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CEQA Environmental Checklist 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 

Project title: Basecamp Mount Shasta 

Lead agency name: City of Weed 

Lead Agency Contact: Sandra Duchi, City Clerk Phone number: 530-938-5020 

Lead Agency Address: 550 Main Street, Weed, CA 96094 

Project Address: Intersection of Black Butte Drive and Black Butte Road, Weed, California 

Project Contact person: Clayton Snyder 

Phone number: (424) 241-8298  

Project sponsor’s name: Basecamp Parks LLC 

Project location: Assessor’s Parcel Number(s) 060-611-020 and 060-601-320 

General plan designation: Light Industrial (LI)  

Zoning: Limited Industrial (CM) and Single-Family Residential (R1) 

Description of project: 
The proposed project is the construction of a campground. Basecamp Park Mount Shasta is a 
sustainably built and operated, family friendly, premium sanctuary for outdoor enthusiasts. The 
proposed project includes the following physical site improvement components: 

 

• 95-space Specialty Occupancy Park featuring: 
o 36 Premium Off-Grid (no utilities) Basecamp Sites and 34 Premium Partial 

Hookup (water + electric) Basecamp Sites 

o Emphasis on privacy and spacing between sites (average 50-75’ apart) within the 
forest canopy 

o Dimensions for each site are roughly 35’ x 50’ (depending on the natural 
landscape layout of each) 

o Each site includes: 
▪ Parking pad made of Decomposed Granite 
▪ Camp Patio featuring: Shade Structure, Picnic Table, and BBQ 
▪ Smokeless Fire Pit, and Tent Area 

• 12 "Pod" Sites 

o Full hookup (water/sewer/electric) Basecamp sites with the addition of a hard- 
walled “pod” unit (approx. 10’ x 20’) 

o Dimensions for each site are roughly 35’ x 60’ (depending on the natural 
landscape layout of each) 

• 12 Modern Park Model Unit Sites 
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o Prefabricated Modern Park Model Units feature private bathrooms, 
kitchenettes, deck, outdoor fire pits, and picnic tables 

o Dimensions for each site are roughly 45’ x 60’ (depending on the natural 
landscape layout of each) 

• 1 Park Model Unit for Manager’s Residence 

• Main Lodge featuring reception area, office, retail, group / events space, and ADA 
compliant public bathrooms 

• 4 ADA-compliant communal bathhouses (featuring bathroom stalls and showers) to 
service “dependent” campsites 

• Recreation Pavilion (i.e. “Summit Lake Terrace”) featuring outdoor deck and covered 
service space near Summit Lake 

• Communal sauna and hot tub area near Modern park Model Sites 

• EV charging stations 

• Hiking and biking trail network throughout property 

• Playground, Pet Area, and Community Areas offering recreation activity spaces 

• Aesthetically pleasing and functional landscaping and roadways within the Natural 
topography, minimizing tree removal and infringements to the Natural habitat while 
also meeting all City requirements 

In addition to the camping improvements described above, the proposed project would make 
the necessary infrastructure improvements to service the project site.  This would include the 
improvements to access roads through the project site, extension of water, sewer, water 
quality treatment facilities (bioswales), and electrical connections.  Internal roadways are 
proposed to be 20-foot wide gravel overlay (i.e., pervious roadways).  

The city’s wastewater treatment plant that serves this project area currently exceeds the 
hydraulic capacity to serve buildout of the full project. As such, the project’s wastewater 
connections is proposed to be limited to the main lodge, with portable sanitation facilities for 
the camping areas. Tanked and / or septic systems may be explored as potential interim 
solutions until the City’s treatment capacity can be increased.  

Please see Appendix A for the Site Plan. 

Surrounding land uses and setting: 

Access to the property is only possible from Black Butte Drive that connects to Vista Drive and 
an interchange with Interstate 5. This area of the City is known as South Weed, and includes 
several fast food restaurants (McDonalds, Starbucks, Wendys), motels, and a Pilot Travel 
Center. The area also has a Grocery Outlet supermarket, and an approved campground with 
access to East Vista Drive.  

 
The project site consists of vacant, wooded land that is relatively flat with gentle slopes to the 
north, towards Black Butte Spring. The site does contain two man-made seasonal ponds which 
are natural water collection areas. There are scattered stands of mature trees and heavier 
stands of young trees and brush. I-5 is to the west, and the Union Pacific Railroad forms the 
south and eastern boundary of the project. 
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Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g. permits, financial approval, or 
participation agreements): 

No permits are needed from Army Corps of Engineers or other federal agencies. 

 
NATIVE AMERICAN CONSULTATION 

Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated with the project 
area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources Code (PRC) section 21080.3.1? 

 Yes  No 

If yes, ensure that consultation and heritage resource confidentiality follow PRC sections 
21080.3.1 and 21080.3.2 and California Government Code 65352.4 

Note: Conducting consultation early in the CEQA process allows tribal governments, lead 
agencies, and project proponents to discuss the level of environmental review, identify and 
address potential adverse impacts to tribal cultural resources, and reduce the potential for 
delay and conflict in the environmental review process. (See Public Resources Code section 
21080.3.2.) Information may also be available from the California Native American Heritage 
Commission’s Sacred Lands File per Public Resources Code section 5097.96 and the California 
Historical Resources Information System administered by the California Office of Historic 
Preservation. Please also note that Public Resources Code section 21082.3(c) contains 
provisions specific to confidentiality. 

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project. Please 
see the checklist beginning on page 4 for additional information. 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry 

 Air Quality  Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology/Soils  Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population/Housing 

 Public Services  Recreation 

 Transportation  Tribal Cultural Resources 

 Utilities/Service Systems  Wildfire  

 Mandatory Findings of Significance 
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DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial evaluation (choose one): 

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will 
be prepared. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) 
has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on 
attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only 
the effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is 
required. 

 
 

 

Print Name  Signature  Date 

Applicant 

Pursuant to Section 15070(b)(1) of the California Environmental Quality Act, as the project 

applicant, I agree to revisions of the project plans or proposals as described in this Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration to avoid or reduce environmental impacts of my project 

to a less than significant level. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Clayton Snyder, CEO Basecamp Parks, LLC 

Applicant 

 Date 

  



Basecamp Mount Shasta Checklist Initial Study 

City of Weed Page 5 of 97 

 

 

CEQA Environmental Checklist 

This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be affected 
by the proposed project. In many cases, background studies performed in connection with the 
projects indicate no impacts. A NO IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this 
determination. Where there is a need for clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either 
following the applicable section of the checklist or is within the body of the environmental 
document itself. The words "significant" and "significance" used throughout the following 
checklist are related to CEQA, not NEPA, impacts. The questions in this form are intended to 
encourage the thoughtful assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of 
significance. 

AESTHETICS 

Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099, would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? Less than Significant 
Impact. 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings 
within a state scenic highway? 

 Less than Significant 
Impact. 

c) In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its 
surroundings? (Public views are those that are experienced 
from a publicly accessible vantage point). If the project is in 
an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

DISCUSSION 
According to the City of Weed General Plan EIR (SCH #  2016122001) (“General Plan EIR”), 
there are no officially designated scenic vistas or viewsheds in the City; however, the General 
Plan EIR identified that the City’s viewsheds of Mt. Shasta contribute to a “strong sense of 
place”.  Accordingly, the General Plan included policies and building code amendments that 
would facilitate views of Mt. Shasta.  The proposed project would not conflict with or impede 
attainment of General Plan Policies CD 1.5.1, CD 1.5.2, CD 1.5.3, OS 3.1.1, and OS 3.2.1.  
Therefore, because there are no officially designated scenic vistas or viewsheds, and because 
the project would not conflict with Genera Plan Policies intended to conserve important 
viewsheds, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
Similarly, the General Plan EIR acknowledges there are no State scenic highways in the City of 
Weed; however, there are two under consideration for official designation – Interstate 5 and 
Highway 97.  In addition, I-5 is part of the Volcanic Legacy Scenic Byway recognized by the 
National Park service. Therefore, the proposed project is within in the vicinity of a potential 
state designated scenic highway. Along the project site, the viewshed for I-5 is already 
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obstructed by stands of trees, including trees within the project site. The proposed project will 
not change the nature or characteristic of the site because existing trees will remain within and 
around the boundary of the project footprint, and no major alterations to the existing 
landform are anticipated or proposed by the project.  As described below, there are no historic 
buildings on the project site.  No major rock outcroppings will be impacted as a result of the 
proposed project.  In addition, as described above, the project would not conflict with General 
Plan Policies intended to conserve important viewsheds; therefore, impacts to state scenic 
highways would be less than significant. 

 
The proposed project does not include any improvements that would generate significant sources 
of glare.  Best management practices will be utilized during construction and operation of the 
project, including but not limited to limiting construction to business hours and preparing an 
operational lighting design that will minimize potential for sky glow effects, including restricting 
lighting after 10:00PM. Development of the project would be consistent with the rural, small-
town character of Weed and the dark night sky.  

Therefore, impacts to aesthetics would be less than significant as a result of the project, and no 
mitigation is required. 
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, 
lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment 
Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in 
assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest 
resources, including timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer 
to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the 
Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest carbon measurement methodology provided 
in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Would the project: 

 

Question CEQA Determination 

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

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract? 

No Impact 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest 
land (as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code section 
4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use? 

 Less Than Significant 
Impact 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due 
to their location or nature, could result in conversion of 
Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land 
to non-forest use? 

 Less Than Significant 
Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
 
The Weed General Plan EIR determined that impacts to agricultural resources would be less 
than significant.  Specifically, the General Plan EIR found there were no occurrence of Prime, 
Unique or Farmland of Statewide Importance; no Williamson Act contracts or Agricultural 
zoning, and no existing zoning for forestland or timberland in the General Plan Planning Area.  
The General Plan also included policies CO 4.1.1, CO 4.1.2, CO 4.1.3 and CO 4.1.4 to ensure 
future development does not interfere with the preservation of forestland and timber 
resources or undermine future use of these resources.  
 
The project site is identified by the California Department of Conservation (CDC) Farmland 
Mapping as “Farmland of Local Importance”.  (Appendix B, CDC FMMP Map) Therefore, the 
site is not identified as Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
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Importance (Farmland) and the project would not convert such land to non-agricultural uses. 
Impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The project site is zoned CM – Limited Industrial; therefore, it is not zoned for any agricultural 
uses.  The project site is not in agricultural production and is not subject to a Williamson Act 
contract.  Therefore, impacts would be less than significant. 
 
According to Map 4.1-2, Soils in the City of Weed, from the General Plan EIR, the project site 
soils are classified as Deetz gravelly loamy sand (5-15% slope) which could support timber 
production and recreation.  This is consistent with the findings of Appendix C, Custom Soils 
Resources Report.   
 
The proposed project would result in improvements to a portion of the approximately 157-acre 
site for camping and passive recreational uses.  Specifically, approximately 80 acres would be 
impacted by site improvements, including trails and roadways, camp sites, pre-fabricated 
modular units, restroom/bathhouse facilities, a camp manager unit, a main house cabin, and 
parking areas, among others. While the project site is not zoned for forest land, the proposed 
improvements associated with the project would place structures in areas that have been 
historically used for timber production, the limited improvements are not anticipated to 
adversely impact current forestry use on the project site or on adjacent properties because the 
locations for these improvements have been intentionally selected to avoid impacts to existing 
trees as part of the overall project design. Therefore, the project is consistent with General Plan 
Policies CO 4.1.1 (carefully planning roadways), CO 4.1.2 (consolidating roads and utilities) and 
CO 4.1.3 and 4.1.4 (avoiding impacts to existing trees).  Thus, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use, and impacts 
would be less than significant. 

As explained in the project description above, the proposed project would implement an 
amenitized camping experience within the project boundaries in accordance with the 
provisions of a Conditional Use Permit.  There would be no off-site impacts or improvements, 
and the project would affect surrounding land use, nor would the project facilitate the 
conversion of surrounding land uses from Farmland to other uses.  

Therefore, impacts to agricultural resources would be less than significant as a result of the 
project. Please see Appendix C for full Custom Soil Resource Report. 
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AIR QUALITY 

Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management 
district or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project: 

 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air 
quality standard? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of people? 

Less than Significant 
Impact  

 

DISCUSSION 
The City of Weed, as part of the Northeast Plateau Air Basin district, is in attainment for all air 
quality standards within the Basin.  According to the General Plan EIR, while the Northeast 
Plateau Air Basin does not have a state implementation plan (SIP) which would otherwise be 
considered an applicable air quality plan, there are several programs and standards to improve 
air quality.   
 
The Weed General Plan includes Policy AQ 1.1.1 for the City to maintain attainment status for 
all state and federally mandated criteria air pollutants; therefore, if a project is determined to 
be in compliance with the applicable standards, it would not be considered to impair or conflict 
with applicable air quality plans. 
 
An Air Quality Technical Report was prepared for the proposed project (Appendix D).  As 
identified by Appendix D, the proposed project would generate criteria pollutant emissions 
during construction and operation of the project. However, as shown in Table 1, below, 
emissions generated by the project would not exceed thresholds established by SCAPCD. 
Therefore, impacts due to the projects increase of criteria air pollutants is considered to be less 
than significant and no mitigation is required. 
 
Table 1. Air Quality Emissions (lbs/day) 

Phase VOC NOx CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Construction 0.37 2.93 2.97 <0.005 0.13 0.12 

Operation 0.03 0.04 0.20 <0.005 0.03 0.01 

Threshold 250 2,500 250 250 250 250 

Significant (Y/N)? N N N N N N 

 
As shown in Table 1, above, some dust in the form of PM10 may be generated during grading 
and construction activities. Best Management Practices will be followed throughout the 
construction phase of the project to ensure minimal dust and reduce the potential impact to a 
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level that is less than significant. The greatest operational emissions associated with the project 
would be those generated from mobile sources traveling to and from the project area. 

The proposed project would not increase or result in significant new sources of pollution not 
accounted for in the air quality plans. Further, the proposed project must comply with the 
SCAPCD’s rules and regulations as they pertain to construction activities. Therefore, the 
proposed project would have no impact resulting from conflict with or obstruction with 
implementation of applicable air quality plans. 

Sensitive receptors are defined as land uses where sensitive population groups are likely to be 
located (e.g., children, the elderly, the acutely ill, and the chronically ill). These land uses 
include residences, schools, childcare centers, retirement homes, convalescent homes, medical 
care facilities, and recreational facilities. Sensitive receptors that may be adversely affected by 
the project include surrounding residential land uses.  

The proposed project is in an area that has a very low population density. Land uses 
surrounding the project site consist of undeveloped wooded land. The sensitive receptors that 
are in close proximity to the project are detailed in Table 2. 

Table 2. Distance to Nearest Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive Receptor Distance from Project 

Nearest School(s)  

Weed Hight School 2.6 mi 

Weed Union Elementary School 2.7 mi 

Headwaters Outdoor School 3.2 mi 

Mount Shasta High School 5.8 mi 

Nearest Residence  

Residence west of Cascade Wonderland Highway 3,320 ft. 

Residence on Beacon Hill Lane 4,220 ft 

Residence east of Truck Village Drive 4,610 ft. 

Nearest Hospital/Medical Center(s)  

Weed Health Center 2.6 mi 

Mercy Medical Center Mount Shasta 5.6 mi. 

As shown above, each of the nearest sensitive receptors are at least 0.7 miles from the project 
site.  Further, as explained above, the project would be well below applicable thresholds for 
criteria air pollutants. 

Given the existing air quality in and around the City of Weed, attainment for all air quality 
standards in Northeast Plateau Air Basin, the low-impact nature of the project, and 
implementation of mitigation measures, the project would have a less than significant impact 
on air quality. 

 
Please see Appendix D for Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report including 
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) for criteria pollutants emissions results for the 
project. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through 
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
or NOAA Fisheries? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, 
vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

No Impact 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
A Biological Report for Basecamp Mount Shasta Project (Rabe Consulting, June 2024) was 
prepared for the proposed project and is included as Appendix E. The results of the technical 
report are summarized below. 
 
As part of the preparation of the Biology Report, a database search was conducted. Primary 
data sources reviewed to evaluate the occurrence potential of sensitive status species included: 
the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) 
inventory of rare and endangered plants, and USFWS Information for Planning and Consulting 
(IPaC) list of federally listed species.  On May 26, 2024, a 9 quad search was conducted on the 
CNDDB website to determine which species of concern may be present in or near the project 
area. On February 26, 2024 and updated June 25, 2024, an IPaC report (see Appendix A to 
Appendix E) was obtained from USFWS. This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act and fulfills the requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the 
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Secretary of the Interior information whether any species which is listed or proposed to be 
listed may be present in the area of a proposed action".  Subsequently, Crotch’s bumblebee 
was petitioned for listing and is considered as a sensitive species.  According to CDFW, the 
range of Crotch’s Bumblebee runs from San Diego to Redding1, which is approximately 55 miles 
south of the project site; therefore, no further evaluation was determined necessary. 
 
There are 48 sensitive status plant species that are known in the general project area based on 
the CNDDB results. These plant species have the potential to occur in the general area of the 
project. Of the 48 sensitive species, the species have different designations including Federally 
endangered; state endangered, threatened, and candidate threatened; and CNPS sensitive (List 
1 or 2). List 1 and 2 are category designations for plants presumed extinct in California; plants 
rare and endangered in California and elsewhere; and plants rare and endangered in California, 
but more common elsewhere. The CNDDB search identified sensitive species which are known 
to potentially occur in the USGS 9-quadrangle map area around the project area for the 
Basecamp Mount Shasta Project.  
 
Based on the habitat requirements for specific species and the field visits, it was determined 
that the project area does not provide suitable habitat for 41 of the 49 sensitive status plant 
species known to occur in the general vicinity of the project area. The remaining 8 species were 
found to have habitat potentially within the project area. These included Pallid birds beak, 
Trinity buckwheat, Greene’s buckwheat, Northern adders-tongue, Wooly balsamroot, Clustered 
lady slipper, Cooke’s phacelia, and Modoc green gentian. A plant survey was conducted to 
determine the presence of sensitive species, including these 8 species.  The survey results are 
documented below.  
 
There are 40 sensitive status wildlife species that are known in the general area of the project 
according to the CNDDB results. These wildlife species have the potential to occur in the project 
area. Of the 40 sensitive species, the species have different designations including Federally 
endangered and threatened; state endangered, threatened, and candidate threatened; and 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) sensitive. CDFW sensitive category 
designations for wildlife include Species of Special Concern (SSC), California Fully Protected (FP) 
and Watch List (WL). The CNDDB search identified sensitive species which are known to 
potentially occur in the USGS 9-quadrangle map area around the project area for the Basecamp 
Mount Shasta Project. Based on the habitat requirements for specific species and the field 
visits, it was determined that the project area does not provide suitable habitat for 35 sensitive 
status wildlife species known to occur in the general vicinity of the project area. The remaining 
five species - Cooper’s Hawk, Bald eagle, Yellow-breasted chat, Olive-sided flycatcher, and 
Western pond turtle - were found to have habitat potentially within the project area. A field 
survey was conducted to determine the potential presence of the sensitive status species 
including these five species. 
 
Eight federally listed species with potential to be affected by the project were identified in an 

 
1 CDFW, CDFW Seeks Public Comment Related to Crotch’s Bumble Bee, Franklin’s Bumble Bee, Suckley’s Cuckoo 
Bumble Bee and Western Bumble Bee, https://wildlife.ca.gov/News/Archive/cdfw-seeks-public-comment-related-to-
crotchs-bumble-bee-franklins-bumble-bee-suckleys-cuckoo-bumble-bee-and-western-bumble-bee; posted December 
14, 2022, last accessed January 22, 20125 

https://wildlife.ca.gov/News/Archive/cdfw-seeks-public-comment-related-to-crotchs-bumble-bee-franklins-bumble-bee-suckleys-cuckoo-bumble-bee-and-western-bumble-bee
https://wildlife.ca.gov/News/Archive/cdfw-seeks-public-comment-related-to-crotchs-bumble-bee-franklins-bumble-bee-suckleys-cuckoo-bumble-bee-and-western-bumble-bee
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IPaC report from USFWS.  Based on review of site conditions including management 
disturbance and habitat requirements, northern spotted owl, yellow-billed cuckoo, gray wolf, 
North American wolverine, conservancy fairy shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool 
tadpole shrimp, and monarch butterfly do not have habitat within the project area. 
 
Comprehensive biological resource surveys designed to meet all applicable CDFG and USFWS 
requirements were conducted in May 2024 following a good precipitation season.  Site visits 
were conducted on May 12-13 and May 23-25 to assess habitat conditions within the project 
area.  An intuitively controlled plant survey was conducted visually inspecting walking transects 
across the project area. Intensive inspection occurred in areas of unique or potential habitat for 
sensitive status plants. Sensitive status plants and populations were mapped using GPS units 
and recorded. Surveys were conducted to look for migratory nesting birds and other sensitive 
bird species which may potentially be nesting in the project area. During the site visit the signs 
and presence of western pond turtle were looked for specifically in the areas surrounding the 
pond (Summit Lake) and the pond (Moon Lake) which was dry at the time of the site visit. 
Surveys were conducted by walking transects through the project area with visual inspection 
and listening for birds. The results are presented in Appendix E and summarized below. 
 
Sensitive Status Plants  
 
The site visits did not identify the presence of any sensitive plant species, federally or state 
listed or potential habitat for these species.  
 
Project area vegetation included dry mixed conifer dominated by ponderosa pine with some fir 
and western juniper. The understory was patchy brush including bitterbrush, green leaf 
manzanita, choke cherry, willows, buckbrush, sagebrush and rabbit brush. The grass and forb 
layer was largely disturbed with previous forestry practices including recent mastication. The 
grasses were primarily bulbous bluegrass, cheatgrass, native bunch grasses and some 
sedge/rush cover in the southern pond (Summit Lake).  
 
Therefore, there are no special status plants within the project area and impacts on special 
status plants will be less than significant.  
 
Sensitive Status Wildlife  
 
During the site visits, limited wildlife was encountered including rodents and insects with some 
songbirds. The site is disturbed from recent timber management practices including 
mastication, the presence of the active Union Pacific railway to the east,  and Interstate 5 to the 
west. The project area did not have large snags or perch areas near open meadows or large 
water sources. There project area exhibited a few scattered willows, but no dense willow 
thickets or cottonwood corridors. Songbirds were located nesting in the brush layer, including 
American robins and finches.  
 
The site visit did not identify the presence of Cooper’s hawk, bald eagle, yellow breasted chat or 
olive sided flycatchers. However, there is potential habitat for yellow breasted chat or olive 
sided flycatchers.  
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The southern pond (Summit Lake) appears to be man-made with berm embankments on the 
north, south and western sides. The eastern side is bounded by the railroad embankment. 
There is no stream associated with the pond (into or out). The pond appears to be fed by a 
spring on the eastern edge and direct precipitation. There are two small areas of open water in 
the central and eastern portions of the pond. These areas of open water likely do not persist 
into the summer months, being only seasonally wet. The open water is surrounded by marshy 
areas of cattails, bulrush, sedges, rushes and monocultures of reed canary grass. The slopes 
between the open water and berms are relatively flat, which is conducive to northwestern 
pond turtles. No logs or rocks were located on the edges of the open water for basking sites. 
The site visit did not indicate the presence of northwestern pond turtles.  
 
Direct and Indirect Impacts  
 
Biological resources may be directly or indirectly impacted by project implementation. Impacts 
may be permanent or temporary in nature. Direct impacts are defined as any alteration, 
disturbance, or destruction of biological resources that would result from project actions. 
Indirect impacts are results of impacts which are not direct. Temporary impacts would be 
considered those which occur during the project construction. Temporary impacts are viewed 
as reversible when the disturbance has concluded, whereas permanent impacts would result 
over the duration of the project operation.  
 
Construction disturbance will occur during the construction of the campground. The 
construction impacts will be temporary in nature and last the duration of the construction 
period but not extend during the operation of the campground. 
 
Direct Impacts to Sensitive Status Plant Species  
 
As explained above, there are no sensitive plant species within the project area; therefore, 
there will be no effect from the project on sensitive plant species.  
 
Direct Impacts to Sensitive Status Wildlife Species  
 
The species considered for potential impacts from the project construction and operation 
include Cooper’s Hawk, bald eagle, yellow breast chat, olive sided flycatcher, and northwestern 
pond turtle.  
 
Sensitive Status Bird Species  
 
Surveys did not indicate the presence of sensitive status birds. However, birds including 
sensitive status and migratory birds may nest within the project area. The noise and physical 
disturbance from construction may affect nesting birds by startling birds off the nest, physically 
removing or harming the nest, or by causing enough disturbance that the nesting bird 
abandons the nest. Therefore, impacts to sensitive bird species is considered potentially 
significant (Impact BIO-1).  The following mitigation measures are recommended. 
 

MM-BIO-1 -  Preconstruction Bird Survey(s). All temporary and permanent impact areas 
will be surveyed for nesting migratory and sensitive status nesting birds within 2 weeks 
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prior to the start of construction activities, if construction activities occur within the 
primary nesting season. If an active nest is located, a no disturbance buffer will be put in 
place until fledging occurs. Primary nesting season is from March 1 to August 31.  

 
By implementing preconstruction nesting bird surveys as required by MM-BIO-1, impacts due 
to disturbing a sensitive bird species will be reduced to less than significant.  
 
With the implementation of the project conservation measures, there will be no effect on 
Cooper’s hark, bald eagles, yellow breasted chats, olive sided flycatchers or nesting migratory 
birds.  
 
Northwestern Pond Turtle  
 
The project layout avoids impacts to Summit Lake. Surveys did not indicate the presence of 
northwestern pond turtles.  However, pond turtles may occur because there is suitable habitat.  
Therefore impacts to northwest pond turtles is considered potentially significant (Impact BIO-
2).  The following mitigation measures are recommended. 
 

MM-BIO-2 - Preconstruction Survey for Northwestern Pond Turtles. All temporary and 
permanent impact areas will be surveyed for northwestern pond turtle within two weeks 
prior to the start of construction activities. If a pond turtle is located during the survey, 
US Fish and Wildlife Service will be contacted for the appropriate protocol for relocating 
the turtle. 

 
With implementation of preconstruction turtle surveys as required by MM-BIO-2, and the 
project layout, impacts to northwestern pond turtle are considered less than significant. 
 
Indirect Impacts 
 
As described above, indirect impacts occur as a result of implementation of the project.  
Because there are sensitive species on-site as described above, there is the potential for 
indirect impacts.  Indirect impacts would be considered potentially significant (Impact BIO-3).  
The following mitigation measures are required to address potential indirect impacts. 
 

MM-BIO-3A - Construction Limits. All construction areas including the staging area, 
access routes, and disposal areas will be marked with stakes and flagging prior to 
construction. Construction-related activities outside of the project impact area will be 
avoided.  
MM-BIO-3B - Road Construction and Improvements New and existing road construction 
and improvements will not extend beyond the planned areas. Vehicle turnarounds will 
occur within the project impact area.  
MM-BIO-3C-  Spoil Piles Spoils will be stockpiled in disturbed areas and marked to define 
their limits.  
MM-BIO-3D - Sediment and Erosion Control Sediment and erosion control measures will 
be implemented to reduce habitat disturbance from sediment and erosion.  
MM-BIO-3E - Waste Management All waste receptacles will be bear-proof with an 
advanced hinge design and bear-proof locking mechanism.  
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MM-BIO-3F - Construction Contractor Awareness Basecamp Parks, LLC will conduct 
biological resource awareness training prior to the start of construction. The training will 
include information on sensitive species which may occur in the project area, who to 
contact in case of sensitive species encounter, and deterrent measures for common 
ravens.  
MM-BIO-3G - Invasive Species Preventing the spread of noxious weeds will occur 
through cleaning vehicles and equipment prior to entering the project area, so as not to 
introduce seeds or vegetation pieces to the project area.  

 
With implementation of mitigation measure MM-BIO-3, indirect impacts would be reduced to 
less than significant. 
 
There are two man-made impoundments within the central portion of the study area, likely 
associated with historic logging encampments. A wetland delineation was prepared (Appendix 
F) to determine whether either of these impoundments met the definition of a wetland.  The 
site was visited May 13, 2024 and a delineation was performed using the criteria outlined in the 
ACOE Manual, as supplemented by the Western Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Regional 
Supplement (Version 2.0). Western Mountains Region Wetland Delineation data forms were 
used to record soils, vegetation, and hydrology data at sample plots within the study area. Data 
plots were used to test for wetland presence within the study area. Representative plots are 
included in the report. Plot locations within the study area were chosen based on aerial 
imagery, soil types, and observations of vegetation and topography during the field visit. Photo 
points were also taken with the direction of the photo noted.  During the field visit, the study 
area was at the beginning of the growing season and sunny. The general area has experienced 
drought for the past few years but was in normal precipitation during the winter and spring of 
2024. 
 
The northern impoundment (Moon Lake) does not have a water input besides direct 
precipitation and is lacking in surface water. The impoundment was created by placing berms 
above grade with minimal excavation.  The northern pond area was extensively investigated 
and determined to no longer have wetland characteristics. The northern pond area does not 
have hydrology or wetland plants. Current vegetation is upland grasses, some reed canary grass 
and an encroachment of 2 to 5 ft tall ponderosa pine trees scattered throughout the northern 
pond area. 
 
The southern impoundment (Summit Lake) was also created by placing berms above grade and 
minimal excavation. The water source for southern impoundment is a spring in the eastern part 
of the pond and direct precipitation. The spring is located within the pond (no inflow channel). 
The pond does not have an inflow or outflow channel.  
 
The Summit Lake pond is approximately 2.49 acres. The feature does not have an inflow or 
outflow channel and does not extend outside of the study area. The waterway is considered 
HGM classification of depressional flat and the Cowardin classification of PSSC. It is not fish 
bearing. The pond is seasonal, likely drying out in the middle of summer. The pond had a small 
amount of open water (6 ft by 8 ft) in the late spring, approximately 6-10 inches deep. The 
remainder of the pond was vegetated with sedges, rushes and reed canary grass.  
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As the wetland feature draws down later in the season the entire feature is vegetated.  The 
delineation determined that Summit Lake is likely not jurisdictional according to the ACOE 
guidelines; however, until such time as ACOE confirms this determination, impacts to Summit 
Lake are considered a potentially significant (Impact BIO-4) and mitigation measure MM-BIO-4 
is recommended. 
 

MM-BIO-4 - Wetlands Permitting. While no impacts to Summit Lake are anticipated by 
the proposed project, the applicant shall consult with the ACOE and any other applicable 
agency and secure any necessary permit(s) if impacts to Summit Lake are ultimately 
proposed or required and ACOE determines it has jurisdiction. 

 
While impacts to Summit Lake are not anticipated, because it is a potentially jurisdictional 
feature, mitigation measure MM0-BIO-4 is required. With implementation of MM-BIO-4, 
potentially significant impacts to wetlands would be reduced to less than significant. 
 
Habitat linkages provide connections between larger habitat areas that are separated by 
development. Wildlife corridors are similar to linkages, but provide specific opportunities for 
animals to disperse or migrate between areas. A corridor can be defined as a linear landscape 
feature of sufficient width to allow animal movement between two comparatively undisturbed 
habitat fragments. Adequate cover is essential for a corridor to function as a wildlife movement 
area. It is possible for a habitat corridor to be adequate for one species yet still inadequate for 
others. Wildlife corridors are features that allow for the dispersal, seasonal migration, breeding, 
and foraging of a variety of wildlife species.  
 
The project area is not located within any local or regional designated migratory corridors or 
linkages. The proposed project is within winter range used by the McCloud Flats deer herd and 
subpopulations of the Klamath deer herd. California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is in 
the process of identifying deer migration corridors but has not yet been able to assess Weed 
and Mount Shasta areas. Due to the amount of open space surrounding the project site and the 
relatively small footprint of the project, impacts on native resident or migratory wildlife are 
considered less than significant. 
 
Nonetheless, because the project site supports habitat that could be used by migratory birds, 
the project is required to comply with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA).  Accordingly, 
mitigation measure MM-BIO-5 is required for the proposed project. 
 

MM-BIO-5 - Migratory Nesting Birds. Preconstruction migratory nesting bird surveys will 
be conducted within two weeks prior to the start of construction, if construction is to 
start during the primary migratory bird nesting season. If a nesting migratory bird is 
encountered within the project area, an appropriate no-construction buffer will be 
placed around the nest until fledging occurs.  

 
With implementation of MM-BIO-5, impacts to wildlife movement would be considered less 
than significant. 
 

With respect to conflicts with any local plans or ordinances, the project would comply with the 
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requirements of the City’s General Plan, and no impacts would occur.  Further, consistent with 
the findings of the General Plan EIR, there are no adopted Habitat Conservation Plans, Natural 
Community Conservation Plans, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plans that are relevant in this context; therefore, the project area is not located within a local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan boundary and there would be no impact.  

Please see Appendix E for biological reports from the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) and USFWS Information for Planning and Consulting (IPaC) list of federally listed 
species. 
 



Basecamp Mount Shasta Checklist Initial Study 

City of Weed Page 19 of 97 

 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource pursuant to in §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside 
of dedicated cemeteries? 

Less Than Significant with 
Mitigation Incorporated 

 
DISCUSSION 
A Cultural Resources Survey for Basecamp Park Mount Shasta was prepared by Pinnacle 
Archeology (May 2024, Pinnacle Archeology) and is included as Appendix G.  The results of the 
survey are summarized below. 
 
Prior to fieldwork, a records search was performed of the Northeast Archaeological Information 
Center (Records Search No. NE24-104) for previously recorded historic resources within the 
project area and within a 0.5-mile (mi) (0.8 -kilometer [km]) study area around the project area. 
In total, 19 previous cultural resource studies occurred within the 0.5-mi study area, with four 
intersecting the project area. Three previously recorded archaeological sites and three 
informally recorded cultural resources were identified within the 0.5-mi study area. No formally 
documented cultural resources occurred within the project area, while two informal resources 
(historic railroad grade and a homestead) were found to occur in the project area.  
 
During the intensive pedestrian survey in March 2024 of the Basecamp Mount Shasta project 
area, 15 temporally historic archeological sites were identified and recorded. The 
archaeological material dates from the late 1800s into the 1970s and are associated with 
historic railroads, logging, transportation, utilities, and recreation.  
 
Of the recorded cultural resources, two sites [the railroad grade (site 24-010-010) and the camp 
(site 24-010-011)] were considered potential eligible for listing on the California Register of 
Historic Resources (CRHR) or the federal National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 
remaining 13 resources are recommended not eligible for inclusion and no further 
archaeological work is required.  
 
The railroad grade (site 24-010-010) is associated with the ancestor of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad or Abner Weed’s railroad dating between approximately 1880 and 1925. The grade 
remains but all railroad parts (i.e., ties, spikes, rails) have been removed. The site (site 24-010-
010) was determined eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criteria A for its association with the 
Southern Pacific Railroad either as the first route used to connect California to Oregon by rail, 
or slightly later as an alternative route that increased rail traffic in the area. If the site relates to 
Abner Weed and the origin or logging railroads in Siskiyou County, the site is also eligible for 
listing on the NRHP under Criteria A and B. The significance of the railroad, and logging 
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railroads, is of national, state, and national significance. The site is not eligible for listing on the 
NRHP under Criterion C because does not exhibit any unique design characteristics and it is not 
eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion D because the site itself is limited in nature with 
little information potential beyond field documentation. Impacts to this site would be 
considered potentially significant (Impact CUL-1) 
 
The camp (site 24-010-011) has multiple components with possible associations with the 
earliest railroad in the area, the establishment of the lumber industry, and the later Civilian 
Conservation Corps (CCC) with artifacts dating between 1880 and the 1960s. The camp has 
been brush-hogged and is highly disturbed obscuring any possible features and disturbing any 
intact subsurface deposits. The site retains the integrity of location; however, it does not retain 
the integrity of workmanship, setting, design, association, material or feeling. The site lacks 
integrity mostly due to the deteriorated condition of the site generally. The site may be eligible 
for listing on the NRHP under Criteria A and B because it may be associated with historical 
events or important personages relevant to the earliest railroad and logging in Siskiyou County 
as well as the establishment of the town of Weed by Abner Weed. The site does not exhibit any 
unique design and therefore is not eligible for listing on the NRHP under Criterion C. 
Additionally, the site may be eligible under Criterion D for the potential to contribute to 
historical understandings of land use and historic-period themes in and around Weed 
throughout the twentieth century. The site displaces subsurface artifacts that have been 
disturbed so additional testing would be required to determine if intact deposits exist. 
Additional research and testing is required before the site may be determined eligible; 
otherwise. Because a determination was not made, the site is considered to be eligible for 
purposes of making a CEQA determination, and impacts to site 24-010-011 would be 
considered potentially significant (Impact CUL-2). 
 
The proposed mitigation plan for the Basecamp is to create interpretive signs identifying the 
area and the activities that occurred within it so that visitors may experience the past. To 
reduce impacts to sites 24-010-010 and 24-010-011, the following mitigation measure is 
recommended. 
 

MM-CUL-1 – Interpretive Signage.   The proposed project shall include as part of the 
Final Landscape Plan an interpretive signage program to recognize the historical 
importance of the project site.  The signs will include information about the founding of 
Weed, the lumber industry, the importance of railroads, railroad logging, and the CCC 
while also discussing the importance of leaving artifacts in place. The signs will be 
located near the railroad grade and at the entrance or trail heads in the park to expose 
visitors to the past history of Weed. 

 
With implementation of MM-CUL-1, impacts to historic resources (Impact CUL-1 and CUL-2) 
would be considered less than significant. 
 
The project site would not cause any change in significance to known archeological resources in 
the project vicinity as defined in Section §15064.5. No deep excavation would be required to 
implement the project. However, since the project site has never been developed and ground-
disturbing activities are necessary, there is a potentially significant impact should cultural 
resources be discovered. Impacts would be considered potentially significant (Impact CUL-2).   
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Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated: 
 

MM CUL-2 – Inadvertent Discovery. In the event of any inadvertent discovery of cultural 
resources, all work within 50 feet of the find shall be halted until a lead agency can 
evaluate the significance of the find in accordance with PRC §5024.1, Title 14 CCR and 
CEQA Guidelines §15064.5. If any find is determined to be significant by the lead agency, 
the project site shall meet with the lead agency to determine the appropriate course of 
action. If necessary, a Treatment Plan prepared by a lead agency outlining recovery of 
the resource, analysis, and reporting of the find shall be prepared. The Treatment Plan 
shall be reviewed and approved by the project site prior to resuming construction. 

One or more of the following treatments, in order of preference, as numbered below, shall 
be employed with the Consulting Tribe(s).  Evidence of such shall be provided to the City 
of Weed: 

i. Preservation-In-Place of the cultural resources, if feasible.  Preservation in place 
means avoiding the resources, leaving them in the place where they were found 
with no development affecting the integrity of the resources. 

ii. Reburial of the resources on the Project property. The measures for reburial shall 
include, at least, the following:  Measures and provisions to protect the future 
reburial area from any future impacts in perpetuity. Reburial shall not occur until 
all legally required cataloging and basic recordation have been completed, with an 
exception that sacred items, burial goods and Native American human remains are 
excluded. Any reburial process shall be culturally appropriate. Listing of contents 
and location of the reburial shall be included in the confidential Phase IV report. 
The Phase IV Report shall be filed with the City under a confidential cover and not 
subject to Public Records Request.   

iii. If preservation in place or reburial is not feasible then the resources shall be 
curated in a culturally appropriate manner at a curation facility that meets State 
Resources Department Office of Historic Preservation Guidelines for the Curation 
of Archaeological Resources ensuring access and use pursuant to the Guidelines. 
The collection and associated records shall be transferred, including title, and are 
to be accompanied by payment of the fees by the Applicant necessary for 
permanent curation. Evidence of curation in the form of a letter from the curation 
facility stating that subject archaeological materials have been received and that all 
fees have been paid, shall be provided by the landowner to the City. There shall be 
no destructive or invasive testing on sacred items, burial goods, and Native 
American human remains, as defined by the cultural and religious practices of the 
Most Likely Descendant. Results concerning finds of any inadvertent discoveries 
shall be included in the Phase IV report.  

 
With implementation of MM-CUL-2, impacts to archeological resources would be reduced to 
less than significant. 
 
Similarly, although the project site has been undeveloped, there is the potential of an 
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inadvertent discovery of human remains, which would have a potentially significant impact 
(Impact CUL-3).   
 
Implementation of the following mitigation measure would reduce these impacts to less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated: 

MM-CUL-3 - Human Remains. If potential human remains are encountered, State Health and Safety 
Code Section 7050.5 states that no further disturbance shall occur until the Riverside County 
Coroner has made the necessary findings as to origin. Further, pursuant to Public Resource Code 
Section 5097.98(b) remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision as 
to the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Siskiyou County Coroner determines the 
remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commission shall be contacted within 
the period specified by law (24 hours). Subsequently, the Native American Heritage Commission 
shall identify the "most likely descendant" (MLD). The MLD shall then make recommendations and 
engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as provided in Public Resources 
Code Section 5097.98. No photographs are to be taken of any human remains and/or cremations 
except by the coroner, with written approval by the consulting tribe(s). 

 

Timing/Implementation: During any ground-disturbing construction activities 

Enforcement/Monitoring: City of Weed  

With implementation of mitigation measures to ensure that any encountered cultural resources 
are properly evaluated, impacts to cultural resources as a result of the project would be 
reduced to less than significant. 
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ENERGY 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources, during project construction or operation? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? 

Less than Significant 
Impact  

 
DISCUSSION 
PacifiCorp provides electrical services in the City of Weed. The utilities for the project site would 
be extended to the site prior to construction and would include sewer, water, electrical services, 
and telephone lines. All new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most recent 
and applicable building codes (e.g., Title 24) at the time of construction, which includes energy 
efficiency requirements.  
 
Energy consumption estimates were calculated using the CalEEMod 2024 computer program. 
CalEEMod default values based on the project’s location were used for items where project-
specific information was not known. Usage from equipment used during each phase of the 
project were modeled separately in the Construction module of CalEEMod. Construction 
equipment were modeled using the modules building construction stage. For each phase of 
construction, the model defaults for the type of equipment, number of pieces of equipment, 
power rating and daily usage rate were adjusted by project specific information. Usage from 
motor vehicles were calculated by multiplying the vehicle-miles-traveled for each type of vehicle 
used during the construction phase by emission factors in pounds. Worker trips and delivery 
vehicles were estimated in the SCAPCD.   
 
Construction activity would be temporary, occurring over an approximately 12-month schedule. 
As described elsewhere, the proposed site plan was designed to minimize construction and 
physical impacts to the project site.  As a result of the temporary nature of construction 
activities, the fuel and energy needed during project construction would not be considered a 
wasteful or inefficient use of energy.   
 
Operational emissions, including those from onsite motor vehicles, water & sewer infrastructure, 
building energy and other operational activities of the project were modeled using CalEEMod, 
with default values for industrial uses. The Detailed CalEEMod Report is provided in Appendix D.  
The project site would consume electricity and fuel for various purposes, such as facility lighting, 
electric power, and water heating. The project site’s annual electricity demands are estimated 
below. While the project site would increase demands, compared to existing conditions, it would 
be required to comply with the most recent version of Building Efficiency Standards at the time 
of construction. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in wasteful or unnecessary 
electricity and fuel demands. Impacts would be less than significant. 
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Annual Electricity Usage - Shared Structures: 47,200 kWh Annual 
Electricity Usage - Modern Cabins: 77,386 kWh  

Total: 124,586 kWh 
 
All new buildings would be constructed in accordance with the most recent and applicable 
building and energy efficiency standards at the time of construction, supporting energy efficiency 
in Weed’s buildings. In addition, the project would not result in an increase in permanent 
residents or result in new population growth and would instead serve visitors in a recreational 
facility. As the proposed project would construct energy efficient buildings, it is not expected to 
obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency resulting in a less than 
significant impact. 
 
Therefore, impacts on energy would be less than significant as a result of the project and no 
mitigation is required. 
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the 
most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map 
issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42. 

Less than Significant 
Impact  

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? Less than Significant 
Impact  

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? Less than Significant 
Impact 

iv) Landslides? Less than Significant 
Impact  

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? Less than Significant 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction or collapse? 

Less than Significant 
Impact  

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or 
indirect risks to life or property? 

Less than Significant 
Impact  

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of 
septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste 
water? 

No Impact 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource 
or site or unique geologic feature? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
A Custom Soil Resource Report was prepared for the project site (Appendix C).  As 
documented therein, the project site is underlain by Deetz gravelly loamy sand with 0-15% 
slopes, which has a drainage class of somewhat excessively drained and a negligible runoff 
class (NRCS, 2022). The soils present at the project site have a depth to water table distance 
exceeding 80 inches with a very low available water supply of 0 to 60 inches.  
 
The closest fault mapped by the California Division of Mines and Geology is the Cedar 
Mountain Fault Zone, located approximately 30 miles to the northeast of the project site. 
Additionally, no Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones are located in or near the city. There are 
no known faults within the project area; therefore, the project would not directly or indirectly 
cause potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
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rupture of a known earthquake fault.  
 
California Building Code Title 24 contains specifications to minimize adverse effects on 
structures caused by ground shaking from earthquakes and to minimize secondary seismic 
hazards (i.e., ground lurching, liquefaction) (DGS, 2022). Therefore, following the building 
codes and implementing the site-specific engineering measures developed in compliance with 
those codes would not result in exposure of people or structures to substantial adverse effects 
related to seismic hazards, supporting the no impact determination.   
 
The project site is located at the base of Mount Shasta. As described in the General Plan EIR, 
Mount Shasta is a dormant volcano that erupts on average every 800 to 600 years. Preliminary 
research indicates that Mount Shasta erupted in the past 200 to 300 years (USGS, 2012). 
Earthquake activity has been low for the past few decades, and ground deformation is 
negligible (USGS, 2012). The risk of eruption is considered low due to the infrequent nature of 
volcanic eruptions.  
 
According to the USGS, liquefaction takes place when loosely packed, waterlogged sediments 
are at or near the ground surface. The preliminary geotechnical report investigation 
determined that the project is situated on deep, well-drained soils with little potential for 
liquefaction. Since subsurface earth materials encountered during the field investigation 
generally consisted of loose to dense silty sand, no free groundwater was encountered, and 
that the site soils become denser at increased depths, the potential for liquefaction at the site 
during a seismic event is considered less than significant. 
 
Therefore, the potential for impacts due to seismic-related ground failure are less than 
significant.  
 
The project is not located on expansive soils as determined in the Custom Soils Report 
(Appendix C). The soils in the area have a low-shrink swell potential and a moderate potential 
for erosion. Best management practices for reducing erosion will be implemented as part of 
the project.  
 
The project site would be serviced by the City of Weed wastewater treatment and no septic 
tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems are included in the project design; therefore, 
no impacts are expected.   
 

The FEIR prepared for the 2040 General Plan noted that there are no known paleontological or 
geologic resources within the city (City of Weed, 2017). No unique paleontological resources or 
geologic features are known to exist within the project area; therefore, no impacts are expected.  

There would be no impact to geology and soils as a result of the project. 
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GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or 
indirectly, that may have a significant impact on the 
environment? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
An Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Technical Report (Appendix D) was prepared for 
the proposed project.  The report analyzed the projects potential to generate greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions.  Below is a summary of the results of that technical analysis. 
 
Preliminarily, it is noted that a project does not generate enough GHG emissions on its own to 
influence global climate change; therefore, a project site’s contribution is evaluated relative to 
the cumulative emissions. 
 
The proposed project would generate GHG emissions during its construction and operational 
phases.  GHG emissions were estimated using CalEEMod 2024.  Construction emissions are 
generally the result of the operation of heavy construction equipment and mobile sources 
associated with worker trips to and from the project site.  As presented in Appendix D, the 
estimated construction emissions total 89.4 MT CO2e. 
 
Operational emissions are largely the result of mobile source emissions – visitors to and from the 
proposed project, as well as electrical usage by visitors, water use and wastewater generation, 
and solid waste generation.  As estimated in Appendix D, total annual CO2e emissions from 
operation of the proposed project total approximately 8.32 MT. 
 
To calculate the to anticipated GHG emissions, the annual operational emissions are amortized 
over 30 years, for a total of 249.6 MT CO2e from operation.  Combined with the 89.4 MT CO2e 
from construction activities, the total estimated emissions are approximately 339MT CO2e.  
 
For comparison, according to the City of Weed General Plan EIR, the total GHG emissions of 
Weed was estimated to be approximately 59,364 MT CO2e for the combined community and 
government emissions.  Accordingly, the proposed project would account for only a small 
fraction of total emissions.  Further, the proposed use of the site – a recreational campground – 
would be far less GHG intensive that the otherwise zoned use of the site as the CM - Limited 
Industrial zone. 
 
Therefore, while the proposed project would generate GHG emissions, it will have a less than 
significant impact on GHG emissions due to the low-emissions profile of the project. 
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Neither the City of Weed nor the SCAPCD have adopted GHG thresholds of significance or 
provided guidance on CEQA analysis of GHG emissions from a project. The city has not adopted 
a recommended significance threshold based on SB 32 or the 2050 GHG reduction target set 
forth in the 2005 Executive Order.  Nonetheless, the General Plan includes a number of plans 
and programs intended to achieve the GHG reductions contemplated by AB32.  Further, 
according to the General Plan EIR, the General Plan sets goals and polices towards achieving 
the GHG reductions in AB 32 and reducing per capita GHG emissions to no more than six metric 
tons CO2e per capita by 2030.  The proposed project, through issuance of a Conditional Use 
Permit, would be found to be consistent with the General Plan, and would not impede the 
goals and policies therein. Therefore, impacts related to the project’s conformance an 
applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
greenhouse gases would be considered less than significant.   
 
Please see Appendix D for Air Quality Technical Report including California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) for GHG emissions results for the project. 
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HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter 
mile of an existing or proposed school? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous 
materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where 
such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety 
hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

f) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation 
plan? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

g) Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? 

Less than Significant 
Impact with Mitigation 

 
DISCUSSION 
A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment for Basecamp Mount Shasta Project was prepared by 
Rabe Consulting (Appendix H, Rabe Consulting, May 2024).  As part of preparing the Phase 1, 
regulatory databases and available agency files and records for the subject property were 
reviewed to determine whether documentation exists related to environmental incidents at the 
subject property or surrounding properties. The following analysis summarizes the findings of 
the Phase 1.   
 
No records or sites of concern were reported for the subject site from the EnviroStar, 
EnviroMapper, or other regulatory databases. No records of spills or releases of petroleum 
products or hazardous materials were noted in the records review for the subject property. No 
spills or hazardous material contamination have been reported for the adjacent properties. No 
evidence of a UST onsite was located during the site inspection. Finally, a visual observation 
noted that vegetation growth patterns do not indicate a possible spill or hazardous material 
contamination, and bare soil did not appear greasy or oily in nature. 
 



Basecamp Mount Shasta Checklist Initial Study 

City of Weed Page 30 of 97 

 

 

There are no Federal RCRA CORRACTS facilities listed within 1 mile of the subject property. There 
are four RCRAs located within a ½ mile radius of the subject property. Three of these sites are 
gas stations and the other is an automotive repair shop. All of these sites have been added for 
tracking purposes, and none of these sites have report of spills or violations on record.  There are 
no LUST sites located within a ½ mile radius of the subject property.  
 
Transport, use, and storage of propane fuel in large quantities is highly regulated by the state 
and federal government including the California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 
(Cal/OSHA), DTSC, US EPA, and US DOT. As described in the General Plan EIR, the transport, use, 
and disposal of hazardous materials are primarily associated with more industrial uses. While 
the proposed project may utilize, and potentially sell at retail, liquid propane fuel for utility 
purposes, due to the low-impact nature and the size of the project, potential quantities of these 
materials are considered relatively very small.  Further, any potentially hazardous materials 
onsite would be stored in compliance with state and federal requirements. Therefore, the 
transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials is considered to be less than 
significant.  
 
No releases of hazardous materials or substances would be expected to occur during the 
implementation of the project site. Construction and maintenance of the project site does not 
involve the use of large quantities of hazardous materials. In compliance with SWPPP and 
NPDES permits, the construction would maintain supplies onsite for containing and cleaning 
small spills of hazardous materials. The implementation of best management practices (BMPs), 
such as offsite refueling, placement of generators on impervious surfaces, etc. would reduce 
impacts associated with hazardous materials. While the risk of exposure to hazardous materials 
cannot be eliminated, adherence to existing regulations would ensure compliance with safety 
standards related to the use and storage of hazardous materials and with the safety procedures 
mandated by applicable laws and regulations. Impacts are therefore considered less than 
significant.   
 
The project site is not within 1/4 mile of any school.  The nearest school site is the College of 
the Siskiyous, approximately 1.5 miles north of the project site.  Therefore, the project will have 
a less than significant impact due to emitting hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school. 
 
As described above in the summary of the findings of the Phase 1 (Appendix H), there are no 
registered hazardous materials sites or areas of contaminated soils within the project site. 
 
The Weed airport is located seven miles from the project area and therefore does not pose 
any hazards. 
 
During construction, the project site is expected to store all equipment within the site area and 
no roadway closures would be anticipated unless a traffic management plan was in place to 
control the flow of traffic. Thus, the implementation of the project site would not impair or 
otherwise impede any emergency evacuation or emergency response plans or activities, 
resulting in no impact. 
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The project site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ). Due to the 
planned nature of the project site as a campground, an Operational Plan has been developed 
for the proposed project.  Operation of the campground would include fire pits and barbeques, 
the use of which have the potential to ignite a wildfire.  This would be considered a potentially 
significant impact (Impact HAZ-1). 
 
To address the potential impact due to wildfire, the Operational Plan includes compliance with 
regulatory requirements and Fire Policies and Mitigation Measures to ensure that the risk of a 
potential fire ignition are minimized. While the policies are including in the Operational Plan, 
the requirements are also required in the form of the following Mitigation Measure(s). 
 

MM HAZ-1 – Fire Prevention Strategies.  
●  Clearance Zones: Establish a 30-foot (or more, as recommended by local fire 

authorities) clearance zone around each fire pit, removing all flammable 
vegetation and debris. 

●  Overhead Clearance: Prune or remove tree limbs within the specified distance 
above fire pits to prevent falling embers. 

●  Fire Extinguishers: Equip all buildings with fire extinguishers, in addition to 
those placed throughout the Campground in accordance with City and County 
fire codes. 

●  Fire Hydrants: A complete fire hydrant system with an overlapping service 
diameter of 250 feet is included with the proposed plans, per City 
requirements. Please see Site Plans for reference. 

●  Landscaping Maintenance: Conduct regular landscaping to maintain short 
grass and remove dry vegetation. 

●  Emergency Evacuation Plan: Please see the enclosed Evacuation Route plan 
for reference. 

●  Fire Education: Provide fire safety information and training to guests and 
employees. 

●  Regular Inspections: Conduct routine inspections of the property to identify 
and address potential fire hazards. 

●  Collaboration with Local Authorities: Maintain open communication with the 
local fire department and adhere to all regulations and recommendations. 

●  Building Materials: Utilize fire-resistant materials in the construction of 
buildings and structures. 

●  Backup Power: Backup power sources shall always be available and 
maintained for essential equipment, such as security systems and 
communication devices. 

●  Early Warning Systems: Smoke detectors and weather monitoring equipment 
shall be employed as early warning systems. 

●  Sparkless firewood will be provided onsite and mandated for all campfires. 
●  Campfire curfew: All fires extinguished after 10pm. 

 
MM HAZ-2 – Evacuation Plan.  As the project site is located within a VHFHSZ, the 
applicant has designed an evacuation plan that requires use of the adjacent railroad right 
of way. Prior to any ground disturbance, the owner, applicant or successor in interest, shall 
provide written permission from the railroad allowing use of their right of way as an 
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emergency roadway. Further, the evacuation and operation plan governing the campground 
shall include instructions as to the use of the evacuation route by visitors and employees. 
The City of Weed will inspect the evacuation route each spring to ensure that the route 
allows passage of emergency equipment. The applicant shall be responsible for any 
maintenance necessary to ensure continued use of the route. All maintenance of the route 
and re-inspection of the evacuation route for compliance by the City, shall be completed 
prior to May 1st of each year. The evacuation route must be acceptable to the City for any 
camping to be approved after May 1st of each year. 

 

By implementing these comprehensive fire safety measures, the risk of fire will be reduced to 
less than significant. 

 
Overall, impacts to hazards and hazardous materials as a result of the project would be reduced 
to less than significant with implementation of MM HAZ-1 and MM HAZ-2. 
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HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or 
ground water quality? 

No Impact 

b) Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such the project may 
impede sustainable groundwater management of the basin? 

No Impact 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 
(i) result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site; 

No Impact 

(ii) substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff 
in a manner which would result in flooding on- or offsite; 

No Impact 

(iii) create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 
capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems 
or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; 
or 

No Impact 

(iv) impede or redirect flood flows? No Impact 

d) In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

No Impact 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
The project site is mostly located within the Klamath River hydrologic unit in the Lake Shastina-
Shasta River watershed and within the Shasta Valley Groundwater Basin (DWR, 2004).  
Groundwater in the project site vicinity is generally encountered more than six feet below 
ground surface. Much of the Shasta Valley is underlain by highly permeable volcanic deposits, 
which make up most of the valley’s usable groundwater aquifers. Groundwater recharge occurs 
through deep percolation of rain, snowmelt, and glacial meltwater on the slopes of Mount 
Shasta. The western side of the valley, beginning immediately west of the City of Weed, is made 
up of less permeable volcanic avalanche debris flow materials. The lower permeability 
avalanche deposits act as a barrier for groundwater moving through the volcanic deposits, 
giving rise to numerous springs along the line of contact between the formations, including the 
headwater springs of Boles and Beaughton Creeks (DWR, 2004). 
 
The proposed project would be required to comply with all application regulations, including 
those promulgated by the EPA under Sectio n402 of the Clean Water Act wherein the EPA has 
established regulations under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
program to control direct stormwater discharges.  
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In California, the State Water Resources Control Board administers the NPDES permitting 
program and is responsible for developing NPDES permitting requirements. The NPDES 
program regulates pollutant discharges, including construction activities for sites larger than 
one acre.  
 
A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared, implemented and 
approved by the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (NCRWQCB). The SWPPP 
would include the required identification of Best Management Practices (BMPs) to reduce 
erosion of disturbed soils during construction activities. The SWPPP is subject to approval by 
the RWQCB, pursuant to the State’s NPDES Construction Permit and Clean Water Act, Section 
401, and by the City of Weed.  The plan would be prepared and approved before construction 
activities begin. At a minimum, the plan will include the following measures:  

• Retain onsite the sediments generated on or brought to the project site, using 
treatment control or structural BMPs.  

• Retain construction-related materials and wastes, spills, and residues at the project 
site and prevent discharges to streets, drainage facilities, the MS4, receiving waters, 
or adjacent properties.  

• Contain non-storm runoff from equipment and vehicle washing at the project site.  
• Control erosion from slopes and channels through BMPs such as: limitation of grading 

during the wet season; inspection of graded areas during rain events; planting and 
maintenance of vegetation on slopes, if any; and covering any slopes susceptible to 
erosion.  

• Surface disturbance of soil and vegetation will be kept to a minimum, existing access 
and roads will be used wherever feasible.  

• Any stockpiled soil would be placed and sloped so that it would not be subject to 
accelerated erosion.   

• After ground-disturbing activities are complete, all disturbed areas will be replanted 
or covered with paving stones to prevent erosion.   

 
If the aforementioned BMPs and stormwater controls are properly implemented, the project 
site would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, and impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 
Construction and operation of the proposed project would not utilize substantial amounts of 
groundwater nor deplete groundwater supplies. Although the project site would result in the 
creation of some impervious surfaces, these surfaces would be relatively limited and would not 
interfere with groundwater recharge. Therefore, project implementation is not expected to 
result in net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table, and impacts 
would be less than significant.   
 
The project site would result in improvements to accommodate a limited impact campsite and 
associated improvements as described in the project description. Given the size of the project 
site, and the limited number of new structures and other improvements, the existing drainage 
pattern would not be substantially altered due to land leveling and/or contouring. 
Implementation of BMPs and a SWPPP reduce potential impacts to nearby waterways and 
water bodies, as well as reduce erosion and siltation impacts, therefore impacts would be less 
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than significant. 
 

According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map 
(FIRM), the project site is classified as Zone X (Area of Minimal Flood Hazard) and is not located 
in a 100-year flood zone. The project area is also not located in a tsunami or seiche zone and 
there is no risk of pollutant release with project inundation (which is unlikely) (FEMA 2024). 
There are no upstream dams near the City of Weed, creating no risk of flooding from dam 
failure. Mudflows are a hazard for the City due to the proximity of volcanic activity on Mount 
Shasta. The mudflow hazard to the City is minimized due to the distance from Mount Shasta. 
The proposed project would not alter the course of a stream or river. 
 
Therefore, there is no impact. 
 
As described above, the project site would result in a limited increase in impervious surfaces, 
and would prepare and submit a SWPPP in compliance with the NPDES General Construction 
Permit issued by North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board and would be reviewed by 
the City of Weed. The project site lies within the Shasta Valley Groundwater Basin. The project 
would not impede or conflict with the Shasta Valley Groundwater Sustainability Plan.  
Therefore impacts would be less than significant. 
 
The proposed project would not substantially modify the existing topographical character of 
the site. Site drainage will be directed to open graded swales and infiltration basins and will 
have a negligible effect on existing drainage conditions. Discharge to be designed to be equal 
to pre-development conditions as required by the NPDES. Through project design (i.e., the 
establishment of bioswales) and regulatory compliance, impacts would be less than 
significant. 

Please see Appendix K for FEMA FIRMette Map. 
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LAND USE AND PLANNING 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Physically divide an established community? No Impact 

b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict 
with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect? 

Less than Significant. 

 
DISCUSSION 
The project area is within the City of Weed and is designated Light Industrial (LI) by the General 
Plan. The proposed project site is not adjacent to development and is at the southern end of 
the City and is bound by the railroad to the east and I-5 to the west. As there is no community 
near the proposed project, nor would the proposed project result in the extension or widening 
of roadways through an existing community, there is no potential for it to divide an established 
community.  There would be no impact to the physical division of an established community. 
 
The project site is designated as Light Industrial (LI). Parcel 060-622-020 is zoned CM Limited 
Industrial. Campgrounds are not a listed use in any zone district; however, the CM zone district 
allows all uses in the C-2 General Commercial District. The C-2 district allows “Outdoor storage 
and sales establishments…” with a conditional use permit. The Planning Commission would 
need to determine that the campground was consistent with this interpretation during their 
consideration of a conditional use permit. This letter continues to assume that a conditional use 
permit will be adequate and that a general plan amendment and rezoning is not needed for the 
proposed use.  
 
Further, as analyzed herein, while the proposed project has the potential to result in 
environmental impacts, mitigation measures are provided to reduce impacts to less than 
significant.  Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any environmental impact due 
to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect. 
 
Accordingly, impact son land use would be less than significant. 
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MINERAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the 
state? 

No Impact 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral 
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, 
specific plan or other land use plan? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
According to the California Geological Survey (CGS), there are no designated Mineral Resource 
Zones in Siskiyou County.  
 
A Custom Soils Resource Report was prepared for the project site (Appendix C).  There are no 
designated on-site aggregate resources or known economically viable aggregate deposits. 
Further, there are no active mines or mineral extraction activities within the City of Weed and 
the General Plan does not delineate the project area as a locally important mineral recovery site.  
 
Based upon the absence of evidence of mineral resources on the subject site, the project would 
not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that will be of value of the 
region. Finally, the planned improvements would not preclude future mineral extraction if a 
resource were determined to be present in the future.   
 
Therefore, the proposed project has no potential to result in the loss of availability of the 
resources and therefore will have no impact on mineral resources. 
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NOISE 

Would the project result in: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase 
in ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project in excess 
of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

b) Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

c) For a project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 
an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use 
airport, would the project expose people residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
A Noise Assessment for the Basecamp Mount Shasta Project was prepared and is included as 
Appendix L.  (Rabe Consulting, March 2024) As determined therein, the proposed project 
would not result in construction or operational noise levels that would exceed standards 
established in the General Plan as sensitive receptors are too far away from the project area to 
be impacted by noise. Furthermore, noise levels from nearby traffic on Interstate 5 and from 
the nearby active railroad exceed that of the temporary noise from construction of the project. 
The proposed project does not include the use of equipment or other actions that would result 
in excessive groundborne vibration. Noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors are 
considered the normally acceptable noise level for single-family residences. 

Based on the types of activities within the project construction and operation phases, and the 
distance to sensitive receptors, noise levels will not exceed the normally acceptable noise levels 
during construction or operation of the project. No mitigation is necessary, but BMPs such as 
limiting construction to business hours and properly muffling and maintaining equipment will 
be implemented. Given these results, impacts from noise on sensitive receptors nearest the 
project area will be considered less than significant. 

The project site would not include powerful sources of construction vibration such as blasting, 
pile driving, or dynamic compaction as the project is smaller scale and only requires the 
construction of two one-story buildings. Therefore, the project would not result in any major 
sources of noise vibration or groundborne vibration, resulting in no impact.   
 
Therefore, impact on noise as a result of the project would be less than significant. Please see 
Appendix L for Sensitive Receptors Noise Technical Report. 
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POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of 
roads or other infrastructure)? 

No Impact 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing 
elsewhere? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 

The proposed project site is vacant and therefore will not displace any housing or people. 
Further, the zoning of the site is Limited Industrial, so the proposed project also does not 
reduce the potential for housing or induce substantial population growth. A total of 4 full-
time positions and 8-10 seasonal / part-time positions are anticipated to be generated by the 
proposed project. 

As the site allows for seasonal camping and will not have permanent housing there will be no 
impact on population and housing.   
 
There will be no impact on population and housing as a result of the project. 
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PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision 
of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance 
objectives for any of the following public services: 

 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Fire protection? No Impact 

b) Police protection? No Impact 
c) Schools? No Impact 

d) Parks? No Impact 

e) Other public facilities? No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
Fire Protection and Emergency Evacuation Plan 
The project site is served by the Weed Volunteer Fire Department (WVFD) Station located at 
128 Roseburg Parkway. Average response time is 3.67 minutes per call within the city of Weed. 
The Weed Volunteer Fire Department (WVFD) conducts fire suppression services, emergency 
medical response services and hazardous material response as needed and maintains mutual 
and automatic aid agreements with Cal Fire, Siskiyou County Fire Warden, Hammond Lake 
Ranch Hose Company, Mt. Shasta Fire Department and Lake Shastina Fire Department. There 
are adequate resources to serve the project and so there will be no impact on fire protection. 

Police Protection 
The City of Weed Police Department provides police protection services within the City of 
Weed. The Department is located at 550 Main Street at City Hall. This department includes an 
administration division, patrol division, and public safety dispatchers. The City had an average 
of 17 calls for service and an average 5-minute incident response time for 2013-2014 and 52 
incidents per day. In addition to the City of Weed Police Department, the closest police services 
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and facilities are located within Mount Shasta. There are adequate resources to serve the 
project and so there will be no impact on police protection. 
 
Medical Services 
The WVFD is responsible for emergency medical services and responds to many medical calls 
and requests. Nearly seventy percent of calls to the WVFD for service are medical emergency 
calls as opposed to fire protection services. All WVFD personnel are trained to the level of 
Emergency Medical Responder or Emergency Medical Technician 1A. Critical life support 
equipment is carried on WVFD’s five service vehicles to support emergency medical services. 
The department fills the need for basic life support and work with the regional ambulance 
company, Mt. Shasta Ambulance Service, Inc., to fulfill advanced life support. The two nearest 
hospitals are the Mercy Medical Center in Mt. Shasta and the Fairchild Medical Center in Yreka, 
California. There are adequate resources to serve the project and so there will be no impact on 
medical services. 

 
Schools and other Public Facilities 
The nearest schools to the project site are Weed Elementary School and Weed High School. The 
City of Weed also has a local community college, the College of Siskiyou. All of these are 
approximately 2.5 miles north of the project area. The proposed project would not result in a 
significant increase in resident population, so demand for schools and other population-serving 
facilities would not increase. Payment of school impact fees in compliance with California 
Government Code Section 65996 fully mitigates all impacts to school facilities. Therefore, this 
impact is less than Significant.
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RECREATION 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood 
and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that 
substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur 
or be accelerated? 

No Impact 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities which 
might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
The proposed project would create a new commercial recreational destination that creates 
and enhances trail networks and park facilities as a business. The project will not increase the 
population or housing in the area that would put demand on local or regional recreation 
facilities. This project would not have an adverse physical effect on the environment and 
would also prevent types of development that would have adverse physical effects on the 
environment. 
 
There will be no impact on recreation as a result of the project. The proposed project will 
improve opportunities for visitors to enjoy all of the recreational opportunities that the region 
has to offer. The proposed project will also add private recreational amenities for campers at 
their facility which will further ensure that there would be no impact to area wide recreational 
facilities.  
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TRANSPORTATION 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities? 

Less than Significant 
Impact 

b) Would the project conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA 
Guidelines section 15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

No Impact 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? 

No Impact. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access? Less than Significant 
Impact. 

 
DISCUSSION 
The proposed project would not include significant off-site improvements to the City’s roadway 
and circulation system.  Improvements are limited to Black Butte Road and the access to the 
project site.  Implementation of the proposed project would not disrupt any transit, roadway, 
bicycle or pedestrian facilities.  Therefore, the project would not adversely affect existing or 
planned bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities; result in unsafe conditions for bicyclists; or 
conflict with any adopted plans, guidelines, policies, or standards related to bicycle facilities. 
 
The City’s General Plan references the Level of Service (LOS) metric to identify potential impacts 
to the transportation system; however, as stated under Regulatory Context, as of July 1, 2020, 
traffic congestion is no longer considered a significant impact on the environment under the 
CEQA. Transportation analyses under CEQA now focuses on reducing VMT by creating alternative 
transportation networks and promoting a mix of land uses that reduce the need to drive.  
 
The City has not adopted thresholds of significance based on VMT. CEQA Guidelines 
§15064.3(b)(3) states that a lead agency may analyze a project’s VMT qualitatively and evaluate 
factors such as the availability of transit, proximity to other destinations, and other factors that 
would reduce the need to drive. 
 
Project construction traffic would not result in an increase in vehicle delays that would cause 
existing levels of service to fall below acceptable levels. Due to the remote, low-density 
residential nature of the area, low existing traffic levels, size of the project (number of vehicle 
trips required for construction phase), and infrequency of vehicle trips required for operation of 
the project, the project would not result in a significant increase in traffic that would impact 
important intersections. 
 
There would be short-term increases in VMT associated with construction workers and 
equipment. However, the project site intends to serve existing motorists through the 
establishment of a recreational campground.  Further, while the underlying land use (Limited 
Industrial) could generate large traffic volumes, the proposed use as a campground is expected 
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to generate significantly fewer daily trips and serve as a diversion of existing tourist trips already 
on the local circulation system.  Therefore, this impact would be less than significant. 
 
The project site does not include any components that would permanently increase the potential 
for hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.  Road improvements and connections 
are limited and would not create a hazard. Therefore, there would be no impact. 
 
The project site has one access point along the north side of the perimeter. The project does not 
include the addition of any exterior roads or access points, however, Black Butte Road will be 
improved as a part of the project. Internal roads will enhance emergency access in the area.  
 
The City of Weed Fire Department has reviewed the site plans to ensure there is sufficient access 
to the site and to ensure the project site is in compliance with the California Building Code. In 
addition, as described elsewhere, the proposed project includes and would be subject to an 
Evacuation Plan in the event of an emergency.  The Fire Department has also reviewed and 
accepted the Evacuation Plan. Therefore, the project would not result in inadequate emergency 
access; there would be no impact. 
 
Therefore, impacts on transportation as a result of the project would be less than significant. 
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TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural 
resource, defined in Public Resources Code section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, 
cultural landscape that is geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the 
landscape, sacred place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and 
that is: 

 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources, or in a local register of historical 
resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 
5020.1(k), or 

Less than Significant 
Impact with Mitigation  

b) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion 
and supported by substantial evidence, to be significant 
pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public 
Resources Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set 
forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resource Code Section 
5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the significance of the 
resource to a California Native American tribe. 

Less than Significant 
Impact with Mitigation 

 
DISCUSSION 
The City does not have any tribes who have asked to be notified for consultation through the AB 52 
process.  A Cultural Resources Survey for Basecamp Park Mount Shasta was prepared by Pinnacle 
Archeology (May 2024, Pinnacle Archeology) and is included as Appendix G.  The results are 
summarized in the Cultural Resources section, above.  As described therein, there are potentially 
significant impacts to historic resources, unknown archeological resources, and human remains.  
These impacts (Impacts CUL-1, CUL-2 and CUL-3) are proposed to be addressed by mitigation 
measures MM-CUL-1, MM-CUL-2 and MM-CUL-3).  With implementation of these measures, 
impacts are reduced to less than significant. 
 
While no tribes have requested consultation under AB52, there is the potential that during 
construction activities, tribal cultural resources may be identified.  This would be considered a 
potentially significant impact (Impact TCR-1).  Accordingly, in addition to measure MM-CUL-1, 
MM-CUL-2 and MM-CUL-3 (as well as MM-BIO-3 which provides for fencing of the disturbance 
limits) the following mitigation measure is provided. 
 

MM-TCR-1 – Tribal Monitoring. If requested by the Tribe, a Tribal representative shall 
be present during site grading to help evaluate any resources that may be uncovered. If 
previously unrecorded cultural resources are encountered during the construction of the 
campground, an SOI qualified archaeologist should be immediately notified and allowed 
proper time to address the nature and significance of the discovery. Additionally, if 
human remains are discovered, all activity must cease in the immediate area, the 
archaeologist should be immediately notified, and the remains should not be further 
disturbed and will be treated with dignity and respect at all times while an appropriate 
course of action is determined, pursuant to 43 CFR 10 (Native American Graves 
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Protection and Repatriation Act of 1991, as amended). 
 
With the implementation of MM-TCR-1, in combination with MM-CUL-1, MM CUL-2, MM CUL-
3 and MM BIO-3, impacts to tribal cultural resources would be reduced to less than significant, 
and no further mitigation would be required. 
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UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

Would the project: 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water 
drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications 
facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

b) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project 
and reasonably foreseeable future development during 
normal, dry and multiple dry years? 

No Impact 

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment 
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation  

d) Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or 
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise 
impair the attainment of solid waste reduction goals? 

No Impact 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
The proposed project would result in the connection to existing water, wastewater treatment 
and electric power facilities as illustrated in Appendix A; the impacts of which are analyzed 
herein. The demand for water and wastewater are calculated below. Energy demands were 
presented in the Energy section analysis above and the project’s hydrology and water quality 
impacts were analyzed in the Hydrology and Water Quality section analysis. 
 
Water supply for the long-term operation of the proposed project would be derived from the 
local municipal water supply.  

 
Water and sewer estimates from Powell Engineering are as follows: 
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Due to the relatively small amount of water required for the proposed project it would not 
substantially deplete the city supply. Moreover, water supplies are currently abundant in 
Siskiyou County, allowing for sufficient groundwater recharge and the project has included low-
flow, water conserving fixtures. 
 
Electricity will be provided to the project per the utility infrastructure plans depicted in 
Appendix A. Power lines are underground following roadways and will not require a 
substation. Power is provided to 35 campsites and 22 park model cabins; 36 campsites are off-
grid. 
 
As explained in the Energy Section, due to the partially off-grid nature of project operations 
and associated power requirements, the project will not require substantial amounts of energy 
(see Energy Section above for estimated usage) and impact will be less than significant. 

As described in the Hydrology and Water Quality section above, the proposed project would 
direct stormwater to new bioswales for treatment. The limited impervious surfaces proposed for 
the project will result in limited concentrated runoff which will be directed to open graded 
swales and infiltration basins as depicted in the submitted Site Plan (Appendix A). No project 
runoff is anticipated to enter the existing stormwater treatment system; therefore, the proposed 
project would not result in new or expanded storm drainage facilities. 

The City of Weed’s (City’s) Shastina Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) serves all residents 
and businesses south of Division Street, referred to as South Weed. The City’s Weed WWTP 
serves those north of Division Street, referred to as North Weed. Both WWTPs operate under 
Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs) Order No. 96-70, issued by the California State Water 
Resources Control Board. 

The WDRs state the permitted design hydraulic capacities of the Shastina WWTP and Weed 
WWTP are 0.295 million gallons per day (MGD) and 0.378 MGD, respectively with discharge 
Limits. While the City has consistently met the discharge limits at both WWTPs, the Shastina 
WWTP’s flows are currently exceeding its permitted design hydraulic capacity, while Weed 
WWTP is operating at approximately 25% of its permitted design hydraulic capacity. No 
infrastructure currently exists to transfer flows between the WWTPs. Additionally, the Weed 
WWTP’s higher elevation means wastewater intended for the Shastina WWTP would need to be 
pumped uphill. A pump station for sewer is common in California, but requires power, backup 
power, and increase maintenance costs. With an abundance of topography and two treatment 
plants the City has not needed pump stations.  

Given the City’s consistent compliance with discharge limits, City staff have proceeded under the 
premise that both WWTPs have treatment capacity for additional hydraulic flows, especially 
small ones. However, there are currently two approved developments in South Weed: the 
College of Siskiyou’s new dorm building and the Shasta Mountain RV Resort. Once completed, 
these developments will add substantial new hydraulic flows to the Shastina WWTP. Their full 
impact will remain unknown until these developments are completed and occupied. The City has 
authorized the engineering analysis needed to determine the type of improvements that may be 
needed at the Shastina WWTP, and expects preliminary results in Winter 2025. 
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The proposed project’s estimated wastewater demand at full occupancy is equivalent to 30 to 40 
single-family residences which may further exceed the Shastina WWTP’s ability to meet 
discharge limits. Furthermore, since the Shastina WWTP is currently exceeding its permitted 
design hydraulic capacity, further connections to the collection system in South Weed are 
subject to additional review until improvements can be implemented to provide additional 
capacity. 

As such the project applicant was asked to revise the proposed project to phase development 
while the City addresses the wastewater issue. There are numerous campgrounds in the region 
that have zero hookups and it is not uncommon for recreational vehicles to have their own 
toilets and holding tanks. The Pilot Travel Center is approximately ¼ mile north of the site and 
has a dump station that would be accessible to campers. The City has reviewed several options 
that would allow the campground to open that include: 

 

1. Full Connection. The City does not have the ability to handle the projected wastewater 
today, however the intent is for complete sewer connection at full occupancy of the 
proposed project. The design, if not full construction, of the wastewater collection system 
will be a condition of approval and is already included on the project plans. The timing of 
the improvements may be delayed until the City’s system is online.  

2. Lodge/No Campsite Connection. As an interim step this approach would allow the lodge 
to connect to the wastewater system so that employees have a restroom. No dump 
station would be allowed (none was proposed as part of the project). At most the building 
would have no more than two restrooms. The camp sites would be served by portable 
sanitation “port-a-potty” with a licensed haul/cleaning company providing regular service. 

3. Tank & Pump. This would involve installation of a temporary holding tank. This is 
technically permitted by City of Weed Municipal Code Section 14.08.515, which allows 
temporary discharge permits if the wastewater system can handle this discharge and 
conditions set by the public works director are met. Section 14.08.610 authorizes the City 
to designate a location to discharge into the system. To date, no temporary discharge 
permit has ever been issued. If this option is used, permit conditions will ensure that the 
tanks are emptied at least every other day to ensure that the wastewater does not turn 
septic. Septic wastewater can damage the carefully balanced treatment chemistry of the 
Shastina WWTP. Tank contents would need to be tested before discharge, and if found to 
be septic would need to be trucked to an alternative dumping location such as the 
Anderson Landfill in Shasta County. The timing of the discharge will also be regulated to 
prevent surging that could overwhelm and flood the headworks. Furthermore, the specific 
location (manhole) to be discharged into will need to be properly evaluated. To ensure the 
ability to continue to meet discharge permit requirements at the Weed WWTP, the City 
will need to monitor and enforce the provisions of the temporary discharge permit. 
Because of the monitoring requirements and the interval needed to empty the tanks, this 
is likely the most expensive of the options available to the project and is not 
recommended. 

4. Septic Tank. The project site is further than 500 feet from an existing sewer line and the 
lodge / office could install a septic tank and leach field per City Municipal Code Section 
14.08.170 pursuant to Siskiyou County Standards. This system would need to be sized to 
meet the needs of the office and would not be used as a dump station or for the 
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campgrounds. Conditions of approval would require connection at such time as capacity is 
available and then the system would need to be abandoned pursuant to County 
Standards. Given the cost of installing a septic system for such a short period, this option 
may not be cost effective, but is physically possible.  

The applicant has agreed to mitigation that would require one of the above options to be 
discussed with the City Engineer and approved by the City prior to ground disturbance. The 
combination of project phasing and compliance with City and County regulations regarding 
wastewater will ensure that this impact is less than significant with implementation of the 
mitigation measure.  

The project site is expected to have approximately 5 employees in total. Cal Recycle identified 
the 2017 per employee disposal rate to be 11.9 pounds/employee/day (CalRecycle, 2017). With 
approximately 5 employees, the project site would be expected to generate approximately 60 
pounds per solid waste a day or 0.03 tons per day. The city is served by C and D Waste Removal, 
a private company located within the city and hauls about 219 tons of solid waste monthly. The 
nearest landfill is the Black Butte Transfer Recycle Station which is located in Mount Shasta and 
the landfill location determined in 14.12.010 of the City’s Municipal Code. The landfill’s daily 
throughput is 100 tons, which means the project site would only contribute 0.03 percent 
towards the landfill’s maximum daily throughput. Thus, it is expected that solid waste 
infrastructure would be able to serve the project site and attainment goals would not be 
impaired, resulting in a less than significant impact.   

The project site would comply with CALGreen which requires recycling/salvaging a minimum of 
65% nonhazardous construction and demo waste (CALGreen Sections 4.408 and 5.408). During 
operations, the project would comply with AB 1826 to recycle organic waste based on weekly 
generated waste. The project site would comply with the mandatory recycling of AB 341 should 
more than four cubic yards of garbage be generated weekly. The project site would comply with 
federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste resulting in a less than significant impact. 

There will be a less than significant impact on utilities and service systems as a result of the 
project. 

Mitigation Measure 

USS-1 Prior to ground disturbance, the applicant, owner, or successor in interest, shall provide 
engineering and design for the complete wastewater collection system for the proposed project. As 
an interim action  

1. Lodge/No Campsite Connection. Connect the lodge / office building to connect to the City 
wastewater collection system. No dump station will be permitted. Demonstrate that the 
camp sites will be served by portable sanitation “port-a-potty” with a licensed 
haul/cleaning company providing regular service.  

2. Tank & Pump. Design a temporary holding tank that would serve the lodge/office building 
so that employees have a restroom. No dump station will be permitted. Demonstrate that 
the camp sites will be served by portable sanitation “port-a-potty” with a licensed 
haul/cleaning company providing regular service. The cabins and bathhouses would not be 
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constructed until full connection is to the City wastewater system is available. In 
compliance with City of Weed Municipal Code Section 14.08.515, the City Engineer may 
require permit conditions that include that the tanks are emptied at least every other day 
to ensure that the wastewater does not turn septic, testing of the intended discharge 
before entering the City’s system, and may reject discharge into the system if the 
wastewater has become septic. The City Engineer may also direct timing of the discharge 
to prevent surging that could overwhelm and flood the headworks, and establish the 
location of discharge into the system. 

3. Septic Tank. Design and install a septic tank and leach field per City Municipal Code 
Section 14.08.170 pursuant to Siskiyou County Standards. This system would need to be 
sized to meet the needs of the lodge/office building. No dump station will be permitted. 
Demonstrate that the camp sites will be served by portable sanitation “port-a-potty” with 
a licensed haul/cleaning company providing regular service. The septic system must be 
abandoned pursuant to County Standards following connection to the City’s wastewater 
system.  

Timing: Prior to ground disturbance 

Implementation: City Engineer 
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WILDFIRE 

If located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as very high fire hazard severity 
zones, would the project: 

 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

No Impact 

b) Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, 
pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled 
spread of a wildfire? 

No Impact 

c) Require the installation or maintenance of associated 
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water 
sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate 
fire risk or that may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to 
the environment? 

Less Than Significant 
Impact 

d) Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? 

No Impact 

 
DISCUSSION 
According to Cal Fire, a significant portion of the City of Weed is located within a “Very High 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone” (VHFHSZ) (Cal Fire, 2016) in a Local Responsibility Area which 
mandates responsibility to the local jurisdiction. As described above in Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, the project site is located within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone 
(VHFHSZ) 
 
As the project site is located within a VHFHSZ, the operational plan includes several measures to 
reduce ignition hazards (MM-HAZ-1) and an evacuation plan as been prepared as part of the 
project. The details of this plan are included in Appendix J and required as mitigation measure 
MM HAZ-2. 

There are two main exit routes to the north and two main exit routes to the south of the 
project site. The exit routes to the north include the east side of the project site, along the 
railroad tracks, and the west side of the project site, along Black Butte Drive. The exit routes to 
the south include the east side of the project site, south along the railroad maintenance road 
that would connect through the cabin village as part of the project – and to the west, along 
Black Butte Road, turning south onto Black Butte Drive.  

An additional evacuation route exists traveling north, along Black Butte Lookout Drive, which 
loops around to the Crystal Geyser Facility and connects to Mary’s Drive and then on to 
Shastina Drive. All evacuation routes include two lanes, allowing for simultaneous ingress and 
egress to the project site. Maps of the evacuation routes will be placed throughout the 
campground and provided to every camper when they check in. There will be a gate at the 
southern exit route which will be open for vehicle traffic in the event of an emergency.   



Basecamp Mount Shasta Checklist Initial Study 

City of Weed Page 53 of 97 

 

 

Basecamp Parks LLC has applied for a Lease Agreement with Union Pacific Railroad for this 
southern evacuation route to be utilized in the event of an emergency. Mitigation Measure MM 
HAZ-2 requires completion of the lease before any disturbance of the soil occurs. The mitigation 
measure also requires annual inspection of the route  by the City before May 1st to ensure its 
accessible for the summer camping season. Accordingly, with implementation of MM HAZ-2, 
impacts due to substantially impairing an emergency evacuation plan would be less than 
significant. 

Project implementation also includes a robust fire hydrant system (included in the Site Plan, 
Appendix A) that will serve the project site and surrounding area in the event of an emergency. 

As detailed in Appendix C, Custom Soils Report, the project site is generally sloped between 5 
and 15%.  Further, the project would implement BMPs that would also be designed to control 
runoff from rain events.  Based on this gradual slope and the construction of BMPs, the risk of 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope 
instability, and drainage changes are considered low for the project site.  

 
With implementation of mitigation measures and the creation of the evacuation plan outlined 
above, there would be a less than significant impact to wildfire risks as a result of the project. 
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MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 
 

Question CEQA Determination 

a) Does the project have the potential to substantially degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the 
habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to 
eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce 
the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant 
or animal or eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, 
but cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of 
past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects)? 

No Impact 

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause 
substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

 
DISCUSSION 
The project site may have a substantial adverse effect on local wildlife and vegetation. 
Additionally, there is a potential for impacts to known historic resources, the inadvertent 
discovery of cultural resources and human remains, and tribal cultural resources. However, 
mitigation measures are included to reduce all potential impacts to less than significant. The 
proposed mitigations would ensure that the project would not impact the quality of the 
environment and would prevent permanent impacts from project implementation. Project 
implementation, as proposed with all the recommended mitigation measures, regulatory 
compliance and project design features, would reduce potential impacts to be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
The potential cumulative impacts of the project site have been analyzed in the mitigation 
measures discussed herein.  Due to the limited nature of development of the proposed 
project, the project does not have impacts that are cumulatively considerable or that will cause 
substantial adverse impacts to the environment. 
 
The project site could result in adverse effects to human beings due to temporarily increased 
air emissions, and temporary construction related noise. However, the construction emissions 
from the proposed project would be minimal and short-term and any emissions would 
disperse rapidly from the project site and would not create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people, additionally, the project would not exceed the thresholds in 
SCAPCD Rule 6.1; and the project would not violate applicable noise standards. Therefore, the 
project does not have potentially negative cumulative impacts and would not cause any 
substantial adverse environmental effects on human beings either directly or indirectly, 
resulting in less than significant impact. 
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List of Preparers 

Jessi Harris, Environmental Consultant 

Madison Barr, NEPA/CEQA Specialist 

Andréa Rabe, Senior Environmental Consultant, MS, PWS 
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Appendices 

APPENDIX A – SITE PLAN 
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APPENDIX A-1. Operational Plan 
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APPENDIX B – FMMP Map 
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APPENDIX C – CUSTOM SOIL RESOURCE REPORT 
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APPENDIX D – AIR QUALITY TECHNICAL REPORT 
(See enclosed file 15 Study – Basecamp  Mount Shasta Air Quality Technical Report 2)
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APPENDIX E – BIOLOGICAL REPORT 

IPaC Species List 
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CNDDB 9-quad Species List 
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APPENDIX F – WETLANDS DELINEATION 

(See enclosed file “12 Study – Basecamp Mount Shasta Wetland Delineation 2”) 
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APPENDIX G – FEMA FLOOD HAZARD LAYER FIRMETTE 
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APPENDIX H – SENSITIVE RECEPTORS NOISE REPORT 
(See file “14 STUDY – Basecamp Mount Shasta Project Sensitive Receptors Noise Report 2”) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Basecamp Mount Shasta Checklist Initial Study 

City of Weed Page 96 of 97 

 

 

APPENDIX I – FIRE HAZARD SEVERITY ZONE MAP (CAL FIRE) 
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APPENDIX J – EVACUATION PLAN 
 
(See enclosed file “16 Study – Basecamp Mount Shasta Evacuation Plan 2) 
 


