
“Our mission is to maintain the character of our “small town” community while striking an appropriate balance between 
economic development and preservation of our quality of life. We help create a dynamic and vital City by providing quality, 

cost-effective municipal services and by forming partnerships with residents and organizations in the constant pursuit of 
excellence.” 

Page Item STANDING AGENDA ITEMS 

1. Call to Order and Roll Call

2. Public Comment:
This time is set aside for citizens to address the City Council on matters listed on the Consent Agenda 
as well as other items not included on the Regular Agenda. If your comments concern an agenda 
item noted on the regular agenda, please address the Council when that item is open for public 
comment. Each speaker is allocated three (3) minutes to speak. Speakers may not cede their time. 
Comments should be limited to matters within the jurisdiction of the City. Council discussion or 
action cannot be taken on items not listed on the agenda other than to receive comments. If you 
have documents to present to members of Council, please provide a minimum of seven (7) copies 
to the Deputy City Clerk. 

3. Council and Staff Comments

CITY COUNCIL BUSINESS 
Page 4. Consent Agenda - The City Manager recommends approval of the following Consent Agenda items.

All Resolutions and Ordinances on this agenda, or added hereto, shall be introduced or adopted, as
applicable, by title only, and the full reading thereof is hereby waived.

a. Approval of Disbursements: Accounts Payable 4/8 and 4/21/21; Total Gross Payroll and
Taxes: For Period Ending 4/4/21

b. Monthly Investment Report

Mt. Shasta City Council Regular Meeting Agenda 
Monday, Apr i l  26 ,  202 1; 5:30 p.m. 

Please note that this meeting is being agendized to allow Council Members, Staff, and the public to participate in this 
meeting via ZOOM, pursuant to the Governor’s Executive Order N-29-20. Members of the public may remotely listen 
to and participate in the meeting via the information below: 

Please click the link below to join the meeting: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82110771051 

Or Telephone: 
   US: +1 346 248 7799  or +1 408 638 0968  or +1 669 900 6833  or +1 253 215 8782  or +1 301 715 8592  

Webinar ID: 821 1077 1051 
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Page 5. Discussion and Possible Action: Fourth of July Annual Fireworks Display Location Change

Background:  Mt. Shasta Community Fireworks is proposing a location change for the annual fireworks 
display. The relocation to Shastice Park does not require Council approval, however, staff would prefer 
that Council weigh-in on the decision. 
Report By:  Tom Haistings, Pyrotechnician, Mt. Shasta Community Fireworks 
Recommended Council Action: Discuss and determine whether the fireworks display should take place 
over Shastice Park on the Fourth of July. 

Page 6. Project Update from Johnson Controls Regarding the City Renewable Energy and Infrastructure
Improvement Project

Background:  Johnson Controls will be presenting a general update on the status of the project.  With 
two of the three solar arrays fully operational as well as the commercial garage at the Corporate Yard, 
the project is nearing completion.  Throughout the construction process, multiple issues arose that had 
to be addressed to ensure long-term project financial viability. Johnson Controls will review the project 
and the issues and explain where the process stands today. 
Report By:  Brian LaBrie, Johnson Controls 
Recommended Council Action: No action, information only. 

Page 7. Discussion and Possible Action: Fire Department Staffing

Background:  In 2018, the City of Mt. Shasta was awarded a Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response (SAFER) grant to partially fund two firefighter positions for three years. The grant expires on  
December 30th of this year and the City faces the possibility of losing two full-time fire personnel. City  
staff requests that the City Council develop a plan to maintain the staffing of the fire department due  
to the critical nature of fire and emergency response. 
Report By:  Bruce Pope, City Manager and Matt Melo, Fire Chief 
Recommended Council Action: Staff respectfully requests Council consider various short and long-term 
alternatives to maintain the staffing in the Fire Department.  

Page 8. Discussion and Possible Action: Censure of Councilmember Tim Stearns

Background:  At the March 22nd City Council Meeting, Councilmember Montgomery requested an item 
for the censure of Councilmember Tim Stearns be added to the April 12th agenda. The request was 
seconded by Mayor Redmond; the item is on the agenda for discussion and possible action. 
Report By:  Tessa Montgomery, Councilmember 
Recommended Council Action: Determine whether to approve resolution expressing disapproval of a  
City Council Member’s conduct. 

Page 9. Discussion and Possible Action: Request for Qualifications or Proposals for Development of the East
side of the Roseburg Landing Project Area

Background:  This agenda item was a request from Councilmember Stearns for the City Council to 
discuss the possibility of pursuing a Request for Qualifications or Proposals for the development of the 
East side of The Landing property. 
Report By:  Bruce Pope, City Manager 
Recommended Council Action: Staff believes the proposal to go out with for an RFP or RFQ is  
premature and is therefore recommending denial of this agenda item. 
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Page 10. Formation of an Ad Hoc Committee for the Recruitment for the Position of City Manager

Background:  The City Manager has given his notice and will be leaving the City in July of this year. The 
City Council will discuss appointing two Councilmembers to an ad hoc committee to assist in the 
recruitment process. 
Report By:  Bruce Pope, City Manager 
Recommended Council Action: Staff respectfully requests that Mayor Redmond appoint two  
Councilmembers to an ad hoc committee for the recruitment of a new City Manager. 

11. Future Agenda Items (Appearing on the agenda within 60-90 days):

a. City Council Workshop to Discuss City Priorities – 4/2021 
b. Bid Award and Notice to Proceed for Tank 1 – 5/10/2021 

c. Budget discussion re: Funding the Visitor’s Center and Siskiyou Outdoor Recreation Alliance –
5/2021 

d. Discussion and Possible Action: Returning to Open Meetings – 6/14/2021
e. Discussion and Possible Action: City-Wide Cleanup Day – TBD
f. Sharing of Code Enforcement services with other cities – TBD

12. Adjourn
Availability of Public Records: All public records related to an open session item on this agenda, which are not exempt

from disclosure pursuant to the California Public Records Act, that are distributed to a majority of the legislative body will be 
available for public inspection at City Hall located at 305 North Mt. Shasta Blvd., Mt. Shasta, CA at the same time the public 
records are distributed or made available to the members of the legislative body. Agenda related writings or documents 
provided to a majority of the legislative body after distribution of the Agenda packet will be available for public review 
within a separate binder at City Hall at the same time as they are made available to the members of the legislative body. 
The  City of Mt. Shasta  does  not  discriminate on the  basis of race, color, national origin,  sex, religion,  age or disability in  
employment or provision of  services.   In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons requiring  
accommodations for a disability at a public meeting should notify the City Clerk or Deputy City Clerk at least 48 hours prior to 
the meeting at (530) 926-7510 in order to allow the City sufficient time to make reasonable arrangements to accommodate 

      participation in this meeting. 
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 City Council Agenda Item #4a 
Staff Report 

Meeting Date:  April 26, 2021 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Muriel Howarth Terrell, Finance Director 

Subject: Approval of Warrants and Payroll 

Recommendation: 

Staff requests the Mayor and City Council Approve warrants paid including payroll benefits and 
withholding, and payroll distribution, in the amount of $606,612.67. 

Background & Summary: 

Approval of Check Numbers $  412,476.18 

Total Payroll Distribution $  116,735.14 

Total EFTPS – CalPERS  $    29,543.24  

Total Payroll EFTPS Taxes $    47,858.11  

$  606,612.67 

Financial Impact: 

Expenditures are consistent with the Budget that the City Council has adopted. 

Attachments: 

1.) Check Registers  - 4/8/21, 4/21/21 

2.) ACH Payroll Distribution -    4/8/21, 4/22/21 

3.) EFTPS Reports –   4/8/21, 4/22/21 

Regular 
x Consent 

Closed 
Presentation 
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 Mt Shasta Community Fireworks 
2021 4th of July Celebration  

Shastice Park Proposal 

BACKGROUND 

Mt Shasta Community Fireworks is a volunteer 501.c.4 non-profit corporation whose sole purpose is to provide 
fireworks in Mt Shasta on the 4th of July. This committee is made up of a 5-member board of directors including 
2 licensed Pyrotechnic Operators that oversee the planning, fundraising, and production of the 4th of July 
Fireworks.   

The 4th of July in Mt. Shasta has been going on for as long as most of us can remember, from the Walk / Run 
that Dr. Parker envisioned to the fireworks over Lake Siskiyou.  Without a doubt, this has been the biggest event 
in Mt. Shasta until last year.   It is our goal to get back to putting on something for all of us once again.   

For over 45 years, the fireworks have been launched on the North Shore of the Lake Siskiyou Meadow area. For 
the last 20 years, we have developed the area, now known as Spini Point into a premier launch site and fantastic 
beach that has gained local attraction. This annual event is the biggest draw that our community sees from 
locals and visitors alike. Our multi-venue event is viewed from boats on Lake Siskiyou, the Lake Siskiyou 
Campground beach, shoreline, Mt Shasta Resort, and some businesses and residences throughout the Mt Shasta 
community. 

To put on the 4th of July takes the coordination of several organizations.  Historically the walk / run was put on 
by Mountain Runners.  The downtown activities including the vendors, music, and parade are the responsibility 
of the Chamber of Commerce. The fireworks show is under the direction of Mt. Shasta Community Fireworks.  
All three groups then coordinate with the City of Mt Shasta and Siskiyou County for permitting and logistics. 

This year has presented us with unforeseen challenges that have completely changed how we approach putting 
on an event.  The three groups have been working together for a few months already on where we go from here 
and how we get there.  A new member of this decision process now includes Siskiyou County Public Health as 
an oversight agency to see that we are following the current state-mandated policies to the best of our abilities. 

We are very aware that we will not just jump back to the scale of the event that we had pre COVID-19.  From 
our discussions, the Chamber of Commerce is looking at having their portion of the 4th continue in the downtown 
area as it has in the past.  The walk / run has decided to be a virtual-only event again this year.  But things have 
changed significantly for the Fireworks Committee.  We learned late last year that Mt. Shasta Resort would not 
be able to have a viewing area on the driving range this year to watch the show, which affects approximately 
3,000 people. This is a direct result of the economic impact of the pandemic.  We are very thankful for everything 
that they have done for us over the last 20 plus years and hope that they will still be able to sponsor us in any 
way they can. Without the viewing area at the Resort, where do the locals go to watch the fireworks?  Lake 
Siskiyou campground is already at capacity and North Shore road must be closed on the 4th for safety concerns.  
These are just some of the reasons why we are implementing our contingency  that we have been exploring for 
8 years, move to Shastice Park. 

City Council Regular Meeting April 26, 2021 22



2 

Our ultimate goal for 2021 is to engage our community in a meaningful way, recognizing the economic, physical, 
and emotional impacts that have occurred due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Our community needs to rally and 
be encouraged while celebrating our Nation’s Independence in a safe and socially distanced manner that can 
be provided at Shastice Park. 

EVENT OUTLINE: 

The 4th is on a Sunday this year with festivities planned to kick off downtown on Thursday evening and go 
through Sunday with a street fair, music, parade, and commercial booths.  As things will wind down after the 
parade, we would transition to Shastice Park with Mt. Shasta Community Fireworks Committee being the lead 
group.   

The park will be set up as a walk-in venue, except for some accessible handicap parking in the lot to the left as 
you first drive in.  We would start the setup in the early morning of the 4th by barricading vehicle access into the 
park apart from food vendors and emergency vehicles.  As the day progresses the pyrotechnic crew would begin 
setting up the show in the upper soccer field and baseball field.  These areas will be blocked off with pop fencing 
to restrict access to only those required to set up the fireworks.  Vendors would use the parking lot area with 
some requiring electricity and water.   

We anticipate that the public will begin filtering into the park in the late afternoon and early evening.  All normal 
park activities like the playground and skate park will be open to the public but not the upper soccer and baseball 
fields.  All lawn areas will be used for seating.  The tennis court could be used as a restricted access area if a 
group wanted to pay to reserve it. 

We are proposing to have music from local groups perform on the stage area starting in the evening with a 
feature group at 8 pm.  This creates an opportunity for other community groups to perform before that starting 
around 6 pm.  At 9:45 we will perform a Sky Concert with fireworks choreographed to music that will last 
approximately 20 minutes.  All activities will conclude after that. 

Safety will be our primary concern.  We will designate egress areas with flagging in addition to keeping fire lanes 
open for people to move about.  We will also have an ambulance placed on standby for rapid response.  Due to 
the size of the area, some event staff members will be on four wheelers to respond to the needs of the staff.  In 
discussions with the fire department, there will be up to three fire engines strategically place in the park in case 
of emergencies.  As a part of our fire preparedness plan, we will coordinate with park staff to time the sprinklers 
to water the week before to have sufficient moisture in the grass areas to lessen the fire danger.   

The logistics of this event will include providing porta-potties, dumpsters, and a staff of several people to 
oversee the safety of the public.  It is difficult to estimate how many people will come out for this event, but we 
would not be surprised to have 3,000 people or more.  People will be allowed to bring in a picnic dinner and 
blankets to sit on.  Social distancing by families will be encouraged and recommended as people that come 
together should stay together to comply with current Public Health guidelines.  This will be a family-friendly 
event but not pet-friendly.  We believe that pets should be left at home and not around fireworks.  No outside 
fireworks will be allowed!  
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The permitting process will include the Rec Department, Mt. Shasta City including the Fire department, Police 
department, and Public Works.  We will also be working with other outside interests in possibly providing shuttle 
services to and from the park.  No inside the park shuttles will be provided.  All attendees will need to be able 
to move about the park without our assistance.   

The pyrotechnic team for this event maintains 3 licensed, basic commercial operators, with over 55 years of 
combined experience in public displays plus 10 pyrotechnicians with multiple years of professional fireworks. 
Among this team are 5 EMTs, 1 Paramedic and most of the crew has experience as firefighters.  The members 
of this team have shot shows for Disneyland and California Adventure Theme Parks, Sacramento Rivercats, 
Rocklin Jubilee, Destiny’s Celebrate America, Triple-A Baseball All Star games hosted at the Sacramento 
Riverwalk, Stockton Ports, Chico Outlaws, Anderson Explodes, Sacramento’s New Year’s Eve, Mt Shasta Ski 
Park’s Anniversary Shows, and has produced the fireworks for the 4th of July in Mt Shasta since 2006. This crew 
has a flawless track record and has performed in extremely similar circumstances with close proximity 
displays. 

4TH OF JULY FIREWORKS – OPERATION PLAN (PRELIMINARY) 

FIREWORKS: 

Mt Shasta Community Fireworks will contract with a fireworks company, such as Pyro Spectaculars by Souza, to 
provide everything necessary for the fireworks display.  We estimate that our Pyrotechnic Operator approved 
by Pyro Spectaculars will arrive on site on July 4 at 0800 to begin setting up the display. The fireworks display 
will begin at approximately 21:45, depending on the weather.  We anticipate the show lasting approximately 20 
minutes. Upon conclusion of the show and verification that all devices have discharged as intended, cleanup of 
the fireworks related debris will begin and last approximately 2 hours. Pyro Spectaculars anticipates being off 
the site by approximately 23:59. 

Per our contract with Pyro Spectaculars, Mt Shasta Community Fireworks is required to provide a suitable firing 
site. We have verified that we have the appropriate fallout for fireworks, proper materials for setting up the 
display, and security of the display while fireworks are on site. On the day of the event, we coordinate with a 
water tender (typically Mt Shasta Fire) to spray down the adjacent trees and brush to reduce potential fire 
hazards. Following the event, we will clean up the remaining debris from the fireworks and viewing areas and 
return the park to the previous condition within 7 days after the event. 
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Figure 1. Overall Map for Event 

VENDORS: 

The vendor portion of this event, if allowed, will take place in the parking lot area of Shastice Park adjacent to 
the skate park.  We would like to extend an invitation to the downtown vendors that will be packing up at 2:00 
pm to set up and be available for guests from 4:00 pm to the conclusion of our event.  There will be a suggested 
donation to help offset our costs for the event.  Vendors will be responsible for insurance, Health Code 
compliance as well as State Franchise Board requirements.  They will also be required to clean up their individual 
sites, and trash producing vendors will be required to help with general clean up. 

MUSIC: 

Music may be part of this event and will be coordinated with the Music in the Park Concert Series for scheduling 
purposes. We have made initial contact and are working together for the 4th of July event. 
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Figure 2. Detailed Site Map 

SECURITY: 

Mt Shasta Community Fireworks coordinates with multiple agencies to provide a safe event.  Access to Shastice 
Park will be at the Rockfellow Dr. entrance and will be walk-in access only. The only unofficial vehicle traffic that 
will be allowed will be for vendor set up and take down before and after the event.  This entry shall be controlled 
by event staff facilitating the event at Shastice Park on the 4th of July starting at 07:00. Attendee foot traffic is 
allowed through this point to the designated viewing areas only.  

Only authorized/properly identified personnel, law enforcement and on duty essential fire department 
personnel are allowed access to the firing area from above Everitt Memorial, adjacent to the railroad tracks to 
the north. Shastice Park access shall remain a controlled entry until the end of the fireworks. The red boundary 
shall be patrolled beginning at 0800 on the 4th of July by Mt Shasta Community Fireworks Personnel. Any non-
authorized entry is requested to immediately leave the area. If further action is required, we coordinate with 
the Mt Shasta Police Department for assistance. 

Mt Shasta Community Fireworks shall coordinate with Mt Shasta City Public Works Department for barricades, 
parking, and traffic flow. Commencing at 21:45, the Mt Shasta Police Department shall begin placement of 
officers per a coordinated traffic control plan, in conjunction with California Highway Patrol and the Siskiyou 
County Sheriff Department, as needed. 
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COMMUNICATIONS: 

In general, this event does not require any special communication devices. All coordination with local and state 
government is done via cell phone. Inspections of the fireworks set up shall be throughout the day, per the State 
Fire Marshal’s office. Mt Shasta City Fire and Mt Shasta Fire Protection District will be inspecting the setup and 
discharge of the event. Fire engines and department personnel shall be on site during the display. In addition, 
we will coordinate with Mt Shasta Ambulance for an ambulance on site during the event (Figure 3). 

  

Figure 3. Police, Fire and Medical Services 

SAFETY: 

Mt Shasta Community Fireworks has never had an event that has resulted in an injury of any type from fireworks 
or fire at the Lake Siskiyou firing site. Our pyrotechnic company, Pyro Spectaculars by Souza, has been leading 
the industry in safety standards while handling all aspects of fireworks. They have key employees participating 
on rule-making committees for the industry in conjunction with government agencies such as the Department 
of Justice (DOJ), the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF), and the Department of Transportation 
(DOT). Also, Pyro Spectaculars has worked for over 50 years directly with the Fire Engineering department of 
the State Fire Marshal in the development of firework regulations in California. 

Mount Shasta Community Fireworks purchases an electrically fired show which includes a series of firing 
modules, cables, and a firing board to discharge the show. Electrically fired shows are the safest form of 
discharging fireworks by today’s standards. Minimum setback requirements for Pyro Technicians, per the State 
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Fire Marshal and NFPA 1123, are 100’ from the closest live mortar. Our firing system is wireless, which allows 
us to be further from the mortars.  

In the event of an injury from a firework, the show will be stopped.  Depending on the severity of the injury, first 
aid will be provided on site by either staff EMTs and or Fire Personnel. Should multiple injuries occur, efforts will 
be coordinated with the appropriate EMS agencies. An Incident Action Plan (IAP) is put in place specifically for 
the fireworks show each year with local fire, police, and EMS agencies participating. This IAP is usually completed 
within the week before the 4th of July.  A briefing is conducted on the day of the event. 

In the event of a fire at the launch site started by fireworks, the protocol is for Pyro Spectaculars’ crew to 
immediately stop the show, then isolate and deny entry to the launch site. Should fire spread to the area 
adjacent to the launch site crews from Mt Shasta Fire and assisting agencies will be deployed. Pyrotechnic 
devices shall remain in the direct control of the Pyrotechnic Operator in charge until rendered safe. 

Full safety briefings are given to all personnel on site including crew, staff, fire, and all support personnel. This 
briefing will include all evacuation procedures in the event of an emergency.  We use the ICS system and assign 
individuals to ensure all party members are accounted for. 

Insurance related to the fireworks display in the amount of $2,000,000 aggregate will be issued with Mt. Shasta 
Recreation and Park District, Mt. Shasta City, Mt. Shasta Fire Department, Mt. Shasta Fire Protection District, 
Mt. Shasta Community Fireworks Committee, and the Pyrotechnic Operators individually as being additional 
insured.  Other responsible agencies can be listed as appropriate. 
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City of Mt Shasta Renewable Energy and Infrastructure Improvement Project
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2The power behind your mission

Project Background

Project Scope:
• Solar Photovoltaic Arrays

• City Hall and Police Station
• Corporate Yard
• Wastewater Treatment Plant

• Infrastructure Improvements
• New commercial garage at Corp Yard
• Electrical undergrounding at Corp Yard

• Project Financial Structure:
• Total costs financed over 25 years
• Debt service paid by utility cost savings

2
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3The power behind your mission

Project Timeline

• Project Development
• October 2018 – February 2019

• Initial Contract
• February 2019

• Development of Change Order
• February – September 2019

• Notice to Proceed
• October 2019

• Construction
• October 2019 – Present

3
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Construction Update

• City Hall/Police Solar Array – Complete
• Corp Yard Solar Array – Complete
• Corp Yard Commercial Garage – Complete
• Corp Yard Electrical Undergrounding – Complete
• Wastewater Treatment Plant Solar Array –

• Construction Complete
• Pending Interconnection
• Connecting at reduced size until new WWTP

is complete in three years
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Project Challenges

• Pacific Power Tarif Changes
• Net Metering to Net Billing
• March 2020 program change

• No Prior communication from PPL
• Affected all three arrays

• WWTP energy use reduction
• 814,000 kWh – 592,000 kWh
• Array sized for 814,000 kWh

• Pacific Power Safety Improvements at
WWTP

• Due to amount of exported power
• Approximately $200,000
• Not required by other CA utilities

5
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Project Solutions

• City Grandfathered into Net Metering Tarif
• All three arrays
• Phased approach for WWTP array

• WWTP array size reduced until new plant is
online

• 30% capacity to avoid exporting power
• Interconnect full array to new plant
• New plant to use at least 3x as much

energy

6
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Financial Implications

Site Modeled 
Savings 
($/yr)

Adjusted 
Savings

Reduction 
in Energy 
Use

Annual 
Lost 
Revenue

WWTP $96,069 $33,210 $24,825 $38,033

City 
Hall

$7,176 $7,176 n/a $0

Corp 
Yard

$9,035 $9,035 n/a $0

3-year total lost revenue - $114,100

7
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Financial Solution

Responsibilities and Obligations –
• City’s responsibility to maintain energy use

of 814,000 kWh
• City’s responsibility to interconnect full array

to new WWTP
• JCI to complete interconnection for 30%

array at WWTP

Johnson Controls Aide –
• Issue a deductive change order for $114,000

8
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Next Steps

• Johnson Controls to draft Change Order
• Johnson Controls to draft Contract 

Amendment

9
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City Council Agenda Item # 7 
Staff Report 

Meeting Date:  April 12, 2021 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: Bruce Pope, City Manager and Matt Melo, Fire 
Chief and Kathy Joyce, Deputy City Clerk  

Subject:  Retention of Fire Personnel 

Recommendation: 

Staff respectfully requests Council consider various short and long-term alternatives to 
maintain the staffing in the Fire Department.  

Background & Summary: 

In 2018, the City of Mt. Shasta was awarded a Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response (SAFER) grant to partially fund two firefighter positions for three years. The grant 
expires on December 30th of this year. It is the opinion of staff that it is imperative to develop a 
plan to maintain the staffing of the fire department due to the critical nature of fire and 
emergency response. 

Department Description 
Mt. Shasta Fire is made up of two separate fire departments: Mt. Shasta City Fire and the Mt. 
Shasta Fire Protection District. The City department is located within City limits and the District 
department covers the area surrounding the City.  The departments work together to provide 
services to the entire area. Mt. Shasta Fire is known as an all-risk department. This means that 
fire personnel respond to all types of emergencies: medical emergencies, structure and 
vegetation fires, vehicle accidents and fires, hazardous materials incidents, natural disasters, 
rescue operations, and more. The department is currently made up of seven paid full-time 
personnel and approximately five active volunteers. 

The number of calls the department responds to has increased by approximately 66% in the last 
10 years, and the severity and intensity of the calls has changed. Fires burn hotter and more 
rapidly, and there is major potential for a catastrophic disaster. The City of Mt. Shasta and the 
surrounding homes are located within the Wildland Urban Interface (WUI), in an area 
designated as a very-high fire severity zone by the State of California (CALFIRE). The concern for 
a large vegetation fire that threatens the City is foremost in the minds of anyone that lives here. 

X Regular 
Consent 
Closed 
Presentation 
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The origins of the Mt. Shasta Fire Department are not well-documented, but it has existed as 
far back as the naming of the town of Sisson. Originally all volunteer, fire departments started 
out as simple bucket-brigades and people relying on one another to survive. Back then when a 
fire started, every able body dropped what they were doing to respond, knowing that a fire 
would endanger their livelihoods, homes, and lives. Over the last hundred years, the ability for 
people to respond to emergencies has changed. In the last ten years or so, the change has 
become so significant that volunteers can no longer be relied upon to fill staffing gaps. The lack 
of volunteers, not just in the fire service but throughout all volunteer organizations, has been 
felt across the United States. According to a study completed by the National Volunteer Fire 
Council in 2019, call volume has tripled in the last 30 years and the number of volunteer 
firefighters has reached an all-time low.  Mt. Shasta Fire has experienced a decrease of 
approximately 33% of volunteer firefighters in the last ten years and the decrease is even more 
significant when it comes to response; very few of our volunteers are able to respond during 
the work-day. 
There are many reasons why people no longer have the desire or ability to volunteer. The 
increased demand on personal time for training and emergency response has left most people 
unable to volunteer even if they had the motivation to do so. Approximately 180 hours of 
training are required for new volunteers and 120 hours are required annually after that. 
Additionally, volunteers require supervision from higher-ranking officers; they are often not 
able to work on their own. The staffing shortage in the fire service has been well documented, 
and many cities are now in a position where they must take steps to address the situation. In 
Mt. Shasta’s case, a determination must be made as to what type of fire department the City 
wishes to have in the future; short and long-term visions must be established. 

To address the personnel shortage, some departments have turned to consolidation. Mt. 
Shasta City Fire and the Mt. Shasta Fire Protection District were forerunners in this movement. 
In 2016, the two departments merged under the name Mt. Shasta Fire and established a cost-
sharing agreement that allowed them to create two additional paid positions. This cost sharing 
agreement means that all personnel are paid through the City with the District providing a 
share of cost ($190,000 per year). Both departments purchase and maintain their own 
equipment and each Chief continues to work under separate management. The long-term 
vision of Chiefs Melo and Joyce, with the blessing of the City Council and the District Board at 
that time, is a complete restructuring of the departments. The determination was made that 
after the retirement of Chief Melo, the joint department would reorganize their staffing. 
Currently, the department is made up of two fire chiefs, one battalion chief, two captains, and 
two firefighters. After the retirement of Chief Melo, the goal is to reorganize the department 
under one Fire Chief and to create a balanced ‘joint’ department. Since the merge, Mt. Shasta 
Fire has served as a model to other departments that seek a similar process in an effort to 
expand their ability to respond to emergencies with adequate personnel.  

In 2019, the City was awarded a FEMA grant (Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency 
Response, SAFER), for approximately $212,000. This grant has partially funded two firefighter 
positions for three years. The grant is set to expire on December 30th of this year and unless a 
solution is found to continue to fund the positions, the City will lay off the two firefighters.  
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Currently, fire personnel work four 24-hour shifts each week, and while they go home each 
evening, they remain on-call for the entire period. There are between three and five fire 
personnel on shift each day, although this number may be reduced due to vacation, illness, or 
other cause. Shortages are covered by overtime, a chief, or left unfilled. The loss of two 
firefighters would reduce the total number of paid personnel from seven to five. A safe and 
effective response to most incidents requires a minimum of four fire/medical personnel. This 
means that most of the time, there will not be adequate paid personnel on-call to respond to 
major incidents. For example, if there are two personnel on shift responding to a structure fire, 
they would not be able to gain entry to the structure to put the fire out without waiting for 
adjacent departments to respond from Weed or Dunsmuir. Similarly, if the same two personnel 
are responding to a vegetation fire that is rapidly spreading, they would not be able to stop the 
fire in a timely manner. Early intervention in these scenarios is critical to prevent incident 
escalation. These same concerns extend to medical calls; in the case of a CPR situation, a rescue 
operation, or a difficult extrication, many hands are needed. Early intervention on medical calls 
can mean the difference between life or death. Other consequences of losing fire staffing 
include effects on day to day operations such as the ability to perform fire inspections, and the 
possible change to the City’s ISO ratings. Mt. Shasta is in an extremely high fire severity zone 
and staffing is critical to being prepared for fire. 
 
Ultimately, the City can no longer rely on volunteers to perform emergency services. And while 
we will continue to apply for SAFER funds as they become available, these funds are temporary, 
not guaranteed, and a permanent solution is needed prior to the expiration of the SAFER grant 
on December 31st. 
 
 
Staff recommends doing everything possible to retain the two firefighters. There are several 
options that are being considered. 

• The City may be able to apply for another SAFER grant in the future, however, we have 
no way of knowing when FEMA will open another grant cycle or if we will be awarded.  

• The cost of the firefighters may be temporarily covered by American Recovery Act 
funding; this is management’s recommendation for a short-term solution. 

• The City ‘buys out’ Chief Melo early and the department is reorganized. The cost of the 
buyout would be approximately $43,000 and the reorganization of the department 
would save an unknown amount annually (this would be dependent on how the 
department was reorganized).  

• City Council adds the two firefighter positions to the annual budget to be paid out of the 
General Fund; the cost is approximately $70,600 per year, per firefighter. 

•  The City initiates a sales tax initiative to fund fire. A half-cent sales tax would generate 
approximately $400,000 per year. This is a longer-term solution. 

• Hire a consultant to perform a feasibility study for the consolidation and 
implementation of a South County Fire Department. This is a long-term solution. 
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Financial Impact:  

Dependent on the direction Council wishes to take regarding the Fire Department. 

Attachments: 

National Volunteer Fire Council statistics sheets 
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The Fire Service in the United States of America
VvAAAAAAAT^

The first fire company in the United States
was founded in 1678.

of firefighters
in the United States. In

2018
there were

36,746,500 fire department calls

23,551,500 medical aid calls

I,318,500 fire calls

II,876,500 other

19,122
are all volunteer

5,206
are mostly volunteer

2,368
are mostly career

29,705 fire departments in the country

The time donated by volunteer firefighters
saves localities across the country an estimated

$46.9 billion per year.

In 201 8 a fire department
responded to a fire every

24 seconds

The volunteer fire service is an aging population. In communities under 2,500:

®  ijt flt
are under 30 are 30-39 are 40-49 are 50 and up

3,009
are all career

♦
The number of

volunteer

firefighters
reached a low of

682,600
in 2017.

Call volume has

tripled in the

last

years.

Volunteers are Often the First Line of Defense During:

Fires

^ Emergency Medical Incidents

» Natural Disasters

^ Vehicle Accidents

^ Hazardous Materials Incidents

^ Terrorist & Active Shooter Events

Search and Rescue

Recruitment and Retention Challenges Include:

Time Demands

^ Increased Training Requirements

Increasing Call Volume

Aging Communities

Leadership Problems

^ Internal Conflict

iKlNVFC 00©0®
fih^.''em?7irbscus www.nvfc.org

Sources: Natmal Hre Protection Association; National Munteer Fn Coinei
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NATIONAL VOLUNTEER FIRE COUNCIL

FIRE • EMS • RESCUE

National Volunteer Fire Council

712 H Street, NE, Suite 1478, Washington, DC 20002; 202/887-5700 phone; 202/887-5291 fax
www.nvfc.org; email: nvfcoffice@nvfc.org

Volunteer Fire Service Fact Sheet

The National Volunteer Fire Council (NVFC) is the leading nonprofit membership association representing

the interests of the volunteer fire, EMS, and rescue services. Organized in 1976, the NVFC serves as the

voice of the volunteer fire and emergency services in the national arena and provides invaluable resources,

programs, education, and advocacy for first responders across the nation. Each state firefighter's

association elects a representative to the NVFC Board of Directors.

We welcome you to browse our web site at www.nvfc.org to learn more about the volunteer fire and

emergency services and information regarding membership, training, legislation, and meetings.

This Fact Sheet was produced in order to provide an overall picture of today's volunteer fire and

emergency services.

• Volunteers comprise 67% of firefighters In the United States.

Of the total estimated 1,115,000 firefighters across the country, 745,000 are volunteer.^

• Communities served by volunteer firefighters depend on them to be their first line of defense for many

types of emergencies.

Volunteer firefighters are summoned to a wide array of emergencies across the country every day

including fires, emergency medical incidents, terrorist events, natural disasters, hazardous materials

incidents, water rescue emergencies, high-angle and confined space emergencies, and other general public

service calls. The public relies on the volunteer emergency services to be their first line of defense in these

emergencies. Volunteers spend an enormous amount of time training to prepare for these emergencies.

• The majority of fire departments in the United States are volunteer.

Of the total 29,705 fire departments in the country, 19,112 are all volunteer; 5,206 are mostly volunteer;

2,368 are mostly career; and 3,009 are all career.^

• The time donated by volunteer firefighters saves localities across the country an estimated $46.9

billion peryear.^
The cost savings provided by fire service volunteers is tremendous. For many communities, switching to a

career staffing model is not feasible.

^ U.S. Fire Department Profile 2018. National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA, February 2020.
^ Ibid.

Total Cost of Fire in the United States. National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA, October 2017.
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• Many local volunteer fire departments are struggling to meet staffing needs.

The number of volunteer firefighters in the U.S. reached a low in 2017. At the same time, call volume has

tripled in the last 30 years, due in large part to the increase in emergency medical calls. Major factors

contributing to recruitment challenges include increased time demands, more rigorous training

requirements, and the proliferation of two-income families whose members do not have time to

volunteer. Fire departments today are also expected to provide a wide range of services and multi-hazard

response, creating further challenges for resource-constrained departments. (See chart on page 3.)

Number of Volunteer Firefighters in U.S. by Year^ Number of Fire Department Calls by Year*

Year Number of Year Number of

Volunteer Volunteer

Firefighters Firefighters

1984 897,750 2002 816,600

1985 839,450 2003 800,050

1986 808,200 2004 795,600

1987 816,800 2005 823,650

1988 788,250 2006 823,950

1989 770,100 2007 825,450

1990 772,650 2008 827,150

1991 771,800 2009 812,150

1992 805,300 2010 768,150

1993 795,400 2011 756,400

1994 807,900 2012 783,300

1995 838,000 2013 786,150

1996 815,500 2014 788,250

1997 803,350 2015 814,850

1998 804,200 2016 729,000

1999 785,250 2017 682,600

2000 777,350 2018 745,000

2001 784,700

Total Number of Calls for U.S. Fire

Departments, 1986-2011

Year Total Year Total

1986 11,890,000 2003 22,406,000

1987 12,237,500 2004 22,616,500

1988 13,308,000 2005 23,251,500

1989 13,409,500 2006 24,470,000

1990 13,707,500 2007 25,334,500

1991 14,556,500 2008 25,252,500

1992 14,684,500 2009 26,534,500

1993 15,318,500 2010 28,205,000

1994 16,127,000 2011 30,098,000

1995 16,391,500 2012 31,854,000

1996 17,503,000 2013 31,644,500

1997 17,957,500 2014 31,644,500

1998 18,753,000 2015 33,635,500

1999 19,667,000 2016 35,320,000

2000 20,520,000 2017 34,683,500

2001 20,965,500 2018 36,746,500

2002 21,303,500

• The age of volunteer firefighters is Increasing.

Departments are finding it difficult to attract younger members due to a range of reasons. Including

increased demands on people's time, longer commuting distances to and from work, the prevalence of

two-income households, and increased training requirements.

Age Profile of Firefighters by Community Size, 1987®
*Mostly volunteer firefighters

Age Profile of Firefighters by Community Size, 2018^
*Mostly volunteerfirefighters

Size of % Under % Age % Age % Age Size of % Under % Age % Age % Age
Community Age 30 30-39 40-49 50&Up Community Age 30 30-39 40-49 50&Up

10,000-24,999 33.0% 33.8% 20.6% 12.6% 10,000-24,999 27% 30% 24% 20%

5,000-9,999 35.8% 32.4% 19.1% 12.7% 5,000-9,999 31% 26% 20% 23%

2,500-4,999 34.6% 32.5% 19.3% 13.6% 2.500-4,999 29% 25% 22% 25%

Under 2,500 29.7% 33.5% 20.9% 15.9% Under 2,500 22% 24% 20% 34%

U.S. Fire Department Profile 2018. National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA, February 2020.

^ National Fire Protection Association Survey. Accessed March 9,2020. httDS://ww\v.nfpa.ora/Ne\vs-and-Research/Data-research-
and-toois/Emergencv-Responders/Flre-department-calls

® Survey of Fire Departmentsfor U.S. Fire Experience, National Fire Protection Association, 1987.

U.S. Fire Department Profile 2018. National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA, February 2020.
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Retention and Recruitment Challenges: Root Causes

Sources Of Challenge Contributing Factors

Time Demands • the two-income family and working multiple jobs

• increased training time demands

• higher emergency call volume

• additional demands within department (fundraising,
administrative)

Training Requirements • higher training standards and new federal requirements

• more time demands

• greater public expectation of fire department's response
capabilities (broader range of services such as EMS, Hazmat,
technical rescue, etc.)

• additional training demands to provide broader range of services
• recertification demands

increasing Call Volume • fire department assuming wider response roles (EMS, Hazmat,
technical rescue)

• increasing emergency medical call volume

• Increase in number of automatic fire alarms

Changes In The "Nature Of
The Business"

• abuse of emergency services by the public
• less of an emphasis on social aspects of volunteering

Changes In Sociological
Conditions (In Urban And

Suburban Areas)

• transience

• loss of community feeling
• less community pride

• less of an interest or time for volunteering
• two-income family and time demands
• "me" generation

Changes In Sociological
Conditions (In Rural Areas)

• empioyers less willing to let employees off to run calls
• time demand

• "me" generation

Leadership Problems • poor leadership and lack of coordination
• authoritative management style

• failure to manage change

Federal Legislation And

Regulations

• Fair Labor Standards Act interpretation
• "2 in, 2 out" ruling requiring four firefighters on scene before
entering hazardous environment

• Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) live-fire burn limitations

Increasing Use Of
Combination Departments

• disagreements among chiefs or other department leaders
• friction between volunteer and career members

Higher Cost Of Housing (In
Affluent Communities)

• volunteers cannot afford to live in the community they serve

Aging Communities • greater number of older people today
• lack of economic growth and Jobs in some towns

Internal Conflict • disagreements among departmental leaders
• friction between volunteer and career members

8
Retention & Recruitment for the Volunteer Emergency Services: Challenges & Solutions. National Volunteer Fire Council and

United States Fire Administration (FA-310), May 2007.
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• Recruitment and retention of volunteer firefighters are two of the key issues being addressed by the

NVFC.

In 2014, the NVFC received a SAFER grant from FEMA to implement a nationwide recruitment and

retention campaign. Through the Make Me A Firefighter^" program, the NVFC has developed resources,

tools, and customizable outreach materials to assist local departments in recruiting and retaining

personnel. Departments can access these free resources and post their volunteer opportunities through

the department portal at http://portal.nvfc.org. The campaign also seeks to raise awareness among the
public of the need for fire service volunteers. The public can learn more about the volunteer fire service

and find a local opportunity at www.MakeMeAFirefighter.org.

Since 2004, the NVFC has administered Fire Corps^", a national initiative to recruit community members

into local fire and EMS departments to perform non-emergency roles. This allows department members to

focus on training and emergency response while at the same time increasing the services and programs

the department can offer. For more information, visit www.firecorps.org.

To address the aging of the fire service and foster the next generation of firefighters and EMS personnel,

the NVFC launched the National Junior Firefighter Program in 2007. The program serves as an umbrella for

junior firefighter programs nationwide to promote youth participation within the fire and emergency

services community. In addition, youth can use the program to locate a local junior firefighter program and

keep track of their hours of service. The goal is to get more youth interested in the fire service, thus

fostering a lifelong connection with the emergency services where they can continue to serve as volunteer

or career firefighters or community supporters of the fire service throughout their adulthood. Learn more

at www.nvfc.org/iuniors.

• Small and mid-sized communities rely

heavily on volunteer firefighters.

Small communities (populations under 10,000)

across the U.S. are typically protected by all

volunteer departments. In some cases,

however, these communities have hired a few

paid firefighters to assist. Mid-sized

communities (populations between 10,000 and

100,000) are typically served by departments

that use a combination of volunteer and paid

firefighters. Large communities (populations

over 100,000) are most often protected by

combination paid and volunteer departments

that consist of primarily paid staff. There are

few strictly paid fire departments in the U.S.,

but those that exist are primarily found in very

urban areas.

Career and Volunteer Firefighters in the U.S. by

Population Protected, 2017®

Population

Protected Career Volunteer Total

1,000,000 or more 30,700 1,300 32,000

500,000 to 999,999 40,600 5,300 45,900

250,000 to 499,999 27,800 1,900 29,700

100,000 to 249,999 53,600 2,500 56,100

50,000 to 99,999 47,000 5,700 52,700

25,000 to 49,999 49,300 19,600 68,900

10,000 to 24,999 57,700 61,700 119,400

5,000 to 9,999 24,600 97,100 121,700

2,500 to 4,999 21,900 186,400 208,300

under 2,500 16,800 363,600 380,400

370,000 745,000 1,115,000

U.S. Fire Department Profile 2018. National Fire Protection Association, Quincy, MA, March 2020.
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• 34 of the 62 firefighters who died in the line of duty in 2019 were volunteers.

The leading cause of on-duty death for firefighters was stress/overexertion, resulting in 36 deaths. Of
these, 32 were caused by heart attack. The second leading cause of death was vehicle collision, claiming 6

firefighters.

Heart attack is continually the leading cause of on-duty firefighter fatalities. The NVFC administers an

aggressive campaign to reverse this trend. The NVFC Heart-Healthy Firefighter Program is the nation's only

heart attack awareness campaign targeted at all fire and emergency medical personnel, both volunteer

and career. Visit the program's web site at \AAA/w.healthv-firefighter.ore.

Other critical health and safety issues facing firefighters are cancer, behavioral health (such as PTSD,

depression, and suicide), and vehicle safety. The NVFC encourages firefighters to Serve Strong by

recognizing the dangers and proactively addressing these issues. Resources and programs are available on

the NVFC web site at www.nvfc.org/ServeStrong regarding a variety of health and safety issues.

• Volunteer firefighters and emergency medical technicians across the country meet national and/or

state training standards.

Each state adopts its own training requirements that apply to volunteer firefighters. Many states require

that volunteers meet the National Fire Protection Association's Sfonc/orc/1001; Firefighter Professional

Qualifications. This establishes a very rigorous course of classroom and practical evolutions for basic

training. This same standard is commonly used to train paid firefighters. The NVFC recommends all

volunteer fire departments set a goal that personnel attain, at a minimum, a level of training that meets or

exceeds NFPA1001 or an equivalent state standard in order to engage in fire suppression. Likewise,

volunteer emergency medical responders are trained to the national training criteria established by the

U.S. Department of Transportation and other standards setting bodies.

• Volunteers invest a large amount of time serving their communities.

There is no national average of the amount of time a volunteer firefighter gives to his or her community.

Volunteering in the fire and EMS service, however, is one of the most demanding volunteer activities

today. Time commitments include operational responses (often at a moment's notice), training,

fundraising, vehicle and station maintenance, and various administrative duties.

• The cost to train and equip a firefighter can exceed $20,000.

Below are average expenses associated with firefighting. Please note product costs vary depending on a

variety of factors, and these are just estimates. Certain pieces of equipment, such as radio and thermal

imager, may not be provided to every firefighter. Training costs vary considerably from state to state and

jurisdiction to jurisdiction, depending on what level and types of training are required.

Helmet $  300 Gloves $  95
Coat S 1,200 SCBA $ 6,300

Pants $ 875 Radio $ 3,700

Boots $ 300 Thermal Imager $ 1,200

Hood $  40 Training $ 7,800

' Firefighter Fatalities in the United States in 2019, U.S. Fire Administration, Emniitsburg, MD, October 2020.
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• Firefighting and emergency medical equipment Is very expensive.

The cost of firefighting equipment is listed below. Equipment can range in cost depending on features and

specifications.

Fire pumper: $150,000 - $400,000
Ladder truck: $400,000 - $750,000

Ambulance: $80,000 - $150,000

Advanced life support medical equipment: $10,000 - $30,000

• The U.S. has one of the higher fire death rates in the industrialized world, with 11.7 deaths per million

population in 2018. Although progress has been made over the last two decades, recent trends paint a

troubling picture. The fire death rate in the U.S. increased by 3.5 percent from 2009 to 2018." In 2019:

• Every 24 seconds, a fire department responds to a fire somewhere in the nation.

• 3,700 civilians lost their lives as the result of fire.

• 80 percent of all civilian fire deaths occurred in residences.

• There were 16,600 civilian fire injuries reported.

• There were an estimated 1.3 million fires.

• Direct property loss due to fires was estimated at $14.8 billion."

" U.S. Overall Fire Death Rale Trend (2009-2018). U.S. Fire Administration. Accessed January 21, 2021.
https://\vww.usfa.fema.gov/data/statistics/firc death ratcs.html
Fire Loss in the United States During 2019. National Fire Protection Association. January 2021.

httDs://www.nfpa.org/Ne\vs-and-Research/Data-research-and-tools/US-Fiie-Problem/Fire-loss-iti-the-United-States
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RESOLUTION CCR-21-XX 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL  
OF THE CITY OF MT. SHASTA 

EXPRESSING DISAPPROVAL OF  
A CITY COUNCIL MEMBER'S CONDUCT 

 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Council Member Stearns, without City Council 
approval, has interfered with staff work and attempted to influence staff recommendations to the City 
Planning Commission regarding the general plan; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Council Member Stearns, without City Council 
approval, directed the City Planner to remove from the Planning Commission Agenda an item relating 
to short-term rentals; and 
 

WHEREAS, Council Member Stearns, without the City Council approval, actively discredits 
the planning process and the Planning Commission’s role by misrepresenting planning projects and 
creating negative narratives about the City Planner and Planning Commission; and  

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Council Member Stearns, without City Council 
approval, directed the City Manager to resign or he would be removed from office by the City Council 
claiming he failed to properly supervise the City Planner in developing a new general plan; and  
 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that Council Member Stearns, without City Council 
approval, published a "survey" regarding the new general plan suggesting that the City of Mt. Shasta 
was requesting answers to specific questions, 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the City Council believes that Council 
Member Stearns overstepped his bounds as an individual Council Member and failed to comply with 
the rules and procedures established by the Municipal Code and protocols adopted by the City Council, 
and that such activity is inappropriate and detrimental to the City and should not continue. 
 
 
PASSED and ADOPTED this12th day of April 2021 by the following vote: 
 
AYES:   
NOES:   
ABSENT:  
ABSTAIN:  
 
DATED:  April 12, 2021     CITY OF MT. SHASTA 
 
        ______________________________ 
         John Redmond, Mayor  
 
ATTEST: 
 
_____________________ 
Kathryn Joyce, Deputy City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
______________________________ 
John S. Kenny, City Attorney  
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2/16/2021 Mail - Juliana Lucchesi - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20210208002.03 1/6

RE: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 ft Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around
schools to 300 ft or less in Mount Shasta

Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>
Thu 11/15/2018 10:42 AM
To:  Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov>; Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>

Tim:
 
I will not have the staff report available un�l tomorrow.
 
 
Juliana Lucchesi
City Planner
 
305 N. Mt Shasta Blvd
Mount Shasta, CA 96067
Phone (530) 926-7510
www.mtshastaca.gov
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:   The information contained in this e-mail and attached document(s) may contain

confidential information that is intended only for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby

advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information is prohibited.

If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete it from your system.

 
 
 

From: Tim Stearns 
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:40 AM
To: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>; Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta
 
Juliana, 
 
I don't need the whole packet, I am only asking for your staff report.
Assuming that's finished, I would appreciate your emailing it to me today.
 
Thank you,
 
Tim

From: Juliana Lucchesi
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:34:23 AM
To: Tim Stearns; Bruce Pope
Subject: RE: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta
 
Tim:

City Council Regular Meeting April 26, 2021 52

http://www.mtshastaca.gov/


2/16/2021 Mail - Juliana Lucchesi - Outlook

https://outlook.office365.com/mail/deeplink?popoutv2=1&version=20210208002.03 2/6

I will email the packet to council when it is ready.

Juliana Lucchesi
City Planner

305 N. Mt Shasta Blvd
Mount Shasta, CA 96067
Phone (530) 926-7510
www.mtshastaca.gov
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:   The information contained in this e-mail and attached document(s) may contain

confidential information that is intended only for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby

advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information is prohibited.

If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete it from your system.

From: Tim Stearns 
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 9:33 AM
To: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>; Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Juliana, 

I understand the Planning Commission agenda packet will be out tomorrow,
but can you please write me today your reasoning for sugges�ng Mt. Shasta reduce
the buffer zones? Perhaps you can simply email today me your staff report on that
agenda item.

Thank you, 

Tim

From: Juliana Lucchesi
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 9:25:17 AM
To: Tim Stearns; Bruce Pope
Subject: RE: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Tim:

The agenda packets will be out on Friday as they usually are with the Staff report discussing all of the items.
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City Planner

305 N. Mt Shasta Blvd
Mount Shasta, CA 96067
Phone (530) 926-7510
www.mtshastaca.gov
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:   The information contained in this e-mail and attached document(s) may contain

confidential information that is intended only for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby

advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information is prohibited.

If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete it from your system.

From: Tim Stearns 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 2:49 PM
To: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>; Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Re: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Juliana, what is your reason for 
making that recommenda�on?

Tim

From: Juliana Lucchesi
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:08:51 AM
To: Tim Stearns; Bruce Pope
Subject: RE: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Tim:

Planning Commission will review the cannabis ordinances next Tuesday at the regular mee�ng. One of the
recommenda�ons is to discussion the sensi�ve use buffer because the state has now allowed local
jurisdic�ons to change the distance if they so choose. My recommenda�on to Planning Commission is below:

Mo�on to amend Chapter 18.96 to define schools, daycares, and youth centers to match state
defini�ons and ins�tute a sensi�ve use buffer of 300 feet for cannabis industry facili�es without public
access and 600 feet for cannabis retail facili�es and cannabis industry facili�es with public access.

As you may know, this is just a recommenda�on and Planning Commission may approve, amend, or
disapprove before it heads to City Council.

Juliana Lucchesi
City Planner

305 N. Mt Shasta Blvd
Mount Shasta, CA 96067
Phone (530) 926-7510
www.mtshastaca.gov
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:   The information contained in this e-mail and attached document(s) may contain

confidential information that is intended only for the addressee(s). If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby

advised that any disclosure, copying, distribution or the taking of any action in reliance upon the information is prohibited.

If you have received this e-mail in error, please immediately notify the sender and delete it from your system.

From: Tim Stearns 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:00 AM
To: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>; Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Fw: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Bruce & Juliana, 

I have heard nothing about the City possibly proposing to change buffer areas.
Is someone actually making such a proposal?

Tim

From: Aron Bruser 
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 11:55 PM
To: Juliana Lucchesi
Subject: Re: Proposed Amendment to reduce 600 � Marijuana Business Buffer Zone around schools to 300 � or
less in Mount Shasta

Dear Juliana, Mount Shasta Planning Commision and Mount Shasta City Council,

We are emailing you and the City Council, to voice our concern about the proposed ammendment to
reduce the 600 � buffer zone protec�ng our children and their schools, daycares, and youth centers from
cannabis businesses in Mount Shasta to 300 � or less.

This is absolutely unacceptable and unconscionable to have this type of business a stone throw from
children learning and playing daily here in Mount Shasta.

We are trying to protect our daughter from the unhealthy influences of marijuana everywhere in Mount
Shasta.  Our family would be doubly impacted as not only would our daughter's school poten�ally be
within 300 � of 2 proposed wholesale marijuana facili�es, but so would our home.  Already the skunk
smell of marijuana is constantly wa�ing over to our house by our young ren�ng neighbors.  We have
loved ones addicted to pot, who have been unable to quit for decades because as soon as they try to
stop smoking marijuana, their suppressed feelings, depression, and anger from past traumas come up
and they don't know how to deal with it, so they numb the pain and start smoking again, further
wrecking their mental and emo�onal worlds. 

Mount Shasta needs to guard against the intrusion of the drug cartels having wholesale channels here
in our city to funnel their illegally grown and chemically laden marijuana from the over 2500 illegal
grows in Siskiyou County per Sheriff Lopey's sta�s�cs.  

As parents and concerned ci�zens of Mount Shasta who value a healthy lifestyle and a healthy and safe
community, we do not want the "energy" or "aura" of this type of business 2-300 feet away from our
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child's school and home.  Even 600 � is too close.  It would be best to protect our local business and
tourism economy of healthy outdoor living and spiritual pursuits not bringing our neighbors, children,
and our city, down with the spiritual and moral blight of the marijuana industry, making our kids less
able to cope with reality and win the ba�le of Life.

We think we can all agree that Mount Shasta is a beau�ful place to live, work and play, and especially to
raise a family.  We believe in a Mount Shasta that has clean sweet smelling air, pure delicious water,
endless trails to hike and bike on, and a place where our daughter can get an educa�on without having
to walk past numerous marijuana businesses on the way to school with skunky marijuana smells wa�ing
over to the playground and basketball court, and through the open windows at school. This cannot be.

We believe in a Mount Shasta with strong tourism based on the great outdoors and spiritual seekers, not
a town known for where you can go buy weed, get stoned, or process your illegal grows.  Some of the
people that this a�racts to our city will bring crime with them next to our schools. If the poten�al for
crime should not be a concern, tell me why these businesses need more security then our local banks? 
We need to protect our kids!

Forbes Magazine March 28, 2018: California Officials say marijuana is Causing More Violent Crime 
Sea�le Times, May 31, 2018: “As one local law enforcement officer put it, the impact (of marijuana
products manufacturing in his rural county has been a “loss of a sense of security.”

LA Times, November 12, 2018 Two Shot and Killed in Marijuana Dispensary:
h�p://www.la�mes.com/local/lanow/la-me-ln-marijuana-dispensary-shoo�ngs-20181112-
story.html#nt=related-content

https://www.latimes.com/resizer/mVRTp6ZYxs57iRTGOPr3-
OBf_hg=/1200x0/arc-anglerfish-arc2-prod-
tronc.s3.amazonaws.com/public/6FVA3Y6U5ZFWPI22HANQZV7ON4.png

Two shot
and killed at
unlicensed
marijuana
dispensary
in
Koreatown -
Los Angeles
Times -
latimes.com

www.latimes.com

Officers
responded to
reports of a
shooting in the
400 block of
Western Avenue
in Koreatown
around 4:20 a.m.
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Monday,
according to a
statement issued
by the Los
Angeles Police
Department.

According to Sheriff Lopey, only 2% of the marijuana being purchased legally is for medicinal purposes...
98% is recrea�onal.  

We do not want a town full of kids smoking pot, dulling their brains and dimming their future because
marijuana is all around them in Mount Shasta.  We want our daughter safe from these business efforts
while she is learning what is right and wrong, what is healthy and not healthy for her body, the
environment, and her home, Mount Shasta.

Shortening the buffer zone from 600 � to 300 � or less is not right. It is wrong. 

As City Planner, Mount Shasta Planning Commision and City Council  members for the City of Mount
Shasta we thank you all for your �reless work to make Mount Shasta the most beau�ful, clean, healthy
and well planned city it can be.

Sincerely,

Aron and Erika Bruser

City Council Regular Meeting April 26, 2021 57



1

Kathryn Joyce

From: Tim Stearns 
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 1:26 PM
To: Bruce Pope; Kathryn Joyce
Subject: Re: Performance Evaluation

  Bruce, 

Your rendition of the meeting we had yesterday is neither complete nor entirely accurate. However, it is true that I think 
your the level of you job performance has diminished  
since Eileen's passing, and that I no longer have confidence in your being city manager going forward. I did suggest that I 
thought you ought to retire (for your sake and for the City) 
 effective at the end of this fiscal year, June 30, 2021. I sought to suggest that it would be better if you were to announce 
such a decision yourself rather than having me bring the matter 
to the City Council. It seems you have chosen that you would rather risk having the City Council terminate your contract 
rather than submitting a letter of resignation. 

Please ask Kathy to provide the council members with the standard performance evaluation later today so that we may 
thoughtfully consider and prepare our evaluations between now and then. 

Thank you,  

Tim 

On Thu, Mar 18, 2021 at 12:39 PM Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> wrote: 
Please review the attached Manager Memo regarding performance evaluation. 

‐‐  
Tim Stearns 
Law Offices of Timothy H. Stearns 
211 N. Mt. Shasta Blvd., Suite 200 
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067 
Tele: (530) 926-6700 
Fax: (530) 926-2304 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This communication constitutes an electronic communication within 
the meaning of the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC 2510, and its disclosure is strictly 
limited to the recipient intended by the sender of this message.  This communication may contain 
confidential attorney-client communications and privileged material for the sole use of the intended 
recipient and receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient does not constitute a loss of the 
confidential or privileged nature of the communication.  Any review or distribution by others is strictly 
prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender by return electronic mail 
and delete all copies of this communication. Please email this office or telephone (530) 926-6700 to 
alert us to the email error. Thank you.   
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Kathryn Joyce

From: Bruce Pope
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:05 AM
To: Kathryn Joyce
Subject: Fw: Did Planner act with your consent or approval?

From: Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov> 
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 9:01 AM 
To: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> 
Subject: Did Planner act with your consent or approval?  

Bruce,  

Did you see the City Planner's proposed Opinion piece that was in the March 31, 2021 Mt. Shasta Herald prior 
to the Opinion piece being published? If so, did you approve the wording of that Opinion piece? 

If you did not see the City Planner's Opinion piece prior to it being published, did you take any action to 
counsel the City Planner regarding the Opinion piece after you read it? 

As you are aware, the City Planner is sending an email to persons who responded to the survey I created 
regarding their opinions about desired future population levels of Mt. Shasta and their opinions about 
acceptable building heights. Her email states, in part: 

            "There is a survey being circulated to the public that claims to be for the General Plan process. This is 
incorrect.  
              This is from a private citizen.  

              "The survey being promoted has not been approved by the City or included in the General Planning 
process.  
               We will not be able to accept the input from the survey due to the survey not being constructed well.  
               The questions are leading and poorly written." 

Did you approve of this language prior to the City Planner sending the email to people who have responded to 
the survey? 
Who is the "We" that "will not be able to accept the input from the survey?" Are you one of the "We"?  If you 
did not preapprove 
the language in the email, what action, if any, have you taken following your receiving copies of this email 
which your employee,  
the City Planner, is sending to community members? 

Thank you for your cooperation in promptly responding to this inquiry? 

Tim 
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Kathryn Joyce

From: Tessa Montgomery
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:19 PM
To: Kathryn Joyce
Subject: Fw: Fwd: Substantiation 

Old age and medication comment highlighted below 
 
Tessa Montgomery, CPA 
Council Member, City of Mt. Shasta 

From: Tim Stearns   
Sent: Wednesday, February 17, 2021 5:55 PM 
To: John Stackfleth <jstackfleth@mtshastaca.gov>; John Redmond <jredmond@mtshastaca.gov>; Tessa Montgomery 
<tmontgomery@mtshastaca.gov>; Jeffery Collings <jcollings@mtshastaca.gov> 
Subject: Fwd:  
  
FYI ‐ 

‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Tim Stearns   
Date: Wed, Feb 17, 2021 at 5:52 PM 
Subject: Re: 
To: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> 
 

Bruce,   
 
It seems your memory of the conversation we had about this matter last week is inaccurate.  
People's memories sometimes fade with passage of time, that is well‐known. This is especially so if they are on 
medication or dealing with physical issues. 
The email I sent you last week shortly after we got off of the phone accurately sets forth the substance of 
our conversation.  
 
Tim 
 
On Wed, Feb 17, 2021 at 5:09 PM Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> wrote: 
Council Member Stearns: 
In response to your email of 2‐15‐21.  
First; My response to you regarding the General Plan was my own and not that of the planning staff.  
My response to you was not inconsistent with our phone discussion. During our phone discussion I pointed 
out that the City had adopted a process and the staff has been following that process. it appears that you are 
attempting to take statements made in a phone conversation between two individuals regarding process as a 
commitment to specific dates.  
With respect to meetings and/or workshops; I stated that, if a majority of the City Council indicated that they 
needed more time or a workshop to review the General Plan, staff would arrange the meeting. I also stated 
that, if we were to hold a workshop, I would try to arrange them on a Wednesday due to Council Member 
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Stackfleth's work schedule. I did not agree to any specific dates for a workshop because that is a decision for 
the City Council. Further, I do not take direction from a single Council Member, I work for all five.  
We did mutually agree that the City Council should review portions of the General Plan that have been 
written. Elements of the General Plan will come to the City Council as they are written, received and 
commented on by the public comment and approved by the Planning Commission. That is how community‐
based plans are developed. This process does not remove or circumvent the Council's authority. This is the 
City Council's process and vision. The City Council remains the final decision making body on all City pol9cies.  
The process is working fine. Just let it work. 

Because this discussion is being shared with the entire City Council, it is my hope that if any member has 
problems with the General Plan process or vision statement adopted by the City Council, or has any 
questions,  that they would so indicate to the City Manager as soon as possible.  

‐‐  
Tim Stearns 
Law Offices of Timothy H. Stearns 
211 N. Mt. Shasta Blvd., Suite 200 
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067 
Tele: (530) 926-6700 
Fax: (530) 926-2304 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This communication constitutes an electronic communication within 
the meaning of the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC 2510, and its disclosure is strictly 
limited to the recipient intended by the sender of this message.  This communication may contain 
confidential attorney-client communications and privileged material for the sole use of the intended 
recipient and receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient does not constitute a loss of the 
confidential or privileged nature of the communication.  Any review or distribution by others is strictly 
prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender by return electronic mail 
and delete all copies of this communication. Please email this office or telephone (530) 926-6700 to 
alert us to the email error. Thank you.   

‐‐  
Tim Stearns 
Law Offices of Timothy H. Stearns 
211 N. Mt. Shasta Blvd., Suite 200 
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067 
Tele: (530) 926-6700 
Fax: (530) 926-2304 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE:  This communication constitutes an electronic communication within 
the meaning of the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, 18 USC 2510, and its disclosure is strictly 
limited to the recipient intended by the sender of this message.  This communication may contain 
confidential attorney-client communications and privileged material for the sole use of the intended 
recipient and receipt by anyone other than the intended recipient does not constitute a loss of the 
confidential or privileged nature of the communication.  Any review or distribution by others is strictly 
prohibited.  If you are not the intended recipient please contact the sender by return electronic mail 
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and delete all copies of this communication. Please email this office or telephone (530) 926-6700 to 
alert us to the email error. Thank you.   
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Kathryn Joyce

From: Tessa Montgomery
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:56 PM
To: Kathryn Joyce
Subject: Substantiation for survey

Tessa Montgomery, CPA 
Council Member, City of Mt. Shasta 

From: Wizardman <wizardman@snowcrest.net> 
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 5:20 PM 
To: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> 
Cc: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>; redmond@mtshastaca.gov <redmond@mtshastaca.gov>; Jeffery 
Collings <jcollings@mtshastaca.gov>; John Stackfleth <jstackfleth@mtshastaca.gov>; Tessa Montgomery 
<tmontgomery@mtshastaca.gov>; 'tstearns@mtshastaca.gov.' 
Subject: FW: Survey  

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov> 
Date: Tue, Mar 30, 2021 at 9:24 PM 
Subject: Survey 
To: John Brennan  

Mt. Shasta is considering adoption of a new land use plan. To assist the City in making land use decisions for 
Mt. Shasta, your input is requested: 

1. What population do you want Mt. Shasta to be in 5 years, in 10 years, or in 20 years:

                3,500   5,000    7,500     10,000      15,000 or more     (Circle) 

2. Which of these would you support having in your neighborhood in the future? (Circle)

a) Triplexes   b) 4‐plexes   c) 6‐plexes, or 8‐plexes   d) None of these

3. The tallest residential buildings acceptable to you in your neighborhood?  (Circle)

a) 2 stories   b) 3 stories   c) 4 stories   d) 5 or more stories

4. The tallest buildings you would want to see in downtown Mt. Shasta? (Circle)

a) 2 stories   b) 3 stories   c) 4 stories   d) 5 or more stories
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5. The tallest residential buildings you think should be built at The Landing (former Roseburg
property)?  (Circle) 

a) 2 stories   b) 3 stories   c) 4 stories   d) 5 or more stories

6. The tallest commercial buildings (including motel or hotel) you think should be built at The Landing
(former Roseburg property)?  (Circle) 

a) 2 stories   b) 3 stories   c) 4 stories   d) 5 or more stories

Comments: Please provide any input you think may be helpful, including your neighborhood. 

It is my hope that any planning for the Future Land Use Plan for Mt Shasta will be to focus on affordable 
housing (not Section8), and housing for Senior Citizens be a major consideration. It will attract new citizens 
that can bring their families and become permanent residents to insure the future of the city and Housing 
public or private for Senior Citizens, retirees etc. that are low maintenance citizens that can afford to live here 
and enrich the city with their wisdom and wealth. 

Stanley (DeLeon) Grabowski 
Home owner, and resident tax payer 

 
Mt Shasta, CA  96067 

Please send your responses to City Hall, or to any/all of the following: bpope@mtshastaca.gov, 
jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov, jredmond@mtshastaca.gov, jcollings@mtshastaca.gov, 
jstackfleth@mtshastaca.gov, tmontgomery@mtshastaca.gov,  tstearns@mtshastaca.gov. 

This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software. 
www.avast.com  
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From: Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 11:04 AM 
To: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov> 
Subject: Re: General Plan Survey  

Bruce,  

In my opinion, it is unfortunate that the City Planner, presumably with your approval, sent out her email this 
morning to all City Council members suggesting that the opinions being expressed by many Mt. Shasta 
residents in response to a survey should be ignored. How is it a City staff person has gotten to the point of 
suggesting that the opinions of our citizens do not matter? Or that "[w]e will not be able to accept the input 
from the survey" ‐ which is the same thing?  From where I sit, we who are elected and/or hired to serve the 
citizens of this community have a duty to consider the opinions of the residents, not disregard them.  Don't 
you agree? 

Juliana has an Opinion piece in today's Mt. Shasta Herald (perhaps you already had an opportunity to review it 
prior to its publication, or perhaps you've already read it in the paper).  I was surprised to read in the last 
paragraph of her article, that she tells readers "it is up to you as an individual to decide whether you would like 
to participate with love and understanding or focus on destroying the ideas and dreams of others." 

It seems to me that Juliana Lucchesi may be too emotionally involved in the current draft Land Use Element on 
which she worked so long and diligently, and that she is resistant to changing it ‐ even if the draft does not 
appear to be what residents want.  No one I know is attempting to "destroy" Juliana's "ideas and dreams." Her 
use of the phrase "destroying the ideas and dreams of others" suggests an emotional attachment to the draft 
plan, and a reluctance to accept the views of others. She seems to want to "defend" her proposed plan like a 
mother would defend a child. 

Bruce, you have much more experience in planning and in working for public agencies than has Juliana. I 
suggest it could be beneficial for you to help her emotionally distance herself from her creation, and to be 
more objective, less attached. As I have stated on several occasions, I consider Juliana to be an intelligent, 
dedicated and valuable City employee. Compared to you, she is young and inexperienced, and may not have 
developed the same degree of experienced insights and perspectives that you have gained as a result of your 
long career. Without any desire or intent to be bullying, harassing, or commanding ‐ and expressing only my 
opinion, I do suggest that your counseling of your employee might be beneficial. 

Thank you,  

Tim 
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Kathryn Joyce

From:
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 9:28 AM
To: Tim's Gmail
Subject: RE: A letter version of the same

Dude 
We need to talk before you send the letter.  Sandee is in Yreka.  Come on over.  I don’t know if you 
were on last night’s Planning Commission meeting.  I was.  I see the way to balance for this.   

Jeffrey Collings 
 

 

From: Tim Stearns    
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 8:49 AM 
To: Jeffrey Sandy Collings   
Subject: Re: A letter version of the same 

IGNORE BOTH DRAFTS. I AN WORKING ON A FURTHER REVISION  

On Wed, Mar 17, 2021, 8:02 AM Tim Stearns   wrote: 

Here's a revised draft: 

Mt. Shasta’s city planner, who lives in Dunsmuir and is an elected member of the Dunsmuir City Council, has proposed 
a radical new vision for Mt. Shasta. She proposes to change Mt. Shasta from a rural community with established 
neighborhoods and mostly single family homes, without dense apartments and high‐rise buildings into one that is more 
like a city, more “urban.” 

With youthful enthusiasm, she envisions transforming most single family home neighborhoods  into neighborhoods 
with more duplexes, triplexes, 6‐plexes, 12‐unit developments, and even larger housing complexes. In some areas, the 
housing density would be raised to have a minimum of 12 housing units per acre, with as many as 25 units per acre. 
Under current State law, those numbers could increase even further ‐ to at least 16 units or 32 units per acre if a 
portion of the development includes some affordable housing. The planner calls it “urban design.”  

Under the planner’s “urban design” proposal, neighborhoods would become many times more dense than they are 
now, and with much smaller lots ‐ as small as 20' wide. Large yards would be discouraged in favor of more, denser 
housing. Many types of businesses could locate into existing neighborhoods as a matter of right, not with a conditional 
use permit.  

Downtown Mt. Shasta, as the planner sees it, could have six‐story apartment buildings and six‐story hotels. Homes in 
the downtown would be converted to commercial uses. In areas of town designated as “commercial,” residential 
properties eventually would no longer exist, except for the opportunity to live on a second floor if the first floor is 
converted to commercial space.  

The planner explained that this proposed transformation from a quaint, rural community to the “urban” city the 
planner prefers would not occur overnight. Indeed, it would happen gradually, e.g., when current owners die and their 
properties are sold, or when owners sell to developers and  move away, or when vacant lots get developed, or when 
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owners do lot splits so they can build multi‐units. The planner explained that the City would use a “stick” to discourage 
building single family residences (except in very small areas of town) and would extract economic trade‐offs or tolls 
from those people who still want to build a single family home. 

The planner’s vision is not limited to changes ust in the Mt. Shasta city limits. It proposes to target such areas as 
Highland Drive, Scenic Drive, and neighboring streets for high‐density residential development also. The Quail Hill 
subdivision at the southern end of Washington Drive is yet another area the planner’s proposal targets for high‐density 
apartments and multi‐family residential. The planner even suggests that upscale homes in the Siskiyou Highlands 
subdivision by the Mt. Shasta Resort could be converted into triplexes or 4‐plexes!  

One of the goals of the planner’s proposed Land Use Element revision is the creation of more housing, and more 
affordable housing. That goal can be achieved without disruption of existing neighborhoods.  

The City of Mt. Shasta owns more that 50 acres on the east side of the old Roseburg property (now “The Landing”) at 
the south end of town. Much of that property could be developed into a mix of townhouses, condominiums, duplexes, 
apartments, smaller homes, and large homes and commercial uses such as a coffee shop, restaurants, and gas station. 
Such a mixed use development could serve to meet the needs of those desiring a more “urban design,” with access to 
trails and mountain biking paths. On the north end of town are also some 274 acres of undeveloped land adjacent to 
Spring Hill Road. Many of the lots are already designated as residential. That area could potentially be developed with 
mixed residential and commercial uses, and could incorporate some of the planner’s “urban design,” also without 
destroying the integrity and beauty of existing neighborhoods. 

The planner admits her vision is a stark contrast from the Mt. Shasta that now exists, but she hopes she can sell her 
idea to enough of the Planning Commission members and the City Council members to have them adopt her vision. 
Before any vote is taken, every homeowner and resident of Mt. Shasta should “weigh in” on the planner’s vision and 
express opinions about what YOU want, or don’t want, Mt. Shasta to look and feel like in the future! This issue is too 
important for you to sit back and just watch what might happen, or to “let George do it.” Your voice matters. 

There are pros and cons to the planner’s proposed changes to the current Land Use Element of the General Plan. The 
choice for the residents of Mt. Shasta is to decide if you want to keep Mt. Shasta a quaint, rural community with its 
unique feel and character, or support the “urbanization” of Mt. Shasta with city‐type neighborhoods and an “urban”‐
type downtown. Likewise, the choice for residence who live outside the city limits but in the 96067 zip code is whether 
you prefer to keep your neighborhoods as they are or have your neighborhoods transformed into the proposed “urban 
design.” The time to voice your preferences is limited. Speak up now or live with the consequences of someone else’s 
choice. 
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OFFICE OF THE CITY MANAGER 

Memo 
TO: City Council Members and City Attorney

FROM: City Manager 

DATE:  March 18,2021 

SUBJECT:  City Manager Performance Evaluation 

I had a meeting, at the request of Council Member Stearns, on March 17, 2021. The essence of 
the meeting was that in the opinion of Council Member Stearns, I have failed to adequately 
mentor and supervise the City Planner in the preparation of the General Plan. This lack of 
supervision has resulted in the preparation of a “Totally Unacceptable General Plan”. 
Therefore, I no longer have the support of Council Member Stearns and I should immediately 
announce my retirement, or he would have the City Council take action to force my retirement. 

I believe we have too many important issues facing the City to allow this question of leadership 
to remain unaddressed. Therefore, I have added the agenda item City Manager Performance 
Evaluation to the Council meeting of March 22, 2021 for your consideration. 
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Re: February 16, 2021 Agenda Packet

Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov>
Mon 2/15/2021 1:06 PM
To:  Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>

Thank you for your response and your explana�on.

From: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>
Sent: Monday, February 15, 2021 11:24 AM
To: Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov>
Cc: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>; Kathryn Joyce <kjoyce@mtshastaca.gov>; John Kenny
<jskenny@lawnorcal.com>; Melanie Findling  Jeffery Collings
<jcollings@mtshastaca.gov>; John Stackfleth <jstackfleth@mtshastaca.gov>; Tessa Montgomery
<tmontgomery@mtshastaca.gov>; John Redmond <jredmond@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Re: February 16, 2021 Agenda Packet

Tim:

First, Planning Commission requested to review the op�ons pertaining to prohibi�ng Short-Term Rentals
in various zones. If you read the Staff report and a�achment there are three op�ons for the Planning
Commission to consider (removing the prohibi�on, adding to the prohibi�on, or maintaining the
prohibi�on). My recommenda�on is based on the discussion Planning Commission has had around
Short-term Rentals which is cataloged in the Staff Report.

Second, City Council has the final decision over to approve, approve with amendments, deny, or refer an
ordinance back to Planning Commission. If you are unhappy with a recommenda�on, you will get your
turn once the item is scheduled for City Council considera�on.

Third, it is extremely inappropriate for a single Council member to pressure City Staff to move
forward or table City business. Planning Commission is en�tled to review any planning related ma�ers
at Council, Commission, or Staff request. It is also the purview of the Planning Department to review and
recommend changes to Planning related ordinances. Planning Commission does not have to move
forward with my recommenda�on. They have frequently chosen their own recommenda�on. City Council
does not need to move forward with Staff or Planning Commission recommenda�on either, but there is
an appropriate �me and place to influence the decision-making process.. 

Finally, all Council members are free to a�end mee�ngs and listen to the planning process of the
Commission. It is an opportunity for you to understand the depths of the Commission's discussion and
though�ulness in their recommenda�ons. Jeffery, John Stackfleth, and Barbara Wagner have frequently
joined mee�ngs to listen. But if you would like to comment I recommend that you consult with the City
Manager and City A�orney on what is and is not appropriate. There is a fine line between giving your
personal opinion and unduly influencing city decisions. 

Please work with the City Manager from this point forward regarding City Council and planning related
issues. This is in compliance with Municipal Code Sec�on 2.50.070.

Juliana Lucchesi, AICP
City Planner 
City of Mt. Shasta
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(530) 926-7517

From: Tim Stearns <tstearns@mtshastaca.gov>
Sent: Sunday, February 14, 2021 12:04 PM
To: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>
Cc: Bruce Pope <bpope@mtshastaca.gov>; Kathryn Joyce <kjoyce@mtshastaca.gov>; John Stackfleth
<jstackfleth@mtshastaca.gov>
Subject: Re: February 16, 2021 Agenda Packet

Juliana, 

I was surprised to see that planning staff is asking the Planning Commission to recommend the City
Council to reverse the policy decision that the City Council deliberately made to bar short-term rentals
in R-1 zones. The City Council considered whether its policy would be to allow or bar short-term rentals
in R-1, and the City Council made a conscious choice to vote against allowing short-term rentals in R-1
zones of the City. I am not aware that the City Council has changed its posi�on since that �me or has
encouraged its planning staff to ask the Planning Commission to take a different posi�on. That being the
case, why is planning staff now seeking to reverse the City Council's policy decision - and taking up the
Planning Commission's �me on the ma�er, especially because the City Council has not given any
indica�on that it wants to reverse the policy decision the City Council made? On whose encouragement
or what basis did the planning staff determine it should seek to reverse the City Council's posi�on -
without even seeking to see if there is support for that ac�on by the council members?

Does the City Manager know of the planning staff's efforts, and did the City Manager authorize or
encourage the planning staff to request the Planning Commission reverse the City Council's policy
decision? If not, I think it would be appropriate for you to pull Agenda Item #8 from the Planning
Commission's Tuesday, February 16, 2021 mee�ng un�l a�er you have conferred with the City Manager
and he has given his direc�on on the ma�er because he is your boss and is responsible for your ac�ons.
If the City Manager has reviewed planning staff's efforts to reverse the City Council's policy decision,
please let me know. In that circumstance, I will take the ma�er up with the City Manager.

If Agenda Item #8 remains on the Planning Commision's February 16th agenda for discussion, I ask that
you provide a copy of this email to each of the Planning Commissioners and have it made part of the
record. 

Thank you for your courtesy and coopera�on, 

Tim Stearns

From: Juliana Lucchesi <jlucchesi@mtshastaca.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 12, 2021 12:32 PM
Subject: February 16, 2021 Agenda Packet

Good A�ernoon:

The Planning Commission Packets for the Regular Commission Mee�ng Tuesday, February 16, 2021 at 6
P.M. is now available on the City's Agenda and Minutes page: h�ps://mtshastaca.gov/clerk/agendas-
minutes/
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City Council Agenda Item #9 
Staff Report 

Meeting Date:   May 26, 2021 

To: Mayor and City Council 

From: City Manager  

Subject:   Discussion and Possible Action for an RFP or RFQ for Development of the 
East side of the Roseburg Landing Project Area 

Recommendation: 

Staff believes it is premature to issue an RFP or an RFQ  for this property due to the following 
circumstances:  

1. Improper land use designation for residential development

2. Improper zoning

3. An existing Specific Plan that would have to be amended or cancelled

4. Inadequate sewer and water service

5. Inadequate traffic improvements to Mt. Shasta Blvd

6. Cost of require d improvements to the South Mt. Shasta interchange

Basically, pursuing this project would take considerable staff time away from existing projects 
and therefore the Manager does not believe this would be an efficient use of staff time and 
resources. Therefore, staff respectfully recommends that the City Council deny this request. 

Background & Summary: 

This property was deed to the City in 1989. Since that time the City has been working diligently 
to remove the toxins from the west side of the property. The City has also attempted 
unsuccessfully, on numerous occasions, to market this property, or portions thereof. 

The history of the Roseburg property is detailed in Council Member Stearns report which is 
attached hereto. Council Member Stearns outline identifies the numerous attempts the City 
undertaken to develop this property. Ultimately, all attempts have ended with no development. 

x Regular 
Consent 
Closed 
Presentation 

City Council Regular Meeting April 26, 2021 97



2 

During my tenure as City Manager, I have reached out to numerous development groups in an 
attempt to develop the property. Generally, the responses have been that they have no 
interest in discussing this property until the City first addresses the issues restricting 
development, land use, zoning, infrastructure, and land cost. The other type of proposal we 
have seen tend to be along the lines of “turn the property over to us and we will go and find 
some end users and develop the property”. The City has attempted this approach in the past 
without success.  

The City is presently in the process of adopting a revised General Plan. It appears that this plan 
may change the land use designation of portions of this property to residential. If the new 
General Plan does end up designating portions of this property as residential in terms of land 
use, then the zoning of the property, as required, would be consistent with the designated land 
use. The General Plan will not resolve the lack of funding necessary for all the infrastructure 
improvements. Because of these conditions, staff believes this proposal to go out with an RFP 
or an RFQ is premature and therefore staff is recommending denial of this agenda item. 

Financial Impact: 

Infrastructure improvement cost to the City related to development of this property could be in 
the millions of dollars. The actual fiscal cost to the City cannot be determined at this time. 

Attachments: 

Council Member Stearns review of the history of the Roseburg property. 
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