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	SUBJECT

Environmental Effect of the Proposed Unification of Etna Union High School District with Etna Union Elementary School District, Fort Jones Union School District, and Quartz Valley School District in Siskiyou County
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Action

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Information

	
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Hearing


	RECOMMENDATION


The California Department of Education (CDE) recommends that the State Board of Education (SBE) adopt a Negative Declaration (Attachment 1), which concludes that the proposed unification would not have any significant effects on the environment.
	SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION DISCUSSION AND ACTION


The SBE has not heard this issue previously.
	SUMMARY OF KEY ISSUES


The SBE is the lead agency for all aspects of school district unifications, including reviewing potential impacts on the environment in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA guidelines. The CDE has completed the CEQA Initial Study (Attachment 2). The study describes the project and its potential impacts on the environment.

A copy of the Initial Study and Negative Declaration, concluding that the proposed unification would not have any significant effects on the environment, has been filed with the State Clearinghouse for state agency review. Also, the Siskiyou County Clerk’s Office, the Etna Union High School District, the Etna Union Elementary School District, the Fort Jones Union School District, and the Quartz Valley School District have posted a copy of the Initial Study and Negative Declaration for public review. Furthermore, a notice of the availability and intent to consider a Negative Declaration for the proposed unification, and the location and time of the public hearing, have been published in a local newspaper of general circulation. Any comments from this public review period that are received by CDE will be forwarded to the SBE or presented verbally at the public hearing.
	FISCAL ANALYSIS (AS APPROPRIATE)


There is no fiscal effect to adopting the Proposed Negative Declaration.
	ATTACHMENT(S)


Attachment 1:     Proposed Negative Declaration (2 Pages) 

Attachment 2:     Initial Study/Proposed Negative Declaration for the Unification of Etna Union High School District with Etna Union Elementary School District, Fort Jones Union School District, and Quartz Valley School District in Siskiyou County (65 Pages) 

 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project: Unification of the Etna Union High School District in Siskiyou County

Lead Agency: California State Board of Education (SBE)
Availability of Documents: The Initial Study (IS) for this Negative Declaration (ND) is available for review at the following locations:

	California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 3800
Sacramento, CA 95814
	Etna Union High School District 
501 Howell Avenue
Etna, CA 96027

	Etna Union Elementary School District 
Collier Way
Etna, CA 96027
	Fort Jones Union School District 
11501 Mathews Street
Fort Jones, CA 96032

	Quartz Valley School District 
11033 Quartz Valley Road
Fort Jones, CA 96032
	Siskiyou County Office of Education 
609 South Gold Street
Yreka, CA 96097


Project Description

The Governing Boards of the Etna Union High School District (EUHSD), the Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), the Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and the Quartz Valley School District (QVSD) propose to unify, i.e., merge, the four districts into a single unified district. EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD are located in the Scott Valley area of Siskiyou County, California. EUHSD serves 352 students in grade levels seven through twelve, whereas EUESD and QVSD have enrollments of 247 and 48 kindergarten through eighth grade students, respectively, and FJUSD has 116 kindergarten through sixth grade students. Together, the four districts serve 763 students. The Forks of Salmon School District (enrollment of 14 kindergarten through eighth grade students) is a fourth component school district of EUHSD, and secondary students residing in this district would continue to attend their same high schools. The SBE previously approved exclusion of the Forks of Salmon School District from the unification.
EUHSD operates three school sites: one comprehensive high school (Etna High School) with 255 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one continuation school (Scott River High School) with 21 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one junior high school (Scott Valley Junior High School) with 72 students in seventh through ninth grade. EUHSD also operates two community day schools with a total enrollment of four students. The junior high school site is located in the city of Fort Jones, while the other sites are in the city of Etna. EUESD has one school facility in the city of Etna that contains an elementary school (208 kindergarten through sixth grade students), a charter school (37 seventh and eighth grade students) and a community day school with two students. FJUSD has one site in the city of Fort Jones, containing 114 kindergarten through sixth grade students and a community day school with two students. QVSD has a single school site, on the outskirts of the city of Fort Jones, serving 48 kindergarten through eighth grade students. All eighth grade students move on to EUHSD for their secondary education.

All four districts have separate administrative structures (e.g., superintendent, business office and student support services). There are separate administrative facilities for each of the four districts—district administrative offices for each elementary district are located in one of the district’s school facilities while the high school administrative office is located on a separate site. 
The proposed unification is a discretionary action that would not lead to physical changes in the environment. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute patterns, student enrollment levels or their school locations, or bus routing or maintenance practices. The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new or modified school facilities in either affected school district.

Findings

An IS has been prepared to assess the proposed project's potential effects on the environment and the significance of those effects. Based on the IS, it has been determined that the proposed unification would not have any significant effects on the environment. This conclusion is supported by the following finding:

1.
The proposed unification would not have a significant effect related to aesthetic resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems.

A copy of the IS is attached. Questions or comments regarding this ND and IS may be addressed to:

Larry Shirey, Field Representative
Financial Accountability and Information Services
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 3800
Sacramento, CA  95814
Telephone: (916) 322-1468
Pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act, the SBE has independently reviewed and analyzed the IS and ND for the proposed project and finds that the IS and ND reflect the independent judgment of the SBE. Adoption of the ND occurs with the signature below.

__________________________________________

_______________________ 
President 


Date
California State Board of Education
(To be signed upon adoption of the ND after the public review period is completed.)
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 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
Project: Unification of the Etna Union High School District in Siskiyou County

Lead Agency: California State Board of Education (SBE)
Availability of Documents: The Initial Study (IS) for this Negative Declaration (ND) is available for review at the following locations:

	California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 3800
Sacramento, CA 95814
	Etna Union High School District 
501 Howell Avenue
Etna, CA 96027

	Etna Union Elementary School District 
Collier Way
Etna, CA 96027
	Fort Jones Union School District 
11501 Mathews Street
Fort Jones, CA 96032

	Quartz Valley School District 
11033 Quartz Valley Road
Fort Jones, CA 96032
	Siskiyou County Office of Education 
609 South Gold Street
Yreka, CA 96097


Project Description

The Governing Boards of the Etna Union High School District (EUHSD), the Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), the Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and the Quartz Valley School District (QVSD) propose to unify, i.e., merge, the four districts into a single unified district. EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD are located in the Scott Valley area of Siskiyou County, California. EUHSD serves 352 students in grade levels seven through twelve, whereas EUESD and QVSD have enrollments of 247 and 48 kindergarten through eighth grade students, respectively, and FJUSD has 116 kindergarten through sixth grade students. Together, the four districts serve 763 students. The Forks of Salmon School District (enrollment of 14 kindergarten through eighth grade students) is a fourth component school district of EUHSD, and secondary students residing in this district would continue to attend their same high schools. The SBE previously approved exclusion of the Forks of Salmon School District from the unification.
EUHSD operates three school sites: one comprehensive high school (Etna High School) with 255 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one continuation school (Scott River High School) with 21 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one junior high school (Scott Valley Junior High School) with 72 students in seventh through ninth grade. EUHSD also operates two community day schools with a total enrollment of four students. The junior high school site is located in the city of Fort Jones, while the other sites are in the city of Etna. EUESD has one school facility in the city of Etna that contains an elementary school (208 kindergarten through sixth grade students), a charter school (37 seventh and eighth grade students) and a community day school with two students. FJUSD has one site in the city of Fort Jones, containing 114 kindergarten through sixth grade students and a community day school with two students. QVSD has a single school site, on the outskirts of the city of Fort Jones, serving 48 kindergarten through eighth grade students. All eighth grade students move on to EUHSD for their secondary education.

All four districts have separate administrative structures (e.g., superintendent, business office and student support services). There are separate administrative facilities for each of the four districts—district administrative offices for each elementary district are located in one of the district’s school facilities while the high school administrative office is located on a separate site. 
The proposed unification is a discretionary action that would not lead to physical changes in the environment. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute patterns, student enrollment levels or their school locations, or bus routing or maintenance practices. The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new or modified school facilities in either affected school district.

Findings

An IS has been prepared to assess the proposed project's potential effects on the environment and the significance of those effects. Based on the IS, it has been determined that the proposed unification would not have any significant effects on the environment. This conclusion is supported by the following finding:

1.
The proposed unification would not have a significant effect related to aesthetic resources, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems.

A copy of the IS is attached. Questions or comments regarding this ND and IS may be addressed to:

Larry Shirey, Field Representative
Financial Accountability and Information Services
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 3800
Sacramento, CA 95814
Telephone: (916) 322-1468

Pursuant to Section 21082.1 of the California Environmental Quality Act, the SBE has independently reviewed and analyzed the IS and ND for the proposed project and finds that the IS and ND reflect the independent judgment of the SBE. The adoption of the ND occurs with the signature below.

________________________________________


_______________________ 
President 


Date
California State Board of Education

(To be signed upon adoption of the ND after the public review period is completed.)

1.
INTRODUCTION
1.1
Overview and Regulatory Guidance

This Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration (IS/ND) has been prepared by the California Department of Education (CDE), for the California State Board of Education (SBE), to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed unification (i.e., merger) of the Etna Union High School District (EUHSD) with the Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), the Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and the Quartz Valley School District (QVSD), located in the Scott Valley area of Siskiyou County, California. The unification would result in the establishment of a single unified district that would be named by the newly elected governing board. The Governing Boards of EUHSD and its four component elementary school districts are proposing this unification (with Forks of Salmon School District excluded from the unification). This document has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq., and the State CEQA Guidelines contained in Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15000 et seq.  

An Initial Study is conducted by a lead agency to determine if a project may have a significant effect on the environment. In accordance with CCR Section 15064(a), an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared if there is substantial evidence that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. A Negative Declaration (ND) shall be prepared instead, if the lead agency determines that there is no substantial evidence, in light of the whole record, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, or that potential significant effects are identified, but revisions made to the project, or agreed to by the proponent, avoid or mitigate the potentially significant effects to a less-than-significant level (CCR Section 15070). The lead agency prepares a written statement describing the reasons why a proposed project would not have a significant effect on the environment, and therefore, why it does not require the preparation of an EIR (CCR Section 15369.5).

1.2
Lead Agency

Under CEQA, the lead agency is the public agency with primary responsibility over the proposed project. In accordance with CCR Section 15051(b)(1), “the lead agency will normally be an agency with general governmental powers, such as a city or county, rather than an agency with a single or limited purpose.” The lead agency for the proposed project is the SBE.

1.3
Purpose and Organization of the Document

The purpose of this document is to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the proposed unification.

This document is organized as follows:

· Proposed Negative Declaration: The proposed ND, which precedes the IS analysis, summarizes the environmental conclusions related to the proposed project. It would be signed by a representative of the SBE, if the proposed unification is approved.

· Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter provides an introduction and describes the purpose and organization of this document.

· Chapter 2: Project Description. This chapter describes the project location and setting, the project objectives, project background, and the physical changes related to the proposed project.

· Chapter 3: Environmental Checklist. This chapter provides an environmental setting by environmental issue (where appropriate), and evaluates a range of impacts classified as “no impact,” “less than significant impact,” “less than significant with mitigation incorporated,” or “potentially significant impact” in response to the environmental checklist.
· Chapter 4: References. This chapter identifies the references used in preparing this IS/ND.

1.4
Summary of Findings

Chapter 3 of this document contains the Environmental Checklist that identifies the potential environmental impacts (presented by environmental issue) and a discussion of each impact that would result from implementation of the proposed unification. Based on the Environmental Checklist and the supporting environmental analysis provided in this document, implementation of the proposed unification would result in no impacts for the following issues: aesthetics, agricultural resources, air quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation and traffic, and utilities and service systems. No potential for significant effects on the environment is evident in any environmental issue areas.  

In accordance with Section 15070(a) of the CCR Guidelines, a Negative Declaration may be prepared if the proposed project will not have a significant effect on the environment. There is no substantial evidence that the proposed unification would have a significant effect on the environment, based on the available project information and the environmental analysis presented in this document. A Negative Declaration will be adopted in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.
1.5
Public Review and Comment Process
This IS/ND is available for a 30-day public review period beginning November 30, 2005, and ending on December 30, 2005. Written comments regarding the IS/ND may be submitted by 5 p.m. on December 30, 2005, to:

Larry Shirey
Field Representative
Financial Accountability and Information Services
California Department of Education
1430 N Street, Suite 3800
Sacramento, CA  95814
Telephone: (916) 322-1468
A copy of the IS/ND may be obtained from the CDE office at the address above. Comments may also be provided on this IS/ND at a public hearing scheduled for January 12, 2006, at 10 a.m. at the SBE at 1430 N Street, Room 1101, Sacramento, California. Information on the public hearing will be made available on the SBE Web site at http://www.cde.ca.gov/be/ag/ag/ at least ten days prior to the meeting.

2.
PROJECT DESCRIPTION
2.1
Introduction

This Initial Study and proposed Negative Declaration (IS/ND) evaluates the potential environmental effects of the proposed unification of the Etna Union High School District (EUHSD) with the Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), the Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and the Quartz Valley School District (QVSD). The unification would result in creation of a single unified district that would be named by a newly elected governing board. One other elementary school district (Forks of Salmon School District) is a component elementary district of the EUHSD but has been approved for exclusion from the unification by the SBE. After unification, the high school students from the Forks of Salmon School District would attend the same schools that they currently attend.

2.2
Project Location and Setting

EUHSD encompasses the city of Etna, the city of Fort Jones, other small communities (including Callahan, Cecilville, Forks of Salmon, Greenview, and Sawyers Bar), and surrounding unincorporated areas of southwest Siskiyou County. The cities of Etna and Fort Jones lie along the Scott River, which is a tributary of the Klamath River, and are within the Scott Valley. The other communities either lie within Scott Valley or are within the Klamath National Forest, which surrounds the valley. This surrounding terrain is characterized by National Forest and industrial timberland. The city of Fort Jones (population 668) is located approximately 18 miles on State Route (SR) 3 from the city of Yreka (population 7,391), the Siskiyou County seat (U.S. Census). The city of Etna is located approximately 11 miles south of Fort Jones on SR 3. The climate in Scott Valley is typified by the hot, dry summers and cool, wet winters of Mediterranean climates. Average temperatures on the valley floor range from 33 (winter) to 70 (summer) degrees Fahrenheit. Annual precipitation in the mountains to the west and south of Scott Valley ranges from 60 to 80 inches, while annual precipitation in the mountains on the east side of the valley ranges from 12 to 15 inches (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005).
EUHSD serves 352 students in grade levels seven through twelve whereas EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD have a combined enrollment of 411 kindergarten through eighth grade students. Together, the four districts serve 763 students (California Department of Education, 2005). Secondary students residing in the Forks of Salmon School District would continue to attend their same high schools and, therefore, are included in the EUHSD and total enrollment numbers.

EUHSD operates three school sites; one comprehensive high school (Etna High School) with 255 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one continuation school (Scott River High School) with 21 students in ninth through twelfth grade, one junior high school (Scott Valley Junior High School) with 72 students in seventh through ninth grade. EUHSD also operates two community day schools with a total enrollment of four students. The junior high school site is located in the city of Fort Jones, while the other sites are in the city of Etna. 
EUESD has one school facility in the city of Etna that contains an elementary school (208 kindergarten through sixth grade students, a charter school (37 seventh and eighth grade students) and a community day school with two students. FJUSD has one site in the city of Fort Jones, containing 114 kindergarten through sixth grade students and a community day school with two students. QVSD has a single school site, on the outskirts of the city of Fort Jones, serving 48 kindergarten through eighth grade students. All students from EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD move on to EUHSD for their secondary education.

All four districts currently have separate administrative structures (e.g., superintendent, business office and student support services). There are separate administrative facilities for each of the four districts—district administrative offices for each elementary district are located in one of the district’s school facilities while the high school administrative office is located on a separate site. Exhibit 2-1 shows the boundaries of the proposed Scott Valley Unified School District.  


[image: image1]
Proposed Scott Valley Unified School District Boundaries 
Exhibit 2-1

2.3
Project Objectives

The EUESD, the FJUSD, and the QVSD are each elementary school districts serving students living in the Scott Valley area. The EUHSD provides the secondary (ninth through twelfth grade) for all of its component elementary districts. Additionally, EUHSD operates a junior high program for the seventh and eighth grade students from FJUSD. In general, the proposed unification could provide the following benefits:

· Enhanced opportunities for greater kindergarten through twelfth grade program articulation;

· Enhanced kindergarten through twelfth grade educational program opportunities funded through an upward and permanent adjustment to the base revenue limit funding; and,

· Improved administrative efficiencies/services and associated cost savings achieved by eliminating redundancies in the administrative operations of two districts. 

2.4
Proposed Project

2.4.1
Project Background

EUHSD provides secondary education opportunities to four elementary school districts (also known as “component” districts). The proposed unification of EUHSD with three of its component districts (EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD) is the subject of this Initial Study/proposed Negative Declaration. The remaining component school district, Forks of Salmon School District, has been excluded from the unification process by the SBE and will remain as an independent school district, as allowed under Education Code Section 35542(b). 

In January and February of 2004, the proposed unification process was initiated by petition from the governing boards of EUHSD and its component school districts, prepared pursuant to Education Code Section 35700(d) and Section 35542. On March 24, 2004, the Siskiyou County Superintendent of Schools transmitted the petitions to the SBE. The County Committee held four public hearings, one on May 11, 2004, two on May 18, 2004, and one on May 24, 2004, in the affected school district areas.    

Before a recommendation for the petition was adopted by the County Committee, a study was completed by the Siskiyou County Office of Education. The study considered whether the proposed unification substantially met the state’s conditions for reorganization, or unification. On September 1, 2004, the County Committee recommended that the California SBE approve the unification (Siskiyou County Office of Education, 2004).

The County Committee then forwarded the unification proposal to the SBE, which is now considering the issue. A public hearing has been scheduled for 10 a.m. on March 9, 2006, where the SBE will consider approval of the proposed unification petition, as well as adoption of this IS/ND. At this meeting, the SBE also may designate the composition of the proposed unified district’s governing board with respect to the number of members (five or seven members), trustee areas (by district or population), board member term limits, and election area for the proposal. The CDE is preparing its required feasibility study to determine whether the unification substantially meets the state conditions for reorganization. Under Education Code Section 35753(a), the SBE may approve proposals for reorganization, if the SBE determines that all of the following conditions are substantially met: 
1.
The new district is adequate in terms of number of pupils enrolled (i.e., pupil enrollment is 1,500 or more).

2.
The district is organized on the basis of a substantial community identity.

3.
The proposed district reorganization will result in an equitable division of property and facilities of the original district or districts.

4.
The proposed district reorganization will not promote racial or ethnic discrimination or segregation.

5.
The proposed district reorganization will not result in any substantial increase in costs to the state.

6.
The proposed district reorganization will not significantly disrupt the educational programs in the affected districts and will continue to promote sound educational performance.

7.
The proposed reorganization will not result in a significant increase in school housing costs.

8.
The proposed reorganization is not primarily designed to result in a significant increase in property values.

9.
The proposed reorganization will not cause a substantial negative effect on the fiscal management or fiscal status of the proposed districts or any existing district affected by the proposed unification.

10.
Any other criteria as the Board may, by regulation, prescribe.

The findings will be made available to the public approximately ten days prior to the public hearing on January 12, 2006.
The following table highlights the effective dates of activities related to the proposed unification. If approved by the electorate, the unification would be fully effective as of July 1, 2007.

	Table 2-1
Actions and Events Leading to the Proposed Unification

	Date
	Major Actions/Activities Related to Unification

	January/February 2004
	Approval of Unification Resolutions/Petitions by Affected Governing Boards

	March 2004
	County Superintendent of Schools Verifies Petition is Valid

	May 2004
	Public Hearings in the Affected School Districts

	June 2004
	Siskiyou County Committee on School District Organization Approves Unification and Forwards Petition to the SBE

	January 12, 2006
	SBE Public Hearing to Consider Approval of Proposed Unification Petition and this Initial Study/proposed Negative Declaration

	January/February 2006
	Siskiyou County Superintendent of Schools Delivers Election Order to County Clerk for Proposed Unification

	June 2006
	District Election on the Proposed Unification at First Regularly Scheduled Election in 2006 

	December 1, 2006
	If the unification is approved, filing is completed with the California State Board of Equalization

	July 1, 2007
	Unification is fully effective


2.4.2
Absence of Physical Changes Related to the Proposed Unification

After a reconnaissance visit to the four districts, detailed discussion with the school districts’ and Siskiyou County Office of Education’s administrative staffs, and careful review of materials that have been prepared in relation to the proposed project, it is evident that the proposed unification would not result in (1) an increase or decrease in staffing levels or movement of staff from one facility to another, (2) an increase or decrease in numbers of students at any school site or movement of students from one school to another, or (3) changes to bus routing or maintenance practices, as discussed below. Similarly, the proposed unification would not create a need for new or modified school facilities and involves no proposed changes in facilities.

The following discussion summarizes the information that indicates a lack of physical changes related to the proposed unification. This information is relevant to the evaluation of environmental impacts in Section 3.

The proposed unification is not expected to result in changes in administrative personnel levels or their location. The same number of students will be served in the new unified district as currently are served in the three affected districts; therefore, reduction in certificated staff is not expected. Further, Education Code Section 45121 provides job protection for district classified staff for at least two years following the date of the unification election. For these reasons, the unification of the district is unlikely to result in meaningful reduction in administrative staffing. 

The proposed unification is not expected to affect student enrollment levels or to create a need for new or modified school facilities. Because students from EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD already advance to EUHSD for their secondary (high school) education, unification would not require additional or changed school facilities. 

The proposed unification would make available additional funding. The additional funding would not be used for facility construction or modernization, but rather for enhanced kindergarten through twelfth grade educational program opportunities (Superintendent meeting, 2005). The new funding would be realized through cost savings related to consolidating the three districts into one, and an increased base revenue limit per unit of average daily attendance (ADA) that would be established to eliminate the salary and benefit differentials of the original districts by leveling up salaries, assuming the increased revenue limit covers the increased cost of raising salaries.  

As described above, the proposed unification is a policy decision that would not result in any physical facility changes or operational changes related to student enrollment, travel, or personnel for any existing district. The Initial Study in Section 3 presents the substantial evidence that the absence of physical changes caused by the proposed unification supports the conclusion that the proposed project would not result in any significant effects on the environment.

3.
Environmental Checklist
	PROJECT INFORMATION

	1.
Project Title:
  
	Unification of the Etna Union High School District in Siskiyou County

	2.
Lead Agency Name and Address:


	California State Board of Education

1430 N Street, Suite 5111

Sacramento, CA 95814

	3.
Contact Person and Phone Number:
	Larry Shirey, California Department of Education, 
(916) 322-1468 

	4.
Project Location:
	Scott Valley, Siskiyou County, California

	5.
Project Sponsor’s Name and Address:
	Governing Boards of Etna Union High School District (EUHSD), Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and Quartz Valley School District (QVSD):

EUHSD                                 EUESD
P.O. Box 340                        P.O. Box 490    
Etna, CA 96027                    Etna, CA 96027
FJUSD                                 QVSD
P.O. Box 249                       11033 Quartz Valley Road
Fort Jones, CA 96032          Fort Jones, CA 96032



	6.
General Plan Designation:
	Not applicable.

	7.
Zoning:
	Not applicable. 

	8.
Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including but not limited to later phases of the project, and any secondary, support, or off‑site features necessary for its implementation.) 

	
Refer to Chapter 2, Project Description

	9.
Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
(Briefly describe the project’s surroundings)
	Refer to Chapter 3, Section IX, Land Use and Planning

	10.
Other public agencies whose approval is required: (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation agreement)
	Not applicable. 

	

	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.

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Aesthetics
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Agriculture Resources
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Air Quality

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Biological Resources
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Cultural Resources
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Geology / Soils

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Hazards & Hazardous Materials
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Hydrology / Water Quality
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Land Use / Planning

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Mineral Resources
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Noise
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Population / Housing

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Public Services
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Recreation
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Transportation / Traffic

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Utilities / Service Systems
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	Mandatory Findings of Significance
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	None 


	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 environment, and a negative declaration will be prepared.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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


	I find that the proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment, and an environmental impact report is required.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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


	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.
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Signature
	
	Date
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	Larry Shirey
	
	Field Representative
	

	
	Printed Name
	
	Title
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	California Department of Education
	
	
	

	
	Agency
	
	
	


	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 parentheses 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 significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant. “Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect may be significant. If there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.

	4.
“Negative Declaration: 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 “Earlier Analyses,” as described in (5) below, may be cross‑referenced).

	5.
Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR, or 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 Analysis Used: Identify and state where they are available for review.

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 analysis.

c) 
Mitigation Measures: For effects that are “Less than Significant with Mitigation 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 information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). Reference to a previously prepared or outside document should, where appropriate, include a reference to the page or pages where the statement is substantiated.

	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: the significance criteria or threshold, if any, used to evaluate each question; and the mitigation measure identified, if any, to reduce the impact to less than significance.


	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	I.
Aesthetics.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

Staff from California Department of Education (CDE) made observations at each of the Etna Union High School District (EUHSD), Etna Union Elementary School District (EUESD), Fort Jones Union School District (FJUSD), and Quartz Valley School District (QVSD) school sites on October 13, 2005. There are a number of churches located in Etna and Fort Jones (Scott Valley Chamber of Commerce, 2005) with many located in the vicinity of school sites in EUHSD, EUESD, and FJUSD. State Route (SR) 3, which connects Etna and Fort Jones with other communities in Siskiyou County, is not currently an officially designated scenic highway nor is it listed as an eligible state scenic highway (Caltrans, 2005).

EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD schools are located within or near Etna (population–770) or Fort Jones (population–660). The immediate area surrounding each of the school sites is primarily characterized by small town/rural residential properties. 

Discussion

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

SR 3 runs through the entire Scott Valley and provides views of the Klamath National Forest on the mountains surrounding Scott Valley. No EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, or QVSD school sites currently block views of the National Forest from SR 3. For this reason, and because the proposed unification would not create a need for any new or modified school facilities, it would not have an adverse effect on any scenic vistas. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

SR 3 is not currently an officially designated scenic highway nor is it listed as an eligible state scenic highway. Because of the facts that SR 3 is the only highway in Scott Valley and that the proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose any new or modified school or administrative facilities, there would be no change or damage to any scenic resources near a state scenic highway. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c)
Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?

No EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, or QVSD school sites currently block views of the National Forest from SR 3. Because of this, and the fact that the proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose any new or modified school or administrative facilities, there would be no substantial degradation of the visual character or quality of any of the school sites or other areas within the districts’ boundaries. Therefore, no impact due to the proposed unification would occur.

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

The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose any new or modified school or administrative facilities, including exterior and interior lighting that could have an adverse effect on day or nighttime views in the area.  Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	II.
Agricultural Resources.
	
	
	
	

	In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997, as updated) prepared by the California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland.
	
	
	
	

	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-agricultural use?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

Farmlands are mapped by the State of California Department of Conservation under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP). The FMMP was created by the State of California to provide data for decision makers to use in planning for current and future uses of the state’s agricultural lands. Farmlands fall into the following eight categories: Prime Farmland; Farmland of Statewide Importance; Unique Farmland; Farmland of Local Importance; Grazing Land; Urban or Built-Up Land; Other Land; and Water. Mapping is conducted on a countywide scale, with minimum mapping units of 10 acres unless otherwise specified. The FMMP identifies 13 soil mapping units in Central Siskiyou County that meet the criteria for Prime Farmland and 11 soil mapping units that meet the criteria for Farmland of Statewide Importance (California Department of Conservation, 1995).

The Williamson Act allows counties to protect agricultural land by offering tax incentives to owners and by entering into contracts that maintain the land in agricultural production. Significant agricultural resources in Scott Valley are secured in agricultural preserves under the Williamson Act (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005). 

Discussion

(a-c)
Conversion of farmland, conflict with zoning for agricultural use or Williamson Act, or changes leading to conversion of farmland (all questions in this section).
The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new school or administrative facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not convert farmland, conflict with agricultural zoning or Williamson Act land, make changes that could indirectly lead to conversion of farmland, or otherwise affect any agricultural resources. Therefore, no impact would occur.
	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	III.
Air Quality.
	
	
	
	

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

	Would the project:
	
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) 
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD are located in the Northeast Plateau Air Basin (NPAB), which encompasses three air pollution control districts (APCD)—Siskiyou County APCD, Modoc County APCD, and Lassen County APCD (California Air Resources Board, 2005). The Siskiyou County APCD has the responsibility of regulating the air emissions from stationary sources within the county. The California Air Resources Board (CARB) has the responsibility for mobile emission sources and for overseeing the APCD.
Ambient air quality standards represent the levels of air pollutant concentrations considered safe to protect public health and welfare. They are designed to protect people most sensitive to respiratory distress, such as asthmatics, the elderly, very young children, people already weakened by other disease or illness, and persons engaged in strenuous work or exercise. The Siskiyou County APCD is designated as attainment with respect to state standards for ozone, suspended particulate matter (PM10), nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. The APCD is unclassified (available data are insufficient to support designation as attainment or nonattainment) with respect to state standards for fine suspended particulate matter (PM2.5), carbon monoxide, hydrogen sulfide, and visibility reducing particles. The Siskiyou County APCD is designated as unclassified/attainment with respect to all United States Environmental Protection Agency standards (California Air Resources Board, 2005). 
Discussion

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

Projects resulting in an increase in population or employment growth beyond that identified in local plans may result in an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and corresponding mobile source emissions, which could conflict with the NPAB air quality planning efforts, since NPAB uses these plans as the basis for preparing air quality emissions inventories and subsequent attainment plans. Consequently, an increase in VMT beyond projections in local plans could potentially result in a significant adverse incremental effect on the region’s ability to attain and/or maintain state and national ambient air quality standards. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels and student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing or maintenance practices. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose any new or modified school or administrative facilities. Therefore, the project would not increase VMT, nor would it result in the construction or operation of any stationary emission sources. Because the proposed unification would not increase air emissions beyond current levels, it would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality attainment plans. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation?

Construction emissions that are temporary in duration, but which have the potential to represent a significant impact with respect to air quality (especially fugitive dust emissions (PM10)), generally are described as “short-term.” The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new or modified school facilities and, therefore, would not produce any short-term construction emissions. Similarly, the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels and student populations or their travel patterns, and would have no effect on bus routing. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not change traffic volumes and VMT on local roadways from existing conditions. Thus, the project would not cause an increase in long-term emissions and would not violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?

As previously stated, the proposed project is located within the Siskiyou Count APCD under the jurisdiction of the NPAB. The NPAB has not been designated as nonattainment with respect to any state or national standards. Moreover, as discussed above in items (a) and (b), the proposed project would not result in the construction or operation of any stationary emission sources. Similarly, the proposed unification would not cause an increase in mobile source emissions, because the proposed project would not cause an increase in student or administrative staff commute trips, populations, VMT, or growth beyond current projections used by the NPAB in its air quality planning efforts. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable net increase in ozone or particulate matter emissions. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

As discussed in items (a), (b), and (c) above, the proposed unification would not generate short-term or long-term emissions nor would it relocate any existing air quality sensitive receptors. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not expose        on-site sensitive receptors at school district sites, nor would it expose other receptor locations within the district boundaries to any change in pollutant concentrations. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e) 
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?

The proposed unification would not involve the use of any materials or equipment that could create objectionable odors. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	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-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

Staff from CDE made observations at each of the EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD school sites on October 13, 2005. The immediate area surrounding each of the school sites is primarily characterized by rural/small town residential lands. The school districts are located within the Scott River watershed, which is a 520,000 acre watershed draining the Klamath Mountains (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005). The Scott River watershed is characterized by wetland and riparian habitat areas, with conifer tree species being the most common vegetation especially in the mountains of the northern, western, and southern portions of the watershed. In fact, the southwestern area of the watershed is known to have the greatest diversity of conifer species in the world. The primary forms of vegetation in the wetlands area of the valley floor are annual grasses, sedge, and rush. The riparian habitat vegetation primarily is in the form of mixed hardwoods, annual grasses, and agricultural crops. Endangered plant species that exist near inhabited areas along SR 3 include the Shasta chaenactis, Scott Valley phacelia, grape fern, and wooly balsamroot.
Scott Valley is a primary deer wintering area in Siskiyou County. The Scott River does not serve as a major spawning ground or migration route for anadromous fishes due to elevated water temperature, excessive sediment loads, and canyon barriers to spawning and rearing habitat (Armstrong, 2004). Endangered bird species that exist near inhabited areas along SR 3 include the Sand Martin swallow, the greater sandhill crane, the goshawk, the prairie falcon, and the golden eagle.
Discussion

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

Special-status species include plants and animals that are legally protected, or that are otherwise considered sensitive by federal, state, or local resource conservation agencies and organizations. Because the proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new or modified school facilities and would not result in any physical changes, no construction or change in student populations at the schools would occur. The proposed unification would not alter any existing habitat on school district properties, disturb existing species inhabiting the properties or surrounding area, or change the level or type of uses of the properties. Consequently, the proposed unification would not have an adverse effect on any special-status species. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

Sensitive natural communities are plant communities that are especially diverse, regionally uncommon, or of special concern to local, state, and federal agencies. As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not result in construction activities that could have an effect on any habitats, including sensitive natural communities. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction over navigable bodies of water and other waters of the United States, including wetlands. As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities that could have an effect on any habitats, including protected wetlands through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption or other means. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

A wildlife corridor is generally a topographical/landscape feature or movement area that connects two areas of natural habitat. As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities that could interfere with the movement of wildlife or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e & f)
Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance, or the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities. For this reason, implementation of the proposed unification would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting any of the biological resources found within the project area or the provisions of an approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	V.
Cultural Resources.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in Section 15064.5?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

In Siskiyou County, culturally sensitive areas are sites that have special importance to Native Americans. The Scott Valley area was occupied by the Shasta tribe. Geographically, the Shasta villages primarily were located at the edges of Scott Valley where a stream came down from the mountains. The Quartz Valley Native American community, which was recognized by the federal government in 1983, has representation from the Shasta, Karuk, and Upper Klamath tribes. The Quartz Valley Indian reservation is part of the tribal trust lands in Siskiyou County. (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005; North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005).

The original site of Fort Jones is a California State Historical Landmark in the Fort Jones area. Fort Jones House (on Main Street in Fort Jones), the Sawyers Bar Catholic Church (in Sawyers Bar), and the Fong Wah Cemetery (in the Forks of Salmon area) are recognized on the National Registrar of Historic Sites (2005). 

Discussion

a & b)
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource, as defined in Section 15064.5, or an archaeological resource, pursuant to Section 15064.5?

The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new school or administrative facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve construction or any other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not cause change in the significance of any historical or archaeological resources. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

As discussed in item (a) and (b) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities. For this reason, the proposed unification would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or geologic feature. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?

As discussed in item (a) and (b) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities. For this reason, the proposed unification would not have the potential to disturb any human remains. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VI.
Geology and Soils.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
	
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	ii)
Strong seismic ground shaking?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iii)
Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	iv)
Landslides?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

The diverse bedrock comprising the Scott River watershed includes both high and medium grade pre-Cenozoic metamorphic rock, slightly metamorphosed Paleozoic sedimentary rocks and volcanics, granitic rocks primarily from the Mesozoic Age, ultramafic rocks from the Mesozoic age that are mostly altered to serpentine, and small amounts of limestone. Folding, intense shearing, and thrust faulting of the bedrock over the past one to two million years has resulted in uplift of the mountains and subsidence in Scott Valley.
The Scott Valley area of Siskiyou County historically is not a seismically active area, although there are mapped fault lines in the western portion of the valley. There are no Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones designated in the Scott Valley area. (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005; California Department of Conservation, 2005).
Other geological hazards include landslides and soil stability. The steeply sloped terrain surrounding the valley contains highly erosive soil types and seasonal rains make soil erosion a pervasive problem. Designated landslide areas are located in the hills along the western portion of the valley. 

Historical subsidence in the valley has resulted in the bedrock of the middle part of the valley being several hundred feet below the bedrock at the downstream portion of the valley. During the subsidence, this depression has been filled by sediments (gravel and sand) from mountain streams. Neither seiches nor tsunamis are a great concern in the county. 
A number of areas along SR 3 have building foundation limitations due to high shrink-swell behavior soils. This soil type has potential for volume change due to loss or gain in moisture. Additionally, significant areas of the valley have severe septic tank limitations due to soil type. (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005).
Discussion

a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:

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

Fault rupture can occur along fault systems during seismic events (earthquakes). If the rupture extends to the surface, movement on a fault is visible as a surface rupture. The occurrence of fault rupture depends on several factors including location of the epicenter in relation to the project site and the characteristics of the earthquake, such as intensity and duration. The hazards associated with fault rupture generally occur in the immediate vicinity of the fault system.

There are a couple of mapped faults in Scott Valley that could expose people or structures in the project vicinity to hazards associated with fault rupture. Because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not create a change in risk related to fault rupture. Therefore, no impact would occur.
ii)
Strong seismic ground shaking?

Strong earthquakes generated along a fault system generally create ground shaking, which attenuates with distance from the epicenter. In general, the area affected by strong ground shaking would depend on the characteristics of the earthquake such as intensity and duration and the location of the epicenter from the project site. As indicated previously, Scott Valley historically is not a seismically active area although there are a couple of mapped fault lines in the western portion of the valley. A potential for ground shaking also exists from earthquakes on regional faults outside the immediate vicinity. However, because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not create a change in risk related to seismic events and associated ground shaking. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

Primary factors in determining the liquefaction potential are soil type, the level and duration of seismic ground motions, the type and consistency of soils, and the depth to groundwater. Soil types in Scott Valley are conducive to liquefaction or seismically-related ground failure. However, because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not create a change in risk related to ground failure. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

iv)
Landslides?

Landslide hazards primarily exist in the foothills and hilly terrain areas along the western side of Scott Valley. However, because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not create a change in risk related to landslides. Therefore, no impact would occur.  
b)
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

The proposed unification would not involve construction, create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in erosion or the loss of topsoil. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

c & d)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse, or on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994, as updated), creating substantial risks to life or property?

As discussed in item (b) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities. For this reason, the proposed project would not create substantial risks to life or property by being located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or on expansive soils. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

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

The proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, the proposed unification would have no impact on existing septic or other waste water systems.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VII.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Would the project:
	
	
	

	a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?
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	b)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment?
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	c)
Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?
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	d)
Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
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	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 for people residing or working in the project area?
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	f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?
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	g)
Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?
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	h)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?
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Environmental Setting

The State Water Resources Control Board maintains records on sites that are considered Leaking Underground Fuel Tank (LUFT); Spills, Leaks, Investigation, and Cleanup (SLIC); and Landfill. Within the EUHSD area, there are six open LUFT cases (including one at Etna High School), six open SLIC cases, and two open Landfill cases. No underground storage tank sites are located in the EUHSD area (GeoTracker, 2005). There are no other hazardous materials issues known to exist near the school sites or administrative offices of the affected districts.

Discussion

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

The proposed unification includes consolidating three school districts into one and would not involve the routine, transport, use or disposal of hazardous materials. Therefore, no impact would occur.
b & c)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and/or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment, or emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute trips, student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing or maintenance practices. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for or propose any new or modified school or administrative facilities. Existing bus maintenance facilities for EUHSD, may contain diesel and gasoline fuel storage tanks, and may include the use and storage of minor amounts of lubricating oils and other hazardous substances used in vehicle maintenance. The use of buses and other district vehicles would not change as a result of the proposed unification, because student populations, district employees, and travel patterns would not be modified. The proposed unification would have no effect on the storage and use of these materials. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

The proposed unification would consolidate existing school districts into a single unified district. The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new or modified school facilities. No change in the use of existing school district facilities is proposed. For these reasons, the proposed project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment by being located on a hazardous materials site. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

e & f)
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, public use airport, or private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

There are two small airports in Scott Valley—Lefko Airport and Scott Valley Airport. However, no school sites are located within two miles of the airports. Additionally, the proposed unification would have no effect on existing conditions related to the airports. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

The proposed unification would consolidate existing districts into a single unified district. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute trips, student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for new or modified school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed project would not impair the implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

h)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?

Very high wildfire hazards exist throughout most of the valley area. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute trips, student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing or maintenance practices. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for new or modified school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed project would not create a change in fire risk. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	VIII.
Hydrology and Water Quality.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?
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	b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre‑existing nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?
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	c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or siltation?
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	d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in on- or off-site flooding?
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	e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?
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	f) 
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?
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	g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?
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	h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?
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	i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?
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	j)
Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?
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Environmental Setting

Scott Valley is part of the Klamath River-North Coast Region Basin Planning Area, which covers all of Del Norte County and major portions of Humboldt, Modoc, Siskiyou, and Trinity Counties, and small portions of Glenn, Lake, and Marin Counties. The Scott River hydrological area is in the Klamath Mountains—the mountains in the area range up to about 8,500 feet and receive over 70 inches of rain annually. The Scott Valley floor elevation ranges from 2,500 to 3,000 feet and receives below 20 inches of rain annually. (North Coast Regional Water Control Board, 2005),
Water supply needs in the Scott Valley hydrological area (both domestic and agricultural) are provided for by surface water diversion (from the Scott River and streams that empty into it), groundwater pumping, and springs. (North Coast Regional Water Control Board, 1993). As noted in Section VI-Geology and Soils, historical subsidence in the valley has resulted in a bedrock depression that has been filled by gravel and sand. This basin fill is a high capacity aquifer that supports much of the agricultural irrigation in Scott Valley. Recharge of this aquifer is dependent upon precipitation stored as snow in the mountains. Melted snow flows to the valley floor in the many streams leaving the mountains and percolates into the permeable gravel and sand to recharge the aquifer (North Coast Regional Water Control Board, 2005).
Excessive sediment in the Scott River and its tributaries has lead to non-attainment of water quality objectives for sediment, suspended material, and settleable material. Sediment originates from natural sources (e.g., landslide, streamside features like gullies and bank failures) as well as from anthropogenic sources (e.g., road surface erosion, timber harvest and mining related landslides). The Scott River watershed has been listed as impaired regarding sediment (pursuant to Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act) since 1992 (North Coast Regional Water Control Board, 2005).
In Scott Valley, 100-year flood areas are limited to land adjacent to river and stream beds (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005). 
Discussion

a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

Because the proposed unification would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not alter runoff water quality from current conditions. No change in the number of students or employees would occur, so the use of water and generation or disposal of wastewater by the districts would not be altered. Therefore, the proposed unification would not contribute to a violation of water quality standards or waste discharge requirements. No impact would occur.

b)
Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to a level that would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


Because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities that could alter groundwater recharge, and it would not involve the use of new or expanded water entitlements other then utilizing those already existing within the affected school districts. Further, the project would have no effect on groundwater supplies, because the number of employees and students associated with the unified school district would not change. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
c & d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial on- or off-site erosion or siltation or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in on- or off-site flooding?

Because the proposed unification would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities and would not create new impervious surfaces, the project would not alter any existing drainage patterns in the project area. Therefore, no impact would occur. 
e & f)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff or otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Because the proposed unification would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not involve the addition of any new impervious surfaces that would create or contribute runoff water. Therefore, no impact to the capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems would occur, nor would the project provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

g & h)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map or Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that would impede or redirect flood flows?

The proposed unification would not result in the construction of housing or other structures. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

Because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations or locations, or result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, so it would not create a change in risk related to flooding. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

j)
Result in inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Seiches and tsumanis are not great concerns in Siskiyou County. Mudflow is an issue during the raining season in the hills along the western portion of the valley, which is most susceptible to landslides. Because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not create a change in risk related to inundation by seiche, tsunami or mudflow. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	IX.
Land Use and Planning.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Physically divide an established community?
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	b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?
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	c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?
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Environmental Setting

Staff from CDE made observations at each of the EUHSD, EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD school sites on October 13, 2005. The land uses in the immediate area surrounding each of the school sites is primarily characterized by rural/small town residential properties.  

Discussion

a)
Physically divide an established community?

The proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, result in any construction, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. Therefore, no impact would occur related to the physical division of an established community.

b & c)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, a general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan?

The proposed unification would consolidate existing districts into a single unified district. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute trips, student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing or maintenance practices. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for new or modified school facilities. No land use changes would occur at any district properties. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not conflict with any land use plans, policies or regulations adopted for environmental protection nor would it conflict with any habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	X.
Mineral Resources.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?
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	b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?
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Environmental Setting

Extracted mineral resources in Scott Valley include gold, pumice, stone, gravel, and volcanic cinder. There currently are ten surface mines in the Scott Valley area. Scott Valley has many areas affected by historic placer mining for gold and gravel—most notable are the dredger trailing piles or terrace deposits, which exist today as piles of boulders and cobble that still lack soil and contain little vegetation. (Armstrong, 2004; North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005; Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005).

Discussion

a & b)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

The proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. No change in land use of any district properties would occur. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not result in the loss of availability of known mineral resources or of a locally important mineral resource recovery site. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
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	No Impact

	XI.
Noise.  Would the project result in:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal standards?
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	b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
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	c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
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	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 expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
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	f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?
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Environmental Setting

Existing noise level standards in Siskiyou County have not been updated for many years. However, Siskiyou County Planning Department staff state that the old standards are still valid for planning purposes. The major sources of noise in Scott Valley are SR 3 and the Scott Valley Airport. Noise levels in Scott Valley are well within generally acceptable limits. (Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005).

Discussion

a & c)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or in other applicable local, state, or federal standards, or a substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?
The proposed unification would not result in an increase in short- or long-term ambient noise levels for several reasons. First, the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or their commute trips, student populations or their travel patterns, or bus routing or maintenance practices. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, the project would not result in changes in traffic volumes on local roadways or corresponding roadside noise levels, nor would it result in the construction or operation of any stationary noise sources. The project would have no effect on long-term operational noise levels. For these reasons, the project would not result in an increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Further, the proposed unification would not shift the location of persons, nor would it have the potential to expose persons to noise levels in excess of established noise level standards beyond any exceedances that already exist. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?

The proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. Therefore, the proposed unification would not result in construction activities that could generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

As discussed in item (b) above, the proposed unification would not result in construction activities that could generate a substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e & f)
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, public use airport, or private airstrip would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

There are two small airports in Scott Valley—Lefko Airport and Scott Valley Airport. However, no school sites are located within two miles of the airports and the airport noise spheres for the airports do not overlap any of the school sites. The proposed unification would not result in any changes to the exposure of people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels related to airports. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XII.
Population and Housing.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
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	b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing homes, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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	c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
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Environmental Setting

According to the 2004 U.S. Census estimates, Siskiyou County has a population of 44,891, an increase of about 3.1 percent from a 1990 Census population of 43,531. There are two Census County Divisions (CCD) within Scott Valley—Etna CCD and Fort Jones CCD. According to the 2000 U.S. Census, the population of Etna CCD is 3,380 and the population of Fort Jones CCD is 1,749. The city of Etna is the center of the Etna CCD and has experienced a population decrease of about 5.3 percent since the 1990 Census, according to 2004 Census estimates. Over the same time period, the city of Fort Jones, as the center of the Fort Jones CCD, has experienced a four percent population increase. These trends indicate that Scott Valley, as well as Siskiyou County as a whole, historically has experienced slow population growth. (U.S. Census, 2005).
Discussion

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

The proposed unification would not induce population growth either directly or indirectly, as the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for new school facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. For these reasons, no impact relative to population growth would occur.  

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

As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not result in any construction activities. For this reasons, the proposed unification would not displace any people or existing housing. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XIII.
Public Services.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

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

	Fire protection?
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Environmental Setting

The Siskiyou County Sheriff’s Office provides law enforcement in the unincorporated areas of the county, while the California Highway Patrol monitors SR 3. The city of Etna receives police services from the Etna Police Department (Siskiyou Planning Department, 2005). 

Federal and State agencies generally are responsible for fire protection and services on their respective lands. Federal agencies with fire protection responsibilities in the Scott Valley area are the Bureau of Land Management, the National Park Service, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection has responsibility for wildfires in areas of the county not covered by Federal agencies or a local fire district. The communities of Etna and Fort Jones have volunteer fire departments. The general Scott Valley area receives fire protection services through the Scott Valley Fire Protection District. (Scott Valley Chamber of Commerce, 2005; Siskiyou Planning Department, 2005).

Scott Valley school facilities are described in Chapter 2, Project Description. EUHSD serves four elementary or “component” school districts, which include EUESD, FJUSD, and QVSD, as well as the Forks of Salmon School District that is excluded from the unification. School sites of these component districts also are described in Chapter 2, Project Description. Students from all four component elementary school districts move on to EUHSD for their secondary education.

Refer to Section XIV, Recreation, below for a discussion of existing parks and other recreation opportunities.
Discussion

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

The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or locations, or student populations or locations, nor would it create a need for new or modified school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not impair an emergency response or evacuation plan, nor would it degrade existing levels of fire protection and emergency response or cause an increased demand for police protection services. No additional parks or other public facilities would be needed to implement the proposed unification. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
	No Impact

	XIV.
Recreation.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated?
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	b)
Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?
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Environmental Setting

Opportunities for recreation and tourism are abundant in Siskiyou County with significant portions of the county protected open space, forests, and recreation areas. Scott Valley is surrounded by the Klamath National Forest with the Marble Mountain Wilderness Area nearby. At present, 10.4 percent of the Scott River watershed is protected as designated Wilderness and one percent as Wild and Scenic River. (Scott Valley Chamber of Commerce, 2005; North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005).
Discussion

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

The proposed unification would not generate additional demand or have any other effect on existing recreational facilities, because the proposed project would not generate an increase in population or cause a shift in the location or use of existing recreational facilities by students, administrative staff, or other persons. Therefore, no impact would occur on recreational resources with implementation of the proposed unification.

b)
Include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or locations, or student populations or locations. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not create a need for new or modified school facilities, and therefore, would not displace existing recreational facilities or cause a need to construct new recreational facilities. No impacts would occur on recreational resources with implementation of the proposed unification.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
	Potentially Significant Impact
	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
	Less Than Significant Impact
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	XV.
Transportation/Traffic.  Would the project:
	
	
	
	

	a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Exceed, individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	e) 
Result in inadequate emergency access?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f) 
Result in inadequate parking capacity?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

SR 3 links Scott Valley and the communities of Etna and Fort Jones with Yreka (Siskiyou County seat) and Interstate Highway 5. There is no railroad service through Scott Valley, but two small airports (Lefko and Scott Valley) exist. (HomeTown Locator, 2005; Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005).

Discussion

a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?

The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels and student populations, their travel patterns, or bus routing. In addition, the proposed unification would not create a need for any new or modified school facilities. No changes in traffic generation would occur. Therefore, the project would not increase vehicle trips, nor would it change the volume to capacity ratio on roads or congestion at intersections from current conditions. Therefore, no impact would occur.

b)
Exceed, individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

As discussed in item (a) above, the proposed unification would not generate any additional trips beyond current conditions. For this reason, the proposed unification would not change the level of service of any roadway, nor would it cause an exceedance of a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways. Therefore, no impact would occur.

c)
Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

The proposed unification would not increase the population in the area, nor would it cause any change in air traffic operations. Therefore, no impact would occur related to air traffic patterns and safety risks.

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

The proposed unification would not result in the construction or modification of any school facilities, nor would it alter land uses so as to introduce incompatible uses. Therefore, no impact would occur.

e & f)
Result in inadequate emergency access or parking capacity?

Because the proposed unification would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not result in inadequate emergency access or parking capacity. Therefore, no impact would occur.

g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g., bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?

The proposed unification would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, nor would it result in any permanent features that could affect regional transportation or interfere with construction of any future planned facilities that are 
intended to service alternative modes of transportation (i.e., bus turnouts, bicycle lanes, etc.). Therefore, potential conflicts with alternative transportation policies, plans, or programs would not occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
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	Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated
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	XVI.
Utilities and Service Systems.  Would the project:
	
	
	

	a)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	b)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	c)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	d)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	f)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	g)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Environmental Setting

The North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board maintains a water quality control plan (Basin Plan) that contains water quality objectives and implementation plans for attaining the water quality objectives. The required triennial review of the North Coast Basin Plan was completed in 2004 (North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, 2005). 
Within the EUHSD, the communities of Callahan, Etna, and Fort Jones have public water and sewage systems. Residents in the rest of the district rely on domestic wells for their water source and dispose of waste through septic tanks and leach fields. 

The Siskiyou County Department of Public Works contracts with Scott Valley Disposal for the collection, transportation, and disposal of residential and commercial garbage, rubbish, and solid waste. The county landfill is located in Yreka and is operated by the City of Yreka (Siskiyou County Department of Public Works, 2005; Siskiyou County Planning Department, 2005).
Discussion

a, b, c)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board or require or result in the construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities, or new or expanded storm water drainage facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

Because the proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or student populations, and would not result in the construction of any new or modified school facilities, it would not result in an increased need for wastewater treatment by any sewer service district. Further, the proposed unification would not in itself cause an exceedance of the wastewater treatment requirements of the North Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board, nor would it result in the construction of new or expanded water or wastewater treatment facilities, or storm water drainage facilities. Therefore, no impact would occur.

d)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

As discussed in items (a), (b), and (c) above, the proposed unification would not result in changes in administrative staffing or student population levels, or school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not create the need for additional water supplies. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

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

As discussed in items (a), (b), and (c) above, the proposed unification would not result in changes in staffing or student population levels, or school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not create the need for additional or altered wastewater treatment systems. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

f)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?

As discussed in items (a), (b), and (c) above, the proposed unification would not result in changes in staffing or student population levels, or school facilities. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not affect the amount of waste generated in the county, solid waste disposal practices, or permitted landfill capacity. Therefore, no impact would occur.

g)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste?

As discussed above in item (f), the proposed unification would not change the amount of waste generated in the county, nor would it change the county’s solid waste disposal practices. For these reasons, the proposed unification would not conflict with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, no impact would occur.

	ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES
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	XVII.
Mandatory Findings of Significance.  
	
	
	
	

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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 


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

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 

	 FORMCHECKBOX 



Discussion

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

The proposed unification would not create a need for nor propose new school or administrative facilities, cause any modifications to existing facilities, or involve other physical changes to the existing environment. No change in land use of any district properties would occur. The proposed unification would not cause changes in administrative staffing levels or locations, or student populations or locations. Implementation of the proposed unification would, therefore, not degrade the quality of the environment; substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species; cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self sustaining levels; threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community; reduce or restrict the range of rare, threatened or endangered plants or animals; or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory. Therefore, no impact would occur.

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

No contribution to cumulatively considerable impacts would occur with implementation of the proposed unification, because no construction, need for new or modified school or administrative facilities, or change in employees or student population would occur. There is no evidence to suggest that the unification itself would encourage or discourage the construction of a new high school, or alter the pattern of shifting student enrollment. No other related past, current or probable future projects were identified in the project area. The environmental analysis in this document preliminarily finds that the proposed unification would have no effect on the environment. Therefore, the proposed unification would not result in any cumulatively considerable impacts. 

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

No significant and unavoidable environmental effects of the proposed unification were identified in this environmental analysis. Therefore, no substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly, or indirectly, would occur. 
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