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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of Mt.
Shasta is the Lead Agency for environmental review of the City's General Plan Revision Project
(Project) and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR incorporates
comments in consideration of the expected environmental impacts resulting from approval of
the General Plan Revision, and responds to comments received on the Draft EIR.

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR

The City of Mt. Shasta (City), serving as the Lead Agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the
public and responsible and frustee agencies with information about the potential environmental
effects of the proposed project. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing
regulations, public agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts
of proposed development and to minimize these impacts where feasible while carrying out an
obligation to balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and
social factors.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for decision-
makers and the general public that analyzes the potentially significant environmental effects of
a project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable
alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public
agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along
with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project.

CEQA requires the preparation of an environmental impact report prior to approving any
project that may have a significant effect 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]). With respect to the City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Revision
project, the City has determined that the proposed development is a "project” within the
definition of CEQA.

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the General Plan Revision
project that has resulted in preparation of this FEIR:

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study

In accordance with Section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, the City of Mt. Shasta prepared a
Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR on August 22, 2005. The City of Mt. Shasta was identified as
the lead agency for the proposed project. This notice was circulated to the public, local, state,
and federal agencies and other interested parties to solicit comments on the proposed project.
The NOP is presented in Appendix 1.0-1 of the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in response to the NOP
were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR.

Draft EIR

The DEIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of project impacts, and evaluation of impacts that had the potential of being
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

rated as ‘significant’, as well as an analysis of project alternatives. The Draft EIR (DEIR), with the
Draft General Plan Revision, was released for public and agency review in September, 2006 with
an initial review period that began on October 10, 2006 and was scheduled to end on
November 27, 2006.

Final EIR

The City received written and oral comments from agencies, interest groups and/or the public
regarding the Draft EIR. The Final EIR responds to the written comments received as required by
CEQA. This document also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 3.0
(Revisions to the Draft EIR) and the final mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the
project. This document constitutes the FEIR.

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration

The City of Mt. Shasta will review and consider the FEIR. If the City finds that the FEIR is "adequate
and complete”, the City may certify the FEIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR
can be certified if: 1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information;
and 2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in
contemplation of its environmental consequences.

Upon review and consideration of the FEIR, the City may take action to approve, revise, or reject
the project. A decision to approve the project would be accompanied by written findings in
accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 and Section 15093. Public Resources Code
Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting
program to describe measures that have been adopted or made a condition of project
approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.

Because all measures that will serve to mitigate environmental impacts in the context of the
General Plan Update have been incorporated into the General Plan as policies or
implementation measures, there is no separate mitigation monitoring and reporting program.

1.2  Type oF DOCUMENT

The CEQA Guidelines idenftify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project
circumstances. This EIR has been prepared as a program EIR rather than a project EIR. The
program analysis focuses primarily on the changes in the environment that would occur as a
result of adoption of the planning framework of the City. The analysis addresses impacts that
would result from the adoption of the proposed General Plan Revision.

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR

This EIR has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).
The EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent
possible and to be used to modify, approve, or deny approval of the proposed project based
on the analysis in the EIR. Subsequent actions that may be associated with the project are
identified in Section 3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR.

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR

This document is organized in the following manner:

General Plan Revision City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007



1.0 INTRODUCTION

SECTION 1.0—INTRODUCTION

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and what the FEIR is required to
contain.

SECTION 2.0—COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Section 2.0 provides a list of commentors, copies of written comments (coded for reference)
and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.

SECTION 3.0—REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

Section 3.0 consists of the Draft EIR (incorporated by reference) and revisions to the Draft EIR that
are a result of responses to comments, as well as minor staff edits that do not change the intent
or content of the analysis.

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Revision
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The Draft EIR for the City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update Project [SCH# 2005082099] was
circulated for a public review period originally scheduled to begin on October 10, 2006, and to
close on November 27, 2006. The Planning Commission kept the public review period open as
the Commission held its public hearings in review of the proposed General Plan update. Four
comment letters on the Draft EIR were received and are included in this Final EIR. Additional
verbal comments on the EIR, and/or related to environmental concerns, were made during the
public review of the project.

The City of Mt. Shasta, acting as lead agency, directed that responses to the Draft EIR
comments be prepared. The response to some comments result in minor revisions of the
proposed General Plan Update. Responses to comments received during the comment period
do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

2.2 List oF COMMENTERS

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted
comments on the Draft EIR:

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date
A Marcelino Gonzalez Cdlifornia Department of Transportation 11/21/06
B Dave Singleton Native American Heritage Commission 11/07/06
c Alan Stovall, Unit Chiet Cadlifornia Department pf Forestry and Fire 11/27/06

Protection
0
Verbal Comments received at Planning Commission Meeting, October 17, 2006
] Molly Brown Resident 10/17/06
2 Peggy Risch Resident 10/17/06
3 Michael Williams Resident 10/17/06
4 Stephan Funk Resident 10/17/06
5 Susan Heilman Resident 10/17/06
6 Meadow Barr Resident 10/17/06
7 John Roshek Resident 11/28/06

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.3.1 REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate comments on environmental issues
received on the Draft EIR and prepare a written response. The written response must address the
significant environmental issue raised and must provide a detailed response, especially when
specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not accepted. In
addition, the written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis. However, lead

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

agencies need only to respond to significant environmental issues associated with the project
and do not need to provide all the information requested by commenters, as long as a good
faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines 15204).

CEQA Guidelines 15204 recommends that commenters provide detailed comments that focus
on the sufficiency of the Draft ERR in identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the
environment and ways in which the significant effects of the project might be avoided or
mitigated. CEQA Guidelines 15204 also notes that commenters should provide an explanation
and evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15064, an effect shall
not be considered significant in the absence of substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines 15088 also recommends, where response to comments results in revisions to the
Draft EIR, that those revisions be noted as a revision to the Draft EIR or in a separate section of
the Final EIR. Such revisions are noted in Final EIR Section 3.0.

2.3.2 RESPONSES TO COMMENT LETTERS

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses
fo those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding
system is used:

=  Public agency comment letters are coded by letters and each issue raised in the
comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter A, comment 1: A-1).

= Individual and interest group comments are coded by numbers and each issue raised in
the comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, comment 1: 1-1).

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes may be
included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-out
for deleted text).

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter A

STATE OF CALIFORNIA —BUSINESS, TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY _ ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
OFFICE OF COMMUNITY PLANNING
1657 RIVERSIDE DRIVE

P. 0. BOX 496073

REDDING, CA 96049-6073

PHONE (530) 229-0517

FAX (530) 225-3578 Flex your power!
TTY (530) 225-2019 Be energy efficient!
November 21, 2006 IGR/CEQA Review

Sis-Admin-Admin
M. Keith McKinley Mt. Shasta General Plan Update DEIR
SCH# 2005082099

City of Mt. Shasta
305 North Mt. Shasta Blvd.
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067

Dear Mr. McKinley:

The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has reviewed the General Plan Update and
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) submitted on behalf of the City of Mt. Shasta.

The updated Noise Element recognizes that Interstate 5 (I-5) and the Union Pacific railroad are
transportation noise sources. Consequently, portions of the community are affected by transportation

noise. The Noise Element also includes implementation measures to evaluate, on an individual project

basis, site-specific impacts. We agree that new development located near transportation noise sources A-1
should be required to address transportation noise and provide noise reduction measures to the extent
feasible. These site-specific measures would include the incorporation of building materials, building
location, building orientation, setbacks, and/or walls or barriers.

It is suggested that Figure 4-1, the Circulation map, be revised and enlarged and labelling added to A-2
include all of the roadways identified in the future roadways discussion.

The Circulation Policy implementation measures discuss impacts to level of service (LOS) and
capacity improvements to mitigate impacts. It is recommended that the implementation measures also
recognize that new development may be required to provide operational improvements where safety
concerns would result from the planned growth. This is applicable to Implementation Measure C1-2
() (Page 4-5). The measure should include that the operation of the road system will also be analyzed,
not just the level of service. For example, an analysis may need to be done to make sure that a new
road connection will not cause a safety and operations issue, even if the road has plenty of capacity to
handle more traffic volume. Level of Service is not the only criteria that needs thorough analysis.

Similarly, Implementation Measure C1-1.2 (b) (Page 4-4), states that when the Level of Service is
expected to drop below C, that improvements need to be initiated to reduce the impact. The paragraph
states that capacity shall be increased. In fact, oftentimes it is not possible to increase capacity. All
options for improving LOS should be considered, not just increasing capacity.

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update
April 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-3



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter A Continued

Sis-Admin

Mt. Shasta General Plan Update DEIR
SCH# 2006082111

November 21, 2006

Page 2

The Draft EIR recognizes that Caltrans endeavors to maintain a target LOS C on State Highway
facilities and that this may not always be feasible. Implementation measure C1-1.2 (d) (Page 4-4)
states when a traffic analysis is to be conducted. Please also include that the Caltrans Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies should be used in determining whether a traffic study needs to be
done when the project’s impacts potentially affect the State highway system.

A-4

The document identifies traffic zones and recognizes that future operational improvements may be
necessary at the South Mt. Shasta Boulevard/I-5/State Route 89 interchanges. ~As the community
continues to develop, the potential impacts to the State facilities including the Lake Street, North Mt. | A-5
Shasta Boulevard, and Abrams Lake interchanges should also be recognized as potentially requiring
operational improvements to handle increased growth.

Implementation Measure C1-3.1 (b) (Page 4-9), the measure should be re-written to clearly state that
new development shall be responsible for improving required roadways to the ultimate | A-6

planned/designated width.

Implementation Measure C1-3.1(c) Page 4-10, suggest replacing the word "applicable" with the word A7
"appropriate." 3

General Plan Page 4-13, Public Transit. Last sentence. Why are wheelchair-lift equipment and bike ‘ A-8
racks only available on the buses during daylight savings time? Is that April to November?

General Plan Page 4-18, Figure 4-2. A north arrow for orientation would be helpful. | A-9

Caltrans will continue to work with the City, Siskiyou County, and the Siskiyou County Transportation
Commission to address transportation concerns. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments
on the environmental document and the updated General Plan. If you have any questions, or if the
scope of this project changes, please call me at 225-3369.

Sincerely,
AN

MARCELINO GONZALEZ
Local Development Review
District 2

“Caltrans improves mobility across California”

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter A: Marcelino Gonzalez, California Department of Transportation, November 21, 2006

Response A-1: Caltrans states new development located near transportation noise sources
should be required to address noise and provide noise reduction measures to the
extent feasible. The Updated General Plan includes policies and revised
standards that will apply to new uses that will be affected by traffic and railroad
uses. (See Policy NZ-1.4) Implementation Measure NZ-1.4(a) requires that the City
evaluate tfransportation noise sources of proposed projects according to the
noise level standards shown in Table 7-6, which is a new table for the City's
General Plan. Furthermore, IM NZ-1.4(b) requires using acceptable acoustical
engineering and construction standards to incorporate design features to reduce
traffic noise to achieve the noise standards shown in table 7-6.

Response A-2: It is suggested that Figure 4-1, Circulation Map, be revised and enlarged and
labeling added to include all of the roadways idenfified in the future roadways
discussion. It is not expected that the City will produce a revised map at this time.

Response A-3: It is recommended that the implementation measures also recognize that new
development may be required to provide operational improvements where
safety concerns would result from the planned growth. This is applicable to
Implementation Measure CI-1.2(e). The measure should include that the
operation of the road system will also be analyzed, not just the level of service.
Also, concerning Implementation Measure CI-1.2(b), it is often not possible to
increase capacity, and all options for improving LOS should be considered, not
just increasing capacity.

In response, it is proposed that Implementation Measure CI-1.2(b) be revised to
read as follows:

CI-1.2(b): When a road segment or intersection is found fo be approaching Level
of Service C (defined as ADT being within ten percent of the highest LOS C traffic
volume threshold), or to have significant safety issues related to the volume of
use, the City shall initiate plans for improvements designed to increase capacity,
and/or to improve other operational features of the roadway or intersection to
improve the LOS and traffic safety.

Response A-4: Concerning IM C1-1.2(d), Caltrans requests that it be included that the Calfrans
Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies should be used in defermining
whether a traffic study needs to be done when the project’s impacts potentially
affect the State highway system.

General Plan Implementation Measure ClI-1.2(d) will be revised to read as follows:

Cl-1.2(d): The City shall require traffic analysis to be conducted for all projects that
will generate sufficient traffic to use ten (10) percent or more of the capacity of
the roadway at LOS C as shown in Table 4-2. When a project will potentially
impact a state highway, consideration will be given to the Caltrans Guide for the
Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies to determine when and how a related
traffic study should be completed.

Response A-5: The EIR recognizes that future operational improvements may be necessary at the
South Mt. Shasta Boulevard/I-5/State Route 89 interchanges. Caltrans would like it

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update
April 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report

2.0-5



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Response A-é:

Response A-7:

stated that, as the community continues to development, the potential impact
as to the State facilities including the Lake Street, North Mt. Shasta Boulevard, and
Abrams Lake interchanges should also be recognized as potentially requiring
operational improvements to handle increased growth.

General Plan Page 4-9. To respond to the comment from Caltrans, it is proposed
that a discussion be added to the Circulation Element concerning interchanges.

With Interstate 5 passing through the City of Mt. Shasta, and State Route 89
intersecting with I-5 just south of the City, the condition and operation of these
highways is of concern to the City. In turn, development within the City and
elsewhere in the planning area may impact the interchanges and ramps onto
and off of the highways. Table 4-5, Future Intersection Improvements, notes
concerns with the intersection of North Mt. Shasta Boulevard and Spring Hill Road,
which is at the northbound on-ramp to Interstate 5, as well as the overpass that
serves as part of the south-bound I-5 off-ramp to Mt. Shasta Boulevard. Future
improvements to these traffic facilities will need to be designed in a coordinated
manner to address all of the related circulation issues.

The south end of South Mt. Shasta Boulevard also functions in a close relationship
with the Interstate 5/State Route 89 Interchange. Redevelopment of these
interchanges will need to be coordinated and may have implications concerning
land use in the vicinity. Also, development in this area may have issues
concerning operational improvements related to the highways to accommodate
increased growth.

Calirans has noted that, as the community continues to develop, the potential
impacts to state highways will need to be evaluated concerning not only the
interchanges discussed above, but adlso the Interstate 5 interchanges at Lake
Street and Abrams Lake Road. When projects have the potential of impacting
the state highway system, the design and environmental review processes need
to consider the Calfrans Guide for the Preparation of Traffic Impact Studies to
determine whether a traffic study is needed to evaluate potential impacts to the

highway.

Calltrans states, concerning IM CI-3.1(b), that the measure should be re-written to
clearly state that new development shall be responsible for improving required
roadways to the ultimate planned/designated width.

Page 4-9. Revise Implementation Measure as follows:

CI-3.1(b): Where a development is required to perform new roadway construction
or road widening, the entire roadway shall be completed by the developer to its
ultimate planned and designated width from curb-to-curb prior to operation of
the project for with which the improvements were constructed, unless otherwise
approved by the City Engineer. All such roadway construction shall also provide
facilities adequate to ensure pedestrian safety as determined by the City
Engineer.

Concerning IM CI-3.1(c), suggest replacing the word "applicable” with the word
“appropriate”.

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Response A-8:

Response A-9:

Page 4-10. Revise as follows:

IM CI-3.1(c): Private roads may be developed provided that they are constructed

to an applicable—appropriate roadway standard and have an identified
maintenance program with responsible party clearly stated.

Question concerning Page 4-13, Public Transit. Why are wheelchair lift equipment
and bike racks only available on the buses during daylight savings time? Is that
April to Novembere

Page 4-13. Revise last sentence of Public Transit discussion as follows:

Busses are wheelchair-lift equipped and bike racks are available during-daylight
X oo

Figure 4-2, a north arrow for orientation is recommended. This conceptual
illustration is reproduced from another source (i.e., the Mt. Shasta Community
Action Plan, 2002). The original illustration did not have a north arrow.

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update

April 2007

Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter B

STATE OF CALIFOBNIA _Arnald Schwarzeneqger, Governor

NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION
915 CAPITOL MALL, ROOM 364

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

(916) 653-4082

Fax (916) 657-5390

Web Site

e-mall: ds_nahc@pacbell.net

November 7, 2006

Mr. Keith McKinley

City of Mt. Shasta

305 No. Mt. Shasta Boulevard
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067

Re: SCH#20050820989; CEQA Notice of Completion; Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the City of Mt.
Shasta General Plan Update (Revision EIR); Siskiyou County, California

Dear Mr. McKinley

STATE CLEARING House

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document. The Native American
Heritage Commission is the state's Trustee Agency for Native American Gultural Resources. The California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires that any project that causes a substantial adverse change in the
significance of an historical resource, that includes archeological resources, is a ‘significant effect’ requiring the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR per CEQA guidelines § 15064.5(b)(c). In order to comply with
this provision, the lead agency is required to assess whether the project will have an adverse impact on these
resources within the ‘area of potential effect (APE)’, and if so, to mitigate that effect. To adequately assess the
project-related impacts on-historical resources, the Commission recommends the following action:

v Contact the appropriate California Historic Resources Information Center (CHRIS). The record search will

determine:

= |fa part or the entire APE has been previously surveyed for cultural resources.

= |fany known cultural resources have already been recorded in or adjacent to the APE.

= |fthe probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE.

= [fasurvey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.

4 If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report detailing

the findings and recommendations of the records search and field survey.

= The final report containing site forms, site significance, and mitigation measurers should be submitted B-1
immediately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native American human
remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential addendum, and not be made
available for pubic disclosure.

»  The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the appropriate
regional archaeological Information Center.

v Contact the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for:

* A Sacred Lands File (SLF) search of the project area and information on tribal contacts in the project

vicinity who may have additional cultural resource information. Please provide this office with the following

citation format to assist with the Sacred Lands File search request: USGS 7.5-minute guadrangle citation
with name. township, range and section; .
= The NAHC advises the use of Native American Monitors to ensure proper identification and care given cultural
resources that may be discovered. The NAHC recommends that contact be made with Native American
Contacts on the attached list to get their input en potential project impact, particularly the contacts of the on the
list.

+ Lack of surface evidence of archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.

» |ead agénciés should include in thelr mitigation plan provisions for the identification and évaluation of
accidentally discovered archeological resources, per Califomnia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) §15064.5 (f).
In areas of identified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a culturally affiliated Native B-2
American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should monitor all ground-disturbing activities.

= Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts, in
consultation with culturally affiliated Native Americans.

+ Lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries B-3

in their mitigation plans.

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter B Continued

*  CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5(d) requires the lead agency to work with the Native Americans identified
by this Commission if the initial Study identifies the presence or likely presence of Native American human
remains within the APE. CEQA Guidelines provide for agreements with Native American, identified by the

NAHC, to assure the appropriate and dignified treatment of Native American human remains and any associated B-3

grave liens. cont.
+ Health and Safety Code §7050.5, Public Resources Code §5097.98 and Sec. §15064.5 (d) of the CEQA
Guidelines mandate procedures to be followed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human remains in a
location other than a dedicated cemetery.
v Lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined In § 15370 of the CEQA Guidelines, when significant cultural ! B-4

resources are discovered during the course of project planning.

Please feel free to contact me at (916) 653-6251 if you have any questions.
cerely, [~

Dave Singleto)
Cc: State Clearinghouse Program Anajyst
Attachment: List of Native American Contacts

General Plan Update

City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report

April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter B:

Response B-1:

Response B-2:

Response B-3:

Dave Singleton, State of California Native American Heritage Commission, August
29, 2006

The Native American Heritage Commission is the state's trustee agency for Native
American cultural resources. The comment addresses the need for certain types
of projects to include record searches, Sacred Lands File search, and field surveys
to determine the potential for significant impacts to cultural resources. Record
searches and surveys are commonly required by the City of Mt. Shasta for
proposed development and infrastructure projects in the planning area. The
proposed General Plan Update, as a policy document, reinforces and expands
upon the current general plan’s policies concerning cultural resources in clarifying
required measures (including record searches and surveys) that will serve to
evaluate the potential for cultural resources and to mitigate impacts when
identified. Previous studies (e.g., Archaeological Inventory Survey, Roseburg
Infrastructure Improvement Project, 2004) indicate that the Native American
Heritage Commission has no Sacred Land listings for the project area.

The City's General Plan requires cultural surveys if it is suspected that cultural
resources may be found on a site that is proposed for development. Even when
surveys have been completed, however, there is still a possibility of unanticipated
and accidental discoveries of historic or archaeological resources during ground-
disturbing activities. Unanticipated discoveries may have the potential to affect
significant cultural resources. Although such activities will not occur as a direct
result of the proposed project, the proposed General Plan revision is nevertheless
an opportunity for the City to address this potential impact at a policy level.
Implementation Measure OC-8.1(d) is proposed, stating that, when approving
construction projects, the City shall incorporate mitigation measures that specify
that, should any cultural resources be encountered during development
activities, work shall be suspended and the City Planning Department shall be
immediately notified. The implementation measure outlines procedures to be
taken. Since the proposed General Plan revision will not directly result in ground-
disturbing activity, and the revisions actually improve the City's General Plan
provisions to protect such resources, the impact of adopting the revisions will be
less than significant.

The General Plan notes, as suggested, that the lack of surface evidence of
archeological resources does not preclude their subsurface existence. The
General Plan expands upon mitigation provisions that the City will require for the
identification and evaluation of accidentally discovered resources when
approving construction projects.

The comment notes that lead agencies should include provisions for discovery of
Native American human remains or unmarked cemeteries in their mitigation
plans. As a policy document, the proposed General Plan Update contains a new
policy that clarifies the City's requirements concerning the inadvertent discovery
of human remains. This is addressed in Implementation Measure OC-8.1(e): “When
approving construction projects, the City shall incorporate the following
mitigation measure, or a similar measure that would fulfill the intent: If human
remains are discovered, all work must stop in the immediate vicinity of the find,
and the County Coroner must be notified, according to Section 5097.98 of the
State Public Resources Code and Section 7050.5 of Cdlifornia's Health and Safety
Code. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

notify the Native American Heritage Commission, and the procedures outlined in
CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.”

Response B-4: The comment advises that lead agencies should consider avoidance, as defined
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15370, when significant cultural resources are
discovered during the course of project planning. General Plan Implementation
Measure OC-8.1(c) states: “The scope of mitigation shall conform fo the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act with an emphasis on
avoiding, if feasible, disturbance of the cultural resource. Avoidance may be
accomplished by capping the site, if appropriate.”

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update
April 2007 Final Environmental Impact Report
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter C

ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Govemor

DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTEGTION

SISKIYQU UNIT
1809 Fairlane Road
P.0, Box 128
Ytoka, CA 96007
530-842-35168

STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENC\{

November 27, 2006

Mr. Keith McKinley

City of Mt. Shasta

305 N. Mount Shasta Blvd.
Mt. Shasta City, CA 96067

Re: City of Mt, Shasta General Plan Revision — Draft Environmental Impact Report
SCH #2005082009

Dear Mr. McKinley:

Siskiyou Unit CDF Is in receipt of the above referenced Notice of Preparation for the Draft
Environmental Impact Report. CDF would like to provide the following comments on the proposed

project.

CDF has enfarcement responsibility for requirements of the Z'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of
1973. CDF is also the lead agency for those parts of projects involving the scope of the Forest
Practice Act.

Timber resources are identified and discussed in the draft documents, CDF feels that the rules
that regulate the removal of timber resources should be referenced in the Draft General Plan and
Draft Environment Impact Report.

The following comments reflect the hasic Resource Management policies of the Board of Forestry
and Fire Protection and CDF on CEQA review requests. These policies apply to both Local and
State Responsibility Areas. C-1

1. If any timber operations (as defined by PRC Section 4527) are involved with a project, they
must be approved by CDF prior to undertaking operations. A Timber Harvesting Plan (THP) may
be required. A Timberland Conversion Permit (TCP) may also be required.

2. Ifa proposed projact will result in the conversjon of greater than three (3) acres of timberland to
non-timber use, a TCP is required prior to undertaking any conversion operations. Provisions and
procedures for filing an application for a TCP are found in Article 8, Division 4, Chapter 8 of the
Public Resources Code.

3. Section PRC 1104.2 “Exemption for Canversion of Nan-TPZ Land for Subdivision
Development" allows for timber operations for the conversion of land not in TPZ for subdivision
development exemptions from the TCP rules. A Notice of Exemption from Timbertand Conversion
Permit far Subdivision form will still be required. Please reference this section code for the
particulars of the exemption.

The following comments relate to the "Safety Element"” of the proposed Draft EIR. CDF hotes that
you have recommended implementation measures to address Fire Hazards SSection D.). It

appears that these measures comply or are more stringent than applicable State of California C2
standards that we enforce. Although CDF does not enforce state mandates in Local Responsibility

) CONSERVATION IS WISE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN
PLEASE REMEMBER TO CONSERVE ENERGY, FOR TIPS AND INFORMATION, VISIT “FLEX YOUR POWER" AT WWW.CA.GOV.

General Plan Update City of Mt. Shasta
Final Environmental Impact Report April 2007
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter C Continued
Areas, we feel that fire prevention is a statewide concern. Therefore, we would like to reference
the Fire Hazard Zoning Field Guide for reference in your efforts for dealing with land use planning. ((;:(-)%; t

Please find the Fire Hazard Zoning Fleld Guide at hitp:/fosfm fire.ca.qov/zoning.html.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you need further
assistance please contact me via'email at ted.tsudama@fire.ca.qov or by telephone at 530-842-
3516.

Alan Stovall, Unit Chief

—
P PR

By Ted Tsudama
Environmental Coordinator

AL A Loy

By Ron Bravo
Fire Prevention Bureau

Cc.  State Clearinghouse
Alan Robertson, CDF Sacramento
Chris Zimny, CDF Sacramento

City of Mt. Shasta General Plan Update
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Letter C:

Response C-1:

Response C-2:

Alan Stovall, California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, November 27,
2006

CDF states that they would like the rules that regulate the removal of timber
resources to be referenced in the General Plan and EIR. CDF provides several
statements that they state reflect the basic resource management policies of the
Board of Forestry and Fire Protection and CDF on CEQA review requests, and that
apply to both local and state responsibility areas.

The following material is proposed to be added to the Draft General Plan Open
Space and Conservation Element, in the Background section concerning Forest
Lands (Page 5-19), and will be added as supplementary material for the EIR:

The Cdlifornia Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CDF) has enforcement
responsibility for requirements of the 7'berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act of 1973, as

amended. CDF is also the lead agency for those parts of projects involving the

scope of the Forest Practices Act. There are basic resource management policies
of the Board and Forestry and Fire Protection and CDF concerning the removal of
timber resources that apply to both Local and State Responsibility Areas.

1. If any timber operations (as defined by Cadlifornia Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 4527) are involved with a project, they must be dpproved by
CDEF prior to undertaking operations. A Timber Harvesting Plan (THP) may be
required. A Timberland Conversion Permit (TCP) may also be required.

2. If a proposed project will result in the conversion of greater than three acres
of timberland to non-timber use, a TCP is required prior to undertaking any
conversion operations. Provisions and procedures for filing an application for a
TCP are found in the PRC (Article 9, Division 4, Chapter 8).

3. PRC Section 1104.2 "Exemption for Conversion of Non-TPZ Land for Subdivision
Development” allows for timber operations for the conversion of land not in
TPZ for subdivision development exemptions from the TCP rules. A Notice of
Exemption from Timberland Conversion Permit for Subdivision form is required.

Concerning the General Plan Safety Element, CDF notes that the measures of the
Draft General Plan concerning Fire Hazards appears to comply with or be more
stringent tha<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>