� salmon� is� a� federal� and� state� species� of� concern,� and� a� candidate�
species� for� federal� listing.� The� spring�run� Chinook� salmon� population� is� listed� as� threatened� by�
both�federal�and�state�agencies.�Winter�run�Chinook�salmon�population�is�listed�as�a�federally�and�
state� endangered� species.� Populations� of� Central� Valley� Steelhead� and� Chinook� salmon� are�
supported�by�hatcheries�within�the�Sacramento�River�Basin.��
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Water�remaining�behind�the�dams�by�the�start�of�the�spawning�run�in�October�is�often�warmed�by�
summer�heat.�Warm�water�and� low�water�elevation�are�harmful�to�most�coldwater�anadromous�
fish� species.� Riparian� vegetation� is� critical� for� the� maintenance� of� high� quality� fish� habitat.� It�
provides�cover,�controls�temperature,�stabilizes�stream�banks,�provides�food,�and�buffers�streams�
from� erosion� and� impacts� of� adjacent� land� uses.� Riparian� vegetation� also� affects� stream� depth,�
current�velocity,�and�substrate�composition.�The�decline�of�riparian�communities�in�California�is�a�
factor�contributing�to�the�loss�of�high�quality�fish�habitat.�

Coleman�Nation�Fish�Hatchery�
In�1942,� the�Coleman�National�Fish�Hatchery�was�established�near�the�town�of�Anderson�on�the�
north�bank�of�Battle�Creek�approximately�five�miles�east�of�the�Sacramento�River.�Chinook�Salmon�
and�Steelhead�Trout� returning� from�the�ocean,� travel�up� the�Sacramento�River�and�Battle�Creek�
where� they� are� enticed� by� water� flow� into� the� fish� hatchery.� Eggs� are� collected,� fertilized� and�
incubated�artificially�until�they�hatch.�The�young�fish�are�then�raised�in�ponds�at�the�hatchery�until�
they� are� sufficient� size� to� be� released� and� return� to� the� ocean.� Long� term� production� goals� for�
Coleman�NFH�Complex�are�as�follows:�12,000,000�Fall�Chinook�Salmon,�1,200,000�Late�Fall�Chinook�
Salmon,�1,500,000�Winter�Chinook�Salmon,�and�600,000�Steelhead�Trout�annually.�

Other�Hatcheries�
CRYSTAL� LAKE� STATE� FISH� HATCHERY� was� formerly� named� Burney� Creek� Hatchery,� and� was�
constructed�by�PG&E�on�the�Burney�Creek�arm�of�Lake�Britton,�½�mile�downstream�from�Burney�
Falls.�Hatchery�operations�began� in�1927�with�100� troughs�capable�of� raising�a�million� fingerling�
trout.� The� hatchery� was� modernized� in� 1976� and� today� annually� raises� 1,500,000� fish� weighing�
approximately�500,000�pounds.��

MT.� SHASTA� STATE� FISH� HATCHERY� was� established� in� 1888� and� is� the� oldest� operating� fish�
hatchery� west� of� the� Mississippi.� The� hatchery� is� located� near� the� headwater� springs� of� the�
Sacramento� River� and� is� one� of� three� major� broodstock� hatcheries� in� the� state.� The� hatchery�
produces�five�to�10�million�trout�a�year�and�stocks�Northern�California's�lakes�and�streams.��

DARRAH� SPRINGS� STATE� FISH� HATCHERY� was� established� in� 1941� by� the� State� of� California� on�
what� was� originally� Simon� Darrah's� homestead.� When� built,� it� was� the� largest� trout� hatchery� in�
California.�The�hatchery� raises�several�varieties�of� trout,� including�rainbow,�Lahonton,�cut� throat�
and�Eagle�Lake�trout.�The�hatchery�supplies�an�average�of�430,000�lbs�of�trout�annually�to�waters�
throughout�the�state�of�California.�The�brood�fish�are�kept�at�the�facility�but�are�sent�to�Mt.�Shasta�
Hatchery�to�spawn.��

��������������

Shasta� County� has� ten� deer� winter� ranges� which� support� migratory� deer� herds� as� well� as� other�
associated� flora� and� fauna� species.� Shasta� County’s� deer� include� both� resident� and� migratory�
populations.�Although�Columbian�black�tailed�deer�(Odocoileus�hemionus�columbianus)�and�mule�
deer�(Odocoileus�hemionus)�are�not�recognized�as�a�special�status�species,�preserving�deer�habitat�
and� migration� corridors� is� of� concern� to� the� California� Department� of� Fish� and� Game� (CDFG)� in�
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many� foothill� and� mountainous� regions� of� California� currently� experiencing� urbanization.� The�
CDFG�has�expressed�concern�regarding�problems�confronting�the�Day�Bench�deer�herd.�Based�on�a�
two�year�study�completed�in�1989�of�deer�movement,�migration�corridors,�fall�and�spring�holding�
areas,� summer� ranges,� and� seasonal� habitat� requirements,� the� CDFG� has� developed� land� use�
recommendations�for�each�of�the�three�counties�(Shasta,�Lassen,�Modoc)�which�support�this�large�
herd.�

The�Eastern�Tehama�deer�herd�is�the�largest�migratory�deer�herd�in�the�county�and�is�considered�
the� most� extensive� range� in� the� state.� The� range� includes� portions� of� Tehama,� Plumas,� Lassen,�
Shasta,�and�Butte�counties.�Winter�range�is�approximately�520,000�acres;�migratory�and�summer�
ranges� total�approximately�920,000�acres�and�migration� routes� to�and� from�seasonal� ranges�are�
the�longest�in�the�state,�covering�a�distance�of�50�to�100�miles.��

Deer� migration� is� a� result� of� annual� weather� patterns.� The� first� winter� storms� of� the� year� will�
initiate�the�herd�migration�to�a� lower�elevation.�The�herds�will�generally�hold�as�high�as�possible�
until� the�first�major�snowstorm�forces�the�deer�to�migrate� lower.�The�deer�migration�reverses� in�
late�winter�to�early�spring�when�weather�conditions�begin�to�warm�and�the�snow�begins�to�melt�at�
higher�elevations.�

�������2���������������

The� following� discussion� is� based� on� a� background� search� of� special�status� species� that� are�
documented� in� the� California� Natural� Diversity� Database� (CNDDB),� the� California� Native� Plant�
Society’s�(CNPS)�Inventory�of�Rare�and�Endangered�Plants,�and�the�U.S.�Fish�and�Wildlife�Service’s�
(USFWS)�endangered�and� threatened�species� lists.�The�background�search�was� regional� in� scope�
and�focused�on�the�documented�occurrences�within�the�region.��

The�CNDDB�search�revealed�documented�occurrences�of�the�155�special�status�species�within�the�
region,�including:�85�plants,�30�invertebrates,�five�amphibians/reptiles,�seven�fish,�nine�birds,�and�
19� Mammals.� Tables� 3.4�1� provide� a� list� of� special�status� species� that� are� documented� in� the�
region,�their�habitat,�and�current�protective�status.��

TABLE�3.4�1:�SPECIAL�STATUS�SPECIES�PRESENT�OR�POTENTIALLY�PRESENT�IN�SHASTA�COUNTY�(CNDDB)�

SPECIES�� STATUS�� HABITAT��

Plants��

Ageratina�shastensis�
��� !���'&*�!($��

22R22R�6� ���������/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ���I�/� ��������
������	�=��3��2����=�

Agrostis�hendersonii�
�&$.&* "$H �>&$!�'*�  �

22R22R1� 
�������	������������������	�/�
��	��������=���������	�������	��;����R�
�������������	��������	�����
��	����������6����=��4�21�-=�

Anisocarpus�scabridus�
 ,�>*(.��)+($&�!�*+)�$!� 22R22R�6�

������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ���	� ���	�� ������/� ����������
������ ������� ��� ��	���	� ���I�/� �	�� ������� �	� ��� 	���� ���� ���� ������=��
�0-�2�1��=�

Anomobryum�julaceum�
 )&$.&*� ()5&*�8"  �

22R22R�� 6���������������	�� ������/� ��7����	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� 	�����
������ ��	�������� ������=� ���� 7����� ���7�� �	� ���� ���I�� �	�� ����R�
�����������	��	���������=����2����=�

Arctostaphylos�
klamathensis�
I)�8�!��8�$G�$(!��

22R22R�6� ���������� ��	��	��/� ������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� ��6����	��
��	��������������=����I������������	��������/����������	������	��	�=��
�0��2����=�

Asarum�marmoratum� 22R22R�� ��7����	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� �	��������� ��� ��	�������� �������=��
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SPECIES�� STATUS�� HABITAT��

8�*>)&.�@().2'($'&*� ���2����=

Asplenium�septentrionale�
$"*!�&*$� +)&&$@"*!�

22R22R�� ���������/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� ��6����	�� ��	��������
������/� ������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ����� �����2��I�� ������ �	�
���	��������I����
����=���0�-211-�=�

Astragalus�pulsiferae�5�*=�
suksdorfii�
�#F ."*9H �8()F25&!,�� 22R22R�6�

������ 6���	� ����6/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� ��	��	� �	��
<�	�����7�����	�=�
����	���������������R�����	����
�����������I�=��1��2
��1�=�

Botrychium�ascendens�
#+ @&+!�8""$@"*!�

22R22R�� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ������� ������/� ��	�������� 7�����
	��������	����	������I�=���-��2��0�=�

Botrychium�crenulatum�
 ,�))"+&.�8""$@"*!�

22R22R�� 6�����	����	�/�����7�/���7����	��	����	��������������/������7�����
����=����������7�/�	��������I�=���-��2�04�=�

Botrychium�minganense�
8($'�$�8""$@"*!�

22R22R�� ��7����	��	����	��������������=�����I6�	I���	��;�����	�����������=��
�-��2��4-=�

Botrychium�montanum�
@& !&*$�'">)($�

22R22R�� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ����I6�	I�� �	� ���2���7��� ������=��
�-��2��1�=�

Botrychium�pinnatum�
$"*!�@& !&*$�8""$@"*!� 22R22R��

��7����	��	����	��������������/�����7�/��������	��	����	��������
������=�����I6�	I�=���44�2����=�

Botrychium�virginianum�
*�!!)& $�F&�9&*$�

22R22R��
6�����	����	�=��1��=�

Calochortus�
longebarbatus� 5�*=�
longebarbatus�
)"$'2��(*&.� !�*2!#)(+�

22R22R�6�

����7�/���7����	��	����	��������������=��	�7�������7������������
���������	������	�����7����	�������=������������=���0-2����=�

Calochortus�syntrophus�
��))���$H �8�*(+" �2)()%�

22R22R1�
����	��	��7�����	�/���7����	��	����	��������������=�-�-=�

Calystegia� atriplicifolia�
  +=�buttensis�
6#!!&� �"#$!%� 8"*$($'2
')"*%� 22R22R�6� ��7����	��	����	��������������=����/����������	�������=��0��2����=�

Campanula�shetleri�
�� !)&��*�' ���*&>&))�

22R22R�6� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� �	� ���������� ���I� ���
����� �	�
���	���=������2��1�=�

Carex�comosa�
>*( !)%� &.'&�

22R22R�� ��������	���7���=���I������	�/�7���������R� �����6���7�������
��� ���
�	�������������	�=��2-2���-=�

Carex�lasiocarpa�
@""))%29*#(!&.� &.'&�

22R22R�� 6�����	����	�/���������	���7���=�
�����	��6���/������7���������/��	�����6�6������������2���	�����
��6���������7���=������2����=�

Carex�scoparia�
+"($!&.�>*""8� &.'&�

22R22R��
������6���	�����6=�7��/����	�������=���1�2����=�

Carex�vulpinoidea�
>*"@$�9"A� &.'&� 22R22R��

��������	���7���/��������	�7�����	�=�
7���������=��1�2����=�

Castilleja� rubicundula�
  +=�rubicundula�
+($F�,*&�8 �, �

22R22R�6�

���������/�����7���	�������/�
�������	������������������	�=����	�	���
�	���������������������	��=���	������	��	�=���2���=�

Clarkia� borealis�   +=�
arida�
��� !��,)�*F(��

22R22R�6�

����	��	��7�����	�=����������	�=��-�-=�

Clarkia� borealis�   +=�
borealis�
$"*!�&*$�,)�*F(��

22R22R�6�

����	��	��7�����	�=����������	�=��-�-=�

Collomia�larsenii�
!�)# �,"))"8(��

22R22R�� ����	��6��������	�����I������/���������	����	��������������/���6����	��
��	�������� ������/� ������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ���=� �	� ������ 
����	���
���������	������
����	������I�/��������������������������������/������/�
���������
��=����-21-��=�

Cordylanthus� tenuis�   +=�
pallescens�
+�))(.�>(*.H 2>&�F�

22R22R�6�

��7����	��	����	��������������=����
��������	�	����	�6�������������
	�;�������	��������������R��	�
����	�������
��=��0��2�0��=�

Cryptantha�crinita�
 ()F%�,*%+!�$!��� 22R22R�6�

����	��	�� 7�����	�/� 
������ ��������� �������	�/� ��7��� �	��	��
��	��������������/��������	�������/��������	�7�����	�=�
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SPECIES�� STATUS�� HABITAT��

�	����
�����������6���=���-2���=

Draba�aureola�
'").&$��)+($&�.*�>��

22R22R�6� ����	�� 6������� �	�� ���I� �����/� ��6����	�� ��	�������� ������=� �	�
�����	��	�����
����	�����������=������211--=�

Drosera�anglica�
�$')( �� #$.&@�

22R22R��
6�����	����	�/�����7�=��1��2����=�

Epilobium�oreganum�
�*&'"$�9(*&@&&.�

22R22R�6� 6���� �	�� ��	�/� ����7�/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� ������
�	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� �	� �	�� 	���� ����	��� �	�� 6���R� ��� ������
���������	������	��	�=�-��2�0��=�

Epilobium�siskiyouense�
�( F(%"#�9(*&@&&.�

22R22R�6� ��6����	�� ��	�������� ������/� ������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� �	�
��������	����
����/������	��	�������=���4��2�-��=�

Eriastrum�brandegeeae�
6*�$.&'&&H �&*(� !*#8� 22R22R�6�

���������/� ����	��	�� 7�����	�=� �	� 6����	� 
����	��� �����R� ����	� �	�
���	������=��13-2����=�

Erigeron�nivalis�
 $"@�9)&�>�$&�.�( %�

22R22R�� ����	�� 6������� �	�� ���I� �����/� ����7�� �	�� �����/� ��6����	��
��	�������� ������=� �	� 
����	��� ���I� ��������� �	� ����I�� �	�� ���
����=��
��--2����=�

Eriogonum� pyrolifolium�
5�*=�pyrolifolium�
+%*")�2)&�5&.�
>#,F@�&�!�

22R22R��

����	��6��������	�����I������=���	���������
����������R��	������=��04-2
1���=�

Eriogonum� ursinum� 5�*=�
erubescens�
>)# �($'�@().�>#,F@�&�!�

22R22R�6�

��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� �	��	�� ���������=� ���I�� ������
�	�����	���������	�������=��0��2����=�

Erythronium� citrinum�
5�*=�roderickii�
�,"!!�"#$!�($ �9�@$�)()%�

22R22R�6�

��7����	��	����	��������������=������	��	�=����-2����=�

Erythronium�
klamathense�
I)�8�!��9�@$�)()%� 22R22R�� �������	��	����	��������������/�����7���	�������=�����2��-�=�

Fritillaria�eastwoodiae�
6#!!&��"#$!%�9*(!())�*%�

22R22R1� ���������/� ����	��	�� 7�����	�/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=�
�������� �	� ���� ������� 6��� ����� ���	�� �	� 7��� ������R� ������ ��	� 6��
�����	��	�/���������/������	������=��3�2�-��=�

Gratiola�heterosepala�
6"'' � ��F&� �&.'&2
�%  "+�

22R��R�6�

��������	���7����������7�����/�
��	��������=�����������R��������� �	�

��	��������/����������	���I������	�=��-2�3��=�

Harmonia�doris�nilesiae�
	()& H���*8"$(��

22R22R�6� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/� ���������/� ����	��	�� 7�����	�=�
�����	��	��6����	�=��0-�2�00�=�

Harmonia�stebbinsii�
�!&>>($ H���*8"$(��

22R22R�6� ���������/���7����	��	����	��������������=�
���������������/�����	����	�������=��3��2�-��=�

Hierochloe�odorata�
$"..($'�5�$())�2'*�  � 22R22R�� ����7���	�������=�7��������=���-��2���-=�

Hulsea�nana�
)(!!)&��#) &��

22R22R�� ����	�� 6������� �	�� ���I� �����/� ��6����	�� ��	�������� ������=� ���I�� ���
���
����������R��	�
����	�����6�������=������211--=�

Iliamna�bakeri�
6�F&*H �')">&�8�))"@�

22R22R3� ���������/���	��	2<�	�����7�����	�=�
���I���������
����	��������=������2�-��=�

Ivesia�longibracteata�
�� !)&��*�' �(5& (��

22R22R�6� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=� ���
����� �	� ���	����� ������=� � �6����
�10-=�

Juncus� leiospermus� 5�*=�
leiospermus�
�&.�6)#99�.@�*9�*# ��

22R22R�6� ���������/� 
������ �	�� ��������� �������	�/� ����	��	�� 7�����	��/�

��	��������=�
��	���������������=�����������	����������
��	��������=��
1�2����=�

Legenere�limosa�
)&'&$&*&� 22R22R�6�


��	��������=� ��	��������������������	���������;��������=� �	�6�������

��	��������=���2���=�

Lewisia�cantelovii�
��$!&)"@H �)&@( (��

22R22R�6� 6������������ ����	�� ������/� ��7��� �	��	�� ��	�������� ������/�
����	��	��7�����	�/����������=���������I�����������	��7���������/�
�������� �	�����������6���R��	����	������������������	������	��	�=��
11�2�13�=�

Limnanthes� floccosa�   +=�
bellingeriana�
6&))($'&*H �8&�."@9"�8�

22R22R�6� ����7���	�������/�����	��	��7�����	�=�

��	�����7��� ������ �	�����	��7��� ������ ��� ����7�/� �	�� ���/� ���	��
�����=����-2���-=�
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Limnanthes� floccosa�   +=�
floccosa�
@""))%�8&�."@9"�8�

22R22R3�

���������/� ����	��	�� 7�����	�/� 
������ �	�� ��������� �������	�/�

��	��������=�
��	�����7��������/��������/��	����	��=��0�2��4-=�

Meesia�triquetra�
!�*&&2*�$F&.��#8+�8"  �

22R22R3� 6���� �	�� ��	�/� ����7�� �	�� �����/� ������ �	��	�� ��	�������� ������=�
�������7�	���	����������=��1��2�-��=�

Mielichhoferia�
tehamensis�
��  &$� �&�F� ,"++&*�
8"  � 22R22R�6�

����	��6��������	�����I������=�
�����	�
����	������I��	������R�����������=��-��2����=�
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Abbreviations:��
FE�� Federal�Endangered�
FT�� Federal�Threatened�
FC�� Federal�Candidate��
FPD� Federal�proposed�for�delisting��
FPT� Federal�proposed�threatened��
FD� Federal�delisted��
MBTA�� Protected�by�Migratory�Bird�Treaty�Act�

CE�� California�Endangered�Species�
CT�� California�Threatened��
CR�� California� Rare� (Protected� by� Native� Plant� Protection�

Act)�
CSC�� CDFG�Species�of�Special�Concern��
CC� State�candidate�for�listing��
1B�� CNPS���Rare,�Threatened,�or�Endangered�

1=3=������������������	��

There� are� a� number� of� regulatory� agencies� whose� responsibility� includes� the� oversight� of� the�
natural�resources�of�the�state�and�nation�including�the�CDFG,�USFWS,�USACOE,�and�the�National�
Marine�Fisheries�Service.�These�agencies�often�respond�to�declines�in�the�quantity�of�a�particular�
habitat�or�plant�or�animal�species�by�developing�protective�measures�for�those�species�or�habitat�
type.�Federal�and�state�agencies�are�increasingly�involved�with�projects�at�the�local�level�in�Shasta�
County.�The�following�is�an�overview�of�the�federal,�state�and�local�regulations�that�are�applicable�
to�subsequent�projects�under�the�proposed�project.��

��������

Federal�Endangered�Species�Act�
The�Federal�Endangered�Species�Act�(FESA),�passed�in�1973,�defines�an�endangered�species�as�any�
species�or� subspecies� that� is� in�danger�of�extinction� throughout�all�or�a� significant�portion�of� its�
range.� A� threatened� species� is� defined� as� any� species� or� subspecies� that� is� likely� to� become� an�
endangered� species� within� the� foreseeable� future� throughout� all� or� a� significant� portion� of� its�
range.��
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Once� a� species� is� listed� it� is� fully� protected� from� a� “take”� unless� a� take� permit� is� issued� by� the�
USFWS.�A�take�is�defined�as�the�harassing,�harming,�pursuing,�hunting,�shooting,�wounding,�killing,�
trapping,� capturing,� or� collecting� wildlife� species� or� any� attempt� to� engage� in� such� conduct,�
including� modification� of� its� habitat� (16� USC� 1532,� 50� CFR� 17.3).� Proposed� endangered� or�
threatened� species� are� those� species� for� which� a� proposed� regulation,� but� not� a� final� rule,� has�
been�published�in�the�Federal�Register.�

Migratory�Bird�Treaty�Act�
To� kill,� posses,� or� trade� a� migratory� bird,� bird� part,� nest,� or� egg� is� a� violation� of� the� Federal�
Migratory�Bird�Treaty�Act�(FMBTA:�16�U.S.C.,�§703,�Supp.� I,�1989),�unless�it� is� in�accordance�with�
the�regulations�that�have�been�set�forth�by�the�Secretary�of�the�Interior.�

Clean�Water�Act�–�Section�404�
Section�404�of�the�CWA�regulates�all�discharges�of�dredged�or�fill�material�into�waters�of�the�U.S.�
Discharges�of� fill�material� includes� the�placement�of� fill� that� is�necessary� for� the�construction�of�
any� structure,� or� impoundment� requiring� rock,� sand,� dirt,� or� other� material� for� its� construction;�
site�development� fills� for� recreational,� industrial,� commercial,� residential,� and� other� uses;�
causeways�or�road�fills;�and�fill�for�intake�and�outfall�pipes�and�subaqueous�utility�lines�[33�C.F.R.�
§328.2(f)].��

Waters� of� the� U.S.� include� lakes,� rivers,� streams,� intermittent� drainages,� mudflats,� sandflats,�
wetlands,�sloughs,�and�wet�meadows.�Wetlands�are�defined�as�“those�areas�that�are�inundated�or�
saturated�by�surface�or�groundwater�at�a�frequency�and�duration�sufficient�to�support�and�under�
normal�circumstances�do�support,�a�prevalence�of�vegetation�typically�adapted�for�life�in�saturated�
soil� conditions”� [33� C.F.R.� §328.3(b)].� Waters� of� the� U.S.� exhibit� a� defined� bed� and� bank� and�
ordinary�high�water�mark�(OHWM).�The�OHWM�is�defined�by�the�USACOE�as�“that� line�on�shore�
established�by�the�fluctuations�of�water�and�indicated�by�physical�character�of�the�soil,�destruction�
of� terrestrial� vegetation,� the� presence� of� litter� and� debris,� or� other� appropriate� means� that�
consider�the�characteristics�of�the�surrounding�areas”�[33�C.F.R.�§328.3(e)].�

The� USACOE� is� the� agency� responsible� for� administering� the� permit� process� for� activities� that�
affect� waters� of� the� U.S.� Executive� Order� 11990� is� a� federal� implementation� policy,� which� is�
intended�to�result�in�no�net�loss�of�wetlands.�

Clean�Water�Act�–�Section�401�
Section�401�of�the�CWA�(33�U.S.C.�1341)�requires�an�applicant�who�is�seeking�a�404�permit�to�first�
obtain�a�water�quality�certification�from�the�Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board.�To�obtain�the�
water� quality� certification,� the� Regional� Water� Quality� Control� Board� must� indicate� that� the�
proposed�fill�would�be�consistent�with�the�standards�set�forth�by�the�state.�

Department�of�Transportation�Act���Section�4(f)�
Section� 4(f)� has� been� part� of� Federal� law� since� 1966.� It� was� enacted� as� Section� 4(f)� of� the�
Department� of� Transportation� (DOT)� Act� of� 1966� and� set� forth� in� Title� 49� United� States� Code�
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(U.S.C.),� Section� 1653(f).� In� January� 1983,� as� part� of� an� overall� recodification� of� the� DOT� Act,�
Section� 4(f)� was� amended� and� codified� in� 49� U.S.C.� Section� 303.� This� law� established� policy� on�
Lands,�Wildlife�and�Waterfowl�Refuges,�and�Historic�Sites�as�follows:�

It�is�the�policy�of�the�United�States�Government�that�special�effort�should�be�made�
to�preserve� the�natural�beauty�of� the�countryside�and�public�park�and� recreation�
lands,� wildlife� and� waterfowl� refuges,� and� historic� sites.� The� Secretary� of�
Transportation� shall� cooperate� and� consult� with� the� Secretaries� of� the� Interior,�
Housing� and� Urban� Development,� and� Agriculture,� and� with� the� States,� in�
developing�transportation�plans�and�programs�that� include�measures�to�maintain�
or� enhance� the� natural� beauty� of� lands� crossed� by� transportation� activities� or�
facilities.�The�Secretary�of�Transportation�may�approve�a� transportation�program�
or�project�(other�than�any�project�for�a�park�road�or�parkway�under�section�204�of�
title�23)�requiring�the�use�of�publicly�owned�land�of�a�public�park,�recreation�area,�
or�wildlife�and�waterfowl�refuge�of�national,�state,�or�local�significance,�or�land�of�
a�historic�site�of�national,�state,�or�local�significance�(as�determined�by�the�Federal,�
state,�or�local�officials�having�jurisdiction�over�the�park,�area,�refuge,�or�site)�only�
if:� a)� There� is� no�prudent�and� feasible�alternative� to�using� that� land;� and�b)� The�
program� or� project� includes� all� possible� planning� to�minimize� harm� to� the� park,�
recreation�area,�wildlife� and�waterfowl� refuge,� or� historic� site� resulting� from� the�
use.�

������

Fish�and�Game�Code�§2050�2097���California�Endangered�Species�Act�
The�California�Endangered�Species�Act�(CESA)�protects�certain�plant�and�animal�species�when�they�
are� of� special� ecological,� educational,� historical,� recreational,� aesthetic,� economic,� and� scientific�
value� to� the� people� of� the� State.� CESA� established� that� it� is� State� policy� to� conserve,� protect,�
restore,�and�enhance�endangered�species�and�their�habitats.�

CESA�was�expanded�upon�the�original�Native�Plant�Protection�Act�and�enhanced�legal�protection�
for�plants.�To�be�consistent�with�Federal�regulations,�CESA�created�the�categories�of�"threatened"�
and�"endangered"�species.�It�converted�all�"rare"�animals�into�the�Act�as�threatened�species,�but�
did�not�do�so�for�rare�plants.�Thus,�there�are�three�listing�categories�for�plants�in�California:�rare,�
threatened,� and� endangered.� Under� State� law,� plant� and� animal� species� may� be� formally�
designated�by�official�listing�by�the�California�Fish�and�Game�Commission.�

Fish�and�Game�Code�§1900�1913�California�Native�Plant�Protection�Act�
In�1977�the�State�Legislature�passed�the�Native�Plant�Protection�Act�(NPPA)�in�recognition�of�rare�
and�endangered�plants�of�the�state.�The�intent�of�the�law�was�to�preserve,�protect,�and�enhance�
endangered� plants.� The� NPPA� gave� the� California� Fish� and� Game� Commission� the� power� to�
designate�native�plants�as�endangered�or�rare,�and�to�require�permits�for�collecting,�transporting,�
or�selling�such�plants.�The�NPPA�includes�provisions�that�prohibit�the�taking�of�plants�designated�as�
"rare"� from� the� wild,� and� a� salvage� mandate� for� landowners,� which� requires� notification� of� the�
CDFG�10�days�in�advance�of�approving�a�building�site.�
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Fish�and�Game�Code�§3503,�3503.5,�3800���Predatory�Birds�
Under� the� California� Fish� and� Game� Code,� all� predatory� birds� in� the� order� Falconiformes� or�
Strigiformes� in� California,� generally� called� “raptors,”� are� protected.� The� law� indicates� that� it� is�
unlawful�to�take,�posses,�or�destroy�the�nest�or�eggs�of�any�such�bird�unless�it�is�in�accordance�with�
the�code.�Any�activity�that�would�cause�a�nest�to�be�abandoned�or�cause�a�reduction�or�loss�in�a�
reproductive�effort�is�considered�a�take.�This�generally�includes�construction�activities.�

Fish�and�Game�Code�§1601�1603�–�Streambed�Alteration�
Under�the�California�Fish�and�Game�Code,�CDFG�has�jurisdiction�over�any�proposed�activities�that�
would� divert� or� obstruct� the� natural� flow� or� change� the� bed,� channel,� or� bank� of� any� lake� or�
stream.� Private� landowners� or� project� proponents� must� obtain� a� “Streambed� Alteration�
Agreement”� from� CDFG� prior� to� any� alteration� of� a� lake� bed,� stream� channel,� or� their� banks.�
Through�this�agreement,� the�CDFG�may� impose�conditions� to� limit�and� fully�mitigate� impacts�on�
fish�and�wildlife�resources.�These�agreements�are�usually�initiated�through�the�local�CDFG�warden�
and�will�specify�timing�and�construction�conditions,�including�any�mitigation�necessary�to�protect�
fish�and�wildlife�from�impacts�of�the�work.�

Public�Resources�Code�§�21000���California�Environmental�Quality�Act�
The�California�Environmental�Quality�Act�(CEQA)�identifies�that�a�species�that�is�not�listed�on�the�
federal� or� state� endangered� species� list� may� be� considered� rare� or� endangered� if� the� species�
meets� certain�criteria.�Under�CEQA�public�agencies�must�determine� if�a�project�would�adversely�
affect�a�species�that� is�not�protected�by�FESA�or�CESA.�Species�that�are�not� listed�under�FESA�or�
CESA,�but�are�otherwise�eligible�for� listing�(i.e.�candidate,�or�proposed)�may�be�protected�by�the�
local�government�until�the�opportunity�to�list�the�species�arises�for�the�responsible�agency.��

Species�that�may�be�considered�for�review�are�included�on�a�list�of�“Species�of�Special�Concern,”�
developed�by�the�CDFG.�Additionally,�the�California�Native�Plant�Society�(CNPS)�maintains�a�list�of�
plant� species� native� to� California� that� have� low� numbers,� limited� distribution,� or� are� otherwise�
threatened�with�extinction.�This�information�is�published�in�the�Inventory�of�Rare�and�Endangered�
Vascular�Plants�of�California.�List�1A�contains�plants�that�are�believed�to�be�extinct.�List�1B�contains�
plants�that�are�rare,�threatened,�or�endangered�in�California�and�elsewhere.�List�2�contains�plants�
that� are� rare,� threatened,� or� endangered� in� California,� but� more� numerous� elsewhere.� List� 3�
contains� plants� where� additional� information� is� needed.� List� 4� contains� plants� with� a� limited�
distribution.���

Public�Resources�Code�§�21083.4���Oak�woodlands�conservation�
In� 2004,� the� California� legislature� enacted� SB� 1334,� which� added� oak� woodland� conservation�
regulations�to�the�Public�Resources�Code.�This�new�law�requires�a�County�to�determine�whether�a�
project,� within� its� jurisdiction,� may� result� in� a� conversion� of� oak� woodlands� that� will� have� a�
significant�effect�on�the�environment.�If�a�County�determines�that�there�may�be�a�significant�effect�
to�oak�woodlands,�the�County�must�require�oak�woodland�mitigation�alternatives�to�mitigate�the�
significant� effect� of� the� conversion� of� oak� woodlands.� Such� mitigation� alternatives� include:�
conservation�through�the�use�of�conservation�easements;�planting�and�maintaining�an�appropriate�
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number�of�replacement�trees;�contribution�of�funds�to�the�Oak�Woodlands�Conservation�Fund�for�
the� purpose� of� purchasing� oak� woodlands� conservation� easements;� and/or� other� mitigation�
measures�developed�by�the�County.�

California�Wetlands�Conservation�Policy�
In�August�1993,�the�Governor�announced�the�"California�Wetlands�Conservation�Policy.”�The�goals�
of�the�policy�are�to�establish�a�framework�and�strategy�that�will:�

� Ensure�no�overall�net�loss�and�to�achieve�a�long�term�net�gain�in�the�quantity,�quality,�and�
permanence� of� wetland� acreage� and� values� in� California� in� a� manner� that� fosters�
creativity,�stewardship,�and�respect�for�private�property.�

� Reduce� procedural� complexity� in� the� administration� of� State� and� federal� wetland�
conservation�programs.�

� Encourage�partnerships�to�make�landowner�incentive�programs�and�cooperative�planning�
efforts�the�primary�focus�of�wetland�conservation�and�restoration.�

The�Governor�also�signed�Executive�Order�W�59�93,�which� incorporates� the�goals�and�objectives�
contained� in� the� new� policy� and� directs� the� Resources� Agency� to� establish� an� Interagency� Task�
Force�to�direct�and�coordinate�administration�and�implementation�of�the�policy.�

Regional�Conservation�Planning�
A� Habitat� Conservation� Plan� (HCP)� is� a� federal� planning� document� that� is� prepared� pursuant� to�
Section�10�of�the�Federal�Endangered�Species�Act�(FESA).�An�approved�HCP�within�a�defined�plan�
area�allows�for�the�incidental�take�of�species�and�habitat�that�are�otherwise�protected�under�FESA�
during�development�activities.��

A� Natural� Community� Conservation� Plan� (NCCP)� is� a� state� planning� document� administered� by�
CDFG.�An�approved�NCCP�within�a�defined�plan�area�allows�for�the�incidental�take�of�species�and�
habitat�that�are�otherwise�protected�under�CESA�during�growth�and�development�activities.�

Shasta�County�does�not�have�an�approved�HCP�or�NCCP�that�is�administered�in�the�region.�

1=3=1���������	����������	���������
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a�significant�
impact�on�biological�resources�if�it�will:�

� Have�a�substantial�adverse�effect,�either�directly�or�through�habitat�modifications,�on�any�
species� identified� as� a� candidate,� sensitive,� or� special�status� species� in� local� or� regional�
plans,�policies,�or� regulations,�or�by� the�California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game�or�U.S.�
Fish�and�Wildlife�Service;�
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� Have� a� substantial� adverse� effect� on� any� riparian� habitat� or� other� sensitive� natural�
community� identified� in� local� or� regional� plans,� policies,� regulations� or� by� the� California�
Department�of�Fish�and�Game�or�U.S.�Fish�and�Wildlife�Service;�

� Have� a� substantial� adverse� effect� on� federally� protected� wetlands� as� defined� by� Section�
404�of�the�Clean�Water�Act�(including,�but�not�limited�to,�marsh,�vernal�pool,�coastal,�etc.)�
through�direct�removal,�filling,�hydrological�interruption,�or�other�means;�

� Interfere� substantially� with� the� movement� of� any� native� resident� or� migratory� fish� or�
wildlife� species� or� with� established� native� resident� or� migratory� wildlife� corridors,� or�
impede�the�use�of�native�wildlife�nursery�sites;�

� Conflict�with�any�local�policies�or�ordinances�protecting�biological�resources,�such�as�a�tree�
preservation�policy�or�ordinance;�

� Conflict�with�the�provisions�of�an�adopted�Habitat�Conservation�Plan,�Natural�Community�
Conservation�Plan,�or�other�approved�local,�regional,�or�state�habitat�conservation�plan.�

��������	����������	�

Impact�3.4�1:�Direct�or�Indirect�Effects�on�Candidate,�Sensitive,�or�Special�
Status�Species�including�their�Habitat�or�Movement�Corridors�(less�than�
significant�with�mitigation)�
The�California�Natural�Diversity�Data�Base�(CNDDB)�search�identified�several�documented�special�
status�species�within�the�County.�All�species�are�presumed�present�at�any�given�time�throughout�
their�habitat�range.�Some�species�require�localized�micro�habitats,�while�others�are�highly�mobile�
and� may� occur� throughout� the� County.� Many� of� the� documented� special�status� species� may� be�
directly� or� indirectly� affected� by� subsequent� transportation� improvements� under� the� proposed�
project�within�the�planning�area� if� the� improvements�are�to�encroach�on�the�species’�habitat,�or�
movement�corridors.�Below�is�a�brief�description�of�the�special�status�species�that�are�present�in�
the� region� and� their� habitat� requirements.� Table� 3.4�1� provides� a� detailed� description� of� the�
species,�habitat,�and�listing�status.��

Invertebrates.� Several� special�status� invertebrates� occur� within� the� region.� These� include:� the�
California� linderiella,� vernal� pool� fairy� shrimp,� and� vernal� pool� tadpole� shrimp,� which� requires�
vernal�pools�and�swale�areas�within�grasslands;�the�valley�elderberry�longhorn�beetle,�which�is�an�
insect� that� is� only� associated� with� blue� elderberry� plants,� oftentimes� in� riparian� areas� and�
sometimes� on� land� in� the� vicinity� of� riparian� areas;� the� Antioch� Dunes� anthicid� beetle� and� the�
Sacramento� anthicid� beetle,� which� are� insects� that� are� found� in� loose� sandy� areas� of� the�
Sacramento�River;�Wawona�riffle�beetle,�confusion�caddisfly,�western�ridged�mussel,�kneecap�lanx,�
Leech's� skyline� diving� beetle,� topaz� juga,� Castle� Crags� rhyacophilan� caddisfly,� and� Great� Basin�
rams�horn,�which�are�found�in�creeks,�streams,�or�lakes;�canary�duskysnail,�nugget�pebblesnail,�Pit�
roach,�Archimedes�pyrg,�Sucker�Springs�pyrg,�and�Shasta�crayfish,�which�are�limited�to�the�Pit�River�
and/or� Pit� River� basin� area;� Kings� Creek� ecclysomyian� caddisfly� and� King's� Creek� parapsyche�
caddisfly,� which� are� limited� to� springs� and� creeks� in� the� Sierra� Nevada� and� Cascades;� Oregon�
shoulderband,� Klamath� sideband,� Shasta� sideband,� and� Shasta� chaparral,� which� are� limited� to�
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limestone�caves�or�talus�slopes;�bilobed�rhyacophilan�caddisfly,�which�is�known�only�in�the�Castle�
Crags�State�Park;�and�Shasta�Hesperian,�which�is�present�primarily�in�the�vicinity�of�Shasta�Lake.��

Reptiles� and� Amphibians.� Special�status� reptiles� and� amphibians� that� occur� within� the� region�
include:�the�Cascades�frog,�which�is�found�in�water�and�surrounding�vegetation�in�mountain�lakes,�
streams,�and�ponds�up�to�timber�line;�the�foothill�yellow�legged�frog,�which�occurs�in�partly�shaded�
and� shallow� streams� with� rocky� soils;� the� northwestern� pond� turtle,� which� requires� aquatic�
environments� located� along� ponds,� marshes,� rivers,� and� ditches;� Shasta� salamander,� which�
requires�cool,�wet�ravines�and�valleys�with�oak�woodland�or�chaparral;�and�the�western�tailed�frog,�
which�requires�riparian�habitat�along�montane�streams.�

It� should� also� be� noted� that� while� there� are� no� documented� observances� of� the� California� red�
legged�frog�within�the�CNDDB,�Shasta�County�is�within�the�historical�range�of�this�species,�but�not�
within� the� currently� known� range.� Local� literature� indicates� that� this� species� has� been� observed�
twice� in� Shasta� County.� Once� in� 1911� within� the� current� City� of� Redding� boundary,� and� once� in�
1926�in�Clear�Creek�south�of�the�Redding�area.��

Fish.�Special�status�fish�that�occur�within�the�region�include:�the�spring�run�Chinook�salmon,�and�
winter�run� Chinook� salmon,� which� are� all� found� in� the� rivers,� streams,� and� tributaries� of� the�
Sacramento�River�Basin;�the�McCloud�River�redband�trout�and�bull�trout,�which�are�limited�to�the�
McCloud�River�and� its� tributaries;� the� rough�sculpin,�bigeye�marbled�sculpin,�which�are� found� in�
Hat� Creek,� Fall� River,� and/or� Burney� Creek;� and� the� hardhead,� which� is� found� tributaries� to� the�
Sacramento�River.��

Birds.� Special�status� birds� that� occur� within� the� region� include:� bank� swallow,� black� swift,� great�
blue�heron,�greater� sandhill� crane,�willow� flycatcher,� tricolored�blackbird,�and�osprey,�which�are�
associated� with� streams,� rivers,� lakes,� wetlands,� marshes,� and� other� wet� environments;� the�
American�peregrine�falcon,�bald�eagle,�and�osprey,�which�require�open�water�to�forage�for�food,�
while� they� typically� perch� on� cliffs,� large� trees,� or� snags;� northern� goshawk,� which� live� in�
coniferous�habitats;�and�raptors�that�are�present�in�varying�habitats�throughout�the�planning�area.�

Mammals.� Special�status� mammals� that�occur�within� the� region� include:�Pallid�bat,� spotted�bat,�
Townsend’s� big�eared� bat,� silver�haired� bat,� western� red� bat,� hoary� bat,� long�eared� myotis� bat,�
long�legged� myotis,� fringed� myotis,� and� Yuma� myotis� bat,� which� occur� in� a� variety� of� habitats,�
including� grasslands,� foothill� woodlands,� coniferous� forest,� caves,� mines,� and� buildings;� the�
California� wolverine,� Oregon� snowshoe� hare,� Sierra� marten,� Pacific� fisher,� purple� martin,� and�
Sierra�Nevada�red�fox,�which�occurs�in�forested�habitats,�the�gray�headed�pika,�which�is�present�in�
mountainous�areas�at�higher�elevations,�and�the�American�badger,�which�occurs� in�shrub,� forest�
and�herbaceous�habitats�where�there�is�abundance�burrowing�rodents.��

Plants.�The�region�is�composed�of�a�very�diverse�range�of�habitat�types.�These�include�chaparral,�
woodland,� forest,� grassland,� meadows,� and� riparian,� among� others.� Within� these� broad� habitat�
types,� there� are� Alpine� Dwarf�Shrub,� Annual� Grassland,� Aspen� ,� Barren� ,� Bitterbrush,� Blue� Oak�
Woodland,� Blue� Oak�Foothill� Pine,� Chamise�Redshank� Chaparral,� Closed�Cone� Pine�Cypress,�
Deciduous� Orchard,� Douglas� Fir,� Dryland� Grain� Crops,� Eastside� Pine,� Eucalyptus,� Fresh� Emergent�
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Wetland,� Irrigated� Grain� Crops,� Irrigated� Hayfield,� Irrigated� Row� and� Field� Crops,� Jeffrey� Pine,�
Juniper,�Klamath�Mixed�Conifer,�Lacustrine,�Lodgepole�Pine,�Low�Sage,�Mixed�Chaparral,�Montane�
Chaparral,� Montane� Hardwood,� Montane� Hardwood�Conifer,� Montane� Riparian,� Pasture,�
Perennial� Grassland,� Ponderosa� Pine,� Red� Fir,� Rice,� Riverine,� Sagebrush,� Sierran� Mixed� Conifer,�
Subalpine�Conifer,�Urban,�Valley�Foothill�Riparian,�Valley�Oak�Woodland,�Wet�Meadow,�and�White�
Fir.� This� diverse� plant� mosaic� within� the� region� allows� for� some� of� the� most� diverse� plant�
communities�within�a�single�county.�Within�these�plants�communities�there�are�numerous�special�
status� plants,� many� of� which� only� occur� in� the� region� (endemic).� A� full� list� of� the� special� status�
plants�within�the�region�is�in�Table�3.4�1.�

Discussion.�New�transportation� improvements�have�the�potential� to�affect�special�status�species�
that�are�present�within�the�region.�The�design�process�for�each�RTP�project�will�involve�a�level�of�
field�reconnaissance�to�precisely�identify�the�potential�for�impacts�to�special�status�species�and�to�
identify�project�specific�design�measures�that�can�be�employed�to�avoid�or�lessen�an�impact.��

Project� specific� design� measures� may� include� alternative� designs� to� avoid� habitats� that� are�
considered� more� sensitive� and� required� for� special� status� species.� An� impact� would� occur� if� a�
project�would�result�in�a�take�of�a�special�status�species�or�their�habitat.�If�a�project�would�in�fact�
result� in� a� take� of� a� special� status� species� or� their� habitat� it� may� be� required� to� go� through� a�
consultation� process� with� the� USFWS� and/or� CDFG� for� recommendations� to� avoid� or� lessen� the�
impacts�to�these�species�and�their�habitats.��

Permits� may� also� be� required� from� the� USFWS� and/or� CDFG,� and� possibly� by� the� local�
governments�if�a�project�design�cannot�avoid�disturbance�to�special�status�species�or�their�habitat.�
Permits�are�issued�by�regulatory�agencies�with�conditions�that�are�designed�to�mitigate�the�impact�
to�the�extent�practicable.�The�proposed�project�does�not�directly�cause�an�impact�to�special�status�
species� and� the� design� process� for� individual� RTP� projects� would� require� that� each� project� be�
consistent� with� the� policies� that� are� established� in� the� County� and� City� General� Plan� for� the�
purpose�of�protecting�biological�resources,�including�special�status�species�that�their�habitat.�

Consistency�with�the�County�and�City�policies�as�well�as�adopted�federal�and�state�regulations�that�
protect�special�status�species,�including�their�habitat�and�movement�corridors,�would�ensure�that�
appropriate�design�measures,�including�avoidance,�if�appropriate,�are�incorporated�into�the�design�
of�each�RTP�project.�Because�the�proposed�project� is�a�planning�document�and�thus,�no�physical�
changes�will�occur�to�the�environment,�adoption�of�the�proposed�project�would�not�directly�impact�
the� environment.� There� is� a� reasonable� chance� that� special� status� species� will� be� impacted�
throughout�the�buildout�of�RTP�projects�due�to�the�extent�of�special�status�species�throughout�the�
region.� The� following� mitigation� would� ensure� that� any� potential� for� impacts� to� special� status�
species�is�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.��

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.4�1:�Prior�to�final�design�approval�of�RTP�projects,�the�implementing�agency�
should�have�a�qualified�biologist�conduct�a�field�reconnaissance�of�the�limits�of�the�project�area�in�
an� effort� to� identify� any� biological� constraints� for� the� project,� including� special� status� plants,�
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animals,� and� their� habitats,� as� well� as� protected� natural� communities� including� wetland� and�
terrestrial�communities.�If�the�biologist�identifies�protected�biological�resources�within�the�limits�of�
the�project�area,� the� implementing�agency� should� first,� consider�alternative�designs� that� seek� to�
avoid� and/or� minimize� impacts� to� the� biological� resources.� If� the� project� cannot� be� designed�
without� complete� avoidance,� the� implementing� agency� should� coordinate� with� the� appropriate�
regulatory�agency� (i.e.�USFWS,�NMFS,�CDFG,�ACOE)� to�obtain� regulatory�permits�and� implement�
project�specific�mitigation�prior�to�any�construction�activities.�

Impact�3.4�2:�Adverse�Effects�on�Riparian�Habitat�or�Other�Sensitive�
Natural�Community�Identified�in�Local�or�Regional�Plans,�Policies,�
Regulations�or�by�the�California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game�or�U.S.�Fish�
and�Wildlife�Service,�or�on�Federally�Protected�Wetlands�as�Defined�by�
Section�404�of�the�Clean�Water�Act�through�Direct�Removal,�Filling,�
Hydrological�Interruption,�or�Other�Means��
(less�than�significant�with�mitigation)��
The� planning� area� contains� sensitive� natural� communities,� such� as� riparian,� oak� woodland,�
streams,�rivers,�wet�meadows,�and�vernal�pools.�The�planning�area�contains�oak�woodland�habitat�
predominately�in�the�foothills.�California�regulations�require�a�lead�agency�to�determine�whether�a�
project� within� its� jurisdiction� may� result� in� significant� effects� to� oak� woodlands.� If� an� agency�
determines� that� there� may�be�a� significant�effect� to�oak�woodlands�as�a� result�of�a�project,� the�
agency�must�require�oak�woodlands�mitigation�alternatives�to�mitigate�the�significant�effect.�Such�
mitigation�alternatives�includes:�conservation�through�the�use�of�conservation�easements;�planting�
and�maintaining�an�appropriate�number�of�replacement�trees;�or�the�contribution�of�funds�for�the�
purpose�of�purchasing�oak�woodlands�conservation�easements.��

Streams,� rivers,� wet� meadows,� and� vernal� pools� (wetlands� and� jurisdictional� waters)� are� of� high�
concern� because� they� provide� unique� aquatic� habitat� (perennial� and� ephemeral)� for� many�
endemic� species,� including� special�status� plants,� birds,� invertebrates,� and� amphibians.� These�
aquatic� habitats� oftentimes� qualify� as� protected� wetlands� or� jurisdictional� waters� and� are�
protected�from�disturbance�through�the�CWA.�

The�planning�area�contains�numerous�aquatic�habitats�that�qualify�as�federally�protected�wetlands�
and�jurisdictional�waters.�Section�404�of�the�CWA�requires�any�project�that�involves�disturbance�to�
a�wetland�or�water�of�the�U.S.�to�obtain�a�permit�that�authorizes�the�disturbance.�If�a�wetland�or�
jurisdictional�water�is�determined�to�be�present,�then�a�permit�must�be�obtained�from�the�USACE�
to�authorize�a�disturbance�to�the�wetland.�Although�RTP�projects�may�disturb�protected�wetlands�
and/or�jurisdictional�waters,�the�regulatory�process�that�is�established�through�Section�404�of�the�
CWA�ensures�that�there�is�“no�net�loss”�of�wetlands�or�jurisdictional�waters.�If,�through�the�design�
process,�it�is�determined�that�an�RTP�project�cannot�avoid�a�wetland�or�jurisdictional�water,�then�
the�USACE�would�require�that�there�be�an�equal�amount�of�wetland�created�elsewhere�to�mitigate�
any�loss�of�wetland.��
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Detailed� plans� of� the� individual� RTP� projects� have� not� been� developed.� Consistency� with� the�
applicable� County� and� City� policies� would� ensure� that� appropriate� design� measures,� including�
avoidance,� if� appropriate,� are� incorporated� into� the� design� of� each� RTP� project.� Additionally,�
compliance�with�a�General�Plan�Conservation�Element,�USFWS�Recovery�Plan,�HCP,�or�NCCP�,�once�
they� are� adopted� or� become� available,� would� ensure� that� natural� communities,� including� oak�
woodlands,�wetlands�and�jurisdictional�waters�are�protected�to�the�extent�feasible,�and�mitigation�
is� incorporated�as�necessary.�Because�the�proposed�project� is�a�planning�document�and�thus,�no�
physical� changes� will� occur� to� the� environment,� adoption� of� the� proposed� project� would� not�
directly�impact�the�environment.�There�is�a�reasonable�chance�that�natural�communities,�including�
oak� woodlands,� wetlands� and� jurisdictional� waters� will� be� impacted� throughout� the� buildout� of�
RTP� projects.� Implementation� of� mitigation� measure� 3.4�1� would� ensure� that� any� potential� for�
impacts� to� sensitive� natural� communities,� including� oak� woodlands,� wetlands,� and� jurisdictional�
waters�is�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.��

Impact�3.4�3:�Interference�with�the�Movement�of�Native�Resident�or�
Migratory�Fish�or�Wildlife�Species�or�with�Established�Native�Resident�or�
Migratory�Wildlife�Corridors,�or�Impede�the�Use�of�Native�Wildlife�
Nursery�Sites�(less�than�significant�with�mitigation)�
There�are�many�native�fish�and�wildlife�species�within�the�County�that�migrate�or�utilize�movement�
corridors.�The�most�notable�for�their�protection�status�include�the�Chinook�salmon�(Oncorhynchus�
tshawytscha)� and� steelhead� trout� (Oncorhynchus� mykiss).� The� Columbian� black�tailed� deer�
(Odocoileus� hemionus� columbianus)� is� a� migratory� wildlife� species� that� is� not� recognized� as� a�
special�status� species,� but� preserving� deer� habitat� and� migration� corridors� is� of� concern� to� the�
CDFG�in�many�regions�of�California�including�Shasta�County.��

Salmon�and�Steelhead.�Salmon�and�steelhead�trout�are�anadromous�fish�species�that�are�present�
in� the� San� Joaquin� and� Sacramento� River� Basins.� The� Sacramento� River� system� has� historically�
supported�steelhead�trout�and�four�distinct�spawning�runs�of�Chinook�salmon:�fall,�late�fall,�winter,�
and�spring.�The�Central�Valley�steelhead�was� federally� listed�as� threatened� in�2003.�The� fall/late�
fall�run�salmon�is�a�federal�and�state�species�of�concern,�and�a�candidate�species�for�federal�listing.�
The� spring�run� Chinook� salmon� population� is� listed� as� threatened� by� both� federal� and� state�
agencies.� Winter�run� Chinook� salmon� population� is� listed� as� a� federally� and� state� endangered�
species.� Populations� of� Central� Valley� Steelhead� and� Chinook� salmon� have� been� supported� by�
hatcheries�within�the�Sacramento�River�Basin.�

The� individual� RTP� projects� have� not� been� designed� or� approved.� Each� project� will� be� designed�
consistent� with� the� applicable� County� and� City� policies� to� ensure� that� appropriate� design�
measures,� including� avoidance,� if� appropriate,� are� incorporated� into� the� design� of� each� RTP�
project.� It�will�be� important�that� implementing�agency�review�each�RTP�project� for� the�potential�
for�impacts�to�riparian�habitat,�which�is�critical�for�the�maintenance�of�high�quality�fish�habitat.�It�
provides�cover,�controls�temperature,�stabilizes�stream�banks,�provides�food,�and�buffers�streams�
from� erosion� and� impacts� of� adjacent� land� uses.� Riparian� vegetation� also� affects� stream� depth,�
current�velocity,�and�substrate�composition.�
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Because�the�proposed�project�is�a�planning�document�and�thus,�no�physical�changes�will�occur�to�
the� environment,� adoption� of� the� proposed� project� would� not� directly� impact� the� environment.�
There� is� a� chance� that� protected� migratory� species,� including� the� four� distinct� salmon� runs,� and�
steelhead�may�be�impacted�throughout�the�buildout�of�RTP�projects.�Implementation�of�mitigation�
measure�3.4�1�would�ensure�that�any�potential� for� impacts�to�the�four�distinct�salmon�runs,�and�
steelhead�are�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.��

Migratory�Deer.�There�are�ten�deer�winter�ranges�within�Shasta�Deer�that�remain� in�a�restricted�
area�on�a�year�round�basis�and�are�considered�resident�populations.�The�largest�deer�herd�within�
Shasta�County�is�the�East�Tehama�migratory�deer�herd.��

Linear� transportation� improvements� can� cause� fragmentation� of� habitat� where� species� can� no�
longer� easily� move� through� an� area.� This� may� occur� in� cases� where� a� linear� transportation�
improvement�includes�a�center�barrier�to�be�erected�that�suddenly�affects�the�ability�of�a�smaller�
animal,� and� sometimes,� less� mobile� species,� to� cross� the� linear� transportation� corridor� to� areas�
that�they�previously�frequented.�

In�addition,�certain�fence�designs�are�barriers�to�deer�movement,�particularly�to�does�and�fawns.�
Deer�proof�or�deer�resistant�fences�around�large�acreages�in�winter�range�and�across�critical�deer�
migration�corridors�result�in�a�significant�adverse�impact�on�deer�populations.�Also,�the�creation�of�
highways�and�roads�are�a�source�of�deer�mortality.��

The� proposed� project� is� a� planning� document� and� thus,� no� physical� changes� will� occur� to� the�
environment� from� adoption� of� the� proposed� project.� There� is� a� reasonable� chance� that� native�
wildlife� or� wildlife� corridors,� including� the� migratory� deer,� will� be� impacted� throughout� the�
buildout�of� linear�transportation�improvements�identified�in�the�proposed�project.�The�individual�
RTP�projects�have�not�been�designed�or�approved.�Each�project�will�be�designed�consistent�with�
the� applicable� County� and� City� policies� to� ensure� that� appropriate� design� measures� are�
incorporated� into� the� design� of� each� improvement� project.� Implementation� of� the� following�
mitigation� measure� would� ensure� that� any� potential� for� impacts� to� wildlife� or� wildlife� corridors,�
including�the�migratory�deer,�are�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.�

��������	���������

Mitigation� Measure� 3.4�2:� Prior� to� design� approval� of� RTP� projects,� the� implementing� agency�
should� incorporate� economically� viable� design� measures,� as� applicable� and� necessary,� to� allow�
wildlife� to� move� through� the� transportation� corridor.� Such� measures� may� include� appropriately�
spaced�breaks� in�a�center�barrier,�or�other�measures� that�are�designed�to�allow�wildlife� to�move�
through�the�transportation�corridor.�If�the�project�cannot�be�designed�with�these�design�measures�
(i.e.� due� to� traffic� safety,� etc.)� the� implementing�agency� should� coordinate�with� the� appropriate�
regulatory� agency� (i.e.� USFWS,� NMFS,� CDFG)� to� obtain� regulatory� permits� and� implement�
alternative�project�specific�mitigation�prior�to�any�construction�activities.�
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Impact�3.4�4:�Conflicts�with�an�Adopted�Habitat�Conservation�Plan,�
Natural�Community�Conservation�Plan,�Recovery�Plan,�or�Local�Policies�or�
Ordinances�Protecting�Biological�Resources�(less�than�significant)�
There� are� no� Habitat� Conservation� Plans� or� Natural� Community� Conservation� Plans� in� effect� in�
Shasta�County.�Each�jurisdiction�within�the�region�has�various�policies�and�ordinances�that�protect�
biological�resources.�As�specific�RTP�projects�are�designed,�they�will�require�a�review�of�the�project�
for�consistency�with�the�policies�and�ordinances�for�which�the�project�is�located.�The�implementing�
agency� will� be� required� to� make� findings� of� consistency� prior� to� the� approval� of� any� future�
transportation� projects.� Implementation� of� the� proposed� project� would� have� a� less� than�
significant�impact�on�this�environmental�topic.��

� �
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This�section�provides�a�background�discussion�of�the�prehistoric�period�background,�ethnographic�
background,� historic� period� background,� known� cultural� resources� in� the� region,� the� regulatory�
setting,�an�impact�analysis,�and�mitigation�measures.� �The�Native�American�Heritage�Commission�
comments� on� the� NOP� identified� steps� to� determine� the� potential� for� the� project� to� impact� an�
archaeological�resource,�including�contacting�the�appropriate�information�center,�information�that�
should� be� included� in� a� environmental� document,� appropriate� Native� American� contacts,� and�
measures� to� mitigate� potential� impacts� in� the� event� an� unknown� resource� is� discovered� during�
project�implementation.��

1=-=���	
���	�	���������	��

Shasta�County�includes�portions�of�the�California�Great�Valley�Geomorphic�Province,�the�Southern�
Cascade�Physiographic�Province,�the�Modoc�Plateau�Province�and�by�the�Klamath�Province.��Lavas�
of� the�Tuscan�and�Tehama�formations�are�the�dominant�rock�throughout�the�county� (Lydon�and�
O'Brien� 1974:9).� � These� lavas� were� extruded� during� the� Pliocene� and� early� Pleistocene.� � The�
boundary� between� the� Cascade� and� the� Modoc� Plateau� provinces� is� indeterminate,� since� both�
areas�have�a�similar�geological�history�of�volcanic�activity�(Hartman�1970).��The�western�portion�of�
Shasta�County�is�in�the�Klamath�Province,�but�in�an�area�of�mixing�with�Cascade�formations.�

The�cities�of�Redding�and�Anderson�are�located�in�the�northern�portion�of�the�Sacramento�Valley,�
an�extension�of� the�California�Great�Valley�Geomorphic�Province� that� is� characterized�by�a� thick�
accumulation�of�alluvial�and�floodplain�deposits.��The�alluvium�and�floodplain�deposits�which�reach�
depths�of�as�much�as�several�thousand�feet�in�thickness�fill�in�an�asymmetric�trough�approximately�
40�miles�wide�by�400�miles�in�length.���

The� Cascade� Range� comprises� a� string� of� volcanoes,� often� rising� conspicuously� above� the�
surrounding�landscape.��In�the�Southern�Cascade�Range,�Mount�Shasta�and�Mount�Lassen�are�the�
most�prominent�peaks.��To�the�northeast,�the�Medicine�Lake�Highland�marks�the�eastern�boundary�
of�the�Cascade�Range.��The�Highland�is�surrounded�by�the�Modoc�Lava�Plateau�on�the�east,�north,�
and� south.� � The� basement� lavas� of� the� Highland� are� andesitic� in� composition,� while� the� more�
recent�extrusions�are�lighter�colored�lavas�similar�in�composition�to�granite.�

�������������������

Archeological� studies� have� been� largely� confined� to� two� areas� within� Shasta� County;� the�
Sacramento�River�and�adjoining�areas�and�the�Pit�River�in�and�around�Lake�Britten,�east�of�Burney.��
Since�it�is�necessary�to�discuss�cultural�events�within�a�temporal�framework,�it�is�proposed�to�use�a�
very�simple�chronology�proposed�by�Farber�and�Neuenschwander�(1984)�based�on�results�from�the�
Squaw�Creek�site�(see�below).� �This�chronology� is�used,�as�suggested�by�the�authors,�simply�as�a�
convenient�division�of�time�for�this�cultural�area�that�does�not�imply�acceptance�of�any�particular�
theoretical�view�of�regional�prehistory.��The�chronology�formulated�by�Fredrickson�(1973)�for�the�
North�Coast�Ranges�has�also�been�applied�to�the�region�(c.f.�Peak�&�Associates�1984).��His�periods�
are� temporal� events,� but� they� are� defined� by� a� dominance� of� certain� economies,� subsistence�
practices�and�general�aspects�of�the�ordering�of�society.��The�periods�are�generally�similar�to�those�
offered� earlier� by� Willey� and� Phillips� (1958)� and� have� a� wide� area� of� applicability,� however,� as�
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pointed�out�by�Farber�and�Neuenschwander,�the�latest�prehistoric�period�defined�by�Fredrickson,�
the�Emergent,�implies�aspects�of�cultural�development�that�are�not�documented�ethnographically�
or�archaeologically�in�much�of�the�Cascades�region.��The�following�chronology�simply�offers�a�basic�
temporal� framework� within� which� to� assess� the� particular� events� that� were� transpiring� in�
northeast�California,�with�particular�reference�to�the�southern�Cascades,�during�a�certain�period.�

The�periods�advanced�by�Farber�and�Neuenschwander,�with�approximate�dates�in�years�before�the�
present� (B.P.)� are� given� below.� � The� present� is� defined� as� 1950,� to� conform� with� radiocarbon�
dating�conventions.�

� Early�Prehistoric�Period� 7600� B.P.� �� 5000� B.P.�

� Middle�Prehistoric�Period� 5000� B.P.� �� 1450� B.P.�

� Late�Prehistoric�Period� 1450� B.P.� �� 100� B.P.�

There�is�some�evidence�of�human�presence�in�the�region�prior�to�the�Early�Period,�but�it�is�scarce.��
There� are� some� flake�based� industries� from� near� Redding� (Sundahl� 1976),� but� none� have� been�
reported� along� the� Pit� River� and� its� environs.� � Fluted� points� and� long�stemmed� versions� of� the�
Great� Basin� Stemmed� series� (such� as� Lind� Coulees� and� Cougar� Mountain� points)� have� been�
reported� from� Goose� Lake� (Hughes� 1977a)� and� Fall� River� Mills� Valley� (Peak� 1979).� � Jensen� and�
Farber� (1982)� have� excavated� an� encampment� north� of� the� project� area� near� Macdoel�
characterized�by�Great�Basin�Stemmed�series�points.�

The� Sacramento� Canyon� sites� are� located� still� farther� west� and� provide� comparison� with�
archaeological�sequences�in�Central�California�and�the�North�Coast�Ranges.��The�sequence�labeled�
"Tehama�County"�was�developed�from�the�long�term�CSU,�Sacramento,�project�directed�by�Jerald�
Johnson�in�the�Dye�Creek�area�east�of�Red�Bluff.��

Early�Prehistoric�Period�

Within�Shasta�County,�only�Component�I�at�Squaw�Creek�dates�to�the�Early�Prehistoric�Period.��At�
this� time� contacts� with� the� North� Coast� Ranges� and� Central� Valley� are� evident,� with� Borax� Lake�
Wide� Stems� and� other� wide� stem� variant� points� present� (Clewett� 1977,� Clewett� and� Sundahl�
1983).��Squaw�Creek�rises�in�the�Klamath�Mountains�and�flows�south�to�the�Pit�River.��Since�Squaw�
Creek�demonstrates�North�Coast�and�Valley�influence,�it�is�reasonable�to�expect�that�the�influence�
was� also� present� along� the� lower� reaches� of� the� Pit� River.� � The� Lorenzen� site� (Baumhoff� and�
Olmsted�1963),� far�up� the�Pit�River�drainage,�also�contained�Borax�Lake�points.� � The�Borax�Lake�
points�are�believed�by�Baumhoff�and�Olmsted�to�date�later�than�their�age�at�Squaw�Creek,�but�this�
may�be�a�measure�of�site�disturbance�or�excavation�techniques.��Sixteen�similar�points�have�been�
reported� from� Sacramento� Canyon� sites� (Goldberg� and� Raven� 1983;� Basgall� and� Hildebrandt�
1987:170�175).� � Kowta� (1984)� sees� some� relationship� between� site� location� for� this� temporal�
period�and�Elk�distribution�in�northern�California.��He�believes�that�the�people�who�used�the�wide�
stem�points�were�highly�mobile�big�game�hunters�who�traveled�in�small�bands.�

� �
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Middle�Prehistoric�Period�

The� long� time� span� assigned� to� Component� II� at� Squaw� Creek� defines� the� Middle� Prehistoric�
Period.� � This� period� stretches� from� the� first� intensive� occupation� of� most� sites� in� the� southern�
Cascades�through�the�introduction�of�the�bow�and�arrow�and�generally�features�a�population�with�
less� emphasis� on� big� game� hunting� and� more� emphasis� on� vegetable� food� collecting� and�
processing.��Over�time,�these�groups�become�increasingly�adapted�to�their�environment,�in�part�by�
responding�to�long�term�changes�in�environmental�conditions.��This�long�time�period�is�broken�up�
into� more� than� one� major� cultural� phase� in� all� of� the� archaeological� sequences� in� the� region,�
including�Squaw�Creek�after�reanalysis�of�Component�II�based�on�results�from�the�Clickapudi�Creek�
sites.�

The� earliest� defined� occupation� phase� from� northern� Shasta� County� is� the� Pollard� Flat� phase�
(Basgall�and�Hildebrandt�1987).� �The�point� forms�characteristic�of� this�period�were� familiar� from�
the� Squaw� Creek� report,� but� not� named� (other� than� the� McKee� point� forms)� until� Basgall� and�
Hildebrandt�defined�the�Squaw�Creek�Contracting�Stem�and�Pollard�Diamond�shaped�types.��These�
points� also� characterize� the� early� portion� (through� about� 3,000� B.P.)� of� Component� II� at� Squaw�
Creek�and�Component�III�at�Clickapudi�(Clewett�and�Sundahl�1979,�1980,�1981,�1982).��All�of�these�
components�are�quite�similar�in�that�a�wide�variety�of�tool�forms�are�present,�including�a�relatively�
high� frequency� of� non�utilitarian� tools,� reflecting� a� variety� of� activities� at� the� site.� � Basgall� and�
Hildebrandt� (1987:445)� interpret� this� as� reflecting� a� rather� stable� version� of� a� forager�
settlement/subsistence�strategy�wherein�a�group�moves�regularly�from�one�base�camp�to�another�
located� in� areas� where� resources� are� readily� obtained� near� the� base� camp.� � They� note� that� the�
number� of� non�utilitarian� objects� does� not� fit� well� with� the� standard� definition� of� this� system�
(Binford�1980)�and�suggest� that� the�sites�were�occupied� for� relatively� lengthy�periods�each�year�
because� a� long�lasting� warm�dry� interval� (West� 1987:36�55)� had� created� a� favorable� ecological�
situation.�

The�latter�part�of�the�Middle�Prehistoric�Period�in�this�region�is�represented�by�the�latter�part�of�
Component� II� at� Squaw� Creek,� all� of� Component� II� at� Clickapudi� and� the� Vollmers� phase� in� the�
Sacramento�Canyon.��This�phase�is�characterized�by�Clickapudi�Notched�series�projectile�points.��In�
all�of�the�above�areas�this�phase�sees�reduced�intensity�of�occupation�at�individual�sites�and�more�
diversity� of� artifact� complement� between� sites.� � Basgall� and� Hidebrandt� believe� that� this�
represents� a� shift� to� a� fission�fusion� adaptive� strategy� wherein� the� population� gathered� in� large�
residential� base� camps� in� the� fall� and� winter,� but� in� the� spring� divided� into� small� groups� that�
moved�regularly�to�favored�collection�areas;�that�is,�followed�a�forager�strategy�for�the�rest�of�the�
year.� � The� components� noted� above,� therefore,� would� reflect� the� smaller,� specialized,� resource�
collection� camps.� � Basgall� and� Hildebrandt� (1987:� 449�450)� believe� that� the� winter� base� camps�
related� to� the� Sacramento� Canyon� sites� are� located� on� Clear� Creek� near� Whiskeytown� Dam,� at�
sites� previously� thought� to� be� later� in� time.� � These� sites� include� well�developed� middens� with�a�
diverse�artifact�assemblage�and�non�utilitarian�artifacts�are�common.���

It�is�reasonable�to�suppose�that�the�time�period�was�represented�by�more�elaborate�sites�than�are�
seen�in�the�Sacramento�Canyon�in�this�period.� �For� instance,�on�the�Mendocino�Coast�during�the�
same� period,� the� obsidian� is� dominated� by� Medicine� Lake� sources� (Peak� and� Noble� 1983),�
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indicating� an� extended� exchange� system.� � Oddly,� at� this� same� time� obsidian� at� Squaw� Creek� is�
predominantly� derived� from� local� (Tuscan)� sources,� even� though� Medicine� Lake� sources� are�
favored�in�the�preceding�and�succeeding�periods�at�the�same�site.��To�further�complicate�matters,�
a�recent�study�by�Hamusek�McGann�(1993:164�168)�found�that�obsidian�from�four�sites�on�lower�
Squaw� Creek� showed� a� fairly� even� division� between� local� Tuscan� sources� and� Medicine� Lake�
sources�while�sites�on�upper�Squaw�Creek�produced�a�preponderance�of�obsidian�derived�from�the�
Medicine�Lake�area.�

It�appears�that�Pollard�Flat�and�Vollmers�occupations�in�the�Sacramento�Canyon�overlap�in�time,�by�
as�much�as�1,800�years.��This�is,�to�say�the�least,�an�unusual�situation�that�may�reflect�two�groups�
using�the�area�seasonally�for�different�purposes.��On�the�other�hand,�the�Pollard�Flat�components�
seem�to�be�substantial,�if�seasonal,�occupations�and�it�is�difficult�to�see�why�they�would�leave�the�
area�just�as�some�resource�attractive�to�Vollmers�phase�people�became�available.��There�is�some�
evidence�of�increasing�hostility�toward�the�end�of�the�Pollard�Flat�phase�(Basgall�and�Hildebrandt�
1987:457)�and�the�authors� feel� that�a�cultural�boundary�situation,�with�the�exact� location�of� the�
boundary�shifting�over�time,�is�the�most�likely�explanation.�

At� Lake� Britton,� within� ethnographic� Pit� River� Indian� territory� in� the� eastern� portion� of� Shasta�
County,� the� earliest� substantial� occupation� identified� during� extensive� test� excavations� (Kelly,�
Nilsson�and�Cleland�1987)�is�at�the�beginning�of�the�Middle�Prehistoric�Period.��The�age�range�for�
Component�I,�5000�3300�B.P.�conforms�fairly�well�to�the�early�Component�II�at�Squaw�Creek�and�
Component�II�at�Clickapudi.��Most�of�the�five�Component�I�sites�sampled�during�the�study�appear�
to�date�toward�the�latter�part�of�this�time�period.��There�are�surface�finds�of�much�older�artifacts,�
such�as�a�Great�Basin�Stemmed�series�point�and�a�crescent� (Peak�&�Associates�1984),�but� intact�
evidence�of�residential�sites�of�the�earlier�periods�is�absent,�to�date.�

The�data�from�Lake�Britton�indicate�a�slow�evolution�of�subsistence�practices�rather�than�sudden�
changes.� � The� limited� testing� of� a� single� site� (Peak� and� Associates� 1984:347�443)� as� well� as� the�
testing� of� 27� sites� by� Wirth� and� Associates� (Kelly,� Nilsson� and� Cleland� 1987)� indicates� that�
freshwater� mussel� and� salmon� were� exploited� from� the� earliest� occupations� through� the� latest,�
with�the�intensity�of�the�harvest�increasing�over�time.��Big�game�hunting,�though�always�present,�
decreased�in�importance�over�time,�although�small�game�remained�a�relatively�stable�part�of�the�
diet.� � The� acorn� complex� was� present� by� the� start� of� Period� II,� about� 3300� B.P.,� and� pine� nuts�
became� an� important� food� source� by� the� start� of� Component� III,� about� 1200� B.P.,� and� both�
increased�in�importance�over�time.��There�is�evidence�of�steady�population�growth�either�driving�
these�increases�in�the�intensity�of�resource�exploitation�or�made�possible�by�development�of�the�
technologies�needed�to�increase�the�exploitation.�

The�projectile�points�recovered�from�Lake�Britton�are�generally�Great�Basin�types,�although�there�
are�numerous�Gunther�Series�points�from�late�contexts.��Even�in�early�components�there�is�some�
relationship� with� Sierran� cultures,� since� Sierra� Side� Notched� points� are� present,� though� greatly�
outnumbered�by�Elko�Series�points.��A�similar�situation�pertains�on�the�southern�end�of�the�Modoc�
plateau� at� Eagle� Lake,� where� the� Aspen� Grove� Phase� demonstrates� a� strong� Sierran� influence�
dominated�by�Sierra�Stemmed�Triangular�and�Martis�Contracting�Stem�points.��The�strong�Sierran�
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influence� on� the� southern� end� of� the� Modoc� plateau� demonstrates� how� widespread� the� Martis�
Complex�influences�were�at�this�time.��

�

The�introduction�of�the�bow�and�arrow�marks�the�beginning�of�the�Late�Prehistoric�Period.��This�is�
considered� a� prime� temporal� marker,� since� the� appearance� of� smaller� projectile� points� begins�
almost� everywhere� at� this� time� circa� 1700� B.P.� to� 1500� B.P.� � In� some� areas,� its� introduction� is�
accompanied� by� a� simple� reduction� in� size� of� the� projectile� point� forms� currently� used� in� the�
region.��Elsewhere,�the�introduction�of�the�bow�and�arrow�apparently�came�as�a�package,�that�is,�
the�style�of�the�new,�smaller�point�forms�were�completely�different�from�the�earlier�forms.�

Perhaps� correlated� with� the� results� of� the� introduction� of� the� bow� and� arrow,� but� occurring�
somewhat� later� in� time� depending� on� the� region,� was� a� widespread� intensification� of� resource�
exploitation.� �For�the�southeast�Great�Basin,�Bettinger�and�Baumhoff�(1982)�see�this�as�a�shift�to�
resources� requiring� comparatively� high� energy� to� process� but� which� are� common� (i.e.,� grass�
seeds),�in�comparison�to�those�requiring�less�energy�to�process�but�are�less�common�or�are�more�
widely�distributed� (i.e.,�deer).� �The�shift� in� the�Central�Valley� is�clearly� towards�acorn�processing�
and�an�anadromous�fishing�emphasis,�seen� in�the�Northern�Valley�as�the�Shasta�Complex,�which�
appears� to� coincide� with� the� movement� of� the� Wintu� into� the� area.� � In� the� southern� Cascades�
there� appears� to� be� a� more� conservative� response,� which� Clewett� and� Sundahl� (1983)� term� the�
Tehama�Complex.�

The� Tehama� Complex� reflects� a� seasonal� round� similar� to� the� ethnographic� for� the� Yana,� i.e.,�
villages� are� seasonally� occupied,� there� are� diversified� resource� exploitation� strategies,� and�
seasonal� settlements� are� located� both� on� major� rivers� and� their� tributaries.� � This� seasonal�
scheduling� stands� in� contrast� to� that� of� the� Shasta� Complex� is� better� correlated� with� the�
population�increase�and�intensified�resource�exploitation�characteristic�of�that�period.��The�villages�
are�permanent,�located�next�to�the�major�rivers,�and�there�is�heavy�reliance�upon�anadromous�fish�
and�acorns.� � In� the�Sacramento�Canyon� the�Mosquito�Creek�phase� reflects� this�period.� � Like� the�
preceding� Vollmers� phase,� the� sites� are� relatively� small� with� a� limited� variety� of� artifacts,�
representing� the� specialized� spring�summer� camps� similar� to� the� Shasta� Complex.� � However,�
Basgall� and� Hildebrandt� (1987:450�451)� are� not� convinced� that� these� sites� represent� the� Shasta�
Complex� as� exemplified� in� the� Redding� vicinity� and� they� certainly� do� not� reflect� the� Tehama�
Pattern.� � Farber� (1985)�also�does�not�accept� the�Shasta/Tehama�dichotomy� and�argues� that� the�
Tehama� Complex� is,� basically,� the� Shasta� Complex� adapted� to� the� differing� environmental�
constraints� of� the� foothills� versus� the� valley.� � This� conclusion� is� drawn� from� excavations� of� two�
sites� near� Redding� (Farber� and� Neuenschwander� 1984;� Farber,� Ritter� and� Jensen� 1985)� where�
mano�and�metate�technology,�absent�in�the�Shasta�Complex�according�to�Sundahl�(1982),�appears�
with�otherwise�typical�Shasta�Complex�materials.�

The�Late�Prehistoric�Period�in�the�above�areas�is�heralded�by�the�appearance�of�the�Gunther�series,�
as�well�as�small�corner�notched�and�side�notched�point� forms�believed�to�be�smaller�versions�of�
dart� point� forms� that� preceded� them� in� this� region� (Clewett� and� Sundahl� 1983).� � The� Tehama�
Complex� is� the� earliest� appearance� of� the� period� in� this� region� and� is� replaced� by� the� Shasta�
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Complex�circa�1200�B.P.,�both�in�the�lower�Pit�River�and�upper�Sacramento�Valley�areas.��Gunther�
series� points� only� comprise� part� of� the� projectile� point� forms� in� the� Tehama� Complex,� but� they�
become� dominant� in� the� Shasta� Complex.� � There� is� a� strong� southern� Cascade� influence�
demonstrated�by�the�small�side��and�corner�notched�point�specimens.� �The�relatively�few�Desert�
Side� Notched� and� Cottonwood� Triangular� points� are� a� measure� of� the� lessened� Great� Basin�
influence,�which�clearly�is�not�a�major�factor.�

���	���������6��I����	��

Shasta� County� was� home� to� five� major� linguistically�related� Native� American� tribes:� the� Wintu,�
Yana,�Shasta,�Achumawi�and�Atsugewi.�

The� Wintu� are� the� northernmost� dialectical� groups� of� the� Wintun,� whose� territory� roughly�
incorporates�the�western�side�of�the�Sacramento�Valley�from�the�Carquinez�Straits�north�to�include�
most�of�the�upper�Sacramento�River�drainage,�the�McCloud�River,�and�the�lower�reaches�of�the�Pit�
River.� �The�Wintun,�a�collective�name,�were�subdivided�into�three�sub�groups�with�the�Southern,�
Central,�and�the�Northern�dialects�known�respectively�as�Patwin,�Nomlaki,�and�Wintu.� �The�area�
between� Cow� Creek� and� the� Pit� River� up� at� least� as� far� as� the� western� survey� parcels� was�
attributed�to�the�Stillwater�Wintu�(Du�Bois�1935:6�9).��However,�their�occupation�of�this�area�may�
be�very�recent�(Dotta�1980:123�124).�

Although�economic�subsistence�was�heavily�weighted�toward�the�acorn,�the�staple�of�the�diet,�the�
rich�riverine�resources�of�the�Sacramento�River�supplied�a�large�variety�of�foodstuffs.� �Hunting�of�
game�and�small�mammals�augmented�the�diet�with�protein.� �Seasonal�procurement�of�vegetable�
foods�and�the�hunting�of�game�occurred�throughout�the�territory�held�by�villages.�

Villages� were� usually� situated� along� rivers� and� streams� or� close� to� springs� where� reliable� water�
supplies�allowed�a�semi�permanent�occupation.��Major�villages�were�located�along�the�river�banks,�
with�locations�oriented�to�higher�spots�on�the�natural�levees.��Smaller�villages�tended�to�be�along�
the� tributary� streams� and� near� springs.� � Cultural� resources� surveys� in� the� region� have�
demonstrated� that� there� was� very� heavy� use� of� tributary� streams� and� other� areas� at� a� distance�
from�the�main� river,�while�early�ethnographies�had�emphasized� the�concentration�of�population�
along�the�Sacramento.�

Perhaps�Yana�territory�stretched�from�the�Pit�River�to�Rock�Creek�on�the�south�and�from�the�edge�
of� the� upper� Sacramento� Valley� along� the� eastern� tributaries� of� the� Sacramento� River� to� their�
headwaters.��The�main�landmark�in�the�Yana�territory�was�the�peak�of�Mount�Lassen.��In�general,�
Yana�territory�was�characterized�by�a�series�of�volcanic�mud�flows�that�were�incised�by�a�series�of�
small�to�medium�size�drainages.��The�soil�is�usually�a�thin�mantle�over�the�volcanic�rock�making�it�
difficult�for�vegetation�to�thrive�(Kroeber�1925:338).�

The� separation� of� the� Yana� into� the� Northern,� Central,� Southern,� and� Yahi� divisions� is� based�
primarily�on�linguistic�differences.�While�there�are�many�cultural�similarities�between�the�Northern�
and� Central� divisions� their� differences� from� the� Southern� and� Yahi� groups� were� secondary� in�
importance�(Johnson�1978:361).�
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Numerous� tribelets� existed� throughout� Yana� territory.� � In� most� cases,� a� tribelet� consisted� of� a�
major� village� where� the� principal� chief� and� assembly� house� were� located,� and� several� smaller�
allied�villages.��Most�villages�had�their�own�chief�whose�status�was�attained�through�inheritance.��A�
chief�made�speeches�that�were�suggestive�but�not�commanding�and�apparently�lacked�the�power�
to�control,�impose�his�views,�or�command�the�obedience�of�others�(Johnson�1978:365).�

The� Yana's� relationship� with� their� neighbors� varied.� � The� Yahi� Yana� people� were� the� principal�
enemy�of�the�Northern�Maidu,�but�they�were�on�good�terms�with�the�Wintu�allowing�them�to�hunt�
and�camp�in�Yahi�territory.��The�Stillwater�and�McCloud�River�Wintu,�the�Northern�Maidu,�and�the�
Achumawi� feared� the� Northern� Yana� and� considered� them� aggressors.� � The� Yana� never� formed�
large�war�parties�but�they�would�attack�another�group�in�reprisal�for�poaching�and�to�avenge�the�
abduction�of�women�(Johnson�1978:363).�

The�food�sources�available�to�the�Yana�varied.��The�Yana�usually�hunted�deer�alone�by�using�a�deer�
head�decoy�and�the�bow�and�arrow,�though�group�hunts�also�occurred.� � In�addition�to�deer,�the�
Yana�snared�rabbits�and�quail.��Fishing�was�an�important�secondary�food�procuring�activity�but�the�
most� important�food�source�was�acorns.� �During�good�years�the�supply�would� last�until� the�next�
harvest� essentially� becoming� the� staple� during� the� lean� winter� months.� � Other� food� sources�
included�roots,�tubers,�and�bulbs�as�well�as�earthworms,�grasshoppers,�and�salmon�flies�(Johnson�
1978:364�65).�

The�Shastan�peoples�controlled�the�territory�along�much�of�the�Klamath.��In�California,�three�main�

divisions� are� recognized;� the� Scott� Valley� band,� the� Shasta� Valley� band,� and� the� Klamath� River�

band� (Silver� 1978:211).� � The�Klamath� River�band�controlled� the�area�along� the�Klamath� from� its�

junction�with�the�Scott�River�in�the�west�to�near�the�present�day�community�of�Hornbrook.�

The�family�was�the�basic�social�unit,�with�some�villages�composed�of�members�from�a�single�family�

(Silver� 1978:214).� � Each� village,� and� each� of� the� bands,� had� a� headman.� � The� headman� would�

adjudicate�disputes,�which�were�rectified�by�payments�of�property.��If�the�offender�could�not�pay,�

it� was� the� responsibility� of� the� headman� to� pay� the� settlement,� so� a� certain� level� of� personal�

wealth�was�required�before�one�could�become�a�headman.�

Each�village,�and� in�some�cases� individual� families�within�a�village,�had�a�specific� territory�where�

they� could� collect� resources.� � This� included� fishing� places� along� the� Klamath� River,� as� well� as�

hunting�areas,�and�areas�where�tobacco�(Nicotiana�spp.)�was�cultivated.�

The�Shastan�peoples�constructed�rectangular�shaped,�semi�subterranean�dwellings�for�occupation�

during�the�winter�months.��During�spring�and�summer,�families�moved�into�brush�shelters.��When�

acorns� were� ready� to� harvest,� and� during� hunting� expeditions,� families� and/or� groups� of� men�

would�construct�bark�houses,�or�would�simply�camp�out�(Silver�1978:214).��Large�villages�also�has�

an�assembly�house,�similar� in�design�to�the�winter�occupied�structures,�and�sweathouses,�and� in�

some�cases�a�menstrual�hut.�
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Deer�meat�was�the�staple�of�the�Shastan�people�who�also�relied�on�the�acorn�and�pine�nut,�bulbs,�

insects,�and� along� the�Klamath�River,� salmon.� � Fishing�methods� involved� the� use�of�nets,�basket�

traps,�weirs,�hook�and�line,�and�spears�(Silver�1978:216).� � In�the�spring,�along�the�Klamath�River,�

women�and�children�also�used�to�dive�for�mussels.�

The� Shasta� word� for� “white� people”� is� pa�stin,� apparently� derived� from� the� Chinook� word� for�
Boston.��Fur�trappers�as�early�as�the�1820s�and�30s�entered�their�territory.��A�treaty�between�the�
federal� government� and� headman� of� the� California� Shasta� was� agreed� to� in� 1851,� but� never�
ratified�by�the�US�Congress.��It�established�a�reservation�in�Scott�Valley�(Quartz�Valley).��At�the�time�
of�contact,� it�was�estimated�that�there�was�approximately�2,000�Shasta�(Dixon�1907:390),�but�by�
1906,� only� 121� individuals� identified� themselves� as� Shasta� within� Siskiyou� County� (Kelsey� 1971).��
Undoubtedly,�the�combination�of�introduced�diseases�for�which�they�had�no�natural�immunity,�the�
influx�of�miners�who�occupied�their�former�lands,�and�their�involvement�with�the�Rouge�River�wars�
was�not�positive�for�the�Shasta�peoples.��

The� Achumawi,� along� with� the� Atsugewi,� are� combined� together� to� form� the� group� more�
commonly�known�as�the�Pit�River�Indians.� �Although�sometimes�referred�to�as�divisions�(Kroeber�
1925)� or� tribes� (Merriam� 1926;� Garth� 1953),� the� Pit� River� Indians� were� more� accurately� bands�
(Olmstead�1966).��Nine�of�these�bands,�comprising�the�Achuwami�segment,�lived�along�the�middle�
and� upper� courses� of� the� Pit� River.� � The� total� population� of� the� Pit� River� Indians� at� the� time� of�
contact�has�been�estimated�at�approximately�3,000�(Kroeber�1925:308).�The�tribelets�were�divided�
into� different� geographical� areas� that� functioned� as� individual� entities.� The� members� of� the�
individual�bands,� like�each�individual�tribelet,�functioned�as�an�autonomous�political�unit,�though�
socially� they�were�connected�by� intermarriage�and�by�consciousness� that� they�spoke�a�common�
language�not�shared�by�their�neighbors�(Olmstead�and�Stewart�1978:230).��

Each�village�functioned�as�an�autonomous�political�unit.��No�overall�tribal�authority�existed,�though�
popular� chiefs� were� influential� far� outside� their� own� areas� and� could� make� decisions� overriding�
those�of� lesser�chiefs.� � Individuals�within�a�village�or�village�complex�"owned"�plots�of� land�along�
the�banks�of�rivers�or�along�the�sides�of�valleys.��One�man�might�own�a�pond�used�by�geese.��He�
also�owned�those�geese,�but�allowed�others�to�hunt�them�communally,�with�him�in�charge�of�the�
hunt.� � The� plots� were� occupied� by� family� groups� who� moved� seasonally� to� take� advantage� of�
available�natural�resources�such�as�spawning�salmon�or�ripe�berries,�for�example�(Kniffen�1928).�

Relationships�between�and�among�the�Pit�River�Bands�varied.��The�Atsugewi�were�normally�on�the�
best�of�terms�with�immediate�neighbors�and�shared�hunting�and�gathering�resources.��Unlike�most�
of�the�Achumawi�tribelets,�the�Atsugewi�were�on�good�terms�with�their�non�Pit�River�neighbors.��
Groups�of�Atsugewi,�some�bands�of�Achumawi,�Yana,�and�Maidu�gathered�for�salmon�harvesting�
on� the� Pit� River� and� for� acorns� and� roots� in� other� areas.� � This� fraternization� led� to� frequent�
intertribal�marriages,�an�important�factor�in�intertribal�bonds�(Garth�1978:239).�

The� food� sources� for� the� tribelets� were� extensive.� � The� river� provided� salmon,� trout,� and� bass�
among�other�fish,�the�meadows�provided�food�and�vegetable�fibers�such�as�epos�roots�and�camas,�
and� the� forests� provided,� fruits,� berries,� nuts,� rabbits,� birds� and� game� animals.� � � Another� food�
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source� they� exploited�was�a�variety�of� insects� including� larvae�of�yellow� jackets,�ants,�bees,�and�
hornets.��Crickets,�grasshoppers,�and�similar�insects�were�also�roasted�for�winter�consumption.�

Pit� River� Indian� religion� was� closely� connected� with� medical� beliefs� and� practices.� � Shamans� or�
doctors�treated�sick�people�with�the�assistance�of�an�"interpreter"�who�let�observers�know�what�
the�doctor�was�saying�during�treatment.� �Pains�or�poisons�were�the�causes�of�most� illnesses�and�
these� were� treated� successfully� by� Shamans.� � Visible� accidents� were� not� treated� as� successfully�
(Dixon�1908:216).�

����������������6��I����	��

As�a�consequence�of�geographical�isolation,�the�historic�era�began�comparatively�late�in�the�Shasta�
area.��Although�Spanish�explorers�and�missionaries�settled�in�California�in�1769,�they�remained�on�
the� coast,� leaving� the� northeast� corner� of� the� state� for� later� exploration.� � For� more� than� half� a�
century� after� the� Spanish� occupied� California,� Shasta� County� remained� locked� in� its� geographic�
isolation,�a�land�unknown�to�all�Euro�Americans.��The�common�interests�of�the�Spanish�crown�and�
the� Franciscan� missionaries� joined� in� efforts� to� keep� all� Spanish� California� a� protected,� closed�
province,�with�occupation�limited�only�to�those�coastal�areas�that�could�most�easily�be�controlled�
by�the�small�force�of�missionaries�and�military�that�represented�Spanish�authority.�

When� Mexico� established� its� independence� from� Spain� in� 1821,� California� became� a� semi�
independent�colony�of�the�new�Mexican�Republic;�and�the�Franciscan�rule� in�California�began�to�
give�way�to�a�new�secular�order,�guided�by�a�coalition�of�leading�families�that�intended�to�end�the�
religious� order's� virtual� monopoly� over� land� and� Indian� labor.� � Although� the� process� took� more�
than�two�decades� to�accomplish� fully,� these�Californios�succeeded� in�phasing�out� the�Franciscan�
mission� system,� gaining� control� of� mission� lands,� and� freeing� the� surviving� neophyte� population�
from�missionary�rule.��The�leaders�in�this�new�order�formed�another�sort�of�society,�a�kind�of�rural�
patriarchy� based� upon� wealth� in� cattle,� horses,� and� land,� over� which� presided� a� closely� linked�
alliance�of�family�leaders,�essentially�a�class�of�hidalgos�that�sought�to�expand�their�own�privileges�
and�powers�like�a�frontier�type�of�medieval�lord.�

This� new� class� of� Californio� elite� also� found� itself� welcoming� more� and� more� foreigners� to� their�
once� isolated� communities.� � The� accumulating� wealth� of� these� men� made� them� more� eager� for�
trade�in�the�fine�goods�and�manufactured�luxuries�that�could�not�be�supplied�by�Mexico.� �British�
and�American�shipmasters,�attracted�to� the�Pacific�Coast� first� for� the�sea�otter� trade,�diversified�
and�expanded� into�other� industries� by�exchanging� their� manufactured�goods� for� the�Californios'�
cattle�hides�and�rendered�tallow��products�that�had�a�market� in�the�shoe�and�candle� industry� in�
England� and� New� England.� � By� the� 1830s,� because� of� this� activity,� the� Californios� opened� their�
country� to� an� expanding� system� of� commerce� and� trade� that� made� it� a� lively,� active� outpost� of�
mercantile�capitalism�on�the�Pacific�Coast.�

Initially,� these� activities� did� not� immediately� affect� Shasta� County,� but� they� did� have� a� distant,�
indirect� impact.� � Northward,� in� the� Oregon� country,� the� British� Hudson's� Bay� Company� had�
secured�its�own�commercial�monopoly�by�1821,�establishing�its�headquarters�at�Fort�Vancouver�on�
the� Columbia� River.� � The� company� governor,� Dr.� John� McLoughlin,� directed� a� sophisticated�
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strategy� that� led� his� fur� hunters� to� California.� � Because� of� his� concern� to� preempt� American�
competitors� and� secure� the� Northwest's� premium� beaver� furs� for� his� company,� Dr.� McLoughlin�
sent�annual�expeditions�into�the�Snake�River�country��a�vast�region�between�the�Rocky�Mountains�
and�the�Great�Salt�Lake�on�the�east�and�Oregon's�Cascade�Range�on�the�west.��Led�by�Peter�Skene�
Ogden,�after�1824,�these�Snake�River�brigades�had�orders�to�trap�the�beaver�to�exhaustion�in�the�
Snake� River� drainage� and� northern� Great� Basin.� � Hudson's� Bay� company� men� would� make� their�
profit�and�leave�the�Snake�River�country�barren�of�furs;�thus,�giving�the�American�fur�hunters�no�
reason�to�invade�this�part�of�the�British�company's�domain�(Cline�1974:62�64).���

During�his�1826�27�expedition�with�the�Snake�River�brigade,�Peter�Skene�Ogden�became�the�first�
fur�hunter�to�reach�the�Pit�River.��He�named�the�waterway�the�Pit�River�because�of�the�number�of�
animal�pit� traps�that�the� local� Indians�had�constructed.� �Ogden's�exploration�opened�the�area�to�
other�trappers.��The�Americans�entered�the�territory�when�Jedediah�Smith�took�a�southern�route�
into�California�and�trapped�his�way�up�the�American�River,�eventually�working�his�way�northeast�to�
Fort�Vancouver.�

As� more� trappers� explored� the� area,� they� established� several� routes� of� travel.� � In� 1846,� by� the�
onset�of�the�war�with�Mexico,�British�and�American�fur�traders�and�immigrants�had�carried�out�a�
substantial� exploration� of� northern� California,� including� the� Upper� Pit� River� country� and� Shasta�
County,� where� neither� the� Spanish� nor� the� Mexican� authorities� had� ventured.� � The� various�
expeditions,� mostly� commercial� in� their� objectives,� had� made� clear� the� geographical� outlines� of�
the�region,�demonstrating�among�other�points,�that�it�was�the�only�stream�south�of�the�Columbia�
River�to�pass�through�the�Cascade�Sierra�mountain�barrier�from�the� interior�region.� �These�same�
expeditions� had� also� demonstrated� that� no� resources� of� important� commercial� value� could� be�
found�in�the�Upper�Pit�River�country�to�attract�immigrants�into�the�region.��No�longer�an�unknown�
land,�by�1846�this�area�still�remained�well�beyond�the�periphery�of�development�for�the�expanding�
Anglo�American�civilization.�

Pierson� B.� Reading� came� west� in� 1843� with� the� Chiles�Walker� party.� � Reading� passed� through�
Shasta�County�before�eventually�arriving�at�Sutter’s�Fort.��He�worked�for�Sutter�for�a�year,�and�with�
Sutter’s� help,� was� able� to� obtain� a� land� grant� of� 26,000� acres� from� the� Governor� Micheltorena.��
The�grant,�Rancho�Buena�Ventura,�was�the�most�northerly� land�grant� in�California.� �A�house�was�
constructed� for�Reading’s�overseer�of� the� rancho,� in�1845�and� the� land�was�stocked�with� cattle.��
He� later� built� an� adobe� on� the� west� bank� of� the� Sacramento� River� near� it� confluence� with�
Cottonwood�Creek,�seven�miles�east�of�the�community�of�Cottonwood.�

Although� Major� Reading� first� discovered� gold� in� Clear� Creek� in� 1848,� the� area� initially� did� not�
attract�the�hoards�of�miners�that�descended�on�Coloma�and�its�environs.��Reading's�early�discovery�
had� proved� the� existence� of� profitable� placer� deposits� in� this� region,� making� it� certain� others�
would� also� come� crowding� to� sluice� the� gravels� and� pan� the� dark� sands� of� the� local� rivers� and�
streams.�

Shasta� County� was� established� in� 1850,� one� of� the� 27� original� counties� in� California.� � At� first� it�
included� all� the� territory� that� later� became� Modoc� and� Lassen� counties,� as� well� as� portions� of�
Plumas,�Siskyou�and�Tehama�counties.��The�original�County�seat�was�located�at�Reading’s�Ranch.�
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From� 1852� through� the� rest� of� the� nineteenth� century,� mining� became� the� first,� most� basic�
industry�in�the�region.��Mining�has�remained�important�to�the�local�economy�during�the�twentieth�
century�as�well,� though�periods�of�renewed�productivity�have�alternated�sharply�with�periods�of�
decline�or�even� the�complete�shutdown�of�mining�operations.� �This�pattern� of�alternating�boom�
and�bust,�inherent�within�the�precious�metals�mining�industry�throughout�the�American�West�and�
worldwide� has� been� exaggerated� in� the� project� region� by� the� geological� characteristics� of� its�
mineral�deposits.��Predominantly,�the�mineral�wealth�of�the�Shasta�area�is�in�the�form�of�copper�in�
deposits�of�massive�sulfide�ore�that�also�contains�zinc,�lead,�silver,�and�gold,�among�other�minerals.��
Quartz�deposits�which�elsewhere�have�provided�a�more�stable�base�for�the�gold�mining�economy,�
are�rare�within�this�region�(Lydon�and�O'Brien�1974:17).�

The� second� prominent� industry�of� the�Shasta� region� is� lumbering.� � Like� the� mining� industry,� the�
lumber�market�was�subject�to�outside�influences.��Initially,�the�lumber�industry�in�the�area�supplied�
the�settlers�and�miners�in�the�region�with�wood�for�constructing�houses,�wagons,�and�flumes.��The�
industry�grew�in�spurts�in�the�1900s.��The�San�Francisco�earthquake�of�1906�created�a�surge�in�the�
demand� for� lumber� when� people� were� rebuilding,� but� when� San� Francisco� had� been�
reconstructed,�the�demand�for�lumber�waned�(Lawson�1986:89�92).�

The�next�surge�in�the�lumber�industry�came�with�the�Unites�State's�entry�into�WWI.��The�country�
needed�lumber�for�the�construction�of�barracks�at�training�bases�and�California's�resources�helped�
supply�that�need.� �Once�the�army�had�constructed�their�barracks,�however,�the�need�for� lumber�
subsided� once� again.� � WWII� brought� similar� demands� on� the� lumber� industry� but� this� demand�
continued�after�the�war�when�soldiers�returning�to�the�United�States�wanted�to�purchase�homes�
made�affordable�by� loans�available� through� the�GI�Bill.� � These� fluctuations�continued.� �Although�
there�was�a�slight�lull�in�the�market�in�the�1950s,�the�1960s�and�1970s�brought�a�rebound�to�the�
industry�as� the�Baby�Boomers��the�children� born� in� the� late�1940s�and�1950s��reached�maturity�
and�started�their�own�families,�driving�up�the�demand�for�new�housing.��Adding�to�the�demand�for�
construction�grade� lumber,� some� mills� also� manufactured� Novoply,� a� new� type� of� particleboard�
invented�in�the�1970s�(Lawson�1986:89�92).�

Shasta�Lake�

The� City� of� Shasta� Lake� was� formed� in� 1993� incorporating� the� former� communities� of� Central�
Valley,�Project�City�and�Summit�City.��Settlement�in�this�portion�of�Shasta�County�was�largely�the�
result�of�the�U.S.�Bureau�of�Reclamation’s�decision�to�construct�the�Shasta�Dam�in�the�late�1930s.��
Migrant� workers,� hoping� for� the� project� to� start,� flooded� into� the� area,� and� their� early� camps,�
located� as� close� as� possible� to� the� future� dam� site� along� Shasta� Dam� Boulevard,� became� the�
nucleus�of�the�communities�of�Central�Valley,�Project�City,�and�Summit�City�(Rooca�n.d.).����

� �
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Redding�

The�Rancho�Buena�Ventura�lands�included�the�future�town�of�Redding.��The�area�that�was�later�to�
become� Redding� was� originally� known� as� Poverty� Flats� until� the� Southern� Pacific� Railroad� built�
tracks� through� the� future� town� site� and� renamed� the� area� Redding,� in� honor� of� railroad� man�
Benjamin�P.�Redding.��Locals�resisted�the�new�name�and�in�1874�rechristened�the�town�Reading�in�
honor�of�the�early�pioneer.� �The�Southern�Pacific�prevailed,�and�by�1880,�the�communities�name�
was�restored�to�Redding.�

The� town� incorporated� in�1887�and�had�600� residents.� � The�population�by�1910�was�3,572�with�
many�of�the�residents�employed�in�the�nearby�copper�and�iron�mines.��A�decline�in�these�industries�
during�the�1920s�led�to�a�decrease�in�population,�but�with�the�construction�of�the�nearby�Shasta�
Dam�in�the�late�1930s,�the�population�recovered�and�continues�to�increase�to�this�day�(Wikipedia�
n.d.).����

Anderson�

Elias�Anderson�purchased�the�American�Ranch,�as�it�had�become�to�be�known,�in�1856,�and�on�his�
land� grew� the� nucleus� of� what� is� now� the� City� of� Anderson.� � The� American� Ranch� was� an� early�
stopping�place� for� travelers�and� traders�on� the�old�California�Oregon�Road� (Hoover,�Rensch�and�
Rensch�1970:485,�488).�

By� 1881,� the� town� of� Anderson� had� 225� residents,� with� two� hotels,� three� blacksmith� shops,� a�
wagon� shop,� a� harness� shop,� three� saloons� and� a� flour� mill.� � A� post� office� was� established� at�
American�Ranch�in�1855,�and�then�was�transferred�to�Anderson�in�1878.�

In� 1872,� Elias� Anderson� granted� a� right�of�way� for� the� California� and� Oregon� Railroad� (now�
Southern�Pacific�Railroad)�through�his�property�(Gudde�1969:10).���

I	�7	��������������������

According�to�the�Northeast� Information�Center�of�the�California�Historical�Resources�Information�
system,� as� of� August� 2008,� 4,471� cultural� resources� identified� within� Shasta� County� have� been�
assigned�primary�identification�numbers.�This�includes�cultural�resources�that�are�assigned�primary�
numbers� only� (isolated� artifacts,� resources� that� lack� complete� documentation,� State� Landmarks)�
and� those� resources� that� are� more� comprehensive� in� nature� and� have� been� documented� to�
standards�established�by�the�Office�of�Historic�Preservation.�This�second�category�receives�both�a�
permanent�and�primary�number.�

Site� types� present,� or� expected� to� exist,� within� Shasta� County� include� prehistoric� period�
occupation� areas� (both� short�and� long� term),�burial� areas,� ceremonial�areas,� resource� collection�
and� processing� sites,� lithic� scatters,� quarries,� rock� art� sites,� trails,� and� isolated� examples� of�
prehistoric�period�artifacts.�

For� the�historic�period,� cultural� resources�may� include�post�contact� Native�American�occupation�
and� ceremonial� areas,� trails,� roads,� railroads,� small� and� large�scale� mining� features,� logging�
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features,�occupation�areas�(short�and�long�term),�buildings,�structures,�water�conveyance�features�
(ditches),�quarries,�Shasta�Dam�construction�related�features,�trash�dumps,�and�cemeteries.�

In�general,�prehistoric�period�cultural�resources�were�situated�in�the�most�favored�environmental�
settings—areas�adjacent�to�permanent�water�sources�such�as�the�Sacramento�and�Pit�rivers,�with�
relatively�level�topography.�This�is�also�true�of�most�historic�period�resources,�with�the�exception�
of� mining� related� features� and� settlements� where� the� discovery� of� a� mineral� deposit� did� not�
always� correspond� with� a� favored� environmental� setting.� � It� is� important� to� note� that� a� lower�
sensitivity� area� could� still� contain� resources,� and� the� review� of� all� areas� proposed� for� impact�
should�always�be�indicated.�

	���
��������	���	���	��

There�are�two�independent�Rancherias,�Roaring�Creek�Rancheria�and�the�Redding�Rancheria�and�
three�others,�Big�Bend�Rancheria,�Lookout�Rancheria,�and�Montgomery�Creek�Rancheria�that�are�
affiliated� with� the� Pit� River� Tribe.� � The� Pit� River� Tribe� was� federally� recognized� in� 1976� and� has�
eleven�bands,�each�with�a�voting�member�(Pritzker,�2000).�

The� SCRTPA� circulated� a� Notice� of� Preparation� through� the� State� Clearinghouse� in� September�
2008,�which�included�a�copy�delivered�to�the�Native�American�Heritage�Commission�(NAHC).�The�
NAHC�responded�to�the�Notice�of�Preparation�for�the�proposed�project�on�October�3,�2008�to�John�
Strahan,� SCRTPA.� � Attached� with� a� series� of� recommendations� by� the� NAHC� was� a� list� of� 26�
organizations�and�individuals�in�Shasta�County�who�had�requested�that�their�names�be�provided�to�
the�project�proponent�when�Notice�of�Preparations�are�circulated.�

Letters� explaining� the� scope� and� purpose� of� the� project� were� sent� to� the� 26� organizations� and�
individuals�on�February�19,�2009.��The�following�is�the�list�of�these�groups�and�individuals.� �As�of�
the� publication� of� this� environmental� document,� no� replies� have� been� received.� � � Two� of� the�
letters�were�returned�marked�“unable�to�forward,�return�to�sender”�as�indicated�below.�Appendix�
D�provides�a�copy�of�the�letters.��

� Jessica�Jim,�Chairperson,�Pit�River�Tribe�of�California�
� Tracy�Edwards,�Chief�Executive�Officer,�Redding�Rancheria�
� Roaring�Creek�Rancheria�
� Cecelia�Silvas,�Illmawi�Band,�Pit�River�Indian�Tribe�
� Kelli�Hayward,�Wintu�Tribe�of�Northern�California�
� Robert�Burns,�Wintu�Educational�and�Cultural�Council�
� Vivian�Martinez,�Itsatawi�Band,�Cultural�Resources�
� Carol�Cantrell,�Madesi�Band,�Cultural�Resources�Representative�
� Gloria�Melton,�Madesi�Band,�Cultural�Resource�Representative�
� Hudgee�Gemmill,�Madesi�Band�Cultural�Resource�Representative�(returned)�
� Bill�George,�Atsugewi�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Laverna�Jenkins,�Atsugewi�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Reitha�Amen,�Itsawi�Band,�Cultural�Resources�
� William�Rhoades,�Isatawi�Band,�Cultural�Resources�
� Consuelo�Farias,�Aporige�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Harold�Angelo�O’Neil,�Aporige�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�(returned)�
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� Gerald�Ivan�O’Neil,�Aporige�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Carol�June�Barnes,�Aporige�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Ben�Lego,�Madesi�Band,�Pit�River�Indians�
� Floyd�Buckskin,�Pit�River�NAGPRA�
� Gloria�Gomes,�Chairperson,�United�Tribe�of�Northern�California�
� John�Castro,�Cultural�Liaison,�United�Tribe�of�Northern�California�
� James�Hayward�Sr.,�Redding�Rancheria,�Cultural�Resources�Program�
� Carol�Sinclair�
� Matthew�Root�
� Loretta�Root�

1=-=������������������	��
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National�Historic�Preservation�Act�
The� National� Historic� Preservation� Act� was� enacted� in� 1966� as� a� means� to� protect� cultural�
resources�that�are�eligible�to�be�listed�on�the�National�Register�of�Historic�Places�(NRHP).�The�law�
sets� forth� criterion� that� is� used� to� evaluate� the� eligibility� of� cultural� resources.� The� NRHP� is�
composed�of�districts,�sites,�buildings,�structures,�objects,�architecture,�archaeology,�engineering,�
and�culture�that�are�significant�to�American�History.�

Virtually� any� physical� evidence� of� past� human� activity� can� be� considered� a� cultural� resource.�
Although�not�all�such�resources�are�considered�to�be�significant�and�eligible�for�listing,�they�often�
provide�the�only�means�of�reconstructing�the�human�history�of�a�given�site�or�region,�particularly�
where� there� is� no� written� history� of� that� area� or� that� period.� Consequently,� their� significance� is�
judged�largely�in�terms�of�their�historical�or�archaeological�interpretive�values.�Along�with�research�
values,�cultural�resources�can�be�significant,� in�part,� for�their�aesthetic,�educational,�cultural�and�
religious�values.�

Department�of�Transportation�Act���Section�4(f)�
The� Department� of� Transportation� (DOT)� Act� of� 1966,� which� was� previously� discussed� in� the�
Biological�Resources�section�of�this�EIR,�is�set�forth�in�Title�49�United�States�Code�(U.S.C.).�This�law�
established� that� it� is� the� policy� of� the� United� States� Government� to� make� a� special� effort� to�
preserve�historic�sites.�The�Secretary�of�Transportation�may�approve�a�transportation�program�or�
project� that� requires� the� use� of� a� historic� site� of� national,� state,� or� local� significance� only� if:� a)�
There� is� no� prudent� and� feasible� alternative� to� using� that� land;� and� b)� The� program� or� project�
includes�all�possible�planning�to�minimize�harm�to�the�park,�recreation�area,�wildlife�and�waterfowl�
refuge,�or�historic�site�resulting�from�the�use.�

� �
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California�Register�of�Historic�Resources�
The�California�Register�of�Historical�Resources�(CRHR)�was�established�in�1992�and�codified�in�the�
Public� Resource� Code� §5020,� 5024� and� 21085.� The� law� creates� several� categories� of� properties�
that�may�be�eligible� for� the�CRHR.�Certain�properties�are� included� in� the�program�automatically,�
including:� properties� listed� in� the� NRHP;� properties� eligible� for� listing� in� the� NRHP;� and� certain�
classes�of�State�Historical�Landmarks.� �Determining�the�CRHR�eligibility�of�historic�and�prehistoric�
properties� is� guided� by� CCR� §§15064.5(b)� and� Public� Resources� Code� (PRC)� §§21083.2� and�
21084.1.�NRHP�eligibility� is�based�on�similar�criteria�outlined�in�Section�106�of�the�NHPA�(16�U.S.�
Code�[USC]�470).�

Cultural�resources,�under�CRHR�and�NRHP�guidelines,�are�defined�as�buildings,�sites,�structures,�or�
objects�that�may�have�historical,�architectural,�archaeological,�cultural,�or�scientific�importance.�A�
cultural�resource�may�be�eligible�for�listing�on�the�CRHR�and/or�NRHP�if�it:�

� is�associated�with�events�that�have�made�a�significant�contribution�to�the�broad�patterns�
of�California’s�history�and�cultural�heritage;�

� is�associated�with�the�lives�of�persons�important�in�our�past;�
� embodies� the� distinctive� characteristics� of� a� type,� period,� region,� or� method� of�

construction,�or�represents�the�work�of�an�important�creative�individual�or�possesses�high�
artistic�values;�or�

� has�yielded,�or�may�be�likely�to�yield,�information�important�in�prehistory�or�history.�

If�a�prehistoric�or�historic�period�cultural�resource�does�not�meet�any�of�the�four�CRHR�criteria,�but�
does�meet�the�definition�of�a�“unique”�site�as�outlined�in�PRC�§21083.2,�it�may�still�be�treated�as�a�
significant�resource� if� it� is:�an�archaeological�artifact,�object�or�site�about�which� it�can�be�clearly�
demonstrated� that,� without� merely� adding� to� the� current� body� of� knowledge,� there� is� a� high�
probability�that�it�meets�any�of�the�following�criteria:�

� it�contains�information�needed�to�answer�important�scientific�research�questions�and�that�
� there�is�a�demonstrable�public�interest�in�that�information,�
� it� has� a� special� and� particular� quality� such� as� being� the� oldest� of� its� type� or� the� best�

available�example�of�its�type,�or�
� it� is� directly� associated� with� a� scientifically� recognized� important� prehistoric� or� historic�

event.�

California�Environmental�Quality�Act�
CEQA� Guidelines� §15064.5� provides� guidance� for� determining� the� significance� of� impacts� to�
archaeological�and�historical�resources.�Demolition�or�material�alteration�of�a�historical�resource,�
including�archaeological�sites,� is�generally�considered�a�significant� impact.�Determining�the�CRHR�
eligibility�of�historic�and�prehistoric�properties�is�guided�by�CCR�§§15064.5(b)�and�Public�Resources�
Code�(PRC)�§§21083.2�and�21084.1.�NRHP�eligibility�is�based�on�similar�criteria�outlined�in�Section�
106�of�the�NHPA�(16�U.S.�Code�[USC]�470).�
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CEQA� also� provides� for� the� protection� of� Native� American� human� remains� (CCR� §15064.5[d]).�
Native�American�human�remains�are�also�protected�under�the�Native�American�Graves�Protection�
and�Repatriation�Act�of�1990� (25�USC�3001�et�seq.),�which�requires� federal�agencies�and�certain�
recipients�of�federal�funds�to�document�Native�American�human�remains�and�cultural�items�within�
their�collections,�notify�Native�American�groups�of�their�holdings,�and�provide�an�opportunity�for�
repatriation� of� these� materials.� This� act� also� requires� plans� for� dealing� with� potential� future�
collections� of� Native� American� human� remains� and� associated� funerary� objects,� sacred� objects,�
and� objects� of� cultural� patrimony� that� might� be� uncovered� as� a� result� of� development� projects�
overseen�or�funded�by�the�federal�government.�

Assembly�Bill�978�
In� 2001,� Assembly� Bill� (AB)� 978� expanded� the� reach� of� Native� American� Graves� Protection� and�
Repatriation�Act�of�1990�and�established�a�state�commission�with�statutory�powers�to�assure�that�
federal�and�state�laws�regarding�the�repatriation�of�Native�American�human�remains�and�items�of�
patrimony� are� fully� complied� with.� In� addition,� AB� 978� also� included� non�federally� recognized�
tribes�for�repatriation.�

�������

Shasta�County�General�Plan�
The� September� 2004� Shasta� County� General� Plan� contains� a� Heritage� Resources� Element� that�
intends�to,�“….identify�and�protect�sites�and�structures�of�architectural,�historical,�archaeological,�
or�cultural�significance”�(Shasta�County�General�Plan�2004:6.10.1).��The�2004�General�Plan�Heritage�
Resource�Element�has�a�sole�objective;�the�protection�of�significant�and�historic�cultural�resources�
(Shasta� County� General� Plan� 2004:6.10.3).� � To� accomplish� this� objective,� Shasta� County� has�
adopted� Policy� HER�a,� “Development� projects� in� areas� of� known� heritage� shall� be� designed� to�
minimize�degradation�to�these�resources.� �Where�conflicts�are�unavoidable,�mitigation�measures�
which� reduce� such� impacts� shall� be� implemented.� � Possible� mitigation� measures� may� include�
clustering,� buffer� or� non�disturbance� zones,� and� building� siting� requirements”� (Shasta� County�
General�Plan�2004:6.10.4).�

City�of�Shasta�Lake�

The� June� 1999� City� of� Shasta� Lake� General� Plan� Heritage� Resources� section� lists� one� objective�
(HER�1)� “conserve� and� manage� significant� prehistoric� and� historic� cultural� resources.”� � City� of�
Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�Policies�(HER�a)�state,�“Development�projects�in�areas�containing�known�
significant�cultural�resources�shall�be�designed�to�minimize�degradation�of�these�resources.��Where�
conflicts�are�unavoidable,�mitigation�measures,�which�reduce�such�impacts,�shall�be�implemented.��
Possible� mitigation� measures� may� include� clustering,� buffer� zones,� and� building� siting�
requirements”�(City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�1999:18).�

Two�Implementing�Measures,�HER�(a)�and�HER�(b),�require�a�record�search,�field�inspection�of�the�
proposed� development� area� should� the� record� search� recommend� it,� and� a� mitigation� plan� and�



1=-�������������������� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 1=-2�4�

�

monitoring�plan�to�check�the�adequacy�of�the�mitigation�plan�if�unique�resources�under�CEQA,�are�
discovered�(City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�1999:18).�

City�of�Redding�

The�City�of�Redding�October�2000�General�Plan�Natural�Resources�Element�NR12�stated�goal�is�to,�
“protect�and�enhance�historical�and�culturally�significant�resources�within�the�planning�area�(City�
of�Redding�General�Plan�2000:13).”��Four�policies�are�given�in�the�general�plan.��The�first�(NR12A)�is�
broad,� simply� stating,� “Ensure� protection� of� prehistoric,� cultural,� and� archaeological� resources�
during�the�development�process.”���The�second�(NR12B)�requires�that�proposed�projects�conduct�a�
record� search� through� the� Northeast� Information� Center� of� the� California� Historical� Resources�
Information� System.� � NR12C,� the� third� policy� seeks� to…”Encourage� public� and� private� efforts� to�
identify,�preserve,�protect�and/or�restore�historic�buildings,�structures,�landmarks,�and�important�
cultural�resources.”� �The�fourth�policy�measure,�NR12D,�says�that�the�City�of�Redding�should�not�
approve�any� public�or�private�project� without� first� consulting� the�Northeast� Information�Center,�
having�an�archaeologist�conduct�a�site�evaluation�(if�recommended�by�the�Northeast�Information�
Center),�and�attempt�to�mitigate�any�adverse�impact�as�recommended�by�the�archaeologists�and�
using�CEQA,�Appendix�K�as�a�guideline�(City�of�Redding�General�Plan�2000:13).�

City�of�Anderson�

The�May�2007�City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�discusses�cultural�resources�under�their�Open�Space�
and�Conservation�Element.��Under�section�4.3.5,�Cultural�Resources,�the�city�identifies�a�number�of�
Cultural�Resource�Policies�(CRP).��CPR�1�simply�states,�“…Preserve�areas�that�have�identifiable�and�
important�archaeological�or�paleontological�significance�(City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007:80).”��
Policy� CPR�2� requires� consultation� with� the� Native� American� Heritage� Commission� (NAHC)� and�
consultation� with� NAHC� identified� tribal� group� or� descendant� in� accordance� with� Senate� Bill� 18�
guidelines.���

To� implement� policies� CRP�1� and� CRP�2,� a� series� of� Cultural� Resources� Implementations� (CRI)� is�
presented�by�the�City�of�Anderson.��Policy�CRI�1�asks�the�City�of�Anderson�to�assess�development�
proposals�for�potential�impacts�to�significant�archaeological�resources�by�requiring�a�study�of�the�
area�by�a�professionally�qualified�archaeologist� if�the�proposed�project� is� located�near�a�creek�or�
identified�archaeological� site.� �Policy�CRI�1�also�states� that� if� significant�archaeological� resources�
are� identified,� the� City� of� Anderson� should� require� that� the� significant� resource� be� avoided� or�
measures� to�mitigate� the�adverse�effects�of� the�project�be�developed� (City�of�Anderson�General�
Plan�2007:80).�

Policy� CRI�2� asks� the� City� of� Anderson� to� consult� with� local� Indian� tribes� to� monitor� all�
development� projects� during� grading� and� excavation� and� if� cultural� resources� are� identified,�
evaluate�the�significance�of�the�find�and�develop�mitigation�measures.� �Policy�CRI�3�states�that�if�
human�remains�are�encountered,�work� in�the� immediate�area�of�discovery�should�cease�and�the�
Shasta�County�coroner�be�contacted�within�24�hours.��If�the�coroner�determines�the�remains�are�
Native�American,�the�NAHC�should�be�contacted�to�determine�the�most�likely�descendant�(MLD).��
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The�MLD�is�asked�to�be�involved�with�the�disposition�of�the�human�remains�after�scientific�analysis�
(City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007:80�81).�

Historic�Resources�are�discussed�under� section�4.3.6�of� the�City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�Open�
Space�and�Conservation�Element.��Six�policies�(HP�1�through�HP�6)�are�presented;�(HP�1)�seeks�to�
protect�and�preserve�historic�resources;�HP�2�promotes�compatible�development�of�new�buildings�
with�architectural�and�site�development�tools;�and�HP�3�seeks�respect�to�the�character�of�historic�
building�exterior�facades�during�remodeling�or�renovation.��Policy�HP�4�encourages�the�use�of�the�
State� Historic� Building� Code.� � Policy� HP�5� asks� the� City� of� Anderson� to� recognize� the� economic�
value�of�the�historic�resources.��Policy�HP�6�seeks�to�ensure�the�integrity�of�historic�structures�and�
parcels� where� they� are� located� by� implementing� design,� building,� and� fire� codes� that� are�
compatible�(City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007:85).�

Five�Historic�Resources�Implementation�Programs�(HI�1�through�HI�5)�are�presented�in�the�City�of�
Anderson� General� Plan� (2007:86).� � These� five� programs� encourage� owners� of� eligible� historic�
properties�to�register�their�properties�and�to�participate�in�tax�incentive�programs�for�restoration�
(HI�1),� identify�funding�mechanisms�to�preserve,�restore,�and�enhance�unique�sites� (HI�2),�assess�
development�projects�against�potential�impacts�to�significant�historic�resources�(HI�3),�develop�an�
inventory�of�historic�sites�within�the�Old�Town�Core�(HI�4)�and,�to�work�with�property�owners�to�
preserve�historic�features�(HI�5).��

1=-=1���������	����������	����������
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of�the�CEQA�Guidelines,�the�proposed�project�is�considered�to�have�a�
significant�impact�on�cultural�resources�if�it�will:�

� Cause�a�substantial�adverse�change�in�the�significance�of�a�historical�resource�as�defined�in�
CEQA�Guidelines�§15064.5;�

� Cause�a�substantial�adverse�change�in�the�significance�of�archaeological�resource�pursuant�
to�CEQA�Guidelines�§15064.5;�

� Directly�or�indirectly�destroy�a�unique�paleontological�resource;�
� Disturb�any�human�remains,�including�those�interred�outside�of�formal�cemeteries.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.5�1:�Cause�a�Substantial�Adverse�Change�to�a�Significant�
Historical�or�Archaeological�Resource,�or�Directly�or�Indirectly�Destroy�or�
Disturb�a�Unique�Paleontological�Resource�or�Human�Remains�(Less�than�
Significant�with�Mitigation)�
Implementation� of� some� of� the� individual� RTP� projects� have� the� potential� to� adversely� affect�
known�historical,�archaeological,�or�paleontological�resources,�or�human�remains�either�directly�or�
indirectly.� There� is� also� the� potential� for� individual� improvements� to� adversely� affect� unknown�
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cultural� resources� (those� that�are�buried�or� that�are� located� in�an�area�not�previously� surveyed)�
directly�or�indirectly.��

As� RTP� projects� are� designed� and� reviewed� by� local� jurisdictions,� the� RTP� projects� will� undergo�
technical� analysis� to� evaluate� any� potential� impacts� to� cultural� resources� within� their� area� of�
potential�effect.�However,�while�compliance�with�the�policies�contained�in�local�general�plans�will�
help� to� avoid� such� effects,� the� local� jurisdictions� do� not� have� consistent� requirements� for� the�
identification� and� protection� of� historic� resources� and� there� is� the� potential� for� significant�
environmental� impacts� to� cultural� resources.� Compliance� with� Mitigation� Measure� 3.5�1� will�
reduce� potential� effects� to� significant� historical� or� archaeological� resources,� paleontological�
resources,�or�human�remains�to�a�less�than�significant�level.�

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.5�1:� Prior� to� the� implementation� of� RTP� projects,� the� implementing�
agency� should� take� steps� to� avoid� and/or� to� reduce� impacts� to� cultural� resources� and� human�
remains.��Measures�should�include:�

� The� implementing� agency� should� retain� a� professional� archaeologist� that� meets� the�
Secretary�of�the� Interior’s�Professional�Qualifications�Standards� in�prehistoric�or�historical�
archaeology�to�prepare�a�project�specific�cultural�resources�study�(i.e.,�archaeological�and�
historical�investigations).�The�study�should�identify�cultural�resources�(i.e.,�prehistoric�sites,�
historic� sites,� and� isolated� artifacts� and� features)� in� the� project� area,� determine� their�
eligibility� for� inclusion� in� the� California� Register� of� Historical� Resources,� and� provide�
mitigation�measures�for�any�resources�in�the�project�area�that�cannot�be�avoided.�

� The� implementing� agency� should� contact� the� Native� American� Heritage� Commission�
(NAHC)� for�a�check�of� the�Sacred�Lands� files�prior� to� the� initiation�of�an�RTP�project�and�
should� contact� all� of� the� groups� identified�by� the�NAHC� for� consultation.� � Should� Sacred�
Lands�be�present,� coordination�with� the�Native�American� community� is� required�and� the�
project� should� be� designed� to� avoid� the� Sacred� Lands� or� reduce� impacts� to� the� extent�
feasible.�

� If� cultural� resources� or� Native� American� resources� are� identified,� every� effort� should� be�
made� to� avoid� significant� cultural� resources,� with� preservation� an� important� goal.� If�
significant�sites�cannot�feasibly�be�avoided,�appropriate�mitigation�measures,�such�as�data�
recovery� excavations� or� photographic� documentation� of� buildings,� should� be� undertaken�
consistent�with�applicable�state�and�federal�regulations.�

� Implementing�agencies�and� the� contractors� performing� the� improvements� should�adhere�
to�the�following�requirements:��

o If,� during� the� course� of� construction� cultural� resources� (i.e.,� prehistoric� sites,�
historic� sites,� and� isolated� artifacts� and� features)� are� discovered�work� should� be�
halted�in�the�area�reasonably�suspected�to�overlie�the�discovery.�The�implementing�
agency� should� retain� a� qualified� archaeologist� that� meets� the� Secretary� of� the�
Interior’s� Professional� Qualifications� Standards� in� prehistoric� or� historical�
archaeology�to�determine�the�significance�of�the�discovery.��
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o If�human�remains�are�discovered,�all�work�should�be�halted�in�the�area�reasonably�
suspected� to� overlie� the� discovery.� The� implementing� agency� must� notify� the�
County�Coroner,�according�to�Section�5097.98�of� the�State�Public�Resources�Code�
and� Section� 7050.5� of� California’s� Health� and� Safety� Code.� � If� the� remains� are�
determined� to� be� Native� American,� the� coroner� will� notify� the� Native� American�
Heritage�Commission,�and�the�procedures�outlined�in�CEQA�Section�15064.5(d)�and�
(e)�will�be�followed.�����

o Prior�to�starting�construction�activities,�all�construction�personnel�should�attend�a�
preconstruction�meeting�that�discusses�human�remains�and�cultural�resources�and�
protection�requirements�for�human�remains�and�cultural�resources.�
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The� purpose� of� this� section� is� to� disclose� and� analyze� the� potential� impacts� associated� with� the�
geology� of� the� project� region� and� general� vicinity,� and� to� analyze� issues� such� as� the� potential�
exposure�of�people�and�property�to�geologic�hazards,�landform�alteration,�and�erosion.�

Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�General�Plan�(Shasta�County,�2004);��
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�(City�of�Anderson,�May�2007);�
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000);��
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999);�
� Literature�prepared�by�the�California�Division�of�Mines�and�Geology;�
� Information�from�the�U.S.�Natural�Resources�Conservation�Service;�and��
� Mapping�published�by�the�U.S.�Geologic�Survey�

1=0=���	
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Shasta� County� is� perhaps� the� most� geologically� diverse� county� in� California.� Five� of� the� eleven�
geomorphic�provinces�in�California�are�present,�including�the�Cascade�Range,�the�Coast�Range,�the�
Great�Valley,�the�Klamath�Mountains,�and�the�Modoc�Plateau.�These�five�provinces�are�considered�
the� most� complex� provinces� within� the� state.� Below� is� a� brief� description� of� each� of� these�
geomorphic�provinces.��

Cascade�Range�Geomorphic�Province�
The� Cascade� Range,� a� chain� of� volcanic� cones,� extends� through� Washington� and� Oregon� into�
California.�It�is�dominated�by�Mt.�Shasta,�a�glacier�mantled�volcanic�cone,�rising�14,162�feet�above�
sea� level.� The� southern� termination� is� Lassen� Peak,� which� last� erupted� in� the� early� 1920s.� The�
Cascade�Range�is�transected�by�deep�canyons�of�the�Pit�River.�The�river�flows�through�the�range�
between�these�two�major�volcanic�cones,�after�winding�across�interior�Modoc�Plateau�on�its�way�
to�the�Sacramento�River.��

Coast�Range�Geomorphic�Province�
The�Coast�Range�constitutes�a�barrier�between�the�Pacific�Ocean�and�the�San�Joaquin�Valley�which�
trends� northwest� from� Point� Conception� to� the� border� with� Oregon.� The� province� consists� of�
mountain�ranges�and�the�corresponding�valleys�and�basins.�The�SF�Bay�Area�naturally�subdivides�
the�province� into�the�North�Coast�Ranges�and�South�Coast�Ranges.�The�province�is�formed�as�an�
interaction� between� the� North� American� and� Pacific� tectonic� plates.� The� Pacific� plate� moves�
northwest� relative� to� the� North� American� plate� with� speed� of� about� 35�38� mm/year,� with� the�
majority� of� motion� occurring� during� large� earthquakes,� with� some� aseismic� fault� creep.� The�
overlap� of� the� plates� is� about� 100� km� wide� and� contains� all� major� geologic� faults� of� Northern�
California.� The� mountain� ranges� of� the� province� are� composed� of� late� Mesozoic� Cenozoic�
sedimentary�strata.��
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Great�Valley�Geomorphic�Province�
The�Great�Valley� is�an�alluvial�plain,�about�50�miles�wide�and�400�miles� long,�between�the�Coast�
Ranges�and�Sierra�Nevada.�The�Great�Valley�is�drained�by�the�Sacramento�and�San�Joaquin�rivers,�
which� join� and� enter� San� Francisco� Bay.� The� eastern� border� is� the� west�sloping� Sierran� bedrock�
surface,�which�continues�westward�beneath�alluvium�and�older�sediments.�The�western�border�is�
underlain� by� east�dipping� Cretaceous� and� Cenozoic� strata� that� form� a� deeply� buried� synclinal�
trough,�lying�beneath�the�Great�Valley�along�its�western�side.�The�southern�part�of�the�Great�Valley�
is� the� San� Joaquin� Valley.� Its� great� oil� fields� follow� anticlinal� uplifts� that� mark� the� southwestern�
border�of�San�Joaquin�Valley�and�its�southern�basin.�To�the�north,�the�Sacramento�Valley�plain�is�
interrupted�by�the�Marysville�Buttes,�an�isolated�Pliocene�volcanic�plug�about�2,000�feet�high.�

Klamath�Mountains�Geomorphic�Province�
The�Klamath�Mountains�have�rugged�topography�with�prominent�peaks�and�ridges�reaching�6,000�
8,000�feet�above�sea�level.�In�the�western�Klamath,�an�irregular�drainage�is�incised�into�an�uplifted�
plateau�called�the�Klamath�peneplain.�The�Klamath�River� follows�a�circuitous�course�through�the�
mountains.� The� uplift� has� left� successive� benches� with� gold�bearing� gravels� on� the� sides� of� the�
canyons.� The� province� is� considered� to� be� a� northern� extension� of� the� Sierra� Nevada.� Rocks�
include� pre�Cretaceous� metamorphic,� abundant� serpentinite,� and� granitic.� Volcanic� rocks� of� the�
Cascade� Range� lie� to� the� east,� Cretaceous� sediments� lie� to� the� southeast,� and� Franciscan� and�
younger�Coast�Range�formations�lie�to�the�west.�

Modoc�Plateau�Geomorphic�Province��
The�Modoc�Plateau�is�volcanic�table�land�(elevation�4,000�6,000�feet�above�sea�level)�consisting�of�
a�thick�accumulation�of�lava�flows�and�tuff�beds�with�many�small�volcanic�cones.�Occasional�lakes,�
marshes,�and�sluggishly�flowing�streams�meander�across�the�plateau.�The�plateau�is�cut�by�many�
north�south�faults.�The�province�is�bound�indefinitely�by�the�Cascade�Range�on�the�west�and�the�
Basin�Range�on�the�east�and�south.��

��������	������������

Faults�
A�fault�is�a�fracture�in�the�crust�of�the�earth�along�which�rocks�on�one�side�have�moved�relative�to�
those� on� the� other� side.� A� fault� trace� is� the� line� on� the� earth's� surface� defining� the� fault.�
Displacement�of� the�earth's�crust�along�faults�releases�energy� in�the�form�of�earthquakes�and� in�
some�cases�in�fault�creep.�Most�faults�are�the�result�of�repeated�displacements�over�a�long�period�
of�time.�Figure�3.6�1�illustrates�the�location�of�fault�traces�within�Shasta�County.�

Surface� rupture�occurs�when�movement�on�a� fault�deep�within� the�earth�breaks� through� to� the�
surface.�Surface�ruptures�have�been�known�to�extend�up�to�50�miles�with�displacements�of�an�inch�
to� 20� feet.� Fault� rupture� almost� always� follows� preexisting� faults,� which� are� zones� of� weakness.�
Rupture� may� occur� suddenly� during� an� earthquake� or� slowly� in� the� form� of� fault� creep.� Sudden�
displacements�are�more�damaging�to�structures�because�they�are�accompanied�by�shaking.��
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The� State� of� California� designates� faults� as� active,� potentially� active,� and� inactive� depending� on�
how� recent� the� movement� that� can� be� substantiated� for� a� fault.� � Table� 3.6�1� presents� the�
California�fault�activity�rating�system.��

TABLE�3.6�1:�FAULT�ACTIVITY�RATING�
FAULT�ACTIVITY�RATING� GEOLOGIC�PERIOD�OF�LAST�RUPTURE TIME�INTERVAL�(YEARS)
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Seismicity�
The�amount�of�energy�available�to�a�fault�is�determined�by�considering�the�slip�rate�of�the�fault,�its�
area� (fault� length� multiplied� by� down�dip� width),� maximum� magnitude,� and� the� rigidity� of� the�
displaced�rocks.�These�factors�are�combined�to�calculate�the�moment�(energy)�release�on�a�fault.�
The�total�seismic�energy�release�for�a�fault�source�is�sometimes�partitioned�between�two�different�
recurrence� models,� the� characteristic� and� truncated� Gutenberg�Richter� (G�R)� magnitude�
frequency�distributions.�These�models�incorporate�our�knowledge�of�the�range�of�magnitudes�and�
relative�frequency�of�different�magnitudes�for�a�particular�fault.�The�partition�of�moment�and�the�
weights�for�multiple�models�are�given�in�the�following�summary.�

Earthquakes�are�generally�expressed�in�terms�of�intensity�and�magnitude.�Intensity�is�based�on�the�
observed� effects� of� ground� shaking� on� people,� buildings,� and� natural� features.� By� comparison,�
magnitude� is� based� on� the� amplitude� of� the� earthquake� waves� recorded� on� instruments,� which�
have�a�common�calibration.�The�Richter�scale,�a�logarithmic�scale�ranging�from�0.1�to�9.0,�with�9.0�
being�the�strongest,�measures�the�magnitude�of�an�earthquake�relative�to�ground�shaking.�Table�
3.6�2�provides�a�description�and�a�comparison�of�intensity�and�magnitude.�

TABLE�3.6�2:�MODIFIED�MERCALLI�INTENSITY�SCALE�FOR�EARTHQUAKES�
RICHTER�

MAGNITUDE��
MODIFIED�

MERCALLI�SCALE��
EFFECTS�OF�INTENSITY��
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The�Fault�Map�of�California� (1975,� Jennings,�C.W.,�et�al.)�places�Quaternary� faults� in� the�eastern�
and� southern� portion� of� Shasta� County.� Quaternary� faults� are� those� with� the� latest� movement�
within�the�last�two�to�three�million�years.�The�State�of�California�(California�Division�of�Mines�and�
Geology)�considers�Quaternary�faults�to�be�potentially�active.�In�the�western�portion�of�the�County�
are�older,�inactive�faults�from�which�future�movement�is�considerably�unlikely.��

Special�Study�Zones�
The� California� Geologic� Survey� (CGS)� evaluates� the� activity� rating� of� a� fault� in� fault� evaluation�
reports�(FER).��FERs�compile�available�geologic�and�seismologic�data�and�evaluate�if�a�fault�should�
zoned� as� active,� potentially� active,� or� inactive.� If� an� FER� evaluates� a� fault� as� active,� then� it� is�
typically�incorporated�into�a�Special�Studies�Zone�in�accordance�with�the�Alquist�Priolo�Earthquake�
Hazard�Act�(AP).��AP�Special�Study�Zones�are�usually�one�quarter�mile�or�less�in�width�and�require�
site�specific� evaluation� of� fault� location� and� require� a� structure� setback� if� the� fault� is� found�
traversing�a�project�site.��

The�California�Division�of�Mines�and�Geology� (CDMG)�has�prepared�maps�which� identify�Alquist�
Priolo�Earthquake�Fault�Zones�in�Shasta�County.�These�maps�were�adopted�in�November�1991�by�
the�CDMG�and�affect�some�rural�areas�in�northeastern�Shasta�County�which�include�generally�the�
following�areas:�

• Portion�of�upper�Butte�Creek�area�north�of�Lassen�Park.�(southern�McArthur�Fault)�

• Generally�the�Hat�Creek�Rim�area�including�portions�of�Cassel.�(Hat�Creek�Fault)�

• Portions�of�the�Day�Bench�area.�(Pittville�Fault)�

• Eastern�portions�of�Fall�River�Valley�including�eastern�McArthur.�(McArthur�Fault)�

• Portions�of�Long�Valley�north�of�Burney.�(Rocky�Ledge�Fault)�

• East�of�Johnson�Park.�(Rocky�Ledge�Fault)�
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Seismic�Ground�Shaking�
The� potential� for� seismic� ground� shaking� in� California� is� present.� As� a� result� of� the� foreseeable�
seismicity� in� California,� the� State� requires� special� design� considerations� for� all� structural�
improvements� in� accordance� with� the� seismic� design� provisions� in� the� California� Building� Code.�
These� seismic� design� provisions� require� enhanced� structural� integrity� based� on� several� risk�
parameters.�

Fault�Rupture�
A�fault�rupture�occurs�when�the�surface�of�the�earth�breaks�as�a�result�of�an�earthquake,�although�
this�does�not�happen� with�all� earthquakes.�These� ruptures�generally�occur� in� a�weak�area�of�an�
existing�fault.�Ruptures�can�be�sudden�(i.e.�earthquake)�or�slow�(i.e.�fault�creep).�The�Alquist�Priolo�
Fault� Zoning� Act� requires� active� earthquake� fault� zones� to� be� mapped� and� it� provides� special�
development�considerations�within�these�zones.��

Landslides�
Landslides� include� rockfalls,� deep� slope� failure,� and� shallow� slope� failure.� Factors� such� as� the�
geological� conditions,� drainage,� slope,� vegetation,� and� others� directly� affect� the� potential� for�
landslides.�One�of�the�most�common�causes�of�landslides�is�construction�activity�that�is�associated�
with�road�building�(i.e.�cut�and�fill).��

Landslides� occur� throughout� Shasta� County,� although� they� have� not� been� considered� a� major�
problem.�Landslides�are�more�prevalent� in� the�eastern�and�northern�portions�of� the�County�and�
are�commonly�related�to�the�sedimentary�and�volcanic�rocks� in�these�vicinities.�Landslides� in�the�
western� portion� of� the� County� are� not� as� widespread,� but� occur� in� areas� of� sedimentary� and�
volcanic� rocks.� Seismically�induced� landsliding� is� not� considered� a� significant� hazard� in� Shasta�
County.�

Liquefaction�
Liquefaction�typically�requires�a�significant�sudden�decrease�of�shearing�resistance�in�cohesionless�
soils�and�a�sudden�increase�in�water�pressure,�which�is�typically�associated�with�an�earthquake�of�
high�magnitude.�The�potential� for� liquefaction� is�highest�when�groundwater� levels�are�high,�and�
loose,�fine,�sandy�soils�occur�at�depths�of�less�than�50�feet.��

Areas� in� Shasta� County� with� the� highest� potential� for� liquefaction� are� located� along� the�
Sacramento� River� and� its� tributaries.� The� potential� for� an� earthquake� with� the� intensity� and�
duration�characteristics�capable�of�promoting�liquefaction�is�a�possibility�during�the�design�life�of�a�
transportation�facility.��

Lateral�Spreading�
Lateral�spreading�typically�results�when�ground�shaking�moves�soil�toward�an�area�where�the�soil�
integrity�is�weak�or�unsupported,�and�it�typically�occurs�on�the�surface�of�a�slope,�although�it�does�
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not�occur�strictly�on�steep�slopes.�Oftentimes,�lateral�spreading�is�directly�associated�with�areas�of�
liquefaction.� Areas� in� Shasta� County� with� the� highest� potential� for� lateral� spreading� are� in� the�
mountains�and�foothills.��

Seiches�
A�seiche� is�an�oscillation�of�a�body�of�water� in�an�enclosed�or�semi�enclosed�basin�that�varies� in�
size�and�period�from�a�few�millimeters�to�a�few�meters�and�from�a�few�minutes�to�several�hours,�
depending�on�the�physical�dimensions�of�the�basin.�Seiches�chiefly�arise�as�a�result�of�sudden�local�
changes� in� atmospheric� pressure,� aided� by� wind� and� occasionally� tidal� currents.� Strong� ground�
shaking�can�also�trigger�seiches�as�well�as�landslides�entering�the�lake,�reservoir,�or�bay.��

Given� the� large� holding� capacity� of� Shasta� Lake� and� Whiskeytown� Lake,� strong� ground� shaking�
could� potentially� generate� seiches� in� both� water� bodies.� In� the� case� of� Shasta� Lake,� the� seiche�
would�have�to�be�over�20�meters�in�height�in�order�to�overtop�Shasta�Dam�at�full�capacity.�As�flow�
is�further�regulated�downstream�from�the�dams,�seiches�are�not�considered�a�significant�threat�in�
Shasta�County�because�the�historical�low�level�of�seismicity.�

	�	2���������B�����

Expansive�Soils�
Some� soils� have� a� potential� to� swell� and� shrink� as� they� absorb� water� and� then� dry� out.� These�
expansive� soils� generally� contain� clays� that� expand� when� moisture� is� absorbed� into� the� crystal�
structure.�Most�of�Shasta�County�is�characterized�by�moderately�expansive�soils�with�areas�of�low�
expansiveness�in�the�south�central�and�southeastern�portion�of�the�County.�Small�scattered�areas�
of�highly�expansive�soils�occur�in�the�mountains�of�northeastern�Shasta�County.�

Though�expansive�soils�are�not�considered�to�pose�a�significant�hazard�within�Shasta�County,�they�
are�identifiable�through�standard�soil�tests�and�geotechnical�reports.�The�hazards�associated�with�
expansive�soils�can�be�mitigated�through�proper�geotechnical�engineering,�which�is�a�requirement�
in�Shasta�County.�

Erosive�soils�
Erosion�naturally�occurs�on�the�surface�of�the�earth�as�surface�materials�(i.e.�rock,�soil,�debris,�etc.)�
is�loosened,�dissolved,�or�worn�away,�and�transported�from�one�place�to�another�by�gravity.�Two�
common�types�of�soil�erosion�include�wind�erosion�and�water�erosion.�The�steepness�of�a�slope�is�
an� important� factor� that� affects� soil� erosion.� Erosion� potential� in� soils� is� influenced� primarily� by�
loose�soil� texture�and�steep�slopes.�Loose�soils�can�be�eroded�by�water�or�wind� forces,�whereas�
soils� with� high� clay� content� are� generally� susceptible� only� to� water� erosion.� The� potential� for�
erosion� generally� increases� as� a� result� of� human� activity,� primarily� through� the� development� of�
facilities�and�impervious�surfaces�and�the�removal�of�vegetative�cover.��

Excessive� erosion� will� cause� sedimentation� and� can� damage� or� destroy� waterway� and� riparian�
habitat,�clog�drainage�structures,� lakes�and�reservoirs,�and�floodplains.�Activities�by�people,�such�
as� grading,� frequently� accelerate� erosion� and� sedimentation.� Shasta� County� places� a� special�
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concern� for� erosion� in� areas� where� the� parent� material� is� decomposed� granite� because� once�
disturbed,�decomposed�granite�soils�are�very�difficult�to�restabilize�and�offer�very�poor�nutritional�
support�for�reestablishment�of�vegetative�cover.�A�significant�band�of�decomposed�granite�soils�is�
located� west� of� the� Redding� area� from� west� of� Shasta� Dam� south� to� Clear� Creek.� Special�
development� and� erosion� control� practices� are� needed� whenever� soil� disturbing� activities� are�
proposed�in�these�areas.�

Subsidence�
Land�subsidence�is�the�gradual�settling�or�sinking�of�an�area�with�little�or�no�horizontal�motion�due�
to� changes� taking� place� underground.� It� is� a� natural� process,� although� it� can� also� occur� (and� is�
greatly� accelerated)� as� a� result� of� human� activities.� Common� causes� of� land� subsidence� from�
human�activity� include:�pumping�water,�oil,�and�gas� from�underground�reservoirs;�dissolution�of�
limestone�aquifers�(sinkholes);�collapse�of�underground�mines;�drainage�of�organic�soils;�and�initial�
wetting�of�dry�soils.�Subsidence�is�not�considered�to�readily�occur�within�Shasta�County.��

Volcanoes�

Shasta�County�is�at�the�southern�end�of�the�Cascade�Range,�an�active�volcanic�chain�that�extends�
from� Lassen� Peak� northward� into� British� Columbia.� The� most� recent� volcanic� activity� in� Shasta�
County�was�in�1914�1917,�when�eruption�of�Lassen�Peak�produced�lava�flows�on�the�flank�of�the�
crater,�numerous�ash�falls,�and�a�large�mudflow.�The�mudflow,�a�result�from�melting�snow�and�ash,�
moved�down�Lost�Creek�and�Hat�Creek.�Several�days�after�the�mudflow,�a�nuee�ardente,�or�"hot�
cloud",�which�is�a�mass�of�incandescent�ash�and�gas,�flowed�down�the�same�creeks�and�covered�a�
wider� area.� The� only� indications� remaining� of� previous� volcanic� activity� are� hot� springs� and�
fumaroles�(gas�vents)�and�occasional�small�magnitude�earthquake�swarms�below�the�mountain.�

Hot� springs� and� fumaroles� are� present� on� Mt.� Shasta,� though� there� is� no� evidence� of� recent�
historic�volcanic�activity.�As�with�Lassen�Peak,�the�danger�from�volcanic�activity�on�Mt.�Shasta�may�
not�necessarily�be�from�an�eruption�but�from�mudflows.�Historic�mudflow�maps�indicate�that�some�
mudflows� have� traveled� more� than� 18� miles� down� the� flanks� of� Shasta.� While� the� potential� is�
there,� it� is�doubtful� that�even�a� large�mudflow� from�Mt.�Shasta� would�endanger�Shasta�County,�
except� in�the�case�where�a�significant�event�occurred�when�Shasta�Lake�was�completely� full�and�
spilling�water�for�flood�control.�

Most� of� the� eastern� half� of� Shasta� County� is� downwind� from� relatively� active� and� explosive�
volcanoes� and� about� 75� to� 80� percent� of� ash� from� these� volcanoes� would� be� expected� to� fall�
within� these� areas.� The� U.S.� Geological� Survey� and� the� State� of� California� monitor� activities� at�
Lassen�Pak�and�Mt.�Shasta�using�seismometers�and�tiltmeters.�With�this�system�established,�there�
should�be�sufficient�warning�of�renewed�volcanic�activity.��
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Uniform�Building�Code�(UBC)�
The�purpose�of�the�Uniform�Building�Code�(UBC)�is�to�provide�minimum�standards�to�preserve�the�
public�peace,�health,�and�safety�by�regulating�the�design,�construction,�quality�of�materials,�certain�
equipment,� location,� grading,� use,� occupancy,� and� maintenance� of� all� buildings� and� structures.�
UBC� standards� address� foundation� design,� shear� wall� strength,� and� other� structurally� related�
conditions.�

�������

The�State�of�California�has�established�a�variety�of�regulations�and�requirements�related�to�seismic�
safety�and�structural�integrity,�including�the�California�Building�Code,�the�Alquist�Priolo�Earthquake�
Fault�Zoning�Act�and�the�Seismic�Hazards�Mapping�Act.�

California�Building�Code�
The�California�Building�Code�(CBC)�is�included�in�Title�24�of�the�California�Code�of�Regulations�(CCR)�and�is�
a� portion� of� the� California� Building� Standards� Code.� Under� state� law,� all� building� standards� must� be�
centralized� in�Title�24�or� they�are�not�enforceable.�The�CBC� incorporates� the�Uniform�Building�Code,�a�
widely� adopted� model� building� code� in� the� United� States.� Through� the� CBC,� the� state� provides� a�
minimum� standard� for� building� design� and� construction.� The� CBC� contains� specific� requirements� for�
seismic� safety,� excavation,� foundations,� retaining� walls� and� site� demolition.� It� also� regulates� grading�
activities,�including�drainage�and�erosion�control.��

Alquist�Priolo�Earthquake�Fault�Zoning�Act�
The�Alquist�Priolo�Earthquake�Fault�Zoning�Act�of�1972�sets� forth�the�policies�and�Criteria�of� the�
State� Mining�and�Geology�Board,�which�governs� the�exercise�of�governments’� responsibilities� to�
prohibit� the� location� of� developments� and� structures� for� human� occupancy� across� the� trace� of�
active� faults.� � The� policies� and� criteria� are� limited� to� potential� hazards� resulting� from� surface�
faulting�or�fault�creep�within�Earthquake�Fault�Zones,�as�delineated�on�maps�officially�issued�by�the�
State�Geologist.��Working�definitions�include:�

� Fault� –� a� fracture� or� zone� of� closely� associated� fractures� along� which� rocks� on� one� side�
have�been�displaced�with�respect�to�those�on�the�other�side;�

� Fault�Zone�–�a� zone�of� related� faults,�which�commonly�are�braided�and�sub�parallel,�but�
may�be�branching�and�divergent.��A�fault�zone�has�a�significant�width�(with�respect�to�the�
scale�at�which�the�fault�is�being�considered,�portrayed,�or�investigated),�ranging�from�a�few�
feet�to�several�miles;�

� Sufficiently�Active�Fault�–�a�fault�that�has�evidence�of�Holocene�surface�displacement�along�
one�or�more�of�its�segments�or�branches�(last�11,000�years);�and�
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� Well�Defined�Fault�–�a� fault�whose� trace� is� clearly�detectable�by�a� trained�geologist�as�a�
physical� feature� at� or� just� below� the� ground� surface.� � The� geologist� should� be� able� to�
locate� the� fault� in� the� field� with� sufficient� precision� and� confidence� to� indicate� that� the�
required�site�specific�investigations�would�meet�with�some�success.��

“Sufficiently� Active”�and�“Well�Defined”�are� the� two�criteria�used�by� the�State� to�determine� if�a�
fault�should�be�zoned�under�the�Alquist�Priolo�Act.��

Seismic�Hazards�Mapping�Act�
The�Seismic�Hazards�Mapping�Act,�passed�in�1990,�addresses�non�surface�fault�rupture�earthquake�
hazards,� including� liquefaction� and� seismically�induced� landslides.� Under� the� Act,� seismic� hazard�
zones�are�to�be�mapped�by�the�State�Geologist�to�assist� local�governments� in� land�use�planning.�
The�program�and�actions�mandated�by�the�Seismic�Hazards�Mapping�Act�closely�resemble�those�of�
the� Alquist�Priolo� Earthquake� Fault� Zoning� Act� (which� addresses� only� surface� fault�rupture�
hazards)�and�are�outlined�below:�

The�State�Geologist�is�required�to�delineate�the�various�“seismic�hazard�zones.”�

� Cities� and� Counties,� or� other� local� permitting� authority,� must� regulate� certain�
development� “projects”� within� the� zones.� They� must� withhold� the� development� permits�
for�a�site�within�a�zone�until� the�geologic�and�soil� conditions�of� the�site�are� investigated�
and�appropriate�mitigation�measures,�if�any,�are�incorporated�into�development�plans.�

� The�State�Mining�and�Geology�Board�provides�additional�regulations,�policies,�and�criteria,�
to�guide�cities�and�counties� in� their� implementation�of� the� law.�The�Board�also�provides�
guidelines� for� preparation� of� the� Seismic� Hazard� Zone� Maps� and� for� evaluating� and�
mitigating�seismic�hazards.�

� Sellers�(and�their�agents)�of�real�property�within�a�mapped�hazard�zone�must�disclose�that�
the�property�lies�within�such�a�zone�at�the�time�of�sale.�

Caltrans�Seismic�Design�Criteria�
The�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�has�Seismic�Design�Criteria�(SDC),�which�is�
an�encyclopedia�of�new�and�currently�practiced�seismic�design�and�analysis�methodologies�for�the�
design� of� new� bridges� in� California.� The� SDC� adopts� a� performance�based� approach� specifying�
minimum�levels�of�structural�system�performance,�component�performance,�analysis,�and�design�
practices�for�ordinary�standard�bridges.�The�SDC�has�been�developed�with�input�from�the�Caltrans�
Offices� of� Structure� Design,� Earthquake� Engineering� and� Design� Support,� and� Materials� and�
Foundations.� Memo20�1� outlines� the� bridge� category� and� classification,� seismic� performance�
criteria,� seismic� design� philosophy� and� approach,� seismic� demands� and� capacities� on� structural�
components� and� seismic� design� practices� that� collectively� make� up� Caltrans’� seismic� design�
methodology.�
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Surface�Mining�and�Reclamation�Act�of�1975�
The�California�Department�of�Conservation�Surface�Mining�and�Reclamation�Act�of�1975�(§�2710),�
also� known� as� SMARA,� provides� a� comprehensive� surface� mining� and� reclamation� policy� that�
permits�the�continued�mining�of�minerals,�as�well�as�the�protection�and�subsequent�beneficial�use�
of�the�mined�and�reclaimed�land.��The�purpose�of�SMARA�is�to�ensure�that�adverse�environmental�
effects�are�prevented�or�minimized�and�that�mined�lands�are�reclaimed�to�a�usable�condition�and�
readily� adaptable� for� alternative� land� uses.� � The� production� and� conservation� of� minerals� are�
encouraged,�while�giving�consideration�to�values�relating�to�recreation,�wildlife,�range�and�forage,�
as�well�as�aesthetic�enjoyment.��Residual�hazards�to�public�health�and�safety�are�eliminated.��These�
goals�are�achieved�through� land�use�planning�by�allowing�a� jurisdiction�to�balance�the�economic�
benefits�of�resource�reclamation�with�the�need�to�provide�other�land�uses.�

If�a�use�is�proposed�that�might�threaten�the�potential�recovery�of�minerals�from�an�area�that�has�
been�classified�MRZ�2,�SMARA�would�require�the�jurisdiction�to�prepare�a�statement�specifying�its�
reasons� for� permitting� the� proposed� use,� provide� public� notice� of� these� reasons,� and� forward� a�
copy�of�the�statement�to�the�State�Geologist�and�the�State�Mining�and�Geology�Board�(Cal.�Pub.�
Res.�Code�Section�2762).�

�������

County�and�City�General�Plans�
The�seismic�elements�of�the�Cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake�and�the�County�of�Shasta�
contain�goals,�objectives,�and�policies�aimed�at�reducing�the�seismic�risk�to�people�and�property.�
Proponents� of� specific� projects� would� be� required� to� consult� the� applicable� general� plans� and�
design� the� projects� consistent� with� the� applicable� guidelines� of� the� jurisdictions� in� which� the�
projects�are�located.�

Geotechnical�Investigations�
Each�local�jurisdiction�within�Shasta�County�regulates�construction�activities�through�a�process�that�
requires�the�preparation�of�a�site�specific�geotechnical�investigation�in�order�to�assess�the�design�
limitations.�The�purpose�of�a�site�specific�geotechnical�investigation�is�to�provide�a�geologic�basis�
for� the� development� of� appropriate� construction� design.� Geotechnical� investigations� typically�
assess� bedrock� and� Quaternary� geology,� geologic� structure,� soils,� and� the� previous� history� of�
excavation�and�fill�placement.�Proponents�of�the� individual�RTP� improvement�projects�may�need�
to�prepare�geotechnical�investigations�prior�to�project�design.�

1=0=1���������	����������	���������
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a� significant�
impact�on�geology�and�soils�if�it�will:
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� Expose�people�or� structures� to�potential� substantial�adverse�effects,� including� the� risk�of�
loss,�injury,�or�death�involving:�

o Strong�seismic�ground�shaking;�or�

o Seismic�related�ground�failure,�including�liquefaction;�

� Result�in�substantial�soil�erosion�or�the�loss�of�topsoil;�

� Be�located�on�a�geologic�unit�or�soil�that�is�unstable,�or�that�would�become�unstable�as�a�
result� of� the� Project,� and� potentially� result� in� on�� or� off�site� landslide,� lateral� spreading,�
subsidence,�liquefaction�or�collapse;�or�

� Be� located� on� expansive� soil,� as� defined� in� Table� 18�1�B� of� the� Uniform� Building� Code�
(1994),�creating�substantial�risks�to�life�or�property.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.6�1:�The�proposed�project�may�expose�people�or�structures�to�
potential�substantial�adverse�effects�involving�strong�seismic�ground�
shaking�or�seismic�related�ground�failure�(less�than�significant�with�
mitigation)�
Fault� rupture� has� the� potential� to� compromise� the� structural� integrity� of� existing� and� new�
transportation� improvements� (including� roadways,� rail� lines,� streetcars,� bridges,� and� other�
associated� features)� throughout� Shasta� County.� Additionally,� fault� rupture� could� cause� injury� to�
construction�workers�and�users�of�these�improvements,�depending�on�the�design�of�such�facilities.��

Quaternary� faults,� which� are� considered� potentially� active,� are� mapped� in� the� eastern� and�
southern�portion�of�Shasta�County.� In�addition,�the�eastern�portion�of�Shasta�County�has�several�
areas�that�are�mapped�as�an�Alquist�Priolo�Earthquake�Fault�Zone.��These�areas�include:�the�upper�
Butte� Creek� area� north� of� Lassen� Park;� the� Hat� Creek� Rim� area� including� portions� of� Cassel;�
portions� of� the� Day� Bench� area;� the� eastern� portions� of� Fall� River� Valley� including� eastern�
McArthur;�portions�of�Long�Valley�north�of�Burney;�and�an�area�east�of�Johnson�Park.�

The�highest� risk�of� rupture� is� in� the�eastern�and�southern�portions�of� the�County,�which�are� the�
less�populated�portions�of�the�County.�There�will�always�be�a�chance�that�a�fault�located�anywhere�
in�the�state�(or�region)�could�rupture�and�cause�seismic�ground�shaking,�although�the�relative�risk�
to� safety� from� the� potential� ground� shaking� within� most� of� the� County� is� considered� low.�
Implementation� of� Mitigation� Measure� 3.6�1� would� ensure� that� the� proposed� project� has� a� less�
than�significant�impact.��

��������	���������
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Mitigation�Measure�3.6�1:� Implement� Caltrans� Seismic� Design� Criteria,� and� County� and� City�
General�Plan�standards,�as�appropriate,�in�project�design�to�minimize�the�potential�for�fault�rupture�
hazards�on�individual�improvements.�

Impact�3.6�2:�Implementation�of�the�RTP�may�result�in�substantial�soil�
erosion�or�the�loss�of�topsoil�(less�than�significant�with�mitigation)�
Grading,� excavation,� removal� of� vegetation� cover,� and� loading� activities� associated� with�
construction�activities�could�temporarily�increase�runoff,�erosion,�and�sedimentation.�Construction�
activities�also�could�result�in�soil�compaction�and�wind�erosion�effects�that�could�adversely�affect�
soils�and�reduce�the�revegetation�potential�at� construction�sites�and�staging�areas.�Landslides� (a�
form�of�erosion)�occurs�throughout�Shasta�County�as�a�result�of�the�natural�characteristics�of�the�
region,�although�they�have�not�been�considered�a�major�problem.��

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information� on� this� impact� at� this� planning� level� is� not� feasible.� However,� each� transportation�
improvement�will�include�detailed�project�specific�drainage�plans�that�control�storm�water�runoff�
and� erosion,� both� during� and� after� construction.� The� Regional� Water� Quality� Control� Board� will�
require�a�project�specific�Storm�Water�Pollution�Prevention�Plan�(SWPPP)�to�be�prepared�for�each�
transportation� improvement� that� disturbs� an� area� one� acre� or� larger.� The� SWPPPs� will� include�
project� specific� best� management� measures� that� are� designed� to� control� drainage� and� erosion.�
Implementation�of�the�following�mitigation�measures�would�ensure�that�the�RTP�would�have�a�less�
than�significant�impact�from�these�issues.�

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.6�2:� Prior�to�approval�of�RTP�projects,�the�implementing�agency�should�
ensure� projects� will� adequately� address� grading,� erosion,� sediment,� and� pollution� control�
requirements�of� the�Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board� (RWQCB).� If�one�acre�or�more�of� land�
will� be� disturbed,� the� implementing� agency� should� submit� a� Notice� of� Intent� (N.O.I.)� with�
appropriate�fees�and�a�Storm�Water�Pollution�Prevention�Plan�(SWPPP)�to�the�RWQCB.�

Mitigation�Measure�3.6�3:� During�construction,� the� implementing�agency�should�ensure�that�
control�measures� and� practices� are� implemented,� properly� installed,� and�maintained� during� the�
construction�of�a�project.�The� implementing�agency�should� inspect� the�project�area�to�verify�that�
SWPPPs�are�being� implemented.�The� implementing�agency�should�develop�and� implement�record�
keeping�and�data�management�procedures�for�evaluation�of�SWPPP�compliance�and�reporting.��

Impact�3.6�3:�Individual�RTP�projects�may�be�located�on�a�geologic�unit�or�
soil�that�is�unstable,�or�that�would�become�unstable�as�a�result�of�project�
implementation,�and�potentially�result�in�liquefaction�(less�than�significant�
with�mitigation)�
Liquefaction�typically�requires�a�significant�sudden�decrease�of�shearing�resistance�in�cohesionless�
soils�and�a�sudden�increase�in�water�pressure,�which�is�typically�associated�with�an�earthquake�of�
high�magnitude.�From�a�regional�perspective,�the�soils�located�within�the�County�are�considered�to�
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have� a� low� potential� for� liquefaction.� Areas� in� Shasta� County� with� the� highest� potential� for�
liquefaction�are�located�along�the�Sacramento�River�and�its�tributaries.�There�is�also�potential�for�
soil�inclusions�in�other�areas�that�have�a�higher�liquefaction�potential.��

Lateral�spreading�typically�results�when�ground�shaking�moves�soil�toward�an�area�where�the�soil�
integrity�is�weak�or�unsupported,�and�it�typically�occurs�on�the�surface�of�a�slope,�although�it�does�
not�occur�strictly�on�steep�slopes.�Oftentimes,�lateral�spreading�is�directly�associated�with�areas�of�
liquefaction.� Areas� in� Shasta� County� with� the� highest� potential� for� lateral� spreading� are� in� the�
mountains�and�foothills.��

Landslides� occur� throughout� Shasta� County,� although� they� have� not� been� considered� a� major�
problem.�Landslides�are�more�prevalent� in� the�eastern�and�northern�portions�of� the�County�and�
are�commonly�related�to�the�sedimentary�and�volcanic�rocks� in�these�vicinities.�Landslides� in�the�
western� portion� of� the� County� are� not� as� widespread,� but� occur� in� areas� of� sedimentary� and�
volcanic� rocks.� Seismically�induced� landsliding� is� not� considered� a� significant� hazard� in� Shasta�
County.�

The� potential� for� an� earthquake� with� the� intensity� and� duration� characteristics� capable� of�
promoting�liquefaction,�lateral�spreading,�and/or�landslides�is�a�possibility�during�the�design�life�of�
a� transportation� facility.� Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of�
detailed,� site�specific� information� on� this� impact� at� this� planning� level� is� not� feasible.� Each� RTP�
project�would�be� required� to�have�a� specific�geotechnical� study�prepared�and� incorporated� into�
the� improvement� design.� The� geotechnical� study� would� identify� specific� soil� conditions,� surface�
and� subsurface� drainage� capability,� slope� steepness,� and� other� factors� that� may� contribute� to�
liquefaction,�lateral�spreading,�and�landslide�risk�as�well�as�soil�inclusions�that�pose�a�higher�risk�of�
liquefaction.�The�geotechnical�study�would�provide�recommendations�for�mitigating�any�potential�
risk� associated� with� site� specific� conditions.� Implementation� of� project� specific� geotechnical�
engineering� measures� would� reduce� the� safety� risks� of� liquefaction,� lateral� spreading,� and�
landslides�to�a�reasonable�level.�Implementation�of�the�following�mitigation�measure�would�ensure�
that�the�RTP�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�from�these�issues.�

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.6�4:� Prior�to�approval�of�RTP�projects,�the�implementing�agency�should�
assess�the�geologic�risk�associated�with�the�project�and�if�necessary�retain�a�licensed�geotechnical�
engineer�to�evaluate�geologic�conditions,� including:� liquefaction,� lateral�spreading,� landslide,�and�
expansion�potential.�For�areas�found�to�contain�these�conditions,�the�soil�should�be�removed�(i.e.,�
over� excavated)� and/or� stabilized� prior� to� the� placement� and� compaction� of� fill.� � Final� soil�
engineering� techniques� should� be� developed� by� a� licensed� geotechnical� engineer� or� engineering�
geologist.�
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Impact�3.6�4:�Individual�RTP�improvements�may�be�located�on�expansive�
soils�creating�substantial�risks�to�life�or�property�(less�than�significant�with�
mitigation)�
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This�section�describes�the�regional�green�house�gas�(GHG)�emissions,�climate�change,�and�impacts�
that�are�likely�to�result�from�project�implementation.�Following�this�discussion�is�an�assessment�of�
consistency�of�the�proposed�project�with�applicable�policies�and�local�plans.�There�was�one�written�
comment�letter�submitted�on�the�Notice�of�Preparation�related�to�air�quality�and�climate�change�
(Attorney�General,�October�22,�2008).�Additionally,�there�was�one�verbal�comment�at�the�scoping�
meeting�related�to�air�quality�and�climate�change�(Department�of�Fish�and�Game,�November�20,�
2008).�These�comments�are�provided� in�Appendix�A�and� they�are�addressed� throughout�Section�
3.3� Air� Quality� and� 3.7� Green� House� Gases� and� Climate� Change.� Information� in� this� section� is�
derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� 2010� Shasta� County� Regional� Transportation� Plan� Update� (Shasta� County� Regional�
Transportation�Planning�Agency,�2010)�

� Shasta�County�2004�Regional�Transportation�Plan�(Shasta�County,�July�2004)
� Shasta�County�General�Plan�(September�2004)�
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�
� Northern� Sacramento� Valley� Planning� Area� 2006� Air� Quality� Attainment� Plan� (Northern�

Sacramento�Valley�Planning�Area�Districts,�2006)�
� Meteorology�Today:�An� Introduction� to�Weather,�Climate,�&� the�Environment� (C�Donald�

Ahrens,�2006)�
� Inventory� of� California� Greenhouse� Gas� Emissions� and� Sinks:� 1990� to� 2004.� Staff� Final�

Report�(California�Energy�Commission,�2006)�

1=4=������	�������������	������������	���
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Greenhouse�Gases�and�Climate�Change�Linkages�
Various�gases�in�the�Earth’s�atmosphere,�classified�as�atmospheric�greenhouse�gases�(GHGs),�play�
a� critical� role� in� determining� the� Earth’s� surface� temperature.� Solar� radiation� enters� Earth’s�
atmosphere� from� space,� and� a� portion� of� the� radiation� is� absorbed� by� the� Earth’s� surface.� The�
Earth�emits�this�radiation�back�toward�space,�but�the�properties�of�the�radiation�change�from�high�
frequency�solar�radiation�to�lower�frequency�infrared�radiation.��

Greenhouse� gases,� which� are� transparent� to� solar� radiation,� are� effective� in� absorbing� infrared�
radiation.� As� a� result,� this� radiation� that� otherwise� would� have� escaped� back� into� space� is� now�
retained,�resulting�in�a�warming�of�the�atmosphere.�This�phenomenon�is�known�as�the�greenhouse�
effect.� Among� the� prominent� GHGs� contributing� to� the� greenhouse� effect� are� carbon� dioxide�
(CO2),� methane� (CH4),� ozone� (O3),� water� vapor,� nitrous� oxide� (N2O),� and� chlorofluorocarbons�
(CFCs).�
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Human�caused� emissions� of� these� GHGs,� in� excess� of� natural� ambient� concentrations,� are�
responsible�for�enhancing�the�greenhouse�effect�(Ahrens�2003).�Emissions�of�GHGs�contributing�to�
global� climate� change� are� attributable� in� large� part� to� human� activities� associated� with� the�
industrial/manufacturing,� utility,� transportation,� residential,� and� agricultural� sectors� (California�
Energy�Commission�2006a).�In�California,�the�transportation�sector�is�the�largest�emitter�of�GHGs,�
followed�by�electricity�generation�(California�Energy�Commission�2006a).��

As�the�name�implies,�global�climate�change�is�a�global�problem.�GHGs�are�global�pollutants,�unlike�
criteria� air� pollutants� and� toxic� air� contaminants,� which� are� pollutants� of� regional� and� local�
concern,� respectively.� California� is� the� 12th� to� 16th� largest� emitter� of� CO2� in� the� world� and�
produced�492�million� gross�metric� tons�of� carbon� dioxide�equivalents� in�2004� (California� Energy�
Commission�2006a).��

Carbon�dioxide�equivalents�are�a�measurement�used�to�account� for�the�fact� that�different�GHGs�
have� different� potential� to� retain� infrared� radiation� in� the� atmosphere� and� contribute� to� the�
greenhouse� effect.� This� potential,� known� as� the� global� warming� potential� of� a� GHG,� is� also�
dependent�on�the�lifetime,�or�persistence,�of�the�gas�molecule�in�the�atmosphere.�Expressing�GHG�
emissions� in� carbon� dioxide� equivalents� takes� the� contribution� of� all� GHG� emissions� to� the�
greenhouse�effect�and�converts�them�to�a�single�unit�equivalent�to�the�effect�that�would�occur�if�
only�CO2�were�being�emitted.��

Consumption�of�fossil�fuels�in�the�transportation�sector�was�the�single�largest�source�of�California’s�
GHG�emissions�in�2004,�accounting�for�40.7%�of�total�GHG�emissions�in�the�state�(California�Energy�
Commission� 2006a).� This� category� was� followed� by� the� electric� power� sector� (including� both� in�
state� and� out� of�state� sources)� (22.2%)� and� the� industrial� sector� (20.5%)� (California� Energy�
Commission�2006a).�

Effects�of�Global�Climate�Change�
The�effects�of� increasing�global� temperature�are� far�reaching�and�extremely�difficult� to�quantify.��
The� scientific� community� continues� to� study� the� effects� of� global� climate� change.� � In� general,�
increases�in�the�ambient�global�temperature�as�a�result�of�increased�GHGs�is�anticipated�to�result�
in�rising�sea�levels,�which�could�threaten�coastal�areas�through�accelerated�coastal�erosion,�threats�
to�levees�and�inland�water�systems�and�disruption�to�coastal�wetlands�and�habitat.����

If� the� temperature� of� the� ocean� warms,� it� is� anticipated� that� the� winter� snow� season� would� be�
shortened.�Snowpack�in�the�Sierra�Nevada�provides�both�water�supply�(runoff)�and�storage�(within�
the� snowpack� before� melting),� which� is� a� major� source� of� supply� for� the� state.� According� to� a�
California�Energy�Commission�report,�the�snowpack�portion�of�the�supply�could�potentially�decline�
by� 70%� to� 90%� by� the� end� of� the� 21st� century� (CEC� 2006c).� This� phenomenon� could� lead� to�
significant�challenges�securing�an�adequate�water�supply�for�a�growing�state�population.�Further,�
the�increased�ocean�temperature�could�result�in�increased�moisture�flux�into�the�state;�however,�
since� this� would� likely� increasingly� come� in� the� form� of� rain� rather� than� snow� in� the� high�
elevations,�increased�precipitation�could�lead�to�increased�potential�and�severity�of�flood�events,�
placing�more�pressure�on�California’s�levee/flood�control�system.��
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Sea� level�has�risen�approximately�seven�inches�during�the�last�century�and,�according�to�the�CEC�
report,�it�is�predicted�to�rise�an�additional�22�to�35�inches�by�2100,�depending�on�the�future�GHG�
emissions� levels� (CEC� 2006c).� If� this� occurs,� resultant� effects� could� include� increased� coastal�
flooding,� saltwater� intrusion� and� disruption� of� wetlands� (CEC� 2006c).� As� the� existing� climate�
throughout� California� changes� over� times,� mass� migration� of� species,� or� failure� of� species� to�
migrate� in� time� to�adapt� to� the�perturbations� in� climate,� could� also� result.� Under� the�emissions�
scenarios�of�the�Climate�Scenarios�report�(California�Climate�Change�Center�2006),�the�impacts�of�
global�warming�in�California�are�anticipated�to�include,�but�are�not�limited�to,�the�following.��

��6������������

Higher�temperatures�are�expected�to�increase�the�frequency,�duration,�and�intensity�of�conditions�
conducive� to� air� pollution� formation.� For� example,� days� with� weather� conducive� to� ozone�
formation�are�projected�to�increase�from�25�to�35�percent�under�the�lower�warming�range,�to�75�
to� 85� percent� under� the� medium� warming� range.� In� addition,� if� global� background� ozone� levels�
increase� as� predicted� in� some� scenarios,� it� may� become� impossible� to� meet� local� air� quality�
standards.� Air� quality� could� be� further� compromised� by� increases� in� wildfires,� which� emit� fine�
particulate� matter� that� can� travel� long� distances� depending� on� wind� conditions.� The� Climate�
Scenarios� report� indicates� that� large� wildfires� could� become� up� to� 55� percent� more� frequent� if�
GHG�emissions�are�not�significantly�reduced.��

In�addition,�under�the�higher�warming�scenario,�there�could�be�up�to�100�more�days�per�year�with�
temperatures�above�90oF�in�Los�Angeles�and�95oF�in�Sacramento�by�2100.�This�is�a�large�increase�
over� historical� patterns� and� approximately� twice� the� increase� projected� if� temperatures� remain�
within�or�below�the�lower�warming�range.�Rising�temperatures�will�increase�the�risk�of�death�from�
dehydration,� heat� stroke/exhaustion,� heart� attack,� stroke,� and� respiratory� distress� caused� by�
extreme�heat.��

7����������������

A�vast�network�of�man�made� reservoirs�and�aqueducts� capture� and� transport�water� throughout�
the�state�from�northern�California�rivers�and�the�Colorado�River.�The�current�distribution�system�
relies� on� Sierra� Nevada� snow� pack� to� supply� water� during� the� dry� spring� and� summer� months.�
Rising�temperatures,�potentially�compounded�by�decreases�in�precipitation,�could�severely�reduce�
spring�snow�pack,�increasing�the�risk�of�summer�water�shortages.��

The� state’s� water� supplies� are� also� at� risk� from� rising� sea� levels.� An� influx� of� saltwater� would�
degrade�California’s�estuaries,�wetlands,�and�groundwater�aquifers.�Saltwater�intrusion�caused�by�
rising�sea�levels�is�a�major�threat�to�the�quality�and�reliability�of�water�within�the�southern�edge�of�
the�Sacramento/San�Joaquin�River�Delta,�a�major�state�fresh�water�supply.�Global�warming�is�also�
projected�to�seriously�affect�agricultural�areas,�with�California�farmers�projected�to�lose�as�much�as�
25� percent� of� the� water� supply� they� need;� decrease� the� potential� for� hydropower� production�
within� the� state� (although� the� effects� on� hydropower� are� uncertain);� and� seriously� harm� winter�
tourism.�Under�the�lower�warming�range,�the�ski�season�at�lower�elevations�could�be�reduced�by�
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as�much�as�one�month.�If�temperatures�reach�the�higher�warming�range�and�precipitation�declines,�
there�might�be�many�years�with�insufficient�snow�for�skiing�and�snowboarding.��

If�GHG�emissions�continue�unabated,�more�precipitation�will�fall�as�rain�instead�of�snow,�and�the�
snow�that�does�fall�will�melt�earlier,�reducing�the�Sierra�Nevada�spring�snow�pack�by�as�much�as�70�
to�90�percent.�Under�the�lower�warming�scenario,�snow�pack�losses�are�expected�to�be�only�half�as�
large� as� those� expected� if� temperatures� were� to� rise� to� the� higher� warming� range.� How� much�
snow�pack�will�be�lost�depends�in�part�on�future�precipitation�patterns,�the�projections�for�which�
remain� uncertain.� However,� even� under� the� wetter� climate� projections,� the� loss� of� snow� pack�
would�pose�challenges�to�water�managers,�hamper�hydropower�generation,�and�nearly�eliminate�
all�skiing�and�other�snow�related�recreational�activities.��

�������������

Increased� GHG� emissions� are� expected� to� cause� widespread� changes� to� the� agriculture� industry�
reducing� the� quantity� and� quality� of� agricultural� products� statewide.� Although� higher� carbon�
dioxide�levels�can�stimulate�plant�production�and�increase�plant�water�use�efficiency,�California’s�
farmers�will�face�greater�water�demand�for�crops�and�a�less�reliable�water�supply�as�temperatures�
rise.� Crop� growth� and� development� will� change,� as� will� the� intensity� and� frequency� of� pest� and�
disease�outbreaks.�Rising�temperatures�will� likely�aggravate�ozone�pollution,�which�makes�plants�
more�susceptible�to�disease�and�pests�and�interferes�with�plant�growth.��

Plant�growth� tends� to�be� slow�at� low�temperatures,� increasing�with� rising� temperatures�up� to�a�
threshold.�However,�faster�growth�can�result�in�less�than�optimal�development�for�many�crops,�so�
rising� temperatures� are� likely� to� worsen� the� quantity� and� quality� of� yield� for� a� number� of�
California’s� agricultural� products.� Products� likely� to� be� most� affected� include� wine� grapes,� fruits�
and�nuts,�and�milk.��

In� addition,� continued� global� warming� will� likely� shift� the� ranges� of� existing� invasive� plants� and�
weeds� and� alter� competition� patterns� with� native� plants.� Range� expansion� is� expected� in� many�
species� while� range� contractions� are� less� likely� in� rapidly� evolving� species� with� significant�
populations�already�established.�Should�range�contractions�occur,�it�is�likely�that�new�or�different�
weed� species� will� fill� the� emerging� gaps.� Continued� global� warming� is� also� likely� to� alter� the�
abundance� and� types� of� many� pests,� lengthen� pests’� breeding� season,� and� increase� pathogen�
growth�rates.��

���������	����	���������

Global�warming� is�expected�to� intensify� this� threat�by� increasing� the�risk�of�wildfire�and�altering�
the� distribution� and� character� of� natural� vegetation.� If� temperatures� rise� into� the� medium�
warming� range,� the� risk�of� large�wildfires� in�California�could� increase�by�as�much�as�55�percent,�
which� is� almost� twice� the� increase� expected� if� temperatures� stay� in� the� lower� warming� range.�
However,� since� wildfire� risk� is� determined� by� a� combination� of� factors,� including� precipitation,�
winds,� temperature,� and� landscape� and� vegetation� conditions,� future� risks� will� not� be� uniform�
throughout� the� state.� For� example,� if� precipitation� increases� as� temperatures� rise,� wildfires� in�
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southern�California�are�expected�to�increase�by�approximately�30�percent�toward�the�end�of�the�
century.�In�contrast,�precipitation�decreases�could�increase�wildfires�in�northern�California�by�up�to�
90�percent.��

Moreover,�continued�global�warming�will�alter�natural�ecosystems�and�biological�diversity�within�
the�state.�For�example,�alpine�and�sub�alpine�ecosystems�are�expected�to�decline�by�as�much�as�60�
to�80�percent�by�the�end�of�the�century�as�a�result�of�increasing�temperatures.�The�productivity�of�
the�state’s�forests�is�also�expected�to�decrease�as�a�result�of�global�warming.��

����	��������
�����

Rising�sea� levels,�more� intense�coastal� storms,�and�warmer�water� temperatures�will� increasingly�
threaten�the�state’s�coastal�regions.�Under�the�higher�warming�scenario,�sea�level�is�anticipated�to�
rise� 22� to� 35� inches� by� 2100.� Elevations� of� this� magnitude� would� inundate� coastal� areas� with�
saltwater,�accelerate�coastal�erosion,�threaten�vital� levees�and�inland�water�systems,�and�disrupt�
wetlands�and�natural�habitats.��

1=4=������������������	��
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Energy�Policy�and�Conservation�Act��
The�Energy�Policy�and�Conservation�Act�of�1975�sought�to�ensure�that�all�vehicles�sold�in�the�U.S.�
would� meet� certain� fuel� economy� goals.� Through� this� Act,� Congress� established� the� first� fuel�
economy�standards�for�on�road�motor�vehicles�in�the�United�States�(U.S.).��Pursuant�to�the�Act,�the�
National� Highway� Traffic� and� Safety� Administration,� which� is� part� of� the� U.S.� Department� of�
Transportation� (USDOT),� is� responsible� for� establishing� additional� vehicle� standards� and� for�
revising�existing�standards.��

Since�1990,�the�fuel�economy�standard�for�new�passenger�cars�has�been�27.5�mpg.�Since�1996,�the�
fuel�economy�standard�for�new�light�trucks�(gross�vehicle�weight�of�8,500�pounds�or�less)�has�been�
20.7�mpg.�Heavy�duty�vehicles� (i.e.,� vehicles�and� trucks�over�8,500�pounds�gross�vehicle�weight)�
are� not� currently� subject� to� fuel� economy� standards.� Compliance� with� federal� fuel� economy�
standards�is�determined�on�the�basis�of�each�manufacturer’s�average�fuel�economy�for�the�portion�
of�its�vehicles�produced�for�sale�in�the�U.S.�The�Corporate�Average�Fuel�Economy�(CAFE)�program,�
which� is� administered� by� the� U.S.� Environmental� Protection� Agency� (EPA),� was� created� to�
determine� vehicle� manufacturers’� compliance� with� the� fuel� economy� standards.� The� EPA�
calculates�a�CAFE�value�for�each�manufacturer�based�on�city�and�highway�fuel�economy�test�results�
and� vehicle� sales.� Based� on� the� information� generated� under� the� CAFE� program,� the� USDOT� is�
authorized�to�assess�penalties�for�noncompliance.��

Energy�Policy�Act�of�1992�(EPAct)��
The�Energy�Policy�Act�of�1992�(EPAct)�was�passed�to�reduce�the�country’s�dependence�on�foreign�
petroleum�and�improve�air�quality.�EPAct�includes�several�parts�intended�to�build�an�inventory�of�
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alternative� fuel� vehicles� (AFVs)� in� large,� centrally� fueled� fleets� in� metropolitan� areas.� EPAct�
requires�certain�federal,�state,�and�local�government�and�private�fleets�to�purchase�a�percentage�
of� light� duty� AFVs� capable� of� running� on� alternative� fuels� each� year.� In� addition,� financial�
incentives� are� included� in� EPAct.� Federal� tax� deductions� will� be� allowed� for� businesses� and�
individuals�to�cover�the�incremental�cost�of�AFVs.�States�are�also�required�by�the�act�to�consider�a�
variety�of�incentive�programs�to�help�promote�AFVs.��

Energy�Policy�Act�of�2005��
The�Energy�Policy�Act�of�2005�was�signed�into�law�on�August�8,�2005.��Generally,�the�act�provides�
for�renewed�and�expanded�tax�credits�for�electricity�generated�by�qualified�energy�sources,�such�as�
landfill� gas;� provides� bond� financing,� tax� incentives,� grants,� and� loan� guarantees� for� a� clean�
renewable� energy� and� rural� community� electrification;� and� establishes� a� federal� purchase�
requirement�for�renewable�energy.���

Federal�Climate�Change�Policy��
According�to�the�EPA,�“the�United�States�government�has�established�a�comprehensive�policy�to�
address� climate� change”� that� includes� slowing� the� growth� of� emissions;� strengthening� science,�
technology,�and� institutions;�and�enhancing� international� cooperation.�To� implement� this�policy,�
“the�Federal�government�is�using�voluntary�and�incentive�based�programs�to�reduce�emissions�and�
has�established�programs�to�promote�climate�technology�and�science.”�The�federal�government’s�
goal�is�to�reduce�the�greenhouse�gas�(GHG)�intensity�(a�measurement�of�GHG�emissions�per�unit�of�
economic�activity)�of�the�American�economy�by�18�percent�over�the�10�year�period�from�2002�to�
2012.� In� addition,� the� EPA� administers� multiple� programs� that� encourage� voluntary� GHG�
reductions,� including� “ENERGY� STAR”,� “Climate� Leaders”,� and� Methane� Voluntary� Programs.�
However,� as� of� this� writing,� there� are� no� adopted� federal� plans,� policies,� regulations,� or� laws�
directly�regulating�GHG�emissions.��

�������

California�Strategy�to�Reduce�Petroleum�Dependence�(AB�2076)��
AB�2076�(Chapter�936,�Statutes�of�2000)�requires�the�CEC�and�the�ARB�to�develop�and�submit�to�
the�Legislature�a�strategy�to�reduce�petroleum�dependence�in�California.�The�statute�requires�the�
strategy� to� include� goals� for� reducing� the� rate� of� growth� in� the� demand� for� petroleum� fuels.� In�
addition,� the�strategy� is� required�to� include�recommendations� to� increase�transportation�energy�
efficiency� as� well� as� the� use� of� non�petroleum� fuels� and� advanced� transportation� technologies�
including�alternative�fuel�vehicles,�hybrid�vehicles,�and�high�fuel�efficiency�vehicles.��

The�strategy,�Reducing�California’s�Petroleum�Dependence,�was�adopted�by�the�CEC�and�CARB�in�
2003.�The�strategy�recommends�that�California�reduce�on�road�gasoline�and�diesel�fuel�demand�to�
15�percent�below�2003�demand�levels�by�2020�and�maintain�that�level�for�the�foreseeable�future;�
the�Governor�and�Legislature�work�to�establish�national�fuel�economy�standards�that�double�the�
fuel�efficiency�of�new�cars,� light�trucks,�and�sport�utility�vehicles�(SUVs);�and� increase�the�use�of�
non��petroleum�fuels�to�20�percent�of�on�road�fuel�consumption�by�2020�and�30�percent�by�2030.��
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Bioenergy�Action�Plan�–�Executive�Order�#S�06�06��
Executive�Order�#S�06�06�establishes�targets�for�the�use�and�production�of�biofuels�and�biopower�
and� directs� state� agencies� to� work� together� to� advance� biomass� programs� in� California� while�
providing�environmental�protection�and�mitigation.�The�executive�order�establishes�the�following�
target�to�increase�the�production�and�use�of�bioenergy,�including�ethanol�and�biodiesel�fuels�made�
from�renewable�resources:�produce�a�minimum�of�20�percent�of� its�biofuels�within�California�by�
2010,�40�percent�by�2020,�and�75�percent�by�2050.�The�executive�order�also�calls�for�the�state�to�
meet�a�target�for�use�of�biomass�electricity.��

Governor’s�Low�Carbon�Fuel�Standard�(Executive�Order�#S�01�07)��
Executive�Order�#S�01�07�establishes�a�statewide�goal�to�reduce�the�carbon�intensity�of�California’s�
transportation�fuels�by�at� least�10�percent�by�2020�through�establishment�of�a�Low�Carbon�Fuel�
Standard.�The�Low�Carbon�Fuel�Standard�shall�be�incorporated�into�the�State�Alternative�Fuels�Plan�
required� by� AB� 1007� and� is� one� of� the� proposed� discrete� early� action� GHG� reduction� measures�
identified�by�CARB�pursuant�to�AB�32.��

Senate�Bill�97�(SB�97)��
Senate�Bill�97�was�signed�by�the�Governor�on�August�24,�2007.��This�bill�would�provide�that�in�an�
environmental� impact� report,� negative� declaration,� mitigated� negative� declaration,� or� other�
document�required�by�CEQA�for�either�transportation�projects�funded�under�the�Highway�Safety,�
Traffic� Reduction,� Air� Quality� and� Port� Security� Bond� Act� of� 2006,� or� projects� funded� under� the�
Disaster�Preparedness�and�Flood�Prevention�Bond�Act�of�2006,�the�failure�to�analyze�adequately�
the�effects�of�greenhouse�gas�emissions�otherwise�required�to�be�reduced�pursuant�to�regulations�
adopted�under�the�Global�Warming�Solutions�Act�of�2006�does�not�create�a�cause�of�action�for�a�
violation�of�CEQA.�The�bill�would�provide�that�this�provision�shall�apply�retroactively�for�any�of�the�
above�documents�that�are�not�final�and�shall�be�repealed�on�January�1,�2010.��

The� bill� would� require� the� Office� of� Planning� and� Research� (OPR),� by� July� 1,� 2009,� to� prepare,�
develop,� and� transmit� to� the� Resources� Agency� guidelines� for� the� feasible� mitigation� of�
greenhouse� gas� emissions� or� the� effects� of� greenhouse� gas� emissions,� as� required� by� CEQA,�
including,� but� not� limited� to,� effects�associated�with� transportation�or�energy�consumption.�The�
Resources�Agency�would�be�required�to�certify�and�adopt�those�guidelines�by�January�1,�2010.�The�
OPR� would� be� required� to� periodically� update� the� guidelines� to� incorporate� new� information� or�
criteria�established�by�the�CARB�pursuant�to�the�California�Global�Warming�Solutions�Act�of�2006.���

Climate�Action�Program�at�Caltrans��
In� December� 2006,� the� California� Department� of� Transportation,� Business,� Transportation,� and�
Housing� Agency,� issued� a� Climate� Action� Program.� The� goal� of� the� Climate� Action� Program� is� to�
promote� clean� and� energy� efficient� transportation,� and� provide� guidance� for� mainstreaming�
energy� and� climate� change� issues� into� business� operations.� The� overall� approach� to� lower� fuel�
consumption� and� CO2� from� transportation� is� twofold:� (1)� reduce� congestion� and� improve�
efficiency� of� transportation� systems� through� smart� land� use,� operational� improvements,� and�
Intelligent� Transportation� Systems;� and� (2)� institutionalize� energy� efficiency� and� GHG� emission�
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reduction� measures� and� technology� into� planning,� project� development,� operations,� and�
maintenance�of�transportation�facilities,�fleets,�buildings,�and�equipment.��

The� reasoning� underlying� the� Climate� Action� Program� is� the� conclusion� that� “the� most� effective�
approach�to�addressing�GHG�reduction,� in�the�short�to�medium�term,�is�strong�technology�policy�
and� market� mechanisms� to� encourage� innovations.� Rapid� development� and� availability� of�
alternative� fuels�and�vehicles,� increased�efficiency� in�new�cars�and�trucks� (light�and�heavy�duty),�
and� super� clean� fuels� are� the� most� direct� approach� to� reducing� GHG� emissions� from� motor�
vehicles�(emission�performance�standards�and�fuel�or�carbon�performance�standards).”���

Assembly�Bill�1493��
In�2002,� then� Governor� Gray� Davis� signed�AB�1493.�AB�1493� required� the� CARB� to�develop�and�
adopt,� by� January� 1,� 2005,� regulations� that� achieve� “the� maximum� feasible� reduction� of�
greenhouse� gases� emitted� by� passenger� vehicles� and� light�duty� truck� and� other� vehicles�
determined� by� the� ARB� to� be� vehicles� whose� primary� use� is� noncommercial� personal�
transportation�in�the�state.”��To�meet�the�requirements�of�AB�1493,�CARB�approved�amendments�
to�the�California�Code�of�Regulations�(CCR)�adding�GHG�emission�standards�to�California’s�existing�
motor�vehicle�emission�standards�in�2004.��

Amendments�to�CCR�Title�13�Sections�1900�(CCR�13�1900)�and�1961�(CCR�13�1961),�and�adoption�
of�Section�1961.1�(CCR�13�1961.1)�require�automobile�manufacturers�to�meet�fleet�average�GHG�
emission�limits�for�all�passenger�cars,�light�duty�trucks�within�various�weight�criteria,�and�medium�
duty� passenger� vehicle� weight� classes� beginning� with� the� 2009� model� year.� Emission� limits� are�
further� reduced� each� model� year� through� 2016.� For� passenger� cars� and� light�duty� trucks� 3,750�
pounds�or� less� loaded�vehicle�weight� (LVW),� the�2016�GHG�emission� limits�are�approximately�37�
percent�lower�than�the�during�the�first�year�of�the�regulations�in�2009.�For�medium�duty�passenger�
vehicles� and� light�duty� trucks� 3,751� LVW� to� 8,500� pounds� gross� vehicle� weight� (GVW),� GHG�
emissions�are�reduced�approximately�24�percent�between�2009�and�2016.���

In� December� 2004,� a� group� of� car� dealerships,� automobile� manufacturers,� and� trade� groups�
representing�automobile�manufactures�filed�suit�against�the�CARB�to�prevent�enforcement�of�CCR�
13�1900�and�CCR�13�1961�as�amended�by�AB�1493�and�CCR�13�1961.1�(Central�Valley�Chrysler�Jeep�
et�al.,�v.�Catherine�E.�Witherspoon,�in�her�official�capacity�as�Executive�Director�of�the�California�Air�
Resources�Board�et�al.).�The�suit,�being�heard�in�the�U.S.�District�Court�for�the�Eastern�District�of�
California,�contends�that�California’s�implementation�of�regulations�that�in�effect�regulate�vehicle�
fuel�economy�violates�various�federal�laws,�regulations,�and�policies.�To�date,�the�suit�has�not�been�
settled,� and� the� judge� has� issued� an� injunction� stating� CARB� cannot� enforce� the� regulations� in�
question�before�receiving�appropriate�authorization�from�the�EPA.��

California�Executive�Orders�S�3�05�and�S�20�06,�and�Assembly�Bill�32��
On�June�1,�2005,�Governor�Arnold�Schwarzenegger�signed�Executive�Order�S�3�05.��The�goal�of�this�
Executive�Order�is�to�reduce�California’s�GHG�emissions�to:��1)�2000�levels�by�2010,�2)�1990�levels�
by�the�2020�and�3)�80%�below�the�1990�levels�by�the�year�2050.���
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In�2006,�this�goal�was�further�reinforced�with�the�passage�of�Assembly�Bill�32�(AB�32),�the�Global�
Warming�Solutions�Act�of�2006.��AB�32�sets�the�same�overall�GHG�emissions�reduction�goals�while�
further� mandating� that� ARB� create� a� plan,� which� includes� market� mechanisms,� and� implement�
rules� to� achieve� “real,� quantifiable,� cost�effective� reductions� of� greenhouse� gases.”� � Executive�
Order� S�20�06� further� directs� state� agencies� to� begin� implementing� AB� 32,� including� the�
recommendations�made�by�the�state’s�Climate�Action�Team.���

Climate�change�and�GHG�reduction�is�also�a�concern�at�the�federal�level;�however,�at�this�time,�no�
legislation�or�regulations�have�been�enacted�specifically�addressing�GHG�emissions�reductions�and�
climate�change.��

CARB,� which� is� part� of� Cal�EPA,� develops� air� quality� regulations� at� the� state� level.� � The� state�
regulations� mirror� federal� regulations� by� establishing� industry�specific� pollution� controls� for�
criteria,� toxic,� and� nuisance� pollutants.� � California� also� requires� areas� to� develop� plans� and�
strategies�for�attaining�state�ambient�air�quality�standards�as�set�forth� in�the�California�Clean�Air�
Act� of� 1988.� � In� addition� to� developing� regulations,� CARB� develops� motor� vehicle� emission�
standards�for�California�vehicles.�

Senate�Bill�375�
SB� 375� requires� the� ARB� to� develop� regional� greenhouse� gas� emission� reduction� targets� to� be�
achieved�from�the�automobile�and�light�truck�sectors�for�2020�and�2035.�The�18�MPOs�in�California�
will�prepare�a�"sustainable�communities�strategy"�to�reduce�the�amount�of�vehicle�miles�traveled�
(VMT)�in�their�respective�regions�and�demonstrate�the�ability�for�the�region�to�attain�ARB's�targets.�
ARB�would�later�determine�if�each�region�is�on�track�to�meet�their�targets.�Builders�also�would�get�
relief�from�certain�environmental�reviews�under�California�Environmental�Quality�Act�if�they�build�
projects� consistent�with� the� new�sustainable� community� strategies.� In�addition,� cities�would�get�
extra�time����eight�years�instead�of�five����to�update�housing�plans�required�by�the�state.�

�������

County�and�City�General�Plans��
Shasta�County�and�the�cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake�have�general�plans�that�do�not�
specifically�include�climate�change�elements�or�policies.��However,�some�of�these�jurisdictions�may�
have� climate� change� polices� at� the� time� individual� transportation� projects� within� the� RTP�
commence.��Proponents�of�specific�projects�in�the�RTP�would�be�required�to�consult�the�applicable�
General� Plans� and� design� the� projects� consistent� with� the� guidelines� of� those� General� Plans� in�
which�the�projects�are�located.��

Shasta�County�Air�Quality�Management�District�
At� the� time� this� document� was� prepared,� SCAQMD� had� not� adopted� specific� thresholds� of�
significance�or�a�methodology�for�addressing�climate�change�in�CEQA�documents.��However,�there�
is�a�readily�accepted�industry�standard�for�analyzing�GHG�emissions�in�compliance�with�CEQA.�The�
GHG�impact�methodology�used�in�this�EIR�is�described�in�greater�detail�below.���
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Methodology�
The� Air� Resources� Board� vehicle� emissions� model,� EMFAC2007,� was� used� in� the� analysis� of� CO2�
and� fuel� consumption� impacts� from� on�road� travel.� � This� model� assumes� vehicle� standards� that�
have�been�implemented�by�state�and�Federal�agencies,�but�does�not�assume�standards�that�have�
been�proposed�but�not�implemented.��Thus,�the�GHG�emission�standards�are�not�included�in�the�
model’s�assumptions.��The�model�assumes�a�relatively�constant�average�miles�per�gallon�through�
all�forecast�years.���

The�County�wide�levels�of�GHGs�associated�with�on�road�vehicle�travel�were�compared�to�County�
wide� population� levels� that� existed� upon� adoption� of� the� 2004� RTP� to� determine� the� 2004� per�
capita�level�of�GHGs�throughout�the�County.��Per�capita�GHG�levels�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�
were�calculated�using�the�same�methodology�described�above.���

Thresholds�of�Significance�
As�described�previously,�the�State�Legislature�and�the�global�scientific�community�have�found�that�
global� climate�change�poses�significant�adverse�effects� to� the�environment�of�California�and� the�
entire�world.��To�mitigate�these�adverse�effects�the�State�Legislature�enacted�AB�32�which�requires�
statewide�GHG�reductions�to�1990�levels�by�2020.�

AB�32�and�S�3�05�target�the�reduction�of�statewide�emissions.��It�should�be�made�clear�that�AB�32�
and� S�3�05� do� not� specify� that� the� emissions� reductions� should� be� achieved� through� uniform�
reduction� by� geographic� location� or� by� emission� source� characteristics.� � For� example,� it� is�
conceivable,�although�unlikely,� that�AB�32�goals� could�be�achieved�by�new�regulations� that�only�
apply�to�urban�areas�or�that�only�apply�to�the�transportation�and/or�energy�sector.���

For�the�purposes�of�this�EIR,�a�GHG�impact�would�be�considered�significant� if� implementation�of�
the�2010�RTP�does�not�assist�in�meeting�the�Statewide�GHG�reduction�goals�outlined�in�AB�32.��It�is�
important�to�note,�however,�that�SCRTPA�does�not�have�land�use�planning�authority�within�Shasta�
County.� � The� land� use� patterns� and� development� densities� within� the� County� and� cities� are�
regulated�and�planned�for�by�Shasta�County�and�the�three�incorporated�cities,�as�outlined�in�their�
respective� General�Plans.� � Land�use� mixes�and� land�use�densities�play�a� large� role� in�generating�
vehicle�trips�and�shaping�transportation�choices�throughout�Shasta�County.���

������������	����������	���������

Impact�3.7.1:��Cumulative�Effects�on�Climate�Change�and�Global�Warming�
(cumulatively�considerable�and�significant�and�unavoidable)�
SCRTPA’s�ability�to�address�and�mitigate�climate�change�impacts�is�limited�primarily�to�policy�and�
funding� decisions� related� to� planned� roadway� and� alternative� transportation� improvements.� � As�
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described�above,�the�combustion�of�fossil�fuels�during�vehicle�operations�is�the�primary�source�of�
GHG� emissions� in� California.� � GHG� emissions� also� result� from� the� carbon� dioxide,� methane,� and�
nitrous�oxide�that�are�released�during�the�combustion�of�gasoline�and�diesel� fuel� in�construction�
equipment,�vehicles,�buses,�trucks,�and�trains;�and�the�use�of�natural�gas�to�power�transit�buses�
and�other�vehicles.�As�discussed�previously,�historical�and�current�global�GHG�emissions�are�known�
by�the�State�and�the�global�scientific�community�to�be�causing�global�climate�change,�and�future�
increases� in� GHG� emissions� associated� with� the� proposed� RTP� could� exacerbate� climate� change�
and�contribute�to�the�significant�adverse�environmental�effects�described�previously.�Furthermore,�
increased�GHG�emissions�associated�with�the�proposed�RTP�could� impact� implementation�of� the�
State’s�mandatory�requirement�under�AB�32�to�reduce�statewide�GHG�emissions�to�1990�levels�by�
2020.����

CO2�emissions�were�projected�from�a�baseline�year�of�1990�through�the�RTP�buildout�year�of�2030�
using�EMFAC�2007�Version�2.3�model.�Table�3.7�1�quantifies�the�projected�CO2�emissions�in�tons�
per�day�using�EMFAC�data.��The�projection�shows�an�increase�in�total�emissions�from�4630�tons�per�
day�to�6750�tons�per�day�from�1990�to�2030.�The�trend�is�increasing�for�the�study�period;�however,�
after�2010�the�rate�of�CO2�emissions�per�day�decreases�from�prior�years�through�2010,�although�
total�emissions�per�day�still�increases�on�an�annual�basis.�In�2010�the�emissions�rate�increases�to�a�
consistent�rate�through�2030,�at�which�time,�total�CO2�Emissions�are�projected�to�be�6,750�tons�
per�day.��

TABLE�3.7�1:�VMT,�DAILY�TRIPS,�VEHICLES�AND�CO2�(1990�THROUGH�2030)�

GHG�EMISSION�DATA�
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SOURCES:�DE�NOVO�PLANNING�GROUP,�EMFAC�2007�VERSION�2.3�(2010).�

The�total�VMT�is�projected�to�increase�from�3,886,000�in�1990�to�9,823,000�in�2030,�representing�
an� increase� of� 152� percent� over� 40� years.� The� total� daily� trips� are� projected� to� increase� from�
764,610�trips�in�1990�to�1,950,680�trips�in�2030,�representing�an�increase�of�155�percent�over�40�
years.�The�total�CO2�Emissions�are�projected�to�increase�from�2,750�tons�per�day�in�1990�to�6,750�
tons�per�day� in�2030,�representing�an� increase�of�145�percent�over�40�years.� It�should�be�noted�
that� this� is� likely� an� overestimate� of� VMT� and� CO2� emissions� because� the� SCRTPA� model� is�
currently�somewhat�limited�in�its�ability�to�capture�a�reduction�in�VMT�and�associated�GHG’s�from�
increased� transit� ridership� and� smart� growth�type� developments� due� to� the� lack� of� calibrated�
transit� mode� share� and� calibrated�3D� components� in� the� traffic� model.�Calibrating�and�enabling�
these� components� in� the� future� would� provide� more� precise� VMT� and� GHG� estimations� for� the�
Shasta�County�region.�
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The�regulatory�and�technological�environment�to� implement�the�AB�32�reductions� is� in�flux�–�no�
final�implementing�regulations�for�AB�32�have�been�adopted�and�thresholds�of�significance�are�not�
established.� In� this� environment,� SCRTPA� has� used� the� best� available� information� to� determine�
whether�the�proposed�RTP�is�consistent�with�the�State’s�achievement�of�the�AB�32�GHG�emission�
reductions.� � Nevertheless,� in� light� of� the� uncertainty� in� the� regulatory� and� technological�
environment,�the�RTP�incorporates�all�feasible�mitigation�measures,�as�set�forth�below,�to�reduce�
the� impacts� of� the� proposed� project� on� global� climate� change.� � The� RTP� has� also� incorporated�
numerous�policies,�action�items�and�funding�priorities�to�develop�and�improve�alternative�modes�
of� transportation� throughout� the� County� and� the� incorporated� cities� in� Shasta� County.� � The�
measures�included�in�the�RTP�are�consistent�with�the�GHG�mitigation�approaches�outlined�by�the�
California�Attorney�General’s�Office�in�the�May�21,�2008�report�titled:�The�California�Environmental�
Quality� Act,� Addressing� Global� Warming� Impacts� at� the� Local� Agency� Level:� Global� Warming�
Measures.�The�mitigation�measures�outlined�below,�and�the�policies�and�action�items�included�in�
the� RTP� update� are� also� consistent� with� the� May� 29,� 2008� Addendum� to� the� 2007� Regional�
Transportation� Guidelines� prepared� by� the� California� Transportation� Commission:� Addressing�
Climate�Change�and�Greenhouse�Gas�Emissions�During�the�RTP�Process.�

GHG� emissions� associated� with� implementation� of� the� proposed� RTP� are� primarily� related� to� a�
projected� increase� in� County�wide� VMT� as� a� result� of� projected� growth� in� the� unincorporated�
areas�of�Shasta�County�and�the�incorporated�cities�in�the�County.��As�described�previously,�SCRTPA�
does� not� have� land� use� authority� within� the� County� or� the� incorporated� Cities.� � Therefore,�
SCRTPA’s�ability� to�mitigate� for�climate�change� impacts� in� this�EIR�and� the�RTP�update� is� largely�
limited� to� improvements� in� alternative� modes� of� transportation� that� may� result� in� decreases� in�
VMT�throughout�the�County.�

Between� 2000� and� 2009,� U.S.� Census� data� shows� that� Shasta� County� and� its� incorporated� cities�
have�experienced�a�wide�range�of�development�and�population�growth,�ranging�from�12.4�percent�
in� Redding� to� 19.3%� in� Anderson� over� the� nine� year� period.� The� unincorporated� county�
experienced�a�relatively�high�rate�of�development�and�population�growth�at�30.8�percent�over�this�
same� period.� Shasta� County� as� a� whole� has� grown� by� 12.1� percent� over� this� period,� which� is�
approximately�one�percent�lower�than�the�State�average.��

ShastaFORWARD>>Regional�Blueprint�Planning�
Because� of� the� increasing� growth� pressures� in� the� Shasta� County� region,� SCRTPA� has� been�
pursuing� a� multi�faceted� planning� process� to� help� provide� for� a� more� informed� land� use� and�
transportation� decision�making� process,� and� provide� an� improved� environmental� permitting�
process�for�future�transportation�and�land�use�projects�in�the�region.����

In� 2007,� the� SCRTPA� started� a� regional� blueprint� planning� program,� called� “ShastaFORWARD>>”.��
Funded� by� state� grants,� the� program� has� involved� an� unprecedented� public� outreach� effort� to�
solicit�input�from�as�many�residents�of�Shasta�County�as�possible.��The�purpose�of�a�blueprint�is�to�
explore�planning�options�to�create�communities�or�nodes�of�development�that�are�less�dependent�
on� the� automobile.� � Air� quality,� traffic� congestion,� fiscal� constraints,� and� quality� of� life� concerns�
have� all� stimulated� these� efforts.� � Pedestrian� and� transit�oriented� designs� with� mixed�use�
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development�are�being�experimented�within�other�communities.��They�show�promise�in�addressing�
the�land�use/transportation�link�and�other�related�issues.��

�������������7��������	���
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Many�of� the� issues� identified�by� the�public� in� the�ShastaFORWARD>>�process�coincide�with� land�
use/transportation�link�concepts,�such�as�compact�urban�form�and�pedestrian��and�transit�oriented�
design.� � In� terms�of� raw�survey� responses,� Scenario�B� (Urban�Core�&�Corridors)�was� selected�by�
nearly�one�half�(48.7%)�of�all�survey�participants.�Scenario�C�(Distinct�Cities�&�Towns)�was�nearly�as�
popular,�garnering�over�40.5%�of�the�vote.�Based�on�a�combined�analysis�of�survey�responses�and�
open�ended�comments,�a�melding�of�Scenario�B�and�Scenario�C�is�recommended�to�inform�future�
implementation� efforts.� Scenario� B� and� Scenario� C� are� discussed� below.� The� Final� Report� was�
approved�by� the�SCRTPA�Board� in�February�2010.� �The�Final�Report�will�be�presented�to� the�city�
councils�and�Board�of�Supervisors�in�Shasta�County.�

Scenario�B��Urban�Core�&�Corridors��
‘Scenario� B’� focuses� on� the� benefits� of� urban� living� without� sacrificing� the� closeness� and�
accessibility�of�Shasta�County’s�unique�natural�setting.�Conceptually,�this�scenario�resembles�a�‘hub�
and�spoke’�development�pattern.�Employment,�commerce,�and�regional�destinations�are� focused�
within� an� urban� ‘hub’.� Radiating� outward� along� a� select� number� of� transportation� corridors� or�
‘spokes’,� are� linear� communities� containing� a� mix� of� multifamily� housing,� townhouses,�
neighborhood�commercial,�and�traditional�neighborhoods.��

The�area�of�developed�land�in�the�regional�core�stays�about�the�same�size�as�today,�but�previously�
passed�over�and�underutilized�land�is�filled�in�over�time.�Residents�travel� in�and�out�of�the�urban�
core�for�work�and�regional�shopping,�but�have�access�to�routine�goods�and�services�close�to�home.�
Between� urban� corridors,� a� network� of� interconnected� open� space� enhances� the� connection�
between� urban� and� natural� areas.� A� regional� trails� network� provides� access� to� open� space� and�
doubles�as�non�motorized�transportation�corridors� to�and�from�the�urban�core.�By�concentrating�
new� development� along� select� corridors,� miles� of� additional� new� roadways� are� greatly� reduced.�
More�focused�investments�in�public�transportation,�bicycling,�and�walking�facilities�along�the�urban�
corridors�make�transportation�options�more�accessible�and�convenient�to�use.�Public�infrastructure�
is�likewise�combined�along�these�key�corridors�to�help�reduce�housing�costs.�Large�lot�development�
continues�to�occur,�but�is�grouped�together�at�the�end�of�urban�corridors.�

Scenario�C���Distinct�Cities�&�Towns�
‘Scenario� C’� focuses� on� maintaining� individual� community� identity� and� a� strong� sense� of� place.�
Rather�than�have�Shasta�County’s�cities�and�towns�grow�together�into�one�large�metropolitan�area,�
individual� communities� focus� their� energies� inward.� Each� ‘micropolitan’� area� contains� a� well�
defined,�cohesive,�and�compact�city�or�town�built�around�an�appropriately�scaled�downtown�and�
community�gathering�places.�Surrounding�open�spaces�serve�as�buffers�between�cities�and�towns�
and�help�meet�the�functional�needs�of�the�natural�environment�and�nearby�agriculture�production.��

The�size�of�each�city/town�is�based�on�a�locally�defined�‘build�out’�area.�Infill�and�redevelopment�
are� used� to� knit� respective� communities� together� and� take� advantage� of� existing� public�
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infrastructure�and�services.�Transportation�investments�are�used�to�link�respective�cities�and�towns�
as�well�as�support�a�wide�range�of�mobility�choices�within�each�individual�community.�

Local� government� policies� and� programs� work� in� concert� to� encourage� more� ‘complete’� and�
economically� self�sufficient� communities;� places� where� residents� can� live,� work,� and� shop.�
Economic� growth,� population,� and� political� clout� are� more� evenly� distributed� throughout� the�
region.� Rural� development� is� primarily� located� on� the� fringe� of� designated� cities� and� towns,� but�
clustered�or�grouped�together�in�order�to�make�the�best�use�of�infrastructure�and�avoid�disruption�
to�prime�agricultural�lands,�open�spaces,�and�environmentally�sensitive�areas.�

������	�6������	�������������

Although�an� adopted�Sustainable�Communities� Strategy� (SCS)� is� not� required� until� the�2015�RTP�
update,� SCRTPA� is� considering� pursuing� SCS� development� at� this� time� to� capitalize� on� the�
momentum� generated� by� ShastaFORWARD>>� and� to� allow� the� region� to� build� and� test� an� SCS�
under� real�world� conditions� for� several� years� prior� to� the� requirement.� Experience� gained� and�
lessons� learned� during� this� time� will� be� utilized� to� address� potential� issues� and� to� allow� desired�
modifications�prior�to�the�SCS�element’s�formal�inclusion�in�the�2015�RTP.�

Development� of� an� SCS� will� involve;� (1)� the� development� of� a� Map�based� 'Mobility� Assessment�
Tool'�(MAT)�in�order�to�objectively�identify�high�priority�locations�for�new�development,�and�(2)�the�
development� of� a� community�driven� 'Regional� Priorities� Compact'� for� uniform� local� agency�
consideration.� This� process� will� develop� a� strategy� that� has� the� highest� degree� of� transportation�
system�connectivity�and�the�greatest�potential�for�reducing�vehicle�miles�traveled�(VMT)�

Existing�Transit�Systems�in�Shasta�County�
Public�transportation�in�Shasta�County�is�provided�by�the�Redding�Area�Bus�Authority�(RABA)�which�
provides�rides�to�over�650,000�people�each�year,�and�has�been�serving�the�Redding,�Anderson,�and�
Shasta� Lake� communities� since� 1981.� � RABA� provides� both� fixed� route� and� demand� response�
transit�services.�The�fixed�route�service�consists�of�12�routes�with�more�than�450�individual�stops.�
The�demand�response�service�provides�curb�to�curb�transportation�for�individuals�who,�because�of�
a� mobility� impairment,� are� not� able� to� use� a� regular� fixed� route� system.� � RABA’s� transportation�
system� links� residential,� industrial,� commercial,� and� retail� centers� within� Shasta� County.� Rural�
services�consist�of�Express�routes�(commuter)�to�Burney.��

The�following�public�and�private�entities�also�provide�transportation�within�Shasta�County:�

� Far�Northern�Regional�Center:��Serves�persons�with�developmental�disabilities�by�providing�
transportation�to�day�programs�and�work�sites�within�Shasta�County.�

� Golden�Umbrella,�Inc.:��Serves�seniors�within�Redding�City�Limits�to/from�the�Golden�
Umbrella�Centers�and�to�medical�appointments.�

� Pitt�River�Health�Services:��Serves�Native�Americans�within�Modoc,�Lassen,�Shasta,�and�
Siskiyou�Counties�requiring�health�care�services.�



1=4�����	��������������	������������	��� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 1=42�-�

�

� Redding�Rancheria�Indian�Tribe:��Serves�Native�Americans�with�a�variety�of�health�services.�
Service�area�includes�the�western�two�thirds�(2/3)�of�Shasta�County�and�all�of�Trinity�
County.�

� Shascade�Community�Services,�Inc.:��Serves�persons�with�developmental�disabilities.�
Service�area�covers�the�south�central�region�of�Shasta�County�from�Mountain�Gate�to�
Cottonwood�and�from�Bella�Vista�and�Palo�Cedro�to�west�Redding.��

� Shasta�College:��Serves�college�students�to/from�remote�portions�of�Shasta�County�and�
Tehama�and�Trinity�Counties.�

� Shasta�County�Lifeline�Services�(operated�by:�Shasta�Senior�Nutrition�Programs,�Inc.):��
Serves�elderly�and�disabled�persons�with�service�to�Redding�from�Burney,�Johnson�Park,�
Cottonwood,�Bella�Vista,�Palo�Cedro,�Happy�Valley�and�Lakehead.���

� Shasta�County�Opportunity�Center:��Serves�individuals�with�disabilities�throughout�Shasta�
County.�

� Shasta�County�Superintendent�of�Schools:��Serves�students�with�special�needs�throughout�
Shasta�County.�

� Shasta�Head�Start:��Serves�low�income�families�with�children�throughout�south,�central,�
and�eastern�Shasta�County.�

� Shasta�Senior�Nutrition�Programs,�Inc.:��Serves�persons�60�years�of�age�and�older.��Service�
area�includes:�Greater�Redding�area�north�to�Mountain�Gate,�west�to�Old�Shasta,�east�to�
Stillwater�Road,�and�south�to�Cottonwood;�Eastern�Shasta�County���Burney,�Johnson�Park,�
Cassel,�Pitville,�McArthur,�Glenburn,�Montgomery�Creek,�Round�Mountain,�Bella�Vista,�
Whitmore,�and�Shingletown;�Northern�Shasta�County���Lakehead,�O'Brien,�Jones�Valley;�
Western�Shasta�County���Igo�Ono,�French�Gulch,�and�Keswick.�

� Stillwater�Learning�Program:��Serves�disabled�individuals�with�rehabilitation�services.�
Service�area�includes�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake�City.�

� Veterans�Administration:��Serves�veterans�with�medical�needs�throughout�Butte,�Shasta,�
and�Trinity�Counties.��

Appendix� D� provides� a� detailed� account� of� the� benefits� of� investment� into� transit,� bicycle,� and�
pedestrian� transportation� facilities.� The� information� provided� in� Appendix� D� is� based� on� a�
published� report� titled� "� Active� Transportation� for� America:� The� Case� for� Increased� Federal�
Investment�in�Bicycling�and�Walking"�by�Thomas�Gotschi,�Ph.D.�and�Kevin�Mills,�J.D.�from�the�Rails�
to�Trails�Conservancy.��

Action�Plans�Intended�to�Reduce�GHG�
The� RTP� includes� numerous� Action� Plans� that� are� intended� to� promote� the� use� of� Public�
Transportation,�Rail,�and�Non�motorized�systems.�Section�2�Project�Description�provides�numerous�
tables�that�show�the�planned�facilities�under�each�of�these�alternative�modes.��

��	������	�

As� illustrated� in� this� section� the� total� VMT� is� projected� to� increase� from� 3,886,000� in� 1990� to�
9,823,000�in�2030,�representing�an�increase�of�152�percent�over�40�years.�The�total�daily�trips�are�
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projected� to� increase� from� 764,610� trips� in� 1990� to� 1,950,680� trips� in� 2035,� representing� an�
increase� of� 155� percent� over� 40� years.� The� total� CO2� Emissions� are� projected� to� increase� from�
2,750�tons�per�day�in�1990�to�6,750�tons�per�day�in�2030,�representing�an�increase�of�145�percent�
over�40�years.��

Implementation� of� the� mitigation� measures� described� below� will� assist� in� the� reduction� of� per�
capita�VMT�levels�throughout�Shasta�County,�which�will�assist�in�meeting�the�stated�goals�of�AB�32.��
As�described�throughout�this�EIR�section,�SCRTPA�has�included�numerous�projects�and�programs�to�
promote�the�use�and�expansion�of�alternative�transportation�systems�throughout�the�County�and�
they�continue�to�coordinate�with�local�land�use�agencies�to�assist�in�the�development�of�plans�and�
policies�aimed�at�reducing�VMT.���

The� most� critical� step� SCRTPA� can� take� to� reduce� GHGs� at� this� point� is� to� implement� the�
“ShastaFORWARD>>”� blueprint� and� to� develop� a� sustainable� communities� strategy� (SCS),� as�
required�by�SB�375.��The�SCRTPA�has�taken�concrete�steps�to�initiate�and�advance�these�regional�
planning� efforts,� including� securing� grant� funding,� initiating� extensive� public� outreach,� land� use�
planning� coordination� with� the� incorporated� cities� and� Shasta� County,� the� development� of� a�
regional� growth� model,� selection� of� a� preferred� growth� scenario,� and� the� preparation� of� a� final�
report.� �The�SCRTPA�is�committed�to�the�continued�development�of�the�sustainable�communities�
strategy,�and�will�continue�to�work�with�the�Regional�Target�Advisory�Committee�(RTAC)�to�identify�
regional� GHG� reduction� goals� specific� to� Shasta� County� and� the� SCRTPA.� � The� sustainable�
communities�strategy�process� is�scheduled�to�be�completed�prior�to�adoption�of�the�next�(2015)�
RTP.���

However,�even�after� implementation�of�all�of�the�policies,�action�plans,�and�mitigation�measures�
included�in�the�RTP�and�this�EIR,�the�proposed�project�will�still�contribute�to�an�overall�increase�in�
GHGs�generated�in�Shasta�County.��Therefore,�this�is�considered�a�cumulatively�considerable�and�
significant�and�unavoidable�impact.���

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure�3.7�1:�� The�SCRTPA�should�coordinate�with�local�and�regional�agencies�to�
assist� in� efforts� to� develop� local� and� regional� CAPs� (Climate� Action� Plans)� that� address� climate�
change� and� greenhouse� gas� emissions.� � Local� and� regional� CAPs� should� include� the� following�
components:�

� Baseline�inventory�of�GHG�emissions�from�community�and�municipal�sources.�
� A�target�reduction�goal�consistent�with�AB�32.�
� Policies�and�measures�to�reduce�GHG�emissions.�
� Quantification�of�the�effectiveness�of�the�proposed�policies�and�measures.�
� A�monitoring�program�to�track�the�effectiveness�and�implementation�of�the�CAP(s).���

SCRTPA’s�role�in�the�development�of�local�and�regional�CAPs�should�include:�

� Assistance�in�seeking�and�securing�funding�for�the�development�of�local�and�regional�CAPs.�
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� Collaboration� with� local� and� regional� agencies� throughout� their� respective� planning�
processes.���

Mitigation� Measure� 3.7�2:� � � Assist� local� agencies� with� the� development� of� an� Alternative� Fuel�
Vehicle�and�Infrastructure�Policy.�The�policy�should�include�provisions�that�address�best�practices,�
and�standards�related�to�saving�energy�and�reducing�GHG�emissions�through�AFV�use,�including:�

� A�procurement�policy� for� using�AFV�by� franchisees� of� these� cities,� such�as� trash�haulers,�
green�waste�haulers,� street� sweepers,� and� curbside� recyclable�haulers.� Such�AFVs� should�
have� GHG� emissions� at� least� 10� percent� lower� than� comparable� gasoline�� or� diesel��
powered�vehicles.�

� A�fleet�purchase�policy�to�increase�the�number�of�AFVs�(i.e.,�vehicles�not�powered�strictly�by�
gasoline�or�diesel�fuel)�for�municipally�owned�fleets.��

� A�public�education�policy�to�encourage�the�use�of�alternative�fuel�vehicles�and�development�
of�supporting�infrastructure.�

Mitigation�Measure�3.7�3:�Develop�a�Sustainable�Communities�Strategy� (SCS)� in� compliance�with�
SB�375�and�building�off�of� the�work�completed�during�the�ShastaFORWARD>>�blueprint�planning�
process.�During�the�development�of�the�SCS�explore�the�feasibility�of�a�transportation�pricing�policy�
with�the�transit�system�and�selected�portions�of�the�road�network�to�encourage�people�to�drive�less�
and� increase� use� of� transit,� walking� and� bicycling� modes.� � Such� a� policy� may� include:� free� or�
reduced� transit� fares� during� high� pollution� days;� fare�free� zones� on� the� transit� system;� transit�
vouchers;�days�on�which�transit�is�free;�congestion�pricing�options�for�portions�of�the�road�system,�
such� as� tolls� on� freeways� and� highways;� and� parking� fees� to� park� in� certain� high�traffic� areas�
served�by�public� transit� (e.g.,�downtown�Redding).� � The�SCS�should�also�consider� incorporating�a�
complete� streets� policy� with� a� strong� focus� on� identifying� opportunities� to� create� more� active�
transportation�within�the�region�(i.e.�bike�and�pedestrian�facilities).�

� �
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This�section�provides�an�overview�of�the�potential�for�presence�of�hazardous�materials�throughout�
the� planning� area,� and� the� effects� that� transportation� facilities� can� have� on� human� health.��
Potential� problems� related� to� hazardous� materials� include� water� and� soil� contamination,� health�
hazards�from�existing�or�historic� land�uses�that�utilize�or�generate�these�materials,�and�improper�
disposal� of� these� materials� by� business,� industry,� and� individual� households.� � This� section�
concludes� with� an� evaluation� of� the� impacts� and� recommendations� for� mitigating� impacts.� No�
written� comments� were� received� during� the� public� review� period� for� the� Notice� of� Preparation�
regarding� this� topic.� One� verbal� comment� regarding� human� health� related� to� transportation�
facilities�was�provided�during�the�scoping�meeting.�Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�
from�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�General�Plan�Background�Report�(As�amended�through�September�2004)�

� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�

� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�

� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�

� Cortese�List�(Cal�EPA�Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control,�October�2009)�

� Cleanup� Sites� and� Hazardous� Waste� Permitted� Facilities� (Cal� EPA� Department� of� Toxic�
Substances�Control,�October�2009)�
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Under�Title�22�of�the�California�Code�of�Regulations�(CCR),�the�term�hazardous�substance�refers�to�
both� hazardous� materials� and� hazardous� wastes.� � Both� of� these� are� classified� according� to� four�
properties:�toxicity,�ignitability,�corrosiveness,�and�reactivity�(CCR�Title�22,�Chapter�11,�Article�3).��A�
hazardous� material� is� defined� as� a� substance� or� combination� of� substances� that� may� cause� or�
significantly�contribute�to�an�increase�in�serious,�irreversible,�or�incapacitating�illness,�or�may�pose�
a�substantial�presence�or�potential�hazard�to�human�health�or�the�environment�when�improperly�
treated,�stored,�transported,�disposed�of,�or�otherwise�managed.��Hazardous�wastes�are�hazardous�
substances� that� no� longer� have� practical� use,� such� as� materials� that� have� been� discarded,�
discharged,� spilled,� or� contaminated� or� are� being� stored� until� they� can� be� disposed� of� properly�
(CCR�Title�22,�Chapter�11,�Article�2,�Section�66261.10).���While�hazardous�substances�are�regulated�
by�multiple�agencies,�cleanup�requirements�are�determined�on�a�case�by�case�basis�according�to�
the�agency�with�lead�jurisdiction�over�the�project.���

Public� health� is� potentially� at� risk� whenever� hazardous� materials� are,� or� will,� be� used.� � It� is�
necessary� to� differentiate� between� the� “hazard”� of� these� materials� and� the� acceptability� of� the�
“risk”� they� pose� to� human� health� and� the� environment.� � A� hazard� is� any� situation� that� has� the�
potential� to�cause�damage�to�human�health�and�the�environment.� �The�risk�to�health�and�public�
safety� is� determined� by� the� probability� of� exposure,� in� addition� to� the� inherent� toxicity� of� a�
material�(California�Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control,�http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/).���
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Factors� that� can� influence� the� health� effects� when� human� beings� are� exposed� to� hazardous�
materials� include:�the�dose�the�person�is�exposed�to,�the�frequency�of�exposure,�the�duration�of�
exposure,� the� exposure� pathway� (route� by� which� a� chemical� enters� a� person’s� body),� and� the�
individual’s�unique�biological�susceptibility.�

���	���������	������B����������������

The� transportation� of� hazardous� materials� within� the� State� of� California� is� subject� to� various�
federal,�State,�and� local� regulations.� � It� is� illegal� to� transport�explosives�or� inhalation�hazards�on�
any�public�highway�not�designated�for�that�purpose,�unless�the�use�of�the�highway�is�required�to�
permit�delivery,�or�the�loading�of�such�materials�(California�Vehicle�Code�§§�31602(b),�32104(a)).��
The�California�Highway�Patrol�(CHP)�designates�through�routes�to�be�used�for�the�transportation�of�
hazardous�materials.��Transportation�of�hazardous�materials�is�restricted�to�these�routes�except�in�
cases�where�additional�travel�is�required�from�that�route�to�deliver�or�receive�hazardous�materials�
to�and�from�users.���

����������������	����B�����

Hazards� associated� with� airport� operations� are� generally� associated� with� aircraft� accidents.��
Aircraft� accidents� of� most� concern� occur� during� takeoff� and� landing� operations� during� which�
aircraft� are� operated� close� to� the� ground� and� within� close� proximity� to� one� another.� � Potential�
hazards� around� an� airport� can� be� increased� due� to� many� external� factors� such� as� incompatible�
land� uses� in� the� vicinity� of� the� airport,� installation� of� power� transmission� lines,� wildlife� hazards�
(i.e.,�bird�strikes,�migrating�wildlife,�etc.),�and�construction�of�tall�structures.���

In� order� to� mitigate� the� potential� hazards� of� tall� structures� within� the� vicinity� of� an� airport,� the�
Federal� Aviation� Administration� (FAA)� established� an� airport� height� restriction� area,� defined� by�
Federal�Aviation�Regulation�(FAR)�Part�77.��FAR�Part�77�establishes�“imaginary�surfaces”�around�an�
airport�where�a�structure�is�considered�to�pose�a�hazard�to�an�aircraft.��FAR�Part�77�requires�that�
the� FAA� be� notified� prior� to� construction� of� any� structure� that� would� pierce� these� imaginary�
surfaces.� � However,� the� FAA� cannot� prohibit� the� construction� of� such� structures.� � The� State� of�
California�goes�further,�requiring�that�a�permit�be�obtained�from�the�State�Division�of�Aeronautics�
prior�to�construction�of�such�a�structure.�

In� addition� to� imaginary� surfaces,� a� safety� restriction� area� is� established� around� airports� within�
which�it�is�assumed�that�hazards�may�exist�to�people�or�structures�on�the�ground�in�the�event�of�an�
aircraft�accident.��Nationwide�studies�of�aircraft�accidents�have�found�the�following:�

� Almost�half�of�all�accidents�occur�on�airport�property.�

� An� additional� 15� percent� of� aircraft� accidents� occur� outside� airport� property� but� within�
one�mile�of�the�airport�runway(s).�

� A�substantial�concentration�of�aircraft�accidents�occur�within�the�initial�climb�out�and�the�
final�approach�sectors�of�airports.�
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Further�refinement�of�this�data�points�to�an�increased�risk�near�the�ends�of�the�runway�and�under�
the�airport�traffic�pattern.�� � In�order�to�reduce�these�risks,�especially�those�related�to�land�use�in�
these�area,�safety�restriction�areas�are�established�around�airports�which�restrict�certain�land�uses�
in�the�vicinity�of�the�airport.��Typically,�three�types�of�areas�are�established.��The�clear�zone�is�an�
area�at�each�end�of�the�runway(s)�within�200�feet�of�the�runway�threshold.��The�clear�zone�is�the�
most�restrictive�safety�area.��The�approach/departure�zone�extends�beyond�the�clear�zone�and�is�
aligned�with�the�runway�as�well.��The�overflight�zone�represents�the�area�commonly�overflown�by�
aircraft�utilizing�the�airport.� �The�overflight�zone�surrounds�the�airport�and�is�the�least�restrictive�
safety�area.���

Imaginary�surfaces�and�safety�restriction�areas�are�established�as�part�of�the�Comprehensive�Land�
Use�Plan�(CLUP)�or�Airport�Land�Use�Plan�(ALUP)�for�the�airport.� �Prepared�and�approved�by�the�
local�Airport� Land�Use�Commission,� the�CLUP�or�ALUP�establishes�guidelines� for�development� in�
the�vicinity�of�the�airport�in�the�areas�of�noise�impacts,�safety�hazards,�and�height�restriction.���

����6�����

There�is�a�broad�list�of�federal�and�state�database�that�provide�information�for�sites�with�varying�
potential� for� risk� from� the� possible� existence� of� hazardous� materials.� There� are� numerous�
redundancies�among�these�various�database�listings.�Below�is�a�brief�summary�of�each.��

National�Priorities�List��
The� National� Priorities� List� (NPL)� of� Superfund� Sites� is� EPA’s� database� of� more� than� 1,200� sites�
designated�for�priority�cleanup�under�the�Superfund�program.�NPL�sites�may�encompass�relatively�
large�areas.�

RCRIS�System�
The� Resource� Conservation� and� Recovery� Information� System� (RCRIS)� is� an� EPA� database� that�
includes� selective� information� on� sites� that� generate,� transport,� store,� treat,� and/or� dispose� of�
hazardous� waste� as� defined� by� RCRA.� Identification� on� this� list� does� not� indicate� that� there� has�
been�an�impact�on�the�environment.�

CERCLIS�Data�
Comprehensive� Environmental� Response,� Compensation� and� Liability� Information� System�
(CERCLIS)� is� an� EPA� database� that� contains� information� on� potential� hazardous� waste� sites� that�
have�been�reported�to�EPA�by�states,�municipalities,�private�companies,�and�individuals,�pursuant�
to�Section�103�of�CERCLA.�CERCLIS� contains� sites� that�are�either�proposed� for�or�on� the�NPL,�as�
well�as�sites�that�are�in�the�screening�and�assessment�phase�for�possible�inclusion�on�the�NPL.�

CORRACTS�
Corrective�Action�Report�(CORRACTS)�is�an�EPA�database�that�identifies�hazardous�waste�handlers�
with�RCRA�corrective�action�activity.�

� �



����� 1=����B������	�����	��������
�

1=�23� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

RAATS�System�
RCRA� Administrative� Action� Tracking� System� (RAATS)� is� an� EPA� database� that� contains� records�
based� on� enforcement� actions� issued� under� RCRA� pertaining� to� major� violators,� and� includes�
administrative�and�civil�actions�brought�by�EPA.�

PADS�System�
PCB�Activity�Database�System�(PADS)� is�an�EPA�database�that� identifies�generators,�transporters,�
commercial� storers,� and/or� brokers� and� disposers� of� polychlorinated� biphynels� (PCBs)� who� are�
required�to�notify�EPA�of�such�activities.�

CHMIRS�Data�
The� California� Hazardous� Material� Incident� Report� System� (CHMIRS)� contains� information� on�
reported� hazardous� materials� incidents� (i.e.,� accidental� releases� or� spills).� The� source� of� this�
information�is�the�California�Office�of�Emergency�Services.��

ERNS�Sites�
The�Emergency�Response�Notification�System�(ERNS)�records�and�stores�information�on�reported�
releases�of�oil�and�hazardous�substances.�The�source�of�this�database�is�the�U.S.�EPA.��

Cortese�Database�
The� Cortese� database� identifies� public� drinking� water� wells� with� detectable� levels� of�
contamination,� hazardous� substance� sites� selected� for� remedial� action,� sites� with� known� toxic�
material� identified� through� the� abandoned� site� assessment� program,� sites� with� underground�
storage�tanks�(USTs)�having�a�reportable�release,�and�all�solid�waste�disposal�facilities�from�which�
there� is� known� hazardous� substance� migration.� The� source� of� this� database� is� the� California�
Environmental�Protection�Agency�(CAL�EPA).��

LUST�Reports�
The�Leaking�Underground�Storage�Tank�(LUST)�Incident�Reports�contain�an�inventory�of�reported�
leaking� underground� storage� tank� incidents.� This� information� comes� from� the� State� Water�
Resources�Control�Board�Leaking�Underground�Storage�Tank�Information�System.��

UST�Database�
The� Underground� Storage� Tank� (UST)� database� lists� registered� USTs.� USTs� are� regulated� under�
Subtitle�I�of�the�Resource�Conservation�and�Recovery�Act�(RCRA).�The�UST�information�comes�from�
the�State�Water�Resources�Control�Board's�Hazardous�Substance�Storage�Container�Database.��

HIST�UST�Sites�
The�Hazardous�Substance�Storage�Container�Database�is�a�historical� listing�of�UST�sites.�The�data�
source�is�the�State�Water�Resources�Control�Board.��

� �
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CA�FID�Information�
The� Facility� Inventory� Database� (CA� FID)� lists� active� and� inactive� underground� storage� tank�
locations.�This�database�is�maintained�by�the�State�Water�Resources�Control�Board.��

HAZNET�Database�
The� Hazardous� Waste� Information� System� (HAZNET)� includes� data� extracted� from� the� copies� of�
hazardous�waste�manifests�each�year�by�the�State�Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control.��

FINDS�Data��
The� Facility� Index� System� (FINDS)� contains� both� facility� information� and� "pointers"� to� other�
sources�of�information�that�contain�more�detail�(e.g.,�RCRA�Info,�Permit�Compliance�System�[PCS],�
Aerometric�Information�Retrieval�System�[AIRS]).�The�source�of�this�information�is�the�U.S.�EPA.��

FTTS�Database�
The�Federal�Toxics�Tracking�System�(FTTS)�tracks�administrative�cases�and�pesticide�enforcement�
actions/compliance� activities� related� to� the� Federal� Insecticide,� Fungicide,� &� Rodenticide� Act�
(FIFRA),� Toxic� Substances� Control� Act� (TSCA),� and� Emergency� Planning� and� Community� Right�to�
Know�Act�(EPCRA).�The�source�of�this�data�is�the�Environmental�Protection�Agency�(EPA)�Office�of�
Prevention,�Pesticides,�and�Toxic�Substances.��

CA�SLIC�Database�
The�statewide�Spills,�Leaks,�Investigations,�and�Cleanups�(CA�SLIC)�database�includes�unauthorized�
discharges� from� spills� and� leaks,� other� than� from� underground� storage� tanks� or� other� regulated�
sites.�The�data�source�is�the�State�Water�Resources�Control�Board.��

Notify�65�Records�
Proposition�65�Notification�Records�(Notify�65)�contain�facility�notifications�about�any�release�that�
could� impact� drinking� water� and� thereby� expose� the� public� to� a� potential� health� risk.� The� State�
Water�Resources�Control�Board�maintains�this�database.�

EMI�Data�
Emissions� Inventory� Data� (EMI)� is� comprised� of� toxics� and� criteria� pollutant� emissions� data�
collected�by�the�state�Air�Resources�Board�and�local�pollution�agencies.��

Manufactured�Gas�Plant�Database��
This� database� includes� records� of� coal� gas� plants� (manufactured� gas� plants),� which� were� in�
operation� in� the� U.S.� until� the� 1950s.� Due� to� common� past� practices,� the� potential� for� on�site�
hazardous�by�products� (such�as�coal� tar,�sludge,�oils,�and�chemical�compounds)�remains�on�such�
sites,�which�could� result� in� soil�or�groundwater�contamination.� These� records�are�maintained�by�
EDR,�Inc.,�as�part�of�its�proprietary�database.�

� �
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SWEEPS�Records�
The� Statewide� Environmental� Evaluation� and� Planning� System� (SWEEPS)� UST� list,� which� is� no�
longer� maintained� or� updated,� was� under� the� purview� of� the� State� Water� Resources� Control�
Board.�Other�agencies�(e.g.,�as�identified�above)�now�maintain�UST�records.��

1=�=������������������	��
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The�primary�federal�agencies�that�are�responsible�for�overseeing�regulations�and�policies�regarding�
hazardous� materials� are� the� Environmental� Protection� Agency� (EPA),� Department� of� Labor�
Occupational� Safety� and� Health� Administration� (OSHA),� and� the� Department� of� Transportation�
(DOT).�Several�laws�governing�the�transport,�storage,�and�use�of�hazardous�materials�are�governed�
by�these�agencies�as�well�as�oversight�for�contaminated�sites�cleanup.�Federal�laws�and�regulations�
that�are�applicable�to�hazards�and�hazardous�materials�are�presented�below.��

HAZARDOUS�MATERIALS�TRANSPORTATION�ACT�
The�Hazardous�Materials�Transportation�Act,�as�amended,�is�the�basic�statute�regulating�hazardous�
materials� transportation� in� the� United� States.� The� purpose� of� the� law� is� to� provide� adequate�
protection� against� the� risks� to� life� and� property� inherent� in� transporting� hazardous� materials� in�
interstate� commerce.� This� law� gives� the� U.S.� Department� of� Transportation� (USDOT)� and� other�
agencies�the�authority�to�issue�and�enforce�rules�and�regulations�governing�the�safe�transportation�
of�hazardous�materials�(DOE�2002).�

Resource�Conservation�and�Recovery�Act�
The� 1976� Federal� Resource� Conservation� and� Recovery� Act� (RCRA)� and� the� 1984� RCRA�
Amendments� regulate� the� treatment,� storage,� and� disposal� of� hazardous� and� non�hazardous�
wastes.�The�legislation�mandated�that�hazardous�wastes�be�tracked�from�the�point�of�generation�
to� their�ultimate� fate� in� the�environment.�This� includes� detailed� tracking�of�hazardous�materials�
during�transport�and�permitting�of�hazardous�material�handling�facilities.�

The� 1984� RCRA� amendments� provided� the� framework� for� a� regulatory� program� designed� to�
prevent�releases�from�USTs.�The�program�establishes�tank�and�leak�detection�standards,�including�
spill� and� overflow� protection� devices� for� new� tanks.� The� tanks� must� also� meet� performance�
standards�to�ensure�that�the�stored�material�will�not�corrode�the�tanks.�Owners�and�operators�of�
USTs� had� until� December� 1998� to� meet� the� new� tank� standards.� As� of� 2001,� an� estimated� 85�
percent�of�USTs�were�in�compliance�with�the�required�standards.�

Comprehensive�Environmental�Response,�Compensation,�and�Liability�Act�
The� Comprehensive� Environmental� Response,� Compensation,� and� Liability� Act� of� 1980� (the� Act)�
introduced� active� federal� involvement� to� emergency� response,� site� remediation,� and� spill�
prevention,�most�notably�the�Superfund�program.�The�Act�was� intended�to�be�comprehensive� in�
encompassing� both� the� prevention� of,� and� response� to,� uncontrolled� hazardous� substances�
releases.� The� Act� deals� with� environmental� response,� providing� mechanisms� for� reacting� to�
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emergencies�and�to�chronic�hazardous�material�releases.�In�addition�to�establishing�procedures�to�
prevent� and� remedy� problems,� it� establishes� a� system� for� compensating� appropriate� individuals�
and� assigning� appropriate� liability.� It� is� designed� to� plan� for� and� respond� to� failure� in� other�
regulatory� programs� and� to� remedy� problems� resulting� from� action� taken� before� the� era� of�
comprehensive�regulatory�protection.�

Natural�Gas�Pipeline�Safety�Act��
The� Natural� Gas� Pipeline� Safety� Act� authorizes� the� U.S.� Department� of� Transportation� Office� of�
Pipeline�Safety� to� regulate�pipeline� transportation�of�natural� (flammable,� toxic,�or�corrosive)�gas�
and�other�gases�as�well�as� the� transportation�and�storage�of� liquefied�natural�gas.�The�Office�of�
Pipeline�Safety�regulates�the�design,�construction,�inspection,�testing,�operation,�and�maintenance�
of�pipeline�facilities.�While�the�federal�government�is�primarily�responsible�for�developing,�issuing,�
and�enforcing�pipeline�safety�regulations,�the�pipeline�safety�statutes�provide�for�State�assumption�
of� the� intrastate� regulatory,� inspection,� and� enforcement� responsibilities� under� an� annual�
certification.�To�qualify�for�certification,�a�state�must�adopt�the�minimum�federal�regulations�and�
may�adopt�additional�or�more�stringent�regulations�as�long�as�they�are�not�incompatible.�

�������

The�primary�state�agencies�that�are�responsible�for�overseeing�regulations�and�policies�regarding�
hazardous� materials� are� the� California� Office� of� Emergency� Services� (OES),� California�
Environmental� Protection� Agency� (Cal�EPA),� Department� of� Toxic� Substances� Control� (DTSC),�
California� Department� of� Transportation� (Caltrans),� California� Highway� Patrol� (CHP),� California�
Water�Quality�Control�Board,�and�the�California�Air�Resources�Board.�Several� laws�governing�the�
generation,� transport,� and� disposal� of� hazardous� materials� are� administered� by� these� agencies.�
State� laws�and�regulations�that�are�applicable�to�hazards�and�hazardous�materials�are�presented�
below.��

California�Health�and�Safety�Code�
Cal�EPA�has�established� rules�governing� the�use�of�hazardous�materials�and� the�management�of�
hazardous� wastes.� Many� of� these� regulations� are� embodied� in� the� California� Health� and� Safety�
Code.� The� code� includes� regulations� that� govern� safe� drinking� water,� substances� control,� land�
reuse�and�revitalization,�remediation,�restoration,�and�methamphetamine�contaminated�cleanups.��

California�Code�of�Regulations�Title�22�and�Title�26�
The� California� Code� of� Regulations� (CCR)� Title� 22� provides� state� regulations� for� hazardous�
materials,� and� CCR� Title� 26� provides� regulation� of� hazardous� materials� management.� In� 1996,�
Cal/EPA� established� the� “Unified� Hazardous� Waste� and� Hazardous� Materials� Management�
Regulatory�Program”�(Unified�Program)�which�consolidated�the�six�administrative�components�of�
hazardous�waste�and�materials�into�one�program.�

� �
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County�and�City�General�Plans�
The�safety�elements�of�the�Cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake�and�the�County�of�Shasta�
contain� goals,� objectives,� and� policies� aimed� at� reducing� hazards� and� improving� human� health�
conditions� throughout� their� respective� jurisdictions.� Proponents� of� specific� projects� would� be�
required� to� consult� the� applicable� general� plans� and� design� the� projects� consistent� with� the�
applicable�guidelines�of�the�jurisdictions�in�which�the�projects�are�located.�

Certified�Unified�Program�Agency�(CUPA)�
The� California� Environmental� Protection� Agency� designates� specific� local� agencies� as� Certified�
Unified� Program� Agencies� (CUPA),� typically� at� the� county� level.� Each� designated� CUPA� is�
responsible� for� the� implementation� of� six� statewide� programs� within� its� jurisdiction.� These�
programs�include:�

• Underground�storage�of�hazardous�substances�(USTs)�

• Hazardous�Materials�Business�Plan�(HMP)�requirements�

• Hazardous�Waste�Generator�requirements�

• California�Accidental�Release�Prevention�(Cal�ARP)�program�

• Uniform�Fire�Code�hazardous�materials�management�plan�

• Above�Ground�Storage�Tanks�(Spill�Prevention�Control;�and�Countermeasures�Plan�only)��

Implementation�of�these�programs�involves:�

• Permitting�and�inspection�of�regulated�facilities.�

• Providing�educational�guidance�and�notice�of�changing�requirements�stipulated�in�State�or�
Federal�laws�and�regulations.�

• Investigations�of�complaints�regarding�spills�or�unauthorized�releases.�

• Administrative� enforcement� actions� levied� against� facilities� that� have� violated� applicable�
laws�and�regulations�

The� Cal/EPA� designated� CUPAs� for� Shasta� County� is� the� Shasta� County� Department� of�
Environmental� Health.� The� Cal/EPA� performed� an� evaluation� of� the� CUPA� for� Shasta� County� in�
February�2009�and�found�that�it�meets�or�exceeds�its�program�responsibilities.��

Shasta�County�Hazard�Mitigation�Plan�
Shasta� County� is� currently� in� the� process� of� preparing� a� Hazard� Mitigation� Plan� that� considers�
multiple�hazardous�risks�including�earthquake,�flood,�and�fire�events.�The�Plan�will�be�prepared�in�
accordance�with�federal�regulations�that�govern�local�government�hazard�mitigation�plans�and�will�
require�coordination�and�approval�by�the�Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency�(FEMA).��
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Consistent�with� Appendix� G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a� significant�
impact�from�hazards�and�hazardous�materials�if�it�will:

� Create�a�significant�hazard�to�the�public�or�the�environment�through�the�routine�transport,�
use,�or�disposal�of�hazardous�materials?�

� Create� a� significant� hazard� to� the� public� or� the� environment� through� reasonably�
foreseeable�upset�and�accident�conditions�involving�the�release�of�hazardous�materials�into�
the�environment?�

� Emit�hazardous�emissions�or�handle�hazardous�or�acutely�hazardous�materials,�substances,�
or�waste�within�one�quarter�mile�of�an�existing�or�proposed�school?�

� Be� located� on� a� site� which� is� included� on� a� list� of� hazardous� materials� sites� compiled�
pursuant� to� Government� Code� Section� 65962.5� and,� as� a� result,� would� it� create� a�
significant�hazard�to�the�public�or�the�environment?�

� For�a�project� located�within�an�airport� land�use�plan�or,�where�such�a�plan�has�not�been�
adopted,�within�two�miles�of�a�public�airport�or�public�use�airport,�would�the�project�result�
in�a�safety�hazard�for�people�residing�or�working�in�the�project�area?�

� For� a� project� within� the� vicinity� of� a� private� airstrip,� would� the� project� result� in� a� safety�
hazard�for�people�residing�or�working�in�the�project�area?�

� Impair�implementation�of�or�physically�interfere�with�an�adopted�emergency�response�plan�
or�emergency�evacuation�plan?�

� Expose�people�or�structures�to�a�significant�risk�of�loss,�injury�or�death�involving�wildland�
fires,� including� where� wildands� are� adjacent� to� urbanized� areas� or� where� residences� are�
intermixed�with�wildlands?�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.8�1:�Potential�hazard�to�the�public�or�the�environment�through�
the�routine�transport,�use,�or�disposal�of�hazardous�materials.�(less�than�
significant)�
Construction�of�the�individual�RTP�projects�may�involve�the�transportation,�use,�and/or�disposal�of�
hazardous�materials,�which�may� involve�the�use�of�equipment�that�contains�hazardous�materials�
(e.g.,�solvents�and�fuels,�diesel�fueled�equipment),�or�the�transportation�of�excavated�soil�and/or�
groundwater� containing� contaminants� from� areas� that� are� identified� as� being� contaminated.�
However,�the�transportation�of�hazardous�materials�is�heavily�regulated�and�monitored�by�federal,�
state,�and� local� regulations�and�policies.�All� transportation�of�hazardous�materials,� if�any,�will�be�
required� to� comply� with� all� existing� regulations� and� policies.� Compliance� with� all� existing�
regulations� and� policies� would� ensure� that� the� impact� would� be� less� than� significant,� and� no�
additional�mitigation�is�required.�
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Impact�3.8�2:�Potential�hazard�to�the�public�or�the�environment�through�
reasonably�foreseeable�upset�and�accident�conditions�involving�the�
release�of�hazardous�materials�into�the�environment.�(less�than�
significant)�
Hazardous�Solvents�and�Architectural�Coatings.�The�construction�and�maintenance�of� individual�
RTP�projects�would�involve�the�use�of�solvents�and�architectural�coatings�that�may�be�considered�
hazardous� if� not� properly� used.� Typically,� “leftover”� materials� are� used� on� other� projects� when�
possible.�In�any�case,�the�handling�and�disposal�of�these�products�would�be�governed�according�to�
regulations� enforced� by� local� fire� departments,� Certified� Unified� Program� Agencies� (CUPAs),� the�
State�Division�of�Occupational�Safety�and�Health,�and�the�Department�of�Toxic�Substances�Control.�
In�addition,�regulations�under�the�federal�and�state�Clean�Water�Act�require�contractors�to�avoid�
allowing� the� release�of� materials� into� surface�waters.�Based�on� requirement� of� compliance�with�
the�existing�regulatory�environment,�the�impact�would�be�less�than�significant.�

Asbestos.�The�construction�of�RTP�projects�within�areas�that�are�known�to�have�naturally�occurring�
asbestos,� or� areas� where� asbestos� is� contained� with� existing� structures,� could� lead� to� the�
disturbance�and�release�of�asbestos�fibers.�Earthmoving,�excavation,�and�demolitions�of�materials�
containing�asbestos� requires�monitoring� to� insure� that� they�are�not�used�as�soil�or� fill�materials,�
and�that�they�are�properly�disposed�of�in�accordance�with�federal�and�state�regulations.��

Based�upon�the�regional�nature�of�the�RTP,�development�of�detailed,�site�specific�information�on�
this�impact�at�an�RTP�planning�level�is�not�feasible.�The�implementing�agency�of�each�RTP�project�
will� conduct� appropriate� project�level� assessments� and� will� be� responsible� for� consideration� of�
mitigation�measures�for�significant�effects�on�the�environment.�If�asbestos�is�deemed�present,�an�
Asbestos�Hazard�Dust�Mitigation�Plan�would�be�prepared�to�ensure�that�adequate�dust�control�and�
asbestos� hazard� mitigation� measures� are� implemented� during� project� construction.�
Implementation�of�the�mitigation�measures�presented�in�Section�3.3�Air�Quality�would�ensure�that�
this�potential�impact�is�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.�

Impact�3.8�3:�Potential�to�emit�hazardous�emissions�or�handle�hazardous�
or�acutely�hazardous�materials,�substances,�or�waste�within�one�quarter�
mile�of�an�existing�or�proposed�school.�(less�than�significant)�
There�are�69�schools�(K�12)�that�serve�28,000�students�within�Shasta�County.�In�addition,�Shasta�
Tehama�Trinity� Community� College� is� located� near� Redding,� with� extended� education� sites� in�
Anderson,�Burney,�Corning,�Hayfork,�Los�Molinos,�McArthur,�Red�Bluff,�the�Redding�Rancheria,�and�
Weaverville.� Because� of� the� regional� nature� of� the� transportation� improvements,� some� will�
inevitably�be�located�within�¼�mile�of�a�school.�Hazardous�materials�used�in�construction�of�an�RTP�
project� in� the� vicinity� of� a� school,� or�other� sensitive� receptors� such� as� hospitals� and� residences,�
could�be�accidentally�released.� In�the�event�of�a�hazardous�materials�spill�or�release,�notification�
and�cleanup�operations�would�be�performed�in�compliance�with�applicable�federal,�state,�and�local�
regulations� and� policies,� including� hazard� mitigation� plans.� Compliance� with� all� existing�
regulations,�policies,�and�hazard�mitigation�plans�would�ensure�that�the�impact�would�be�less�than�
significant,�and�no�additional�mitigation�is�required.�� �



1=����B������	�����	�������� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 1=�2���

�

Impact�3.8�4:�Impact�from�being�included�on�a�list�of�hazardous�materials�
sites�compiled�pursuant�to�Government�Code�Section�65962.5�(less�than�
significant�with�mitigation)�
As�of�October,�2009,�there�were�a�total�of�59�sites�in�Shasta�County�where�DTSC�is�currently�or�had�
previously� been� involved� in� the� investigation� and/or� cleanup/permitting� activities,� including�
Historical;�Evaluation;�Military�Evaluation;�School�Evaluation;�Border�Zone�and�CalMortgage�sites.��

Of�the�59�sites,�51�are�in�the�preliminary�phase�of�a�site�investigation,�or�were�found�to�have�no�
contamination,� or� were� referred� to� another� agency� or� program.� Only� eight� locations� have�
extensive� investigation� and/or� cleanup� actions� are� planned� or� have� been� completed.� Of� these�
eight�locations,�only�one�site�is�a�Federal�Superfund�Site,�three�sites�are�State�Responses,�two�sites�
are�Voluntary�Cleanup�Sites,�and�one�is�a�Corrective�Action�Site.�Of�the�eight�listed�sites,�five�are�
located�in�Redding,�one�is�located�in�Burney,�and�two�are�located�in�Shasta�Lake.�Table�3.8�1�lists�
these�eight�sites.��

TABLE�3.8�1:��ENVIROSTOR�DATABASE�
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SOURCE:�DEPARTMENT�OF�TOXIC�SUBSTANCES�CONTROL�2009�

Any� construction� activities� on,� through,� or� adjacent� to� contaminated� sites� could� lead� to� a�
disturbance�and�release�of�hazardous�materials.�The�regulatory�agencies,�including�federal,�state,�
and�local�agencies,�have�identified�sites�that�are�or�were�contaminated�at�some�point.�Additionally,�
these�agencies�continue�to�pursue�investigating�properties�that�could�potentially�be�contaminated�
and�all�information�is�maintained�in�a�database�system.�Based�upon�the�regional�nature�of�the�RTP,�
development�of�detailed,� site�specific� information�on� this� impact�at�an�RTP�planning� level� is�not�
feasible.� The� implementing� agency� of� each� RTP� project� will� conduct� appropriate� project�level�
environmental� review� and� will� be� responsible� for� consideration� of� mitigation� measures� for�
significant�effects�on�the�environment.�Implementation�of�the�following�mitigation�measure�would�
ensure�that�this�potential�impact�is�reduced�to�a�less�than�significant�level.�

� �
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Mitigation�Measure�3.8�1:� Prior�to�approval�of�RTP�projects,�the�implementing�agency�should�
perform�a�Phase�1�Environmental�Site�Assessment� that� includes�a� review�all�known�databases�of�
contaminated�sites.� If� it� is�determined�that�a�project� is� located�on�or�near�a�contaminated�site�a�
Phase�II�Environmental�Site�Assessment�should�be�performed�to�sample�the�soils/groundwater�and�
further� investigate� the� extent� of� the� contamination.� Based� on� the� results� of� the� Phase� II�
Environmental� Site� Assessment,� the� implementing� agency� should� devise� a� remediation� plan� or�
avoid� disturbance� of� contaminated� areas,� in� compliance� with� appropriate� regulatory� agency�
requirements.� All� work� should� be� conducted� under� a� work� plan� approved� by� the� regulatory�
oversight�agency�and�should�be�conducted�by�a�registered�environmental�assessor�(pursuant�to�22�
CCR�69200).�

Impact�3.8�5:�Impact�to�people�residing�or�working�within�two�miles�of�a�
public�airport,�public�use�airport,�or�private�airstrip.�(beneficial)�
Hazards� related� with� airports� are� typically� grouped� into� two� categories:� air� hazards� and� ground�
hazards.�Air�hazards�jeopardize�the�safety�of�an�airborne�aircraft�and�expose�passengers,�pilots�and�
crews�to�danger.�Examples�of�air�hazards�include�tall�structures,�glare�producing�objects,�bird�and�
wildlife� attractants,� radio� waves� from� communication� centers,� or� other� features� that� have� the�
potential�to�interfere�with�take�off�or�landing�procedures,�posing�a�risk�to�aircraft.�Ground�hazards�
jeopardize�the�safety�of�current�and�future�residents�and/or�workers�in�the�vicinity�of�an�airport.�
The�most�obvious�ground�hazard�is�a�crash,�which�may�produce�a�serious,�immediate�risk�to�those�
residing�in�or�using�areas�adjacent�to�the�airport.�Most�accidents�occur�during�take�off�and�landing.�
Therefore,�the�higher�the�density�around�an�airport,�including�transportation�facilities,�the�higher�
the�risk�associated�with�this�type�of�hazard.��

Some�of�the�RTP�projects�are� located�at�or�adjacent�to�several�airports�within�the�County.�These�
improvements� are� transportation� related� and� do� not� create� residences,� or� other� habitable�
structures� within� proximity� to� the� airport.� Furthermore,� these� improvements� do� not� create� a�
safety�risk�for�people�residing�in�the�area,�and�they�do�not�conflict�with�the�airport�land�use�plans�
within�Shasta�County.�The�RTP�would�improve�airport�facilities,�which�is�expected�to�improve�the�
safety�conditions�located�at�these�airports.�This�is�a�beneficial�impact.��

Impact�3.8�6:�Impair�implementation�of�or�physically�interfere�with�an�
adopted�emergency�response�plan�or�emergency�evacuation�plan.�
(beneficial)�
The� RTP� projects� would� not� impair� implementation� of� or� physically� interfere� with� an� adopted�
emergency�response�plan�or�emergency�evacuation�plan.�The�RTP�would� improve�transportation�
systems� throughout� the� County,� which� is� expected� to� improve� the� emergency� response� and�
evacuation�routes�throughout�the�County.�This�is�a�beneficial�impact.�

� �
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Impact�3.8�7:�Expose�people�or�structures�to�a�risk�of�loss,�injury�or�death�
from�wildland�fires.�(beneficial)�
The� risk� of� wildfire� is� related� to� a� variety� of� parameters,� including� fuel� loading� (vegetation),� fire�
weather� (winds,� temperatures,� humidity� levels� and� fuel� moisture� contents)� and� topography�
(degree� of� slope).� Steep� slopes� contribute� to� fire� hazard� by� intensifying� the� effects� of� wind� and�
making� fire� suppression� difficult.� Fuels� such� as� grass� are� highly� flammable� because� they� have� a�
high�surface�area�to�mass�ratio�and�require�less�heat�to�reach�the�ignition�point,�while�fuels�such�as�
trees�have�a�lower�surface�area�to�mass�ratio�and�require�more�heat�to�reach�the�ignition�point.��

Wild� fires� are� a� major� hazard� in� the� State� of� California.� Wild� fires� burn� natural� vegetation� on�
developed�and�undeveloped�lands�and�include�timber,�brush,�woodland,�and�grass�fires.�While�low�
intensity�wild�fires�have�a�role�in�the�County’s�ecosystem,�wild�fires�put�human�health�and�safety,�
structures� (e.g.,� homes,� schools,� businesses,� etc.),� air� quality,� recreation� areas,� water� quality,�
wildlife�habitat�and�ecosystem�health,�and�forest�resources�at�risk.��

Shasta�County�has�areas�with�the�appropriate�fuel�loading,�and�topography�for�wildfire.�When�this�
is� combined� with� the� warm� and� dry� summers� with� temperatures� often� exceeding� 100� degrees�
Fahrenheit� the� risk� of� wildlife� increases� substantially.� Most� wildland� fires� are� human� caused,� so�
areas�with�easy�human�access�to�land�with�the�appropriate�fire�parameters�generally�result�in�an�
increased�risk�of�fire.��

The� RTP� projects� would� not� result� in� the� construction� of� structures� that� would� be� occupied� by�
humans;� therefore,� it� would� not� expose� people� or� structures� to� a� significant� risk� involving� wild�
fires.�The�RTP�provides�for�improvements�to�transportation�systems�throughout�the�County,�which�
is�expected�to�improve�the�ability�for�fire�protection�services�to�access�areas�that�have�a�high�wild�
fire�risk�rating.�This�is�considered�a�beneficial�impact.��

� �
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This� section� describes� the� regulatory� setting,� regional� hydrology� and� water� quality,� impacts� that�
are� likely� to� result� from� project� implementation,� and� measures� to� improve� water� quality.� There�
was�an�NOP�comment�letter�provided�by�the�Central�Valley�Flood�Protection�Board�regarding�the�
need� for� permits� for� any� construction� within� the� Sacramento� River� and� designated� floodways.�
There�were�no�other�comments�regarding�hydrology�and�water�quality�received�during�the�public�
review�period.�Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�Water�Resources�Master�Plan�(Shasta�County,�1997);�
� Groundwater�Management�Plan�for�the�Redding�Groundwater�Basin�(1998);�
� Shasta�County�General�Plan�(Shasta�County,�2004);��
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�(City�of�Anderson,�May�2007);�
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000);��
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999);�
� Literature�prepared�by�the�California�Division�of�Mines�and�Geology;�
� Information�from�the�U.S.�Natural�Resources�Conservation�Service;�and��
� Mapping�published�by�the�U.S.�Geologic�Survey�

1=�=���;����	�������	���
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Watersheds�
A�watershed�is�a�region�that�is�bound�by�a�divide�that�drains�to�a�common�watercourse�or�body�of�
water.�Watersheds�serve�an�important�biological�function,�oftentimes�supporting�an�abundance�of�
aquatic� and� terrestrial� wildlife� including� special�status� species� and� anadromous� and� native� local�
fisheries.�Watersheds�provide�conditions�necessary�for�riparian�habitat.��

The�State�of�California�uses�a�hierarchical�naming�and�numbering�convention�to�define�watershed�
areas� for� management� purposes.� This� means� that� boundaries� are� defined� according� to� size� and�
topography,� with� multiple� sub�watersheds� within� larger� watersheds.� Table� 3.9�1� shows� the�
primary� watershed� classification� levels� used� by� the� State� of� California.� The� second� column�
indicates�the�approximate�size�that�a�watershed�area�may�be�within�a�particular�classification�level,�
although�variation�in�size�is�common.�

TABLE�3.9�1.�STATE�OF�CALIFORNIA�WATERSHED�HIERARCHY�NAMING�CONVENTION�
WATERSHED�

LEVEL��

APPROXIMATE�SQUARE�

MILES�(ACRES)��

DESCRIPTION�

�%.*")"'(,�
�&'("$�������

��/41-���/�-�/����� �&9($&.� >%� )�*'&2 ,�)&� !"+"'*�+�(,� �$.� '&")"'(,� ,"$ (.&*�!("$ =�
��&��!�!&�"9���)(9"*$(��( �.(5(.&.�($!"�!&$��� =�

�%.*")"'(,� �$(!�
������

04���31�/������ �&9($&.� >%�  #*9�,&� .*�($�'&R� 8�%� ($,)#.&� �� 8�D"*� *(5&*�
@�!&* �&./�'*"#$.@�!&*�>� ($/�"*�,)" &.�.*�($�'&/��8"$'�"!�&* =�

�%.*")"'(,� �*&��
������

�33���-0/������ �D"*�  #>.(5( ("$ � "9� �%.*")"'(, #$(! /�  #,�� � � >%� 8�D"*�
!*(>#!�*(& /�'*"#$.@�!&*��!!*(>#!& /�"*� !*&�8�,"8+"$&$! =�

�%.*")"'(,� �#>2
�*&���������

��-����-/������ �� 8�D"*�  &'8&$!� "9� �$� ��� @(!��  ('$(9(,�$!� '&"'*�+�(,�)�
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SOURCE:�CALIFORNIA�DEPARTMENT�OF�WATER�RESOURCES,�2010�
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Shasta�County�is�located�within�two�Hydrologic�Regions:�Sacramento�River�and�North�Coast.��

Sacramento� River� Hydrologic� Region:� The� Sacramento� River� hydrologic� region� covers�
approximately�17.4�million�acres�(27,200�square�miles).�The�region�includes�all�or�large�portions�of�
Modoc,� Siskiyou,� Lassen,� Shasta,� Tehama,� Glenn,� Plumas,� Butte,� Colusa,� Sutter,� Yuba,� Sierra,�
Nevada,�Placer,�Sacramento,�El�Dorado,�Yolo,�Solano,�Lake,�and�Napa�counties,�and�small�areas�of�
Alpine� and� Amador� counties.� Geographically,� the� region� extends� south� from� the� Modoc� Plateau�
and�Cascade�Range�at�the�Oregon�border,�to�the�Sacramento�San�Joaquin�Delta.�The�Sacramento�
Valley,�which�forms�the�core�of�the�region,�is�bounded�to�the�east�by�the�crest�of�the�Sierra�Nevada�
and�southern�Cascades�and�to�the�west�by�the�crest�of�the�Coast�Range�and�Klamath�Mountains.��

North� Coast� Hydrologic� Region:� The� North� Coast� hydrologic� region� covers� approximately� 12.46�
million� acres� (19,470� square� miles)� and� includes� all� or� portions� of� Modoc,� Siskiyou,� Del� Norte,�
Trinity,� Humboldt,� Mendocino,� Lake,� and� Sonoma� counties,� and� small� areas� of� Shasta,� Tehama,�
Glenn,�Colusa,�and�Marin�counties.�Extending�from�the�Oregon�border�south�to�Tomales�Bay,�the�
region�includes�portions�of�four�geomorphic�provinces.��

������������	�����	�����������	���

For�purposes�of�planning�on�a�County�wide�basis,�hydrologic�units�are�generally�considered�to�be�
the�appropriate�watershed�planning�level.�As�specific�projects�within�the�County�are�developed�the�
hydrologic� unit� level� may� be� too� large� in� terms� of� scale,� and� a� hydrologic� area� or� hydrologic�
subarea� may� be� considered� more� appropriate.� The� remainder� of� this� section� is� based� on� the�
hydrologic�unit�level�for�watershed�planning�purposes.��

Shasta� County� is� located� within� 12� hydrologic� areas.� These� include:� Trinity,� South� Fork� Trinity,�
Lower� Pit,� Mccloud,� Sacramento� Headwaters,� Sacramento�Lower� Cow�Lower� Clear,� Lower�
Cottonwood,� Sacramento�Upper� Clear,� Cottonwood� Headwaters,� Upper� Cow�Battle,� Mill�Big�
Chico,� and� North� Fork� Feather.� Table� 3.9�2� provides� a� list� of� the� Hydrologic� Units� within� Shasta�
County.��

TABLE�3.9�2:�HYDROLOGIC�UNITS�(WATERSHEDS)�
HYDROLOGIC�UNIT�NAME�

�*($(!%� �"@&*��"!!"$@"".�

�"#!���"*F��*($(!%� ��,*�8&$!"2�++&*��)&�*�

�"@&*��(!� �"!!"$@"".��&�.@�!&* �

,�)"#.� �++&*��"@26�!!)&�

��,*�8&$!"��&�.@�!&* � ())26('���(,"�

��,*�8&$!"2�"@&*��"@2�"@&*��)&�*� 	"*!���"*F��&�!�&*�

SOURCE:�US�ENVIRONMENTAL�PROTECTION�AGENCY,�2010�
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Flood�Damage�
The�extensive�rivers�and�creeks�in�Shasta�County�create�the�potential�for�flooding�in�various�areas.�
Development� in� flood�prone�areas�of� the�County�has�resulted� in�damage�to�property�and� loss�of�
life� when� flooding� occurred.� Between� 1900� and� 1991,� there� were� 16� severe� floods� in� the�
Sacramento�River�Basin.��

The�private�and�public�costs�of�flooding�are�substantial.�In�1970,�flooding�resulted�in�approximately�
$12�million�in�damages,�and�close�to�$8�million�in�1974.�Problems�caused�by�flooding�include�loss�
of� life,� displacement� or� complete� destruction� of� buildings,� water� damage� to� buildings� and�
furnishings,� siltation,� temporary� loss�of�utilities,� road�damage,� transportation�slowdowns,� loss�of�
goods� and� materials,� damage� to� bridges� by� objects� floating� downstream,� and� the� threat� of�
waterborne�disease.�

Damages� resulting� from� the� development� of� flood�prone� areas� can� be� minimized� through�
floodplain� management.� This� management� concept� encompasses� a� comprehensive� program� of�
corrective� and� preventive� measures� for� reducing� flood� damage,� including� but� not� limited� to�
emergency�preparedness�plans,�flood�control�projects,�and�floodplain�management�regulations.�

Flood�Management�
The� National� Flood� Insurance� Act� of� 1968� offers� an� important� incentive� to� communities� for�
implementing�a�floodplain�management�program.�In�communities�which�have�adopted�floodplain�
management� regulations,� owners� of� property� located� in� flood�prone� areas� may� obtain� federally�
subsidized�flood�insurance.�Shasta�County�has�adopted�such�floodplain�management�regulations.�

The�boundary�of� the�100�year� floodplain� is� the�basic�planning�criterion�used� to�distinguish�areas�
where�flood�hazards�justify�the�establishment�of�floodplain�management�regulations.�Outside�this�
boundary,� the� degree� of� flooding� risk� is� not� considered� sufficient� to� justify� the� imposition� of�
floodplain�management�regulations,�while�inside�the�100�year�floodplain�some�level�of�regulation�
is�required�to�protect�public�health,�safety,�and�welfare.�

100�Year�Floodplain�
The�100�Year�floodplain�denotes�an�area�that�has�a�one�percent�chance�of�being�inundated�during�
any�particular�12�month�period.��The�risk�of�this�area�being�flooded�in�any�century�is�one�percent�
but�statistically�the�risk�is�almost�40�percent�in�any�50�year�period.�

Floodplain�zones�are�determined�by�the�Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency�(FEMA)�and�used�
to� create� Flood� Insurance� Rate� Maps� (FIRMs).� � These� tools� assist� communities� in� mitigating�
flooding� hazards� through� land� use� planning.� � FEMA� also� outlines� specific� regulations� for� any�
construction,�whether�residential,�commercial,�or�industrial�within�100�year�floodplains.����

Lands�within�the�FEMA�designated�100�year�floodplain�or�Zone�A�are�subject�to�mandatory�flood�
insurance�purchase�as�required�by�FEMA.��The�insurance�rating�is�based�on�the�difference�between�
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the�base�flood�elevation�(BFE),�the�average�depth�of�the�flooding�above�the�ground�surface�for�a�
specific� area,� and� the� elevation� of� the� lowest� floor.� � Because� Shasta� County� participates� in� the�
National� Flood� Insurance� Program,� it� must� require� development� permits� to� ensure� that�
construction� materials� and� methods� will� mitigate� future� flood� damage.� � New� construction� and�
substantial� improvements� of� residential� structures� are� also� required� to� “have� the� lowest� floor�
(including� the� basement)� elevated� to� or� above� the� base� flood� level.”� � Non�residential� structures�
must�have�their�utility�systems�above�the�BFE�or�be�of�flood�proof�construction.�

7�����C�������

For�the�most�part,�surface�water�quality�in�Shasta�County�is�considered�good.�Potential�hazards�to�
surface� water� quality� include� the� following� nonpoint� pollution� problems:� high� turbidity� from�
sediment� resulting� from� erosion� of� improperly� graded� construction� projects,� concentration� of�
nitrates�and�dissolved�solids�from�agriculture�or�surfacing�septic�tank�failures,�contaminated�street�
and�lawn�run�off�from�urban�areas,�and�warm�water�drainage�discharges�into�cold�water�streams.��

The� most� critical� period� for� surface� water� quality� is� following� a� rainstorm� which� produces�
significant� amounts� of� drainage� runoff� into� streams� at� low� flow,� resulting� in� poor� dilution� of�
contaminates�in�the�low�flowing�stream.�Such�conditions�are�most�frequent�during�the�fall�at�the�
beginning�of�the�rainy�season�when�stream�flows�are�near�their�lowest�annual�levels.�Besides�the�
greases,�oils,�pesticides,�litter,�and�organic�matter�associated�with�such�runoff,�heavy�metals�such�
as�copper,�zinc,�and�cadmium�can�cause�considerable�harm�to�aquatic�organisms�when�introduced�
to�streams�in�low�flow�conditions.�

Urban�storm�water�runoff�was�managed�as�a�non�point�discharge�(a�source�not�readily�identifiable)�
under�the�Federal�Water�Pollution�Control�Amendments�of�1972�(PL�92�500,�Section�208)�until�the�
mid�1980's.�However,�since�then,�the�Federal�Environmental�Protection�Agency�has�continued�to�
develop� implementing� rules� which� categorize� urban� runoff� as� a� point� source� (an� identifiable�
source)� subject� to� National� Pollution� Discharge� Elimination� System� (NPDES)� permits.� Rules� now�
affect� medium� and� large� urban� areas,� and� further� rulemaking� is� expected� as� programs� are�
developed�to�meet�requirements�of�Federal�water�pollution�control�laws.�

Along�the�Sacramento�River,�chemical�and�physical�water�quality�is�usually�within�desirable�limits�
for�most�uses,�although�quality�tends� to�deteriorate�during�periods�of�heavy�runoff.�Biochemical�
oxygen�demand� (BOD)� in� the�river� rarely�exceeds� the�2.5�mg/l�desirable� limit� for�domestic�uses.�
High� coliform� (bacteria)� counts� are� sometimes� recorded,� however,� thus� requiring� filtration� and�
chlorination�of�water�prior�to�drinking.�

Water�quality�in�the�lower�Sacramento�River�for�domestic�use�is�adversely�affected�by�high�levels�
of� storm�discharged� turbidity.� Water� quality� impacts� on� lower� Sacramento� River� aquatic� life�
include� elevated� levels� of� dioxin� and� elevated� heavy� metal� levels� resulting� from� undiluted� acid�
mine�drainage� (AMD)� from�old�copper�mines� located�west�of� the�Shasta/Keswick�Dam�area.�The�
principal� source� of� Sacramento� River� heavy� metal� contamination� is� from� runoff� from� the� Iron�
Mountain� Mine� complex� from� Spring� Creek.� Anadromous� fish� that� migrate� beyond� Cottonwood�
Creek� run� the� risk� of� acid� mine� poisoning� from� the� Spring� Creek� drainage.� Dioxin� is� believed� to�
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have�resulted�from�discharges�from�area�wood�products�mills�and�pose�a�potential�health�threat�if�
river�contaminated�fish�are�consumed�beyond�State�recommended�quantities.�

Surface� water� pollution� is� also� caused� by� erosion.� Excessive� and� improperly� managed� grading,�
vegetation�removal,�quarrying,� logging,�and�agricultural�practices�all� lead�to� increased�erosion�of�
exposed� earth� and� sedimentation� of� watercourses� during� rainy� periods.� In� slower� moving� water�
bodies�these�same�factors�often�cause�a�buildup�of�siltation,�which�ultimately�reduces�the�capacity�
of�the�water�system�to�percolate�and�recharge�groundwater�basins,�as�well�as�adversely�affecting�
both�aquatic�resources�and�flood�control�efforts.�

The�quality�of�water� in�underground�basins�and�water�bearing�soils� is�considered�generally�good�
throughout� most� of� Shasta� County.� The� 1997� SCWRMP� concluded� that� the� quality� of� both�
groundwater� and� surface� water� in� the� Redding� Basin� is� generally� excellent� and� suitable� for� all�
anticipated�beneficial�uses.�As�these�basins�or�soils�are�the�primary�sources�of�water� in�the�rural�
upland� areas� of� the� County,� it� is� very� important� to� prevent� contamination.� Potential� hazards� to�
groundwater� quality� involve� the� concentration� of� nitrates� and� dissolved� solids� from� agricultural�
practices�and�septic� tank�failures.�Several�small�pockets�are� found� in�the�eastern�portions�of�Fall�
River� Valley� where� groundwater� testing� shows� elevated� levels� of� nitrates.� Also,� several� areas�
within� the� Eastern� Upland� planning� area� contain� potential� groundwater� quality� and� quantity�
limitations.�

Impaired�Water�Bodies��
Section�303(d)�of�the�federal�Clean�Water�Act�requires�States�to�identify�waters�that�do�not�meet�
water� quality� standards� or� objectives� and� thus,� are� considered� "impaired."� Once� listed,� Section�
303(d)� mandates� prioritization� and� development� of� a� Total� Maximum� Daily� Load� (TMDL).� The�
TMDL� is� a� tool� that� establishes� the� allowable� loadings� or� other� quantifiable� parameters� for� a�
waterbody� and� thereby� the� basis� for� the� States� to� establish� Water� quality�based� controls.� The�
purpose�of�TMDLs�is�to�ensure�that�beneficial�uses�are�restored�and�that�water�quality�objectives�
are�achieved.�

There�are� fourteen�Section�303(d)� listed� impaired�water�bodies�within� six�watersheds� located� in�
Shasta�County.�The�impaired�water�bodies�are�located�within�the�Trinity�(two�impaired),�Lower�Pit�
(one� impaired),� Sacramento� Headwaters� (three� impaired),� Sacramento�lower� Cow�Lower� Clear�
(two�impaired),�Lower�Cottonwood�(two�impaired),�Sacramento�Upper�Clear�(three�impaired),�and�
Upper�Cow�Battle� (four� impaired)�hydrologic�areas.�The�pollution�sources� include:�mercury,�zinc,�
cadmium,� copper,� acid� mine� drainage,� lead,� fecal� coliform,� and� a� few� pollution� sources� that� are�
not� currently� known.� Table� 3.9�3� provides� a� list� of� the� Section� 303(d)� impaired� water� bodies� in�
Shasta�County.�
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TABLE�3.9�3:�SHASTA�COUNTY�SECTION�303(D)�IMPAIRED�WATERBODIES�

IMPAIRED�WATERSHED� IMPAIRED�WATERBODIES�

�*($(!%� �� �*($(!%��(5&*���/��++&*���/��*($(!%��(5&*/��� !��"*F�

�"@&*��(!� �� �"* &��*&&F���( ($'��!�*�($&�!"���� !����F&��

��,*�8&$!"��&�.@�!&* �

1� �(!!)&�6�,F>"$&��*&&F/��"@&*�
3� 7& !��?#�@��*&&F��>&)"@�6�)�F)�)��($&��
-� ��� !����F&���*&��@�&*&�7& !��?#�@��*&&F�&$!&* ��

��,*�8&$!"2�"@&*� �"@2
�"@&*��)&�*�

0� ��,*�8&$!"��(5&*��I& @(,F���8�!"��"!!"$@"".��*&&F��
4� ��,*�8&$!"��(5&*���"!!"$@"".��*&&F�!"��&.�6)#99��

��,*�8&$!"2�++&*��)&�*�

�� I& @(,F��& &*5"(*���"*!("$��"@$ !*&�8�9*"8��+*($'��*&&F��
�� �+*($'��*&&F/��"@&*���*"$�"#$!�($�($&�!"�I& @(,F��& &*5"(*��
��� 7())"@��*&&F����� !���"#$!%/�6&)"@��*&&$�"*$�($&�!"��)&�*��*&&F�

�++&*��"@26�!!)&�

��� �)"5&*��*&&F�
��� �(!!)&��"@��*&&F���"@$ !*&�8�9*"8��9!&*!�"#'�!�($&��
�1� ��F��#$��*&&F�
�3� �"#!���"@��*&&F�

SOURCE:�US�ENVIRONMENTAL�PROTECTION�AGENCY,�2010�
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There�are�two�sources�of�water�supplies� in�Shasta�County��surface�waters�and�groundwater��and�
two�general�methods�of�delivering�water�supplies� ��community�systems�and� individual�or�on�site�
systems.�Each�type�of�delivery�system�uses�either�surface�or�groundwater�as�its�supply�source.�The�
ground�and�surface�water�resources�are�not�uniformly�distributed�throughout�the�County,�and�in�
different�areas�of�the�County,�different�delivery�systems�have�developed�over�time.�

Shasta�County�lies�at�the�headwaters�of�the�State's�largest�watershed,�the�Sacramento�River�Basin.�
About�6.5�percent�(5.8�million�acre�feet)�of�all�surface�runoff� in�the�State�of�California�originates�
within�Shasta�County.�This�represents�more�than�one�fourth�of�the�total�surface�runoff�within�the�
Sacramento�River�system,�the�State's�largest�source�of�domestic�and�agricultural�water�supplies.��

The�California�Department�of�Water�Resources�has�identified�two�significant�groundwater�basins�in�
Shasta� County.� One� is� located� in� the� Sacramento� River� Valley� and� is� named� the� Redding�
Groundwater�Basin.�The�other�is�located�in�the�Fall�River�Valley�and�carries�its�name.�Although�the�
firm,�or�reliable,�water�yield�from�these�two�groundwater�basins�is�unknown,�the�storage�capacity�
of�the�510�square�mile�Redding�Basin� is�estimated�to�contain�approximately�5.5�million�acre�feet�
of� groundwater� and� the� 120�square�mile� Fall� River� Valley� Basin� is� estimated� to� contain�
approximately�one�million�acre�feet�of�storage.��

The�majority�of�the�water�supply�in�Shasta�County�comes�from�surface�flows�and�is�collected�in�the�
mountainous� regions� of� the� County.� Streams,� creeks,� and� rivers� carry� these� surface� waters� to�
lower�elevations,�where�a�portion�is�eventually�stored�in�lakes,�reservoirs,�and�groundwater�basins.�
In�contrast�to�groundwater,�surface�waters�are�subject�to�a�complex�State�legal�system�establishing�
the�rights�of�individuals�and�other�entities�to�these�flows.�The�primary�surface�water�resources�in�
Shasta� County� are� impounded� within� or� conveyed� through� Lake� Shasta� and� Whiskeytown�
Reservoirs.�Rights�to�these�impounded�waters�are�allocated�under�the�jurisdictions�of�the�federally�
owned�and�managed�Central�Valley�Project�(CVP),�subject�to�preexisting�water�rights.��
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There�are�a�number�of�regulatory�agencies�whose�responsibility�includes�the�oversight�of�the�water�
resources�of� the�state�and�nation� including� the�Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency,� the�US�
Environmental� Protection� Agency,� the� State� Water� Resources� Board,� and� the� Regional� Water�
Quality�Control�Board.�The�following�is�an�overview�of�the�federal,�state�and�local�regulations�that�
are�applicable�to�the�transportation�projects�in�the�RTP.��

���������	��������

Clean�Water�Act�(CWA)��
The� Clean� Water� Act� (CWA),� initially� passed� in� 1972,� regulates� the� discharge� of� pollutants� into�
watersheds� throughout� the� nation.� � Section� 402(p)� of� the� act� establishes� a� framework� for�
regulating� municipal� and� industrial� stormwater� discharges� under� the� NPDES� Program.� � Section�
402(p)�requires�that�stormwater�associated�with� industrial�activity� that�discharges�either�directly�
to�surface�waters�or�indirectly�through�municipal�separate�storm�sewers�must�be�regulated�by�an�
NPDES�permit.���

The� State� Water� Resources� Control� Board� (SWRCB)� is� responsible� for� implementing� the� Clean�
Water� Act� and� does� so� through� issuing� NPDES� permits� to� cities� and� counties� through� regional�
water� quality� control� boards.� � Federal� regulations� allow� two� permitting� options� for� storm� water�
discharges� (individual� permits� and� general� permits).� � The� SWRCB� elected� to� adopt� a� statewide�
general�permit�(Water�Quality�Order�No.�2003�0005�DWQ)�for�small�MS4s�covered�under�the�CWA�
to�efficiently� regulate�numerous� storm�water�discharges�under�a� single�permit.� �Permitees�must�
meet�the�requirements�in�Provision�D�of�the�General�Permit,�which�require�the�development�and�
implementation� of� a� Storm� Water� Management� Plan� (SWMP)� with� the� goal� of� reducing� the�
discharge�of�pollutants�to�the�maximum�extent�practicable.��The�SWMP�must�include�the�following�
six�minimum�control�measures:���

1)�Public�Education�and�Outreach�on�Storm�Water�Impacts��

2)�Public�Involvement/Participation��

3)�Illicit�Discharge�Detection�and�Elimination��

4)�Construction�Site�Storm�Water�Runoff�Control��

5)�Post�Construction�Storm�Water�Management�in�New�Development��

6)�Redevelopment�and�Pollution�Prevention/Good�Housekeeping�for�Municipal�Operations��

Federal�Emergency�Management�Agency�(FEMA)��
The� Shasta� County� is� a� participant� in� the� National� Flood� Insurance� Program� (NFIP),� a� Federal�
program�administered�by�FEMA.��Participants�in�the�NFIP�must�satisfy�certain�mandated�floodplain�
management�criteria.��The�National�Flood�Insurance�Act�of�1968�has�adopted�as�a�desired�level�of�
protection,�an�expectation�that�developments�should�be�protected�from�floodwater�damage�of�the�
Intermediate�Regional�Flood�(IRF).��The�IRF�is�defined�as�a�flood�that�has�an�average�frequency�of�
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occurrence�on�the�order�of�once�in�100�years,�although�such�a�flood�may�occur�in�any�given�year.��
Communities�are�occasionally�audited�by�the�Department�of�Water�Resources�to�insure�the�proper�
implementation�of�FEMA�floodplain�management�regulations.�

California�Water�Code��
The� Federal� Clean� Water� Act� places� the� primary� responsibility� for� the� control� of� surface� water�
pollution�and�for�planning�the�development�and�use�of�water�resources�with�the�states,�although�
this� does� establish� certain� guidelines� for� the� States� to� follow� in� developing� their� programs� and�
allows� the� Environmental� Protection� Agency� to� withdraw� control� from� states� with� inadequate�
implementation�mechanisms.��

California’s� primary� statute� governing� water� quality� and� water� pollution� issues� with� respect� to�
both� surface� waters� and� groundwater� is� the� Porter�Cologne� Water� Quality� Control� Act� of� 1970�
(Division�7�of�the�California�Water�Code)�(Porter�Cologne�Act).��The�Porter�Cologne�Act�grants�the�
State�Water� Resource�Control�Board� (SWRCB)�and� each�of� the� RWQCBs�power� to�protect�water�
quality,� and� is� the� primary� vehicle� for� implementation� of� California’s� responsibilities� under� the�
Federal�Clean�Water�Act.� �The�Porter�Cologne�Act�grants� the�SWRCB�and� the�RWQCBs�authority�
and�responsibility�to�adopt�plans�and�policies,�to�regulate�discharges�to�surface�and�groundwater,�
to�regulate�waste�disposal�sites�and�to�require�cleanup�of�discharges�of�hazardous�materials�and�
other�pollutants.��The�Porter�Cologne�Act�also�establishes�reporting�requirements�for�unintended�
discharges�of�any�hazardous�substance,�sewage,�or�oil�or�petroleum�product.����

Each�RWQCB�must�formulate�and�adopt�a�water�quality�control�plan�(Basin�Plan)�for�its�region�the�
regional�plans�are�to�conform�to�the�policies�set�forth�in�the�Porter�Cologne�Act�and�established�by�
the� SWRCB� in� its� State� water� policy.� � The� Porter�Cologne� Act� also� provides� that� a� RWQCB� may�
include� within� its� regional� plan� water� discharge� prohibitions� applicable� to� particular� conditions,�
areas,�or�types�of�waste.�

National�Pollutant�Discharge�Elimination�System�(NPDES)��
National� Pollutant� Discharge� Elimination� System� (NPDES)� permits� are� required� for� discharges� of�
pollutants� to� navigable� waters� of� the� United� States,� which� includes� any� discharge� to� surface�
waters,� including� lakes,� rivers,� streams,� bays,� the� ocean,� dry� stream� beds,� wetlands,� and� storm�
sewers�that�are�tributary�to�any�surface�water�body.�NPDES�permits�are�issued�under�the�Federal�
Clean�Water�Act,�Title�IV,�Permits�and�Licenses,�Section�402�(33�USC�466�et�seq.)��

The� RWQCB� issues� these� permits� in� lieu� of� direct� issuance� by� the� Environmental� Protection�
Agency,� subject� to� review� and� approval� by� the� Environmental� Protection� Agency� Regional�
Administrator�(EPA�Region�5).��The�terms�of�these�NPDES�permits�implement�pertinent�provisions�
of�the�Federal�Clean�Water�Act�and�the�Act’s� implementing�regulations,� including�pre�treatment,�
sludge�management,�effluent�limitations�for�specific�industries,�and�anti��degradation.��In�general,�
the�discharge�of�pollutants�is�to�be�eliminated�or�reduced�as�much�as�practicable�so�as�to�achieve�
the�Clean�Water�Act’s�goal�of�“fishable�and�swimmable”�navigable�(surface)�waters.��Technically,�all�
NPDES� permits� issued� by� the� RWQCB� are� also� Waste� Discharge� Requirements� issued� under� the�
authority�of�the�CWC.���
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These� NPDES� permits� regulate� discharges� from� publicly� owned� treatment� works,� industrial�
discharges,� stormwater� runoff,� dewatering� operations,� and� groundwater� cleanup� discharges.�
NPDES�permits�are� issued� for� five�years�or� less,�and�are� therefore� to�be�updated� regularly.� �The�
rapid� and� dramatic� population� and� urban� growth� in� the� Central� Valley� Region� has� caused� a�
significant� increase� in� NPDES� permit� applications� for� new� waste� discharges.� � To� expedite� the�
permit� issuance�process,�the�RWQCB�has�adopted�several�general�NPDES�permits,�each�of�which�
regulates�numerous�discharges�of�similar�types�of�wastes.�The�SWRCB�has�issues�general�permits�
for� stormwater� runoff� from�construction�sites� statewide.� �Stormwater�discharges� from� industrial�
and� construction� activities� in� the� Central� Valley� Region� can� be� covered� under� these� general�
permits,�which�are�administered�jointly�by�the�SWRCB�and�RWQCB.�

������

County�and�City�General�Plans�
The�safety�elements�of�the�Cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake�and�the�County�of�Shasta�
contain� goals,� objectives,� and� policies� aimed� at� protecting� water� quality� and� maintaining� flood�
protection� throughout� their� respective� jurisdictions.� Proponents� of� specific� projects� would� be�
required� to� consult� the� applicable� general� plans� and� design� the� projects� consistent� with� the�
applicable�guidelines�of�the�jurisdictions�in�which�the�projects�are�located.�

Water�Quality�Control�Plan�for�the�Central�Valley�Region��
The�Water�Quality�Control�Plan�for�the�Central�Valley�Region�(Basin�Plan)� includes�a�summary�of�
beneficial� water� uses,� water� quality� objectives� needed� to� protect� the� identified� beneficial� uses,�
and� implementation� measures.� The� Basin� Plan� establishes� water� quality� standards� for� all� the�
ground� and� surface� waters� of� the� region.� � The� term� “water� quality� standards,”� as� used� in� the�
Federal�Clean�Water�Act,�includes�both�the�beneficial�uses�of�specific�water�bodies�and�the�levels�
of� quality� that� must� be� met� and� maintained� to� protect� those� uses.� � The� Basin� Plan� includes� an�
implementation� plan� describing� the� actions� by� the� RWQCB� and� others� that� are� necessary� to�
achieve�and�maintain�the�water�quality�standards.��

The�RWQCB�regulates�waste�discharges�to�minimize�and�control�their�effects�on�the�quality�of�the�
region’s� ground� and� surface� water.� � Permits� are� issued� under� a� number� of� programs� and�
authorities.��The�terms�and�conditions�of�these�discharge�permits�are�enforced�through�a�variety�of�
technical,�administrative,�and�legal�means.��Water�quality�problems�in�the�region�are�listed�in�the�
Basin�Plan,�along�with�the�causes,�where�they�are�known.��For�water�bodies�with�quality�below�the�
levels�necessary�to�allow�all�the�beneficial�uses�of�the�water�to�be�met,�plans�for�improving�water�
quality�are�included.�The�Basin�Plan�reflects,�incorporates,�and�implements�applicable�portions�of�a�
number�of�national�and�statewide�water�quality�plans�and�policies,�including�the�California�Water�
Code�and�the�Clean�Water�Act.�
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a�significant�
impact�on�the�environment�associated�with�hydrology�and�water�quality�if�it�will:�

� Violate�any�water�quality�standards�or�waste�discharge�requirements;��
� Substantially� deplete� groundwater� supplies� or� interfere� substantially� with� groundwater�

recharge�such�that�there�would�be�a�net�deficit�in�aquifer�volume�or�a�lowering�of�the�local�
groundwater�table�level�(e.g.,�the�production�rate�of�preexisting�nearby�wells�would�drop�
to�a�level�that�would�not�support�existing�land�uses�or�planned�uses�for�which�permits�have�
been�granted;��

� Substantially�alter�the�existing�drainage�pattern�of�the�site�or�area,� including�through�the�
alteration�of�the�course�of�a�stream�or�river,�in�a�manner�that�would�result�in�substantial�
erosion,�siltation,�run�off�or�flooding�on��or�off�site;���

� Substantially�alter�the�existing�drainage�pattern�of�the�site�or�area,� including�through�the�
alteration�of� the�substantially� increase�the�rate�or�amount�of�surface�runoff� in�a�manner�
that�would�result�in�flooding�on��or�off�site;��

� Create�or�contribute�runoff�water�which�would�exceed�the�capacity�of�existing�or�planned�
stormwater�drainage�systems�or�provide�substantial�additional�sources�of�polluted�runoff;�

� Otherwise�substantially�degrade�water�quality;��
� Place�housing�within�a�100�year� flood�hazard�area�as�mapped�on�a� federal�Flood�Hazard�

Boundary�or�Flood�Insurance�Rate�Map�or�other�flood�hazard�delineation�map;��
� Place�within�a�100�year�flood�hazard�area�structures�that�would�impede�or�redirect�flood�

flows;��
� Expose� people� or� structures� to� significant� risk� of� loss,� injury� or� death� involving� flooding,�

including�flooding�as�a�result�of�the�failure�of�a�levee�or�dam;�or��
� Result�in�inundation�by�seiche,�tsunami�or�mudflow.�

��������	����������	�

Impact�3.9�1:�Violate�any�water�quality�standards�or�waste�discharge�
requirements�(less�than�significant�with�mitigation)�
Construction�Related�Water�Quality� Impacts:� Grading,� excavation,� removal� of� vegetation� cover,�
and� loading� activities� associated� with� construction� activities� could� temporarily� increase� runoff,�
erosion,�and�sedimentation.�Construction�activities�also�could�result� in�soil�compaction�and�wind�
erosion� effects� that� could� adversely� affect� soils� and� reduce� the� revegetation� potential� at�
construction� sites� and� staging� areas.� Landslides� (a� form� of� erosion)� occur� throughout� Shasta�
County� as� a� result� of� the� natural� characteristics� of� the� region,� although� they� have� not� been�
considered�a�major�problem.��

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information� on� this� impact� at� this� planning� level� is� not� feasible.� However,� each� RTP� project� will�



1=�������������	��7�����C������� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 1=�2���

�

include�detailed�project�specific�drainage�plans�that�control�storm�water�runoff�and�erosion,�both�
during� and� after� construction.� The� Regional� Water� Quality� Control� Board� will� require� a� project�
specific� Storm� Water� Pollution� Prevention� Plan� (SWPPP)� to� be� prepared� for� each� transportation�
improvement� that� disturbs� an� area� one� acre� or� larger.� The� SWPPPs� will� include� project� specific�
best�management�measures�that�are�designed�to�control�drainage�and�erosion.�The�implementing�
agency� will� be� required� to� coordinate� the� improvements� with� the� Central� Valley� Flood� Project�
Board� and� obtain� the� necessary� permits.� Implementation� of� the� following� mitigation� measures�
that�were� presented� in�Section�3.6� Geology�would�ensure� that� the� RTP�would�have�a� less�than�
significant�impact�from�these�issues.�

��������	���������

(Note:�Mitigation�Measure� 3.6�2� and� 3.6�3� are� presented� previously� in� Section� 3.6� Geology� and�
Soils.)�

Mitigation�Measure�3.6�2:� Prior�to�approval�of�RTP�projects,�the�implementing�agency�should�
ensure� projects� will� adequately� address� grading,� erosion,� sediment,� and� pollution� control�
requirements�of� the�Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board� (RWQCB).� If�one�acre�or�more�of� land�
will� be� disturbed,� the� implementing� agency� should� submit� a� Notice� of� Intent� (N.O.I.)� with�
appropriate�fees�and�a�Storm�Water�Pollution�Prevention�Plan�(SWPPP)�to�the�RWQCB.�

Mitigation�Measure�3.6�3:� During�construction,� the� implementing�agency�should�ensure�that�
control�measures� and� practices� are� implemented,� properly� installed,� and�maintained� during� the�
construction�of�a�project.�The� implementing�agency�should� inspect� the�project�area�to�verify�that�
SWPPPs�are�being� implemented.�The� implementing�agency�should�develop�and� implement�record�
keeping�and�data�management�procedures�for�evaluation�of�SWPPP�compliance�and�reporting.�

Dewatering� Water� Quality� Impacts:� Some� RTP� projects,� such� overpasses,� underpasses,� grade�
separations,� highway� interchanges,� and� other� rail� crossing� structures� could� require� excavation�
below� the� ground� surface� or� support� structures� or� foundations� secured� deep� into� the� ground.�
Projects� that� excavate� or� secure� foundations� deep� in� the� ground� may� encounter� groundwater.�
Depending� on� the� location,� trenching� and� excavation� associated� with� these� projects� may� reach�
depths� that� can� expose� the� water� table� and� create� a� direct� path� to� the� groundwater� basin� for�
contaminants� to� enter� the� groundwater� system.� Primary� construction�related� contaminants� that�
could� reach� groundwater� would� include� oil� and� grease,� and� construction�related� hazardous�
materials�and�dewatering�effluent.��

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information�on�this�impact�at�this�planning�level�is�not�feasible.�However,�each�transportation�RTP�
project� will� include� detailed� project� specific� geotechnical� engineering� that� would� identify� the�
groundwater� levels�and�the�need� for�dewatering.� If�dewatering�was�deemed�necessary�after� the�
appropriate�engineering�study�then�the� implementing�agency�would�obtain�a�Dewatering�Permit�
from�the�Regional�Water�Quality�Control�Board�and�comply�with�provisions� for�dewatering.� �The�
implementing� agency� would� also� need� to� obtain� an� NPDES� permit� and� Waste� Discharge�
Requirement�before�discharging�any�dewatered�effluent�to�surface�water.�Implementation�of�the�



����� 1=�������������	��7�����C�������
�

1=�2��� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

following�mitigation�measure�would�ensure�that�the�RTP�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�
from�these�issues.�

��������	���������

Mitigation� Measure� 3.9�1:� Before� discharging� any� dewatered� effluent� to� surface� water,� the�
implementing� agency� should� obtain� an� Dewatering� Permit,� NPDES� permit� and�Waste� Discharge�
permit� from� the� RWQCB.� Design� and� implement�measures� as� necessary� so� that� discharge� limits�
identified�in�relevant�permits�are�met.�

Impact�3.9.2:�Depletion�of�groundwater�supplies�or�interfere�substantially�
with�groundwater�recharge.�(less�than�significant)�
Individual�RTP�projects,�such�as�road�widenings,�interchange�reconstruction,�railway�crossings,�and�
other�projects�would�result�in�new�impervious�surfaces�and�could�reduce�rainwater�infiltration�and�
groundwater� recharge.� Infiltration� rates� vary� depending� on� the� overlying� soil� types.� In� general,�
sandy�soils�have�higher�infiltration�rates�and�can�contribute�to�significant�amounts�of�ground�water�
recharge;� clay� soils� tend� to� have� lower� percolation� potentials;� and� impervious� surfaces� such� as�
pavement�significantly�reduce�infiltration�capacity�and�increase�surface�water�runoff.�The�amount�
of� new� pavement� and� the� extent� to� which� it� affects� infiltration� depends� on� the� site�specific� soil�
type.�Projects�located�in�urban�areas�would�have�less�of�an�impact�than�projects�converting�open�
lands�and�spaces.��

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information�on�this� impact�at�this�planning�level� is�not�feasible.�However,�many�of�the�individual�
RTP�projects�are� located� in�urban�areas�and�along�existing�highways,�streets,�and�roads� in�which�
most� of� the� surfaces� are� already� paved� or� impervious.� In� addition,� extensive� storm� drainage�
systems� present� in� these� areas� currently� intercept� rainfall� and� runoff� waters,� thus� limiting� the�
amount� of� groundwater� recharge� that� occurs.� Each� project� will� include� detailed� project� specific�
drainage�plans�that�control�storm�water�runoff,�both�during�and�after�construction.�The�drainage�
plan�will�include�project�specific�best�management�measures�that�are�designed�to�allow�for�natural�
recharge� and� infiltration� of� stormwater.� Implementation� of� the� RTP� would� have� a� less� than�
significant�impact�from�these�issues.�

Impact�3.9�3:�Alter�the�existing�drainage�pattern�in�a�manner�which�would�
result�in�substantial�erosion,�siltation,�flooding,�or�polluted�runoff.�(less�
than�significant�with�mitigation)�
Individual�RTP�projects�would�create�new�impervious�surfaces.�This�would�result�in�an�incremental�
reduction� in� the� amount� of� natural� soil� surfaces� available� for� infiltration� of� rainfall� and� runoff,�
potentially� generating� additional� runoff� during� storm� events.� In� addition,� the� increase� in�
impervious�surfaces,�along�with�the�increase�in�surface�water�runoff,�could�increase�the�non�point�
source�discharge�of�pollutants.�Anticipated� runoff� contaminants� include� sediment,�pesticides,�oil�
and� grease,� nutrients,� metals,� bacteria,� and� trash.� Contributions� of� these� contaminants� to�
stormwater�and�non�stormwater�runoff�would�degrade�the�quality�of�receiving�waters.�During�the�
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dry�season,�vehicles�and�other�urban�activities�release�contaminants�onto�the�impervious�surfaces,�
where�they�can�accumulate�until�the�first�storm�event.�During�this�initial�storm�event,�or�first�flush,�
the� concentrated� pollutants� would� be� transported� via� runoff� to� stormwater� drainage� systems.�
Contaminated�runoff�waters�could�flow�into�the�stormwater�drainage�systems�that�discharge�into�
rivers,�agricultural�ditches,�sloughs,�and�channels�and�ultimately�could�degrade�the�water�quality�of�
any�of�these�water�bodies.�

Additionally,�some�of�the�RTP�projects�could�potentially�alter�surface�drainage�patterns�as�a�result�
of� directly� altering� flow� patterns,� or� placing� structures� in� a� floodway,� all� of� which� could� yield�
increased�amounts�of�stormwater�runoff.�The�construction�activities�associated�with�RTP�projects,�
such� as� road� widening,� interchange� reconstruction,� railway� crossings,� and� other� projects� that�
convert� permeable� surfaces� or� install� permanent� structures� would� require� stormwater� drainage�
management�measures�to�avoid�flooding�impacts.�The�existing�storm�drainage�network�in�Shasta�
County�may�not�have�sufficient�capacity� to�convey�the�additional� runoff� from�the� individual�RTP�
projects.� If� the� storm� drainage� network� is� not� appropriately� designed� it� could� be� overwhelmed�
during�a�large�storm�event�and�result�in�flooding.�

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information� on� this� impact� at� this� planning� level� is� not� feasible.� As� previously� discussed,� the�
implementing� agency� would� be� also� be� required� to� obtain� permits� from� the� Army� Corps� of�
Engineers�and�the�Department�of�Fish�and�Game�if�any�work�is�performed�within�a�waterway.�Each�
RTP�project�will�also� include�detailed�project�specific� floodplain�and�drainage�studies� that�assess�
the� drainage� characteristics� and� flood� risks� so� that� an� appropriate� storm� drainage� plan� can� be�
prepared�to�control�storm�water�runoff,�both�during�and�after�construction.�The�drainage�plan�will�
ultimately� include� project� specific� best� management� measures� that� are� designed� to� allow� for�
natural� recharge� and� infiltration� of� stormwater.� Implementation� of� the� following� mitigation�
measures�would�ensure�that�the�RTP�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�from�these�issues.�

��������	���������

Mitigation�Measure� 3.9�2:� Prior� to� construction,� the� lead� agency� should� implement� source� and�
treatment�control�measures�contained�in�their�applicable�Stormwater�Management�Plans.�General�
site�design� control�measures� incorporated� into� the�project�design� can� include� conserving�natural�
areas,� protecting� slopes� and� channels,� and� minimizing� impervious� areas.� Treatment� control�
measures� may� include� use� of� vegetated� swales� and� buffers,� detention� basins,� wet� ponds,� or�
constructed� wetlands,� infiltration� basins,� and� other� measures.� Selection� and� implementation� of�
these� measures� should� occur� on� a� project�by�project� basis� depending� on� project� size� and�
stormwater�treatment�needs.�
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Impact�3.9.4�Otherwise�substantially�degrade�water�quality.�(less�than�
significant�with�mitigation)�
Water� Quality� Impacts� from� Discharges� to� 303(d)� Listed�Water� Bodies:� Section� 303(d)� of� the�
federal� Clean� Water� Act� requires� States� to� identify� waters� that� do� not� meet� water� quality�
standards�or�objectives�and�thus,�are�considered�"impaired."�Once�listed,�Section�303(d)�mandates�
prioritization� and� development� of� a� Total�Maximum�Daily� Load� (TMDL).�The� TMDL� is�a� tool� that�
establishes�the�allowable�loadings�or�other�quantifiable�parameters�for�a�waterbody�and�thereby�
the� basis� for� the� States� to� establish� water� quality�based� controls.� The� purpose� of� TMDLs� is� to�
ensure�that�beneficial�uses�are�restored�and�that�water�quality�objectives�are�achieved.�

Fourteen�waterbodies�in�the�study�area,�including�major�rivers,�creeks,�and�tributaries�have�been�
identified�under�Clean�Water�Act�Section�303(d)�as�being� impaired�by�a�variety�of� contaminants�
including:� mercury,� zinc,� cadmium,� copper,� acid� mine� drainage,� lead,� fecal� coliform,� and� a� few�
pollution�sources�that�are�not�currently�known.��

Under� the� CWA� listing,� these� water� bodies� have� no� remaining� assimilative� capacity� or� ability� to�
accommodate�additional�quantities�of�these�contaminants,�irrespective�of�concentration.�Projects�
are�required�to�comply�with�requirements�of�approved�TMDLs,�as�regulated� in�the�region�by�the�
Central� Valley� RWQCB� through� issuance� of� Waste� Discharge� Requirements� and� NPDES� permit�
amendments.�

There�are� fourteen�Section�303(d)� listed� impaired�water�bodies�within�six�watersheds� located� in�
Shasta�County.�The�impaired�water�bodies�are�located�within�the�Trinity�(two�impaired),�Lower�Pit�
(one� impaired),� Sacramento� Headwaters� (three� impaired),� Sacramento�lower� Cow�Lower� Clear�
(two�impaired),�Lower�Cottonwood�(two�impaired),�Sacramento�Upper�Clear�(three�impaired),�and�
Upper�Cow�Battle� (four� impaired)�hydrologic�areas.�The�pollution�sources� include:�mercury,�zinc,�
cadmium,� copper,� acid� mine� drainage,� lead,� fecal� coliform,� and� a� few� pollution� sources� that� are�
not�currently�known.�These�constituents�originate�from�a�variety�of�sources,�but�generally�include�
agricultural� activities,� such� as� irrigation� runoff,� and� urban� non�point� sources� of� runoff� from�
landscaping,� rooftops,� trash,�and� illicit�dumping.�Table�3.9�3�provides�a� list�of� the�Section�303(d)�
impaired�water�bodies.�

Based� upon� the� general� planning� nature� of� the� RTP,� development� of� detailed,� site�specific�
information� on� this� impact� at� this� planning� level� is� not� feasible.� However,� previous� mitigation�
measures� provide� for� the� requirement� of� each� RTP� project� to� include� a� detailed� project� specific�
drainage�plan�and�a�Storm�Water�Pollution�Prevention�Plan�(SWPPP)�that�will�control�storm�water�
runoff� and� erosion,� both� during� and� after� construction.� If� the� project� involves� the� discharge� of�
dewatering� into� surface� waters� the� implementing� agency� will� need� to� acquire� a� Dewatering�
Permit,� NPDES� permit� and� Waste� Discharge� permit� from� the� RWQCB.� Implementation� of� the�
mitigation�measures�that�were�presented�in�Section�3.6�Geology�and�previously�within�this�Section�
would�ensure�that�the�RTP�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�from�these�issues.�
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Impact�3.9.5�Place�housing�within�a�100�year�flood�hazard�area�as�
mapped�on�a�federal�Flood�Hazard�Boundary�or�Flood�Insurance�Rate�Map�
or�other�flood�hazard�delineation�map.�(less�than�significant)�
Implementation� of� the� individual� RTP� projects� would� not� place� housing� within� a� 100�year� flood�
hazard�area.�Therefore,�implementation�of�the�proposed�project�would�have�a�less�than�significant�
impact�on�this�environmental�issue.�

Impact�3.9.6�Place�within�a�100�year�flood�hazard�area�structures�which�
would�impede�or�redirect�flood�flows.�(less�than�significant�with�
mitigation)�
Some� of� the� RTP� projects� would� result� in� the� construction� or� modification� of� transportation�
facilities,�such�as�bridges,�within�the�100�year�flood�zone,�thus�increasing�the�potential�to�obstruct�
or� exacerbate� floodwaters.� The� construction� of� projects� involving� support� structures� in� the�
floodway� could� obstruct� floodwaters� at� some� locations.� Placement� of� structures� within� a�
floodplain�can�displace�floodwaters�and�alter�the�base�flood�elevations� in�the�surrounding�areas.�
Structures�can�form�a�backwater�effect,�resulting�in�increases�in�the�flood�elevation�level�upstream�
and� in� neighboring� areas.� Likewise,� floodwater� can� cause� scour� effects,� resulting� in� erosion� and�
sedimentation�problems�downstream�from�structures.�Drainage�areas�could�be�altered�by�highway�
corridors,� in�which� floodwaters�could�be�detained�by�medians�and�along�the�roadside.�Proposed�
bridge� supports� could� block� debris� in� waterways,� creating� obstructions� and� further� elevating�
upstream�flood�levels.�

As�described�in�the�setting�section,�numerous�federal,�state,�and�local�agencies�are�responsible�for�
maintaining� flood� protection� features� in� Shasta� County,� including� US� Army� Corps� of� Engineers�
(USACE),�Department�of�Water�Resources�(DWR),�Central�Valley�Flood�Protection�Board�(CVFPB),�
and� Department� of� Fish� and� Game� (CDFG)� at� the� federal� and� state� level,� as� well� as� local�
reclamation�districts�and�flood�control�agencies.�A�floodplain�risk�assessment�would�be�prepared�
for�any�RTP�project�that�is�located�within�a�100�year�floodplain.�The�RTP�project�would�be�designed�
to�a�floodplain�standard,�which�would�restore�and�preserve�the�natural�and�beneficial� floodplain�
values,�and�maintain�consistency�with�the�standards�and�criteria�of�regulations� imposed�by�state�
and�federal�agencies.�Additionally,� the� implementing�agency�would�obtain�the�necessary�permits�
from� the� USACE,� DWR,� CVFPB,� and� the� CDFG� prior� to� construction.� Implementation� of� the� RTP�
would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact.�

Impact�3.9.7�Expose�people�or�structures�to�a�significant�risk�of�loss,�
injury�or�death�involving�flooding,�including�flooding�as�a�result�of�the�
failure�of�a�levee�or�dam,�seiche,�tsunami,�or�mudflow.�(less�than�
significant)�
Significant�precipitation,�major� storm�events,�and/or� seismic�activity�have� the�potential� to�cause�
levee�or�dam�failure�within�Shasta�County.�Despite�the�potential,�the�risk�of�dam�failure�inundating�
portions�of�the�County�is�considered�low�due�to�the�fact�that�they�are�regulated�by�the�California�
Dam�Safety�Act,�which�is�implemented�by�the�California�Department�of�Water�Resources,�Division�
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of�Safety�of�Dams�(DSD).� �The�DSD� is� responsible� for� inspecting�and�monitoring�these�dams.�The�
Act� also� requires� that� dam� owners� submit� to� the� California� Office� of� Emergency� Services�
inundation�maps�for�dams�that�would�cause�significant�loss�of�life�or�personal�injury�as�a�result�of�
dam� failure.� � The� County� Office� of� Emergency� Services� is� responsible� for� developing� and�
implementing�a�Dam�Failure�Plan�that�designates�evacuation�plans,� the�direction�of� floodwaters,�
and�provides�emergency�information.�The�Lake�Britton�Bridge�improvement�is�the�only�RTP�project�
that� will� result� in� construction� activities� on� the� facilities� that� are� regulated� by� the� DSD.� The�
implementing�agency�will�be�required�to�engage�DSD�during�the�entire�project�to�ensure�that�the�
project� incorporates� the� appropriate� design� measures.� Implementation� of� the� proposed� project�
would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�from�these�issues.�
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This�section�describes� the�existing� land�uses� in�Shasta�County�and� its� incorporated�communities,�
describes�the�land�use�regulations�for�each�jurisdiction,�and�evaluates�the�environmental�effects�of�
implementation� of� the� 2010� RTP.� � No� Notice� of� Preparation� comments� regarding� land� use� and�
population�were�received.�Information�in�this�section�is�derived�primarily�from�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�General�Plan�(September�2004)�

� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)�

� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�2007�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�

� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�

1=��=���	
���	�	���������	��

�;����	������������	
���	�	��

Shasta�County�is�located�at�the�convergence�of�the�northern�Sacramento�Valley�with�the�Klamath�
and�Coastal�Mountain�Ranges�to�the�northwest�and�west,�and�the�Cascade�Mountain�Range�to�the�
northeast�and�east.���Shasta�County�is�150�miles�from�Sacramento,�its�largest�urbanized�neighbor,�
and�110�miles�south�of�the�Oregon�border.���

Elevations� in� the�valley�portion�of�Shasta�County� range�between�400�and�700� feet.�The�Cascade�
Range�divides�the�Central�or�Sacramento�Valley�region�of�the�County�from�the�Modoc�Plateau�(Fall�
River� Valley)� situated� in� its� northeast� corner� at� an� elevation� of� approximately� 3,300� feet.��
Elevations�in�Shasta�County�increase�to�more�than�10,000�feet�at�Lassen�National�Park.�

Based�on�2000�U.�S.�Census�information,�approximately�84�percent�of�the�County's�population�lives�
in� the� Sacramento� Valley� area� of� the� County� in� a� north�south� band� of� urban� and� suburban�
communities�that�include�the�City�of�Shasta�Lake�and�the�other�incorporated�cities�of�Redding�and�
Anderson,� and� the� unincorporated� community� of� Cottonwood.� Around� this� urban� and� suburban�
core� are� several� smaller� communities� including� Mountain� Gate,� Jones� Valley,� Bella� Vista,� Palo�
Cedro,�Happy�Valley,�Centerville,�and�the�Shasta/Keswick�area.�

Urban� levels� of� development� in� Shasta� County,� including� the� incorporated� cities� of� Anderson,�
Shasta� Lake,� and� Redding,� are� concentrated� in� the� Sacramento� River� Valley� area� of� the� county�
along� the� transportation� corridor� provided� by� Interstate� 5,� Highway� 273,� and� the� Union� Pacific�
Railroad.� The� unincorporated� community� of� Cottonwood,� located� south� of� Anderson,� is� also�
characterized�by�residential�and�commercial�development�at�urban�densities.����

Adjacent� the� urban� corridor� in� the� Sacramento� Valley� portion� of� the� County,� the� development�
pattern�is�characterized�by�rural�communities�,�including�Mountain�Gate,�Jones�Valley,�Bella�Vista,�
Palo� Cedro,� Happy� Valley,� Centerville,� and� the� Shasta/Keswick,� which� are� generally� served� by�
community� water� and/or� sewer� districts.� On� either� side� of� the� Sacramento� River� Valley,�
development� in� the� upland� areas� takes� the� form� of� agriculture,� grazing,� and� timber� operations,�
with�small�rural�community�centers�and�individual�homesites�dispersed�throughout.�Many�of�the�
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small� rural� communities� have� their� origins� in� the� early� settlement� of� Shasta� County.� North� of�
Shasta� Lake,� several� resort�and� retirement� communities�are� located�along� the�Sacramento�River�
Canyon.� � The� urban� core� and� adjacent� rural� development� along� the� Sacramento� Valley� corridor�
accounted�for�approximately�84�percent�of�the�County’s�population�in�2000.���

The�Burney�Creek,�Hat�Creek,�and�Fall�River�Valleys�are�located�in�the�mountains�of�eastern�Shasta�
County,�northeast�of�the�Sacramento�Valley�beyond�Hatchet�Mountain�Pass.�This�area�is�traversed�
by�State�Highway�299,�which�runs�from�the�southwest�to�the�northeast.� � In�2000,�approximately�
five� percent� of� the� County’s� population� lived� in� this� area.� � The� unincorporated� communities� of�
Burney/Johnson� Park,� Fall� River� Mills/McArthur,� Cassel,� and� Hat� Creek,� are� located� along� this�
highway�corridor.�Outside�of�these�communities,�agricultural�and�timberlands�are�the�predominant�
land� uses,� along� with� outdoor� recreation.� Small� rural� community� centers� are� located� along� Hat�
Creek.��

In� Shasta� County,� approximately� 29,328� acres,� 2� percent� of� the� County’s� land� area,� are�
incorporated� lands� and� the� remaining� 1,376,954� acres� are� unincorporated� lands.� � In� the�
unincorporated� area,� approximately� 45,500� acres� (3.2� percent)� are� developed� (Shasta� County�
General�Plan,�2004).�Figure�3.10�1�provides�an�illustration�of�the�land�uses�within�the�County.��

Political�Jurisdictions�

SHASTA�COUNTY�
The� County� of� Shasta� governs� all� land� outside� the� city� limits� of� Anderson,� Redding,� and� Shasta�
Lake.�Much�of�the�population�within�the�county�lies�in�the�south�central,�non�mountainous�portion�
of�Shasta�County,�which�is�usually�referred�to�as�the�South�Central�Region�(SCR).�The�SCR�contains�
about� 335� square� miles� or� about� 8.8� percent� of� the� county’s� area,� yet� it� is� home� to� about� 85�
percent�of�the�county’s�total�population.�Within�the�SCR�the�town�centers�of�Cottonwood�and�Palo�
Cedro�are�governed�by�the�County.�Outside�of�the�SCR,�there�are�two�more�town�centers�located�in�
Burney/Johnson�Park�and�Fall�River�Mills/McArthur,�which�are�both� located� in� the�mountains�of�
northeastern� Shasta� County.� � Urban� development� in� Shasta� County� has� traditionally� been�
concentrated�in�the�urban�areas�formed�by�the�county’s�three�incorporated�communities,�Redding,�
Anderson,�and�Shasta�Lake.���

CITY�OF�ANDERSON�
Anderson�is�located�in�south�Shasta�County�along�the�Sacramento�River.�It�is�characterized�by�the�
Sacramento� Valley� landscape� that� rises� in� the� west� into� rolling� foothills.� Anderson� began� as� an�
unincorporated� rural� settlement� with� the� introduction� of� the� railroad� in� 1872� and� gradually�
urbanized.� Land� in� the� city� is� primarily� former� agricultural� land� that� has� been� developed� with�
residential,�commercial�and�industrial�uses.�The�Sacramento�River,�Anderson�Creek,�other�streams�
and�man�made�canals�and�waterways�traverse�the�area.��
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CITY�OF�REDDING�
The� City� of� Redding� is� located� in� south�central� Shasta� County� at� the� far� north� end� of� the�
Sacramento�Valley�where�the�valley�meets�the�foothills�of�the�Cascade�mountain�range.�Redding�is�
surrounded�by�mountains�to�the�west,�north,�and�east.�The��Sacramento�River�flows�through�the�
City� in� a� general� north�south� direction.� Redding� was� founded� in� 1872� and� incorporated� in� 1887�
with�the�introduction�of�the�railroad.�The�primary�industries�include�retail�trade,�construction,�and�
tourism,� and� lumber.� Interstate� 5� and� State� Routes� 299,� 273,� and� 44� pass� through� Redding,�
connecting�the�City�with�the�California�coast,�Oregon,�Nevada,�and�Central�California.��

CITY�OF�SHASTA�LAKE�
The�City�of�Shasta�Lake�is�located�in�central�Shasta�County�in�the�foothills�of�the�Cascade�mountain�
range.�The�City�of�Shasta�Lake�is�located�just�north�of�Redding�and�just�south�of�the�largest�man�
made� reservoir� in� northern� California��Shasta� Lake.� The� region� is� characterized� by� mountains� to�
the� west,� north,� and� east.� The� area� began� settlement� in� 1937� with� the� announcement� by� the�
federal�government�that�a�large�concrete�dam�would�be�constructed�in�Shasta�County.�Three�small�
communities�emerged�within�the�area:�Summit�City,�Project�City,�and�Central�Valley.�The�residents�
of�these�three�communities�voted�in�1993�to�incorporate�into�what�is�now�the�City�of�Shasta�Lake.��

PIT�RIVER�TRIBE�
The� Pit� River� Tribe,� also� known� as� the� Achomawi,� are� eleven� autonomous� bands:� Ajumawi,�
Atsugewi,�Atwamsini,�Illmawi,�Astarawi,�Hammawi,�Hewisedawi,�Itsatawi,�Aporige,�Kosealekte,�and�
Madesi.�These�bands�reside�in�a�100�square�mile�area�within�Shasta,�Siskiyou,�Modoc,�and�Lassen�
Counties.��The�Pit�River�Tribe�was�federally�recognized�in�1976.�Today�the�Pit�River�Tribe�operates�a�
Day�Care�center,�environmental�program,�and�Housing�Authority�through�Government�grants�and�
has�developed�community�housing�projects�including�housing�for�low�income�families�and�elders.�
The�Tribe�also�operates�the�Pit�River�Casino�located�in�Burney,�California.�

REDDING�RANCHERIA�
The�Bureau�of�Indian�Affairs�purchased�the�land�that�is�now�considered�the�Redding�Rancheria�in�
1922�to�provide�a�place�for�homeless�Indians�to�camp�and�live.�The�Rancheria�was�unique�because�
it� included� Indians� from� Pit�River,� Wintu� and� Yana� descent.� In� 1959,� the� Redding� Rancheria� was�
terminated�by�an�act�of�congress�and�the�people�were�no�longer�recognized�as�Indians.�In�1983�the�
Redding�Rancheria�and�17�other�tribes�were�restored�as�federally�recognized�Indian�tribes.�In�1987�
the�tribe�formally�adopted�its�Constitution�and�to�it�is�structured�with�a�Tribal�Government,�Tribal�
Court,�RREDCO,�and�the�Win�River�Casino.��

���������	/������	�/�������	�/��	��������������������

The�RTP�includes�various�statistical�projections�for�the�region�to�aid�in�regional�planning�issues.�The�
population�and�employment�projections�for�the�region�are�shown�in�Tables�3.10�1�through�3.10�3.��
While� these� projections� may� be� referenced� by� jurisdictions� updating� their� general� plans,� the�
projections� may� differ� from� individual� jurisdiction� general� plan� buildout� estimates.� These�
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projections�represent�regional�growth�as�a�whole�based�on�trends,�and�are�useful� in�considering�
the�cumulative�buildout�scenario�of�the�region.��

Population�
It�is�anticipated�that�Shasta�County�and�the�incorporated�communities�in�the�county�would�grow�at�
rates� governed� by� market� influences� (the� demand� for� housing� as� influenced� by� interest� rates,�
employment�rates,�etc)�as�regulated�by�adopted�general�plans�and�local�regulations�regardless�of�
approval�of�the�2010�RTP.��Table�3.10�1�provides�the�population�estimates�from�2000�2009.��

TABLE�3.10�1:��POPULATION�ESTIMATES�FOR�MAJOR�JURISDICTIONS�AND�SUBAREAS�IN�SHASTA�CO.���

JURISDICTION�OR�AREA� 2000�US�CENSUS�
2009�E�1�DEPT�OF�

FINANCE�ESTIMATE�
PERCENTAGE�CHANGE�

2000�2009�

�!�!&�"9���)(9"*$(�� 11/�4�/03�� 1�/���/0�4� �1=�W�

��� !���"#$!%�!"!�)� �01/�-0� ��1/��1� ��=�W�

��� !���"#$!%�
#$($,"*+"*�!&.�

-3/10�� 4�/���� 1�=�W�

��� !���*>�$(G&.��*&�� ��-/�04� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

�(!%�"9��&..($'� ��/�0-� ��/���� ��=3W�

�(!%�"9��$.&* "$� �/���� ��40-� ��=1W�

�(!%�"9���� !����F&� �/���� ��/�4�� �3=�W�

6#*$&%� 1/��4� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

�"!!"$@"".� �/�0�� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

��($')&!"@$� �/���� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

The�population�in�the�RTP�area�is�expected�to�grow�from�191,722�in�2010�to�280,179�by�2030.��This�
represents�a�population�increase�of�approximately�46.1�percent.��Although�the�2010�RTP�does�not�
control� growth� directly,� it� does� provide� a� strategy� to� reduce� the� adverse� traffic� and� circulation�
effects,� including� demands� on� energy� and� air� quality� effects,� of� planned� growth.� Exhibit� 3.10�1�
provides�the�population�estimates�for�Shasta�County�from�1990�to�2040.��

EXHIBIT�3.10�:��POPULATION�ESTIMATES�IN�SHASTA�CO.�(1990�2040)�

�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

147,966 164,645 191,722 224,386
260,179

295,281

-

100,000

200,000

300,000

400,000

1990 2000 2010 2020 2030 2040

PO
PU

LA
TI

O
N

YEAR

SHASTA COUNTY POPULATION ESTIMATES 1990-2040  
PER DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE



1=�����	�������	�����������	� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�: ��� !���"#$!%���������� 1=��2-

�

HOUSING�

The� county� and� incorporated� communities� are� the� agencies� responsible� for� approving� housing�
projects;�the�2010�RTP�is�simply�a�regional�plan�for�infrastructure�that�does�not�provide�approval�of�
housing� projects.� The� land� use� characteristics� for� each� of� the� agencies� responsible� for�
development�approvals�is�presented�below.�Table�3.10�2�provides�a�breakdown�of�the�housing�in�
each�community.���

TABLE�3.10�2:��SHASTA�COUNTY�HOUSING�BY�HOUSING�TYPE�(CITIES�AND�UNINCORPORATED�AREA)���2009�

JURISDICTION� SINGLE�FAMILY� MULTIFAMILY� MOBILE�HOME� TOTAL�
PERCENT�

VACANT�

�$.&* "$� �/���� �/���� �4�� 3/���� -=4��

�&..($'� �0/�1�� �/3��� �/0��� 1�/�1�� -=�1�

��� !����F&� 1/310� 10�� 3�3� 3/���� �=�3�

�$($,"*+"*�!&.��*&�� ��/���� 0��� �/�4�� 1�/4��� ��=11�

�"!�)� -3/-�4� ��/0-�� ��/1-1� 44/0��� 4=4��

SOURCE:��CALIFORNIA�DEPARTMENT�OF�FINANCE,�2009�

ANDERSON�
The�City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�allows�for�residential�densities�of�up�to�20�units�per�acre.��The�
overall�residential�density�in�the�developed�portion�of�Anderson�is�slightly�higher�than�in�Redding�
with�an�average�five�to�six�dwelling�units�per�acre.��The�commercial�and�industrial�land�uses�are�not�
centralized,� in� part� because� State� Route� 273� bisects� the� city.� � The� central� business� district� is�
experiencing�high�vacancy�due�to�construction�of�commercial�centers�in�other�parts�of�Anderson.�

REDDING�
Redding,� the�urban�center�of�Shasta�County,� features�a�wide� range�of� residential�densities.� �The�
Redding� General� Plan� provides� opportunities� in� select� areas� for� high�density� residential�
development,� including� no� limit� on� residential� density� in� the� downtown� core� area.� � Other� areas�
allow�up�to�20�30�units�per�acre.��However,�recent�development�trends�have�led�to�construction�of�
residential�units�at�lower�than�the�allowed�maximum�densities.��This�has�resulted�in�a�low�overall�
residential�density�of� three�to� four�dwelling�units�per�acre�within� the�developed�areas.� �Redding�
has�also�become�decentralized,�leaving�a�smaller�portion�of�retail�business�in�the�downtown�area.��

SHASTA�LAKE�
The� City� of� Shasta� Lake� also� supports� denser� overall� residential� development� than� Redding,� but�
lacks� enough� commercial� and� service� uses� to� compete� with� the� draw� from� Redding's� plentiful�
shopping�and�service�opportunities.��Shasta�Lake�is�currently�in�the�process�of�creating�additional�
commercial�opportunities�through�its�redevelopment�plans�near�Interstate�5.��

SHASTA�COUNTY�
The�unincorporated�portion�of�the�county�is�subject�to�the�provisions�of�the�Shasta�County�General�
Plan.� � This� plan� features� a� wide� range� of� land� uses.� � Large� portions� of� the� outlying� areas� of� the�
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county�are�designated�for�resource�uses�including�open�space,�timber,�and�agriculture.��Residential�
uses�are�incidental�to�the�primary�resource�use�of�the�land�and�feature�extremely�low�residential�
densities.� � Rural� residential� uses� featuring� densities� of� one� dwelling� unit� per� two� to� five� acres�
occupy� approximately� 99,000� acres� out� of� a� total� of� 186,000� acres� in� the� entire� South� Central�
Region.��The�purpose�of�planning�low�density�rural�residential�areas�is�to�focus�growth�in�the�rural�
community� centers� and� the� cities� where� urban� services� are� available.� � Suburban� residential�
densities�of�up�to�three�dwelling�units�per�acre�are�located�next�to�the�boundaries�of�the�cities�and�
in�some�unincorporated�community�centers.��Urban�residential�densities�of�up�to�16�dwelling�units�
per�acre�are�found�primarily�in�the�unincorporated�communities�of�Cottonwood�and�Burney�where�
supporting�sewer�and�water�service�is�available.��Other�rural�community�centers�feature�mixed�use�
designations�that�allow�up�to�one�residential�unit�per�acre�along�with�certain�commercial�uses.�

Employment�
Shasta�County's�economic�base�has�a�number�of�major�components:� � tourism,�agriculture,� forest�
products,� government,� healthcare,� education� and� retail� trade.� � Retail� trade� has� received�
considerable�impetus�from�the�recent�development�of�several�major�retail�centers.��Transportation�
of� goods� to� distant� markets� is� also� an� important� component� of� the� region's� economy.� Over� the�
years,� Shasta� County� has� seen� a� steady� increase� in� taxable� sales.� � The� City� of� Redding� is�
experiencing�most�of�the�economic�growth�due�to�its�role�as�the�goods�and�employment�center�for�
the�region.� �The�current� recession�has�altered�this� trend,�with�sales� taxes�declining�over� the� last�
few�years.�Tables�3.10�3�through�3.10�5�provide�a�breakdown�of�the�employment�statistics�within�
Shasta�County.��

The�County’s� labor� force� in�year�2030� is�projected�to�be�about�111,000,�of�which�about�103,800�
are� projected� to� be� employed� residents.� � Shasta� County� has� less� than� 50%� of� the� statewide�
average� of� manufacturing� and� information� industry.� � The� ratio� of� employed� residents� to� Shasta�
County�jobs�is�projected�to�remain�essentially�constant�over�the�20�years,�with�local�jobs�projected�
to�rise�from�about�76,017�in�2010�to�103,800�by�2030.��This�represents�an�employment�increase�of�
approximately�36.5�percent.�The�distribution�of�jobs�by�industry�is�projected�to�continue�to�be�in�
the�service�sector.��Retail�employment�is�about�25%�higher�than�the�statewide�average.��Its�share�
of�overall�employment�will�continue�to�increase.��
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TABLE�3.10�3:��REGION�TO�STATE�PROFILE�OF�SELECTED�EMPLOYMENT�CHARACTERISTICS�PER�2000�CENSUS�
INDUSTRY� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�

�'*(,#)!#*&/�9"*& !*%/�9( �($'��$.��#$!($'��$.�
8($($'�

�=�W� �=-W� 1�=0W�

�"$ !*#,!("$� 0=�W� 4=3W� ��=3W�

�$#9�,!#*($'� �1=�W� 0=3W� 2-�=�W�

7�")& �)&�!*�.&� 3=�W� 1=�W� 2�0=�W�

�&!�()�!*�.&� ��=�W� �3=�W� �-=�W�

�*�$ +"*!�!("$��$.�@�*&�"# ($'/��$.�#!()(!(& � 3=4W� -=4W� ��=1W�

�$9"*8�!("$� 1=�W� �=�W� 23�=4W�

�($�$,&/�($ #*�$,&/�*&�)�& !�!&/��$.�*&$!�)��$.�
)&� ($'�

0=�W� -=�W� 2�3=0W�

�*"9&  ("$�)/� ,(&$!(9(,/�8�$�'&8&$!�
�.8($( !*�!(5&/��$.�@� !&�8�$�'&8&$!� &*5(,& �

��=0W� 4=4W� 211=0W�

�.#,�!("$�)/��&�)!���$.� ",(�)� &*5(,& � ��=-W� �3=4W� 11=-W�

�*! /�&$!&*!�($8&$!/�*&,*&�!("$/��,,"88".�!("$�
�$.�9"".� &*5(,& �

�=�W� �=-W� �-=�W�

�!�&*��&*5(,& � -=�W� 0=�W� �-=3W�

�#>)(,��.8($( !*�!("$� 3=-W� -=�W� ��=�W�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

TABLE�3.10�4:��REGION�TO�STATE�PROFILE�OF�SELECTED�EMPLOYMENT�CHARACTERISTICS�PER�2000�CENSUS�
CLASS�OF�WORKER� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

TABLE�3.10�5:��REGION�TO�STATE�PROFILE�OF�SELECTED�EMPLOYMENT�CHARACTERISTICS�PER�2000�CENSUS�
OCCUPATION� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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Other�Demographics�
Table�3.10�6�through�3.10�11�provides�a�variety�of�statistics�that�are�based�on�the�2000�US�Census,�
including:� age� distribution,� household� income,� number� of� vehicles� per� household,� and� selected�
characteristics�of�the�state�compared�to�the�region�and�locality.��

TABLE�3.10�6:�AGE�DISTRIBUTION�

AGE� AMOUNT� PERCENTAGE�

�$.&*��0� 14/131� ��=�4W�

�02��� ��/���� 4=��W�

��2�3� 0/41�� 3=��W�

�-233� 3�/���� �-=�3W�

3-203� 3�/��0� �-=1�W�

0-X� �3/400� �-=�4W�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

TABLE�3.10�7:�HOUSEHOLD�INCOME�IN�1999�

BY�INCOME�GROUP�($)� AMOUNT� PERCENTAGE�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

TABLE�3.10�8:�NUMBER�OF�VEHICLES�PER�HOUSEHOLD�(HH)�

NUMBER� HH’S� PERCENTAGE�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�
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TABLE�3.10�9:�REGION�TO�STATE�PROFILE�OF�SELECTED�CHARACTERISTICS�

SELECTED�CHARACTERISTICS� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�
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At�the�federal�and�state� levels,�a�number�of�agencies,� including�the�BLM,�USFWS,�USACOE,�USDA�
Natural� Resource� Conservation� Service,� Caltrans,� CDFG,� Calif.� Department� of� Forestry� and� Fire�
Protection,� and� Calif.� Department� of� Conservation,� all� participate� in� land� use� and� planning� as� a�
regulatory� agency� responsible� for� certain� permitting� � or� approval� requirements.� � Land� use�
designations� and� policies� are� regulated� at� the� local� level� by� Shasta� County� and� the� incorporated�
communities,�as�described�below.�

Department�of�Transportation�Act���Section�4(f)�
The� Department� of� Transportation� Act� of� 1966,� which� was� previously� discussed� in� the� Biological�
Resources� section� of� this� EIR,� is� set� forth� in� Title� 49� United� States� Code� (U.S.C.).� � This� law�
established� that� it� is� the� policy� of� the� United� States� Government� to� make� a� special� effort� to�
preserve�the�natural�beauty�of�the�countryside�and�public�parks�and�recreation�lands,�wildlife�and�
waterfowl�refuges,�and�historic�sites.�The�Secretary�of�Transportation�may�approve�a�transportation�
program�or�project�that�requires�the�use�of�publicly�owned�land�of�a�public�park,�recreation�area,�or�
wildlife� and� waterfowl� refuge� of� national,� state,� or� local� significance,� or� land� of� a� historic� site� of�
national,�state,�or�local�significance�only�if:�a)�There�is�no�prudent�and�feasible�alternative�to�using�
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that� land;�and�b)�The�program�or�project� includes� all�possible�planning� to�minimize�harm� to� the�
park,�recreation�area,�wildlife�and�waterfowl�refuge,�or�historic�site�resulting�from�the�use.�

California�Department�of�Transportation�
The�jurisdiction�of�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�includes�right�of�ways�of�
state�and�interstate�routes�within�California.�Any�work�within�the�right�of�way�of�a�federal�or�state�
transportation� corridor� is� subject� to� Caltrans'� regulations� governing� allowable� actions� and�
modifications� to� the� right�of�way.� Caltrans� issues� permits� to� encroach� on� land� within� their�
jurisdiction� to� ensure� encroachment� is� compatible� with� the� primary� uses� of� the� State� Highway�
System,� to� ensure� safety,� and� to� protect� the� State's� investment� in� the� highway� facility.� The�
encroachment�permit�requirement�applies�to�persons,�corporations,�cities,�counties,�utilities,�and�
other�government�agencies.�

�������

At�the�local� levels,�a�number�of�agencies,� including�the�Local�Area�Formation�Commission,�Shasta�
County� Airport� Land� Use� Commission,� Shasta� County� Regional� Transportation� Planning� Agency,�
Shasta�County,�City�of�Anderson,�City�of�Redding,�and�City�of�Shasta�Lake,�all�participate�in�land�use�
and�planning,�typically�as�a�lead�agency�with�the�discretionary�approval�authority.���

Local�Area�Formation�Commission�
The�Shasta�Local�Agency�Formation�Commission�(LAFCO)�is�a�legislatively�established�commission�
responsible� for� coordinating� logical� and� timely� changes� in� local� governmental� boundaries,�
conducting�special�studies�that�review�ways�to�reorganize,�simplify,�and�streamline�governmental�
structure,�and�preparing�a�sphere�of�influence�for�each�city�and�special�district�within�each�county.�
LAFCO�is�directed�to�see�that�services�are�provided�efficiently�and�economically�while�agricultural�
and�open�space�lands�are�protected.�

Redding�Municipal�Airport�Specific�Plan��
The�Redding�Municipal�Airport�Specific�Plan,�adopted�by�the�Cities�of�Redding�and�Anderson�and�
Shasta� County,� is� the� official� land� use� planning� document� governing� land� use� activities� in� the�
RMASP.�The�General�Plans�of�Shasta�County�and�the� incorporated�cities�must�be�consistent�with�
this�specific�plan�to�ensure�that�land�use�in�adjacent�jurisdictions�do�not�allow�land�uses�that�could�
pose� a� significant� threat� to� operations� at� the� airport� or� that� public� health� and� safety� might�
somehow�be�jeopardized�by�uses�allowed�too�close�to�airport�operations.��

Shasta�County�General�Plan�
The�Shasta�County�General�Plan�was�updated�in�2004.��The�Community�Organization�chapter�of�the�
General�Plan�identifies�the�following�objectives�related�to�land�use:�

� To� promote� a� development� pattern� which� will� accommodate,� consistent� with� the�
other�objectives�of�the�Plan,�the�growth�which�will�be�experienced�by�Shasta�County�
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during�the�planning�period�(2005�2025),�and/or�such�periods�as�may�be�extended�by�
future�revisions�of�the�Plan.�

� To� guide� development� in� a� pattern� that� will� provide� opportunities� for� present� and�
future� County� residents� to� enjoy� the� variety� of� living� environments� which� currently�
exist�within�the�County,�including:��

o Incorporated� communities� served� by� the� full� range� of� urban� services,�
unincorporated�communities�served�by�most�but�not�all�urban�services.��

o Unincorporated� rural� communities� provided� with� very� limited� or� no� urban�
services.�

o Rural�homesites�located�outside�of�community�centers�on�relatively�large�lots�
or� in� clustered� development� accompanied� by� open� space� areas� within� the�
project� provided� that� the� clustering� does� not� create� an� adverse� impact� on�
neighboring�properties.�

� To� guide� development� in� a� pattern� that� will� respect� the� natural� resource� values� of�
County�lands�and�their�contributions�to�the�County's�economic�base.�

� To� guide� development� in� a� pattern� that� will� minimize� land� use� conflicts� between�
adjacent�land�users.��

� To�guide�development�in�a�pattern�that�will�establish�an�acceptable�balance�between�
public�facility�and�service�costs�and�public�revenues�derived�from�new�development.��

� To�fashion�a�development�pattern�whose�implementation�mechanisms�such�as�zoning,�
subdivision,�and�other�regulations,�explicitly�define�a�relationship�between�public�and�
private� expectations� and� responsibilities� concerning� land� use� that� is� based� on� the�
following�principles:�

o Public� programs� shall� recognize� both� the� expectations� of� individual� property�
owners�to�be�able�to�use� their� lands�as�they�desire,�and�the�responsibility�of�
government� to� provide� a� regulatory� climate� which� does� not� impede�
reasonable�private�expectations.�

o Property� owners� shall� recognize� public� programs� emphasizing� that� land� be�
used� in� a� responsible� manner� that� does� not� adversely� affect� either� adjacent�
property� owners,� the� County's� fiscal� ability� to� provide� services,� or� the�
community�values�of�the�citizens�of�Shasta�County.�

o A� workable� relationship� between� public� and� private� land� use� expectations�
must�be�achieved�in�order�for�each�to�be�well�served.�

o Periodic� review� of� the� relationship� between� public� and� private� land� use�
expectations�is�necessary�to�reflect�changing�community�values.�

� To� recognize� that� the� major� economic� resources� for� achieving� the� development�
pattern� will� come� from� the� private� sector,� rather� than� government,� and� that� the�
General� Plan,� as� the� expression� of� community� values,� will� guide� the� use� of� these�
resources.�

The� Community� Organization� chapter� of� the� Shasta� County� General� Plan� identifies� 14� land� use�
designations�(Urban,�Suburban,�Rural�Residential�A,�Rural�Residential�B,�Existing�Residential,�Local�
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Convenience� Center,� Retail� Commercial,� Commercial/Light� Industrial,� Office� Commercial� or�
Business�Park,�Highway�Commercial,�Commercial�Recreational,�Mixed�Use,�General�Industrial,�and�
Light� Industrial).� � Applicable� principles� and� standards,� including� allowed� uses,� location�
requirements,�and� factors� to�be� considered� in� determining� the�appropriate� zoning�classification,�
are�provided�for�each�land�use�designation�in�the�Community�Organization�chapter�of�the�General�
Plan.��

City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�
The� City� of� Anderson� General� Plan� was� adopted� in� 2007� and� includes� the� following� objectives�
related�to�land�use�and�transportation�planning:��

� To� make� Anderson� a� "complete"� city� by� offering� a� full� range� of� goods,� services,� housing,�
employment�and�recreation�to�diminish�the�need�for�residents�to�go�elsewhere;�and�

� To� maintain� the� orderly� growth� and� stable� physical� development� of� the� City� of� Anderson�
while� enhancing� the� physical,� social,� economic� and� environmental� characteristics� of� the�
community;�and�ensure�the�continuance�of�the�City's�"small�town"�atmosphere.�

City�of�Redding�General�Plan�
The� City� of� Redding� General� Plan� was� adopted� in� 2000,� and� the� Housing� Element� was� updated�
2009.� � The� City� of� Redding� Community� Development� and� Design� Element� identifies� eight�
residential� land�use�categories�ranging�from�1�dwelling�unit�per� five�acres�and� larger�to�20�to�30�
dwelling�units�per�acre,�eight� commercial� land�use�categories� ranging� from� limited�office� to�s� to�
mixed� use� core� to� heavy� commercial,� two� industrial� land� use� classifications,� and� five� other�
classifications�to�address�public,�recreation�and�open�space�land�uses.��The�General�Plan�identifies�
a� holding� capacity� for� 85,138� dwelling� units� (210,292� persons)� and� 129,025� square� feet� of�
commercial/industrial� development.� � The� City’s� General� Plan� includes� the� following� objectives�
related�to�land�use:��

� Encourage� urban� growth� to� occur� within� the� city� and� provide� a� development� pattern� that�
establishes�an�orderly�urban�service�area;�

� Ensure�a�proper�balance�between�development�areas�and�the�natural�environment;�

� Promote�the�development�of�a�cohesive,�well�defined�city;�

� Maintain� existing� community� character� and� fabric� and� promote� the� development� of� livable�
and�cohesive�neighborhoods�and�districts;�

� Ensure� that� new� residential� development� is� well�located� and� well�designed� and� can�
accommodate�a�mixture�of�housing�types�and�uses;�

� Ensure�that�neighborhoods�are�attractive,�safe,�and�well�maintained;�

� Designate� retail� commercial� lands� in� appropriate� locations� to� meet� the� present� and� future�
needs�of�Redding's�residents�and�visitors�and�to�maintain�the�city's�economic�vitality;�

� Encourage�project�development�which�is�compatible�with�surrounding�properties�and�which�
improves�the�image�of�the�city;�and�
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� Improve� the� visual� attractiveness� of� the� city's� arterial� and� collector� streets;� improve�
pedestrian�safety.�

City�of�Shasta�Lake��
The� City� of� Shasta� Lake� General� Plan� includes� eight� elements,� adopted� in� 1999.� � At� the� time� of�
adoption,� the� City� encompassed� approximately� 6,942� acres� of� land� and� proposed� to� include� an�
additional�1,948�acres�(3�square�miles)�within�the�City�Sphere�of�Influence.�The�City’s�General�Plan�
includes�the�following�objectives�related�to�land�use:��

� LU�1� Promote� a� development� pattern� which� will� accommodate,� consistent� with� the� other�
objectives�of�the�Plan,�the�growth�which�will�be�experienced�by�City�of�Shasta�Lake�during�the�
planning�period�(1999�2020),�and�as�such�period�is�extended�by�future�revisions�of�the�Plan.�

� LU�2�Guide�development� in�a�pattern�that�will�provide�opportunities� for�present�and�future�
City� residents� to� enjoy� the� variety� of� living� environments,� which� currently� exist� within� the�
City,�which�are�served�by�the�full�range�of�urban�services.�

� LU�3�Guide�development�in�a�pattern�that�will�minimize�land�use�conflicts�between�adjacent�
land�users.�

� LU�4� Guide� development� in� a� pattern� that� will� establish� an� acceptable� balance� between�
public�facility�and�service�costs�and�public�revenues�derived�from�new�development.�

� LU�5� Fashion� a� development� pattern� whose� implementation� mechanisms� such� as� zoning,�
subdivision,�and�other�regulations,�explicitly�define�a�relationship�between�public�and�private�
expectations� and� responsibilities� concerning� land� use� that� is� based� on� the� following�
principles:�

o Public�programs�shall�recognize�both�the�expectations�of�individual�property�owners�to�be�
able� to� use� their� lands� as� they� desire� and� the� responsibility� of� government� to� provide� a�
regulatory�climate,�which�does�not�impede�reasonable�private�expectations.�

o Property� owners� shall� recognize� public� programs� emphasizing� that� land� be� used� in� a�
responsible�manner�that�does�not�adversely�affect�either�adjacent�property�owners�or�the�
community�values�of�the�citizens�of�the�City.�

� LU�6�To�recognize�that�the�major�economic�resources�for�achieving�the�development�pattern�
will�come�from�the�private�sector,�rather�than�government,�and�that�the�General�Plan,�as�the�
expression�of�community�values,�will�guide�the�use�of�these�resources.�

� LU�7�To�integrate�the�Central�Business�District�Plan�into�the�General�Plan.�

� LU�8�To�establish�a�sense�of�community�"village"�quality�and�character�throughout�the�City.�

� LU�9�To�improve�existing�neighborhood�aesthetics.�

Specific�and�Community�Plans��
The� county� or� the� incorporated� communities� may� also� provide� additional� specificity� in� land� use�
planning� beyond� that� identified� in� their� respective� General� Plans� by� developing� community� or�
specific�plans�for�smaller,�more�specific�areas�within�their�jurisdiction.�These�more�localized�plans�
provide�for�focused�guidance�for�developing�a�specific�area,�with�development�standards�tailored�
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to� the� area,� as� well� as� systematic� implementation� of� the� general� plan.� � Specific� and� community�
plans�are�required�to�be�consistent�with�the�city�or�county’s�general�plan.��

Zoning��
The� zoning� code� of� the� county� and� each� incorporated� community� is� the� set� of� detailed�
requirements�that�implement�the�general�plan�land�use�designations�and�policies�at�the�individual�
parcel� level.� The� zoning� code� presents� standards� for� different� uses� and� identifies� which� uses� are�
allowed�in�the�various�zoning�districts�of�the�jurisdiction.�Since�1971,�state�law�has�required�the�city�
or�county�zoning�code�to�be�consistent�with�the�jurisdiction’s�general�plan,�except�in�charter�cities.����

ShastaFORWARD>>Regional�Blueprint�Planning�
In� 2007,� the� SCRTPA� started� a� regional� blueprint� planning� program,� called� “ShastaFORWARD>>”.��
Funded� by� state� grants,� the� program� has� involved� an� unprecedented� public� outreach� effort� to�
solicit�input�from�as�many�residents�of�Shasta�County�as�possible.��The�purpose�of�a�blueprint�is�to�
explore�planning�options�to�create�communities�or�nodes�of�development�that�are�less�dependent�
on� the� automobile.� � Air� quality,� traffic� congestion,� fiscal� constraints,� and� quality� of� life� concerns�
have� all� stimulated� these� efforts.� � Pedestrian� and� transit�oriented� designs� with� mixed�use�
development�are�being�experimented�within�other�communities.��They�show�promise�in�addressing�
the�land�use/transportation�link�and�other�related�issues.��

PREFERRED�GROWTH�ALTERNATIVE�
Many�of� the� issues� identified�by� the�public� in� the�ShastaFORWARD>>�process� coincide�with� land�
use/transportation�link�concepts,�such�as�compact�urban�form�and�pedestrian��and�transit�oriented�
design.���

In�terms�of�raw�survey�responses,�Scenario�B�(Urban�Core�&�Corridors)�was�selected�by�nearly�one�
half� (48.7%)�of�all�survey�participants.�Scenario�C�(Distinct�Cities�&�Towns)�was�nearly�as�popular,�
garnering� over� 40.5%� of� the� vote.� Based� on� a� combined� analysis� of� survey� responses� and� open�
ended� comments,� a� melding� of� Scenario� B� and� Scenario� C� is� recommended� to� inform� future�
implementation�efforts.�Scenario�B�and�Scenario�C�are�discussed�below.�

The�Final�Report�was�approved�by� the�SCRTPA�Board� in�February�2010.� �The�Final�Report�will�be�
presented�to�the�city�councils�and�Board�of�Supervisors�in�Shasta�County.�

SCENARIO�B��URBAN�CORE�&�CORRIDORS��
‘Scenario� B’� focuses� on� the� benefits� of� urban� living� without� sacrificing� the� closeness� and�
accessibility�of�Shasta�County’s�unique�natural�setting.�Conceptually,�this�scenario�resembles�a�‘hub�
and�spoke’�development�pattern.�Employment,�commerce,�and�regional�destinations�are� focused�
within� an� urban� ‘hub’.� Radiating� outward� along� a� select� number� of� transportation� corridors� or�
‘spokes’,� are� linear� communities� containing� a� mix� of� multifamily� housing,� townhouses,�
neighborhood�commercial,�and�traditional�neighborhoods.��
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The�area�of�developed�land�in�the�regional�core�stays�about�the�same�size�as�today,�but�previously�
passed�over�and�underutilized�land�is�filled�in�over�time.�Residents�travel� in�and�out�of�the�urban�
core�for�work�and�regional�shopping,�but�have�access�to�routine�goods�and�services�close�to�home.�
Between� urban� corridors,� a� network� of� interconnected� open� space� enhances� the� connection�
between� urban� and� natural� areas.� A� regional� trails� network� provides� access� to� open� space� and�
doubles�as�non�motorized�transportation�corridors� to�and� from�the�urban�core.�By�concentrating�
new� development� along� select� corridors,� miles� of� additional� new� roadways� are� greatly� reduced.�
More�focused�investments�in�public�transportation,�bicycling,�and�walking�facilities�along�the�urban�
corridors�make�transportation�options�more�accessible�and�convenient�to�use.�Public�infrastructure�
is�likewise�combined�along�these�key�corridors�to�help�reduce�housing�costs.�Large�lot�development�
continues�to�occur,�but�is�grouped�together�at�the�end�of�urban�corridors.�

SCENARIO�C���DISTINCT�CITIES�&�TOWNS�
‘Scenario� C’� focuses� on� maintaining� individual� community� identity� and� a� strong� sense� of� place.�
Rather�than�have�Shasta�County’s�cities�and�towns�grow�together�into�one�large�metropolitan�area,�
individual� communities� focus� their� energies� inward.� Each� ‘micropolitan’� area� contains� a� well�
defined,�cohesive,�and�compact�city�or�town�built�around�an�appropriately�scaled�downtown�and�
community�gathering�places.�Surrounding�open�spaces�serve�as�buffers�between�cities�and�towns�
and�help�meet�the�functional�needs�of�the�natural�environment�and�nearby�agriculture�production.��

The�size�of�each�city/town�is�based�on�a�locally�defined�‘build�out’�area.�Infill�and�redevelopment�
are� used� to� knit� respective� communities� together� and� take� advantage� of� existing� public�
infrastructure�and�services.�Transportation�investments�are�used�to�link�respective�cities�and�towns�
as�well�as�support�a�wide�range�of�mobility�choices�within�each�individual�community.�

Local� government� policies� and� programs� work� in� concert� to� encourage� more� ‘complete’� and�
economically� self�sufficient� communities;� places� where� residents� can� live,� work,� and� shop.�
Economic� growth,� population,� and� political� clout� are� more� evenly� distributed� throughout� the�
region.� Rural� development� is� primarily� located� on� the� fringe� of� designated� cities� and� towns,� but�
clustered�or�grouped�together�in�order�to�make�the�best�use�of�infrastructure�and�avoid�disruption�
to�prime�agricultural�lands,�open�spaces,�and�environmentally�sensitive�areas.�

SUSTAINABLE�COMMUNITY�STRATEGY�
Although� an� adopted� Sustainable� Communities� Strategy� (SCS)� is� not� required� until� the� 2015� RTP�
update,� SCRTPA� is� pursuing� SCS� development� at� this� time� to� capitalize� on� the� momentum�
generated�by�ShastaFORWARD>>�and�to�allow�the�region�to�build�and�test�an�SCS�under�real�world�
conditions�for�several�years�prior�to�the�requirement.�Experience�gained�and�lessons�learned�during�
this�time�will�be�utilized�to�address�potential�issues�and�to�allow�desired�modifications�prior�to�the�
SCS�element’s�formal�inclusion�in�the�2015�RTP.�
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of� the�CEQA�Guidelines,� the�proposed�project�will�have�a� significant�
impact�on�land�use�and�planning�and�population�and�housing�if�it�will:

� Physically�divide�an�established�community;��

� Conflict� with� any� applicable� land� use� plan,� policy,� or� regulation� of� an� agency� with�
jurisdiction� over� the� project� (including,� but� not� limited� to� the� general� plan,� specific�
plan,�local�coastal�program,�or�zoning�ordinance)�adopted�for�the�purpose�of�avoiding�
or�mitigating�an�environmental�effect;��

� Conflict� with� any� applicable� habitat� conservation� plan� or� natural� community�
conservation�plan;��

� Induce� substantial� population� growth� in� an� area,� either� directly� (for� example,� by�
proposing�new�homes�and�businesses)�or�indirectly�(for�example,�through�extension�of�
roads�or�other�infrastructure);�

� Displace� substantial� numbers� of� existing� housing,� necessitating� the� construction� of�
replacement�housing�elsewhere;�or�

� Displace�substantial�numbers�of�people,�necessitating�the�construction�of�replacement�
housing�elsewhere.�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.10�1:�Physical�Division�of�an�Established�Community�(beneficial)�
The� majority� of� RTP� projects� would� involve� transportation� system� improvements� to� existing�
facilities,�which�would�mostly�occur�within�or�in�close�proximity�to�existing�rights�of�way.��Some�RTP�
projects�will�involve�new�facilities�that�will�occur�within�or�adjacent�to�existing�communities.��New�
facilities� may� include� roadway� widening,� roadway� extensions,� bicycle� lanes,� bicycle/pedestrian�
paths,� bridges,� interchanges,� and� park�n�ride� lots.� � Additionally,� the� 2010� includes� a� "Complete�
Streets"� policy� that� is� intended� to� provide� the� existing� land� uses� with� a� complete� transportation�
system� that� has� a� broader� level� of� safe� transportation� choices� for� the� citizens.� A� complete�
transportation�system�with�more�safe�choices�provides�an�enhancement�to�the�quality�of�life�within�
the�community.���

In� many� cases,� improvements� to� facilities� will� occur� where� communities� are� already� physically�
divided� by� existing� facilities,� including� highways,� roadways,� intersections,� interchanges,� transit�
routes,�and�airports.�The�2010�RTP�is�intended�to�improve�inter��and�intra�regional�connectivity�and�
new�or�improved�land�use�linkages.�This�is�a�beneficial�impact.��
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Impact�3.10�2:�Conflicts�with�Applicable�Land�Use�Plan,�Policy,�or�
Regulation�Adopted�to�Avoid�or�Mitigate�an�Environmental�Effect�(less�
than�significant)�
As� described� above� under� Regulatory� Setting,� each� of� the� jurisdictions� in� Shasta� County� has� an�
adopted�General�Plan�to�guide�land�use�and�development�decisions,�including�circulation�patterns�
and�improvements.��The�RTP�projects�will�respond�to�growth�anticipated�in�adopted�general�plans,�
as�well�as�address�safety�and�rehabilitation�issues�necessary�to�maintain�the�existing�transportation�
system.��The��RTP�projects�will�also�enhance�mobility�primarily�within�established�communities,�and�
provide�connectivity�between�established�communities.���

Although� the� SCRTPA� does� not� have� the� jurisdiction� to� make� land� use� decisions,� the� 2010� RTP�
includes� several� objectives,� policies,� and� implementation� measures� intended� to� coordinate�
regional� transportation� planning� with� local� planning� efforts,� including� Land� Use� Objective� 7�
"Integrate�land�use�planning�with�supporting�transportation�programs�to�stabilize�and,�over�time,�
reduce�trip�length,"�Land�Use�Policy�2�"Coordinate�local�land�use�planning�with�the�RTP,"�and�Land�
Use�Policy�8� "�Encourage� information� sharing�and�communication�among� local�agencies�and� the�
SCRTPA�on�regionally�significant�land�use�applications."��

Each� individual� RTP� project� will� be� evaluated� by� the� implementing� agency� on� a� project�specific�
level�during�the�design�and�engineering�stage�of�the�process.��Each�RTP�project�will�be�reviewed�for�
conformance�with�the�general�plan�of�the�jurisdiction(s)�in�which�the�project�will�be�located,�as�well�
as�conformance�with�the�policies�of�the�2010�RTP.��

The� 2010� RTP� is� intended� to� accommodate� growth� envisioned� by� the� General� Plans� of� Shasta�
County� and� its� incorporated� communities� by� providing� multimodal� circulation� infrastructure�
necessary� for� orderly� growth.� The� 2010� RTP� includes� policies� that� ensure� consistency� with� local�
plans�and�regulations�and�a�conformance�review�of�individual�RTP�projects�will�ensure�consistency�
with�adopted�policies�and�regulations.�The�2010�RTP�would�not�result� in�significant�conflicts�with�
plans,�policies,�and�regulations�adopted�to�mitigate�an�environmental�effect.��Therefore,�this�impact�
is�considered�less�than�significant.��No�mitigation�measures�are�necessary.��

Impact�3.10�3:�Conflicts�with�Any�Applicable�Habitat�Conservation�Plan�or�
Natural�Community�Conservation�Plan��(less�than�significant)�
There� are� no� Habitat� Conservation� Plans� or� Natural� Community� Conservation� Plans� in� effect� in�
Shasta�County.�Implementation�of�the�proposed�project�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�
on�this�environmental�topic.��

Impact�3.10�4:�Induce�Substantial�Population�Growth�in�an�Area�
(significant�and�unavoidable)�
It�is�anticipated�that�most�of�the�population�and�economic�growth�of�Shasta�County�will�continue�to�
occur�near�to�the�north�south�Interstate�5�corridor�in�the�area�known�as�the�South�Central�Region�
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(SCR).��This�region�contains�about�335�square�miles�(about�8.8�percent�of�the�county's�area),�yet�85�
percent� of� the� county's� total� population.� � The� population� density� in� the� SCR� is� 373� people� per�
square�mile�versus�an�average�for�the�county�of�42�people�per�square�mile.���

As�previously�noted,�85�percent�of�the�population�is�concentrated�in�a�relatively�small�area�of�the�
county� with� the� remainder� dispersed� throughout� the� county� in� small� concentrations.��
Transportation�service�costs� to�rural�areas�are�greater�per�person,�and�service�options�are� fewer,�
than�for�those�in�the�SCR.��Due�to�limited�funds,�transportation�improvements�will�continue�to�be�
concentrated�in�the�SCR.�This�is�consistent�with�the�ShastaFORWARD>>Regional�Blueprint�Plan�and�
the�General�Plans�for�the�local�governments.��

The�2010�RTP�is�a�document�that�is�generally�used�to�plan�transportation�improvements�to�existing�
traffic�conditions,�and/or�provide�an� increase� in�capacity� to�enable�development�consistent�with�
local� General� Plans.� This� is� a� beneficial� impact;� however,� a� transportation� improvement� could�
induce� growth� if� they� are� developed� before� there� is� demand� for� them.� Additionally,� projects�
planned�in�areas�of�little�development�can�induce�growth�by�improving�access�to�these�areas.��

The�2010�RTP�has�been�planned�to�accommodate�anticipated� levels�of�growth,� including�growth�
associated� with� adopted� general� plans� as� well� as� growth� envisioned� within� the�
ShastaFORWARD>>Regional�Blueprint�Plan,�which� is�a�beneficial� impact.�While� the�RTP�does�not�
involve�approvals�associated�with�any�development�projects,�the�RTP�would�provide�infrastructure�
that�could� facilitate�additional�development� in�the�region.� �Thus,� the�RTP�could� indirectly� induce�
growth,� although� not� above� or� beyond� the� growth� that� is� planned� or� being� planned� by� local�
jurisdictions�both�locally�and�regionally.���

This�Draft�EIR�provides�mitigation�measures�that�would�reduce�potentially�significant�or�significant�
environmental� impacts� associated� with� 2010� RTP� projects.� � However,� additional� environmental�
effects� could� occur� as� discussed� in� Chapter� 5.� � Projects� that� would� contribute� to� these� effects�
would�be�under�the�jurisdiction�of�Caltrans,�Shasta�County,�the�incorporated�cities.�SCRTPA�would�
not� make� approvals� associated� with� this� growth� and� does� not� have� the� authority� to� require�
mitigation� for� these� future� projects� that� may� occur.� � This� growth�inducing� component� of� the�
project�is�considered�significant�and�unavoidable,�although�there�are�numerous�beneficial�impacts�
also�associated�with�the�proposed�project.��

MITIGATION�MEASURES�
Mitigation�Measure�3.10�1:�The�SCRTPA�should�coordinate�planning�efforts�with�local�and�regional�
agencies� to� ensure� that� transportation� and� land� use� plans� complement� each� other.� The� SCRTPA�
should�engage�local�and�regional�agencies,�as�well�as�the�general�public,� in�the�development�of�a�
Sustainable� Communities� Strategy� (SCS)� in� compliance�with� SB� 375� and� building� off� of� the�work�
completed�during�the�ShastaFORWARD>>�blueprint�planning�process.��
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Impact�3.10�5:�Displace�Substantial�Numbers�of�People�or�Existing�
Housing,�Necessitating�the�Construction�of�Replacement�Housing�
Elsewhere�(less�than�significant)�
The�2010�RTP�would�not,�in�and�of�itself,�displace�substantial�numbers�of�housing�units�or�people.�
The�majority�of��RTP�projects�involve�work�within�or�adjacent�to�existing�rights�of�way�and�would�
not�involve�displacement�of�substantial�numbers�of�persons�or�housing.���

State�and�federal�law�require�due�compensation�for�property�taken�to�carry�out�the�infrastructure�
projects.� �Any�private�development� that�may� implement�RTP�projects�would�pay� the� fair�market�
price�for�any�land/housing�acquired�as�a�result�of�project�development.���

Growth� planned� in� the� general� plans� of� the� jurisdictions� of� Shasta� County� would� result� in�
additional� housing� opportunities� and� would� more� than� offset� any� units� removed� in� association�
with� �RTP�projects.� �Therefore,� impacts�related�to�a�substantial�displacement�of�housing�units�or�
persons� as� a� result� of� the� 2010� RTP� are� less� than� significant.� No� mitigation� measures� are�
necessary.�
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This�section�provides�a�discussion�of�the�regulatory�setting,�a�general�description�of�existing�noise�
sources� in� the� 2010� RTP� project� area� and� a� discussion� of� the� impacts� and� mitigation� measures�
associated�with� implementation�of� the�2010�RTP.�The�analysis� in� this� section�was�prepared�with�
assistance�from�AMBIENT�Air�Quality�&�Noise�Consulting.��The�technical�data�in�support�of�this�EIR�
section� is� presented� in� Appendix� E.� � Information� in� this� section� is� derived,� in� part,� from� a�
combination�of�field�work,�information�from�the�project�traffic�study,�and�the�following:�

� Shasta�County�2010�Regional�Transportation�Plan�(Shasta�County�RTPA,�2010)
� Shasta�County�General�Plan�Noise�Element�(Shasta�County,�September�2004)
� City�of�Redding�General�Plan�Noise�Element�(EIP�Associates,�October�2000)
� City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�Noise�Element�(Blaney�Dyett,�February�1999)�
� City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�Noise�Element�(Diaz�Associates,�June�1999)�
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Noise�is�generally�defined�as�sound�that�is�loud,�disagreeable,�or�unexpected.�Sound�is�mechanical�
energy�transmitted�in�the�form�of�a�wave�because�of�a�disturbance�or�vibration.�Sound�levels�are�
described�in�terms�of�both�amplitude�and�frequency.���

Amplitude�
Amplitude�is�defined�as�the�difference�between�ambient�air�pressure�and�the�peak�pressure�of�the�
sound�wave.��Amplitude�is�measured�in�decibels�(dB)�on�a�logarithmic�scale.��For�example,�a�65�dB�
source� of� sound,� such� as� a� truck,� when� joined� by� another� 65� dB� source� results� in� a� sound�
amplitude�of�68�dB,�not�130�dB�(i.e.,�doubling�the�source�strength�increases�the�sound�pressure�by�
3� dB).� � Amplitude� is� interpreted� by� the� ear� as� corresponding� to� different� degrees� of� loudness.��
Laboratory� measurements� correlate� a� 10� dB� increase� in� amplitude� with� a� perceived� doubling� of�
loudness�and�establish�a�3�dB�change�in�amplitude�as�the�minimum�audible�difference�perceptible�
to�the�average�person.��

Frequency�
The� frequency� of� a� sound� is� defined� as� the� number� of� fluctuations� of� the� pressure� wave� per�
second.��The�unit�of�frequency�is�the�Hertz�(Hz).��One�Hz�equals�one�cycle�per�second.��The�human�
ear�is�not�equally�sensitive�to�sound�of�different�frequencies.��For�instance,�the�human�ear�is�more�
sensitive�to�sound�in�the�higher�portion�of�this�range�than�in�the�lower�and�sound�waves�below�16�
Hz�or�above�20,000�Hz�cannot�be�heard�at�all.��To�approximate�the�sensitivity�of�the�human�ear�to�
changes� in� frequency,� environmental� sound� is� usually� measured� in� what� is� referred� to� as�
“A�weighted� decibels”� (dBA).� � On� this� scale,� the� normal� range� of� human� hearing� extends� from�
about�10�dBA�to�about�140�dBA.��Common�community�noise�sources�and�associated�noise�levels,�in�
dBA,�are�depicted�in�Figure�3.11�1.�
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Addition�of�Decibels�
Because� decibels� are� logarithmic� units,� sound� levels� cannot� be� added� or� subtracted� through�
ordinary�arithmetic.� �Under�the�decibel�scale,�a�doubling�of�sound�energy�corresponds�to�a�3�dB�
increase.� � In� other� words,� when� two� identical� sources� are� each� producing� sound� of� the� same�
loudness,�the�resulting�sound�level�at�a�given�distance�would�be�3�dB�higher�than�one�source�under�
the� same� conditions.� � For� example,� if� one� automobile� produces� a� sound� level� of� 70� dB� when� it�
passes� an� observer,� two� cars� passing� simultaneously� would� not� produce� 140� dB;� rather,� they�
would� combine� to� produce� 73� dB.� � Under� the� decibel� scale,� three� sources� of� equal� loudness�
together�would�produce�an�increase�of�5�dB.�

Sound�Propagation�&�Attenuation�
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Sound� from�a� localized� source� (i.e.,� a�point� source)�propagates�uniformly�outward� in�a� spherical�
pattern.� � The� sound� level� decreases� (attenuates)� at� a� rate� of� approximately� 6� decibels� for� each�
doubling�of�distance�from�a�point�source.��Highways�consist�of�several�localized�noise�sources�on�a�
defined�path,�and�hence�can�be�treated�as�a�line�source,�which�approximates�the�effect�of�several�
point�sources.��Noise�from�a�line�source�propagates�outward�in�a�cylindrical�pattern,�often�referred�
to� as� cylindrical� spreading.� � Sound� levels� attenuate� at� a� rate� of� approximately� 3� dB� for� each�
doubling� of� distance� from� a� line� source,� depending� on� ground� surface� characteristics.� � For�
acoustically� hard� sites� (i.e.,� sites� with� a� reflective� surface� between� the� source� and� the� receiver,�
such�as�a�parking�lot�or�body�of�water,),�no�excess�ground�attenuation�is�assumed.��For�acoustically�
absorptive�or�soft�sites�(i.e.,�those�sites�with�an�absorptive�ground�surface�between�a�line�source�
and� the� receiver,� such� as� soft� dirt,� grass,� or� scattered� bushes� and� trees),� an� excess� ground�
attenuation� value� of� 1.5� dB� per� doubling� of� distance� is� normally� assumed.� � When� added� to� the�
cylindrical� spreading,� the� excess� ground� attenuation� for� soft� surfaces� results� in� an� overall�
attenuation�rate�of�4.5�dB�per�doubling�of�distance�from�a�line�source.�
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Receptors� located�downwind� from�a� source�can�be�exposed� to� increased�noise� levels� relative� to�
calm� conditions,� whereas� locations� upwind� can� have� lowered� noise� levels.� � Sound� levels� can� be�
increased� at� large� distances� (e.g.,� more� than� 500� feet)� from� the� highway� due� to� atmospheric�
temperature� inversion� (i.e.,� increasing� temperature� with� elevation).� � Other� factors� such� as� air�
temperature,�humidity,�and�turbulence�can�also�have�significant�effects.��
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A� large� object� or� barrier� in� the� path� between� a� noise� source� and� a� receiver� can� substantially�
attenuate�noise�levels�at�the�receiver.��The�amount�of�attenuation�provided�by�shielding�depends�
on�the�size�of�the�object�and�the�frequency�content�of�the�noise�source.��Natural�terrain�features�
(e.g.,�hills�and�dense�woods)�and�human�made�features�(e.g.,�buildings�and�walls)�can�substantially�
reduce�noise� levels.� �Walls�are�often�constructed�between�a�source�and�a�receiver�specifically�to�



1=���	����� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 1=��21�

�

reduce�noise.��A�barrier�that�breaks�the�line�of�sight�between�a�source�and�a�receiver�will�typically�
result�in�minimum�5�dB�of�noise�reduction.��Taller�barriers�provide�increased�noise�reduction.���

Noise�Descriptors�
The� decibel� scale� alone� does� not� adequately� characterize� how� humans� perceive� noise.� � The�
dominant�frequencies�of�a�sound�have�a�substantial�effect�on�the�human�response�to�that�sound.��
Although� the� intensity� (energy� per� unit� area)� of� the� sound� is� a� purely� physical� quantity,� the�
loudness�or�human�response�is�determined�by�the�characteristics�of�the�human�ear.�

Human�hearing�is�limited�in�the�range�of�audible�frequencies�as�well�as�in�the�way�it�perceives�the�
sound�pressure�level�in�that�range.��In�general,�people�are�most�sensitive�to�the�frequency�range�of�
1,000–8,000�Hz,�and�perceive�sounds�within�that�range�better�than�sounds�of�the�same�amplitude�
in�higher�or� lower� frequencies.� �To�approximate�the�response�of� the�human�ear,�sound� levels�of�
individual� frequency� bands� are� weighted,� depending� on� the� human� sensitivity� to� those�
frequencies,�which�is�referred�to�as�the�“A�weighted”�sound�level�(dBA).��The�A�weighting�network�
approximates� the� frequency�response�of� the�average�young�ear�when� listening� to�most�ordinary�
sounds.� � When� people� make� judgments� of� the� relative� loudness� or� annoyance� of� a� sound,� their�
judgments�correlate�well�with�the�A�weighted�noise�scale.� �Other�weighting�networks�have�been�
devised�to�address�high�noise�levels�or�other�special�problems�(e.g.,�B�,�C�,�and�D�scales),�but�these�
scales�are�rarely�used�in�conjunction�with�environmental�noise.�

The� intensity� of� environmental� noise� fluctuates� over� time,� and� several� descriptors� of� time�
averaged� noise� levels� are� typically� used.� � For� the� evaluation� of� environmental� noise,� the� most�
commonly�used�descriptors�are�Leq,�Ldn,�CNEL�and�SEL.��The�energy�equivalent�noise�level,�Leq,�is�a�
measure� of� the� average� energy� content� (intensity)� of� noise� over� any� given� period.� � Many�
communities� use� 24�hour� descriptors� of� noise� levels� to� regulate� noise.� � The� day�night� average�
noise� level,�Ldn,� is� the�24�hour�average�of� the�noise� intensity,�with�a�10�dBA�“penalty”�added�for�
nighttime� noise� (10� p.m.� to� 7� a.m.)� to� account� for� the� greater� sensitivity� to� noise� during� this�
period.��CNEL,�the�community�noise�equivalent�level,�is�similar�to�Ldn�but�adds�an�additional�5�dBA�
penalty� for�evening�noise� (7�p.m.� to�10�p.m.).� �Another�descriptor�that� is�commonly�discussed� is�
the�single�event�noise�exposure� level,�also�referred�to�as�the�sound�exposure� level,�expressed�as�
SEL.��The�SEL�describes�a�receiver’s�cumulative�noise�exposure�from�a�single�noise�event,�which�is�
defined�as�an�acoustical�event�of�short�duration�(0.5�second),�such�as�a�backup�beeper,�the�sound�
of� an� airplane� traveling� overhead,� or� a� train� whistle.� � Common� noise� level� descriptors� are�
summarized�in�Table�3.11�1.���
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TABLE�3.11�1:�COMMON�ACOUSTICAL�DESCRIPTORS�
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Human�Response�to�Noise�
The�human�response�to�environmental�noise�is�subjective�and�varies�considerably�from�individual�
to�individual.� �Noise�in�the�community�has�often�been�cited�as�a�health�problem,�not�in�terms�of�
actual�physiological�damage,�such�as�hearing� impairment,�but� in�terms�of� inhibiting�general�well�
being� and� contributing� to� undue� stress� and� annoyance.� � The� health� effects� of� noise� in� the�
community�arise�from�interference�with�human�activities,�including�sleep,�speech,�recreation,�and�
tasks� that� demand� concentration� or� coordination.� � Hearing� loss� can� occur� at� the� highest� noise�
intensity�levels.��When�community�noise�interferes�with�human�activities�or�contributes�to�stress,�
public� annoyance� with� the� noise� source� increases.� � The� acceptability� of� noise� and� the� threat� to�
public� well�being� are� the� basis� for� land� use� planning� policies� preventing� exposure� to� excessive�
community�noise�levels.�

Unfortunately,�there�is�no�completely�satisfactory�way�to�measure�the�subjective�effects�of�noise�
or�of� the�corresponding� reactions�of�annoyance�and�dissatisfaction.� �This� is�primarily�because�of�
the� wide� variation� in� individual� thresholds� of� annoyance� and� habituation� to� noise� over� differing�
individual� experiences�with�noise.� � Thus,�an� important�way�of�determining�a� person’s� subjective�
reaction� to� a� new� noise� is� the� comparison� of� it� to� the� existing� environment� to� which� one� has�
adapted:� � the� so�called� “ambient”� environment.� � In� general,� the� more� a� new� noise� exceeds� the�
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previously� existing� ambient� noise� level,� the� less� acceptable� the� new� noise� will� be� judged.��
Regarding� increases� in� A�weighted� noise� levels,� knowledge� of� the� following� relationships� will� be�
helpful�in�understanding�this�analysis:�

� Except�in�carefully�controlled�laboratory�experiments,�a�change�of�1�dB�cannot�be�
perceived�by�humans;�

� Outside� of� the� laboratory,� a� 3�dB� change� is� considered� a� just�perceivable�
difference;�

� A� change� in� level� of� at� least� 5� dB� is� required� before� any� noticeable� change� in�
community� response� would� be� expected.� � An� increase� of� 5� dB� is� typically�
considered�substantial;�

� A�10�dB�change�is�subjectively�heard�as�an�approximate�doubling�in�loudness�and�
would�almost�certainly�cause�an�adverse�change�in�community�response.�

��	����
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Noise�sensitive� land� uses� generally� include� those� uses� where� exposure� to� noise� would� result� in�
adverse� effects,� as� well� as,� uses� where� quiet� is� an� essential� element� of� their� intended� purpose.�
Residential�dwellings�are�of�primary�concern�because�of�the�potential�for�increased�and�prolonged�
exposure�of� individuals�to�both� interior�and�exterior�noise� levels.�Other�noise�sensitive� land�uses�
include�hospitals,�convalescent�facilities,�parks,�hotels,�places�of�worship,�libraries,�and�other�uses�
where�low�interior�noise�levels�are�essential.���
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Noise� sources� are� commonly� grouped� into� two� major� categories:� transportation� and� non�
transportation� noise� sources.� � Transportation� noise� sources� include� surface� traffic� on� public�
roadways,� railroad� line� operations,� and� aircraft� in� flight.� � Non�transportation� (or� fixed),� noise�
sources,�commonly�consist�of�industrial�activities,�railroad�yard�activities,�small�mechanical�devices�
(lawnmowers,� leaf�blowers,�air� conditioners,� radios,�etc.),� and�other� sources� not� included� in� the�
traffic,�railroad�and�aircraft�category.��Major�transportation�and�non�transportation�noise�sources�
in�Shasta�County�are�discussed�in�more�detail�below.��

Transportation�Noise�Sources�

����7������������

There�are�a�number�of�major�transportation�noise�sources�within�Shasta�County�and�incorporated�
Cities� including� traffic,� railroad� noise� sources,� and� airports.� Major� roadways� include� Interstate� 5�
and�State�Routes�44,�151,�273,�and�299.� �Other�major�arterials�and�collector� roadways� that�also�
contribute� to� the�ambient�noise�environment� include�portions�of�Airport�Road,�Cypress�Avenue,�
Dana� Drive,� Deschutes� Road,� Gas� Point� Road,� Oasis� Road,� Old� Alturas� Road,� Placer� Street� and�
South� Bonnyview� Road.� � Generally,� traffic� noise� levels� peak� during� the� morning� and� evening�
commute�periods.��Major�highways�will�generally�create�the�most�substantial�amount�of�noise�as�
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the� traffic� volumes,� truck� volumes,� and� speeds� are� much� higher� when� compared� to� other�
roadways.���

The�FHWA�Highway�Traffic�Noise�Prediction�model�(FHWA�RD�77�108)�was�used�to�predict�traffic�
noise�levels�along�major�area�roadways.��The�FHWA�modeling�was�based�upon�the�CALVENO�noise�
emission� factors� for� automobiles� and� medium� and� heavy�duty� trucks.� � Input� data� used� in� the�
model�included�average�daily�traffic�volumes,�day/night�percentages�of�automobiles�and�medium�
and� heavy� trucks,� vehicle� speeds,� ground� attenuation� factors,� and� roadway� widths.� � Traffic�
volumes� were� derived� from� the� Shasta� County� travel� demand� model.� � Vehicle� distribution�
percentages�were�based�on�traffic�data�obtained�during�the�site�reconnaissance,�as�well�as�heavy�
duty�truck�distribution�percentages�for�major�highways�obtained�from�the�California�Department�
of�Transportation�(Caltrans�2007).��

Predicted� traffic� noise� levels� for� major� roadway� segments,� including� distances� to� the� predicted�
existing�60,�65,�and�70�dBA�Ldn/CNEL�noise�contours,�are�summarized�in�Table�3.11�2.��Predicted�
noise�contours�are�approximate�and�do�not�take�into�account�shielding�or�reflection�of�noise�due�
to�intervening�terrain�or�structures.��As�a�result,�predicted�noise�contours�should�be�considered�to�
represent�bands�of�similar�noise�exposure�along�roadway�segments,�rather�than�absolute�lines�of�
demarcation.� �Although�these�predicted�noise�contours�are�not�considered�site�specific,� they�are�
useful�for�determining�potential�land�use�conflicts.���

TABLE�3.11�2:�EXISTING�(YEAR�2010)�TRAFFIC�NOISE�LEVELS�
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Shasta�County� is�served�by�one�railroad� line:�The�Union�Pacific�Railroad�(UPRR)�single�track�main�
line� which� parallels� Interstate� 5� and� travels� north�south� through� the� study� area.� Table� 3.11�3�
summarizes�typical�noise�levels�for�the�UPRR�main�line�and�approximate�distances�to�the�60�dB�and�
65�dB�Ldn�noise�contours.���

TABLE�3.11�3:��UPRR�NOISE�LEVELS�
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Noise� levels� due� to� aircraft� operations� have� been� identified� as� a� major� noise� source� within� the�
County.�There�are�three�existing�airports�within�the�planning�area:�Redding�Municipal�Airport,�Falls�
River�Mills�Airport,�and�Benton�Airpark.�The� former�Shingletown�Airport�was�decommissioned� in�
2009.�Operational�characteristics�and�noise� levels�associated�with�these�airports�are�discussed� in�
more�detail�below.���

Redding�Municipal�Airport��
The� Redding� Municipal� Airport� is� a� commercial� service� primary� airport,� owned� by� the� City� of�
Redding.�The�airport�has�two�runways�with�headings�16/34�and�12/30.�There�are�currently�a�total�
of�approximately�161�aircraft�based�at�the�Redding�Municipal�Airport,�consisting�of�single�engine�
airplanes,�multi�engine�airplanes,� jets�and�helicopters.� In�2001,�there�were�approximately�78,058�
total�aircraft�operations.�Existing�airline�passenger�emplanements�are�estimated�at�approximately�
65,000�per�year.��By�year�2022,�the�total�number�of�aircraft�operations�is�projected�to�increase�to�
approximately�147,200�with�a�total�of�130,000�airline�passenger�emplanements�(RMA�2004,�City�of�
Redding�2000).��

Noise� contours� for� Redding� Municipal� Airport� for� existing� and� future� (year� 2022)� conditions� are�
depicted� in� Figure� 3.11�2� and� Figure� 3.11�3,� respectively.� As� depicted,� the� existing� 65� dBA� CNEL�
contour� is� confined� primarily� to� the� airport� property.� The� future� 65� dBA� CNEL� contour� extends�
outside�of�the�existing�airport�property�line,�but�does�not�affect�existing�residential�uses.��Although��

not�available�from�existing�environmental�documentation,�the�projected�future�60�dBA�CNEL�noise�
contour� would� be� anticipated� to� encroach� upon� existing� residential� uses� (RMA� 2004,� City� of�
Redding�2000).���

Fall�River�Mills�Airport�
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Fall�River�Mills�Airport�is�located�at�an�elevation�of�3,323�feet�in�the�extreme�northeast�corner�of�
the�county,�70�miles�from�Redding.��Fall�River�Mills�Airport�is�currently�a�General�Aviation�facility�
with� a� single� runway,� 14� based� aircraft,� and� serving� both� piston�powered� and� turbine�powered�
general�aviation�transient�aircraft.�Services�are�limited�to�card�lock�Aviation�Fuel�sales.�It�has�been�
projected� that� the� number� of� based� aircraft� will� increase� from� 14� to� 21.� There� are� currently� no�
other�services�and�no�Fixed�Base�Operators�on�site�(Shasta�County�1998).�

Existing� and� future� CNEL� contours� for� Falls� River� Mills� Airport� are� not� currently� available.��
However,�according�to�the�Shasta�County�General�Plan,�the�existing�65�CNEL�contour�is�reportedly�
contained� entirely� within� the� existing� airport� boundary.� � The� future� (year� 2021)� 65� dB� CNEL�
contour� is� confined� to� lands� designated� Public� Facility� and� Agriculture.� The� 60� dB� CNEL� contour�
encompasses�Public�Facility,�Agriculture,�and�Urban�Residential�lands�(Shasta�County�1998).�

Benton�Airpark��
Benton� Airpark� is� located� within� the� City� of� Redding,� approximately� eight� miles� north� of� the�
Redding�Municipal�Airport.�Benton�Airpark�is�classified�as�a�General�Aviation�Facility�and�consists�of�
a�single�runway.�There�are�approximately�130�private�aircraft�based�at�Benton,�in�addition�to�both�
the� California� Highway� Patrol� air� operations� and� the� Mercy� Medical� Center� air� ambulance�
operations.�There�are�currently�approximately�32,000�annual�aircraft�operations�(City�of�Redding�
2000).�

Existing�CNEL�contours�for�Benton�Airpark�are�not�currently�available.��However,�according�to�the�
City� of� Redding� General� Plan,� the� 60� dB� CNEL� noise� contour� may� intrude� into� residential� areas�
north� and� south� of� the� Airpark� when� operations� reach� a� level� of� 75,000� to� 100,000.� This� level,�
however,� is�unlikely� to�be� reached�given�hangar,� tie�down,�and�other� capacity� limitations�at� the�
Airpark.�Figure�3.11�4�depicts�projected�noise�contours�based�on�90,000�operations�a�year�(City�of�
Redding�2000).�

Non�Transportation�Noise�Sources�
Major�non�transportation�noise�sources�consist�predominantly�of� industrial�and�commercial� land�
uses,�as�well�as� recreational�uses.�Many� industrial�processes�produce�noise,�even�when�the�best�
available� noise� control� technology� is� applied.� Noise� exposures� within� industrial� facilities� are�
controlled� by� federal� and� state� employee� health� and� safety� regulations� (i.e.,� regulations� of� the�
Occupational� Safety�and�Health�Administration�of� the�U.S.�Department�of� Labor� [OSHA]�and� the�
California�Division�of�Occupational�Safety�and�Health�[Cal�OSHA]).��

Exterior� noise� levels� that� affect� neighboring� parcels� are� typically� subject� to� local� standards.�
Commercial,� recreational,� and� public� facility� activities� can� also� produce� noise� that� may� affect�
adjacent�noise�sensitive�land�uses.�These�noise�sources�can�be�continuous�or�intermittent�and�may�
contain� tonal� components� that� are� annoying� to� individuals� who� live� nearby.� � For� instance,�
emergency�use� sirens� and� backup� alarms� are� often� considered� nuisance� noise� sources,� but� may�
not�occur�frequently�enough�to�be�considered�incompatible�with�noise�sensitive�land�uses�(Shasta�
County�1998).�
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Non�transportation�noise�sources�within�Shasta�County�consist�predominantly�of�commercial�and�
industrial� uses.� � Such� uses� include,� but� are� not� limited� to,� lumber� mills,� trucking� operations,�
aggregate� mines,� quarries,� cement� and� concrete� plants,� race� tracks,� metal� fabrication� facilities,�
and� energy� production� plants.� � To� a� somewhat� lesser� extent,� other� non�transportation� noise�
sources� include� automotive/equipment� repair� and� maintenance� facilities,� building� mechanical�
equipment,�loading�docks,�maintenance�yards,�and�construction�activities.��Noise�levels�associated�
with� non�transportation� noise� sources� can� vary� depending� on� various� factors,� including� site�
conditions,� equipment� operated,� and� the� specific� activities� being� conducted.� � As� a� result,� actual�
noise�levels�at�nearby�noise�sensitive�receptors�will�likely�vary�depending�on�the�above�mentioned�
conditions� and� other� influences,� such� as� location,� distance� from� source,� shielding� provided� by�
intervening�terrain�and�structures,�and�ground�attenuation�rates�(Shasta�County�1998).���
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In�general,�the�federal�government�sets�noise�standards�for�transportation�noise�sources�that�are�
related�to�interstate�commerce.�These�typically�include�aircraft,�railroads,�and�motor�carriers.�State�
governments�establish�noise�standards�for�those�sources�not�regulated�by�federal�standards�such�
as� automobiles,� light� trucks,� motor� boats� and� motorcycles.� Other� noise� sources� associated� with�
construction,� as� well� as� industrial� and� commercial� activities,� are� usually� regulated� by� noise�
ordinances�and�general�plan�policies,�which�are�established�by�local�jurisdictions.�

���������

Noise�Control�Act�of�1972�
The�Noise�Control�Act�(NCA)�of�1972�directed�the�United�States�Environmental�Protection�Agency�
(U.S.� EPA)� to� promote� an� environment� for� all� Americans� free� from� noise� that� jeopardizes� their�
health� and� welfare.� � The� NCA� directed� that� all� federal� agencies� comply� with� applicable� federal,�
state,� interstate,�and� local�noise�control� regulations.� � It�also� required�that� the�U.S.�EPA�establish�
criterion�for�noise�level�adequate�to�protect�health�and�welfare�with�an�adequate�margin�of�safety�
but�without�regard�to�cost�or�feasibility.��In�addition,�the�U.S.�EPA�was�also�given�the�responsibility�
for� coordinating� federal� research�and� activities� related� to�noise� control,� and� establishing� federal�
noise�emission�standards�for�selected�products�distributed�in�interstate�commerce.��The�NCA�was�
subsequently� amended� by� the� Quiet� Communities� Act� of� 1978,� which� encouraged� the�
development�of�noise�control�programs�at�the�State�and�community�level�(Caltrans�2002[a]).��

U.S.�Environmental�Protection�Agency��
A�report�published�in�1974�by�the�U.S.�EPA,�Office�of�Noise�Abatement�and�Control,�continues�to�
be� a� source� of� useful� background� information.� Entitled� Information� on� Levels� of� Environmental�
Noise� Requisite� to� Protect� Public� Health� and� Welfare� with� an� Adequate� Margin� of� Safety,� this�
report�is�better�known�as�the�“Levels�Document.”�The�document�is�intended�to�“provide�state�and�
local�governments�as�well�as�the�federal�government�and�the�private�sector�with�an�informational�
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point� of� departure� for� the� purposes� of� decision�making.”� Using� Yearly� Day�Night� Average� Sound�
Level� (DNL)� as� a� measure� of� noise� acceptability,� the� document� states� that� “undue� interference�
with�activity�and�annoyance”�will�not�occur� if�outdoor�noise� levels� in�residential�areas�are�below�
DNL�55�dB�and�indoor�levels�are�below�DNL�45�dB.��These�thresholds�include�an�“adequate�margin�
of�safety”�as�the�document�title�indicates�(U.S.�EPA�1974).�

Department�of�Housing�and�Urban�Development�(HUD)
HUD� guidelines� for� the� acceptability� of� residential� land� use� are� set� forth� in� the� Code� of� Federal�
Regulations� (CFR)� Title� 24,� Part� 51,� “Environmental� Criteria� and� Standards.”� � These� guidelines�
parallel� those�suggested� in�the�FICUN�report:�noise�exposure�of�DNL�65�dB�or� less� is�acceptable;�
between�65�and�75�dB� is�normally�acceptable� if� appropriate� sound�attenuation� is�provided;�and�
above�DNL�75�dB�is�unacceptable.�The�goal�for�interior�noise�levels�is�DNL�45�dB.�These�guidelines�
apply� only� to� new� construction� supported� by� HUD� grants� and� are� not� binding� upon� local�
communities�(Caltrans�2002[a]).�

Federal�Aviation�Administration�
Title� 14� of� the� CFR,� Part� 150,� “Airport�Noise� Compatibility� Planning,”� prescribes� the� procedures,�
standards,� and� methodology� to� be� applied� airport� noise� compatibility� planning� activities.� Noise�
levels�below�65�Ldn�are�normally�considered�to�be�acceptable�for�noise�sensitive�land�uses�(Caltrans�
2002[a]).��

Federal�Highway�Administration�
Federal� Highway� Administration� (FHWA)� regulations� (23� CFR� 772)� specify� procedures� for�
evaluating�noise� impacts� associated�with� federally� funded�highway�projects�and� for�determining�
whether�these�impacts�are�sufficient�to�justify�funding�noise�abatement�actions.��The�FHWA�noise�
abatement�criteria�are�based�on�worst�hourly�Leq�sound�levels,�not�Ldn�or�CNEL�values.�The�worst�
hour�1�hour�Leq�criteria�for�residential,�educational,�and�healthcare�facilities�are�67�dBA�outdoors�
and�52�dBA�indoors.�The�worst�hour�1�hour�Leq�criterion�for�commercial�and�industrial�areas�is�72�
dB�(outdoors).��

The�FHWA�document,�Highway�Traffic�Noise�Analysis�and�Abatement:�Policy�and�Guidance�(1995),�
calls�for�each�state�highway�agency�to�prepare�and�adopt�written�guidelines�specific�to�that�state�
which�must�demonstrate�compliance�with�23CFR772.�State�highway�agencies�are�allowed�flexibility�
to�establish�their�own�definitions�and�quantifications�of�different�criteria�and�decision�items�that�
are�used�in�the�guidelines�to�make�noise�abatement�determinations.�

Federal�Transit�Administration�
The� Federal� Transit� Administration� (FTA)� procedures� for� the� evaluation� of� noise� from� transit�
projects� are� specified� in� the� document� titled,� “Transit� Noise� and� Vibration� Impact� Assessment”.�
The�FTA�Noise�Impact�Criteria�categorizes�noise�sensitive�land�uses�as�follows�(FTA�2006):��

� Category�1:�buildings�or�parks�where�quiet�is�an�essential�element�of�their�purpose.�
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� Category� 2:� residences� and� buildings� where� people� normally� sleep.� This� includes�
residences,�hospitals,�and�hotels�where�nighttime�sensitivity� is�assumed�to�be�of�utmost�
importance.�

� Category�3:�institutional�land�uses�with�primarily�daytime�and�evening�use.��This�category�
includes� schools,� libraries,� churches,� and� active� parks.� � Ldn� is� used� to� characterize� noise�
exposure� for� residential� areas� (Category� 2).� For� other� noise� sensitive� land� uses,� such� as�
outdoor�amphitheaters�and�school�buildings�(Categories�1�and�3),�the�maximum�1�hour�Leq�
during� the� facility’s� operating� period� is� used.� Noise� impacts� are� identified� based� on�
absolute�predicted�noise�levels�and�increases�in�noise�associated�with�the�Project.�
�

�������

State�of�California�Public�Utilities�Code���
Section�21669,�Article�3,�Chapter�4,�Part�1,�Division�9�of�the�California�Public�Utilities�Code�(PUC)�
(Aeronautics� Law)� provides� the� legislative� authority� to� adopt� noise� standards� governing� the�
operation� of� aircraft� and� aircraft� engines� for� airports.� Caltrans� Division� of� Aeronautics� is� the�
agency�responsible�for�compliance�with�this�PUC�section.��Section�21662.4�(a),�Article�3,�Chapter�4,�
Part� 1,� Division� 9� of� the� PUC� exempts� emergency� service� helicopters� from� local� ordinances�
(Caltrans�2002[a]).���

State�Aeronautics�Act�
Chapter�4,�Article�3,�Section�21669�of�the�State�Aeronautics�Act�(Division�9,�Part�1�of�the�California�
Public�Utilities�Code)�requires�the�State�Department�of�Transportation�to�adopt—�to�an�extent�not�
prohibited� by� federal� law—noise� standards� applicable� to� all� airports� operating� under� a� state�
permit�(Caltrans�2002[a]).�

California�Airport�Noise�Regulations
The� airport� noise� standards� promulgated� in� accordance� with� the� State� Aeronautics� Act� are� set�
forth�in�Section�5000�et�seq.�of�the�California�Code�of�Regulations�(Title�21,�Division�2.5,�Chapter�
6).�The�current�version�of�the�regulations�became�effective�in�March�1990.���

In�Section�5006,�the�regulations�state�that:�“The�level�of�noise�acceptable�to�a�reasonable�person�
residing� in� the� vicinity� of� an� airport� is�established� as� a� community� noise� equivalent� level� (CNEL)�
value� of� 65� dBA� for� purposes� of� these� regulations.� This� criterion� level� has� been� chosen� for�
reasonable� persons� residing� in� urban� residential� areas� where� houses� are� of� typical� California�
construction�and�may�have�windows�partially�open.�It�has�been�selected�with�reference�to�speech,�
sleep�and�community�reaction.”�In�accordance�with�procedures�listed�in�Section�5020,�the�county�
board� of� supervisors� can� declare� an� airport� to� have� a� “noise� problem.”� As� specified� in� Section�
5012,� no� such� airport� shall� operate� “with� a� noise� impact� area� based� on� the� standard� of�65� dBA�
CNEL�unless�the�operator�has�applied�for�or�received�a�variance�as�prescribed�in…”�the�regulations.�
For�designated�noise�problem�airports,�the�“noise�impact�area”�is�the�area�within�the�airport’s�65�
dB�CNEL�contour�that�is�composed�of�incompatible�land�uses.�Four�types�of�land�uses�are�defined�
as�incompatible�(Caltrans�2002[a]):��
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� Residences�of�all�types;�
� Public�and�private�schools;�
� Hospitals�and�convalescent�homes;�and�
� Churches,�synagogues,�temples,�and�other�places�of�worship.�

However,� these� uses� are� not� deemed� incompatible� if� any� of� several� mitigative� actions� has� been�
taken�as�spelled�out�in�Section�5014.�Among�these�measures�are�airport�acquisitions�of�an�aviation�
easement�for�aircraft�noise�and,�except�for�some�residential�uses,�acoustical� insulation�adequate�
to� ensure� that� the� interior� CNEL� due� to� aircraft� noise� is� 45� dBA� or� less� in� all� habitable� rooms�
(Caltrans�2002[a]).�

Caltrans�Division�of�Aeronautics��
The�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans),�Division�of�Aeronautics,�has�adopted�the�
Community� Noise� Equivalent� Level� (CNEL)� as� the� noise� descriptor� to� be� used� in� describing� the�
noise� impact� boundary� of� California� airports.� The� Division� of� Aeronautics� has� identified� a� noise�
impact�criterion�of�65�dBA�CNEL�for�noise�sensitive�land�uses,�such�as�single�family�dwellings.�The�
CNEL�descriptor�is�typically�about�1�dB�more�than�the�Ldn�because�it�applies�an�additional�penalty�
for�noise�sources�between�the�hours�of�7:00�p.m.�and�10:00�p.m.�The�Ldn�descriptor�only�applies�a�
penalty�to�noise�levels�between�the�hours�of�10:00�p.m.�and�7:00�a.m.�(Caltrans�2002[a]).�

State�of�California�General�Plan�Guidelines
Section� 65302(f)� of� the� California� Government� Code� (Title� 7,� Division� 1,� Chapter� 3,� Article� 5),�
requires� that� a� noise� element� be� included� as� part� of� local� general� plans.� Transportation� noise�
sources�are�among�the�noise�sources�to�be�analyzed�and�addressed�in�general�plans.�To�the�extent�
practical,� both� current� and� future� noise� contours� (expressed� in� terms� of� either� CNEL)� are� to� be�
included.� The� noise� contours� are� to� be� “used� as� a� guide� for� establishing� a� pattern� of� land�
uses…that�minimizes�the�exposure�of�community�residents�to�excessive�noise�(OPR�2003).”���

Guidance�on�the�preparation�and�content�of�general�plan�noise�elements�is�provided�by�the�Office�
of� Planning� and� Research� in� its� General� Plan� Guidelines� (1998).� This� guidance� represents� an�
updated�version�of�guidelines�originally�published�by� the�State�Department�of�Health�Services� in�
1976.�Included�in�the�document�are�recommended�noise�compatibility�criteria�for�a�variety�of�land�
use�designations.��These�standards�may�be�adjusted�to�reflect�noise�source�characteristics�and�to�
reflect�the�communities�noise�control�goals�and�sensitivities�to�noise�pollution�(OPR�2003).�

�������

Shasta�County�General�Plan�
There�are�numerous�policies�set� forth� in�the�Shasta�County�General�Plan�Noise�Element�that�are�
related� to�noise.� Listed�below�are� the�noise�policies� that�are�applicable� to� the�2010�RTP� (Shasta�
County�1998):�

� Policy�N�f:� �Noise�created�by�new�transportation�sources�shall�be�mitigated�to�satisfy�the�
levels� specified� in�Table� N–VI�at�outdoor�activity�areas�and/or� interior� spaces�of�existing�
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noise�sensitive� land� uses.� Transportation� noise� shall� be� compared� with� existing� and�
projected�noise�levels�shown�in�Tables�N�I�and�N�II.�
�

� Policy�N�g:��Existing�noise�sensitive�uses�may�be�exposed�to�increased�noise�levels�due�to�
future�roadway�improvement�projects�as�a�result�of�increased�traffic�capacity�and�volumes�
and� increases� in� travel� speeds.� In� these� instances,� it� may� not� be� practical� to� reduce�
increased�traffic�noise�levels�consistent�with�those�contained�in�Table�N�VI.�Therefore,�as�
an�alternative,�the�following�criteria�may�be�used�as�a�test�of�significance�for�increases�in�
the�ambient�outdoor�activity�areas�of�the�noise� level�of�noise�sensitive�uses�created�as�a�
result�of�a�new�roadway�improvement�project:�
� Where�existing�traffic�noise�levels�are�less�than�60�dBA�Ldn,�a�+5�dB�Ldn�increase�will�be�

considered�significant;�and�
� Where� existing� traffic� noise� levels� range� between� 60� and� 65� dBA� Ldn,� a� +3� dB� Ldn�

increase�will�be�considered�significant;�and�
� Where�existing�traffic�noise�levels�are�greater�than�65�dBA�Ldn,�a�+�1.5�dB�Ldn�increase�

will�be�considered�significant.�

The�Shasta�County�General�Plan�establishes�60�dBA�Ldn/CNEL�as�the�acceptable�exterior�noise�level�
standard�for�most�noise�sensitive� land�uses�(i.e.,�residential,�places�of�worship,�hospitals,�nursing�
homes)� exposed� to� transportation� noise� sources.� � Acceptable� interior� noise� standards� for� noise�
sensitive�land�uses�range�from�35�to�45�dBA�Ldn/CNEL�(Shasta�County�1998).�

City�of�Redding�General�Plan�
There�are�numerous�policies�set�forth�in�the�City�of�Redding�General�Plan�Noise�Element�that�are�
related� to�noise.� Listed�below�are� the�noise�policies� that�are�applicable� to� the�2010�RTP� (City�of�
Redding�2000):�

� Policy�N2C:� �Mitigate�noise�created�by�new� transportation�noise� sources� consistent�with�
the� levels� specified� in� Table� 5�4� in� outdoor�activity� areas� and� interior� spaces� of� existing�
noise�sensitive�land�uses.�
�

� Policy� N2D:� � Consider� the� significance� of� noise�level� increases� associated� with� roadway�
improvement�projects�needed�to�accommodate�buildout�of�the�General�Plan.�Since�it�may�
be�impractical�to�reduce�increased�traffic�noise�to�levels�in�Table�5�4,�the�following�criteria�
may�be�used�as�a�test�of�significance�for�roadway�improvement�projects:�
� Where�existing�traffic�noise�levels�are�less�than�60�dB�Ldn�in�the�outdoor�activity�areas�

of�noise�sensitive�uses,�roadway�improvement�projects�which�increase�noise�levels�to�
60�dB�Ldn�will�not�be�considered�significant.�

� Where� existing� traffic� noise� levels� range� between� 60� and� 65� dB� Ldn� in� the� outdoor�
activity� areas� of� noise�sensitive� uses,� a� +3� dB� Ldn� increase� in� noise� levels� due� to� a�
roadway�improvement�project�will�be�considered�significant.�
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� Where� existing� traffic� noise� levels� are� greater� than� 65� dB� Ldn� in� the� outdoor� activity�
areas�of�noise�sensitive�uses,�a�+1.5dB�Ldn� increase� in�noise� levels�due�to�a�roadway��
improvement�project�will�be�considered�significant.�

�
� Policy� N2F:� Minimize� motor� vehicle� noise� impacts� from� streets� and� highways� through�

proper�route�location�and�sensitive�roadway�design�by�employing�the�following�strategies:�
� Consider�the�impacts�of�truck�routes,�the�effects�of�a�variety�of�truck�traffic,�and�future�

motor� vehicle� volumes� on� noise� levels� adjacent� to� master� planned� roadways� when�
improvements�to�the�circulation�system�are�planned.�

� Mitigate�traffic�volumes�and�vehicle�speed�through�residential�neighborhoods.�
� Work� closely� with� Caltrans� in� the� early� stages� of� highway� improvements� and� design�

modifications�to�ensure�that�proper�consideration� is�given�to�potential�noise� impacts�
on�the�City.�

City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�
There�are�numerous�policies�set�forth�in�the�Anderson�General�Plan�Noise�Element�that�are�related�
to�noise.�Listed�below�are�the�noise�policies�that�are�applicable�to�the�2010�RTP�(City�of�Anderson�
2007):�

� Policy�NP�1:��Ensure�that�noise�is�kept�within�acceptable�levels�in�all�residential�and�mixed�
use�neighborhoods.�(Land�Use�Element)�(Housing�Element)�

The�City�of�Anderson�General�Plan�establishes�60�65�dB�Ldn/CNEL�as�the�acceptable�exterior�noise�
level� standard� for� most� noise�sensitive� land� uses� (i.e.,� residential,� schools,� places� of� worship,�
hospitals,�and�nursing�homes)�exposed�to�transportation�noise�sources�(City�of�Anderson�2007).���

City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�
There�are�numerous�policies�set�forth�in�the�City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�Noise�Element�that�
are�related�to�noise.�Listed�below�are�the�noise�policies�that�are�applicable�to�the�2010�RTP�(City�of�
Shasta�Lake�1999):�

� Policy� N�b:� The� planning� and� design� of� improvements� in� the� circulation� systems� shall�
consider�their�noise�impacts�on�adjacent�land�uses�and�shall� include�measure�to�mitigate�
significant�noise�impacts.�

The�City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan�establishes�60�65�dB�Ldn/CNEL�as�the�acceptable�exterior�noise�
level� standard� for� most� noise�sensitive� land� uses� (i.e.,� residential,� schools,� places� of� worship,�
hospitals,�and�nursing�homes)�exposed�to�transportation�noise�sources�(City�of�Shasta�Lake�1999).���

����	�6��	��
�6�����	�

There� are� no� federal,� state,� or� local� regulatory� standards� for� ground�borne� vibration.� � However,�
various�criteria�have�been�established�to�assist� in� the�evaluation�of�vibration� impacts.� �However,�
both�the�Federal�Transit�Administration�and�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans)�
have� developed� vibration� criteria� based� on� potential� structural� damage� risks� and� human�
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annoyance.� � These� criteria� differentiate� between� transient� and� continuous/frequent� vibration�
sources.��Transient�sources�of�ground�borne�vibration�include�intermittent�events,�such�as�blasting;�
whereas,� continuous� and� frequent� events� would� include� the� operations� of� equipment,� including�
construction�equipment,�and�vehicle�traffic�on�roadways�(Caltrans�2002(b),�2004).�

The�ground�borne�vibration�criteria�often�used� for�evaluation�of�potential� structural�damage�are�
based�on�building� classifications,�which� take� into�account� the�age�and� condition�of� the�building.��
For� instance,� for�residential�structures�and�newer�buildings,�Caltrans�considers�a�minimum�peak�
particle�velocity�(ppv)�threshold�of�0.25�inches�per�second�(in/sec)�for�transient�sources�and�0.04�
in/sec� for� continuous/frequent� sources� to� be� sufficient� to� protect� against� building� damage.��
Continuous� ground�borne� vibration� levels� below� approximately� 0.02� in/sec� ppv� are� unlikely� to�
cause�damage�to�any�structure.��In�terms�of�human�annoyance,�continuous�vibrations�in�excess�of�
0.04�in/sec�ppv�and�transient�sources�in�excess�of�0.25�in/sec�ppv�are�identified�by�Caltrans�as�the�
minimum�perceptible�level�for�ground�vibration.��Short�periods�of�ground�vibration�in�excess�of�2.0�
in/sec� ppv� can� be� expected� to� result� in� severe� annoyance� to� people.� � Short� periods� of� ground�
vibration�in�excess�of�0.1�in/sec�ppv�(0.2�in/sec�ppv�within�buildings)�can�be�expected�to�result�in�
increased�levels�of�annoyance�(Caltrans�2002[b],�2004).�

1=��=1���������	����������	���������
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Consistent� with� Appendix� G� of� the� CEQA� Guidelines,� the� project� will� have� a� significant� impact�
related�to�noise�if�it�will�result�in:�

� Exposure� of� persons� or� generation� of� noise� levels� in� excess� of� standards� in� the� local�
general�plan�or�noise�ordinances�or�applicable�standards�of�other�agencies.�

� Exposure�of�persons�to�or�generation�of�excessive�ground�borne�vibration�or�ground�borne�
noise�levels.�

� A� substantial� permanent� increase� in� ambient� noise� levels� in� the� project� vicinity� above�
levels�existing�without�the�project.�

� A�substantial�temporary�or�periodic�increase�in�ambient�noise�levels�in�the�project�vicinity�
above�levels�existing�without�the�project�

� Expose� people� residing� or� working� in� the� project� area� to� excessive� noise� levels� (for� a�
project� located� within� an� airport� land� use� plan� or,� where� such� a� plan� has� not� been�
adopted,�within�two�miles�of�a�public�airport�or�public�use�airport).�

� Expose� people� residing� or� working� in� the� project� area� to� excessive� noise� levels� (for� a�
project�within�the�vicinity�of�a�private�airstrip).�

The�proposed�project�would�not�result�in�any�operational�changes�(e.g.,�changes�in�flight�patterns)�
to� Shasta� County� Airports� or� result� in� the� placement� of� new� land� uses� in� the� vicinity� of� any�
airports.��Therefore,�exposure�to�aircraft�noise�levels�would�not�apply�to�the�proposed�project�and�
are�not�addressed�further�in�this�section.�



����� 1=���	�����
�

1=��2�0� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

��������	����������	���������

Impact�3.11�1:�Grading�and�Construction�Activities�Would�Intermittently�
and�Temporarily�Generate�Noise�Levels�Above�Ambient�Background�
Levels.�(significant�and�unavoidable)�
The� 2010� RTP� does� not� directly� cause� a� noise� impact,� although� it� could� indirectly� have� noise�
impacts�as�a�result�of�development�and�operation�of�RTP�projects�during�both�the�short�and�long�
term.� � A� majority� of� the� RTP� projects,� with� the� exception� of� changes� in� transit� operations,�
transportation� demand� management,� and� regional� planning,� would� require� some� level� of�
construction.� � Larger� construction�related� projects,� such� as� interchange� improvements,� bridge�
improvements,�and�road�realignment�and�widening�projects,�would�be�of�particular�concern�given�
the�noise�and�ground�borne�vibration�generation�potential�of�these�projects.���

Noise�levels�typically�associated�with�roadway�construction�equipment�and�distances�to�predicted�
noise�contours�are�summarized�in�Table�3.11�5.��As�indicated,�maximum�intermittent�noise�levels�
associated�with�construction�equipment�typically�range�from�approximately�77�to�95�dBA�Lmax�at�50�
feet.� � Pile� driving� and� demolition� activities� involving� the� use� of� pavement� breakers� and�
jackhammers�are�among�the�noisiest�of�activities�associated�with�transportation�improvement�and�
construction�projects.� �Depending�on�equipment�usage�and�duration,�average�hourly�noise� levels�
at�this�same�distance�typically�range�from�approximately�73�to�88�dBA�Leq.��Distances�to�predicted�
noise�contours�would,�likewise,�vary�depending�on�the�specific�activities�conducted�and�equipment�
usage.� � Delivery� vehicles,� construction� employee� vehicle� trips,� and� haul� truck� trips� may� also�
contribute�to�overall�construction�noise�levels.���

Increases�in�ambient�noise�levels�associated�with�construction�projects�located�near�sensitive�land�
uses� can� result� in� increased� levels� of� annoyance,� as� well� as,� potential� violation� of� local� noise�
standards.� � Construction� activities� occurring� during� the� more� noise�sensitive� nighttime� hours�
would� be� of� particular� concern,� given� the� potential� for� increased� sleep� disruption.� � Impacts� to�
sensitive� receptors� resulting� from� RTP� projects� would� depend� on� several� factors,� such� as� the�
equipment�used,�surrounding�land�uses,�shielding�provided�by�intervening�structures�and�terrain,�
and�duration�of�construction�activities.�

While� adopted� County� and� City� policies� and� federal� and� state� regulations� would� be� required� of�
each� RTP�project,� local� regulations�do� not�provide� consistent� requirements� for� the�mitigation�of�
construction�noise�for�public�and/or�transportation�improvements.��Implementation�of�Mitigation�
Measure�3.11�1�would�require� implementing�agencies�to� limit�construction�to�the�daytime�hours�
(unless�another�local�standard�is�specified�with�the�local�General�Plan),�to�the�extent�feasible,�and�
would�require�equipment�to�be�properly�maintained�and�muffled.���

Although�the�policy�and�regulatory�controls�for�noise�related�impacts�are�in�place�in�the�planning�
area�and�Mitigation�Measure�3.11�1�would�reduce�the�impacts�associated�with�noise,�the�potential�
remains�for�excessive�noise�associated�with�construction�activities.� �The�nature�of�some�roadway�
improvement� projects� (e.g.,� lane� closures,� detours,� etc)� benefit� from� nighttime� construction�
activities�to�reduce�potential�safety�hazards�and�traffic�congestion.��Also,�some�of�the�projects�may�
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be� in� the� vicinity� of� sensitive� receptors� and� may� not� be� able� to� be� designed� to� ensure� that�
construction�equipment�does�not�adversely�affect�the�sensitive�receptors.��Therefore,�construction�
related�noise�impacts�from�the�RTP�projects�are�significant�and�unavoidable.�

��������	��������

Mitigation� Measure� 3.11�1:� � The� RTP� projects� should� be� designed� and� implemented� to� reduce�
adverse�construction�noise�and�vibration�impacts�to�sensitive�receptors,�as�feasible.� �Measures�to�
reduce� noise� and� vibration� effects� should� be� consistent� with� the� FHWA� standards� for� federally�
funded� projects� (i.e.� federal� soundwall� standards),� or� consistent� with� local� standards� for� locally�
sponsored�projects.�Measures�may�include,�but�are�not�limited�to:��

� Construction�of�temporary�sound�barriers�to�shield�noise�sensitive�land�uses.�
� Location�of�noise�generating� stationary�equipment� (e.g.,� power�generators,� compressors,�

etc.)�at�the�furthest�practical�distance�from�nearby�noise�sensitive�land�uses.�
� Phase�demolition,�earth�moving�and�ground�impacting�operations�so�as�not�to�occur�in�the�

same�time�period.�
� Use� of� equipment� noise�reduction� devices� (e.g.,� mufflers,� intake� silencers,� and� engine�

shrouds)�in�accordance�with�manufacturers’�recommendations.�
� Substituting� noise/vibration�generating� equipment� with� equipment� or� procedures� that�

would� generate� lower� levels� of� noise/vibration.� � For� instance,� in� comparison� to� impact�
piles,� drilled� piles� or� the� use� of� a� sonic� or� vibratory� pile� driver� are� preferred�alternatives�
where�geological�conditions�would�permit�their�use.�

� Limit�noise�generating�construction�activities,�excluding�those�that�would�result�in�a�safety�
concern�to�workers�or� the�public,� to�the� least�noise�sensitive�daytime�hours�or�within� the�
timeframe�specified�by�the�local�General�Plan.�

Other�specific�measures�as�they�are�deemed�appropriate�by�the�implementing�agency�to�maintain�
consistency�with�adopted�policies�and�regulations�regarding�noise.�
� �
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TABLE�3.11�5:�CONSTRUCTION�EQUIPMENT�NOISE�LEVELS�
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Based on typical equipment noise levels and default equipment usage rates obtained from the FHWA Road 
Construction Noise Model (2006).  Distances to noise contours are approximate and assume do not include 
excess ground attenuation or shielding. Actual noise levels and contour distances will vary depending on 
project and site-specific conditions. 
Sources: FHWA 2006 
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Impact�3.11�2:�Exposure�of�Noise�Sensitive�Land�Uses�to�Noise�in�Excess�of�
Normally�Acceptable�Noise�Levels�or�to�Substantial�Increases�in�Noise.�
(significant�and�unavoidable)�
The� 2010� RTP� does� not� directly� cause� a� noise� impact,� although� it� could� indirectly� have� noise�
impacts�as�a�result�of�development�and�operation�of�RTP�projects�during�both�the�short�and�long�
term.�While�many�of�these�projects�will�likely�have�no�effect�on�the�operational�noise�generation�
of�the�facility,�some�improvement�projects,�which�involve�new�facilities�or�capacity�enhancements�
for� existing� facilities,� could� affect� noise�sensitive� land� uses.� Noise�sensitive� land� uses� could� be�
exposed�to�noise�in�excess�of�normally�acceptable�noise�levels�or�increases�in�noise�as�a�result�of�
the� operation� of� expanded� or� new� transportation� facilities� (i.e.,� increased� traffic� resulting� from�
roadway�capacity�improvements,�new�transit�facilities,�airport�modifications,�etc.).���

The�FHWA�Highway�Traffic�Noise�Prediction�model�(FHWA�RD�77�108)�was�used�to�predict�changes�
in�future�(year�2030)�traffic�noise� levels�along�major�area�roadways�attributable�to�the�proposed�
project.� � The� FHWA� modeling� was� based� upon� the� CALVENO� noise� emission� factors� for�
automobiles�and�medium�and�heavy�duty�trucks.��Input�data�used�in�the�model�included�average�
daily�traffic�volumes,�day/night�percentages�of�automobiles�and�medium�and�heavy�trucks,�vehicle�
speeds,�ground�attenuation�factors,�and�roadway�widths.��Traffic�volumes�were�derived�from�the�
Shasta�County�travel�demand�model.��Vehicle�distribution�percentages�were�based�on�traffic�data�
obtained�during�the�site�reconnaissance,�as�well�as�heavy�duty�truck�distribution�percentages�for�
major�highways�obtained�from�the�California�Department�of�Transportation�(Caltrans�2007).���

While� noise� levels� would� increase� in� comparison� to� existing� conditions� (Table�3.11�2),� predicted�
increases� would� be� primarily� associated� with� future� development� and� not� the� result� of� the�
proposed� project.� � Traffic� noise� modeling� was,� therefore,� conducted� for� “Constrained”� and�
“Unconstrained”�proposed�project�conditions� in�comparison� to� “Year�2030�No�Build”�conditions.�
Predicted� future� traffic� noise� contours� for� the� “Constrained”� and� “Unconstrained”� proposed�
project�scenarios�are�summarized�in�Table�3.11�6.�

Based� upon� the� data� shown� in�Table�3.11�7,� implementation� of� the� proposed� project� would� be�
projected� to� result� in� significant� increases� in� traffic� noise� levels� that� could� contribute� to�
unacceptable� noise� levels� at� noise�sensitive� land� uses� located� near� adversely� affected� roadway�
segments.� � Although� predicted� traffic� noise� levels� would� vary� by� roadway� segment,� both� the�
“Constrained”� and� “Unconstrained”� project� scenarios� would� result� in� similar� overall� levels� of�
impact.� �Both�project� scenarios�would� result� in�a� significant� increase� in� traffic�noise� levels�along�
three� of� the� twenty� roadway� segments� analyzed.� � It� should� be� noted,� however,� that� the� traffic�
noise�levels�under�the�Constrained�and�Unconstrained�project�scenarios�are�an�improvement�when�
compared�to�the�No�Build�scenario.��

The� county� and� incorporated� communities� have� adopted� Noise� Elements� of� their� General� Plans�
that� establish� noise�related� policies� that,� when� implemented,� protect� sensitive� receptors� from�
significant�noise.�The�policies�that�are�laid�out�in�the�Noise�Element(s)�are�consistent�with�federal�
and�state�regulations�designed�to�protect�noise�sensitive�receptors.��During�the�design�process,�the�
implementing� agency� would� be� responsible� for� ensuring� that� the� project� is� designed� consistent�
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with� adopted� policies� and� state� and� federal� regulations.� Although� the� policy� and� regulatory�
controls�for�noise�related�impacts�are�in�place�in�the�planning�area,�RTP�projects�would�result�in�an�
increase� in� traffic� noise� levels.� � For� most� projects,� consistency� with� the� adopted� policies� and�
established� regulations� would� help� to� reduce� exposure� of� sensitive� receptors� to� transportation�
noise�levels.��However,�it�may�not�be�feasible�to�mitigate�this�impact�to�a�less�than�significant�level�
in�all�instances,�particularly�in�areas�where�existing�development�is�located�near�proposed�projects.��
For�this�reason,�this�increase�in�ambient�noise�levels�is�significant�and�unavoidable.�
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Impact�3.11�3:�Grading�and�Construction�Activities�Would�Intermittently�
and�Temporarily�Expose�Sensitive�Receptors�to�Groundborne�Vibration�
Levels.�(significant�and�unavoidable)�
Groundborne�vibration�and�noise� levels�associated�with�highway�traffic� is� typically�considered�to�
pose�no�threat�to�buildings�and�potential�annoyance�to�people�would�be�minimal.��Traffic�vibration�
levels�are�typically�highest�associated�with� truck�passbys.� �Automobile� traffic�normally�generates�
vibration� peaks� of� one�fifth� to� one�tenth� that� of� trucks.� � Based� on� measurements� conducted� by�
Caltrans,�even�the�highest�truck�generated�vibrations,�which�were�measured�at�approximately�16�
feet�from�the�centerline�of�the�near�travel�lane,�were�not�found�to�exceed�0.08�in/sec.��This�level�
coincides� with� the� maximum� recommended� “safe� level”� for� ruins� and� historical� structures�
(Caltrans�2002(b),�2004).���

Construction� activities� would,� however,� require� the� use� of� off�road� equipment� which� could�
adversely� affect� nearby� land� uses.� Groundborne� vibration� levels� commonly� associated� with�
construction�equipment�typically�associated�with�transportation�projects�are�summarized�in�Table�
3.11�8.� �As�indicated,�the�highest�groundborne�vibration�levels�would�be�generated�by�the�use�of�
pile� drivers� and� vibratory� rollers.� � Groundborne� vibration� levels� associated� with� proposed�
construction� improvement�projects�could�potentially�exceed�recommended�criteria�for�structural�
damage� and/or� human� annoyance� (0.2� and� 0.1� in/sec� ppv,� respectively)� at� nearby� existing� land�
uses.� � As� a� result,� exposure� to� construction�generated� groundborne� vibration� levels� would� be�
considered�potentially�significant.�

TABLE�3.11�8:�REPRESENTATIVE�VIBRATION�SOURCE�LEVELS�FOR�CONSTRUCTION�EQUIPMENT�
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Mitigation�Measure�3.11�1�would�require�implementing�agencies�to�either�limit�construction�to�the�
least� noise�sensitive� daytime� hours� or� within� the� timeframe� specified� by� the� local� General� Plan.�
Additionally,�it�requires��the�contractor�to�use�equipment�with�reduced�equipment�noise/vibration�
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levels,�to�the�extent�practical.��The�level�of�mitigation�would�be�project�and�site�specific�and�would�
include�measures�normally�required�by�Caltrans,�as�well�as�requirements�under�the�General�Plan�
Noise� Elements� and� Noise� Ordinances� of� the� applicable� jurisdictions.� � For� most� projects,�
implementation� of� mitigation� measures� would� be� anticipated� to� reduce� groundborne� vibration�
levels�and�potential�damage�to�nearby�structures�to�a�less�than�significant�level.��However,�in�some�
instances,� feasible� mitigation� measures� may� not� be� available� to� reduce� resultant� short�term�
increases�in�levels�of�annoyance�to�nearby�individuals�to�a�less�than�significant�level.� �As�a�result,�
this�impact�would�be�considered�significant�and�unavoidable.���
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FIGURE�3.11�1:�COMMON�NOISE�LEVELS

�
Source:�Caltrans�2008
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FIGURE�3.11�4:�FUTURE�(YEAR�2022)�NOISE�CONTOURS�–�BENTON�AIRPARK�

�
Source:�City�of�Redding�2000�
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This� section�describes�existing�and� future� regional�multi�modal� transportation� related�conditions�
associated� with� implementation� of� the� 2010� RTP.� The� analysis� in� this� section� addresses� existing�
and� future� transportation� conditions� both� with� and� without� the� 2010� RTP.� Information� in� this�
section�is�derived�from�the�2010�RTP�and�from�analysis�prepared�by�Dowling�Associates.

1=��=�������	��

��������������	��

Shasta� County� is� the� geographical� center� and� transportation� crossroads� of� California,� north� of�
Sacramento.� It� lies� at� the� north� end� of� the� Sacramento� Valley,� 150� miles� from� Sacramento,� its�
largest�urbanized�neighbor,�and�110�miles�south�of�the�Oregon�border.�

Shasta�County’s�3,788�square�miles�range�in�elevation�from�425�feet�in�the�Sacramento�Valley,�to�
3,300�feet�in�the�Fall�River�Valley,�to�more�than�10,000�feet�at�Lassen�National�Park.�

The�County’s�three� incorporated�cities� (Redding,�Anderson�and�Shasta�Lake)�all� lay� in�the�central�
non�mountainous� portion� of� Shasta� County� �� referred� to� as� the� South� Central� Region.� In� the�
southernmost�portion�of�the�South�Central�Region�is�Cottonwood,�one�of�the�County’s�four�Town�
Centers.� The� other� three� major� Town� Centers� are� Palo� Cedro,� just� east� of� Redding� and�
Burney/Johnson� Park� and� Fall� River� Mills/McArthur� which� are� both� located� in� the� mountains� of�
eastern�Shasta�County.�

�����	��������	��7��I�

Shasta� County� has� over� 2,600� miles� of� public� roadways� under� the� jurisdiction� of� various�
government� entities.� These� roadways� carry� an� estimated� 2,016� million� miles� of� travel� demand�
annually,�according�to�the�2007�Caltrans�California�Motor�Vehicle�Travel�Forecast.�

Functional�Classification�and�Design�Standards�of�Roadways�
Shasta� County’s� streets� and� highways� can� be� described� in� terms� of� a� hierarchy� of� roadways�
according� to� their� functional� classification.� The� resulting� hierarchy� of� roadways,� as� well� as� the�
general�characteristics�of�each�type,�is�described�below.�Two�major�classifications,�urban�and�rural�
streets,� are� grouped� according� to� the� character� of� service� they� are� expected� to� provide.� It� is�
necessary�to�differentiate�between�urban�and�rural�areas�since�the�services�they�provide�can�differ�
greatly.�

��6�	�����7�����������

Urban�Local�Roadways�
Urban�local�roadways�are�intended�to�serve�adjacent�properties�only.�They�carry�very�little,�if�any,�
through�traffic�and�generally�have�low�volumes.�They�are�normally�discontinuous�in�alignment�to�
discourage�through�traffic,�although�they�are�occasionally�laid�out�in�a�grid�system.�Speed�limits�on�
local� roads� seldom� exceed� 25� miles� per� hour.� An� example� of� a� local� roadway� in� an� urban�
environment�is�the�cul�de�sac.�
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Urban�Collector�Roadways�
Urban�collector�roadways�are�intended�to�collect�traffic�from�local�roadways�and�carry�it�to�roads�
higher� in� the� hierarchy� of� classification.� Collector� roads� also� serve� adjacent� properties.� They�
generally�carry�light�to�moderate�traffic�volumes�at�speed�limits�typically�in�the�range�of�35�to�45�
miles�per�hour.�

Urban�Arterial�Roadways�
Urban� arterial� roadways� can� be� further� divided� into� major� and� minor� facilities.� They� are� fed� by�
local�and�collector� roads�and�provide� intra�city� circulation�and�connection� to� regional� roadways.�
Although� their� primary� purpose� is� to� move� heavy� volumes� of� traffic,� arterial� roadways� often�
provide� access� to� adjacent� properties,� especially� in� commercial� areas.� Speed� limits� on� arterial�
roadways�typically�range�from�45�to�55�miles�per�hour.�

����������7�����������

Rural�Local�Roads�
Rural� local� roads� serve� primarily� to� provide� access� to� adjacent� land� and� provide� for� travel� over�
relatively�short�distances.�

Rural�Collector�Roads�
Rural�collector�roads�serve�travel�that�is�primarily�intra�county�rather�than�of�regional�or�statewide�
importance.�Travel�distances�on�these�roads�are�usually�shorter�than�on�arterial�roadways.�

Rural�Arterial�Roadways�
Rural� arterial� roadways� provide� for� corridor� movements� having� trip� lengths� and� volumes� that�
indicate�substantial�statewide�or�interstate�travel.�They�generally� link�urban�areas�of�over�50,000�
population� as� well� as� many� areas� with� 25,000� population� or� more.� They� are� often� regional�
highways�or�freeways�as�described�below.�

The� following�classifications�of� roadway�serve�both� rural�and�urban�areas�by�providing� travel�on�
important,�high�volume�corridors.�

�����	�������7����

Regional�highways�are�used�as�primary�connections�between�major�traffic�generators�or�as�primary�
links� in� state� and� national� highway� networks.� Such� routes� often� have� sections� of� many� miles�
through�rural�environments�without�traffic�control�interruptions.�

����7�����	���;�����7����

Freeways� and� expressways� are� intended� to� serve� both� intra�regional� and� inter�regional� travel.�
They�provide�no�access�to�adjacent�properties,�but�rather�are�fed�traffic�from�collector�and�arterial�
roadways� by� access� ramps.� Freeways� provide� connections� to� other� regional� highways� and� are�
capable�of�carrying�heavy�traffic�volumes.�Speed�limits�on�freeways�are�usually�the�highest�allowed�
by�law.�
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This�hierarchy�of�streets�and�highways�is�only�a�general�guide�to�the�classification�of�roadways�that�
make� up� the� circulation� system.� Because� streets� often� serve� dual� functions,� they� cannot� be�
definitively�classified.�In�addition,�the�width�of�a�roadway�does�not�always�correspond�directly�to�
its� function� in� the� overall� circulation� system,� though� the� wider� roadways� tend� to� have� more�
regional�function.�

Major�Roadways�in�Shasta�County�
����7����

Shasta�County�has�three�segments�of�four�lane�limited�access�freeway�or�expressway.�

Interstate� 5� (I�5)� runs� from� the� south� border� of� Shasta� County� to� the� north� border.� � Freeway�
interchanges�provide�access� to�all�of� the�urbanized�areas� in� the�south�part�of� the�county�and�to�
rural�communities�in�the�north�part�of�the�county.�

State�Route�44� (SR�44)�has�a� limited�access� freeway�segment�between�Liberty�Street� in�Redding�
and�Old�Oregon�Trail.�State�Route�299�(SR�299)�has�a�limited�access�freeway�segment�between�I�5�
and�Old�Oregon�Trail.�

�����	�������7����

Six�state�highways�serve�as�regional�highways�in�Shasta�County.�These�highways,�which�provide�the�
primary�access�through�the�county,�are�listed�in�Table�3.12�1.�

TABLE�3.12�1:�STATE�HIGHWAYS�IN�SHASTA�COUNTY�

�!�!&��"#!&�10� �!�!&��"#!&���� �!�!&��"#!&��41�

�!�!&��"#!&�33� �!�!&��"#!&��-�� �!�!&��"#!&�����

�
���������	�����	������7����

A�number�of�arterial�and�collector�roadways�in�Shasta�County�are�regionally�significant�in�that�they�
serve�regional�population�areas.�Most�of�these�are�part�of�the�county’s�roadway�network.�Figure�
3.12�1�presents�the�major�roadways�in�the�network.�

���	����

Public�transit�service�is�provided�by�the�Redding�Area�Bus�Authority�(RABA).��RABA�provides�fixed�
route� and� demand� responsive� service� (paratransit).� � Other� transit� service� is� provided� by� various�
social� service�agencies,�Greyhound�Bus�Lines,�and�other�private� transportation�services� including�
limousines,�airport�shuttles,�taxi�service,�pedi�cabs,�and�non�emergency�medical�transportation.�



����� 1=������	���������	��	������������	�
�

1=��23� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

Fixed�Route�Public�Transit�
�����	�������6�������������

RABA�operates�12�fixed�routes�within�the�cities�of�Redding,�Shasta�Lake�and�Anderson.��Ten�of�the�
routes� operate� on� one�hour� headways� using� one� vehicle� apiece.� Route� 9� is� a� 90�minute� route�
utilizing� two� vehicles.� Route�12�operates�on�a�30�minute�headway�utilizing� the� same�vehicles�as�
Route�9.�In�total,�12�vehicles�are�required.�

6��	����;������

Shasta�County�contracts�with�RABA�for�a�rural�commuter�bus�service.�The�commuter�service�offers�
express�transportation�into�Redding�from�the�outlying�community�of�Burney.�The�service�operates�
Monday�through�Friday,�with�two�round�trips�each�day.�

Demand�Response�
�����	�������6�������������

The� RABA� Demand�Response� system� provides� complementary� transportation� to� the� disabled�
residents�within�the�fixed�route�service�area.�The�service�area�is�generally�within�three�quarters�of�
a� mile� of� the� fixed� routes,� complying� with� the� minimum� mandates� of� the� Americans� with�
Disabilities�Act�(ADA).�To�be�eligible�for�this�service,�passengers�must�apply�and�be�accepted�into�
the�system.�In�Redding,�approximately�195�passenger�trips�are�provided�per�day.�

����������
�������	���������	����
������

These�are�non�RABA�public�and�private�services�for�the�elderly�and�disabled.�

��	�������������	���������	����
��������	����������

This�is�a�community�transit�service�funded�"off�the�top"�by�the�RTPA�pursuant�to�TDA,�Article�4.5.�
These� services� are� not� subject� to� "unmet� transit� need"� and� “reasonable� to� meet"� standards.�
Funding� is� limited� to� five� percent� of� the� money� available� for� apportionment� countywide.� This�
service� provides� the� elderly� and� frail� people� with� an� opportunity� to� get� out� and� improve� the�
quality�of�their�lives.�

Intercity�Buses�
Greyhound�Bus�Lines�has� four�northbound�and�seven�southbound�buses�passing� through� Shasta�
County�each�day.�Anderson�and�Redding�are�the�only�Shasta�County�stops.� �Red�Bluff� is�the�next�
stop�to�the�south�and�Dunsmuir�to�the�north.��

�In�July�2009,�the�Susanville�Indian�Rancheria�began�providing�round�trip�service�from�Susanville�to�
Redding,� via� Westwood,� Chester,� and� Red� Bluff.� The� service� operates� on� Monday,� Tuesday,� and�
Thursday� (excluding� holidays),� and� includes� three� round�trips� daily� from� Red� Bluff� to� Redding.�
Paratransit�vans�that�seat�eight�passengers�and�one�wheelchair�are�used�for�the�service.�Service�is�
currently�free,�however,�special�trips�are�available�for�a�fee.�
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Trinity� Transit,� the� public� transit� operator� for� Trinity� County,� began� operating� a� new� "Intercity�
Service"� between� Weaverville� and� Redding� in� January� 2010.� This� service� operates� Monday,�
Wednesday,� and� Friday� from� 10:00� AM� to� 2:00� PM.� This� service� connects� Highway� 101� and�
Interstate�5�via�Highway�299.��

Modoc� Transportation� Agency� operates� an� intercity� route� (Sage� Stage)� between� Alturas� and�
Redding�two�days�per�week,�along�the�SR�299�east�corridor.�

Taxicabs�
Redding�Yellow�Cab�and�ABC�Cab�Company�operate�in�the�Redding�area�24�hours�a�day,�seven�days�
a�week�with�five�and�four�cabs,�respectively.��

School�Transportation�
By�far,�the�largest�source�of�transportation�besides�the�private�auto�is�the�public�school�bus.�The�26�
public� county�school�districts�and�the�County�Superintendent�of�Schools�Office� together�operate�
159� buses,� traveling� more� than� 2.28� million� miles� a� year� and� transporting� an� average� of� 8,965�
students�a�day.�

Shasta�College�operates�an�interregional�type�of�service�between�the�college�and�Tehama�County�
(Red�Bluff),�Trinity�County�(Weaverville),�and�Eastern�Shasta�County�(McArthur).�The�college�has�a�
total�of�nine�buses�and�uses�four�of�these�daily�on�the�above�runs,�transporting�150�170�students�
daily,�and�also�contracts�for�a�lift�equipped�van�for�disabled�students.��

�
�����	�

Overview�of�Aviation�Facilities�
There� are� three� public� use� airports� in� Shasta� County.� � Two� airports� are� operated� by� the� City� of�
Redding� and� one� is� operated� by� Shasta� County.� � The� Redding� Municipal� Airport� is� the� only�
commercial�airport�in�the�county.�

City�of�Redding�Airports�
The�City�of�Redding�operates�the�Redding�Municipal�Airport�and�the�Benton�Airport.�

�����	���	���������������

Redding� Municipal� Airport� is� the� only� airport� in� the� county� served� by� scheduled� airlines.� � It� is� a�
regional�airport�serving�Shasta�and�the�seven�surrounding�counties.� It�was�originally�built�by� the�
U.S.�Army�as�a�military�airfield�in�1942.�It�was�dedicated�to�the�City�of�Redding�in�1947.�Today,�it�is�
the�largest�civilian�facility�in�California,�north�of�Sacramento.�The�airport�has�eighty�four�tie�down�
spaces�and�the�City�of�Redding�owns�hangars�that�will�accommodate�102�aircraft.�

Scheduled�air�service�is�provided�by�two�airlines.� �Horizon�Air�generally�provides�two�daily�flights�
to/from�Los�Angeles,�one�daily�flight�to/from�Seattle�and�two�flights�connecting�to�Arcata.��United�
Express�provides�four�round�trips�each�day�to�San�Francisco.�
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Charter�service�is�provided�by�Redding�Aero�Enterprises�and�Air�Shasta.�These�fixed�base�operators�
also�provide�aircraft�sales,�maintenance�service,�aircraft�fuels,�and�accessories.�Helicopter�charter�
is�provided�by�Redding�Air�Service�and�Air�Shasta.�

The�mix�of�aircraft�is�as�follows:�125�single�engine�airplanes;�28�multi�engine�airplanes;�one�jet;�and�
six�helicopters.�The�operational� statistics� is�as� follows:�6,000�Air�Carrier;� zero�Commuter;�11,000�
Air�Taxi;�24,000�GA�Local;�33,000�GA�Itinerant;�and�1,000�Military.�The�total�annual�operations� is�
75,100.�

The� main� runway� used� by� commercial� aircraft� is� 7,000� feet� long,� and� includes� a� high� intensity�
lighting�system,�precision�approach�path�indicator�lights�on�Runway�34,�runway�end�identification�
lights,�and�a� visual�approach�slope� indicator�on�Runway�16.�The�airport�also�has�a� terminal�very�
high�frequency�omni�range�radio�facility�and�a�precision�instrument�landing�system�to�Runway�34�
with�a�localizer�back�course�approach�on�Runway�16.�

6�	��	���������

Benton� Airport� is� uniquely� situated� within� the� city� limits� slightly� more� than� one� mile� from� the�
midtown�business�area�and�the�center�of�Redding.�Benton�is�a�small,�single�runway,�Visual�Flight�
Rules� (VFR)� airport� for� single� and� small� twin�engine� general� aviation� aircraft.� It� is� classified� as� a�
General� Aviation� Facility� within� the� USDOT/FAA� National� Plan� of� Integrated� Airport� Systems.� It�
contains� 416� acres� for� aviation� and� commercial� development,� but� its� growth� potential� is�
constrained� both� by� topography� and� residential� encroachment.� There� are� approximately� 130�
private�aircraft�based�at�Benton,� in�addition�to�both�the�California�Highway�Patrol�air�operations�
and� the� Mercy� Medical� Center� air� ambulance� operations.� Hillside� Aviation� provides� charter� air�
service,�sales,�fuel,�and�maintenance.�

The� mix� of� aircraft� is� as� follows:� 113� Single� engine;� 12� Multi�engine;� and� three� Helicopters.� The�
operational�statistics� is�as� follows:�1,000�Air�Taxi;�17,000�GA�Local;�and�17,000�GA� Itinerant.�The�
airport� includes�30�Shelters� (monthly� rentals),�50�T�Hangars� (monthly� rentals),�64�Tie�downs� (58�
monthly,�6�daily�rentals),�and�25�Transient.�

County�Airport�
�������
����������������

Fall�River�Mills�Airport�is�located�at�an�elevation�of�3,323�feet�in�the�extreme�northeast�corner�of�
the� county,� 70� miles� from� Redding,� and� was� originally� built� in� the� 1940's� as� a� graveled� runway.�
Hangars,� runway� lights,� tie�downs� and� security� fencing� have� been� added� since� 1965.� This� is� a�
designated� Remote� Access� airport.� In� 2006� and� 2007,� Shasta� County� overlaid� the� runway� and�
taxiway,�which�were�badly�deteriorated.�

Fall�River�Mills�Airport� is�currently�a�General�Aviation�facility�with�a�5,000�foot�runway,�13�based�
aircraft,�and�serving�both�piston�powered�and�turbine�powered�general�aviation�transient�aircraft.�
Services�are�limited�to�card�lock�Aviation�Fuel�sales.�There�are�currently�no�other�services�and�no�
Fixed�Base�Operators�on�site.�
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Since�the�last�RTP�Update�approximately�$10�million�in�improvements�have�been�completed.�Most�
notable� was� the� extension� of� the� runway� and� taxiways� to� 5000� feet,� apron� expansion� and�
construction�of�a�nine�unit�T�hangar�with�pilots�lounge�and�ADA�bathrooms.�The�entire�airfield�is�
now�protected�by�chain�link�security�fencing.��

�������
��	��

Rail�Transport�
Shasta�County�is�served�by�the�Union�Pacific�Railroad�(UPRR).�

�	��	������������������

Freight� loading/unloading� opportunities� on� the� UPRR� mainline� are� available� at� the� following� rail�
siding� locations:� Cottonwood,� Culp,� Anderson,� Girvan,� Redding,� Silverthorn,� O'Brien,� Mead,�
Lakehead,�Delta,�Lamoine,�Gibson,�Sims,�Conant,�Dirigo,�and�Castle�Crags.�House�track�or� spur� is�
available�at�all�listed�stations.�

Air�Transport�
The� volume� of� freight� currently� moved� by� air� into� or� out� of� Redding� is� small� compared� to� the�
volume� moved� by� trucks.� However,� the� county� has� the� potential� capacity� to� increase� airfreight�
volumes�greatly.�As�the�only�commercial�airport�in�Shasta�County,�Redding�Municipal�Airport�is�the�
center�of�airfreight�and�package�movement�activity.�The�most�visible�airfreight�carriers�are�Federal�
Express� and� Airborne� Express� with� terminal� facilities� and� several� based� aircraft.� The� following�
entities� also�provide� airfreight� service� at� the� Redding� Municipal� Airport:� � Burlington� Air� Express,�
Emery�Worldwide,�United�Parcel�Service�and�the�United�States�Postal�Service.�

Truck�Transport�
Eight� truck� terminals� serve� the� Redding� area� and� Shasta� County� with� daily� service� by� 18� major�
carriers.� Many� local� California� and� interstate� carriers� provide� service� to� Washington,� Oregon,�
Nevada,�and�Arizona.�Including�owner�operated�trucking�firms,�there�are�close�to�80�carriers�in�the�
Redding�area.�

	�	2�����B������	���������	�

Bicycles�
Each� of� the� unincorporated� cities� and� Shasta� County� have� existing� and� proposed� designated�
bikeways.��Bicycles�are�also�permitted�on�certain�segments�of�state�routes.�

6��������������������	����	�=�

Bike�facilities�are�categorized�into�three�different�classifications:�

� Class� I� Bike� Paths� are� bikeway� facilities� designated� for� exclusive� use� by� both� bicycles� and�
pedestrians,� which� are� separated� from,� but� usually� adjacent� to,� roadways.� They� are� usually�
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designed�for�two�way�travel�with�an�eight�foot�minimum�wide�of�asphalt�concrete�pavement�
and�two�foot�wide�graded�aggregate�base�shoulders�wherever�practical.�

� Class�II�Bike�Lanes�usually�consist�of�adjacent�one�way�lanes�on�either�side�of�the�roadway�that�
provide� for� the�exclusive�and�semi�exclusive�use�of�bicycles�and�pedestrians� within� the� road�
travel�way.�Class�II�bike�lane�facilities�require�four�foot�minimum�width�lanes�on�both�sides�of�
the�roadway�where�shoulders�are�present�and�five�foot�minimum�width�lanes�where�curb�and�
gutters�are�present.�These�facilities�are�for�the�exclusive�use�of�bicycles�and�pedestrians�where�
they� are� separated� from� the� motor� vehicle� lane� by� a� six�inch� painted� white� stripe� and�
designated� with� signs� and� permanent� pavement� markings.� Shared� use� by� motor� vehicles�
within�these�facilities�is�only�permissible�where�indicated�by�broken�or�dashed�striping.�

� Class� III� Bike� Routes� may� be� located� on� roadway� facilities� with� sufficient� width� for� shared�
motor� vehicle� and� bicycle� usage� and� are� usually� only� designated� by� signs� or� permanent�
pavement�markings�indicating�the�route.�

���������	�����	�

The�City�of�Anderson�has�0.3�miles�of�Class� I�Bike�Paths,�3.5�miles�of�Class� II�bike�Lanes,�and�1.0�
mile�of�Class�III�Bike�Routes.��The�City�of�Anderson�adopted�a�new�Bikeway�Plan�in�October�of�2007.�
The� Bikeway� Plan� must� be� kept� current� in� order� to� qualify� the� agency� to� apply� for� Bicycle�
Transportation�Account�grants.�These�plans�promote�the�use�of�bicycles�as�an�alternate�means�of�
transportation.��

�������������	��

The�City�of�Redding�Sacramento�River�Trail� includes�approximately�eleven�miles�of�paved�trail�on�
both�sides�of� the�river.�The�trail� system�primarily�serves� recreational�uses.�The�City�of�Redding’s�
Blue� Gravel� Mine� Trail� and� Canyon� Creek� Trail� total� 2.5� miles� of� trails.� The� City� of� Redding� has�
designated�Class�III�bike�routes�on�many�streets,�and�has�existing�and�proposed�Class�II�bike�lanes�
on�approximately�20�streets.�

�����������������I��

The�City�of�Shasta�Lake�has�0.3�miles�of�Class�I�bike�paths,�6.8�miles�of�Class�II�bike�lanes,�and�no�
Class�III�bike�routes.�Shasta�Lake�adopted�a�new�Bicycle�Transportation�Plan�in�2009.���

����������	���

Unincorporated�Shasta�County�has�three�existing�Class� II�bikeways�on�Lake�Boulevard,�Deschutes�
Road,�and�Ashby�Road.�The�County�plans�to�add�bike�lanes�to�most�of�the�major�roads�in�the�south�
central�region.�
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Existing�bike�routes�in�the�county�include�portions�of�the�state�and�federal�highways�(Table�3.12�2).��
The� state� highways� provide� vital� links� from� the� rural� areas� of� Shasta� County� to� the� cities� of�
Redding,�Anderson�and�Shasta�Lake.�

TABLE�3.12�2:�BICYCLE�ROUTES�ON�STATE�HIGHWAYS�IN�SHASTA�COUNTY�
������������ �������	 ��������	����6�������
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In�the�vicinity�of�Redding,�there�are�sections�of�SR�299,�Interstate�5�and�SR�44�that�prohibit�bicycle�
and/or� pedestrian� traffic.� The� state� highways� provide� vital� links� from� the� rural� areas� of� Shasta�
County�to�the�cities�of�Redding,�Anderson�and�Shasta�Lake.�

Pedestrian�
The�majority�of�the�pedestrian�facilities�located�within�the�urban�areas�of�Shasta�County�consist�of�
sidewalk� facilities�which�were�placed� in�conjunction�with�site� improvements� for�subdivisions�and�
commercial�development.��

�������������	��

The�City�of�Redding�has�built�a�series�of�interconnected�river�and�park�trails�along�the�Sacramento�
River.�Seven�miles�of�paved�pedestrian/�bicycle�trails�have�been�completed�along�the�Sacramento�
River�near�Lake�Redding�Park.�A�footbridge�was�completed�in�1990�at�the�northerly�end�of�the�trail�
to� provide� a� looped� system.� � New� feeder� trails� have� been� funded� and� are� under� design.� These�
trails�will�provide�bicycle�and�pedestrian�access�from�adjacent�residential�areas�to�the�main�river�
trail.�Various�extensions�of�the�main�trail�are�planned�as�funding�becomes�available,�including�"The�
Sundial� Bridge"� connecting� the� Museums� of� Turtle� Bay� with� the� Redding� Arboretum� across� the�
Sacramento�River,�which�opened�July�2004.��

A� former� railroad� grade� has� been� improved� and� provides� a� seven� mile� unpaved� trail� from� near�
Keswick� Dam� to� Shasta� Dam.� Plans� are� in� place� to� eventually� connect� this� trail� with� the� City� of�
Redding’s�network�of�trails.� �These�trails�are�coordinated�with�designated�bikeways� incorporated�
into�streets�and�roads�to�provide�loop�possibilities�to�the�trail�users.�
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Intelligent�Transportation�Systems�
Intelligent� Transportation� System� (ITS)� involves� the� application� of� electronics,� computers,� and�
technology�to�more�efficiently�manage�transportation�systems�and�assets.��The�main�purpose�of�an�
ITS�architecture� is�to�ensure�that�the� involved�transportation�agencies�plan,�develop,�and�deploy�
their� systems� in�a� coordinated�and�consistent� manner.�Other�equally� important�purposes�are� to�
eliminate�duplication�of�efforts,� to�stretch� funding�dollars,�and�to�ensure� that� ITS�deployment� in�
Shasta�County�is�coordinated�with�ITS�protocols�in�adjacent�regions.��

Certain�ITS�elements�are�in�place�in�Shasta�County�region.��These�include�Closed�Circuit�Television�
Cameras� (CCTV),�Changeable�Message�Signs� (CMS),�Highway�Advisory�Radio� (HAR)�and�Roadside�
Weather� Information� Systems� (RWIS).� � More� deployments� of� each� of� these� technologies� are�
planned�for�over�the�period�covered�by�the�RTP.��

1=��=������������������	��

��������

Safe,�Accountable,�Flexible,�Efficient�Transportation�Equity�Act:�A�Legacy�
for�Users�(SAFETEA�LU)�
SAFETEA�LU� continues� the� program� structure� established� for� highways� and� transit� under� the�
earlier� TEA�21� legislation,� such� as� flexibility� in� the� use� of� funds� for� a� variety� of� locally� defined�
purposes,� including� helping� meet� federal� air� quality� standards.� SAFETEA�LU� also� encourages�
development� of� Intelligent� Transportation� Systems� (ITS),� to� help� improve� operations� and�
management�of�transportation�systems�and�vehicle�safety.�

Under� SAFETEA�LU,� the� U.S.� Department� of� Transportation� (USDOT)� requires� the� Metropolitan�
Planning�Organization,�like�the�SC�RTPA,�to�prepare�long�range�transportation�plans�and�that�these�
plans� be� updated� every� three� years.� Key� federal� requirements� for� long�range� plans� include� the�
following:�

� RTPs�must�be�developed�through�an�open�and�inclusive�process�that�ensures�public�input�
and� seeks� out� and� considers� the� needs� of� those� traditionally� under� served� by� existing�
transportation�systems;�

� RTPs�must�be�developed�for�a�period�of�not�less�than�20�years�into�the�future�
� RTPs� must� reflect� the� most� recent� assumptions� for� population,� travel,� land� use,�

congestion,�employment,�and�economic�activity;�
� RTPs� must� have� a� financially� constrained� element,� and� transportation� revenue�

assumptions�must�be�reasonable;�
� RTPs� must� conform� to� the� applicable� federal� air� quality� plan,� called� the� State�

Implementation� Plan� (SIP),� for� ozone� and� other� pollutants� for� which� an� area� is� not� in�
attainment;�and�

� RTPs�must�consider�seven�planning�factors�and�strategies,�in�the�local�context.�
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National�Environmental�Policy�Act�
The� National� Environment� Policy� Act� of� 1969� (NEPA)� requires� federal� agencies� to� assess� the�
possible� environmental� consequences� of� projects� which� they� propose� to� undertake,� fund,� or�
approve.� While� the� 2010� RTP� is� not� subject� to� NEPA,� individual� federally� funded� programs� or�
projects�requiring�federal�approval�will�be�subject�to�a�NEPA�evaluation.�

������

The� State� requirements� largely� mirror� the� Federal� requirements� and� the� State� has� adopted�
extensive�RTP�guidelines.�Key�additional�requirements�of�the�State�include:�

Regional�Transportation�Plan�Requirements�
State� planning� guidelines� call� for� the� adoption� and� submittal� of� an� RTP� every� five� years� to� the�
California�Transportation� Commission� (CTC)�and�Caltrans.� If� the� current�RTP� is�determined� to�be�
adequate�such�that�an�update�is�not�warranted,�a�Regional�Transportation�Planning�Agency,�may�
re�adopt� the� current� RTP.� Also,� the� guidelines� specify� three� elements� of� the� RTP� –� a� policy�
element,�an�action�element,�and�a�financial�element�–�be�prepared.�A�detailed�list�of�seven�related�
RTP� preparation� planning� factors� is� contained� in� the� California� Transportation� Commission,�
Regional�Transportation�Guidelines,�December�1999.�

������

Local�Jurisdictions�
Local� jurisdictions� within� Shasta� County� have� established� standards� for� the� performance� of�
roadways�and� intersections�within� their�boundaries.�The�most� common�standards�apply� to�peak�
hour� operations� at� surface� street� intersections� or� roadways,� which� are� defined� as� a� minimum�
level�of�service�(LOS).�LOS�is�typically�defined�on�an�A�through�F�scale;�with�LOS�A�corresponding�to�
little�or�no�congestion�or�delay,�and�LOS�F�to�the�most�congested�condition�or�a�high�level�of�delay.��

The�specific�standard�applied,�calculation�methodology,�and�exceptions�for�unique�conditions�vary�
widely�among�jurisdictions.��The�standards�are�applied�on�a�location�by�location�basis,�and�do�not�
account� for� overall� system� performance� either� within� the� jurisdiction,� or� in� areas� outside� the�
jurisdiction.� � The� performance� measures� used� for� evaluation� of� the� RTP� are� intended� to�
supplement�these�local�standards�by�focusing�on�overall�system�performance.�

1=��=1���������	����������	���������
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Consistent�with�Appendix�G�of�the�CEQA�Guidelines,�the�proposed�project�is�considered�to�have�a�
significant�impact�on�the�environment�associated�with�transportation�and�circulation�if�it�will:�

� Cause�an�increase�in�traffic�which�is�substantial�in�relation�to�the�existing�traffic�load�and�
capacity�of�the�street�system�(i.e.,�result�in�a�substantial�increase�in�either�the�number�of�
vehicle�trips,�the�volume�to�capacity�ratio�on�roads,�or�congestion�at�intersections);�
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� Exceed,�either� individually�or�cumulatively,�a� level�of�service�standard�established�by� the�
county�congestion�management�agency�for�designated�roads�or�highways;�

� Result�in�a�change�in�the�air�traffic�patterns,�including�either�an�increase�in�traffic�levels�or�
a�change�in�location�that�results�in�substantial�safety�risks;�

� Substantially� increase� hazards� due� to� design� features� (e.g.� sharp� curves� or� dangerous�
intersections)�or�incompatible�uses�(e.g.,�farm�equipment);�

� Interfere�substantially�with�implementation�of�any�adopted�non�motorized�transportation�
plan;�

� Result�in�inadequate�emergency�access;�
� Result�in�inadequate�parking�capacity.�

��������	����������	���������

Impacts�associated�with�the�RTP�have�been�analyzed�based�upon�full�implementation�of�the�Short�
term�and�Long�term�Action�Plans.�Because�this�is�a�programmatic�level�environmental�document,�
the�analysis�is�based�on�the�multi�modal�projects�collectively,�rather�than�impacts�associated�with�
each�mode�of�travel�individually.�

Impact�3.12�1:�Cause�an�Increase�in�Traffic�which�is�Substantial�in�
Relation�to�the�Existing�Traffic�Load�and�Capacity�of�the�Street�System�(i.e.,�
result�in�a�substantial�increase�in�either�the�number�of�vehicle�trips,�the�
volume�to�capacity�ratio�on�roads,�or�congestion�at�intersections)�or�
Exceed,�either�Individually�or�Cumulatively,�a�Level�of�Service�Standard�
Established�by�the�County�Congestion�Management�Agency�for�Designated�
Roads�or�Highways�(beneficial�impact)���
The�2010�RTP�was�evaluated�for�traffic�impacts�in�regard�to�regional�indicators�and�roadway�LOS.�
Vehicle�Miles�Traveled�(VMT),�Vehicle�Hours�of�Delay�(VHD),�Average�Speeds,�and�Miles�of�Road�at�
Deficient�LOS�were�the�regional�indicators�used�to�analyze�the�alternatives.�Table�3.12�3�provides�a�
comparison�of�the�alternatives�by�the�regional�performance�indicators.��

TABLE�3.12�3:�REGIONAL�PERFORMANCE�INDICATOR�COMPARISON�
REGIONAL�MEASURE� 2010�EXISTING�

CONDITION�
2030

NO�PROJECT�
2030�FINANCIALLY�

CONSTRAINED�
2030�FINANCIALLY�

UNCONSTRAINED�
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SOURCE:�DOWLING�ASSOCIATES,�2009�
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Table�3.12�4�presents�a�roadway�segment�level�of�service�analysis�for�selected�roadways�in�Shasta�
County.� � The� analysis� presents� the� roadway� daily� traffic� volume� for� Existing� Conditions� and� for�
each� of� the� Regional� Transportation� Plan� Alternatives.� The� forecasted� traffic� volumes� were�
generated�using�the�Shasta�County�Transportation�Demand�Model.��The�model�results�in�this�Draft�
EIR�are�used� to�analyze� regional� transportation� through�2030�and� is�not� intended� to�be� used� to�
plan�local�roadway�improvements�or�to�provide�the�level�of�detail�necessary�to�analyze�impacts�of�
development�projects.���

TABLE�3.12�4:�ROADWAY�SEGMENT�LEVEL�OF�SERVICE�ANALYSIS�
ROADWAY� SEGMENT� EXISTING�

CONDITION�

(2010)�

FUTURE�CONDITIONS�(2030)
NO�PROJECT FINANCIALLY�

CONSTRAINED�
FINANCIALLY�

UNCONSTRAINED�
VOLUME1 LOS2 VOLUME LOS VOLUME� LOS� VOLUME LOS
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1�� Average�daily�traffic�volume�based�on�the�Shasta�County�Transportation�Demand�Model�

2�� Level� of� service� based� on� highest� direction� traffic� volume� during� the� P.M.� peak� hour� and� level� of�
service�thresholds�by�facility�type�based�on�the�2000�Highway�Capacity�Manual�(HCM)�as�compiled�by�
the�Florida�Department�of�Transportation�(FDOT).�

Bold�� Unacceptable�LOS�

�



����� 1=������	���������	��	������������	�
�

1=��2�3� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

Implementation�of�the�2010�RTP,�or�any�of�the�alternative�scenarios�will�not�improve�all�roadway�
LOS�conditions�throughout�the�regional�transportation�network�to�acceptable�levels.��While�traffic�
conditions� would� worsen� compared� with� existing� conditions,� this� is� largely� due� to� the� projected�
increase� in�development.�The�proposed�2010�RTP�has�been�developed�to�accommodate�planned�
and�proposed�growth�in�the�region�within�its�financial�constraints,�however,�it�does�not�control�or�
involve�approvals�of�development�projects.���

As� identified� in� Table� 3.12�3,� the� RTP� projects� would� either� maintain� or� improve� roadway�
congestion�conditions�when�compared�with�the�No�Project�scenario.�Therefore,�implementation�of�
the�RTP�would�result�in�a�beneficial�impact.��

Impact�3.12�2:�Result�in�a�Change�in�the�Air�Traffic�Patterns,�including�
either�an�Increase�in�Traffic�Levels�or�a�Change�in�Location�that�Results�in�
Substantial�Safety�Risks�(less�than�significant)�
The� RTP� includes� improvement� projects� for� aviation� that� are� intended� to� accommodate� the�
aviation� forecasts� discussed� previously.� Implementation� of� the� 2010� RTP� would� allow� for� an�
increase�in�air�traffic�levels.�These�projects�would�not�result�in�a�change�in�the�air�traffic�patterns;�
rather�the�RTP�will�accommodate�an�increase�in�air�traffic.�The�increase�in�air�traffic� levels� is�not�
expected�to�cause�a�substantial�safety�risk,�rather�it� is�expected�to�facilitate�increased�safety�and�
operations.�Implementation�of�the�proposed�project�would�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�on�
air�safety.��No�mitigation�measure�is�required.�

Impact�3.12�3:�Substantially�Increase�Hazards�Due�to�Design�Features�(e.g.�
sharp�curves�or�dangerous�intersections)�or�Incompatible�Uses�(beneficial�
impact)�
While� the� RTP� includes� numerous� projects� that� will� involve� a� design/engineering� process,� the�
project�specific�designs�and�plans�for�these�improvements�are�not�available�for�analysis�in�this�EIR.�
However,� all� improvements� will� be� designed� to� the� specifications� of� Caltrans� and/or� the�
implementing�agencies�roadway�standards,�as�appropriate.� �As�such,� the�proposed�project� is�not�
anticipated�to�cause�a�substantial�increase�in�hazards�due�to�design�features�or�incompatible�uses.�
The�design�and�review�process�for� individual�projects�would�require�the� implementing�agency�to�
review�the�design�to�ensure�that�it�is�consistent�with�local,�state,�and�federal�design�standards�to�
ensure� that� there� are� not� any� unnecessary� hazards� and� to� ensure� that� there� are� not� any�
incompatible� uses.� The� 2010� RTP� includes� roadway� projects� designed� to� alleviate� existing�
congestion� issues� and� to� reduce� traffic� hazards.� � Implementation� of� the� RTP� would� have� a�
beneficial�impact�on�this�environmental�topic.���

Impact�3.12�4:�Interfere�Substantially�with�Implementation�of�any�
Adopted�Non�Motorized�Transportation�Plan�(beneficial�impact)�
The� 2010� RTP� includes� non�motorized� transportation� projects� for� the� region,� including�
bicycle/pedestrian� projects� that� would� carry� out� components� of� the� county� and� incorporated�
communities’�bicycle�plans�and�would�implement�local�policies�associated�with�alternative�modes�
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of� transportation.� � The� 2010� RTP� is� designed� to� be� consistent� with� adopted� regional� plans,�
including�non�motorized�transportation�plans.�Implementation�of�the�RTP�would�have�a�beneficial�
impact�on�this�environmental�topic.���

Impact�3.12�5:�Result�in�Inadequate�Emergency�Access�(less�than�
significant)�
Emergency� access� could� potentially� be� affected� during� construction� activities� associated� with�
implementation� of� the� various� roadway� and� transit� improvement� projects� identified� in� the� RTP.�
However,� the� implementing� agency� for� each� improvement� project� would� be� responsible� for�
coordinating� with� the� emergency� providers� to� ensure� that� emergency� routes� remain� available�
during�construction�activities.�The�RTP�does�not�propose�any�specific�projects�that�are�believed�to�
result� in� inadequate� emergency� access.� � The� RTP� would� provide� increased� regional� connectivity�
and�should�improve�movement�of�emergency�vehicles�in�the�long�term.��Therefore,�the�impact�is�
less�than�significant.��No�mitigation�measure�is�required.�

Impact�3.12�6:�Result�in�Inadequate�Parking�Capacity�(beneficial�impact)�
The�2010�RTP�would�not�result�in�increased�demand�for�parking�facilities;�however,�it�would�result�
in�increased�parking�capacity.��Implementation�of�the�RTP�would�have�a�beneficial�impact�on�this�
environmental�topic.���
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CEQA�requires�an�EIR�to�evaluate�a�project's�effects�in�relationship�to�broader�changes�occurring,�
or� that� are� foreseeable� to� occur,� in� the� surrounding� environment.� Accordingly,� this� chapter�
presents�discussion�of�CEQA�mandated�analysis� for�cumulative� impacts,� irreversible� impacts,�and�
growth�inducement�associated�with�the�2010�RTP.��
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Under�CEQA,�the�discussion�of�cumulative�impacts�should�focus�on�the�severity�of�the�impacts�and�
the� likelihood� of� their� occurrence.� The� cumulative� scenario� for� the� 2010� RTP� includes� growth�
planned� for� Shasta� County� and� incorporated� communities.� The� analysis� of� cumulative� effects�
considered�the�cumulative�projected�general�plan�buildout�throughout�Shasta�County.���

The�RTP�includes�various�statistical�estimates�for�the�region�to�aid�in�regional�planning�issues.�The�
population�and�employment�estimates�for�the�region�are�shown�in�Tables�4.1�1�and�4.1�2.��While�
these�estimates�will�be�referenced�by�jurisdictions�updating�their�general�plans,�the�estimates�may�
differ� from� individual� jurisdiction� general� plan� buildout� estimates.� These� estimates� represent�
regional�growth�as�a�whole�based�on�trends,�and�are�useful�in�considering�the�cumulative�buildout�
scenario�of�the�region.��

TABLE�4.1�1:��POPULATION�ESTIMATES�FOR�MAJOR�JURISDICTIONS�AND�SUBAREAS�IN�SHASTA�CO.���

JURISDICTION�OR�AREA� 2000�US�CENSUS�
2009�E�1�DEPT�OF�

FINANCE�ESTIMATE�
PERCENTAGE�CHANGE�

2000�2009�

�!�!&�"9���)(9"*$(�� 11/�4�/03�� 1�/���/0�4� �1=�W�

��� !���"#$!%�!"!�)� �01/�-0� ��1/��1� ��=�W�

��� !���"#$!%�
#$($,"*+"*�!&.�

-3/10�� 4�/���� 1�=�W�

��� !���*>�$(G&.��*&�� ��-/�04� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

�(!%�"9��&..($'� ��/�0-� ��/���� ��=3W�

�(!%�"9��$.&* "$� �/���� ��40-� ��=1W�

�(!%�"9���� !����F&� �/���� ��/�4�� �3=�W�

6#*$&%� 1/��4� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

�"!!"$@"".� �/�0�� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

��($')&!"@$� �/���� 	"�& !(8�!&� 	E��

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

Shasta�County's�economic�base�has�a�number�of�major�components:� �tourism,�agriculture,� forest�
products,�government,�healthcare,�education�and�retail� trade�(see�Table�4.1�2).� �Retail� trade�has�
received� considerable� impetus� from� the� recent� development� of� several� major� retail� centers.��
Transportation� of� goods� to� distant� markets� is� also� an� important� component� of� the� region's�
economy.�Over�the�years,�Shasta�County�has�seen�a�steady�increase�in�taxable�sales.� �The�City�of�
Redding�is�experiencing�most�of�the�economic�growth�due�to�its�role�as�the�goods�and�employment�
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center�for�the�region.��The�current�recession�has�altered�this�trend,�with�sales�taxes�declining�over�
the�last�few�years.�

TABLE�4.1�2:��REGION�TO�STATE�PROFILE�OF�SELECTED�EMPLOYMENT�CHARACTERISTICS�PER�2000�CENSUS�
INDUSTRY� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�

�'*(,#)!#*&/�9"*& !*%/�9( �($'��$.��#$!($'��$.�
8($($'�

�=�W� �=-W� 1�=0W�

�"$ !*#,!("$� 0=�W� 4=3W� ��=3W�

�$#9�,!#*($'� �1=�W� 0=3W� 2-�=�W�

7�")& �)&�!*�.&� 3=�W� 1=�W� 2�0=�W�

�&!�()�!*�.&� ��=�W� �3=�W� �-=�W�

�*�$ +"*!�!("$��$.�@�*&�"# ($'/��$.�#!()(!(& � 3=4W� -=4W� ��=1W�

�$9"*8�!("$� 1=�W� �=�W� 23�=4W�

�($�$,&/�($ #*�$,&/�*&�)�& !�!&/��$.�*&$!�)��$.�
)&� ($'�

0=�W� -=�W� 2�3=0W�

�*"9&  ("$�)/� ,(&$!(9(,/�8�$�'&8&$!�
�.8($( !*�!(5&/��$.�@� !&�8�$�'&8&$!� &*5(,& �

��=0W� 4=4W� 211=0W�

�.#,�!("$�)/��&�)!���$.� ",(�)� &*5(,& � ��=-W� �3=4W� 11=-W�

�*! /�&$!&*!�($8&$!/�*&,*&�!("$/��,,"88".�!("$�
�$.�9"".� &*5(,& �

�=�W� �=-W� �-=�W�

�!�&*��&*5(,& � -=�W� 0=�W� �-=3W�

�#>)(,��.8($( !*�!("$� 3=-W� -=�W� ��=�W�

CLASS�OF�WORKER� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�

�*(5�!&�@�'&��$.� �)�*%�@"*F&*� 40=-W� 4�=�W� 24=-W�

�"5&*$8&$!�@"*F&*� �3=4W� ��=3W� �-=�W�
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OCCUPATION� CALIFORNIA� SHASTA�COUNTY� %�DIFFERENCE�
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",,#+�!("$ �

10=�W� 1�=3W� 2�-=0W�
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��)& ��$.��99(,&��,,#+�!("$ � �0=�W� �4=�W� �=4W�
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SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

The�County’s� labor�force� in�year�2030� is�projected�to�be�about�111,000,�of�which�about�103,800�
are� projected� to� be� employed� residents.� � Shasta� County� has� less� than� 50%� of� the� statewide�
average� of� manufacturing� and� information� industry.� � The� ratio� of� employed� residents� to� Shasta�
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County�jobs�is�projected�to�remain�essentially�constant�over�the�20�years,�with�local�jobs�projected�
to� rise� from� about� 76,017� in� 2010� to� 103,800� by� 2030.� � The� distribution� of� jobs� by� industry� is�
projected�to�continue�to�be�in�the�service�sector.� �Retail�employment� is�greater�than�25%�higher�
than�the�statewide�average.��Its�share�of�overall�employment�will�continue�to�increase.��

To�estimate�current�and�future�traffic,�the�SCRTPA�uses�a�countywide�travel�demand�model.��The�
model� is�a�computer�program�that�simulates�which�roads�get�used�when�people�travel�from�one�
place� to� another� �� from� homes� to� work,� shopping,� or� recreation,� for� example.� � It� was� recently�
recalibrated� to� year� 2005� traffic� data� and� is� used� to� forecast� traffic� for� years� up� to� 2030.� � The�
model� was� used� to� project� trip� length� information� for� various� trip� designations.� � Although� work�
trips�are�only�part�of�the�transportation�picture,�work�trips�are�a�primary�concern�since�they�are�
the� main� cause� of� congestion� during� peak� flow� periods.� � Exhibit� 4.0�1� illustrates� the� modal�
breakdown�for�getting�to�work.�

EXHIBIT�4.0�1:��MEANS�OF�TRANSPORTATION�TO�WORK�IN�SHASTA�CO.���

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

�������
��������������������<����

Method�of�Analysis��
Although� the� environmental� effects� of� an� individual� project� may� not� be� significant� when� that�
project�is�considered�separately,�the�combined�effects�of�several�projects�may�be�significant�when�
considered�collectively.�State�CEQA�Guidelines�15130�requires�a�reasonable�analysis�of�a�project's�
cumulative�impacts,�which�are�defined�as�"two�or�more�individual�effects�which,�when�considered�
together� are� considerable� or� which� compound� or� increase� other� environmental� impacts."� The�
cumulative� impact� that� results� from� several� closely� related� projects� is:� the� change� in� the�
environment� which� results� from� the� incremental� impact� of� the� project� when� added� to� other�
closely� related� past,� present,� and� reasonable� foreseeable� probable� future� projects.� Cumulative�
impacts�can�result�from�individually�minor�but�collectively�significant�projects�taking�place�over�a�

MEANS OF TRANSPORTATION  TO WORK IN SHASTA COUNTY (2000 CENSUS)

79%

9%

1%
3%
1%
4%

DROVE ALONE (79%)

CARPOOLED (9%)

PUBLIC TRANS (1%)

BICYCLE/WALKED (3%)

MOTORCYCLE (1%)

WORKED AT HOME (4%)
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period�of�time�(State�CEQA�Guidelines�15355[b]).�Cumulative�impact�analysis�may�be�less�detailed�
than�the�analysis�of�the�Project's�individual�effects�(State�CEQA�Guidelines�15130[b]).��

There�are�two�approaches�to�identifying�cumulative�projects�and�the�associated�impacts.�The�list�
approach�identifies�individual�projects�known�to�be�occurring�or�proposed�in�the�surrounding�area�
in�order�to�potential�cumulative�impacts.�The�projection�approach�uses�a�summary�of�projections�
in�adopted�General�Plans�or�related�planning�documents�to�identify�potential�cumulative�impacts.�
Because�of�the�programmatic�and�county�wide�nature�of�the�2010�RTP,�this�EIR�uses�the�projection�
approach� for� the� cumulative� analysis� and� considers� the� development� plans� of� Shasta� County� as�
well�as�its�incorporated�communities.��

Cumulative�Impacts�
Effects�associated�with�mineral�resources,�population�(except�growth�inducement),�public�services,�
recreation,�and�utilities�(except�storm�drainage,�which�is�addressed�in�hydrology�and�water�quality)�
were� discussed� in� the� Initial� Study� and� determined� to� not� have� an� impact,� have� a� less� than�
significant�impact,�or�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�with�mitigation.��The�analysis�in�the�Initial�
Study�has�identified�that�these�impacts�will�not�contribute�any�substantial�incremental�effects,�no�
comments� were� received� in� response� to� the� NOP� regarding� these� issues,� and� the� analysis�
performed� for� preparation� of� this� Draft� EIR� did� not� indicate� that� the� project� would� have� a�
considerable� contribution� to� significant� cumulative� effects� in� these� issue� areas;� therefore,� the�
project� is� determined� to� have� a� less� than� considerable� contribution� to� cumulative� impacts�
associated� with� mineral� resources,� population� (except� growth� inducement),� public� services,�
recreation,� and� utilities� (except� storm� drainage,� which� is� addressed� in� hydrology� and� water�
quality).�

Cumulative� impacts� for� most� issue� areas� are� not� quantifiable� and� are� therefore� discussed� in�
general�terms�as�they�pertain�to�development�patterns� in�the�surrounding�region.� �Exceptions�to�
this�are�traffic�and�air�quality�(the�latter�of�which�is�associated�with�traffic�volumes),�which�may�be�
quantified� by� estimating� future� traffic� patterns,� pollutant� emitters,� etc.� and� determining� the�
combined�effects�that�may�result.�In�consideration�of�the�cumulative�scenario�described�above,�the�
2010�RTP�improvements�may�result�in�the�following�cumulative�impacts.��

�����������

Impact�4.1:�Cumulative�Degradation�of�the�Existing�Visual�Character�of�the�Region�
(Considerable�Contribution�and�Significant�and�Unavoidable)��
The� existing� regional� setting,� which� includes� Shasta� County� and� the� viewsheds� that� can� be� seen�
from�Shasta�County,�is�composed�primarily�of�large�tracts�of�agricultural,�grazing,�and�timber�land�
with�urban�scale�development�in�the�three�incorporated�communities�and�rural�population�centers�
located� in� communities� throughout� the� County.� While� growth� is� anticipated� to� occur� in� Shasta�
County,� the� majority� of� growth� is� anticipated� to� occur� in� and� around� the� incorporated�
communities.� Development� of� residential,� office,� commercial,� recreational,� and� associated�
infrastructure�development� is�currently�occurring�and�is�planned�to�occur� in�the�coming�years�to�
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accommodate� growth� envisioned� in� the� adopted� general� plans� and� in� the� proposed� land� use�
diagrams/vision�statements�of�those�general�plans�being�updated.���

The� 2010� RTP� is� representative� of� this� planned� development.� � Regional� growth� has� and� will�
continue�to�result�in�a�cumulative�aesthetic�effect�by�converting�undeveloped�land�into�developed�
and� occupied� areas� and� increasing� overall� levels� of� nighttime� lighting.� Cumulative� development�
entails� grading/landform� alteration,� the� development� of� structures,� and� the� installation� of�
roadways� and� other� infrastructure� that� has� altered� and� will� continue� to� permanently� alter� the�
region's�existing�visual�character.�Subsequent�projects�implemented�under�the�2010�RTP�would�be�
required�to�be�consistent�with�the�general�plan�and�adopted�regulations�pertaining�to�aesthetics�
and� lighting� of� the� implementing� jurisdiction(s).� � Chapter� 3.1� identifies� mitigation� measures� to�
reduce�project�level�impacts�on�visual�resources.��However,�even�with�implementation�of�adopted�
policies�and� regulations�and� the�mitigation�measures�proposed� in� this�EIR,� the�proposed�project�
has� the� potential� to� considerably� contribute� to� permanent� changes� in� visual� character,� such� as�
obstruction� of� scenic� views,� conversion� of� existing� visual� character,� and� increased� lighting.� � No�
feasible� mitigation� is� available� to� fully� reduce� the� cumulative� effect� on� visual� character,� or� to�
mitigate� the� proposed� project's� contribution� to� a� less�than�significant� level.� Therefore,� the� 2010�
RTP's� contribution� to� this� cumulative� impact� is� considerable� and� the� impact� is� significant� and�
unavoidable.��

�������������

Impact�4.2:�Cumulative�Impact�on�Agricultural�Land�and�Uses�(Considerable�
Contribution�and�Significant�and�Unavoidable)��
The� cumulative� setting� for� agricultural� resources� includes� Shasta� County� and� the� greater�
Sacramento�Valley�agricultural�region.��Cumulative�development�anticipated�in�Shasta�County�and�
the� greater� Sacramento� Valley� area,� including� growth� projected� by� adopted� general� plans� and�
those� being� updated,� will� result� in� the� permanent� loss� of� agricultural� land,� including� important�
farmlands,� significant� farmlands,� land� under� Williamson� Act� contracts,� and� other� farmlands.��
Cumulative�levels�of�development�may�also�result�in�significant�conflicts�between�agricultural�uses�
and� uses� that� may� consider� agricultural� operations� a� nuisance,� such� as� residential� uses,� or�
otherwise� conflict� with� agricultural� uses.� � Transportation� facilities� associated� with� the� proposed�
2010�RTP�are�not�anticipated�to�result�in�significant�conflicts�with�agricultural�uses�as�discussed�in�
Chapter�3.2.��However,�infrastructure�improvements�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�could�result�in�
the� conversion� of� agricultural� lands� to� developed� uses,� as� discussed� in� Chapter� 3.� � While� most�
projects� would� occur� within� or� adjacent� to� existing� rights�of� way,� development� of� new� and/or�
extended�transportation�and�circulation�facilities�will� require�conversion�of�agricultural� land,�and�
may�convert�important�and�significant�farmlands,�as�well�as�lands�under�Williamson�Act�contract�or�
in�other�agricultural�uses.� �Agricultural� land�is�a� limited�resources�and�the�cumulative� loss�of�this�
land�is�considered�significant.��While�mitigation�measures�identified�in�this�EIR�would�result�in�the�
protection�of�existing�agricultural�land�and/or�the�creation�of�new�agricultural�land,�it�is�anticipated�
that�the�proposed�project�will�result�in�a�net�reduction�in�agricultural�land�and�have�a�considerable�
contribution�to�the�cumulative�reduction�in�agricultural�lands.��This�impact�is�considered�significant�
and�unavoidable.�� �
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Impact�4.3:�Cumulative�Impact�on�the�Region's�Air�Quality�(Less�than�Cumulatively�
Considerable)��
The�cumulative�setting�for�air�quality�impacts�is�the�Sacramento�Valley�Air�Basin�(see�Figure�3.3�1).��
As�discussed�under�Section�3.3,�the�emission�outputs�reflect�a�decreasing�trend�of�criteria�pollutant�
emissions� from� 2010� through� 2030.� The� results� of� the� emission� model� reflects� the� fact� that� the�
state�and�federal�EPA's�vehicle�and�fuel�regulations�that�are�being�phased�into�place�over�the�study�
horizon�will�bring�about�significantly�lower�emission�levels,�which�is�particularly�important�for�the�
reduction�of�emissions�in�nonattainment�areas.��

Implementation�of�the�2010�RTP�will�not�conflict�with�the�Air�Quality�Plan,�cause�a�violation�of�Air�
Quality� Standards,� contribute� substantially� to� an� existing� air� quality� violation,� or� result� in� a�
cumulatively�considerable�net� increase�of�a�criteria�pollutant� in�a�nonattainment�area.� � �This� is�a�
less�than�cumulatively�considerable�impact.���

6���������������������

Impact�4.4:�Cumulative�Loss�of�Biological�Resources�Including�Habitats�and�Special�
Status�Species�(Considerable�Contribution�and�Significant�and�Unavoidable)�
The�cumulative�setting�for�biological�resources�includes�the�entirety�of�Shasta�County.�Cumulative�
development�anticipated� in�Shasta�County,� including�growth�projected�by�adopted�general�plans�
and� those� being� updated,� will� result� in� the� permanent� loss� of� habitat� for� special�status� species,�
corridor� fragmentation,� direct� and� indirect� to� special�status� species,� and� reduction� and�
degradation� of� sensitive� habitat.� � While� mitigation� would� reduce� the� project�level� biological�
impacts�associated�with�the�2010�RTP�to�a�less�than�significant�level,�the�proposed�project�would�
contribute�to�a�net�reduction�in�habitat,�and�increased�vehicle�and�human�presence�in�the�vicinity�
of�special�status�species�and�sensitive�habitat.� �Therefore,�the�project�would�have�a�cumulatively�
considerable�contribution�to�significant�and�unavoidable�impacts�to�biological�resources.�

��������������������

Impact�4.5:�Cumulative�Impacts�on�Known�and�Undiscovered�Cultural�Resources�(Less�
than�Cumulatively�Considerable)�
The�cumulative�setting�for�cultural�resources� includes�the�entirety�of�Shasta�County.� �Cumulative�
development�anticipated� in�Shasta�County,� including�growth�projected�by�adopted�general�plans�
and�those�being�updated,�may�result�in�the�discovery�and�removal�of�cultural�resources,�including�
archaeological,� paleontological,� historical,� and� Native� American� resources� and� human� remains.��
Mitigation� measures� provided� in� Chapter� 3.5� would� require� the� proposed� project� to� survey� for�
potential�resources�and�to�evaluate�any�resources�discovered�during�construction�activities.� �Any�
significant� finds�would�be� required� to�be�preserved,�either� through�relocation�or�documentation�
and�the�project� is�not�anticipated�to�considerably�contribute�to�a�significant�reduction�in�cultural�
resources.��Therefore,�the�project�would�have�a�less�than�cumulatively�considerable�contribution�
to�impacts�to�cultural�resources.�
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Impact�4.6:�Cumulative�Impacts�related�to�Geology�and�Soils�(Less�than�Cumulatively�
Considerable)�
Construction� of� the� individual� transportation� projects� identified� in� the� RTP� will� result� in� risks�
associated�with�geology�and�soils.�For�example,�there�will�always�be�a�chance�that�a�fault�located�
anywhere� in� the�state� (or� region)�could�rupture�and�cause�seismic�ground�shaking,�although�the�
relative�risk�to�safety�from�the�potential�ground�shaking�within�most�of�the�County�is�considered�
low.� Additionally,� grading,� excavation,� removal� of� vegetation� cover,� and� loading� activities�
associated� with� construction� activities� could� temporarily� increase� runoff,� erosion,� and�
sedimentation.� Other� geologic� risk� such� as� liquefaction,� landsliding,� lateral� spreading,� and� soil�
expansion�are�also�geologic�risks�that�are�present.��

While� some� cumulative� impacts� will� occur� in� the� region� as� individual� projects� are� constructed,�
there�are�several�regulations,�policies,�and�laws�are�in�place�that�will�reduce�the�risk�to�people�in�
the� region.� � Considering� the� protection� granted� by� local,� state,� and� federal� agencies� and� their�
requirements� for� the� seismic� design,� as� discussed� in� Section� 3.6,� the� overall� cumulative� impact�
would�not�be�significant.� �By�the�same�token,�the�proposed�project’s�incremental�contribution�to�
cumulative�geologic�and�soil�impacts�would�be�less�than�cumulatively�considerable�in�accordance�
with�the�mitigation�measures�outlined�in�Section�3.6.�

����	�������������	������������	���

Impact�4.7:�Increased�Transportation�Greenhouse�Gas�Emissions�May�Contribute�to�
Climate�Change�(Considerable�Contribution�and�Significant�and�Unavoidable)��
As� discussed� under� Section� 3.7,� the� proposed� project� would� have� a� cumulatively� considerable�
contribution� to� significant� impacts� associated� with� climate� change� and� global� warming.� � As�
illustrated� in� Section� 3.7� the� total� VMT� is� projected� to� increase� from� 3,886,000� in� 1990� to�
9,823,000�in�2030,�representing�an�increase�of�152�percent�over�40�years.�The�total�daily�trips�are�
projected� to� increase� from� 764,610� trips� in� 1990� to� 1,950,680� trips� in� 2030,� representing� an�
increase� of� 155� percent� over� 40� years.� The� total� CO2� Emissions� are� projected� to� increase� from�
2,750�tons�per�day�in�1990�to�6,750�tons�per�day�in�2030,�representing�an�increase�of�145�percent�
over�40�years.��

Implementation�of�the�mitigation�measures�described�Section�3.7�will�assist�in�the�reduction�of�per�
capita�VMT�levels�throughout�Shasta�County,�which�will�assist�in�meeting�the�stated�goals�of�AB�32�
and� comply� with� the� requirements� of� SB� 375.� � As� described� throughout� this� EIR,� SCRTPA� has�
included� numerous� projects� and� programs� to� promote� the� use� and� expansion� of� alternative�
transportation�systems�throughout�the�County�and�they�continue�to�coordinate�with�local�land�use�
agencies�to�assist�in�the�development�of�plans�and�policies�aimed�at�reducing�VMT.���

However,�even�after� implementation�of�all�of�the�policies,�action�plans,�and�mitigation�measures�
included�in�the�RTP�and�this�EIR,�the�proposed�project�will�still�contribute�to�an�overall�increase�in�
GHGs�generated�in�Shasta�County.��Therefore,�this�is�considered�a�cumulatively�considerable�and�
significant�and�unavoidable�impact.��� �
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Impact�4.8:� Cumulative�impacts�from�hazardous�materials�and�human�health�risks.��
(Less�than�Cumulatively�Considerable)�
Construction� of� the� individual� transportation� projects� identified� in� the� RTP� may� involve� the�
transportation,� use,� and/or� disposal� of� hazardous� materials,� which� may� involve� the� use� of�
equipment� that�contains�hazardous�materials� (e.g.,� solvents�and� fuels,�diesel�fueled�equipment),�
or� the� transportation�of�excavated�soil�and/or�groundwater� containing�contaminants� from�areas�
that� are� identified� as� being� contaminated.� Furthermore,� because� of� the� regional� nature� of� the�
transportation� improvements,� some� will� inevitably� use� hazardous� materials� within� ¼� mile� of� a�
school,�or�other�sensitive�receptors�such�as�hospitals�and�residences.��

While� some� cumulative� impacts� will� occur� in� the� region� as� individual� projects� are� constructed,�
there�are�several�regulations,�policies,�and�laws�are�in�place�that�will�reduce�the�risk�to�people�in�
the� region.� � Considering� the� protection� granted� by� local,� state,� and� federal� agencies� and� their�
requirements� for� the� use� of� hazardous� materials� in� the� region,� as� discussed� in� Section� 3.7,� the�
overall� cumulative� impact� would� not� be� significant.� � By� the� same� token,� the� proposed� project’s�
incremental� contribution� to� cumulative� hazards� and� human� health� impacts� would� be� less� than�
cumulatively�considerable�in�accordance�with�the�mitigation�measures�outlined�in�Section�3.7.�

�����������	��7�����C�������

Impact�4.9:� Cumulative�impacts�from�to�Hydrology�and�Water�Quality.��(Less�than�
Cumulatively�Considerable)�
Construction� of� the� individual� transportation� projects� identified� in� the� RTP� has� the� potential� to�
have� construction� and� dewatering� related� water� quality� impacts,� impacts� to� groundwater�
recharge,�and�cause�flooding,�erosion,�or�siltation�from�the�alteration�of�drainage�patterns.�While�
some�cumulative�impacts�will�occur�in�the�region�as�individual�projects�are�constructed,�there�are�
several� regulations,� policies,� and� laws� are� in� place� that� will� substantially� reduce� the� impacts.�
Additionally,�mitigation�measure�are�presented�in�Section�3.9�Hydrology�that�when�implemented�
will� substantially� reduce� the� impacts� associated� with� individual� projects.� Considering� the�
protection� granted� by� local,� state,� and� federal� agencies� and� their� permit� and� monitoring�
requirements,�as�discussed�in�Section�3.9,�the�overall�cumulative�impact�would�not�be�significant.��
By� the� same� token,� the� proposed� project’s� incremental� contribution� to� cumulative� hydrology�
impacts�would�be�less�than�cumulatively�considerable�in�accordance�with�the�mitigation�measures�
outlined�in�Section�3.9.�
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Impact�4.10:�Cumulative�Impact�on�Communities�and�Local�Land�Uses�(Less�than�
Considerable�Contribution)��
The�cumulative�setting�for�land�use�and�planning�impacts�includes�Shasta�County,�its�incorporated�
communities,� and� the� jurisdictions� bordering� Shasta� County.� � Cumulative� land� use� and� planning�
impacts,�such�as�the�potential�for�conflicts�with�adjacent�land�uses�and�consistency�with�adopted�
plans�and�regulations,�are�typically�site��and�project�specific.��Subsequent�projects�under�the�2010�
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RTP� may� require� removal� of� homes� and� result� in� the� displacement� of� people� and� housing;�
however,� these� effects� are� not� anticipated� to� be� cumulatively� considerable� and� adequate�
replacement�housing�is�anticipated�to�be�available�as�discussed�in�Chapter�3.9.��These�effects�are�
not� considered� cumulatively� considerable.� � However,� the� programmatic� nature� of� the� 2010� RTP�
requires�consideration�of� the�overall�planning�and� land�use�setting�under�cumulative�conditions.��
As� cumulative� development� occurs,� there� is� the� potential� for� development� to� occur� that� is� not�
consistent� with� adopted� plans� and� regulations� and� the� potential� for� land� use� conflicts� to� occur�
between� communities� or� jurisdictions.� � Under� cumulative� conditions,� the� majority� of� 2010� RTP�
projects�would�involve�work�within�an�existing�right�of�way�or�extension�of�an�existing�right�of�way�
to�widen�or�lengthen�existing�facilities.� �These�uses�would�generally�be�compatible�with�adjacent�
uses�as�the�RTP�projects�are�the�continuation/extension�of�existing�uses�and�would�not�add�new�
land�use�conflicts.���

The�2010�RTP�considers�the�adopted�and�planned�land�uses�in�Shasta�County�and�its�incorporated�
communities.� Projects� included� in� the� 2010� RTP� are� intended� to� primarily� address� safety� and�
operational�deficiencies�and�will�also�assist� in� improving� linkages�between�existing�communities.��
Growth�under�the�2010�RTP�would�be�consistent�with�growth�envisioned�by�local�agencies�and�the�
RTP�is�not�anticipated�to�result� in�growth�at�greater� levels�than�already�anticipated.� �Subsequent�
projects�under�the�2010�RTP�will�be�evaluated�for�consistency�with�the�RTP�as�well�as�consistency�
with�the�adopted�plans�and�regulations�of�the�implementing�agency(ies).��As�a�result,�the�2010�RTP�
would� result� in�development� that� is� generally� compatible�and� consistent�with�existing� land�uses�
and� policies.� Therefore,� the� 2010� RTP� would� have� a� less� than� considerable� contribution� to�
cumulative�land�use�and�planning�impacts.��

	������

Impact�4.11:�Cumulative�Exposure�of�Noise�Sensitive�Land�Uses�to�Noise�in�Excess�of�
Normally�Acceptable�Noise�Levels�or�to�Substantial�Increases�in�Noise�(Considerable�
Contribution�and�Significant�and�Unavoidable)�
The�cumulative�setting�for�noise�impacts�includes�Shasta�County�as�well�as�regional�highways�and�
roadways� connecting� Shasta� County� to� other� population� centers.� � Under� cumulative� conditions,�
the� increase� in� development� is� anticipated� to� result� in� increased� traffic� congestion� on� local� and�
regional�roadways,�as�well�as�a�result�in�a�corresponding�increase�in�roadway�noise.���

As� a� means� of� analyzing� the� noise� impacts� the� FHWA� Highway� Traffic� Noise� Prediction� model�
(FHWA�RD�77�108)� was� used� to� predict� changes� in� future� (year� 2030)� traffic� noise� levels� along�
major�area�roadways�attributable� to�the�proposed�project.� �While�noise� levels�would� increase� in�
comparison� to� existing� conditions� (Table� 3.11�2),� predicted� increases� would� be� primarily�
associated� with� future� development� and� not� the� result� of� the� proposed� project.� � Traffic� noise�
modeling� was,� therefore,� conducted� for� “Constrained”� and� “Unconstrained”� proposed� project�
conditions� in� comparison� to� “Year� 2030� No�Build”� conditions.� Predicted� future� traffic� noise�
contours�for�the�“Constrained”�and�“Unconstrained”�proposed�project�scenarios�are�summarized�
in�Table�3.11�6.�
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Based� upon� the� data� shown� in�Table�3.11�7,� implementation� of� the� proposed� project� would� be�
projected� to� result� in� significant� increases� in� traffic� noise� levels� that� could� contribute� to�
unacceptable� noise� levels� at� noise�sensitive� land� uses� located� near� adversely� affected� roadway�
segments.� � Although� predicted� traffic� noise� levels� would� vary� by� roadway� segment,� both� the�
“Constrained”� and� “Unconstrained”� project� scenarios� would� result� in� similar� overall� levels� of�
impact.� �Both�project� scenarios�would� result� in�a� significant� increase� in� traffic�noise� levels�along�
three�of�the�twenty�roadway�segments�analyzed.���

The� County� and� incorporated� cities� have� adopted� Noise� Elements� of� their� General� Plans� that�
establish� noise�related� policies� that,� when� implemented,� protect� sensitive� receptors� from�
significant�noise.�The�policies�that�are�laid�out�in�the�Noise�Element(s)�are�consistent�with�federal�
and�state�regulations�designed�to�protect�noise�sensitive�receptors.��During�the�design�process,�the�
implementing� agency� would� be� responsible� for� ensuring� that� the� project� is� designed� consistent�
with� adopted� policies� and� state� and� federal� regulations.� Although� the� policy� and� regulatory�
controls� for� noise�related� impacts� are� in� place� in� the� planning� area,� subsequent� improvement�
projects�would�result�in�an�increase�in�traffic�noise�levels.��For�most�projects,�consistency�with�the�
adopted�policies�and�established�regulations�would�help�to�reduce�exposure�of�sensitive�receptors�
to�transportation�noise� levels.� �However,� it�may�not�be�feasible�to�mitigate�this� impact�to�a� less�
than�significant� level� in�all� instances,�particularly� in�areas�where�existing�development� is� located�
near�proposed�projects.��Although�the�policy�and�regulatory�controls�for�noise�related�impacts�are�
in� place� in� the� planning� area,� subsequent� improvement� projects� may� result� in� an� increase� in�
ambient� noise� levels� at� specific� project� locations,� which� may� subject� surrounding� land� uses� to�
cumulatively�considerable�increases�in�ambient�noise�levels.��This�cumulative�impact�is�considered�
significant�and�unavoidable.���

���	���������	��	������������	���

Impact�4.12:�Cumulative�Impact�on�the�Transportation�Network�(Beneficial�
Contribution�and�Less�than�Cumulatively�Considerable)�
The�cumulative�setting�for�transportation�and�circulation�impacts�includes�Shasta�County�as�well�as�
regional� roadways� and� highways� connecting� Shasta� County� to� other� population� centers.� � Under�
cumulative� conditions,� the� increase� in� development� is� anticipated� to� result� in� increased� traffic�
congestion� on� local� and� regional� roadways,� as� well� as� result� in� increased� demand� for� transit,�
bicycle/pedestrian,�rail,�and�aviation�facilities�and�infrastructure.���

The� 2010� RTP� would� result� in� projects� that� would� improve� traffic� and� circulation� conditions�
compared�with�the�2030�conditions�without�the�project.�Without�the�2010�RTP�improvements,�the�
percentage�of�persons�driving�alone�to�work�would� increase�under�the�current�conditions.�Public�
transit�use�would�remain�at�current�levels,�which�given�the�projected�population�increase,�would�
mean�more�vehicles�on�the�road�and�an�overall�worsening�of�LOS�on�County�and�City�roadways.�
Without�the�proposed�project,�there�would�not�necessarily�be�fewer�vehicle�miles�travelled,�but�as�
some� of� the� proposed� roadway� improvements� would� not� be� carried� out,� the� county� would�
experience�an�overall�increase�in�vehicle�hours�of�delay.�
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Without�the�2010�RTP�improvements,�the�use�of�alternate�forms�of�transit�would�be�limited.�Lack�
of� funding� for� transit� system� improvements,� bicycle/pedestrian� routes� and� facilities,� and� rail�
improvements�could�hamper� the�use�of� these� transit�modes�by�an� increasing�population.�This� is�
anticipated�to�result� in�more�trips�and�more�automobiles�and�trucks�on�the�road.�The�conditions�
without�the�2010�RTP�improvements�would�also�represent�greater�safety�risks,�particularly�under�
cumulative� conditions,� there�will�be�an� increase�of�vehicles�on� roadways� throughout� the� county�
regardless�of�the�2010�RTP,�but�safety�and�maintenance�improvements�identified�in�the�2010�RTP�
would� not� be� implemented.� Bicycle� routes� would� not� be� expanded� nor� would� railroad� grade�
separations� be� constructed.� The� potential� for� adverse� interactions� between� trains,� vehicles,�
pedestrians,�and/or�bicyclists�would�increase.��

As�a�result�of�the�implementation�of�the�2010�RTP,�these�will�be�a�beneficial�effect�on�cumulative�
transportation� and� circulation� traffic� conditions� and� the� project� would� have� a� less� than�
considerable�contribution� to� significant� transportation�and�circulation� impacts�under� cumulative�
conditions.��
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Section� 15126.2(d)� of� the� CEQA� Guidelines� requires� that� an� EIR� evaluate� the� growth�inducing�
impacts�of�a�proposed�action.�A�growth�inducing�impact�is�defined�by�the�CEQA�Guidelines�as:�

The�way�in�which�a�proposed�project�could�foster�economic�or�population�growth,�
or� the� construction� of� additional� housing,� either� directly� or� indirectly,� in� the�
surrounding� environment.� Included� in� this� are� projects� which� would� remove�
obstacles� to� population� growth…It� is� not� assumed� that� growth� in� an� area� is�
necessarily�beneficial,�detrimental,�or�of�little�significance�to�the�environment.�

Based�on�the�CEQA�Guidelines,�growth�inducement�is�any�growth�that�exceeds�planned�growth�of�
an�area�and�results�in�new�development�that�would�not�have�taken�place�without�implementation�
of� the� project.� � A� project� can� have� direct� and/or� indirect� growth� inducement� potential.� Direct�
growth�inducement�would�result�if�a�project,�for�example,�involved�construction�of�new�housing.�A�
project� would� have� indirect� growth� inducement� potential� if� it� established� substantial� new�
permanent�employment�opportunities�(e.g.,�commercial,� industrial,�or�governmental�enterprises)�
or�if�it�would�involve�a�construction�effort�with�substantial�short�term�employment�opportunities�
that�would� indirectly� stimulate� the�need� for�additional�housing�and�services� to�support� the�new�
employment�demand�(Napa�Citizens�for�Honest�Government�v.�Napa�County�Board�of�Supervisors).�
Similarly,� a� project� would� indirectly� induce� growth� if� it� would� remove� an� obstacle� to� additional�
growth� and� development,� such� as� removing� a� constraint� on� a� required� public� service.� A� project�
providing� an� increased� water� supply� in� an� area� where� water� service� historically� limited� growth�
could�be�considered�growth�inducing.��

The�State�CEQA�Guidelines� further�explain�that� the�environmental�effects�of� induced�growth�are�
considered�indirect�impacts�of�the�proposed�action.�These�indirect�impacts�or�secondary�effects�of�
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growth� may� result� in� significant,� adverse� environmental� impacts.� Potential� secondary� effects� of�
growth� include� increased� demand� on� other� community� and� public� services� and� infrastructure,�
increased� traffic� and� noise,� and� adverse� environmental� impacts� such� as� degradation� of� air� and�
water�quality,�degradation�or�loss�of�plant�and�animal�habitat,�and�conversion�of�agricultural�and�
open�space�land�to�developed�uses.���

Growth� inducement� may� constitute� an� adverse� impact� if� the� growth� is� not� consistent� with� or�
accommodated� by� the� land� use� plans� and� growth� management� plans� and� policies� for� the� area�
affected.�Local�land�use�plans�provide�for�land�use�development�patterns�and�growth�policies�that�
allow� for� the� orderly� expansion� of� urban� development� supported� by� adequate� urban� public�
services,�such�as�water�supply,�roadway�infrastructure,�sewer�service,�and�solid�waste�service.���

Components�of�Growth��
The�timing,�magnitude,�and�location�of� land�development�and�population�growth�in�a�region�are�
based� on� various� interrelated� land� use� and� economic� variables.� Key� variables� include� regional�
economic� trends,� market� demand� for� residential� and� non�residential� uses,� land� availability� and�
cost,� the� availability� and� quality� of� transportation� facilities� and� public� services,� proximity� to�
employment�centers,�the�supply�and�cost�of�housing,�and�regulatory�policies�or�conditions.�Since�
the� general� plan� of� a� community� defines� the� location,� type,� and� intensity� of� growth,� it� is� the�
primary�means�of�regulating�development�and�growth�in�California.����

���7���������������������<����

The� proposed� 2010� RTP� is� intended� provide� efficient� and� effective� regional� road,� transit,� rail,�
bicycle,�pedestrian,�and�aviation�systems�that�accommodates� the�demand�for�safe�movement�of�
people� and� goods,� while� reducing� usage� of� nonrenewable� energy� resources� for� transportation�
purposes�and�achieving�federal�and�state�air�quality�standards.�

Population�Growth�
The� population� in� the� RTP� area� is� expected� to� grow� from� 191,722� in� 2010� to� 280,179� by� 2030.��
Employment� in�the�RTP�area� is�expected�to�grow�from�76,017� in�2010�to�103,800�by�2030.� �This�
represents� a� population� increase� and� employment� increase� of� approximately� 46.1� and� 36.5�
percent,� respectively.� � The� RTP� will� accommodate� growth� planned� by� Shasta� County� and� the�
incorporated�communities.���



3=����������C�2��C������������� �����
�

�*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%���������� 3=�2�1�

�

EXHIBIT�4.2�1:��POPULATION�ESTIMATES�IN�SHASTA�CO.�(1990�2040)�

�

SOURCE:�SHASTA�COUNTY�RTPA,�2009�

The� transportation� system� improvements� included� in� the� 2010� RTP� are� intended� to� respond� to�
growth�anticipated�in�adopted�local�general�plans�and�to�ensure�that�General�Plan�standards�are�
maintained� for� regional� facilities.� � Although� the� SCRTPA� does� not� have� the� jurisdiction� to� make�
land� use� decisions,� the� 2010� RTP� includes� several� objectives,� policies,� and� implementation�
measures� intended� to� coordinate� regional� transportation� planning� with� local� planning� efforts,�
including� Land� Use� Objective� 7� "Integrate� land� use� planning� with� supporting� transportation�
programs�to�stabilize�and,�over�time,�reduce�trip�length,"�Land�Use�Policy�2�"Coordinate�local�land�
use� planning� with� the� RTP,"� and� Land� Use� Policy� 8� "� Encourage� information� sharing� and�
communication� among� local� agencies� and� the� SCRTPA� on� regionally� significant� land� use�
applications."�

The� county� and� incorporated� communities� are� the� agencies� responsible� for� approving� land�
development� projects;� the� 2010� RTP� plans� infrastructure� to� implement� regional� transportation�
infrastructure� but� does� not� provide� approval� of� development� projects.� The� 2010� RTP� does� not�
increase�the�amount�of�growth�that�could�occur�under�the�adopted�and�draft�General�Plans�of�the�
County� and� incorporated� communities,� nor� does� it� provide� infrastructure� that� would�
accommodate�growth�in�excess�of�planned�levels.��

It�is�anticipated�that�Shasta�County�and�the�incorporated�communities�in�the�county�would�grow�at�
rates� governed� by� market� influences� (the� demand� for� housing� as� influenced� by� interest� rates,�
employment�rates,�etc)�as�regulated�by�adopted�general�plans�and�local�regulations�regardless�of�
approval� of� the� 2010� RTP.� � The� 2010� RTP� provides� a� strategy� to� reduce� the� adverse� traffic� and�
circulation� effects,� including� demands� on� energy� and� air� quality� effects,� of� planned� growth� and�
would� not� directly� induce� growth.� However,� because� it� does� plan� infrastructure� that� would�
accommodate�planned�growth,�it�could�be�considered�to�indirectly�induce�growth.�

� �
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Growth�Effects�Associated�with�Infrastructure�Improvements�
The�2010�RTP�provides�a� strategy� to� reduce� the�adverse� traffic� and�circulation�effects,� including�
demands� on� energy� and� air� quality� effects,� of� planned� growth� and� would� not� directly� induce�
growth.�However,�because�it�does�plan�infrastructure�that�would�accommodate�planned�growth,�it�
could�be�considered�to�indirectly�induce�growth.�

The�2010�RTP�could�indirectly�induce�growth�if�it�would�remove�an�obstacle�to�additional�growth�
and� development,� such� as� removing� a� constraint� on� a� required� public� service.� � The� 2010� RTP�
includes�proposed�roadway�and�transportation�improvements�that�have�been�designed�to�support�
the�general�plans�of�Shasta�County,� the�Cities�of�Anderson,�Redding,�and�Shasta�Lake.�The�2010�
RTP� does� not� include� any� provisions� requiring� the� oversizing� of� infrastructure� facilities� to� serve�
growth� not� currently� planned.� � The� 2010� RTP� also� includes� provisions� to� increase� alternative�
modes�of�transportation,�(transit,�bicycle,�and�pedestrian),�including�increasing�transit�ridership�at�
a� rate� that� maintains� pace� population� growth,� and� thus,� would� not� provide� roadway�
improvements�that�could�improve�vehicle�levels�of�service�at�the�detriment�of�transit,�pedestrian�
and� bicycle� uses.� The� physical� environmental� effects� of� the� proposed� roadway� improvements�
within� the� county� and� any� offsite� impacts� that� could� result� from� the� proposed� roadway�
improvements� have� been� disclosed� in� this� Draft� EIR.� � However,� because� the� 2010� RTP� plans� for�
infrastructure�improvements�that�would�increase�the�capacity�of�the�circulation�system�serving�the�
county,�it�is�considered�to�indirectly�induce�growth.�

Environmental�Effects�of�Growth�
As�described�above,�the�2010�RTP�is�considered�to�be�growth�inducing�because�it�would�allow�the�
county� and� incorporated� cities� to� continue� to� grow� as� envisioned� in� the� general� plans� of� local�
agencies.�The�following�environmental�effects�could�be�experienced�due�to�growth�throughout�the�
county:�

Air� Quality� –� Increases� in� air� pollutant� emissions� potentially� conflicting� with� air� quality�
attainment�efforts�under�state�and�federal�Clean�Air�Acts,�greenhouse�gas�emissions,�and�
increased�potential�for�the�exposure�to�toxic�air�contaminants.���

Aesthetics� –� Changes� to� views� from� scenic� corridors,� small� areas� where� views� of� scenic�
resources�may�be�obstructed,�removal�and/or�relocation�of�scenic�resources,�such�as�trees,�
and�increases�in�daytime�glare�and�nighttime�lighting.�

Agricultural�Resources�–�Loss�of�important�and�significant�farmlands,�including�lands�under�
Williamson� Act� contract,� and� conflicts� with� agricultural� activities� on� lands� zoned� or�
planned�for�agricultural�uses�

Biological� Resources� –� Adverse� effects� to� special�status� plant,� fish,� and� wildlife� species�
associated� with� habitat� reduction� and� take,� and� loss� or� degradation� of� sensitive�
communities,�including�wetlands.�
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Cultural� and� Historic� Resources� –� Loss� and� degradation� of� cultural� resources,� including�
prehistoric� and� archaeological� artifacts,� paleontologic� resources,� and� historic� resources,�
including�structures�and�districts�of�historic�significance.�

Geology�and�Soils�–�Increased�development�in�areas�prone�to�slope�failure,�erosion,�effects�
of�seismic�activity,�and�unstable�soils.�

Hydrology� and� Water� Quality� –� Increased� development� in� areas� prone� to� flooding� and�
reduction�in�water�quality.���

Noise�–�Increased�transportation�noise�levels�from�increased�traffic�volumes�and�exposure�
of�sensitive�receptors�to�excessive�noise�levels.�

Public�Services�and�Utilities�–�Increased�demand�for�public�services�and�utilities,�including�
water� supply,� wastewater� treatment� and� disposal,� solid� waste� removal� and� disposal,�
energy,�and�telecommunications.�

Traffic�and�Circulation�–� Increased�traffic�volumes�on�the�region’s�highways�and�regional�
roadways�resulting�in�deficient�levels�of�service�of�operation.�

It� is� noted� that� these� effects� of� growth� are� anticipated� to� occur� regardless� of� adoption� of� the�
proposed�2010�RTP�as�development�and�other�growth�projects�could�continue�to�be�approved�and�
implemented�by�the�County�and�incorporated�communities.��
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CEQA� requires� that� EIRs� prepared� for� the� adoption� of� a� plan,� policy,� or� ordinance� of� a� public�
agency� must� include� a� discussion� of� significant� irreversible� environmental� changes� of� project�
implementation.�CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15126.2(c)�describes�irreversible�environmental�changes�
as:�

Uses�of�nonrenewable�resources�during�the�initial�and�continued�phases�of�the�project�may�
be� irreversible� since� a� large� commitment� of� such� resources� makes� removal� or� nonuse�
thereafter�unlikely.�Primary�impacts�and,�particularly,�secondary�impacts�(such�as�highway�
improvement� which� provides� access� to� a� previously� inaccessible� area)� generally� commit�
future�generations�to�similar�uses.�Also�irreversible�damage�can�result�from�environmental�
accidents� associated�with� the� project.� Irretrievable� commitments� of� resources� should� be�
evaluated�to�assure�that�such�current�consumption�is�justified.�

Implementation� of� the� 2010� RTP� could� result� in� the� conversion� of� undeveloped� agricultural� and�
open�space� land�areas�to�transportation�facilities,� including�roadway,� transit,�bicycle,�pedestrian,�
aviation,�and�other�transportation�improvements.�These�improvements�would�be�long�term�2010�
RTP�would�constitute�a�long�term�commitment�to�transportation�infrastructure.�It� is�unlikely�that�
circumstances�would�arise�that�would�justify�the�return�of�the�land�to�its�original�condition.���
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Development� of� transportation� infrastructure� and� facilities� would� irretrievably� commit� building�
materials� and� energy� to� the� construction� and� maintenance� of� buildings� and� infrastructure.�
Renewable,� nonrenewable,� and� limited� resources� that� would� likely� be� consumed� as� part� of�
transportation� infrastructure� and� facilities� would� include,� but� are� not� limited� to,� oil,� gasoline,�
lumber,�sand�and�gravel,�asphalt,�water,�steel,�and�similar�materials.�The�project�would�also�result�
in�significant�unavoidable�effects�related�to�air�emissions,�including�emissions�of�greenhouse�gases�
(see�Chapter�3.3,�Air�Quality�and�Chapter�3.7,�Climate�Change).���

3=3����	�����	���	���	�
����6����������

CEQA� Guidelines� Section� 15126.2(b)� requires� an� EIR� to� discuss� unavoidable� significant�
environmental� effects,� including� those� that� can� be� mitigated� but� not� reduced� to� a� level� of�
insignificance.�The�following�significant�and�unavoidable�impacts�of�the�2010�RTP�are�discussed�in�
Chapters� 3� (project�level)� and� previously� in� this� chapter� (cumulative�level).� � Refer� to� those�
discussions� for� further� details� and� analysis� of� the� significant� and� unavoidable� impact� identified�
below:�

� Impact� 3.1�1:� Substantial� Adverse� Effects� on� Scenic� Vistas� and� Resources� or� Substantial�
Degradation�of�Visual�Character�

� Impact�3.2�1:�Conversion�of�Farmlands,� including�Prime�Farmland,�Unique�Farmland,�and�
Farmland�of�Statewide�Importance,�to�Non�Agricultural�Use�

� Impact�3.7�1:�Cumulative�Effects�on�Climate�Change�and�Global�Warming�
� Impact�3.10�4:�Induce�Substantial�Population�Growth�in�an�Area�
� Impact�3.11�1:�Grading�and�Construction�Activities�Would�Intermittently�and�Temporarily�

Generate�Noise�Levels�Above�Ambient�Background�Levels�
� Impact� 3.11�2:� Exposure� of� Noise�Sensitive� Land� Uses� to� Noise� in� Excess� of� Normally�

Acceptable�Noise�Levels�or�to�Substantial�Increases�in�Noise�
� Impact�3.11�3:�Grading�and�Construction�Activities�Would�Intermittently�and�Temporarily�

Expose�Sensitive�Receptors�to�Groundborne�Vibration�Levels��
� Impact�3.12�1:�Cause�an�Increase�in�Traffic�which�is�Substantial�in�Relation�to�the�Existing�

Traffic�Load�and�Capacity�of�the�Street�System�(i.e.,�result�in�a�substantial�increase�in�either�
the� number� of� vehicle� trips,� the� volume� to� capacity� ratio� on� roads,� or� congestion� at�
intersections)� or� Exceed,� either� Individually� or� Cumulatively,� a� Level� of� Service� Standard�
Established� by� the� County� Congestion� Management� Agency� for� Designated� Roads� or�
Highways�

� Impact�4.1:�Cumulative�Degradation�of�the�Existing�Visual�Character�of�the�Region�
� Impact�4.2:�Cumulative�Impact�on�Agricultural�Land�and�Uses�
� Impact�4.4:�Cumulative�Loss�of�Biological�Resources� Including�Habitats�and�Special�Status�

Species�
� Impact� 4.7:� Increased� Transportation� Greenhouse� Gas� Emissions� May� Contribute� to�

Climate�Change�
� Impact� 4.11:� Cumulative� Exposure� of� Existing� and� Future� Noise�� Sensitive� Land� Uses� to�

Increased�Traffic�Noise�Resulting�from�Cumulative�Development�
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An�Initial�Study�was�prepared�at�the�onset�of�the�proposed�project.�It�was�determined�that�there�
are�four�environmental�topics�where�the�proposed�project�would�result�in�a�less�than�significant�or�
no�impact.�These�include�Mineral�Resources,�Public�Services,�Recreation,�and�Utilities�and�Service�
Systems.��

The�Initial�Study�was�circulated�with�the�Notice�of�Preparation�(NOP)�on�September�23rd�2008�to�
trustee�and�responsible�agencies,�the�State�Clearinghouse,�and�the�public.��A�scoping�meeting�was�
held� on� November� 20th� 2008� at� 3:30� PM� in� the� City� of� Redding.� � Those� present� at� the� scoping�
meeting� included� representatives� from� the� following:� SCRTPA,� Shasta� County� Planning�
Commission,�California�Department�of�Transportation,�California�Department�of�Fish�and�Game,�Pit�
River� Tribe,� City� of� Anderson,� City� of� Redding,� De� Novo� Planning� Group,� and� David� Evans� and�
Associates.�There� were�no�concerns� raised� in�public� comment� regarding� this�determination.�The�
NOP,�Initial�Study,�and�Scoping�Meeting�Notes�are�presented�in�Appendix�A.���

Below�is�a�brief�discussion�of�each�environmental�topic�that�was�previously�determined�to�be�less�
than�significant.��

�	���������������

Some�improvements�identified�in�the�RTP�are�located�in�the�vicinity�of�land�that�is�used�for�mineral�
resource�extraction.� Implementation�of�the� improvements� identified� in�the�RTP�would�not�cause�
land� use� changes� or� conversion� of� any� mineral� extraction� operations� into� a� different� use.�
Implementation�of�the�proposed�project�will�have�a�less�than�significant�impact�on�land�classified�
as�mineral�resource�districts.�

There�are�currently�38�active�mineral�resource�sites�in�Shasta�County�according�to�the�AB�3098�list.�
The�proposed�project�will�not�result�in�the�loss�of�availability�of�any�of�these�sites.�Implementation�
of� the�proposed�project�will� therefore�have�no�adverse� impact�with�regards�to� this� topic�and�no�
mitigation�is�required.�

��6�������
�����

The�improvements�identified�in�the�RTP�include�a�variety�of�transportation�improvements�that�will�
not� result� in� an� increased� need� for� any� public� services� or� facilities.� The� transportation�
improvements� are� expected� to� improve� travel� conditions� throughout� the� county,� which� would�
improve�travel�conditions�to�existing�public�facilities�such�as�recreation,�schools,�and�libraries,�and�
is�expected�to�improve�the�travel�conditions�for�public�services�such�as�police�and�fire�protection�
during� responses.� These� are� considered� beneficial� impacts.� Implementation� of� the� proposed�
project�will� therefore�have�no�adverse� impact�on�public�services�or�facilities�and�no�mitigation� is�
required.�

� �
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The�improvements�identified�in�the�RTP�include�a�variety�of�transportation�improvements�that�will�
not�result�in�an�increased�need�for�any�recreational�facilities.�The�transportation�improvements�are�
expected� to� improve� travel� conditions� throughout� the� county,� which� would� improve� travel�
conditions� to� existing� recreation� facilities.� These� improvements� will� provide� the� infrastructure�
necessary�for�safe�travel�conditions�to�such�recreational�facilities,�which�is�considered�a�beneficial�
impact� to� the� public� health� and� safety.� The� improved� roadway� infrastructure� will� not� cause� an�
increased�demand,�or�require�the�need�for�expansion�of�the�existing�recreational�facilities;�rather,�
it�will� facilitate�safe� travel.�Furthermore,� the� improved� roadway� infrastructure�will�not� require�a�
need�for�new�recreational�facilities.�Implementation�of�the�proposed�project�will�therefore�have�a�
less�than�significant�impact�on�recreational�facilities�and�no�mitigation�is�required.��

�����������	�����
�����������

The�County�has�an�elaborate�network�of�public�utilities�and�services,� such�as�water,�wastewater�
treatment,� and� storm� drainage.� It� has� been� a� goal� of� the� County� and� local� municipalities� to�
maintain�an�adequate�level�of�services�for�all�public�utilities�and�services�for�the�community.�Utility�
infrastructure�exists�in�various�parts�of�the�incorporated�and�unincorporated�county.�The�proposed�
project�does�not�require�the�use�of�utilities�or�infrastructure�and�would�not�result�in�the�expansion�
of� utilities� or� infrastructure.� The� improvements� identified� in� the� RTP� include� a� variety� of�
transportation� improvements� that� will� not� result� in� an� increased� need� for� any� utilities.�
Implementation� of� the� proposed� project� will� therefore� have� no� impact� on� public� services� or�
facilities�and�no�mitigation�is�required.�
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CEQA�requires�that�an�EIR�analyze�a�reasonable�range�of�feasible�alternatives�that�meet�most�or�
all�project�objectives�while�reducing�or�avoiding�one�or�more�significant�environmental�effects�of�
the�project.�The�range�of�alternatives�required�in�an�EIR�is�governed�by�a�“rule�of�reason”�that�
requires�an�EIR�to�set�forth�only�those�alternatives�necessary�to�permit�a�reasoned�choice�(CEQA�
Guidelines�Section�15126.6[f]).�Where�a�potential�alternative�was�examined�but�not�chosen�as�
one� of� the� range� of� alternatives,� the� CEQA� Guidelines� require� that� the� EIR� briefly� discuss� the�
reasons�the�alternative�was�dismissed.��

���<�����6<����
���

The� alternatives� to� the� proposed� project� selected� for� analysis� in� the� EIR� were� developed� to�
minimize�significant�environmental�impacts�while�fulfilling�the�basic�objectives�of�the�project.��As�
described�in�Chapter�2,�Project�Description,�the�following�objectives�have�been�identified�for�the�
2010�Regional�Transportation�Plan�project.�

Public�Transportation:�Prioritize�transportation�services�for�funding�
and�implementation,�with�an�emphasis�on�the�transportation�needs�of�
the�transit�dependent.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)��
� O�1�Continue�implementation�strategies�addressed�in�the�2007�Shasta�County�Coordinated�����

Human�Transportation�Plan.�
� O�2��Increase�public�awareness�of�transit�through�outreach�and�marketing.�
� O�3�Continue�distribution�of�the�“Need�a�Ride”�brochure.��
� O�4�Improve�coordination�of�transportation�services�through�agency�participation.�
� O�5�Support�and�participate�in�mobility�management�programs,�such�as�California�211.�
� O�6�Provide� mobility�management� information� to� populations� that� require� specialized�

transportation�in�efforts�to�reduce�dependency�on�heavily�subsidized�paratransit�services.�
� O�7�Obtain�maximum�transit� and�paratransit� system� efficiency�by�continuously� monitoring�

transit�needs,�performance,�funding,�and�capital�requirements.�
� O�8� Continue� to� work� with� local� land�use� planning� agencies� to� further� coordinate�

development�with�transit.�
� O�9��Work� in� conjunction� with� transit� advocacy� groups� to� address� legal� ramifications� for�

transit�providers�involved�in�coordination�efforts.�
� O�10��Pursue�grants�and�other�funding�resources�to� improve�and�provide�interconnectivity�

between�transportation�providers�and�neighboring�counties.�
� O�11��Research�opportunities�for�volunteer�driver�programs.�
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LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)��
� O�12��Provide�the�highest�feasible� level�of�transit�service�within�the�region�consistent�with�

TDA�and�FTA�revenue�sources.�
� O�13��Invest�in�infrastructure�and�land�use�patterns�to�create�transit�friendly�communities.�
� O�14� � Consolidation� of� operations� and� services� into� one� mobility�management� center� or�

centralized�dispatch�center.�

Streets�and�Roads:�Maintain�a�safe�and�efficient�road�system�within�the�
limits�of�existing�and�projected�funding�constraints.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Develop�more�cost�effective�methods�to�maintain�the�existing�road�network.�
� O�2� Identify� anticipated� street� and� road� problems� before� they� become� critical� in� order� to�

program�preventive�measures.�
� O�3� Plan� for� and� reserve� necessary� road� right�of�way� for� future� expansion� prior� to�

development�occurring.�
� O�4�Maximize�the�number�of�persons�that�can�use�the�existing�transportation�system.�

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)��
� O�5�Develop�a� safe,� sustainable�street�and�highway�system�that�can�be�maintained�within�

the�projected�available�funding�and�will�meet�automobile,�truck,�and�transit�needs.�

Goods�Movement:�Maintain�an�efficient�goods�movement�industry�
within�the�region�with�the�least�adverse�impact�possible�on�the�
transportation�system.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)��
� O�1�Maximize�use�of�the�existing�goods�movement�infrastructure�of�the�region.�
� O�2�Protect�the�transportation�infrastructure�from�deterioration.�
� O�3�Minimize� conflicts� between� trucks� and� other� vehicles.� � Obtain� data� to� determine� the�

locations�that�need�to�be�improved.�
� O�4�Reduce� truck� and� rail� accidents� by� supporting� proposals� for� grade� separation�

improvements,�crossing�arms,�and�railroad�crossing�upgrades�of�gates�and�warning�devices�
(lights�and�bells).��

� O�5�Continue�to�work�on�the�Buckhorn�Grade�Project�to�improve�the�horizontal�and�vertical�
alignment�on�SR�299.�

� O�6�Continue�to�work�with�the�trucking� industry�to� identify�funding�sources�for� intermodal�
freight�facilities�and�rail�spurs.�

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�6�Improve�or�increase�goods�movement�modes�available�in�the�county.�
� O�7�Support�the�increasing�need�for�regional�truck�parking�areas�by�supporting�attempts�to�

identify�funding.�
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Aviation:�Maintain�efficient�accessible�air�service�in�a�safe�and�
convenient�manner.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)��
� O�1�Prevent�deterioration�of�the�airport�facilities�within�the�county.�
� O�2�Enhance�the�passenger�service�at�Redding�Municipal�Airport.�
� O�3�Continue� to� apply� for� state� and� federal� grants� to� make� needed� improvements� at� the�

three�airports�in�the�county�and�acquire�funds�to�update�plans.�
� O�4�Acquire�property�north�and�south�of�the�Redding�Municipal�Airport,�to�enhance�runway�

approach�protection�and�to�provide�land�for�future�expansion.��In�2003�and�2004,�the�City�of�
Redding�acquired�over�140�acres�towards�this�objective.��

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)��
� O�4�Encourage� airport� operators� (Shasta� County� and� City� of� Redding)� to� develop� projects�

that�enhance�the�safety,�capacity,�and�security�of�regional�aviation�facilities.�
� O�5�Provide� economical� and� frequent� passenger� service� at� Redding� Municipal� Airport�

connecting�with�surrounding�major�cities.�
� O�6�Support�implementation�of�the�Shastec�Redevelopment�Project.�

Rail:�Make�rail�service�convenient�to�Shasta�County�citizens�when�
economically�feasible�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Maintain�existing�railroad�right�of�way�and�railroad�services�within�the�county.���
� O�2�Maintain�feeder�bus�service�to�connect�with�rail�service�south.�
� O�3�Obtain�more�convenient�daytime�passenger�rail�service�at�the�Redding�station.�
� O�4�Maximize� opportunities� to� study,� plan,� and� install� grade� separations� between� rail� and�

roadways.���

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�5�If� transit� corridors� are� developed,� provide� for� the� eventual� use� by� rail� or� other� fixed�

guide�way�systems.�
� O�6�Consider�the�feasibility�of�construction�of�a�new�rail�line�between�Eureka�and�Redding.�

Non�Motorized:�Create�a�transportation�environment�that�encourages�
non�motorized�alternatives.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Strive�to�eliminate�barriers�to�bicycle/pedestrian�traffic.�
� O�2�Integrate�non�motorized�transportation�into�development�throughout�the�region.�
� O�3�Keep� bicycle/pedestrian� lanes� in� a� usable� condition� through� a� continued� maintenance�

program.�
� O�4�Mark�the�road�as�to�where�a�bicycle�should�be�placed�to�trip�all�new�traffic�signals.�
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� O�5�At� fixed�time� traffic� signals,� where� feasible,� make� all� new� walk/don’t� walk� signals�
automatic�so�they�go�to�walk�without�having�to�push�the�button.��This�is�considered�an�ITS�
application�for�pedestrian�crossing�detection�information.�

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�6�Strive�to�provide�an�interconnected�bicycle/pedestrian�network�throughout�the�county.�
� O�7�Mark�all�signaled�intersections�as�to�where�to�place�a�bicycle�to�trip�signal.�
� O�8�Encourage�the�public�to�use�non�motorized�transportation�facilities.�

Land�use:�Provide�a�Regional�Transportation�Plan�that�is�supportive�of�
the�land�use�goals�of�the�cities�and�county�general�plans�and�focuses�
transportation�investments�along�major�transportation�corridors�to�
encourage�infill�development�within�the�urbanized�area.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Focus� residential� growth� and� commercial� uses� near� transit� corridors� and� design� them�

for�efficient,�convenient�transit�use.�
� O�2�Promote� developments� designed� to� encourage� non�motorized� trips� by� providing�

efficient,�convenient,�and�safe�pedestrian�and�bicycle�facilities.�
� O�3�Encourage� increased� non�motorized� accessibility� by� placing� residential� development,�

employment,�and�commercial�uses�near�each�other.�
� O�4�Ensure� that� transportation� improvements� necessary� for� development� are� Financially�

constrained.��
� O�5�Perform�a�periodic�review�of�traffic�impact�fees�developed�by�the�agencies.�
� O�6�Encourage� the� agencies� to� keep� the� RTPA� in� the� loop� at� the� onset� of� an� application�

process.��

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�7�Integrate� land� use� planning� with� supporting� transportation� programs� to� stabilize� and,�

over�time,�reduce�trip�length.�

Air�Quality:�Reduce�harmful�air�emissions�in�Shasta�County�and�
maintain�a�level�that�meets�or�exceeds�minimum�state�and�federal�
health�standards�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Prepare�for�Shasta�County�being�designated�a�nonattainment�area�for�federal�air�quality�

standards.�
� O�2�Reduce�emissions�of�inhalable�particulate�matter�(PM10)�and�emissions�contributing�to�

ozone�production�to,�at�a�minimum,�meet�state�ambient�air�quality�standards.�
� O�3�Reduce�emissions�of�greenhouse�gases.�
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LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�4�Reduce�emissions�of� inhalable�particulate�matter�and�emissions� contributing� to�ozone�

production�to�a�level�that�assures�compliance�with�state�ambient�air�standards.�

Environmental�Resources:�Minimize�the�negative�environmental�effects�
of�transportation�projects.��
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Minimize� environmental� impacts,� project� delays,� and� added� costs� through� early,�

continued�resource�agency�consultation�and�public�involvement.�
� O�2�Streamline�administration�of�the�NEPA�and�CEQA�process�to�avoid�duplication�of�efforts.�

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�3�As� NEPA� and� CEQA� reviews� become� more� common� for� regional� and� corridor� studies,�

develop�standardized�methods�for�content,�format,�and�coordination�of�these�documents�to�
facilitate� tiering� (referring� to� prior� applicable� studies,� rather� than� regenerating� them)� for�
later�projects.�

Financial�Element:�Provide�the�best�multimodal�transportation�system�
possible�with�available�funds.�
SHORT�RANGE�(2010�2020)�
� O�1�Address�the�maintenance�deficit�for�streets�and�roads�faced�by�the�cities�and�county�to�

prevent�further�deterioration�of�the�existing�transportation�system.�
� O�2�Obtain�funding�to�expand�non�motorized�transportation�opportunities.��
� O�3�Continue� to� refine� a� system� to� prioritize� projects� for� utilizing� Regional� Improvement�

Program�funds.�

LONG�RANGE�(2020�2030)�
� O�4�Identify� a� stable� long�term� source� of� funding� for� construction� and� maintenance� of� a�

multimodal�transportation�system.�

�����	���
���	�������������������������	�������

A�Notice�of�Preparation�was�circulated�to�the�public�to�solicit�recommendations�for�a�reasonable�
range�of�alternatives�to�the�proposed�project.�Additionally,�a�scoping�meeting�was�held�during�
the� public� review� period� to� solicit� recommendations� for� a� reasonable� range� of� alternatives� to�
the�proposed�project.�No�specific�alternatives�were�recommended�by�commenting�agencies�or�
the�general�public�during�the�NOP�public�review�process.���
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Three� alternatives� to� the� proposed� project� were� developed� based� on� public� input� and� the�
technical�analysis�performed�to�identify�the�environmental�effects�of�the�proposed�project.�Due�
to�the�nature�of�the�proposed�project,�there�are�elements�common�to�each�of�the�alternatives,�
with� each� alternative� having� the� same� approach� and� investment� associated� with� goods�
movement,�aviation,�energy,�land�use�strategies,�and�outreach�and�coordination�objectives.��The�
alternatives�analyzed�in�this�EIR�include�the�following�three�regional�alternatives�in�addition�to�
the�proposed�2010�RTP�project.�

� No�Project�Alternative�
� Financially�Constrained�Alternative�
� Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�
� Transit�Investment�Alternative�

	�����<���������	���
��

The�CEQA�Guidelines�(Section�15126.6[e])�require�consideration�of�a�no�project�alternative�that�
represents�the�existing�conditions,�as�well�as�what�would�reasonably�be�expected�to�occur�in�the�
foreseeable�future�if�the�project�were�not�approved.��When�a�project�involves�the�revision�of�an�
existing� plan,� the� no�project� alternative� should� reflect� continuation� of� the� existing� plan.� � For�
purposes� of� this� analysis,� the� No� Project� Alternative� is� the� continuation� of� SCRTPA's� adopted�
2004� RTP� into� the� future.� � It� should� be� noted� however� that� some� of� the� dollars� that� are�
programmed�for�projects�under�the�2004�RTP�will�not�be�available�until�such�time�that�there�is�
an�adopted�RTP.�Therefore,�under�this�alternative�the�SCRTPA�would�not�be�able�to�carry�out�all�
of� the� transportation�projects� in� the�2004�RTP.� � This�alternative�also�anticipates� that� the� land�
uses� and� population� estimates� that� were� the� basis� for� the� 2004� RTP� are� extrapolated� to� the�
planning�horizon�year�2030.���

��	�	���������	�����	��������	���
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The�proposed�project� represents�a� financially�constrained�approach� to� the�2010�RTP,� focusing�
on� a� balanced� transportation� system� that� will� provide� regional� and� local� mobility� through�
programming�most�funding�for�highway�and�multi�modal�network�improvements.��The�proposed�
project� only� includes� improvements� for� which� funding� has� been� identified� as� is� intended� to�
balance� funds� between� the� various� modes� of� transportation.� � The� Financially� Constrained�
Alternative�leverages�Caltrans�funding�for�the�road�network�while�also�emphasizing�transit�and�
multi�modal�systems�and�networks.��The�Financially�Constrained�Alternative�would�continue�to�
support� bicycle� and� pedestrian� projects.� � The� Financially� Constrained� Alternative� focuses� on�
decreasing� traffic� congestion� and� reducing� air� pollutant� emissions� through� a� combination� of�
capacity�and�operational�improvements�directed�at�single�occupancy�vehicles,�and�investments�
in� the� regional� transit� system� and� bike� and� pedestrian� facilities.� � The� RTP� embodies� three�
elements:�Policy�Element,�Action�Element,�and�Financial�Element.�These�elements�are�described�
in� detail� in� Section� 2� Project� Description� along� with� the� individual� improvements� and� funding�
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sources.� There� are� no� specific� improvement� designs� or� approvals� that� are� available� for� these�
improvements�at�this�time.��

��	�	��������	��	�����	��������	���
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The�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�includes�all�of�the�individual�projects�identified�under�
the�Financially�Constrained�Alternative�(discussed�above�and�in�Section�2.0�Project�Description)�
plus� numerous� additional� projects� that� are� needed� but� not� yet� funded� over� the� planning�
horizon.�Under� this�alternative,� total� spending�would� increase�by�approximately�$834,234,133�
million.� This� alternative� includes� all� projects� without� regard� to� whether� or� not� they� can� be�
funded.��Table�5.2�1�provides�a�complete�list�of�the�additional�projects�under�this�alternative.���

TABLE�5.2�1:�UNCONSTRAINED�PROJECTS�

REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PROJECTS�
LONG�TERM�

PROJECT�COST�
PROJECT�TYPE�/�INTENT�

CALTRANS�
�..���$& �!"��2-�2�����41��&A(!�004�($��$.&* "$�!"��(5&* (.&��5�
�5&*,*"  ($'��&A(!�04���

J0�/�-�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/��/�1/�-���

�..���$& �!"��2-�2���� !���"#$!%�6"*.&*�!"�3!���!*&&!��5&*,*"  ($'� J��/��-/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/��/�1/�-���

�..���$& �!"��2-�2�����-��!"�!$���!&��5&*,*"  ($'� J��/�0�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/��/�1/�-���

�('�@�%�33�2��!())@�!&*��*"D&,!� J03/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/��/�1/�-���

�&,"$9('#*&��2-E33��$!&*,��$'&���&$!*�)��&..($'���A(!�04���/6/�� J-�/���/����� �$!&*,��$'&E���/�/1/-/4��

TOTAL�LONG�TERM�FUNDABLE�NEEDS� $228,935,000��
SHASTA�COUNTY���CAPACITY�
JJ�2�2-��($��!��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�00-�2��"$$&,!�!"���"$.�/��..�
*"#$.�>"#! �

J�/4��/����� �$!&*,��$'&���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

��"$.���"�.��� ��"($!�2��2-��($�	&@�*&�)('$&.�1�)�$&�*"�.� J1/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

	&@�	2���"�.�2��(* !��!�!"�	&@��27��"$ !*#,!�!"�1�)�$& � J3/0�4/0���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

	&@��27��"�.�2	&@�	2��!"���"$.���"$ !*#,!�1�)�$&�*"�.� J�/1-4/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�&,"$9('#*&�I$('�!"$��"�.��5&*2�*"  ($'��!��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�041� J�1/���/����� �$!&*,��$'&���/��/�1/�3/�0��

��#*$��F��./���*!8&%&*�!"��#$!($'!"$/�7(.&$/��&�)('$/�� J1/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�& ,�#!& ��"�.�7(.&$�!"�12��$& /��).�33��*(5&�!"�6"%)&��"�.� J�/��-/����� ��+�,(!%E��9&!%���/��/�1/�3/�-/�4��

�2-��� ��"($!��$!&*,��$'&��8+*"5&8&$! �&A(!�003� J��/�1-/����� �$!&*,��$'&���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�(* !��!*&&!�7(.&$�9*"8���!"�-�)�$& /�	E���*!&*(�)�!"��5&*,*"  ($'� J-0�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

	&@�	2���"�.�2�	&@��27��!"���"$.�� J4/�4-/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�& ,�#!& ��"�.�7(.&$�!"�12��$& /���)"��&.*"�!"��&* ,���"�.� J-/���/����� ��+�,(!%E��9&!%���/1/4/�/���

�"!!"$@"".�2��*"$!/��'$")(�/��($&��$.���& !$#!��!��"#$.�>"#! � J-��/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�*%��*&&F��"�.���"#).&*�7(.&$($'/��& ,�#!& ��.�!"�6&�*�!$��.� J3/�-�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

I$('�!"$��"�.�7& !� J��/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�/1/3/0��

�8+*"5&���������).��*&'"$��*�()��$!&*,��$'&�2��A(!��31� J�/-��/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

�$!&*8"#$!�($��"�./��������!"�6&�*�!$��"�.� J4/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�/1/3/0��

�� !��!())@�!&*�7�%/���"#).&*�7(.&$��$.��A!&$.�!"�6&�*�!$��"�.� J-/�0�/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�/1/3/0��

�� ( ��"�.�7(.&$�!"�32��$& /���$.")+��!"��).��� ( � J�-�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/�-/�0��

6)�,F���$,���"�.��A!&$ ("$� J�/1-�/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�/1/3/0��

TOTAL�LONG�TERM��FUNDABLE�NEEDS� $126,533,600�� ��
SHASTA�COUNTY���SAFETY�
�)�,&*��"�.��!��@� &%��*(5&/��"#$.�>"#!� J-��/����� ��9&!%���/0/4/���

��$%"$��"�.��!���($���#),���*(5&��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

�).��*&'"$��*�()��!��).��)!#*� ��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

�& ,�#!& ��"�.��!�6"%)&��$.��).��& ,�#!& ��.��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

�"!!"$@"".�2��"#*!���!*&&!��$.��",# !��!*&&!��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

C#�*!G��())��$.�I& @(,F���8��"�. /��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

�"!!"$@"".�2���++%�
�))&%��!��� ��"($!��"�.��"#$.�>"#!E�('$�)� J-��/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

�& ,�#!& ��.�M����33���8+ ��$.��).�33��*/��"#$.�>"#! E�('$�) � J�/���/����� �$!&* &,!("$���/��/�1/�3/�0/�4��

TOTAL�LONG�TERM�NEEDS�� �$3,500,000�� ��
CITY�OF�ANDERSON���CAPACITY�
JJ��& ,�#!& E�2-��$!&*,��$'&/���� &���2���&&�	"!&�1�� J0/0��/���� �$!&*,��$'&E���/��/�1/�4��

,#**�%��*(5&�2�	"*!��"9���$%"$��*(5&�2�7(.&$($'�� J-��/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

��!&@�%��*(5&�2��*"8�6�)) ��&**%��"#!��2�7(.&$� J�/��1/4-��� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

�� !��!*&&!�2�	"*!��"9�7())"@��)&$��*=�2��A!&$ ("$� J�/00�/-���� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����
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REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PROJECTS�
LONG�TERM�

PROJECT�COST�
PROJECT�TYPE�/�INTENT�

�&,"$9('#*&��2-��&$!*�)��$.&* "$��$!&*,��$'&��	"*!���!*&&!�� J1/���/����� �$!&*,��$'&E���/��/�1/�4��

�)&� �$!��()) �����41�
($&%�*. �,"$ !*#,!���)�$&�*"�.�&A!&$ ("$� J1/1�1/�30�� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

��!&@�%��*(5&�2�6�)) ��&**%�!"��& ,�#!& �2��"$ !*#,!���)�$&�*"�.� J0/-��/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

��"$.���"�.�2���,!"*%��#!)&! ��*(5&�!"��)&� �$!��()) �2��$!&* &,!("$�
�&,"$ !*#,!("$�

J�/��0/�4-�� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

�& ,�#!& E�2-�($!&*,��$'&�+�� &���� J��/-��/����� �$!&*,��$'&E���/��/�1/�4��

�$.&* "$��()) ���*F@�%�27�"9��)&� �$!��()) �2��"$ !*#,!�3�)�$&�*"�.� J3/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

�$.&* "$��()) ���*F@�%��)&� �$!�!"���"$.��2��"$ !*#,!�3�)�$&�*"�.� J1/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

�$.&* "$��()) ���*F@�%�2���"$.��!"��",# !�2��"$ !*#,!�3�)�$&�*"�.� J�/0-�/�-4�� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

�8()%��*(5&�2�7(.&$($'� J41�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�A��"F&��.=�2�����41�!"��(5&* (.&��5�2�7(.&$($'�!"�-�)�$& �� J�/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�(5&* (.&��5&$#&��2��A��"F&�!"�	"*!���!=�2�7(.&$($'�!"�-�)�$& � J4/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

6�)) ��&**%��.=�2��*"8��!($'%���$&�!"�!�&��(!%��(8(! �2�7(.&$($'� J�/��1/4-��� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�"#!���!*&&!�2�����41�@& !�!"��(!%��(8(! �2�7(.&$($'�� �J1/4-�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�!($'%���$&�2�	"*!���!=�!"�6�)) ��&**%�2�7(.&$($'� J�1/-��/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

��!&@�%��*(5&�2��*"8��A( !($'��8+*"5&8&$! �!"��& ,�#!& �2�7(.&$� J-/0��/301�� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

��(*'*"#$. ��*(5&�2�� !��!=�!"�1*.��!=�27(.&$($'� J�/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

��(*.��!*&&!�2�����41�!"���(*'*"#$. ��*=�2�7(.&$($'� J�/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�#!"��))�2���A!&$.�!"�	"*!���!*&&!�2��A!&$ ("$�� J1/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &���/��/�1/�3/4/���

�"#!���"#$!%��A!&$ ("$�2��"$.���.�!"��$.&* "$��()) �2��A!&$ ("$� J-/-��/����� 	&@���,()(!%���/�1/����

TOTAL�LONG�TERM�NEEDS� $69,429,244�� ��
CITY�OF�ANDERSON���SAFETY�
�&,"$9('#*&��2-��(5&* (.&��$!&*,��$'&=�7(.&$��$.� ('$�) � J�4/���/����� �$!&*,��$'&����/����/��1�/��-�/��4��

�(!!)&��!*&&!�2��&�)('$8&$!� J4��/����� ��9&!%��1/3/4/���

�)&A�$.&*��!�2�7(.&$($'� J-��/����� ��9&!%��1/3/4/���

TOTAL�LONG�TERM�NEEDS�� $18,400,000�� ��
CITY�OF�REDDING���CAPACITY�
�� ( � �"�.� K� �2-� �$!&*,��$'&� �A(!� 0��� 2� �&,"$ !*#,!("$� �$.�
7(.&$($'�

J��/4��/�����
�$!&*,��$'&�E���/1/3/-/4/���

�� ( ��"�.�7(.&$($'�2���$.")+���"�.�!"��).��� ( ��"�.� J1/-��/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�(*+"*!��"�.�7(.&$($'�2����33�!"���$,�"��.=� J0/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

6*"@$($'��!*&&!��&,"$9('#*&�!"�3���$&�2��())!"+��*(5&�!"��).��)!#*� � J3��/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

JJ��� ,�.&�6)5.��&�)('$8&$!2�	"*!���$.��"#!��"9��� ( ��"�.� J�/4�1/3���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��!&*+())�*� �"�.� 2� �&"*'&� �*(5&� !"� ���41� 7(.&$� �"�.@�%� �$.�
�('$�)�

J�/4��/�����
��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�%+*&  ��5&��"$$&,!("$�2�
(,!"*��5&$#&�!"���� !��
(&@��*(5&� J�4/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�())!"+��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2���F&�6"#)&5�*.�!"��@($�
(&@� J�/���/����� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�).��)!#*� ��"�.�7(.&$($'�2�
(,!"*��5&$#&�!"���� !��
(&@��*(5&� J�/--�/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��)�,("��*(5&��"$$&,!("$�2���#*$��*&&F�!"��"*$&))��)�,&� J�/-��/����� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

��� !��
(&@��*(5&��A!&$ ("$� 2� ����$&�7(.&$($'� 2��"))%&*��*(5&� !"�
�$G�$"�F ��*(5&�

J0/���/�����
	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

��� !��
(&@��*(5&�7(.&$($'�2���*!$&))��5&$#&�!"��"".@�!&*��*(5&� J-/���/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�"#!��6"$$%5(&@�K��2-��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�04-�2��8+*"5&8&$! � J��/���/����� �$!&*,��$'&�E���/1/3/-/4/���

�@($�
(&@�6)5.�K��2-��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�0���2��8+*"5&8&$! � J3/���/���� �$!&*,��$'&�E���/1/3/-/4/���

�(*+"*!��"�.�K���33��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�-�2��8+*"5&8&$! � J�-/���/���� �$!&*,��$'&�E���/1/3/-/4/���

�(*+"*!��"�.�7(.&$($'�2���,*�8&$!"��(5&*�!"���$,�"��"�.� J1-/���/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

6#&$�5&$!#*�� 6)5.� �&,"$9('#*&� !"� 3� )�$&� 2� �#88(!� �*(5&� !"�
��()*"�.��5&$#&�

J1��/����
��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

6#&$�5&$!#*��6)5.�7(.&$($'�2��!�*)('�!�6"#)&5�*.�!"��)�,&*��"�.� J�/-��/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�"#*!��!*&&!�7(.&$($'�2���!���!*&&!�!"��(5&* (.&��*(5&� J-��/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��*!$&))��5&$#&��!��(*+"*!��"�.�7(.&$($'��$.��&�)('$8&$!� J4/��-/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��F�& ����$&��A!&$ ("$�2���*8�,��"�.�!"���$.)&@"".��*(5&� J�/��-/��-� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�� ( ��"�.�7(.&$($'�2��").��()) ��*(5&�!"���� !��
(&@��*(5&� J�/���/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�).��)!#*� ��"�.�7(.&$($'�2���� !��
(&@��*(5&�!"��(!%��(8(! � J3/-�-/����� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�).��*&'"$��*�()�7(.&$($'�2��).��('�@�%�33�!"�
(F($'�7�%� J3/���/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��*F5(&@��5&�7(.&$($'�2��������$�)�!"���*F��*($�� J��-/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��$,�"��"�.�7(.&$($'�2��"".@�!&*�!"��(*+"*!��"�.� J0/4-�/���� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

��� !��
(&@��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2��$G�$"�F ��*(5&�!"��� ( ��"�.�� J3/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

��� !��
(&@��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2���$,�"��"�.�!"��(*+"*!��"�.� J-/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�!())@�!&*�6# ($&  ���*F��8+*"5&8&$! �2���� &�1� J-/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

��*8�,��"�.��A!&$ ("$�!"��).��*&'"$��*�()� J-/�43/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�@($�
(&@��"�.��&�)('$8&$!�2�	"*!���$.��"#!��"9��� ( ��"�.� J0/3�1/�03� ��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

7& ! (.&��"�.��*"$!�'&��A!&$ ("$�2��)&$'�*%��*(5&�!"��)&�*��*&&F� J�/1�3/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��
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REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�PROJECTS�
LONG�TERM�

PROJECT�COST�
PROJECT�TYPE�/�INTENT�

�"�.�

6&)!)($&��"�.��A!&$ ("$�2��� ( ��.�!"�� �>%��.� J3/4�-/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

6#&$�5&$!#*��6)5.��A!&$ ("$�2��#*&F��7�%�!"�I& @(,F���8��"�.� J��/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�&.�* ��"�.��A!&$ ("$�2��)��&$"���$&�!"�6#&$�5&$!#*��6"#)&5�*.� J���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�*&&F (.&��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2���,*�8&$!"��!*&&!�!"�6"$$%5(&@��"�.� J�/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�%+*&  ��5&�K��2-��$!&*,��$'&��A(!�044�2��&,"$ !*#,!("$� J�1/���/���� �$!&*,��$'&�E���/1/3/-/4/���

�%+*&  ��5&$#&��&)(&5&*��*"D&,!�2��$.# !*(�)��!*&&!��A!&$ ("$��5&*�
,*"  ($'�"9��2-��

J-/41�/����
��+�,(!%��$,*&� &�E���/-/4/���

�� ! (.&��"�.��A!&$ ("$�2��(*5�$��"�.�!"��"#!�&*$��(!%��(8(! � J-/0-�/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�&"*'&��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2�	"*!���&*8($# �!"��� ( ��"�.� J�/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

I&$%"$��*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2�7& !��&*8($# �!"��)�,&*��"�.� J��/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��

�"8��
( !���*(5&��A!&$ ("$�2���#*$��*&&F��"�.�!"�
(,!"*��5&$#&� J0/���/���� 	&@���,()(!%�E��1/3��
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The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� focuses� investment� into� development� of� alternative�
transportation� modes,� emphasizing� transit,� bus,� pedestrian,� and� bicycle� modes� of�
transportation,�while�also� funding� the� locally�funded�transportation� improvements� included� in�
the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative.� This� alternative� would� remove� $834,234,133� million�
from�roadway�improvement�projects�under�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�and�would�
shift�the�money�to�fund�transit�capital,�operational,�and�maintenance�improvements,�as�well�as�
bike� and� pedestrian� facilities.� � It� should� be� noted� that� this� money� is� not� available� and/or�
programmed� at� this� time� and� it� is� not� known� if� any� moneys� identified� under� the� Financially�
Unconstrained�Alternative�will�ever�become�available.�

SCRTPA’s� transit� maintenance/refueling/management� facility� would� need� to� be� extensively�
expanded�in�order�to�accommodate�any�significant�capital�purchases,�such�as�a�large�increase�in�
the� transit� fleet.� � It� is�noted� that� the� increases� in� transit� improvements�under� this�alternative�
would�not�result�in�a�proportionate�increase�in�ridership,�particularly�in�the�smaller�communities�
and�more�rural�areas.��Under�this�alternative,�the�following�would�occur:�

� Funding� for� regional� roadway� improvements� would� be� shifted� to� be� used� for� transit�
capital,� operational,� and� maintenance� improvements� necessary� to� increase� transit�
service�in�the�County.��

� The� increase� in� transit� service� would� be� both� local� (incorporated� cities)� and� regional�
(rural�unincorporated�communities).��Additionally,�interregional�transit�service�would�be�
provided�between�Shasta�County�and�adjacent�counties.�

� Funding�for�pedestrian�and�bicycle�facilities�would�be�increased.��
� The�increase�in�pedestrian�and�bicycle�facilities�would�be�focused�on�local�(incorporated�

cities)� as� opposed� to� regional� (rural� unincorporated� communities).� The� increase� in�
facilities�would�be�significant�when�compared�to�the�existing�conditions.��

� Funding�would�be�provided�for�the�construction�of�park�and�ride�lots�to�accommodate�
demand�from�the�increased�regional�and�commuter�transit�service.�

Appendix�D�provides�a�detailed�account�of�the�benefits�of� investment�into�transit,�bicycle,�and�
pedestrian� transportation� facilities.� The� information� provided� in� Appendix� D� is� based� on� a�
published� report� titled� "� Active� Transportation� for� America:� The� Case� for� Increased� Federal�
Investment� in� Bicycling� and� Walking"� by� Thomas� Gotschi,� Ph.D.� and� Kevin� Mills,� J.D.� from� the�
Rails�to�Trails�Conservancy.��
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The� alternatives� analysis� provides� a� summary� of� the� relative� impact� level� of� significance�
associated�with�each�alternative�for�each�of�the�environmental�issue�areas�analyzed�in�this�EIR.��
Following� the� analysis� of� each� alternative,� Table� 5.0�5� summarizes� the� comparative� effects� of�
each�alternative.�

	�����<���������	���
��

Aesthetics�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would�reduce�the�potential�for�visual�impacts�as�there�would�be�less�
roadway� widening/extensions,� interchanges,� and� bicycle/pedestrian� path� improvement�
projects.��Therefore,�this�alternative�would�have�a�better�effect�on�aesthetics�in�comparison�to�
the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Agricultural�Resources�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would�reduce�the�amount�of�farmland�converted�to�non�agricultural�
uses� as� there� would� be� fewer� roadway� widening/extensions,� interchanges,� and�
bicycle/pedestrian�path�improvement�projects.��Therefore,�this�alternative�would�have�a�better�
effect� on� important� and� significant� farmlands� in� comparison� to� the� other� alternatives� and� is�
considered�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.��

Air�Quality�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would�reduce�the�amount�of�construction�related�emissions�as�there�
would� be� fewer� roadway� widening� and� extensions,� bicycle/pedestrian� path� improvement�
projects.� � However,� the� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� increased� congestion� on� area�
roadways�since�operational� improvements�needed�to�improve�traffic�flows�and�decrease�idling�
times� would� not� occur� under� this� alternative.� � Both� VMT� and� VHD� would� increase� under� this�
alternative,� which� would� result� in� worse� air� pollutant� emissions� in� comparison� to� the� other�
alternatives.� This� alternative� would� have� less� of� an� adverse� effect� on� short� term� air� quality�
impacts,� but� a� greater� effect� on� long�term� operational� air� quality� impacts.� � This� alternative� is�
considered�inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Biological�Resources�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would�reduce�the�potential�to�disturb�or�biological�resources.� �This�
alternative� would� have� a� better� effect� on� biological� resources� in� comparison� to� the� other�
alternatives�and�is�considered�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.���



����� -=�������	���
����
�

-=�2��� �*�9!�� !&*��$5(*"$8&$!�)��8+�,!��&+"*!�:���� !���"#$!%����������
�

Cultural�Resources�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would� reduce� the�potential� to� disturb�or�destroy�cultural,�historic,�
and�archaeological�resources,�as�well�as�paleontological�resources.��This�alternative�would�have�
a�better�effect�on�cultural�resources� in�comparison�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�
superior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Geology�and�Soils�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives,�and�would�reduce�the�risks�associated�with�geology�and�soils,� including�
temporarily� increase� in� runoff,�erosion,�and�sedimentation.�Additionally,� risks� to�humans� from�
fault� rupture,� seismic� ground� shaking,� liquefaction,� landsliding,� lateral� spreading,� and� soil�
expansion� would� be� reduced.� � This� alternative� would� have� a� better� effect� with� regards� to�
geology�and�soils�in�comparison�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�superior�to�the�other�
alternatives.�

Greenhouse�Gases�and�Climate�Change�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the� other� alternatives,� and� would� reduce� the� amount� of� construction�related� emissions� of�
greenhouse� gases� as� there� would� be� fewer� improvement� projects.� � However,� the� No� Project�
Alternative� would� result� in� increased� congestion� on� area� roadways� since� operational�
improvements�needed�to�improve�traffic�flows�and�decrease�idling�times�would�not�occur�under�
this�alternative.��Both�VMT�and�VHD�would�increase�under�this�alternative,�which�would�result�in�
worse�greenhouse�gas�emissions�in�comparison�to�the�other�alternatives.�This�alternative�would�
have�less�of�an�adverse�effect�on�short�term�greenhouse�gas�emissions,�but�a�greater�effect�on�
long�term�operational�greenhouse�gas�emissions.� �This�alternative� is�considered� inferior�to�the�
other�alternatives.�

Hazards�and�Human�Health�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the� other� alternatives,� and� would� reduce� the� risks� associated� with� hazards� and� hazardous�
materials,�including�the�transportation,�use,�and/or�disposal�of�hazardous�materials,�which�may�
involve�the�use�of�equipment�that�contains�hazardous�materials�(e.g.,�solvents�and�fuels,�diesel�
fueled� equipment),� or� the� transportation� of� excavated� soil� and/or� groundwater� containing�
contaminants�from�areas�that�are�identified�as�being�contaminated.�Furthermore,�there�would�
be� fewer� projects� located� near� sensitive� receptors� such� as� a� school,� hospitals,� or� residences.��
This�alternative�would�have�a�better�effect�with�regards�to�hazards�and�hazardous�materials�in�
comparison�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.�
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Hydrology�and�Water�Quality�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would� implement� fewer� transportation� improvement�projects� than�
the�other�alternatives�and�would�reduce�the�potential�for�increased�water�quality�impacts�from�
construction� and� dewatering.� Furthermore,� this� alternative� would� cause� fewer� impacts� to�
groundwater�recharge,�and�cause�flooding,�erosion,�or�siltation�from�the�alteration�of�drainage�
patterns.�This�alternative�would�have�a�better�effect�on�hydrology� in�comparison�to� the�other�
alternatives�and�is�considered�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.���

Land�Use/Population�and�Housing�
The�No�Project�Alternative�would�not�reflect�changes�in�land�uses�that�have�been�approved�since�
the� 2004� RTP� and� it� would� also� not� be� consistent� with� planning� efforts� that� are� currently�
underway,� including� general� plan� updates.� � As� such,� the� No� Project� Alternative� may� result� in�
conflicts� with� land� uses� and� result� in� an� infrastructure� system� not� consistent� with� current�
growth� and� population� projections� for� the� county� and� its� communities.� � Therefore,� this�
alternative� would� have� a� worse� effect� on� land� use� planning/population� and� housing� than� the�
other�alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Noise�
The� FHWA� Highway� Traffic� Noise� Prediction� model� (FHWA�RD�77�108)� was� used� to� predict�
changes�in�future�(year�2030)�traffic�noise�levels�along�major�area�roadways�attributable�to�the�
proposed�project.��The�FHWA�modeling�was�based�upon�the�CALVENO�noise�emission�factors�for�
automobiles� and� medium� and� heavy�duty� trucks.� � Input� data� used� in� the� model� included�
average�daily� traffic� volumes,� day/night� percentages� of� automobiles� and� medium� and� heavy�
trucks,�vehicle�speeds,�ground�attenuation�factors,�and�roadway�widths.� �Traffic�volumes�were�
derived� from�the�Shasta�County� travel�demand�model.� �Vehicle�distribution�percentages�were�
based� on� traffic� data� obtained� during� the� site� reconnaissance,� as� well� as� heavy�duty� truck�
distribution� percentages� for� major� highways� obtained� from� the� California� Department� of�
Transportation�(Caltrans�2007).���

The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� fewer� traffic� and� transportation� improvement�
projects�than�the�other�alternatives,�and�would�therefore�have�less�of�a�short�term�noise�impact�
associated�with�construction�activities�than�the�other�alternatives.��All�alternatives�would�result�
in�similar�overall�levels�of�noise�impact�as�a�result�of�a�significant�increase�in�traffic�noise�levels�
along�the�roadway�segments�analyzed.��However,�the�No�Project�Alternative�would�not�have�the�
improvement�projects�that�improve�the�circulation�system�and�reduce�VMT�and�VHD,�which�are�
the� primary� sources� of� noise.� Therefore,� this� alternative� would� have� a� worse� effect� on� noise�
conditions� compared� to� the� other� alternatives� and� is� considered� inferior� to� the� other�
alternatives.�
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TABLE�5.3�1:�PREDICTED�INCREASES�IN�FUTURE�(YEAR�2030)�TRAFFIC�NOISE�LEVELS�
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Traffic/Circulation�
The� No� Project� Alternative� would� result� in� an� increase� in� vehicle� miles� travelled� (VMT),� and�
vehicle�hours�of�delay�(VHD)�which�would�result�in�more�congestion�than�the�other�alternatives.��
This�alternative�would�have�fewer�improvement�projects�that�address�safety�deficiencies;�thus,�
this�alternative�is�anticipated�to�result�in�more�accidents�and�potentially�an�increase�in�fatalities.��
An� improvement� factor� of� three� percent� was� applied� to� the� VMT� and� VHD� under� the� Transit�
Investment� Alternative,� although� the� actual� improvement� may� vary� substantially� based� on�
actual�ridership.�Table�5.3�2�compares�transportation�system�indicators,�including�vehicle�miles�
traveled,� vehicle� hours� of� delay,� vehicle� trips,� and� roadway� safety� between� the� alternatives�
analyzed.�

TABLE�5.3�2:��REGIONAL�TRANSPORTATION�COMPARISON�

REGIONAL�MEASURE�
2010�EXISTING�

CONDITION�

2030�
NO�

PROJECT�

FINANCIALLY�

CONSTRAINED�
FINANCIALLY�

UNCONSTRAINED�

TRANSIT�

INVESTMENT�

ALTERNATIVE�

��()%�
&�(,)&�()& �"9�
�*�5&)�

-/�33/���� �/1�4/1��� �/�30/���� �/��4/-��� 4/���/0���

��()%�
&�(,)&��"#* �"9�
�&)�%�

1/41�� �4/0��� �/�4�� 4/���� �/-41�

�5&*�'&��+&&. � � � � � �

2��*&&@�% � 01=�� -�=4� 0�=�� 0�=�� 03=4�

2��#*�)��('�@�% � 3�=0� 3�=3� 3�=-� 3�=4� 3�=��

2��*!&*(�) � 10=1� 11=1� 1-=�� 10=�� 10=��

2��))��"�. � 3�=�� 3�=�� 3�=4� 3�=�� 3�=��

()& �"9��"�. ��!������E�� �1� ��-� -�� 1-� 	E��

��9&!%� �1� 3!�� 1*.� �('�& !� �$.��

SOURCE:�DOWLING�ASSOCIATES,�2009�

Table�5.3�3�provides�a�comparison�of�study�roadway�LOS�between�the�alternatives�analyzed.��It�
is�noted�that� the�roadway�analysis� is�based�on�modeling�used� to�project� regional� impacts�and�
conditions�and�that�the�model�may�produce�accurate,�but�not�precise,�results�at�the�local�(link�
by�link)�level.��As�identified�in�Table�5.3�3,�the�improvement�projects�that�would�be�carried�out�
under� the� Financially� Constrained� and� Unconstrained� alternatives� would� either� maintain� or�
improve� roadway� congestion� conditions� when� compared� with� the� No� Project� Alternative.�
However,� implementation�of�any�of�the�alternative�scenarios�will�not�improve�all�roadway�LOS�
conditions� throughout� the� regional� transportation� network� to� acceptable� levels.� � While� traffic�
conditions�would�worsen�compared�with�existing�conditions,�this�is�largely�due�to�the�projected�
increase�in�development.�Overall,�the�No�Project�Alternative�is�inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.�
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TABLE�5.3�3:��ROADWAY�LEVELS�OF�SERVICE�COMPARISON�BETWEEN�THE�ALTERNATIVES�

ROADWAY� SEGMENT�

EXISTING�

CONDITION�

(2010)�

FUTURE�CONDITIONS1�

NO�PROJECT�
FINANCIALLY�

CONSTRAINED�
FINANCIALLY�

UNCONSTRAINED�

TRANSIT�

INVESTMENT�

ALTERNATIVE�
VOLUME1� LOS2� VOLUME� LOS� VOLUME� LOS� VOLUME� LOS� VOLUME� LOS�
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1�� Average�daily�traffic�volume�based�on�the�Shasta�County�Transportation�Demand�Model�

2�� Level� of� service� based� on� highest� direction� traffic� volume� during� the� P.M.� peak� hour� and� level� of� service� thresholds� by�
facility�type�based�on�the�2000�Highway�Capacity�Manual�(HCM)�as�compiled�by�the�Florida�Department�of�Transportation�
(FDOT).�

Bold�� Unacceptable�LOS�

SOURCE:�DOWLING�ASSOCIATES,�2009�
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Aesthetics�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� $834,234,133�
million�worth�of�additional� improvement�projects�than�the�Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�
thus� creating� the� greatest� potential� for� adverse� impacts� on� aesthetics� compared� to� the� other�
alternatives.�This�alternative�would�increase�the�potential�for�loss�or�degradation�of�scenic�views�
and�resources,�change�in�visual�character,�and�increased�light�and�glare.��This�alternative�would�
have�a�worse�effect�compared�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�other�
alternatives.�

Air�Quality�
The�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�would�result� in�more�construction�related�emissions�
than�other�alternatives.��Although�this�alternative�will�allow�for�greater�traffic�capacity�it�will�also�
result� in� less� traffic� congestion� and� associated� pollutant� emissions� (CO� hotspots).� This�
alternative� would� result� in� a� reduction� in� VMT� and� VHD� in� comparison� to� the� Financially�
Constrained�and�No�Project�Alternatives;�however,� it�would�have�greater�VMT�and�VHD�when�
compared� to� the� Transit� Investment� Alternative.� This� alternative� is� superior� to� the� Fiscally�
Constrained� and� No� Project� Alternative� in� regards� to� air� quality� and� is� inferior� to� the� Transit�
Investment�Alternative.���

Biological�Resources�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� additional�
improvement� projects� resulting� in� a� greater� risk� of� impact� to� biological� resources.� This�
alternative� would� have� a� worse� effect� compared� to� the� other� alternatives� and� is� considered�
inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Cultural�Resources�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� additional�
improvement� projects� resulting� in� a� greater� chance� of� disturbing� cultural� and� historical�
resources�due� to� the� increase� in� grading�and�other� land� disturbance�associated�with� roadway�
and� transportation� infrastructure� projects� associated� with� this� alternative.� This� alternative�
would�have�a�worse�effect�compared�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�
other�alternatives.�

Geology�and�Soils�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� additional�
improvement� projects� resulting� in� a� greater� risks� associated� with� geology� and� soils,� including�
temporarily� increase� in� runoff,�erosion,�and�sedimentation.�Additionally,� risks� to�humans� from�
fault� rupture,� seismic� ground� shaking,� liquefaction,� landsliding,� lateral� spreading,� and� soil�
expansion� would� be� increased.� � This� alternative� would� have� a� worse� effect� compared� to� the�
other�alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.��
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Greenhouse�Gases�and�Climate�Change�
The�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative�would�implement�more�transportation�improvement�
projects�than�the�other�alternatives�and�would�result�in�decreased�congestion�on�area�roadways�
since� operational� improvements� needed� to� improve� traffic� flows� and� decrease� idling� times�
would�occur.��Both�VMT�and�VHD�would�decrease�under�this�alternative,�which�would�result�in�
better� greenhouse� gas� emissions� in� comparison� to� the� No� Project� and� Financial� Constrained�
Alternatives,� but� not� as� large� of� an� improvement� when� compared� to� the� Transit� Investment�
Alternative.� This� alternative� would� have� more� of� an� adverse� effect� on� short� term� greenhouse�
gas� emissions� when� compared� to� the� other� alternatives� because� of� the� increased� number� of�
projects.� � This� alternative� is� superior� to� the� Fiscally� Constrained� and� No� Project� Alternative� in�
regards�to�greenhouse�gases�and�is�inferior�to�the�Transit�Investment�Alternative.���

Hazards�and�Human�Health�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� additional�
improvement� projects� resulting� in� greater� risks� associated� with� hazards� and� hazardous�
materials,� including� the� transportation,� use,� and/or� disposal� of� hazardous� materials.�
Furthermore,� there�would�be�more�projects� located�near�sensitive�receptors�such�as�a�school,�
hospitals,� or� residences.� � This� alternative� would� have� a� worse� effect� compared� to� the� other�
alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�other�alternatives.��

Hydrology�and�Water�Quality�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� additional�
improvement� projects� resulting� in� increased� water� quality� impacts� from� construction� and�
dewatering.� Furthermore,� this� alternative� would� cause� impacts� to� groundwater� recharge,� and�
cause� flooding,� erosion,� or� siltation� from� the� alteration� of� drainage� patterns.� � This� alternative�
would�have�a�worse�effect�compared�to�the�other�alternatives�and�is�considered�inferior�to�the�
other�alternatives.�

Land�Use/Population�and�Housing�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� more�
transportation� improvement� projects� when� compared� to� the� other� alternatives.� These�
improvements�are�designed�to�facilitate�growth�consistent�with�the�General�Plans�and�planning�
activities� of� the� county� and� incorporated� communities.� � This� alternative� would� implement�
planned�roadway�improvements.�The�other�alternatives�would�not�result�in�the�development�of�
needed� capacity� improvements� that� would� facilitate� implementation� of� the� general� plan.� This�
alternative�is�superior�to�the�other�alternative�with�regard�to�land�use�and�planning.�
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Noise�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� more�
improvement� projects� than� the� other� alternatives,� which� would� result� in� greater� short�term�
construction�related�noise�impacts.��As�shown�in�Table�5.3�1,�this�alternative�would�have�similar�
traffic�noise�levels�as�the�Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�but�would�reduce�traffic�noise�on�
several�roadways.��Therefore,�this�alternative�would�have�reduced�long�term�operational�noise�
impacts�compared�to�the�Financially�Constrained�Alternative.��This�alternative�would�be�slightly�
superior�to�the�Financially�Constrained�and�the�Transit�Investment�Alternative�in�terms�of�noise�
impacts,�but�is�inferior�to�the�No�Project�Alternative.�

Traffic/Circulation�
The� Financially� Unconstrained� Alternative� would� reduce� impacts� to� roadway� LOS� on� two�
additional� segments� in� comparison� to� the� Fiscally� Constrained� and� Transit� Investment�
Alternative,�and�six�in�comparison�to�the�No�Project�Alternative.��This�alternative�would�result�in�
increased� traffic� safety� in� comparison� to� the� other� alternatives.� � While� additional� trips� would�
occur� under� this� alternative,� VMT� and� VHD� would� decrease� in� comparison� to� the� other�
alternatives.� � This�alternative�would�allow� for�more� improvement�projects� that�are�needed� to�
maintain� acceptable� levels� of� service� and� roadway� safety� to� be� constructed,� including�
alternative� mode� projects.� � Overall,� this� alternative� is� superior� to� the� other� alternatives� with�
regard�to�traffic.��

���	�����	
����	�������	���
��

Aesthetics�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�significant�new�investments�in�transit�capital,�
operational,�and�maintenance�improvements,�as�well�as�bike�and�pedestrian�facilities�in�addition�
to� the� projects� under� the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative.� This� alternative� would� result� in�
more�physical�development�because�all�of�the�roadway�improvement�projects�under�the�Fiscally�
Constrained�Alternative�would�occur.��As�a�result,�this�alternative�has�potential�for�degradation�
to�scenic�views�or�resources,�potential�for�changes�along�scenic�routes,�and�would�result�in�new�
sources�of� light�and�glare.�This�alternative�would�be� inferior� to� the�No�Project�and�Financially�
Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Agricultural�Resources�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�the�construction�of�additional�improvement�
projects�resulting� in�the� impacts�to�agricultural� lands.�This�alternative�would�be� inferior�to�the�
No� Project� and� Financially� Constrained� Alternative,� and� superior� to� the� Financially�
Unconstrained�Alternative.�
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Air�Quality�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� would� result� in� more� construction�related� emissions� from�
the�construction�of�new�projects;�however,�this�alternative�will�allow�for�greater�traffic�capacity�
from�new�roadway�projects�and�a�switch�to�alternative�modes�for�some�citizens.�This�will�result�
in� less� traffic� congestion� and� associated� pollutant� emissions� (CO� hotspots).� This� alternative�
would� result� in� a� reduction� in� VMT� and� VHD� in� comparison� to� the� other� alternatives.� This�
alternative�is�superior�to�the�other�alternatives�in�terms�of�air�quality.���

Biological�Resources�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�the�construction�of�additional�improvement�
projects� resulting� in�a�greater� risk�of� impact� to�biological� resources.�This�alternative�would�be�
inferior�to�the�No�Project�and�Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�Financially�
Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Cultural�Resources�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�the�construction�of�additional�improvement�
projects�resulting� in�a�greater�chance�of�disturbing�cultural�and�historical�resources�due�to�the�
increase� in� grading� and� other� land� disturbance� associated� with� infrastructure� projects�
associated� with� this� alternative.� This� alternative� would� be� inferior� to� the� No� Project� and�
Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Geology�and�Soils�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� would� result� in� a� greater� chance� of� risks� associated� with�
geology� and� soils,� including� temporary� increases� in� runoff,� erosion,� and� sedimentation.�
Additionally,� risks� to� humans� from� fault� rupture,� seismic� ground� shaking,� liquefaction,�
landsliding,�lateral�spreading,�and�soil�expansion�would�be�increased.��This�alternative�would�be�
inferior�to�the�No�Project�and�Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�Financially�
Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Greenhouse�Gases�and�Climate�Change�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� is� intended� to� reduce� automobile� trips,� and� thus� decrease�
greenhouse�gas�emissions,�through�shifting�three�percent�of�the�trip�volume�from�vehicular�trips�
to�transit,�bicycle,�and�pedestrian�trips.��Overall,�this�alternative�would�increase�the�use�of�public�
transit�and�other�alternative�modes�of�transportation,�which�would�also�help�reduce�congestion�
on�the�roadway�network.��This�alternative�would�be�superior�to�the�other�alternatives.�

Hazards�and�Human�Health�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� would� increase� the� risks� associated� with� hazards� and�
hazardous�materials,� including�the�transportation,�use,�and/or�disposal�of�hazardous�materials.�
Furthermore,� there�would�be�more�projects� located�near�sensitive�receptors�such�as�a�school,�
hospitals,� or� residences.� � This� alternative� would� be� inferior� to� the� No� Project� and� Financially�
Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�
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Hydrology�and�Water�Quality�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�increase�water�quality�impacts�from�construction�and�
dewatering.� Furthermore,� this� alternative� would� cause� impacts� to� groundwater� recharge,� and�
cause� flooding,� erosion,� or� siltation� from� the� alteration� of� drainage� patterns.� � This� alternative�
would�be�inferior�to�the�No�Project�and�Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�and�superior�to�the�
Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Land�Use/Population�and�Housing�
The�Transit�Investment�Alternative�would�result�in�significant�new�investments�in�transit�capital,�
operational,�and�maintenance�improvements,�as�well�as�bike�and�pedestrian�facilities�in�addition�
to� the� projects� under� the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative.� The� improvements� under� the�
Financially�Constrained�Alternative�are�designed�to�facilitate�growth�consistent�with�the�General�
Plans� and� planning� activities� of� the� county� and� incorporated� communities.� � This� alternative�
would� implement�all�of�those�planned�roadway� improvements�plus�provide�significant�funding�
for�alternative�modes� to� incentivize� the�use�of�non�motorized�modes�of� transportation�by� the�
citizens.�It�should�be�noted�that�the�population�of�the�county�may�not�increase�its�use�of�transit�
and�alternative�modes�at�a� level�that� is�proportionate�with�the�shift�of�funds�from�roadway�to�
alternative�mode�projects.��Thus,�the�increase�in�transit�services�may�not�fully�offset�the�capacity�
improvements�needed�in�the�region�and�may�constrain�the�ability�of�jurisdictions�in�the�county�
to�develop�in�a�manner�consistent�with�their�adopted�land�use�plans�as�transit�routes�may�not�
provide�the�transportation�opportunities�to�areas�planned�for�development�that�are�served�by�
roadways� projected� to� exceed� their� capacity.� � This� alternative� would� be� superior� to� the� No�
Project� and� Financially� Constrained� Alternative,� and� inferior� to� the� Financially� Unconstrained�
Alternative.�

Noise�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� would� result� in� the� construction� of� more� improvement�
projects,� which� would� result� in� greater� short�term� construction� related� and� operational� noise�
impacts.�This�alternative�would�have�a�slightly� lower�potential� for�adverse� impacts� from�noise�
compared� to� the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative� as� it� would� result� in� fewer� infrastructure�
construction� projects� and� would� result� in� reduced� vehicle� miles� traveled� each� year� and�
associated� roadway� noise.� However,� as� the� change� in� VMT� is� not� substantial,� this� alternative�
would� result� in� similar� calculated� noise� levels� on� individual� roadways� throughout� the� county�
shown�in�5.3�1.�This�alternative�would�be�superior�to�the�No�Project�Alternative,�slightly�superior�
to�the�Financially�Constrained�and�the�inferior�to�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�

Traffic/Circulation�
The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� would� provide� the� LOS� benefits� of� the� Financially�
Constrained� Alternative,� but� is� also� intended� to� reduce� automobile� trips,� and� thus� increase�
roadway� capacity,� through� shifting� three� percent� of� the� trip� volume� from� vehicular� trips� to�
transit,�bicycle,�and�pedestrian�trips.� �Overall,�this�alternative�would� increase�the�use�of�public�
transit� and� other� alternative� modes� of� transportation,� which� is� intended� to� help� reduce�
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congestion�on�the�roadway�network.��This�alternative�would�be�superior�to�the�No�Project�and�
Financially�Constrained�Alternative,�and�inferior�to�the�Financially�Unconstrained�Alternative.�

�	
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��

CEQA�requires�that�an�environmentally�superior�alternative�be�identified�among�the�alternatives�
that� are� analyzed� in� the� EIR.� If� the� No� Project� Alternative� is� the� environmentally� superior�
alternative,�an�EIR�must�also� identify�an�environmentally�superior�alternative�among�the�other�
alternatives� (CEQA�Guidelines�Section�15126.6(e)(2)).�The�environmentally�superior�alternative�
is� that� alternative� with� the� least� adverse� environmental� impacts� when� compared� to� the�
proposed�project.���

Table�5.3�4�provides�a�comparison�of�the�alternatives�using�a�qualitative�matrix�that�quantifies�
the�impacts�of�each�alternative�relative�to�the�other�alternatives.�As�shown�in�Table�5.3�4�below,�
the� No� Project� Alternative� has� the� lowest� overall� impact� (score� of� 27)� and� is� environmentally�
superior�to�the�three�other�alternatives.�As�previously�stated,�CEQA�requires�the�EIR�to�identify��
an� environmentally� superior� alternative� among� the� other� alternatives� when� the� No� Project�
Alternative�is�identified�as�the�environmentally�superior�alternative.��

The�Financially�Constrained�Alternative�and�the�Transit� Investment�Alternative�both�tie�for�the�
second� lowest� overall� impact� with� a� score� of� 29.� However,� the� Financially� Constrained�
Alternative� has� a� lower� score� compared� to� the� Transit� Investment� Alternative� in� seven� of� the�
twelve� impact� topics� that�are�analyzed.�Therefore,�not�considering� the�No�Project�Alternative,�
the� Financially� Constrained� Alternative� is� deemed� the� environmentally� superior� alternative�
because� it� provides� the� greatest� reduction� of� potential� impacts� in� comparison� to� the� other�
alternatives.� The� Transit� Investment� Alternative� is� the� second� best� alternative� in� terms� of�
environmental�impacts.��

TABLE�5.3�4:�COMPARISON�SUMMARY�OF�ALTERNATIVES�
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ALTERNATIVE�

FINANCIALLY�

CONSTRAINED�

ALTERNATIVE��
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Ben�Ritchie�..............................................................................................................�Principal�Planner�
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Dowling�Associates�–�Transportation�Consultant�
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Kurt�Legleiter�...........................................................................................�Principal�Noise�Consultant�
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Prehistory�of�the�Sacramento�River�Canyon,�Shasta�County,�California�(Basgall,�Mark�E.�and�William�
R.�Hildebrandt,�California�Department�of�Transportation,�Redding,�1987)�

Radiocarbon� Support� for� Glottochronology� (Baumhoff,� Martin� A.,� and� David� Olmsted,� American�
Anthropologist�65(2):278�284,�1963)�

The� Numic� Spread:� � Great� Basin� Cultures� in� Competition� (Bettinger,� Robert� L.,� and� Martin� A.�
Baumhoff,�American�Antiquity�47(3):485�503,�1982)�

Willow� Smoke� and� Dog's� Tails:� � Hunter�Gatherer� Settlement� Systems� and� Archaeological� Site�
Formation�(Binford,�Lewis�R.,�American�Antiquity�45:4�20,�1980)�

CA�Sha�475:� � An� Interim� Report� on� Squaw� Creek� #1,� a� Complex� Stratified� Site� in� the� Southern�
Klamath�Mountains�(Clewett,�S.�Edward,�Ms.,�Shasta�College,�Redding,�1977)�

Clikapudi�Archaeological�District:��Research�Design�(Clewett,�S.�Edward�and�Elaine�Sundahl,�Shasta�
Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1979)�

Clikapudi� Archaeological� District:� � 1979� Field� Research� (Clewett,� S.� Edward� and� Elaine� Sundahl,�
Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1980)�

Clikapudi� Archaeological� District:� � 1980� Field� Research� (Clewett,� S.� Edward� and� Elaine� Sundahl,�
Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1981)�

Clikapudi� Archaeological� District:� � 1981� Field� Research� (Clewett,� S.� Edward� and� Elaine� Sundahl,�
Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1982)�

Archaeological�Excavations�at�Squaw�Creek,�Shasta�County�(Clewett,�S.�Edward�and�Elaine�Sundahl,�
Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1983)�

Peter�Skene�Ogden�and�the�Hudson's�Bay�Company�(Cline,�Gloria�Griffin,�University�of�Oklahoma�
Press,�Norman,�1974)�

The� Shasta� (Dixon,� Roland,� Bulletin� of� the� American� Museum� of� Natural� History� 17(5):381�498.��
New�York,�1907)�

Notes� on� the� Achomawi� and� Atsugewi� Indians� of� Northern� California� (Dixon,� Roland,� American�
Anthropologist��10(2):208�220,�1908)�

Some� Elements� of� Wintu� Social� Organization� as� Suggested� by� Curtin's� 1884�1889� Notes� (Dotta,�
James,�In:�Papers�on�Wintu�Ethnography.��Occasional�Papers�of�the�Redding�Museum�1:118�
131,�1980)�

Wintu�Ethnography�(Du�Bois,�Cora�A.��University�of�California�Publications�in�American�Archaeology�
and�Ethnology�36(1):1�148,�1935)�
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Alternative�Approaches� to� the�Shasta�Complex�and�Adjacent�Expressions:� �Assemblages,�Cultural�
Ecology,�and�Taxonomies�(Farber,�Alfred,�Journal�of�California�and�Great�Basin�Anthropology�
7(1):1�36,�1985)�

Archaeological�Test�Excavation�at�the�Fay�Hill�Site,�CA�Sha�1481,�Shasta�County,�California�(Farber,�
Alfred�and�Neal�Neuenschwander,�Ms.,�Bureau�of�Land�Management,�Redding,�1984)�

Archaeological�Data�Recovery�at�Site�CA�SHA�782,�Shasta�County,�California�(Farber,�Alfred�E.,�Eric�
Ritter�and�Peter�M.�Jensen,�Ms.,�Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�1985)�

Early� Cultures� of� the� North� Coast� Ranges,� California� (Fredrickson,� David� A.,� Ph.D.� Dissertation,�
Department�of�Anthropology,�University�of�California,�Davis,�1973)�

Atsugewi� Ethnography� (Garth,� Thomas� R.,� University� of� California� Anthropological� Records� 14,�
University�of�California,�Berkeley,�1953)�

Atsugewi�(Garth,�Thomas�R.,� In�California,�edited�by�Robert�F.�Heizer,�pp.�236�248.� �Handbook�of�
North�American�Indians,�vol.�8,�William�G.�Sturtevant,�general�editor.��Smithsonian�Institution,�
Washington,�1978)�

Interim�Report�on�Archaeological�Testing�at�CA�Sha�476,�Post�Mile�49.0,�Sacramento�River�Canyon,�
Shasta� County� (Goldberg,� S.,� and� C.� Raven,� Ms.,� California� Department� of� Transportation,�
Sacramento,�1983)�

California�Place�Names�(Gudde,�Erwin�G.,�University�of�California�Press,�Berkeley,�1969)�

What� X� Equals:� The� Archaeological� and� Geological� Distribution� of� Source� X� Tuscan� Obsidian� in�
Northern� California� (Hamusek� McGann,� Blossom,� M.A.� Thesis� Department� of� Anthropology,�
California�State�University,�Chico,�1993)�

California�and�Man�(Hartman,�David�N.,�Wm.�C.�Brown�Company,�Dubuque,�Iowa,�1970)�

Historic� Spots� in� California� (Hoover,� Rensch,� and� Rensch,� Fourth� Edition.� � Revised� by� Douglas� E.�
Kyle,�Stanford�University�Press,�Stanford,�1970)�

The� Archaeology� of� the� Burrell� Site,� CA�Mod�293,� a� Lowland� Occupation� Site� in� the� Goose� Lake�
Basin,� Northeast� California� (Hughes,� Richard� E.,� Report� to� the� National� Endowment� for� the�
Humanities,�Washington�D.C.,�1977)�

Archaeological�Data�Recovery�Program�at�CA�Sis�342�on�02�Sis�97�P.M.�41.5�to�42.3�(Jensen,�Peter,�
and�Alfred�Farber,�Ms.,�California�Department�of�Transportation,�Sacramento,�1982)�

Yana�(Johnson,�Jerald�J.,�In�California,�edited�by�Robert�F.�Heizer,�pp.�361�369.��Handbook�of�North�
American� Indians,� vol.� 8,� William� G.� Sturtevant,� general� editor.� � Smithsonian� Institution,�
Washington,�1978)�
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Archaeological� Investigations� at� Lake� Britton,� California,� Pit� 3,� 4,� 5� Project� (License� No.� 233)�
Archaeological� Site� Testing� (Kelly,� Michael� S.,� Elena� Nilsson� and� James� H.� Cleland,� WIRTH�
Environmental�Services,�Ms.,�Pacific�Gas�and�Electric�Company,�San�Francisco,�1987)�

Census�of�Non�Reservation�California� Indians�1905�1906�(Kelsey,�C.E.,�complier,�Robert�F.�Heizer,�
editor.� Miscellaneous� Publications� of� the� University� of� California� Archaeological� Research�
facility,�Berkeley,�1971� )��

Further�Thoughts�on�Maiduan�Prehistory:�A�View�from�Chico�(Kowta,�Makoto,�Paper�Presented�at�
the�Annual�Meetings�of�the�Society�for�California�Archaeology,�Salinas,�1984)�

Achomawi�Geography�(Kniffen,�Fred,�University�of�California�Publications�in�American�Archaeology�
and�Ethnology�23(5):297�332.��Berkeley,�1928)�

Wintu�(LaPena,�Frank�R.,�In�California,�edited�by�Robert�F.�Heizer,�pp.�324�340.��Handbook�of�North�
American� Indians,� vol.� 8,� William� G.� Sturtevant,� general� editor.� � Smithsonian� Institution,�
Washington,�1978)�

Redding� and� Shasta� County:� Gateway� to� the� Cascades� (Lawson,� John� D.,� Windsor� Publications,�
Northridge,�California,�1986)��

Mines� and� Mineral� Resources� of� Shasta� County,� California� (Lydon,� Phillip� A.� and� J.� C.� O'Brien,��
California�Division�of�Mines�and�Geology�Reports�6,�1974)�

An�nik�a�del,�the�History�of�the�Universe�as�Told�by�the�Mo�des�se�(Achumawi)�Indians�of�California�
(Merriam,�C.�Hart,�The�Stratford�Company,�Boston,�1928)�

Achumawi�(Olmsted,�David,�and�Omer�Stewart,��In�California,�edited�by�Robert�F.�Heizer,�pp.�236�
248.� � Handbook� of� North� American� Indians,� vol.� 8,� William� G.� Sturtevant,� general� editor.��
Smithsonian�Institution,�Washington,�D.C.,�1978)�

Cultural�Resources�Study�for�the�Pit�3,�4,�&�5�Project,�Shasta�County,�California�(Peak�&�Associates,�
Inc.,�Ms.,�Pacific�Gas�and�Electric�Company,�San�Francisco,�1984)�

Cultural� Resources� Assessment� of� the� Thomas� Ryan� Indian� Allotment� in� the� Fall� River� Valley,�
Shasta�County,�California�(Peak,�Ann�S.,�Ms.,�National�Park�Service,�Tucson,�1979)�

Archeological�Investigations�on�CA�Men�1827,�Mendocino�County,�California�(Peak,�Ann,�and�Daryl�
Noble,�Ms.,�Georgia�Pacific�Corp.,�Fort�Bragg,�1983)�

A�Native�American�Encyclopedia:�History,Culture,Peoples�(Pritzker,�Barry,�Oxford�University�Press,�
Cambridge,�2000)�

From�Boomtown�to�Incorporated�Community�(Rocca,�Al,�A�Short�History�of�the�City�of��Shasta�Lake.���
www.ci.shasta�lake.ca.us/history/history2.htm,�n.d.)�

Nightfire� Island:� �Later�Holocene�Lakemarsh�Adaptation�on�the�Western�Edge�of� the�Great�Basin�
(Sampson,�Garth�C.,�University�of�Oregon�Anthropological�Papers�3,�Eugene,�1985)�
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Shastan�Peoples�(Silver,�Shirley,�In�California,�edited�by�Robert�F.�Heizer,�pp.�211�224.�Handbook�of�
North�American�Indians,�vol.�8,�William�G.�Sturtevant,�general�editor.��Smithsonian�Institution,�
Washington,�1978)�

Churn� Creek:� A� Possible� Early� Lithic� Locality� in� Shasta� County,� California� (Sundahl,� Elaine,� Paper�
presented�at�the�Annual�Meeting�of�the�Society�for�California�Archaeology,�San�Diego,�1976)�

The�Shasta�Complex� in�the�Redding�Area,�California�(Sundahl,�Elaine,�M.A.�Thesis,�Department�of�
Anthropology,�California�State�University,�Chico,�1982)�

Archaeological�Investigations�at�Sugar�Pine�Canyon,�Shasta�County,�California�(Sundahl,�Elaine�and�
S.�Edward�Clewett,�Ms.,�Shasta�Trinity�National�Forest,�Redding,�California,�1985)�

Late� Pleistocene/Holocene� Vegetation� and� Climate� (West,� G.� James,� In:� Prehistory� of� the�
Sacramento� River� Canyon,� Shasta� County,� California,� Ms.,� California� Department� of�
Transportation,�Redding,�1987)�

Redding,�California�(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Redding_California_History,�n.d.)�

Method�and�Theory�in�American�Archaeology�(Willey,�Gordon�R.�and�Phillip�Phillips,�The�University�
of�Chicago�Press,�Chicago,�1958)�

California� Department� of� Transportation� (Caltrans).� January� 2002(a).� California� Airport� Land� Use�
Planning�Handbook.�

California� Department� of� Transportation� (Caltrans).� � 2002(b).� Transportation� Related� Earthborne�
Vibrations.�

California�Department�of� Transportation� (Caltrans).� June�2004.�Transportation�and�Construction�
Induced�Vibration�Guidance�Manual.�

California� Department� of� Transportation� (Caltrans).� Accessed:� September� 17,� 2008.� EIR� /EA�
Annotated�Outline.�<http://www.caltrans.ca.gov/ser/forum.htm.>��

California� Department� of� Transportation� (Caltrans).� 2007.� Annual� Average� Daily� Truck� Traffic� on�
the�California�State�Highway�System.�

City�of�Anderson.�May�2007.�City�of�Anderson�General�Plan.�

City�of�Redding.�October�3,�2000.�City�of�Redding�2000�2030�General�Plan.�

City�of�Shasta�Lake.�June�15,�1999.�City�of�Shasta�Lake�General�Plan.�

County�of�Shasta.�1998.�Shasta�County�General�Plan.�

Federal� Highway� Administration� (FHWA).� June� 1995.� Highway� Traffic� Noise� Analysis� and�
Abatement�Policy�and�Guidance.��

Federal�Highway�Administration�(FHWA).�January�2006.�Roadway�Construction�Noise�Model.�
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Federal�Transit�Administration�(FTA).�2006.�Transit�Noise�and�Vibration�Impact�Assessment.�

Redding�Municipal�Airport�(RMA).�December�2004.�Redding�Municipal�Airport�Master�Plan.�

State� of� California,� Governor’s� Office� of� Planning� and� Research� (OPR).� 2003.� State� of� California�
General�Plan�Guidelines.�

United� States� Department� of� Transportation� (U.S.� DOT).� September� 1980.� Highway� Noise�
Fundamentals.�

United� States� Environmental� Protection� Agency� (U.S.� EPA).� 1974.� Information� on� Levels� of�
Environmental�Noise�Requisite�to�Protect�Public�Health�and�Welfare�with�an�Adequate�Margin�
of�Safety.�

Skinner,�Mark�W.�and�Bruce�M.�Pavlik,�Eds.�2001.�California�Native�Plant�Society's�Inventory�of�Rare�
and�Endangered�Vascular�Plants�of�California.��

Sawyer,�John�and�Todd�Keeler�Wolf.�1995.�A�Manual�of�California�Vegetation.��

Barbour�and�Major�1988.�Terrestrial�vegetation�of�California.��

Hickman,�James�C.�1993.�Jepson�Manual:�Higher�Plants�of�California.��

California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game�.�“Special�Plants�List.”�Natural�Diversity�Database.�

California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game.�“Special�Animals�List.”�Natural�Diversity�Database.�

California�Dept.�of�Fish�and�Game.�“Special�Vascular�Plants,�Bryophytes,�and�Lichens�List.”�Natural�
Diversity�Database.��

Army�Corps�of�Engineers.�1987.�Army�Corps�of�Engineers�Wetland�Delineation�Manual.��
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