
CITY OF RED BLUFF 
Notice of Intent to Adopt a SEP O l+ 2026 

Mitigated Negative Declaration for SEAN houcHTBY 

Rezone No. 2026-01, GPA-2026-01 TEHAMA CouNTY CLER~ & RECORDER 

Undeveloped Parcel - Montgomery Road BY ~//A _Jd~ 
APN: 035-070-016; Applicant: Ranbir Chhina ------zy---

Notice is hereby given that the City of Red Bluff has completed an Initial Study, with the 
intention of adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the following described 
project. 

PROJECT: Applicant: Ranbir Chhina requests a General Plan Amendment and Rezone 
of an undeveloped parcel on Montgomery Road to facilitate a proposal for the 
development of two billboards along 1-5. Existing City of Red Bluff Designations for the 
parcels are: General Plan: R-L, Residential - Low Density; Zoning: R-1, Single Family 
Residential. Proposed Designations: General Plan Amendment from R-L, Residential -
Low Density to I, Industrial; Rezone from R-1, Single Family Residential to M-1, Light 
Industrial. 

PROJECT LOCATION: Existing development on site - The property is located between 
1-5 to the east and Montgomery Road to the west. It is narrow on the north end, and the 
property width increases slightly moving to the south. The site is vacant and has annual 
grass, limited shrubs, and some oak trees. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: An Initial Study was completed in accordance 
with the City of Red Bluff's procedures for implementing the California Environmental 
Quality Act. The Initial Study was undertaken to determine whether the project may have 
a significant effect on the environment. Based on the Initial Study, the City of Red Bluffs 
Staff has concluded that the adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration will address 
environmental issues that may be created by the development of this project. The Initial 
Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration reflect the independent judgment of the City of 
Red Bluff. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC COMMENT: The proposed project 
application, plans, environmental documentation, and other related information may be 
reviewed at the Planning Department office at City Hall during the general public 
business hours. 

You may request a copy of the above-described items by contacting Beth Lindauer, 
Community Development Director, at (530) 527-2605 ext. 3059 or 
blindauer@cityofredbluff.org. Staff will also be available to discuss any questions and/or 
concerns about the proposal. 

The review and comment period for the IS/MND begins on September 5, 2026, and 
closes on October 5, 2026, at 5:00 PM. Please submit comments to: 

City of Red Bluff 
Beth Lindauer, Community Development Director 
Community Development Department/Planning Department 
555 Washington Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
blindauer@cityofredbluff.org 

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: The City of Red Bluff Planning Commission is 
expected to consider this project at its meeting on October 27, 2026. The meeting will 
take place at 555 Washington Street and begins at 5:30 p.m. 



CITY OF RED BLUFF 

Notice of Intent to Adopt a  
Mitigated Negative Declaration for 
Rezone No. 2026-01, GPA-2026-01 

Undeveloped Parcel - Montgomery Road  
APN: 035-070-016; Applicant: Ranbir Chhina 

 
Notice is hereby given that the City of Red Bluff has completed an Initial Study, with the 
intention of adopting a Mitigated Negative Declaration, for the following described 
project.  
 
PROJECT: Applicant: Ranbir Chhina requests a General Plan Amendment and Rezone 
of an undeveloped parcel on Montgomery Road to facilitate a proposal for the 
development of two billboards along I-5. Existing City of Red Bluff Designations for the 
parcels are: General Plan: R-L, Residential – Low Density; Zoning: R-1, Single Family 
Residential. Proposed Designations: General Plan Amendment from R-L, Residential – 
Low Density to I, Industrial; Rezone from R-1, Single Family Residential to M-1, Light 
Industrial. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION: Existing development on site – The property is located between 
I-5 to the east and Montgomery Road to the west.  It is narrow on the north end, and the 
property width increases slightly moving to the south.  The site is vacant and has annual 
grass, limited shrubs, and some oak trees. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: An Initial Study was completed in accordance 
with the City of Red Bluff’s procedures for implementing the California Environmental 
Quality Act. The Initial Study was undertaken to determine whether the project may have 
a significant effect on the environment. Based on the Initial Study, the City of Red Bluff’s 
Staff has concluded that the adoption of a Mitigated Negative Declaration will address 
environmental issues that may be created by the development of this project. The Initial 
Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration reflect the independent judgment of the City of 
Red Bluff.  
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW AND PUBLIC COMMENT: The proposed project 
application, plans, environmental documentation, and other related information may be 
reviewed at the Planning Department office at City Hall during the general public 
business hours.  
 
You may request a copy of the above-described items by contacting Beth Lindauer, 
Community Development Director, at (530) 527-2605 ext. 3059 or 
blindauer@cityofredbluff.org. Staff will also be available to discuss any questions and/or 
concerns about the proposal.  
 
The review and comment period for the IS/MND begins on September 5, 2026, and 
closes on October 5, 2026, at 5:00 PM. Please submit comments to:  
 
City of Red Bluff  
Beth Lindauer, Community Development Director  
Community Development Department/Planning Department  
555 Washington Street  
Red Bluff, CA 96080  
blindauer@cityofredbluff.org  
 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING: The City of Red Bluff Planning Commission is 
expected to consider this project at its meeting on October 27, 2026.  The meeting will 
take place at 555 Washington Street and begins at 5:30 p.m. 
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INITIAL STUDY (IS) & MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION FOR THE 

Chhina General Plan Amendment 
And Rezone 

 
BACKGROUND INFORMATION AND PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
 
1. Project Case Number(s): General Plan Amendment 2025-01 
  Change of Zone 2025-01 
 
2. Project Title: Chhina General Plan Amendment and Rezone 
 
3. Public Comment Period:  September 5, 2026 to October 5, 2026 
 
4. Lead Agency: City of Red Bluff 

Beth Lindauer, Community Development Director 
Community Development Department/Planning Department 
555 Washington Street 
Red Bluff, CA  96080 
(530) 527-2605 ext. 3059 
blindauer@cityofredbluff.org   

 
5. Project Sponsor: 
 

Applicant/Property Owner 
Ranbir Chhina 
10076 E. Desert Canyon Drive 
Reno, NV 89511 

 
6. Project Location: In the 2500 Block of Montgomery Road – a 10.42-acre long 

and narrow triangular shaped parcel adjacent to the east side of Montgomery Road 
and immediate west of Interstate 5, and approximately 1-mile southwest of the 
Sacramento River, within the City of Red Bluff, Tehama County, California. The 
land is located within a portion of Section 32 of Township 27 North, Range 3 West. 
It encompasses Tehama County Tax Assessor Parcel Number – APN 035-070-
016. 

 
7. General Plan: Residential – Low Density (R-L) 

 
As stated in the City’s General Plan, the Residential – Low Density (R-L) land use 
designation “is intended for lower density residential uses. Development in these 
areas is characterized by single‐ and two‐family residential dwellings and may in-
clude other incidental uses such as agriculture and home occupations. This des-
ignation allows up to 10 dwelling units per gross acre”. Consistent zoning includes 
R-1 and R-2 zoning districts.” (page LU-3) 

 
8. Zoning:  R-1 – Single-Family Residential Districts  

 
Per Section 25 of the Municipal Code – Zoning, “The purpose of the R-1 Zone is a 
classification be applied in areas subdivided and used or designed or planned to 

mailto:blindauer@cityofredbluff.org
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be used for one single-family dwelling per parcel that are designated “R-L” on the 
land use diagram of the City General Plan.” 

 
The Zoning classification is currently consistent with the General Plan land use 
designations and establishes the development standards for the development of 
the property. As noted later in this document, the applicant requests a General 
Plan amendment and Zone change as part of the application process. 
 

9. Surrounding Land Uses and Setting: 
 

 Land Use General Plan Zoning 

Project 
Site 

Vacant Residential – Low Density (R-L) 
R-1 – Single- Family Residen-

tial District 

North 
Montgomery Road, Interstate 5 

and industrial developments 
Industrial – I, Industrial M-1 – Light Industrial 

South 

Large lot-single family homes, 
outside of the City limits and   

under the jurisdiction of Tehama 
County 

Residential – Medium Density 
(R-M) 

No City zoning designation, out-
side of City limits.  Tehama 

County zoning of Residential  
Estate (RE-B:10) 

East 
Montgomery Road, large lot-sin-
gle-family homes and Oak Creek 

Golf course 
Residential – Low Density (R-L) 

R-1, Single-Family Residential 
District 

West Interstate 5 None None 

 
10. Description of the Site and Project: 

 
Environmental Setting 
 
The property is a long and narrow triangular shaped parcel that is sandwiched 
between Montgomery Road on the west and Instate 5 on the east. The properties 
to the South are large lot single-family homes that are outside of the City limits.  
The site's topography is relatively flat but slopes gently from a high point in the 
north to flattening out moving south. The site is comprised of scattered oak trees 
and annual grassland. 
 
Project Description 
 
The project is a proposed General Plan Amendment and Rezone from the existing 
residential General Plan and Zoning designations to Industrial General Plan and 
Zoning designations.  The change in General Plan and Zoning designations would 
allow the owner of the property to place two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5.  At 
the time of the filing of the application, there is no other development begin con-
sider for this property. 
 
The project includes the following discretionary approvals. 

 

• General Plan Amendment 2025-01 

• Rezone 2025-01 
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R-L 

General Plan Map Amendment – 2025-01 
 
The General Plan land use designation on the subject property is proposed to be 
changed from Residential – Low Density (R-L) to Industrial (I). The land use des-
ignation change is a General Plan Map Amendment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Residential Low Density Residential supports up to 10 units per acre. With the 
proposed change to Industrial would not support the development of residential 
uses on this parcel. 
 
Rezone – 2025-01 
 
The request is to change the zoning of the subject property from R-1 – Single-
Family Residential Districts to M-1, Light Industrial. The M-1, Light Industrial des-
ignation supports industrial development.  In this circumstance there is no devel-
opment proposed for the property other than two billboard type signs adjacent to 
Interstate 5. The previously noted General Plan Amendment requests to place the 
property in the I, Industrial General Plan designation. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2 - Existing General Plan Figure 1 - Proposed General Plan 
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R-1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
11. Have California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated 

with the project area requested consultation pursuant to Public Resources 
Code section 21080.3.1? If so, is there a plan for consultation that includes, 
for example, the determination of significance of impacts to tribal cultural 
resources, procedures regarding confidentiality, etc.? 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 con-
fidentiality. 

 
Pursuant to AB 52 (Gatto, 2014), California Native American tribes traditionally and 
culturally affiliated with the project area can request notification of projects in their 
traditional cultural territory. No tribes have requested notification from the City of 
Red Bluff. Therefore AB 52 Tribal Consultation was not held on this project. 
 
Because the project includes a General Plan Amendment, the City sent formal 
notification letters pursuant to SB 18 (Burton). The City was making notice of the 
consultation opportunity, according to Government Code § 65352.3, on April 24, 
2026. The City sent a 90-day notification letter to the following tribes. 

Figure 3 - Existing Zoning 
Figure 4 - Proposed Zoning 

M-1 

pm 

.m 
!!i1JJ 

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65352.3.&lawCode=GOV
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• Greenville Rancheria of Maidu Indians 

• Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe of the Enterprise Rancheria 

• Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians 

• Redding Rancheria 

• Wintu Tribe of Northern California 
 

As of preparing this environmental assessment, the City has not heard from these 
tribes. The SB 18 consultation notification period formally ended on July 23, 2026. 
 

12. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing 
approval, or participation agreement): 

 
A. City of Red Bluff  
B. Pacific Gas and Electric (electrical) 
C. Caltrans – Outdoor Advertising approval 

 
13. Acronyms: 
 

ACM -  Asbestos Containing Materials 
ACCM -  Asbestos Construction Containing Materials 
ADA -  American with Disabilities Act 
ALUC -  Airport Land Use Commission 
ALUCP -  Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan 
AQMP - Air Quality Management Plan 
BMP -  Best Management Practice 
CEQA -  California Environmental Quality Act 
CIWMD -  California Integrated Waste Management District 
CMP -  Congestion Management Plan 
CUP -  Conditional Use Permit 
DOSH -  Division of Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
DP -  Development Plan 
DTSC - Department of Toxic Substance Control 
DWR - Department of Water Resources 
EIR - Environmental Impact Report 
EOP - Emergency Operations Plan 
FEMA - Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FMMP -  Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
GIS - Geographic Information System 
GHG - Greenhouse Gas 
GP -  General Plan 
GPU -  General Plan Update 
HCM -  Highway Capacity Manual 
HCP -  Habitat Conservation Plan 
HOA -  Homeowners’ Association 
IS - Initial Study 
LBP -  Lead-Based Paint 
LHMP -  Local Hazard Mitigation Plan 
LID -  Low Impact Development 
LOS - Level of Service 
LST -  Localized Significance Threshold 
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MCUP -  Minor Conditional Use Permit 
MM -  Mitigation Measure 
MSHCP - Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
MWD - Metropolitan Water District 
NCCP - Natural Communities Conservation Plan 
NPDES -  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
OEM -  Office of Emergency Services 
OSHA -  Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
OPR - Office of Planning & Research, State 
PEIR - Program Environmental Impact Report 
PW -  Public Works 
PWQMP -  Preliminary Water Quality Management Plan 
RCP - Regional Comprehensive Plan 
RTIP - Regional Transportation Improvement Plan 
RTP - Regional Transportation Plan 
SCAG - Southern California Association of Governments 
SCAQMD - South Coast Air Quality Management District 
SCE -  Southern California Edison 
SCH - State Clearinghouse 
SEIR -   Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
SWPPP -  Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan  
SWRCB - State Water Resources Control Board 
UBC -  Uniform Building Code 
USFWS -  United States Fish and Wildlife 
USGS - United States Geologic Survey 
VMT - Vehicle Miles Traveled 
WQMP -  Water Quality Management Plan 
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Figure 5 - Location Map 
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Figure 6 - Aerial 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, 
involving at least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact" as indicated by the 
checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  
Agriculture & 

Forestry Resources 
 Air Quality 

 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Energy 

 Geology & Soils  
Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions 
 

Hazards & Hazardous 
Materials 

 
Hydrology & 

Water Quality 
 Land Use & Planning  Mineral Resources 

 Noise  Population & Housing  Public Services 

 Recreation  Transportation  
Tribal Cultural Re-

sources 

 
Utilities & 

Service Systems 
 Wildfire  

Mandatory Findings of 
Significance 

 
DETERMINATION (To be completed by the Lead Agency): 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 

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

 

I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the en-
vironment, 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" 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 RE-
PORT 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. 

 
 
 
  
Signature 

 
 
 
  
Date 09/04/2026 

Beth Lindauer  
Printed Name 

  
For City of Red Bluff 

 
  

[ZJ □ □ 

[ZJ [ZJ □ 

[ZJ □ □ 

□ □ □ 

[ZJ □ □ 

□ □ [ZJ 

□ □ [ZJ 

□ 

[ZJ 

□ 

□ 

□ 
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
1) A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are 

adequately supported by the information sources a Lead Agency cites in the pa-
rentheses following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported 
if the referenced information sources show that the impact simply does not apply 
to projects like the one involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). 
A "No Impact" answer should be explained where it is based on project-specific 
factors as well as general standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive 
receptors to pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis). 

 
2) All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as 

well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and 
construction as well as operational impacts. 

 
3) Once the Lead Agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, 

then the checklist answers must indicate whether the impact is potentially signifi-
cant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. "Potentially Sig-
nificant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is sig-
nificant. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact" entries when the 
determination is made, an EIR is required. 

 
4) Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated" applies where the incorporation 

of mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potentially Significant Impact" 
to a "Less than Significant Impact." The Lead Agency must describe the mitigation 
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant 
level (mitigation measures from Section XVII, "Earlier Analyses," may be cross-
referenced). 

 
5) Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or an-

other CEQA process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or 
negative declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). In this case, a brief discussion 
should identify the following: 

 
a) Earlier Analyses Used. Identify and state where they are available for re-

view. 
b) Impacts Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above 

checklist were within the scope of and adequately analyzed in an earlier 
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and state whether such 
effects were addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analy-
sis. 

c) Mitigation Measures. For effects that are "Less than Significant with Mitiga-
tion Measures Incorporated," describe the mitigation measures which were 
incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to which 
they address site-specific conditions for the project. 

 
6) Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to in-

formation sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). 
Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropri-
ate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated. 
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7) Supporting Information Sources. A source list should be attached, and other 
sources used, or individuals contacted should be cited in the discussion. 

 
8) This is only a suggested form, and lead agencies are free to use different formats; 

however, lead agencies should normally address the questions from this checklist 
that are relevant to a project's environmental effects in whatever format is selected. 

 
9) The explanation of each issue should identify: 
 

a) the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; 
and 

b) the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than 
significance. 
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ISSUES & SUPPORTING 
INFORMATION SOURCES: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Incorpo-

rated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

I. AESTHETICS – Except as provided in Public Resources Code Section 21099 – Modernization of 
Transportation Analysis for Transit-Oriented Infill Projects – Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista?     

Response: 
 
Per the City’s General Plan, page COS-2, “Protect Red Bluff’s scenic resources, including river and creek 
corridors, riparian areas, oak woodland, hillside views, and other significant natural features, to the extent 
practical.” 
 
The site is adjacent to Instate 5, which is not considered a scenic vista and this location is approximately 
1 mile southwest of the Sacramento River.  Therefore, the project will have a less than significant 
impact. 

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

    

Response: 
 
A review of the CalTrans Scenic Highways Program found that no state scenic highways have been 
designated in the City of Red Bluff. Therefore, the project will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively, on scenic resources within a state or City designated scenic highway/corridor. 

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 publicly accessi-
ble vantage point). If the project is in an urbanized 
area, would the project conflict with applicable 
zoning and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

    

Response:  
 
The project site is an in-fill site located in a sub-urbanized area, and it does not conflict with the zoning 
or other regulations governing scenic quality. Therefore, the project will have a 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? 

    

Response:  
 
An exterior lighting plan shall be submitted to the City for approval to reduce the impacts of light pollution 
from the introduction of new light sources with the submission of a building permit for the proposed bill-
boards adjacent to Interstate 5. Lights proposed to be mounted on the billboard shall be down-lights and 
not shine on to adjacent properties.  Therefore, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1  
the project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated.  
 
 
MM AES-1: The Permittee/Owner shall submit, for Planning approval prior to building permit issu-

ance, an outdoor lighting plan in compliance with the following: 
 

a. A site plan showing location of proposed billboard on the property. 
 

b. Cut sheets for all proposed lighting fixtures. 
 

c. The lighting shall be indirect, hooded, and arranged to reflect lighting away from 
adjoining properties and streets. 

 
 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&division=13.&title=&part=&chapter=2.7.&article=


 

2500 Block of Montgomery Road Page 13 of 34 City of Red Bluff 

ISSUES & SUPPORTING 
INFORMATION SOURCES: 

Potentially 
Significant 

Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 

with 
Mitigation 
Incorpo-

rated 

Less Than 
Significant 

Impact 

No 
Impact 

d. Include a photometric plan that includes details such as beam spreads and/or 
photometric calculations, location and type of fixtures, and arrangement of exte-
rior lighting that does not create glare or hazardous interference to adjacent 
streets or properties. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. CalTrans Scenic Highways – Accessed April 12, 2026 

II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES – In determining whether impacts to agricultural re-
sources 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 agen-
cies 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 forest carbon measurement methodology provided 
in Forest protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. – Would the project: 

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-agricul-
tural use?  

    

Response: 
 
A review of the Department of Conservation, California Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program 
(FMMP) mapping system has found the project site designated as Farmland of Local Importance and 
Grazing Land.  Farmland of Local Importance and Grazing land are defined as: 
 
Farmland of Local Importance – All lands which are not included in Prime, Statewide, or Unique and are 
cropped continuously or on a cyclic basis (irrigation is not a factor)  Also, all land included in the L 
category which have soil mapping units listed for Prime or Statewide and which are not irrigated.. 
 
Grazing Land - Land on which the existing vegetation is suited to the grazing of livestock. 
 
Therefore, the project would not affect any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 
Importance, and would not impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, would occur to farmland.  There-
fore, the project would have a less than significant impact. 

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

Response: 
 
A review of the County of Tehama Map Portal found that the City of Red Bluff has no land under a 
Williamson Act contract. Therefore, the project will have no impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively 
impact on zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract. 
c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezon-

ing of, forest land (as defined in Public Resources 
Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined 
by Public Resources Code Section 4526), or tim-
berland zoned Timberland Production (as defined 
by Government Code Section 51104(g))? 

    

Response:  
 
Accordingly, there is no existing or currently proposed zoning of forest land, timberland, or Timberland 
Production Zones on the property. Therefore, the project would not conflict with the existing zoning for 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/lap-landscape-architecture-and-community-livability/lap-liv-i-scenic-highways
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=12220.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=12220.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=4526.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=51104.&lawCode=GOV
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or cause rezoning of forest land, timberland, or timberland zoned Timberland Production. The project will 
have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

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

Response:  
 
There is no commercial forestry or timber production industry on the property. Therefore, the project 
would not result in the loss of forest land or the conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The project 
will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project site has not been used for agricultural purposes for decades. Therefore, the project would 
not result in the conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use and will have no impact directly, indirectly, 
or cumulatively. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program – Accessed January 12, 2026 

III. 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 deter-
minations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the ap-
plicable air quality plan?     

Response:  
 
The project site is located within the City of Red Bluff. The proposed project would allow the development 
of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and the project's emissions do not exceed any TCAPCD thresh-
olds during either short-term construction or long-term operation. Therefore, as the project is the con-
struction of two billboards, the proposed project is not anticipated to exceed the Attainment Plan assump-
tions for the project site.  The proposed project would not conflict with the implementation of any TCAPCD 
attainment plans, and impacts are considered less than significant. 
b) Result in a cumulatively considerable net in-

crease of any criteria pollutant for which the pro-
ject region is non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

    

Response:  
 
Cumulative projects include local development and general growth within the project area.  The air quality 
will be temporarily degraded during construction activities that occur separately or simultaneously. How-
ever, in accordance with the TCAPCD methodology, projects that do not exceed the TCAPCD criteria or 
can be mitigated to less than criteria levels are not significant and do not add to the overall cumulative 
impact. The project does not exceed any of the thresholds of significance and is considered less than 
significant. 
c) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollu-

tant concentrations?     
Response:  
 
The project would allow the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5.  There are not sensi-
tive receptors near the site and the construction of two billboards would have no impact. 
 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?useExisting=1&layers=6586b7d276d84581adf921de7452f765
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d) Result in other emissions (such as those leading 
to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number 
of people? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 would not create odors during construction or 
operation.  Therefore, no significant impact related to odors would occur during construction and the 
ongoing operations of the proposed project. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not have a substantial adverse 
effect on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive or special status species.  As such, this project 
will have a less than significant impact. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The site does not have any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, and regulations of the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service the project will have no impact on these resources. 

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

    

Response:  
 
A US Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Mapper review indicates no wetlands in the project 
area. The site does not have any state or federally protected wetlands (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) resources. Therefore, the project will have no impact on these re-
sources. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not sustainably interfere with the move-
ment of any wildlife species or migratory wildlife corridors.  As such, the project will have a less than 
significant impact. 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
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e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances pro-
tecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

    

Response:  
 
The City does have an ordinance protecting trees. Code Section 23A.18 – Tree Replacement Plans 
require a Tree Replacement Plan submitted to the City before removing any mature native or heritage 
trees. MM BIO-1 requires the submittal of a Tree Replacement plan in accordance with Code 23A.18 
prior to the removal of any trees. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact with 
mitigation on local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation 
policy or ordinance. 
 
MM BIO-1: Prior to tree removal activities, the Permittee/Owner will have a licensed arborist conduct 

a tree inventory and health assessment survey for all native trees that occur within the 
biological survey Area (BSA) and adhere to all City of Red Bluff tree removal require-
ments in accordance with Chapter 23A of the Red Bluff Code of Ordinances. The plan-
ning staff will review and approve the tree inventory pursuant to §23A.18 of the Municipal 
Code prior to permitting tree removal or any other grubbing or grading permit activities. 

 
§23A.18 TREE REPLACEMENT PLANS. 
(A) Prior to the city approving the removal of any mature native or heritage trees, 

an applicant shall provide to the Planning Department a plan to mitigate the 
loss of the trees. Mitigation shall be on-site or off-site replacement within the 
City as specified below or other method approved by the Planning Commission. 

 
(B) A "Tree Replacement Plan" (TRP) shall accompany all requests for the removal 

of any mature native or heritage trees. It shall be submitted to and subject to 
the approval of the Planning Director. The TRP shall be implemented within a 
period of time specified by the Planning Director. The TRP shall include the 
following information: 

 
(1) A site plan indicating the locations, species, and diameter at breast 

height (d.b.h.) of all heritage and mature native trees on the lot. A site 
plan indicating the locations, species, and d.b.h. of all heritage and ma-
ture native trees to be removed and the proposed locations, species, 
and size of all replacement trees. Replacement trees shall be the same 
species as those removed. However, unique circumstances may make 
the same species replacement impractical. In those cases, when ap-
proved by the City Planning Director, replacement trees may be from 
the City's Master Plan Tree Plan; 

(2) A property owner's or authorized agent's statement guaranteeing to irri-
gate and maintain all replacement trees in a healthy manner for a dura-
tion of not less than three years shall be attached to the site plan; 

(3) Planting and irrigation details; and 
(4) The schedule for implementing the TRP. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project site is not in a Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or another 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the project will have no impact 
on an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan or another approved 
local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

Sources: 
 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Chapter 23A – Trees and Shrubs 
4. US Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Mapper, accessed January 12, 2026 

V. CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

    

Response:  
 
The probability of encountering buried historical/archaeological sites within the project site is low and the 
proposed project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5. Out of an abundance of 
caution, it is recommended mitigation be incorporated into the project. Therefore, the project will have 
less than significant impact with mitigation on causing a substantial adverse change in the signifi-
cance of a historical resource, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.  
 
MM CUL-1: Consultation in the event of the inadvertent discovery of cultural material: The pre-

sent evaluation and recommendations are based on inventory-level surface survey find-
ings only. There is always the possibility that important unidentified cultural materials 
could be encountered on or below the surface during the course of future construction 
activities. This possibility is particularly relevant considering the constraints generally to 
archaeological field survey, and particularly where past ground disturbance activities 
(e.g., flooding, agricultural development, residential development, etc.) have partially ob-
scured historic ground surface visibility, as in the present case.  

 
In the event of an inadvertent discovery of previously unidentified cultural material, the 
Permittee/Owner shall ensure all ground disturbance activities within 100 feet of the dis-
covered cultural resource shall be halted. Upon discovering the cultural resource, the 
Permittee/Owner shall call the project archaeologist. A meeting shall be convened be-
tween the Permittee/Owner, the project archaeologist, and the City Planning Department 
to discuss the find's significance. At the meeting with the aforementioned parties, a de-
cision is to be made, with the concurrence of the project archaeologist, as to the appro-
priate treatment (documentation, recovery, avoidance, etc.) for the cultural resource. 
Further ground disturbance shall not resume within the discovery area until the appro-
priate treatment has been accomplished. 

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

    

Response:  
 

The consultation is occurring with the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for the sacred land 
listings for the property. An information request letter was delivered to the NAHC on July 27, 2026. The 
NAHC responded not yet responded indicating that a search of their Sacred Lands File was complete. 
 
The probability of encountering buried archaeological sites within the APE is low. Out of an abundance 
of caution, mitigation measure MM CUL-1 is recommended to be incorporated into the project. Therefore, 
the project will have less than significant impact with mitigation on causing a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical resource, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

c) Disturb any human remains, including those in-
terred outside of formally dedicated cemeteries?     

Response:  
 
No cemeteries or human remains are known to occur on-site. It is unlikely that human remains will be 
uncovered during project development. If human remains are inadvertently encountered during any pro-
ject-associated ground-disturbing activity or at any time subsequently, state law shall be followed, which 
includes but is not limited to immediately contacting the County Coroner's office upon any discovery of 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5408
https://www.fws.gov/wetlands/data/mapper.html
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remains. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact with mitigation on human 
remains. 
 
MM CUL-2: If human remains are encountered, the Permittee/Owner shall ensure all work within 

200-feet of the remains must cease immediately until the Tehama County Coroner has 
made the necessary findings as to its origin. The Permittee/Owner will notify the Planning 
Department of the discovery. Pursuant to California Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98(b), remains shall be left in place and free from disturbance until a final decision 
regarding the treatment and disposition has been made. If the Tehama County Coroner 
determines the remains to be Native American, the Native American Heritage Commis-
sion must be contacted within 24 hours. The Native American Heritage Commission must 
then immediately identify the "most likely descendants(s)" for purposes of receiving no-
tification of discovery. The most likely descendant(s) shall then make recommendations 
within 48 hours and engage in consultation concerning the treatment of the remains as 
provided in Public Resources Code Section 5097.98. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

VI. ENERGY – Would the project: 

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

    

Response:  
 
The proposed development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not create any impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient or unnecessary consumption during construction or operation. Therefore, the project 
will have a less than significant impact.  

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

Response:  
 
The project is for the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and would not conflict with 
or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency; therefore, impacts would be 
less than significant, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 

VII. GEOLOGY AND SOILS – Would the project: 

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 deline-
ated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist 
for the area or based on other substantial evi-
dence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines 
and Geology Special Publication 42. 

    

Response:  
 
A review of the California Department of Conservation EQ Zapp – California Earthquake Hazards Zone 
Application revealed the property is not located in an Alquist-Priolo Fault Zone or any other fault zone. 
The USGS Interactive Fault Map application did indicate that the Corning Fault located to the southeast 
is mapped as ending approximately at Interstate 5 between Luther and Givens Roads. The fault is an 
undifferentiated Quaternary fault of the Geological Survey, and the mapping location is known to be poor. 
 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/Documents/Publications/Special-Publications/SP_042.pdf
https://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/Documents/Publications/Special-Publications/SP_042.pdf
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/
https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5a6038b3a1684561a9b0aadf88412fcf
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The proposed project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and prior to construc-
tion will be reviewed and approved pursuant to the requirements of the latest edition of the California 
Building Code.  Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact. 
 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     
Response:  
 
The proposed project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and prior to construc-
tion will be reviewed and approved pursuant to the requirements of the latest edition of the California 
Building Code.  Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact. 
 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefac-
tion?     

Response:  
 
The proposed project is the development of a billboard adjacent to Instate 5 and prior to construction will 
be reviewed and approved pursuant to the requirements of the latest edition of the California Building 
Code.  Implementation of existing state and local laws and regulations concerning soil liquefaction and 
ground failure is required for all projects in the City. Therefore, no impacts related to liquefaction and 
ground failure will occur directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. 

iv) Landslides?     
Response:  
 
The site is not immediately adjacent to any significant slopes or hillsides that could be potentially suscep-
tible to slope instability, and the site is on relatively level ground.  
 
The proposed billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will be designed in compliance with the latest edition of 
the California Building Code, and the City of Red Bluff Municipal Code. Therefore, there will be less than 
significant impacts related to landslides, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. 
b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of top-

soil?     
Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 would be subject to local and state codes and 
erosion control and grading requirements. 
 
In addition, proposed billboard would be required to conform to the latest edition of the California Building 
Code and the City of Red Bluff Municipal Code.  Therefore, impacts associated with soil erosion and the 
loss of topsoil would be less than significant, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unsta-
ble, or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project, and potentially result in on- or off­site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefac-
tion or collapse? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Instate 5 will be required to meet the latest edition of the 
California Building Code requirements and the provisions of the Red Bluff Municipal Code requirements, 
and the effect of project grading will be less than significant, directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

-
□ □ ~ □ 

https://digitalassets.lib.berkeley.edu/ubc/UBC_1994_v2.pdf
https://digitalassets.lib.berkeley.edu/ubc/UBC_1994_v2.pdf
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By adhering to state and local seismic and structural regulations (i.e., California Seismic Hazards Map-
ping Act, the latest edition of the California Building Code, and Red Bluff Municipal Code), the impacts 
of expansive soils will be less than significant directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 
Not applicable as the City of Red Bluff provides sewer to the project area, and the proposed billboards 
adjacent to Interstate 5 will not require the provision of water or sewer service and therefore will have no 
impact. 

f) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleonto-
logical resource or site or unique geologic fea-
ture? 

    

Response:  
 
As noted in the Tehama County General Plan March 2009, page 6.0-8, “Tehama County is located within 
the Great Valley Geomorphic province. The province includes that area known as the Great Central 
Valley of California and extends 400 miles north to south and 60 miles east to west. It is encompassed 
by the Coast Ranges (metamorphic), the Cascade Range (volcanic) and the Sierra Nevada (granitic and 
metamorphic).  
 
The majority of rocks and deposits found within the province are sedimentary. The age of these rocks 
and deposits range from Upper Jurassic to Recent.  
 
The Tehama Formation is a Plio-Pliestocene occurrence that is composed of fluvial sedimentary deposits 
of semi-consolidated pale-green, gray and tan sand, tuffaceous sand, silt, and clay. This material ranges 
in depth from 5-40 feet within the formation.  
 
The rocks of the Coast Ranges present in the area consist of oceanic crustal rocks that are somewhat 
similar litho logically to those of the Klamath Mountains but are Early Jurassic to Cretaceous in age. The 
Great Valley province includes a thick deposit of moderately deformed Jurassic and Cretaceous marine 
strata that consist of derital materials derived from uplifted basement rocks of the Klamath Mountains 
and the Sierra Nevada.” 
 
Based on the geologic history of the County, the recommended mitigation measure MM PALEO-1 is 
recommended for all projects within the County. Therefore, the project will be less than significant with 
mitigation directly or indirectly to destroying a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature. 
 
MM PALEO-1: The project developer shall notify the Planning Department immediately if any prehis-

toric, archaeological, or paleontological artifact is uncovered during construction. The 
contractor shall ensure all construction stops, and an archaeologist that meets the Sec-
retary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric or historical 
archaeology shall be retained to evaluate the finds and recommend appropriate action. 
A meeting shall be convened between the Permittee/Owner, the project archaeologist, 
and the City Planning Department to discuss the find’s significance. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Chapter 5 – Construction Regulations 
4. Tehama County General Plan, March 2009 
5. California Department of Conservation EQ Zapp – California Earthquake Hazards Zone Appli-

cation, accessed May 3, 2022 
6. USGS Interactive Fault Map application, accessed January 12, 2026 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-1375
https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Tehama-County-General-Plan.pdf
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/EQZApp/app/
https://usgs.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=5a6038b3a1684561a9b0aadf88412fcf
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VIII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS – Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either di-
rectly or indirectly that may have a significant im-
pact on the environment? 

    

Response: 

 
The proposed project is the construction of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5.  This static display will 
not generate greenhouse gas emissions and therefore, the project's GHG emissions are considered less 
than significant. 
 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regula-
tion adopted for the purpose of reducing the emis-
sion of greenhouse gases? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not result in substantial emissions of 
greenhouse gases and will not conflict with any County initiatives. Impacts are considered less than 
significant, and further analysis is not warranted. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 

IX. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS – Would the project: 

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

    

Response:  
 
Hazardous materials are highly regulated in California, including how they are transported, used, and 
stored. The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not result in the transport, use, or 
storage of massive quantities of hazardous materials. The City relies on the Fire Department's assistance 
and the County’s Department of Environmental Health to regulate hazardous materials.  Therefore, there 
will be no project-related impacts associated with the hazardous materials, directly, indirectly, or cu-
mulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project will not create hazards to the public through upset or accidents during the construction pro-
cess; any hazardous materials will be handled, stored, and used in compliance with all federal, state, 
and City regulations. The project will development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and therefore, 
there will be no project-related impacts associated with the hazardous materials, directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 
There are no schools within one-quarter mile of the site.  The project is a development of two billboards 
adjacent to Interstate 5 will not emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste to cause danger to surrounding schools. Therefore, no impacts, directly, 
indirectly, or cumulatively to schools will occur. 
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 

    

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65962.5.&lawCode=GOV
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result, would it create a significant hazard to the 
public or the environment? 

Response:  
 
The subject property is not located on a site included in a list that is compiled pursuant to Government 
Code Section 65962.3. The EnviroStor database did not indicate that there are sites in the vicinity that 
may represent Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs), Historical Recognized Environmental 
Conditions (HRECs).  Therefore, the development of a billboard adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no 
impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on creating a significant hazard to the public or the environ-
ment. 

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? 

    

Response:  
 
The project is located outside Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) area for Red Bluff Airport. Therefore, the 
project site is outside the safety hazard and noise contours for the airport, and the project would have 
no impact on the people residing in the project. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no impact on adopted emergency 
response or evacuation plans/procedures. 
 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project is the development of a billboard adjacent to Interstate 5 and will have no impact on exposing 
people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Chapter 5 – Construction Regulations 
4. Tehama County General Plan, March 2009 
5. Tehama County Multi-Jurisdictional Hazard Mitigation Plan 2018 Plan Update 
6. Tehama County Airport Land Use Commission 
7. CalFire Fire Hazard Severity Zones Viewer, accessed January 15, 2026 

X. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY – Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste dis-
charge requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

    

Response:  
 
See responses in Section XVX below for further information on water and wastewater. 
 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-1375
https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/Tehama-County-General-Plan.pdf
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/publicnotices/publicnoticespdfs/Tehama-2017-MJHMP-VOLUME%201%20V2.pdf
https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/government/departments/planning-department/airport-land-use-commission-aluc/
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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The project site is located in the Sacramento River watershed. “The Sacramento River watershed en-
compasses more than 27,000 square miles, roughly 17 percent of the land area of California. The river 
itself, more than 400 miles long, stretches from snow-capped Mount Shasta through the fertile Sacra-
mento Valley to the San Francisco Bay”.1 
 
The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program is administered by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA), which provides oversight in California to the Regional Water Qual-
ity Control Boards. The CWA established the NPDES permit system to regulate discharges to surface 
waters of the U.S. from municipal and industrial sources. The NPDES permit is required to identify limits 
on allowable concentrations and mass emissions of pollutants contained in discharges.  
 
Water Quality 
 
It is not anticipated to be any storm water runoff associated with the development of two billboard sign 
adjacent to Interstate 5. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and there will be a small footprint 
for the base of the billboards.  The project will be designed to comply with existing federal, state, and 
local water quality laws and regulations pertaining to water quality standards, ensuring a less than sig-
nificant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on water quality and discharge. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not interfere with groundwater recharge 
or impede sustainable groundwater management. Therefore, the project will have a no impact on 
groundwater supplies, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

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?     

Response:  
 
Project construction would be subject to local and state codes and erosion control and grading require-
ments.  The project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and the development 
will not alter the existing draining pattern of the site.  There will be no impact associated with the devel-
opment of this project as there is not expectation of soil erosion and the loss of topsoil. 

ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of sur-
face runoff in a manner that would result in flood-
ing on- or off-site? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have small footings at the base to support 
the sign.  The surface area of the base support in billboard will not substantially increase the rate of 
surface water runoff. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, 
or cumulatively, on the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or 
off-site. 

iii) Create or contribute runoff water which would ex-
ceed the capacity of existing or planned     

 
1  https://www.regionalsan.com/sacramentos-watershed  

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

https://www.regionalsan.com/sacramentos-watershed
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stormwater drainage systems or provide substan-
tial additional sources of polluted runoff? 

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have small footings at the base to support 
the sign.  The surface area of the base support in billboard will not substantially increase the rate of 
surface water runoff. Therefore, the project will have a less than significant impact directly, indirectly, 
and cumulatively. 

iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?     
Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have small footings at the base to support 
the sign.  The surface area of the base support in billboard will have no impact or impede or redirect 
flood flows.   

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

Response:  
 
A seiche and tsunami are defined below. Since the project site is not located near a body of water or the 
ocean, the project is not subject to these hazards. 
 
A seiche is a temporary disturbance or oscillation in the water level of a lake or partially enclosed body 
of water, especially one caused by changes in atmospheric pressure. 
 
Tsunami is a long high sea wave caused by an earthquake, submarine landslide, or other disturbance. 
 
The project site is located within a minimal flood hazard zone with a portion of Grasshopper Creek des-
ignated Zone AE which bisects the middle portion of the property.  The areas outside of Zone AE are 
designated Zone X as mapped by FEMA (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map No. 06103C0788H). 
 
The project location as well as compliance with existing federal, state, and local flood hazard laws and 
regulations pertaining to the project’s design will ensure no impact on flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche 
zones, risk release of pollutants due to project inundation, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

e) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a wa-
ter quality control plan or sustainable groundwa-
ter management plan? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not obstruct implementation of a water 
quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan.  As such, this project will have a less 
than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on the water quality control and groundwa-
ter management plan. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Chapter 5 – Construction Regulations 
4. Section 27.3-15 – Stormwater Management 
5. City of Red Bluff 2015 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) Update 
6. FEMA Flood Map Service Center: Search By Address website, accessed July 14, 2026 

XI. LAND USE AND PLANNING – Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community?     
Response:  
 
The site is currently vacant, surrounded by large lot residential uses to the north, west and west across 
Montgomery Road is Oak Creek Ranch which is owned by the project application.  South there are some 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-1375
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-13870
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/publicnotices/publicnoticespdfs/Red%20Bluff%202015%20UWMP%20(Final).pdf
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/search
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additional large lot single-family homes outside the City Limits and to the east is Interstate 5. As part of 
the project, the applicant is requesting a change in the Zone of the subject property from R-1 – Single-
Family Residential District to M-1, Light Industrial.  Further, the application calls for a General Plan 
change from R-L, Residential Low Density to I, Industrial.   
 
The proposed project is the development of two billboards along Interstate 5 and the location of the site 
will not divide an established community because an established community does not exist. Therefore, 
this project will have no impact either directly, indirectly, or cumulatively will occur on an established 
community. 
b) Cause a significant environmental impact due to 

a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regu-
lation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mit-
igating an environmental effect? 

    

Response:  
 
The proposed project is the development of two billboards along Interstate 5 and that development will 
not cause a significant environmental impact to a conflict with any land use plan or policy and no conflicts 
exist. Therefore, a less than significant impact will occur directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, causing a 
significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted to 
avoid or mitigate an environmental effect. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

XII. MINERAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project site occurs in an urban setting and is unsuitable for mineral resource land uses, and there 
are no oil wells on or near the project site. The project will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumu-
latively on mineral resources. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The project site is not delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land-use plans for mineral 
resources. Therefore, the project will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively on the availa-
bility of important mineral resources. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. California Department of Conservation California Geologic Survey CGS Information Warehouse: 

Mineral Land Classification, accessed July 14, 2026 

XIII. NOISE – Would the project result in: 

a) Generation of a substantial temporary or perma-
nent increase in ambient noise levels in the vicin-
ity of the project in excess of standards estab-
lished in the local general plan or noise ordi-
nance, or applicable standards of other agen-
cies? 

    

Response: 
 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/mlc/
https://maps.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/informationwarehouse/mlc/
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Construction Noise Impacts 
 
The degree of construction noise may vary for different project site areas and vary depending on the 
construction activities. Noise levels associated with the construction will vary with the different construc-
tion phases.  
 
Construction Noise 
 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has compiled data regarding noise-generated characteris-
tics of typical construction activities. The data is presented in Table 7. 
 

Table 7: Typical Construction Equipment Noise Levels1 

 Type Lmax (dBA) at 50 Feet 

Backhoe 80 

Truck 88 

Concrete Mixer 85 

Pneumatic Tool 85 

Pump 76 

Saw, Electric 76 

Air Compressor 81 

Generator 81 

Paver 89 

Roller 74 

Notes: 
1 Referenced Noise Levels from the FTA noise and vibration manual. 

 
Construction noise will have a temporary or periodic increase in the ambient noise level above the exist-
ing within the project vicinity. Furthermore, noise reduction measures are provided to reduce construction 
noise further.  It should be noted that the project site is adjacent to Interstate 5 and the vicinity already 
has an elevated level of ambient noise due to its proximity to that freeway. The impact is considered less 
than significant with mitigation incorporated.  
 
MM NOI-1: The Contractor shall ensure that construction shall occur during the permissible hours of 

7:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. as defined in Chapter 25.213 of the City of Red Bluff Municipal 
Code. The Planning and Building Departments shall verify through inspections and upon 
complaints. 

 
MM NOI-2: The Contractor shall ensure that all construction equipment is equipped with appropriate 

noise attenuating devices during construction. The Planning and Building Departments 
shall verify through inspections and upon complaints. 

 
MM NOI-3: The Contractor shall ensure that idling equipment is turned off when not in use. The 

Planning and Building Departments shall verify through inspections and upon com-
plaints. 

 

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

Response: 
 
Table 9 gives approximate vibration levels for particular construction activities. This data provides a rea-
sonable estimate for a wide range of soil conditions. 
 

Table 9: Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment1 

Equipment Peak Particle Velocity Approximate Vibration Level 

□ □ □ 
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(inches/second) at 25 feet LV (dVB) at 25 feet 

Pile driver (impact) 
1.518 (upper range) 112 

0.644 (typical) 104 

Pile driver (sonic) 
0.734 upper range 105 

0.170 typical 93 

Clam shovel drop (slurry wall) 0.202 94 

Hydromill 0.008 in soil 66 

(slurry wall) 0.017 in rock 75 

Vibratory Roller 0.21 94 

Hoe Ram 0.089 87 

Large bulldozer 0.089 87 

Caisson drill 0.089 87 

Loaded trucks 0.076 86 

Jackhammer 0.035 79 

Small bulldozer 0.003 58 
1 Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, Federal Transit Administration, May 2006. 

 
At a distance of 200 feet (distance residential structure from the property line), a large bulldozer would 
yield a worst-case 0.010 PPV (in/sec) which may be perceptible for short periods during grading along 
the southern and northern property lines of the project site but is well below any threshold of damage. 
The impact is less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 

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? 

    

Response:  
 
The project is located outside Airport Land Use Plan (ALUP) area for the Red Bluff Airport. Therefore, 
the project site is outside the safety hazard and noise contours for the airport, and the project would have 
no impact on the people residing in the project. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Tehama County Airport Land Use Commission 

XIV. POPULATION AND HOUSING – Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial unplanned population growth 
in an area, either directly (for example, by propos-
ing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for 
example, through extension of road or other in-
frastructure)? 

    

Response:  
 
The project site is vacant and the development of two billboards adjected to Interstate 5 will not create 
any new population or housing growth. Therefore, the development of this project will have no impact. 
b) Displace substantial numbers of existing people 

or housing, necessitating the construction of re-
placement housing elsewhere? 

    

Response:  
 
The project site is vacant. The project will not displace any persons or require the construction of re-
placement housing. Therefore, no impact on housing will occur directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://www.co.tehama.ca.us/government/departments/planning-department/airport-land-use-commission-aluc/
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
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XV. PUBLIC SERVICES – Would the project: 

a) 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 con-
struction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i) Fire protection?     
ii) Police protection?     
 

iii) Schools?     
 

iv) Parks?     
 
v) Other public facilities?     
Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no impact on Fire or Police protec-
tion, Schools, Parks or other public facilities. 
 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

XVI. RECREATION – Would the project: 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other recre-
ational facilities such that substantial physical de-
terioration of the facility would occur or be accel-
erated? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no impact on any park or recreational 
facilities and this development will not house any people.  The project will have no impact on parks, 
directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. 

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of recrea-
tional facilities that have an adverse physical ef-
fect on the environment? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no impact on any park or recreational 
facilities and this development will not house any people. Therefore, the project will have no impact on 
recreational facilities, causing an adverse effect on the environment. 

Sources: 
  

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

XVII. TRANSPORTATION – Would the project: 

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

    

Response: 
 

□ □ □ ~ 
□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ ~ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
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The project is located on Montgomery Road and the portion of that roadway where the project will be 
developed is adjacent to Interstate 5.  The proposed project includes the development of two billboards 
adjacent to Interstate 5.  While there will be some traffic in the area during construction once developed 
vehicle trips to these billboards will be infrequent.  As designed and conditioned, the project will not 
conflict with a program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities, and will have a less than significant impact, directly, indi-
rectly, or cumulatively.  
 

b) Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines 
section 15064.3, subdivision (b)?     

Response:  
 
Since the project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5, the project is assumed to 
have a less than significant impact on vehicle miles traveled. 

c) Substantially increase hazards due to a geomet-
ric design feature (e.g., sharp curves or danger-
ous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., 
farm equipment)? 

    

Response:  
 
The proposed project is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5, which will be located 
on private property and not accessible by any public street.  Further, Caltrans will be required to issue 
an Outdoor Advertising Permit for these billboards, which must adhere to Caltrans requirements before 
development.  As such, the project will have a less than significant impact, directly, indirectly, or cumu-
latively, on creating or increasing hazards or incompatible uses with the above provisions. 

d) Result in inadequate emergency access?     
Response:  
 
Access to the project site will be provided via Montgomery Road. Emergency access to the site will be 
provided during the construction and the operational phases of the development. The proposed project 
is the development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 and beyond the initial construction phase 
there is likely to be little traffic to the site during its operational phase. The project will have less than 
significant impact on emergency access, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Caltrans website – Outdoor Advertising accessed – July 15, 2026. 

XVIII. TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES – Would the project: 

a) 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 geograph-
ically 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: 

i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Reg-
ister of Historical Resources, or in a local register 
of historical resources as defined in Public Re-
sources Code Section 5020.1(k), or 

    

Response:  
 
Pursuant to AB 52 (Gatto, 2014), California Native American tribes traditionally and culturally affiliated 
with the project area can request notification of projects in their traditional cultural territory. No tribes have 
requested notification from the City of Red Bluff. Therefore AB 52 Tribal Consultation was not held on 
this project. 
 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

-

□ ~ □ □ 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I43ABB2050A37472B90E4B2F4F9D8EF29?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/I43ABB2050A37472B90E4B2F4F9D8EF29?viewType=FullText&originationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default)
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=21074.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=21074.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5020.1.&lawCode=PRC
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=5020.1.&lawCode=PRC
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Because the project includes a General Plan Amendment, the City sent formal notification letters pursu-
ant to SB 18 (Burton). The City was making notice of the consultation opportunity, according to Govern-
ment Code § 65352.3, on April 24, 2026. The City sent a 90-day notification letter to the following tribes. 
 

• Greenville Rancheria of Maidu Indians 

• Estom Yumeka Maidu Tribe of the Enterprise Rancheria 

• Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians 

• Redding Rancheria 

• Wintu Tribe of Northern California 
 
As of preparing this environmental assessment, the City has not heard from these tribes. The SB 18 
consultation notification period formally ends on June 27, 2026. Final City action on the project is not 
anticipated until October 27, 2026, giving the tribes a chance to consult on the project and provide any 
input into the decision-making process. 
 
To ensure that tribal consultation is completed before final discretionary action on the project mitigation 
measure MM TCR-1 is recommended. Out of an abundance of caution, mitigation measure MM CUL-1 
is recommended to be incorporated into the project. Therefore, the project will have a less than signif-
icant impact with mitigation, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on any cultural resource defined by 
Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k). 
 
MM TCR-1: The City will not take final action on the project until October 27, 2026, and the SB 18 

consultation notification period ended on July 23, 2026. If any of the tribes that have not 
yet responded request consultation, the consultation must be closed before the City acts 
on the project. The City will incorporate the consultation results into the project as ap-
propriate if consultation occurs. 

ii) A resource determined by the lead agency, in its 
discretion and supported by substantial evi-
dence, 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 Resources Code Sec-
tion 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the 
significance of the resource to a California Native 
American tribe. 

    

Response:  
 
To ensure that tribal consultation is completed before final discretionary action on the project mitigation 
measure MM TCR-1 is recommended. Out of an abundance of caution, mitigation measure MM CUL-1 
is recommended to be incorporated into the project. Therefore, the project will have less than significant 
impact with mitigation, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on Tribal Historical Resources. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 

XIX. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS – Would the project: 

a) Require or result in the relocation or construction 
of new or expanded water, wastewater treatment 
or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities, the con-
struction or relocation of which could cause sig-
nificant environmental effects? 

    

Response:  
 
Water 
 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

-

https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=65352.3.&lawCode=GOV
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=5024.1
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=5024.1
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=5024.1
http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?lawCode=PRC&sectionNum=5024.1
http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
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The proposed development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not have any demand for water.  
Therefore, the project will have no impact on water facility expansion, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively.  
 
Wastewater Treatment 
 
The proposed development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not have any demand for water 
and subsequently won’t generate any wastewater. Therefore, the project will have no impact on directly, 
indirectly, or cumulatively expanding wastewater facilities.  
 
Storm Water Drainage 
 
The proposed development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not generate any storm water. 
Therefore, the project will have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on water quality and dis-
charge. 
 
Electric Power 
 
Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) provides electric power to the site.  Exiting overhead power utilities run 
on the west side of Montgomery Road and a power drop will be required to light the two proposed bill-
boards adjacent to Interstate 5. It is expected that a billboard with lights on for 10 hours per day would 
use between 6-7 kWh per night.  This project has two billboards so the expected power consumption 
would be 12-14 kWh per night, which would not have a significant impact on the electrical utility.  There-
fore, the project will have a less than significant effect on electric power expansion. 
 
Natural Gas 
 
PG&E will also provide natural Gas. The project will not require natural gas so it will not result in the 
relocation or construction of new or expanded gas lines, which could cause significant environmental 
effects. Therefore, the project will have no impact on natural gas. 
 
Telecommunications Facilities 
 
AT&T will provide phone service but the proposed project will not require phone service.  As such, the 
project will not require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded services. Therefore, 
the project will have no impact on telecommunication facilities. 
 
Summary 
 
As noted above and in the responses above, the project will have no impact or less than significant 
directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, on the relocation or construction of new or expanded water, 
wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, 
for the construction or relocation of which could cause significant environmental effects. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will have no water demand.  Therefore, the 
project will no impact on water supply availability to serve the project and reasonably foreseeable future 
development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years on wastewater facility expansion directly, indi-
rectly, or cumulatively.  

c) Result in a determination by the wastewater treat-
ment provider which serves or may serve the pro-
ject that it has adequate capacity to serve the pro-
ject's projected demand in addition to the provid-
er's existing commitments? 

    

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 
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Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not have a demand for water and therefore 
will not create any wastewater.  Therefore, the project will have no impact on directly, indirectly, or 
cumulatively expanding wastewater facilities.  

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not generate any solid waste beyond what 
is created during construction.  It is anticipated that during operations static displays on the billboards 
will be made from Polyethylene or Polypropylene, both of with are 100% recyclable.  The project will 
have a less than significant impact on landfills directly, indirectly, and cumulatively. 

e) Comply with federal, state, and local manage-
ment and reduction statutes and regulations re-
lated to solid waste? 

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not generate any solid waste beyond what 
is created during construction.  It is anticipated that during operations static displays on the billboards 
will be made from Polyethylene or Polypropylene, both of with are 100% recyclable.  There will be less 
than significant impacts, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, regarding compliance with federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. 

Sources: 
 

1. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
2. Chapter 5 – Construction Regulations 

➢ Article VII – Diversion of Construction and Demolition (C&D) Debris 

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

a) Substantially impair an adopted emergency re-
sponse plan or emergency evacuation plan?     

Response:  
 
Construction activities may temporarily restrict vehicular traffic on-site and new the development of two 
billboards adjacent to Interstate 5.  However, there will be no impact to Montgomery Road or Interstate 
5.  The development of two billboards adjacent to Interstate 5 will not impact and adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, the project will be no impact on an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. 

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? 

    

Response:  
 
In addition to response Section IX g) above, the project site is an infill project in a sub-urbanized area of 
the City. Slopes do not surround the project site, nor will the project create slopes or other factors that 
exacerbate wildfire risks. The site is not located in a Fire Hazard Severity Zone. In addition, the CalFire 
Fire Hazard Severity Zone Viewer indicates that the subject site is not in a fire severity zone. The project 
will have no impact on exposing project occupants to, pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire. 
c) Require the installation or maintenance of asso-

ciated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, 
emergency water sources, power lines, or other 

    

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ ~ □ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

□ □ □ ~ 

https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-1375
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-10741
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utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk, or that may 
result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the en-
vironment? 

Response:  
 
The project will not require the installation or maintenance of associated infrastructure that would exac-
erbate fire risk or result in temporary or ongoing impacts on the environment. As such, the project will 
have no impact, directly, indirectly, or cumulatively. 

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

    

Response:  
 
The development of two billboards along Interstate 5 will not expose people to downslope or downstream 
flooding or landslides as a results of run off, post-fire slope instability or drainage changes. Therefore, 
the project will have no impact directly, indirectly, or cumulatively, as it is not expected to have a wildland 
fire on-site and will not expose people or structures to significant risk from flooding or landslides as a 
result of a post-wildfire. 

Sources: 
 

1. City of Red Bluff General Plan 
2. Chapter 25 – Zoning 
3. Chapter 5 – Construction Regulations 
4. CalFire FHSZ Viewer, accessed July 15, 2026 

XXI. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

a) Does the project have the potential to substan-
tially degrade the quality of the environment, sub-
stantially 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 en-
dangered plant or animal or eliminate important 
examples of the major periods of California his-
tory or prehistory? 

    

Response:  
 
Biological Resources 
In Section IV (Biological Resources), Special-status species have the potential to occur in the biological 
survey area. With the implementation of mitigation measures MM BIO-1, the project will have a less than 
significant impact with mitigation on biological resources. 
 
Cultural & Tribal Resources 
In Section V (Cultural Resources) and Section XVIII (Tribal Cultural Resources), the project will not elim-
inate important examples of the significant periods of California history or prehistory. It will have a less 
than significant impact with mitigation as described in Sections V – Cultural Resources, Section VII 
– Geology and Soils f) Paleontological, and Section XVIII – Tribal Cultural Resources. The project would 
not result in impacts on any known historic, archaeological, paleontological, or tribal cultural resources. 
Nevertheless, it is possible that resources would be encountered at subsurface levels during ground-
disturbing construction activities. To reduce potential adverse effects to post-review discoveries during 
project implementation, procedures for inadvertent discovery of resources will be implemented through 
MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, MM PALEO-1, & MM TCR-1. 

b) Does the project have impacts that are individu-
ally limited, but cumulatively considerable? (“Cu-
mulatively considerable” means that the incre-
mental effects of a project are considerable when 

    

□ □ □ ~ 

□ ~ □ □ 

□ ~ □ □ 

http://www.cityofredbluff.org/citydepartments/planning/
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-5880
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/redbluff/latest/redbluff_ca/0-0-0-1375
https://egis.fire.ca.gov/FHSZ/
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viewed in connection with the effects of past pro-
jects, the effects of other current project, and the 
effects of probable future projects.)? 

Response:  
 
The project is generally consistent with the City’s General Plan. Through the requested General Plan 
Amendment and Zone Change, the land use will continue to support the General Plan and the goal and 
policies. As such, cumulatively considerable impacts associated with the project would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated (MM AES-1, MM BIO-1, MM CUL-1, MM CUL-2, MM PALEO-
1, MM NOI-1 through MM NOI-3, and MM TCR-1). The project does not have impacts that are individually 
limited but cumulatively considerable.  

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

    

Response:  
 
Direct and indirect environmental effects on human beings were analyzed in the following sections: aes-
thetics, air quality, energy, geology and soils, greenhouse gas emissions, hazards and hazardous mate-
rials, hydrology/water quality, land use and planning, noise, population/housing, public services, recrea-
tion, transportation, utilities/services systems, and wildfire. As found in the discussion of each relevant 
section, there are no potential impacts that cannot be fully mitigated to less-than-significant levels. Fur-
thermore, the project would comply with all applicable federal, state, and local policies and regulations. 
The project would not result in environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, and impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. With MM AES-1 and MM 
NOI-1 through MM NOI-3, impacts can be mitigated to less than significant. 

 

□ ~ □ □ 
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