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1.0 INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR/CEQA REQUIREMENTS

As prescribed by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Section 15088 of the CEQA
Guidelines specifically, the Lead Agency (County of Lassen) is required to evaluate comments on
environmental issues received from persons who have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR). Accordingly, the Lead Agency is obligated to respond to comments received
during the noticed comment period, as well as any extensions to that comment period. These written
responses, together with the Draft EIR, constitute the Final EIR. The Draft EIR is incorporated by
reference in its entirety, consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15150.

The Final EIR contains individual responses to all comment letters received during the public review
period for the Draft EIR, which ran from January 26, 1999 to May 21, 1999. Public hearings were
held during that period to receive comments on the draft General Plan revision and input on the Draft
EIR in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The hearings were intended to provide
the public with additional information and clarification regarding the contents of the Draft General
Plan revision and Draft EIR, and to accept comments from interested parties.

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR AND RELATIONSHIP TO THE DRAFT EIR

The Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15089 and 23 CFR
771.121 (a) to address public comment on the General Plan 2000 (the County's general plan update).
The Final EIR is presented in three sections. Section 1.0, Introduction, provides an overview of the
Final EIR. Section 2.0, Response to Comments, contains all the comments submitted on the Draft
EIR and appropriate responses. Section 3.0, Errata, contains notes on corrected information,
amended per responses to comments on the Draft EIR. Also included is an index of the changes in
the numbering of the Goals, Policies, and Implementation Measures. Appendix A includes the
changes to the December 1998 Draft General Plan that have been approved by the County Board of
Supervisors for their response to comments on the General Plan 2000. As noted in Section 3.0, the
relevant amendments have been incorporated into the EIR by reference. The Mitigation Monitoring
Program is included as Appendix B.

Each comment letter in Section 2.0 is assigned a index letter, A through U, consecutively. Individual
comments in each letter are identified with brackets and assigned a comment index number in the
letter's right margin. Comments are indexed beginning with the letter number, followed by a hyphen,

then the comment index number (e.g., A-1 is the first response).

All comments on the Draft EIR, and responses hereto, are presented in this document. Subsequent
sections are organized as follows:

SECTION 2.0

This section contains the main body of the Final EIR. Table 2-1 indicates the letter assigned
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

to each comment letter, the commenting agency, and the date received by the County.

The remaining portion of this section provides a complete copy of the written comments
received, as well as notes on comments heard at the public hearings. Following each letter
are responses to each environmental issue raised by the comment letter. Comments are
numbered in ascending order. Several comments are responded to under one number when
those comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the EIR.

SECTION 3.0

Section 3.0, Errata, contains revisions of the Draft EIR. Deletions are shown in strike out
(strike-ontt) and corrections are shown in bold italics (bold italics).

1.3 DECISION MAKING

The County of Lassen will independently consider the entire EIR (Draft EIR and Final EIR) for
CEQA compliance and adequacy. If the documents are found to be adequate and complete, the

Board of Supervisors will certify the EIR as "Final," an action that is required prior to decision-
making.

CEQA requires the County and other state and local public agencies taking discretionary action on
the project to consider the information contained in this document. However, the information does
not control the agency's ultimate decision. The County, as Lead Agency, must respond to each
significant impact identified in the EIR by making certain findings under CEQA Section 15901.
Section 15901 requires that no public agency approve a project for which an EIR was completed that
identifies one or more significant impacts unless the agency makes one or more written findings for
each significant impact, accompanied with a brief explanation of the rationale for each finding.
Section 15901 identifies possible findings as:

The changes or alterations required in, or incorporated into, the project would avoid or
substantially lessen the significant impact.

Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public
agency or can and should be adopted by such other agency.

Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision
of employment opportunities for highly trained workers make infeasible the mitigation

measures or project alternatives identified in the Final EIR.

Mitigation is defined by CEQA Guidelines as:

1) Avoid the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action;
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

2) Minimizing the impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation;

3) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment;

4) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations

during the life of the action;
5) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

A Statement of Overriding considerations is required under Section 15093 when the public agency's
decision allows the occurrence of significant impacts that are identified in the Final EIR but not
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. In this event, the agency must state, in writing, the specific
reasons supporting its action based on the Final EIR and on other information in the record. This
statement may also be necessary if the public agency also makes a finding under Section 15901(a)(2)
or (a)(3) that environmental changes are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another agency.

1.4 RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE COMMENTOR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d) requires that the Final EIR consist of "the responses of the Lead
Agency to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process." In
addition, CEQA Guidelines section 15201 and 15204 discuss public participation regarding the
review and evaluation of EIRs. Specifically, with regard to EIRs, Section 15204 states in part:

. In reviewing draft EIRs, people should focus on the sufficiency of the document in
identifying and analyzing the possible impacts on the environment and ways in
which significant effects on the project might be avoided or mitigated. Comments are
most helpful when they suggest additional specific measures that would provide
better ways to avoid or mitigate the significant environmental effects.

. Reviewers should explain the basis for their comments, and whenever possible,
should submit data or references in support of the comments.

. Reviewing agencies or organizations should include with their comments the name
of a contact person who would be available for later consultation if necessary.

. This section shall not be used to restrict the ability of reviewers to comment on
broader issues and on the general adequacy of the document or to reject comments
not focused as recommended by this section.

General Plan 2000
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

2.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following section contains comment letters and written responses to comments on the Draft EIR.
CEQA requires that this document respond only to those comments that are specific to the Draft EIR
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(b)). In addition, Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v.
San Jose [(1986) 181 Cal. App. 3rd 852], the court citing Gallegos v. California Board of Forestry
[(1978) 76 cal. App. 3rd 945], Twaine Harte Homeowners Association, Inc. v. Tuolumne [(1982)
138 cal. App. 3rd 664], and Cleary v. Stanislaus [(1981) 118 CAL. App. 3RD 348], stated that the
Lead Agency must respond to all significant environmental comments in a level of detail
commensurate to that of the comment. However, beyond CEQA's requirements and relevant court
cases, in an effort to provide the most complete information possible, every attempt has been made
to respond to comments that address the project in general. For a more complete set of responses to
comments on the project (i.e., the General Plan revision), this EIR incorporates by referencethe set
of notes entitiled, "Lassen County General Plan Revision; Evaluation Notes of Public Comments
and Related Recommendations on the Draft General Plan", dated June 7, 1999.

Table 2-1 lists those persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided written comments
on the General Plan and Draft EIR. The assigned comment letter, author, affiliation, and date are also
presented.

General Plan 2000
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

TABLE 2-1
PUBLIC AGENCIES, ORGANIZATION, AND PERSONS COMMENTING ON THE DRAFT EIR

RS A

A Henry E. Rodegerts California Farm Bureau 7-15-99
Federation Office of the (Comment
General Counsel received late.)

B Charles H. Ray Chairman, Spalding 6-30-99
Community Service District (Comment

received late.)

C Merle Anderson Notes on verbal comments 6-9-99
from Planning Commission
public hearings during review
period

D Donald Koch Regional Manager, California | 5-21-99
Department of Fish and Game

E Steve Fortin President, Lassen County 6-2-99
Farm Bureau (Comment

received late.)
Dennis Wood President, Lassen County

Cattleman’s Association

F Steve Fortin President, Lassen County 5-21-99
Farm Bureau

Dennis Wood President, Lassen County

Cattleman’s Association

G Bob Roe Chairman, Lassen County 5-21-99
Fish and Game Commission

H Phil Finkel Chairman, Committee to 5-21-99
Restore the Night Skies

I David Lile (on behalf of) | Natural Resource Consensus | 5-21-99
Group

General Plan 2000
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Table 2-1,
Continued

) e

J Linda D. Hansen Bureau of Land Management | 5-21-99

K John Wilcczynski President, Susan River Fire 5-19-99
Protection District Board

L Leigh Levine District 2, California 4-26-99
Department of Transportation

M Jason Marshall Assistant Director, State of 4-19-99
California Resources Agency
(five attachments)

N Wilma J. Webb Citizen, Susanville, CA 4-13-99

(0] Jim Clawson Land Agent, Pacific Gas and | 4-8-99
Electric

P John Bosta Lassen County property 4-7-99
owner, Reno, NV

Q Everd McCain Lassen County Citizen 4-7-99

R Frank Griffith President, Silver Lake 3-17-99
Homeowners Association

S Chester L. Wolter President, Pit River Rod & 3-3-99
Gun Club

T Unsigned Written comments from N/A
undated Public Hearing

U Lassen County Department of Public Works | 3-2-99
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Letter A

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION

OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE. SACRAMENTO. CA 95833-3293 * PHONE (916) 561-5650 + FAX (916) 561-3691

July 12, 1999

MECEIVE])

Mr. Bob Sorvaag, Planning Director

Lassen County Department of Community Development JUL 15 1938

707 Ne'\'ada Street H Tassex Cotwdy
Susanville, CA 96130 Desantieitt oh Cammuscidy Deselapment

Re:  Draft Lassen County General Plan
Dear Mr. Sorvaag,

At the July 7, 1999 Lassen County Planning Commission meeting, I was pleased
to learn the planning department staff intends to submit the language found within draft
general plan policies LU-2 and LU-3 and draft EIR page 1-2, regarding the relationship
between area plans and the general plan to the County Counsel for further review.

The Farm Bureau is certain County Counsel will be interested in the current
draft’s language, especially the sentence *. . . such a provision of the area plan shall be
deemed 10 be a refinement and amendment of the General Plan pertaining to the
particular planning area.” (General Plan policy LU-2.) Also, the language “.. . the
newly adopted area plan will void and supersede those land use designations of this Land
Use Element which are overlapped by the area plan . . ..” (General Plan policy LU-3 and
EIR page 1-2 )

In the recent ranking of recommendations, your staff included language from the
California General Plan Guidelines into the “one” list of items which were recommended A-1
for inclusion into the plan. Quoting the state document as 10 the reiationship between the
planning documents is desirable. However, County Counsel will surely want to review
the state language, “An area plan must be internally consistent with the General Plan of
which it is part. When an area plan is adopted, it must not conflict with the General
Plan.”, in conjunction with the proposed Lassen County General Plan language
mentioned above.

The language of the current draft raises the question of whether the General Plan
is internally consistent. The referenced state guidelines, which directly reflect the state
statutes under which the county is bound, cérrectly assert that the area plan must be

NANCY N. MCDONOUGH. Gintral COUNSIL
ANSOCIATL COUNSEL:

\Cr\l‘\L G. BORDEN - CAROLYN S. RICHARDSON * KAREN NORENL MILLS
RONALD LIEBERT * HENRY E. RODLGERDTS * DRENDA JANHNS SOUTHWICK



Letter to Mr. Bob Sorvaag
July 12, 1999
Page 2

consistent, and not conflict with, the General Plan. This is potentially confusing when
the General Plan, as proposed, will also state that area plans will “void and supersede” or
be “deemed a refinement and [automatic] amendment of the General Plan....” Any
person reviewing the documents will be confused as to which is controlling.

As I suggested at the July 7 workshop and as held by the California Supreme
Court, the General Plan is the “Constitution” of the county’s land use law. All
subsequent plans and land use designations may only implement the General Plan
policies. Inconsistent policies are invalid and unenforceable from the time of approval.
Documents reflecting policies inconsistent with the General Plan cannot become
automatic amendments to the General Plan. (Lesher Communications. Inc. v. City of
Walnut Creek (1990) 52 Cal.2d. 531; Citizens of Goleta Vallev v. Board of Supervisors
(1990) 52 Cal.3d. 553.)

In informal discussions, the county planning staff have stated the intent of the LU-
2, LU-3 and EIR page 1-2 language is to indicate that the land use maps within the
General Plan would be updated as new area plans are developed. It is assumed the staff
meant that the area plans will provide specifics as to what zoning designations will be
used to implement the broader General Plan land use designations. As such, the planning
staff is correct that this is an acceptable practice. However, the new land use maps will
not “void or supersede” the original, and there is no reason to “amend” the map through
the official General Plan amendment process. The terms “void and supersede™ and
“refinement and amendment” have legal implications which the planning staff probably
does not intend. Since the area plan designations are providing specifics, and
implementing the broader General Plan land use designations, it would be more
appropriate to state in the General Plan that the land use maps will be updated to reflect
increased planning specificity as area plans are developed.

It seems to me the county’s intent regarding area plans is unclear. If the intent is
to update the land use maps as area plans thereby providing greater specificity to the land
use designations, then the current language should be changed to reflect this intent. The
simple solution would be to use the state guideline language and delete all language
indicating future area plans can supersede the General Plan. If the planning staff believes
it is important 1o indicate that the land use maps will be periodically updated, then the
General Plan could state the land use maps will be updated to reflect greater specificity as
area plans are developed.

County Counsel should agree that it is always prudent to search out in advance
possible avenues of future legal vulnerability. When discovered, an antempt should be
made to foreclose that possibility. A clear and concise General Plan will be a formidable
defense against any future legal challenge. Extra time spent now in the final stages of
moving this General Plan to ultimate approval is surely worthwhile if it avoids future
litigation.




Letter to Mr. Bob Sorvaag
July 12, 1999
Page 3

I would like to express, on behalf of the Lassen County Farm Bureau and myself,
our admiration for the dedication of your staff to the process and their receptiveness to
the ongoing consideration of our suggested changes. It has been a time consuming
project. We appreciate your efforts to accommodate the interests of all of the citizens of
Lassen County.

Yolrs truly,

HER :pkh

cc: Lassen County Farm Bureau
Hannah Tangeman-Chaney
David Lile






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter A  Henry E. Rodegerts, California Farm Bureau Federation Office of the General
Counsel

Response to Comment A-1

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.
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Letter B

SPALDING COMMUNITY SERVICE DISTRICT
502-907 MAHOGANY WAY
SUSANVILLE, CA 96130
PHONE 530-825-3258
FAX  530-825-3264

May 20, 1999

Community Development
Planning Dept.

707 Nevada Street, Suite 5
Susanville, CA 96130

Subject: Drafi Lassen County General Plan
To Whom it May Concern:

The draft Lassen County General Plan indicates that Lassen County will change property limits to0 6,000
square feet for a building site (reference page 2-33 Lassen County General Plan, 7.25 DUA). Just a
reminder that there is an existing ordinance #454 and the SCSD Board has voted unanimously to keep
that ordinance of 4-6 lot parcels. Please consider adding this ordinance to vour plan.

Sincerely,

C‘)/a;‘.//\/ /(9/1

Charles H. Ray
Chairman of the Board

RECEIVE])
JUN 30 1993

Lassen Courly
Depaxtaant of Conasity Douelapwest

cc: Bob Pyle. Supervisor
SCSD Board Members

B-1






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter B Charles H. Ray, Chairman, Spalding Community Service District
Response to Comment B-1

This speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.
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WED 12:37 FAX 9160446 Merle Anderson, AlCP vz

Letter C

'COMMENTS ON DRAFT GENERAL PLAN

VERBAL COMMENTS FROM
THE PLANNING COMMISSION'S PUBLIC HEARINGS

GROUP ONE
Need to differentiate population of prison from the non-inmate populaton. (Hannah Tangeman-
Cheney).
Clear Creek is mis-named “Clear Lake”. (Not clear if this is in the Draft Geperal Plan and/or the l C-1
DEIR.)
The Modoc sucker does not inhabit Lower McBride Springs. (Chester Wolter, Pit River Rod and l C-2
Gun Club)

Response: See response to written comment.

GROUP TWO

GROUP THREE

Requests for exiension of the review period from the planned closure on April 26, 1999. (JB,

EM, Webb)

Everd McCain requested that the Planning Commission consider changes in the Draft General
Plan as suggesied in the Lassen Southeast Area Plan. (EM)

Response: On April 13, 1999, the Lassen County Board of Supervisors voted to “table the
Wendel/Southeast Area Plan until the general plan is completed, and direct that no staff C-3
time be spent on this area plan until the general plan is completed and adopted.” It is
understood by this action that the proposed Area Plan, as prepared for the Local Reuse
Autborty, is not a proposal in the scope or context of the Draft General Plan and is not to
be considered as an alternative in the planning process or the environmental impact

Response: The public review period was extended by the Planning Commission to May

Questioned use of the word “efficient” and wants it removed. Concerned with use of definition C-4

of the term “County” and feels it should be specified whether it means “County government”
and/or “County citizens”. (EM)




V6-09-99 MWED 12:37 FAX 9260446 Merle Anderson, AICP

Response: The request for removal of references to “efficient” or “efficiency” has been
addressed on a case-by-case basis in response to Mr. McCain’s written comments.

When the term “County” is used with a capital “C”, it is almost always intended to mean
the “County of Lassen” as the governmentzl entity administered by the Lassen County
Board of Supervisors. When the word County is used in a different context, the Plan has
attempted to qualify the term as in “County Planning Commission™ or “residents of the

County”. Citizens are typically regarded as “citizens of Lassen County or of the County™.

[Ty 1]

The word county with a lower case “c” is intended to refer'to the county as a
geographical area (e.g., rangeland in the county), or to counties in a general context
(county politics in California).

&ooy




2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter C  Merle Anderson, notes on verbal comments from Planning Commission public
hearings

Response to Comment C-1

Any reference to “Clear Lake” has been replaced with “Clear Creek” in the Final EIR. (See Errata.)
Response to Comment C-2

All references to the Modoc sucker have been removed in the Final EIR. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment C-3

This speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.

Response to Comment C-4

This speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.
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Mr. Robert K. Sorvaag
May 21, 1959
Page Two

» Balancing of policies (pages 2-16 and 2-18)

> Appropriate management (page 2-15)

» Sianificant disturbance (page 3-20)

» Consideration of other resource uses or resource values (pages 2-8 and 2-9)
» Sianificant wildlife habitat resources ( pages 2-18, 2-19, 2-55 and page 4-7)
= Aopropriate degree of regulation (page 3-9)

» Sensible appropriation (page 3-14)

» Development opportunities (page 2-16)

» Documented need (page 6-7)

» When warranted (page 4-6 and page 5-6)

» Cautign (page 3-38)

» Proactive oredator management (page 5-7)

» Vital (page 6-7)

» Necessary for the develooment (page 2-8)

The uses of these terms should be carefully compared with terms used in the five
objectives on page 1-3 of the DEIR and the five elements of “Significance Criteria” listed under
saction 4.4.3, page 4.4-25 of the DEIR (from Appendix G of California Environmental Quality
Act Guidelines [CEQA]) for which ones are used in common. Our spacific comments follow:

LAND USE ELEMENT

Section LU-8, page 2-7: Since this policy could provide substantial protection to wildlife
habitat, “wildlife habitat” should be added to those types of Jands protected by the policy.

Section LU38, page 2-16: The goal for this saction specifies "multiple uses” but this
policy does not. To make the goal and the policy consistent, add the words "and other multiple
uses" after the words "production of timber” in the second line of the policy.

Section 12.ISSUE, page 2-17: The GOAL for public lands has been stated to include
ALL members of the public not just "...the economy, lifestyle, and traditions of county
residents.” Compare with "...for people throughout California...." in November 5, 1987, letter ta
the Lassen County Board of Supervisors from the Lassen County Fish and Game Commission
(quoted on page 5-1 of this Plan). Why direct public resources for county residents only in one
portion of the Plan and all members of the public in ancther part of the Plan?

Intensive Agriculture, page 2-29, first paragraph: The raising of livestock does not
require large parcel sizes. However, it may be more economic on larger parcsi sizes. Similarly,
there are no specific plant communities such as *...natural or improved pasture land.” that are
essential for raising livestock, provided grass, alfalfa or some other forage for livestock is
prasent,

Extensive Agriculture, page 2-30, first paragraph: If it is appropriate to refer to “natural
wildlife habital” as an element of Extensive Agricultural sites, it is probably also appropriate to
refer to this resource on intensive agricultural sites. Wildlife habitat is not exclusive to one land
use designation and not the other.

D-4
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Mr. Robert K. Sorvaag
May 21, 1998
Page Three

ISSUE: Public Lands

Page 2-49. second paragraph: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and various
national forests have substantial responsibilities to provide for livestock grazing among
numerous other multiple uses. Include grazing and wildlife as allowable uses.

NR-D & NR-E, page 3-9: As worded, these are not implementation measures but rather
evaluation criteria that reflect Policies NR-8 and NR-S.

NR-F, page 3-9: The “qualified agencies and organizations” which will constitute the
task force should be identified here.

NR-21, page 3-14; Since new reservoirs are expensive, often contentious and have the
capability to create large environmental problems, exactly what is intended by "when
appropriate” and “well planned” should be explicitly defined in the Plan. Also, what specifically
determines when reinjection is or is not feasible. We recommend that groundwater issues and
surface water development issues be separated.

4.Vegetation

NR25, page 3-20: To match the intentions from the preceding goal (GOAL N-7), we
recommend that Policy NR25 be rewritten as:

The county recognizes that there are plant communities that warrant special
consideration and protection. These areas will be considered important or
significant vegetation communities or areas of special blological importance.

NR-H, page 3-20: “...identify and map" and “consider palicies” cannot implement any
policy. This measure does not implement the goal (GOAL N-7) stated above. If the intention is
to protect some plant communities, then something needs to connect the goal with the palicy
and implementation.

NR-l, page 3-20: This implementation measure cannot be implemented by simply
considering the impact of a project. The intent of CEQA is to determine levels of project
impacts through more than just “consideration.”

Goal N-8, page 3-21: Goal N-8 is inconsistent with the California Native Plant Act and
other State laws including the California Endangered Species Act. The county may wish to
amend this goal to be consistent with these laws.

Table NR-1, page 3-24: There are no list designations for green prince's plume,
thousand flowered thelypodium and Hilman's cleomella on page 3-24 and lance-leaved scruf-
pea and Kellog's sandverbena on page 3-25.

D-9

D-10

D-11

D-12
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Mr. Robert K. Sorvaag
May 21, 1999
Page Eight

Related Goals and Policies of the General Plan

Pages 4.4.-14 through 4.4-24: Our comments on the corresponding goals. policies and
implementation measures from the Plan (above) should be considered as applying
to the same items on these pages.

Mitlgation

Page 4.4-27: We consider that the following goals, policies and implementation
measures do not *...substantially mitigate impact 4.4-1." as they are currently worded: LU4S,
NR25, NR-H, NR27, NR1, N-8, NR28, NR-J, NR47, WE-2, WE-B, WE-5, WE-D, WE-14, 0S-8.
0sS-D, OS-E and OS-9.

Development of the Alternatives

Section 5.2, page 5-1: The rejection of the “concentrated growth alternative” simply
“ .. because growth has not been limited to one area.” ignoras the fact that large areas of the
county have virtually no population while the Honey Lake Valley to Doyle area may have over
20,000 residents. At least two million acres of Lassen County are virtually unoccupied. How
would a “...moratorium on development....” in those areas limit the county’s housing needs?
Similarly, rejecting a “resource protection alternative” because of too little resource information
seems unjustified. The intent of each alternative seems clear but the rationale seems
insufficient.

Analysis Methodology

Section 7.1, page 7-1: The last two sentences in the paragraph following the CEQA
options suggest that no cumulative impacts are anticipated because there is considerable room
for growth. s this what is intended? If not, the paragraph should be rewritten.

Cumulatlve Impact Analysis

Section 7.2, page 7-2: The cumulative impacts on wildlife and habitat may not be
mitigated by the goals, policies and implementation measures cited in section 4.4. See
comments above for page 4.4-27.

The text responses from “The Mandatory Findings of Significance” section included in
the “Initial Study Chacklist” do not support “Maybe” answers. Based on the text, responses
should both be “Yes.” Given that the answers may be more important to the county than the
explanation, the text should be modified. The text for b. basically says the issue is contentious
and "ongoing debate” exists but leaves environmental protection to the county’s *...apprapriate
stewardship and responsible resource management...." Similarly, the response for c. simply
restates the issues (and gives an example) without page 13 specifically answering the
requested respanse. it would seem that the effort and information supplied in the Plan and
DEIR provide enough infarmation to clearly state a “yes” or “no.”

om
N
0

D-37

D-38

D-39

D-40

D-41

D-42
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May 21, 1999
Page Nine

Thank you far the appartunity te comment an this project. If we can provide additional
assistance regarding these camments please feel free to contact Envircnmental Services

Supervisor Mark Stopher at (530) 225-2275.

Sincerely,
y/ Donald B. Kach
jf(/ Regional Manager
cc: Mr. Mark Stopher

Northern California-North Coast Region
Department of Fish and Game

601 Locust Street

Redding, California 6001

Lassen County Fish and Game Commission
707 Nevada Strest
Susanville, California 96130

Organized Sportsmen of Lassen County
Post Office Box 467
Susanville, California 96130-04867






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter D  Donald Koch, Regional Manager, California Department of Fish and Game
Response to Comment D-1

The context in which compatible is used in the Draft EIR is defined as “capable of existing together
in harmony.” Consider in this context is defined as “to review and determine the need for an
appropriate course of action.”

Response to Comment D-2

See response to comment to D-1.

Response to Comment D-3

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.

Response to Comment D-4

Although this comment references the Draft EIR, it appears to speak only to the General Plan. No
response necessary. -

Response to Comment D-5
These comments speak to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response necessary.
Response to Comment D-6

The County Board of Supervisors did not specifically refine the definitions of Intensive Agriculture
and Extensive Agriculture.

Response to Comment D-7

Grazing and wildlife have already been included as recognized uses of BLM land.

Response to Comment D-8

These implementation measures were célled out by the Draft EIR as mitigation for Impact 4.3-1.

Although the recommended changes could enhance these measures as mitigation, the Planning

Commission recommends only minor changes to NR-D.The changes have been incorporated into
the Final EIR.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment D-9
This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment D-10

These goals, policies and implementation measures were called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation
for Impact 4.4-1. The recommended changes will enhance these measures as mitigation.

Response to Comment D-11
This comment speak to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to D-12

The Draft EIR does not make reference to these plants, because the affect of the project on plant life
was found to be less than significant. (See Section 6.0.)

Response to Comment D-13

This comment speaks to the General Plan. These policies are not called out by the Draft EIR.
Response to Comment D-14

These policies were called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation for Impact 4.3-1. Although the
recommended changes could enhance these policies ability to mitigate Impact 4.3-1, the Planning
Commission has not recommended any changes.

Response to Comment D-15

References to ‘wildlife” have been replaced with “fish and wildlife” in the Final EIR. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment D-16

This comment speaks to the General Plan. This policy is not cited by the Draft EIR. No response is
necessary.

Response to Comment D-17

Implementation measure WE-A is called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation for Impact 4.4-1. In this
context, public means citizens, and therefore private landowners.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment D-18
The Draft EIR already addresses the value of these habitats.
Response to Comment D-19

References to Bitterbrush (page 4.4-4) and Sagebrush (page 4.4-5) have been edited to include this
information.

Response to Comment D-20

This information is already addressed on page 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment D-21

The “significant natural area” moniker suggested by this comment is actually a DFG classification
(see page 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR). References to “wildlife areas” in the EIR have been changed to
“sensitive area” to clarify that these are not necessarily state-designated. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment D-22

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment D-23

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment D-24

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment D-25

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment D-26

Tables 4.4-1 and 4.4-2 within Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR include the status of species as
determined by the federal and state agencies. Although there is some overlap, the tables list different

species, and categorize species differently. Both are included within the Draft EIR for the purpose
of being as comprehensive as possible in the analysis.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment D-27

This comment speaks to the General Plan, as recreational facilities were not specifically analyzed
by the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment D-28

The scope of the Draft EIR is to analyze the interaction between development and the environment,
not wildlife and their environment. As such, fire protection is addressed on page 4.6-1 and page 4.4-
13 of the Draft EIR. Because fire services are not available for all of Lassen County, individual
development projects will be reviewed (in some cases via the CEQA process) to determine whether
fire services are adequate to provide protection. Both land use (e.g., if the project will convert
shrubland to grassland) and a project’s impact on habitat are routinely addressed by CEQA.

Response to Comment D-29

The language on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR does not establish case-by-case review as mitigation, but
merely suggests that individual development plans may be subject to review, depending on project
specifics. Programmatic plans are by nature more general than are project plans, which offer more
detailed information that cannot be determined at the time the programmatic plan is adopted.

The actual mitigation presented in the Draft EIR, MM4.3-1A recommends the implementation of
NR-F, which calls for a county-wide inventory of agricultural land. This inventory may eliminate
the need for case-by-case review.

The language on page 4.4-27 does not refer as much to case-by-case review, but rather the need to
inventory Lassen County’s biological resources. Individual development projects that are of the
magnitude to be subject to CEQA analysis will require site-specific biological review if information
is not available when the project is proposed. However, MM 4.4-1A requires the implementation of
WE-A, which calls for development of the “Lassen County Wildlife Resources Management
Program.” This includes the identification and definition of important wildlife habitats and
development of management objectives. Such a program may eliminate some of the need for case-
by-case review.

Response to Comment D-30

Page 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR has been edited to reflect that the state owns 69,000 acres of land in
Lasssen County, 40,000 acres of which are wildlife areas managed by DFG. (See Errata.)

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment D-31

Goal N-1 does not exclude other agencies, but rather refers specifically to federal resource
management policies. In fact, implementation measure NR-A fosters the state/federal relationship
when considering changes to policies at the federal level.

Response to Comment D-32

The language of page 4.4-1 speaks specifically to species dependent on a particular habitat, but does
not rule out the possibility of other species benefiting from the alteration.

Response to Comment D-33

Based on information provided by DFG, these species have been removed from Table 4.4-1 of the
Draft EIR. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment D-34

The Mountain sucker and Sacramento perch have been added to Draft EIR Table 4.4-2 as state
species of special concern. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment D-35

This information is already included on page 4.4-11, paragraph three.
Response to Comment D-36

See response to comment D-25.

Response to Comment D-37

Any changes to the goals, policies and implementation measures of the General Plan that are cited
in the Draft EIR have been incorporated into the Final EIR.

Response to Comment D-38
The General Plan 2000 does not propose any changes in growth patterns or densities from the 1968

General Plan. It is premature to allege that references to General Plan policies and implementation
measures will not result in substantial mitigation to impact 4.4-1.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment D-39

As noted in the text of the Draft EIR, several alternatives were developed for the purpose of the
environmental review; CEQA does not require that all possible alternatives be analyzed, but instead
that a reasonable range be considered.

Growth has not been limited to one area (although almost half of the county population is located
in the Honey Lake Valley to Doyle). Planning areas, residential centers and town centers are located
throughout the County. The General Plan does not propose that areas outside of these designations
be developed other than with limited densities of land uses such as rural residential housing, highway
service commercial uses, and even lower densities of land uses related to agriculture and natural
resource production.

Furthermore, since the General Plan does not propose urban-type growth outside of existing areas

of development, it is essentially conserving the open spaces values of the vast majority of the
County.

Response to Comment D-40

The last two lines of paragraph four, page 7-1 have been rewritten to reflect that buildout of the
General Plan 2000 is not expected to exceed regional projections for growth. Speculative cumulative
impacts typically are not a concern in a rural county surrounded by other rural counties.

Response to Comment D-41

As noted above, it is not possible to accurately determine the impact on biological resources of
subsequent development allowed under the General Plan, given the limited information available
to the County. Any estimate of habitat loss would be highly speculative and of dubious value to the
decision-making process. In the absence of a county-wide inventory, individual projects may require
site-specific environmental review. This will also include an analysis of cumulative impacts on a
more detailed level than is possible for this report. See the response to comment D-39.

Response to Comment D-42

The initial study checklist was conducted by the County as the first step of the CEQA process, to
assist in identifying issues that would be analyzed by the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR determines the
exact nature of the impact. For the purpose of the Draft EIR analysis, “maybe ” is given the weight
of a “yes” -- that is to say that additional research is conducted to determine whether a “maybe” is
actually a “yes” or a “no.” If yes, then the issue was addressed in Section 4.0. If no, then the issue
was addressed in Section 6.0

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter E

LASSEN COUNTY FARM BUREAU
LASSEN COUNTY CATTLEMEN
PO BOX 151

SUSANVILLE, CA 96130 m@fwf@

? 1599
Lasgen
Lassen County Planning Commission Deparimans o Mc"zqv
707 Nevada Street euelspimens

Susanville, CA 96130

Dear Chairman Mallery and fellow Commissioners:

The Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemens’ Association are
presenting the attached agricultural buffer guidelines at the June 2, 1999 public hearing in
order to clarify the agricultural buffer policy outlined in earlier comments regarding the
December 1998 draft of the Lassen County General Plan. This open letter is intended to
clarify the basis for the elements of the proposed guidelines, and explain the importance

of this policy for the future vitality of Lassen County agriculture.

The County states in the December 1998 draft General Plan Agriculture Element that
agriculture is important to the economy and traditions of Lassen County, and the industry
is to be supported and protected. The purpose of the agriculture buffer policy is to protect
agricultural resources from incompatible uses, to preserve this infinite and important
resource base; and to support the viability of the industry so farming and ranching will

continue to provide economic diversity and environmental amenities to Lassen County.

The most effective way to protect the viability of the agricultural industry is to protect
farming and ranching operations from incompatible land uses through the use of buffer
set backs and physical barriers. Throughout future discussions regarding appropriate
buffer types and uses within buffer zones, it is imperative that the purposes of agricultural

buffers remain the driving force of all proposals.




Importance of the Specified Buffer Set back Distances

Lassen County’s Right to Farm Ordinance protects farm operators from nuisance
complaints from non-agricultural uses that are developed in the agricultural area. This
ordinance is important to Lassen County agriculture because it allows farmers and
ranchers to continue their family businesses even though intensive non-agricultural uses
are increasing human concentrations around their farm operations. However, the Right to
Farm Ordinance is not enough. New developments entering the agricultural zone must be
required to fully mitigate their impacts, and protect the citizens they will entice to live
and work in the agricultural region. The community and the agnicultural industry require
a safety zone separating them in order to coexist. Thus, it is vital that physical set backs,

with or without physical barriers, be incorporated into new development plans.

The set back distances identified in the attached buffer guidelines were developed with
significant input from representatives of the all sectors of the agricultural industry and
incorporate established buffer requirements particular to each industry. In order to

promote community understanding, the primary reasons for these set back distances are

discussed below.

Rangeland, Pasture - 300ft.-500f.

Livestock grazing has buffering needs which are particular to the industry and
necessary to protect the health and safety of both humans and livestock. For example,
recent statewide initiatives have outlawed many predator management techniques. The
methods of predator control remaining are inherently dangerous and human populations
should be kept at a safe distance. Moreover, ranchers are particularly vulnerable to

vandalism, litter, and trespassing by neighboring homeowners and their pets.

Strawberries - 500ft.-1000ft.

These identified buffer distances are based directly upon the current set back distances
required for pesticide application. Since certain products important to strawberry
production may only be applied to plants located 500-1000 feet from the nearest

inhabited use, strawberry growers are particularly sensitive to the development of




adjacent non-agricultural uses. If a residential or other inhabited non-agricultural use is
permitted at the edge of a strawberry farm, a grower’s productivity will be significantly
reduced and many productive parcels will be permanently foreclosed from taking

advantage of this high value crop.

Intensive Animal Management- 500ft. - 1000f1.

This category refers to feedlots or other intensive animal confinement facilities.
Depending upon the density of the animal population, there may be offensive odors, flies,
dust, and noises that may disrupt surrounding non-agricultural uses. These intensive
livestock operations are already appropriately located within the agricultural zone, and
protected by the Right to Farm Ordinance. As such, it is important to protect new
homebuyers, and others, from investing in properties which are not appropriately set back
from animal operations. At the same time, livestock operators must be protected from

theft, vandalism, trespassing, and loose pets that may threaten livestock.

Other Set back Distances by Crop
The remajning buffer distances are similarly designed to mitigate impacts related 1o
noise, dust, pesticide spray drift, and other hazardous conditions which are inherently part

of agricultural operations.

Sufficient buffer distances allowing for reasonably foreseeable changes in existing
agricultural opportunities are also important for farm financing purposes, as product
flexibility supports the collateralization value of agricultural parcels. The viability of a
farming operation is protected if there is product flexibility that permits changes to higher
value crops in response to market forces. Crop protection practices are required by higher
value cultivated crops, thus it is important to have buffer set backs in place that will be
sufficient for such needs and will not foreclose important agricultural economic

opportunities.




Comparnble Uses in Buffer Set back Zones
When considering uses that might be placed within set back zones. the predominant
consideration must be whether the proposed use is compatible with adjacent agricultural
parcels. The primary purpose of the agricultural buffering policy is to protect the
agricultural industry, so this must be the prnimary concern when additional uses are

proposed within the buffer set back zone.

\Wildlife Corridors or Enhancement Zones

In considering proposals for wildlife enhancement within agricultural buffer zones, the
agricultural community urges the Board and the county planning staff to recognize the
significant legal and financial liabilities to private landowners often associated with
wildlife comdors or enhanced wildlife habitat within agricultural buffering zones. The
State and Federal Endangered Species Acts are serious concerns for private landowners
throughout California. This is especially true for the agricultural industry where major
lawsuits have been filed against farmers who have incidentally “taken” endangered
species in the course of routine agricultural activities. Such lawsuits can devastate farm
families. In time, these lawsuits may destroy the éntire agricultural industry as more

species are listed and criminal prosecutions become commonplace.

The Endangered Species Acts are of particular concern when wildlife cormidors or
wildlife enhancement programs are proposed near private property. Wildlife populations
do not recognize the difference between public and private lands. Inevitably, listed
species attracted by habitat enhancements will roam onto neighboring private lands; and
as a result, farmers and ranchers will have significantly increased financial and legal
liability. Thus, utilizing an agricultural buffer area for wildlife habitat enhancement
defeats the very purpose of the buffer zone. Moreover, these additional negative impacts
would increase the burden upon new development, as they may need to provide increased
wildlife habitat mitigation. Of course, since wildlife habitat enhancement is beyond the
scope of mitigating agricultural impacts, the County will have a difficult time defending
the legal justification for imposing mandatory wildlife enhancement programs within

agricultural buffer zones.




All concerns aside, it should be recognized that the protection of wildlife is an
important goal that is shared by farmers and ranchers throughout Lassen County.
Agricultural lands support a significant portion of the privately owned wildlife habitat in
the county. The voluntary effort of the community’s farming and ranching families are
the reason there is abundant open space, wildlife populations, and beautiful natural
scenery throughout the region. However, it must aiso be recognized that the only reason
agriculture has been able to provide these benefits is because the County’s policies have
provided a supportive political environment that have enabled farmers and ranchers to
support their families by working their land. However, if agricultural production
becomes economically infeasible through future governmental regulation and the
fostering of adjacent incompatible uses, agricultural land will only be purchased by
interests that value agricultural real estate for its development potential, and not its

agricultural productivity.

Wildlife enhancement programs are incompatible with farming and ranching only
because of the current punitive state and federal regulatory scheme. There are
tremendous possibilities for compatible wildlife habitat enhancement upon agricultural
lands if a reasonable level of “incidental take™ protection is provided. In fact, thereisa
state law, authorized by Senator Costa, that permits the establishment of local programs
that support wildlife enhancements by giving farmers and ranchers endangered specie
“incidental take” protection in exchange for the adopuion of wildlife enhancement
management practices. Counties have tried to develop similar programs before the
passage of the Costa Bill, but failed due to their inability to achieve cooperation between
county staff, environmental groups, and agricultural vperators This does not mean that
such a program could not be successful, particularly following the enactment of this
legislative authorization. Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemens’
Association believe that our county may be an ideal location for such a local program,
and invite others to work with us toward this goal. However, these discussions are not

within the scope of the present proceedings.




Parks and Recreation Areas:

Parks and recreation areas are incompatible uses within buffer zones because such uses
re-introduce impacts that the buffer was designed to mitigate. People enjoying these
facilities would be subjected to the dangers of pesticide drift, and the discomforts of dust,

smells, and noise, while the farm operator would suffer from vandalism, littering, and the

trespassing of humans and their pets.

The Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemens’ Associations are
pleased to have this opportunity to be involved in a planning process intended to bring
our County into the next century. We respectfully submit the attached guidelines for

review and continued discussion with other members of the community.

Sincerely,

K2 /D@/M%//%W/

Steve Fortin Dennis Wood

President President

Lassen County Farm Bureau Lassen County Cattlemens’ Association
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Introduction

Lassen County has adopted certain policies and implementation programs in its General
Plan which require that agricultural lands be protected from incompatible land uses.
Incompatible adjacent land uses are those which tend to interfere with and disrupt
agricultural practices and often force the cessation of agricultural activities over time.
The protection of agricultural uses will be accomplished in several different ways,

- including the implementation of standards for insulating agricultural properties from
adjacent incompatible land uses through the use of buffers.

The County shall determine the specific type and location of the buffer at the time a
development project is proposed upon any parcel adjoining an agricultural operation.
Without exception, the County will require that all buffers be located on the adjoining

non-agricultural parcel.

Authority
The Lassen County General Plan contains the following findings and policies relating to

agricultural buffering.
Findings:
Urbanization and other land use conversions often result in contlicts between agricultural

and non-agricultural uses.

General Plan Policv:

Policy AG-16 (as amended by Consensus Commirtee): Where proposed residential,
commercial or industrial development abuts lands devoted to agricultural production, the
non-agricultural uses shall be required to incorporate butfer arcas to mitigate potential

land use conflicts as conditions of approval for subdivisions or use permits.



Policy AG-9: When considering proposals for agricultural land conversions and/or
associated mitigation measures, the County will recognize that the cumulative impacts
from land conversions places an increased burden on the remaining agricultural land to
provide environmental qualiry, wildlife habitat and open space values and may threaten
the viability of the remaining agricultural land; therefore, the County will support

measures to help minimize that burden.

Policy AG-15: The County supports the consideration of innovative ways to maintain the
economic viability of productive agricultural lands, subject to the unique circumstances

- of each area. Measures may include use of land conservation contracts (eg. Williamson
Act Contracts), land banks, transfer of development rights, voluntary conservation

easements, and use of buffer areas between agricultural lands and developing areas.
Policy AG-22: The County shall continue to support “right to farm” provisions and shall
discourage and minimize the inrroduction and encroachment of uses which may conflict

with agricultural operations or future agricultural development.

Implementation Program

The proposed change to the Lassen County General Plan Policy AG-16 indicates that the
amended plan shall include an implementation measure that requires the preparation of
agricultural buffering policy guidelines to be incorporated into the General Plan by
reference. In addition, the following implementation measures should be included as
support for amended Policy AG-16. (The Implementation numbering system will also

have to be amended as the following measure must come after AG-I.)

AG-J: The County shall develop a buffer program containing buffer design and
maintenance guidelines that will be used to minimize conflicts between agricultural and
non-agricultural uses. The program should include, but not be limited to, the following:
1. A buffer shall be physically and biologically designed to avoid conflicts between
agricultural and non-agricultural uses. The biological design should ensure that the

buffer does not provide a host environment for pests or carriers of disease that



could potentially impact farming operations. Reasonable doubts concerning
potential adverse impacts should be resolved in favor of protecting the adjacent
agricultural use.

2. Buffers shall be located on the parcel proposed for non-agricultural use.

3. Buffers should primarily consist of a physical setback separation between
agricultural and non-agricultural uses. The appropriate width shall be determined
on a site by site basis, taking into account the type of existing and reasonably
foreseeable agricultural uses, the nature of the proposed development, the natural
features of the site, and any other factors that affect the specific situation.

4. In addition to physical separation, the following buffer options should be
considered: roads, fences, and tree stands. These buffering options may be used in
any combination to most effectively reduce conflicts arising from adjacent

incompatible uses.

wn

An on-going maintenance program for the buffer, which may include vector
control, will be designed and maintained by the non-agricultural use.

6. Agriculture related developments (such as agricultural segregated homesites, farm
employee housing, accessory structures or farm buildings incidental to the farming
operation, and other uses compatible under California Government Code §51238.1)

are specifically exempted from agricultural buffering requirements.

Buffer Descriptions
A buffer is a strip of land used to physically separate one conflicting use from another.
Buffer zones are specifically intended to shield or obstruct noise, dust, lights, or other
nuisances generated on one parcel and transmitted to another. A buffer zone can take
several forms. Distance can create a horizontal buffer and a physical barrier, such as 2

tree stand or wall, can create another type of buffer.

Horizontal distance or a setback that separates conflicting land uses is the best buffer
design. However, an integrated buffer design, including both physical barriers and

setbacks, may also make an appealing and effective buffer design.



A well designed buffer system will consider, incorporate or utilize the following:

Uses on both sides of the proposed buffer area

®  Physical or legal barriers in the area

®  Features of the development project such as open space, roads, fences. and tree strands
®  Historic features of the site

Flood plains or sweams

®  Views and vistas

®  Major landmarks

®  Existng structures

Agriculwral use or potential in the area

Maintenance of the buffer and the entrty responsible for efficient use of the land.

Buffer Standards and Guidelines
The Buffering Standards and Guidelines provide a set of criteria and examples of
appropriate buffering designs for various development projects. County Staff, the
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors will use the Standards and
Guidelines to determine apprbpriate development characteristics for projects requiring

buffers.

When are Buffers Required

Buffers are required for any new “project” that proposes a location adjacent to an existing
agricultural use or agriculturally zoned parcel, or that proposes to expand through the
granting of additional entitlements from the County and is located adjacent to an existing
agricultural use or agricuiturally zoned parcel. These “projects” will be evaluated for
potential land use conflicts with agriculture. Further, the burden of proof in disputes
regarding whether a proposed use will conflict with existing or future agricultural uses
rests with the project proponent, as shall the adequacy of the proposed buffer to resolve

such conflicts.

Definition of Buffering Standards and Guidelines

Buffering “Standards” are intended to provide rules for buffering while the “Guidelines”

describe one or more different strategies or ways that the Standard may be implemented.



Compatible Biological Desien

STANDARD: Buffers should be physically and biologically designed to avoid conflicts

between agricultural and non-agricultural uses. The biological design should ensure that
the buffer does not provide a host environments for pest or carriers of disease that could
potentially impact adjacent agricultural operations.

GUIDELINES: As part of the overall project application, the applicant will consult with
the County Agricultural Commissioner, the UC Cooperative Extension Farm Advisor’s
Office, and other qualified parties to insure that plant materials or other buffer

- improvements will not create a host environment for pests and diseases within the
agricultural area. If the County feels that additional consultants are needed, the County
will identify an appropriate expert. (Qualified consultants may include Resource
Ecologists, Biologists, various agricultural consultants, Entomologists, and other related

fields.)

Location
STANDARD: Buffers should be located on the parcel proposed for non-agricultural use.
GUIDELINES: A development project located adjacent to an agricultural use will be

required to locate the buffer on the development project’s side.

Setbacks
STANDARDS: Buffers should primarily consist of a setback between agricultural and

non-agricultural uses. The appropriate buffer distance shall be determined on a site by
site basis taking into account the type of existing and reasonably foreseeable agricultural
uses, the nature of the proposed development, the natural features of the site, and any
other factors that may affect the specific buffering needs. Table 1-1 identifies the

recommended minimum setbacks from various agricultural uses:



Table 1-1

Minimum Agricultural Buffer Zone Width

Agricultural Use Buffer Width | Modifiers
Hay and Grain 300ft-500ft. I 12,3
Irrigated Orchards 300ft. -500ft. ' 123
Rangeland, Pasture 300ft.-500ft. l 1,23
Intensive Animal Management 500ft-1000ft. : 1,2,3
Strawberries 500ft-1000ft. 1,2,3
TPZ Timberlands 300ft. - 500ft. 1,2,3
Wholesale Nurseries and 300ft. -500ft. 1,2,3
Row crops

Actual buffer zone dimensions will be determined upon project review

(1) The use of roads, fences, and ee stands may allow for reduced setbacks within the accepted range.
The actual setback distance will be determined at the project design review stage with the
recommendarions from agriculrural and environmental experts or other consultants.

(2) Buffer widths may be increased if a determination is made by the Counry that the non-residental uses
will create a conflict with the adjacent agriculmural operation.

(3) Questions regarding the adequacy of the buffer to eliminate contlicts with adjacent agriculrural uses

must be resolved in favor of providing greater protection for the agnicultural use.

GUIDELINE: Creative buffer design and the use of additional buffering strategies and
techniques may permit a reduction of the recommended setbacks, but not below the lower
minimum as stated within Table 1-1. The project applicant, with input from other
qualified consultants*, may be asked to provide scienutically valid recommcndations
regarding the specific buffer proposed.

(* “Consultants” may include experts or professionals with experience relating to the
proposed buffer type, including but not limited to, Resource Ecologists, Biologists, Farm
Advisors, Licensed Pest Control Advisors, Landscape Architects. Agricultural Production

Experts.)

Land Use and Other Buffer Options

STANDARD: In addition to setbacks, other land uses that create a buffer should be

considered. These uses include roads, fences, and tree stands. These buffering options



may be used in any combination to most effectively reduce conflicts anticipated from
adjacent incompatible uses.
GUIDELINE: Consider a required buffer as an opportunity to include roads, fences, and

tree stands to support and strengthen physical setbacks.

Maintenance

STANDARD: All buffers will have an on-going, reliable, maintenance program for the
buffer which includes a funding program and may include vector controls. The proposed
ouffer maintenance program will be submitted together with the project’s application.

- GUIDELINE: The design of the buffer and materials used can significantly affect the
overall cost of maintenance. The maintenance program will consider the method of
maintenance, the frequency and how the on-going funding for the maintenance program

will be derived.

Examples of Buffers
When considering appropriate buffers on a parcel adjoining an existing agricultural
operation, a comprehensive review of the current and future trends anticipated in the area

should be undertaken.

Roads

A road alignment at the edge of a subdivision or development project is an acceptable use
within a buffer setback, provided the road does not create conflicts with or impose
restrictions upon adjacent agricultural uses. For example, roads may be inappropriate if

pesticide application is a conflicting practice.

Barriers and Vegetative Buffers

A wall or fence can provide a simple solution to a land use conflict. The problems of
trespassing, vandalism, litter, theft, and stray dogs can be reduced by the construction of

walls or fences.



Conservation Easements

Conservation easements are a relatively new buffering concept. They permit a property
owner to reserve the use of property specifically for natural resource conservation. It is
assumed that Conservation Easements will be associated with the currently proposed

Density Bonus Plan, but the applicant is not required to take advantage of a density plan

as a pre-requisite to easement approval.

A Conservation Easement reserves a parcel for conservation purposes for either a

specified term or in perpetuity. Further, when a conservation easement is utilized in

- whole or in part as a buffer to eliminate conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses, a deed

restriction, stating that the primary purpose of the buffer portion of the easement is to
protect agricultural uses from interference by incompatible uses, must be a part of the

mitigation plan.

Setbacks

Agricultural activities have different buffering requirements. Agricultural production
practices, including spraying, pest control, and tillage practices, vary considerably by
crop type, and buffer width must fluctuate accordingly. Table 1-1 includes the
recommended buffering widths for the County. In addition, open space may require
additional features including fencing, a wall or tree stand to discourage residents, or their

pets from wandering onto the buffered farmiand.

Implementation
When a development project is proposed adjacent to an existing agricultural use or an
agriculturally zoned parcel the required buffer should be designed by the project
applicant/developer as part of the project. The County staff will review the project as
part of the normal planning review process. Finally, the Planning Commission or the
Board of Supervisors will review the project and determine if any modifications are

necessary, including changes to the proposed buffer.



Maintenance Program
A maintenance program for all proposed buffers must be developed by the project
applicant and submitted to the County for review. The program, in the form of a draft
report, shall be submitted with the development project application at the time of project
submittal to the County. The program shall include provisions for short and long-term
maintenance, and possible review by the County to determine the on-going effectiveness
of the buffer. As part of the maintenance program, the County will require a
confirmation of maintenance for an appropriate time period. Confirmation may be
provided, for example, by one to two year renewable maintenance contracts, formation of

- a Property Owner’s Association, an assessment district or similar responsible entity.

Appendix
(A) Agency A&:isrance

(1) The Lassen County Agricultural Commissioner is a Board appointed position
responsible for fostering and assisting with agricultural production in the County.
Pesticide management and permimting are the responsibilities of the Agricultural
Commissioner’s Department.

(2) Private industry professionals can provide a range of services to assist in the
buffer design process. Arborists, Resources Ecologists, Licensed Pest Control
Advisors, Certified Crop Advisors, and Landscape Architects are some of the
consultants who generally have the expertise to assist in determining an
appropriate buffer design and required maintenance program.

(3) The UC Cooperative Extension Farm Advisor’s Office can assist in the
development of a maintenance program, and the incorporation of buffers that will

be effective.






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter E  Steve Fortin, president, Lassen County Farm Bureau
Dennis Wood, president, Lassen County Cattleman’s Association

Attachment E-A Lassen County Agricultural Buffering Guidelines
Response to Comment E-1

This letter addresses the issue of agricultural buffers in Lassen County, and calls for clarification of
proposed guidelines for buffering, included as an attachment.

Although this comment speaks more to the General Plan than the Draft EIR, agricultural buffering
is addressed in policy AG-16, which is called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation for Impact 4.2-2
and Impact 4.3-2. The County Planning Commission has recommended to the Board of Supervisors
that policy A-16 be revised as follows:

Where proposed residential, commercial or industrial development abuts land devoted to agricultural
production, the non-agricultural uses shall be required to incorporated buffer areas and-—setbacks;
andforconstructnatural-sereens-or-feneing; to mitigate potential land use conflicts as conditions of

approval for subdivisions or use permits. The type and width of buffer areas shall be determined

based on the character, mtensxty of the abuttmg land uses. %e%ﬂﬁyhshal-l—alse—eeﬂﬁdeﬁheﬂﬁﬁufe

The Planning Commission also proposes an implementation measure for AG-16 be added:

“The County will prepare and adopt guidelines and regulations to assist in the determination of the
appropriate type and scope of agricultural buffers needed in circumstances that warrant the creation
of such buffer areas.”

These changes have been incorporated into the Final EIR, thereby enhancing the mitigation of
Impacts 4.2-2 and 4.3-2.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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: Letter F
o pecnve

Lassen County Farm Bureau MAY 2T 1999
and Lossex

Cousdy
Lassen County Cattlemen’s AssociatiorP®#®mex o Conwuity Docefopment

PO Box 151, Susanville, C4 96130

May 20, 1999

Mr. Bob Sorvaag, Planning Director

Lassen County Department of Community Development
707 Nevada Street

Susanville, CA 96130

Dear Mr. Sorvaag,

On behalf of the Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemen’s
Association, the following comments are submitted to the Board of Supervisors for
consideration. These comments are made in response to the December 1998 draft of the

Lassen County General Plan.

Wildlife (WE-2) and Natural Resources (NR-36)
The proposal to identify “areas of significant wildlife value or similar areas” for the
creation of wildlife management objectives is fraught with legal complications that could

expose the County to potentially substantial legal liability. Further, the development of
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such a management plan requires a significant commitment of the County’s financial and
human resources. For these reasons, the Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County
Cartlemen’s Association urge the County to avoid these possible liabilities by rejecting
Wildlife Policy WE-2 and Natural Resources Policy NR-36, and replacing them with a
voluntary resource management program similar to the plans implemented in other

counties.

By supporting a resource management plan requiring future environmental mitigation
measures, the County is exposing itself to future legal problems. The local government’s
ability to control habitat modification on private property is limited by the Federal
Endangered Species Act, California Endangered Species Act, CEQA and the “takings”

provisions of the California and U.S. Constitutions.

The State and Federal Endangered Species Acts would, arguably, only allow state
and federal intervention for first priority habitat. Significant habitat modification or
degradation that actually kills or injures threatened or endangered species has been held
as a prohibited “take” under the Federal Endangered Species Act. Babbitt v. Sweet
Home 5153 U.S. ;115 S. Ct. 2407. The Court in Babbirt, however, stressed that the
Agency’s regulation prohibiting “take” only encompassed habitat modification that
“actually kills or injures wildlife”. Consequently, unless the County can show that the
destruction of second or third priority habitat will actually kill or injure wildlife protected
by the Federal Endangered Species Act, the County cannot demand habitat preservation

based upon the Federal Endangered Species Act.

Similarly, the County cannot use the State Endangered Species Act as justification for
habitat preservation of second and third priority habitats. An opinion by the Attorney
General has concluded that State law does not prohibit indirect harm to a state-listed
endangered or threatened species by way of habitat modification. (78 Ops. Cal. Atty Gen
137 (1995).




Under CEQA, the County can require a project applicant to mitigate for significant
environmental impacts of a project, including impacts to second and third priority
habitats. However, the mitigation measures must be feasible. The County can also make
a Statement of Overriding Considerations if the benefits of a proposed project outweigh

the environmental impacts.

The County is further restricted by the recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions on private
property takings. Land use restrictions and dedications may only require mitigation
measures which compensate for impacts directly caused by the project (Nollan v.

California Coastal Commission); such mitigation measures can only be required for

impacts in the nature of common law nuisances and cannot be used to obtain free public
environmental benefits (Lucas v. South Carolina Coastal Commission); and even
appropriate mitigation measures (i.e., those related to project impacts or human welfare)
must be reasonably proportional to the magnitude of the impacts caused by a project - 0o
arbitrary zones or amounts (Dolan v. City of Tigard). The takings law restrictions apply
to all mitigation whether demanded under the guise of an endangered species law,

CEQA, or local land use ordinance.

As an alternative to a County wildlife management program which will be resource
intensive and could expose the County to legal liability, we propose the adoption and
creation of a voluntary land management program. There are several programs already in
existence in other counties which can be used as models. One suggestion is to utilize the
organizational structure of these programs to create a new program addressing the
specific ecosystems of Lassen County. As an alternative to the current Wildlife WE-2
and Natural Resources NR-36 proposals, a new policy could be devised which refers to
these other county programs as organizational models and commits the County to a
volunteer program. These models include: the University of California’s Integrated
Hardwood Management Program (developed with the California Department of Fish and
Game and the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection), the Eastern
Madera County Voluntary Oak-Woodland Management Guidelines, the Tuolumne
County Oak Woodland Voluntary Management Program, the Tehama County Oak




Woodland Management Guidelines including the associated California Cattlemens
version, and the Ducks Unlimited Valley Care program (see attachments). The Duck’s
Unlimited Valley Care program is included in this list as an example of how the

volunteer framework can be applied to a variety of habitats.

The basic framework of these volunteer programs give landowners extensive
information regarding the value of habitat preservation and provides guidelines for the
optimal management of natural resources. Each landowner is encouraged to draft a
personal management plan for their property. An associated review process tracks the

program’s overall success.

The volunteer framework has been popular in other counties because it provides
flexibility and enables landowners to develop a management plan tailored to the

resources unique to their parcel. Environmental groups have been satisfied because

fragile ecosystems are protected for the furure, thus allowing wildlife to flourish. Finally,

local governments have been supportive as volunteer programs do not encompass the
legal liability of environmental regulatory schemes, and minimal County resources are

expended.

Conversion of Agricultural Land (Ag-8)

The Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemen’s Association are
concerned about the failure to delineate the timing of agricultural land conversions. In
creating an Agricultural Element, the County should be upholding its commitment to
agriculture. At the very least a commitment to agriculture means the County will not

authorize the development of agricultural lands until there are no other viable options.

In part, we object to the current language of proposed AG-8(a) as it does not
sufficiently protect the agricultural zone from development. The concern is that all
commercial, industrial, and public facility development proposals could be justified as
conferring one or more of the following identified benefits “orderly expansion of a

community, facilitating construction of a public facility, and providing employment-
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generating opportunities.” As all conceivable industrial, commercial, and public facility
uses qualify as “warranted” under AG-8(a), this policy does not support Agriculture
Element Goal A-1. Conflicting non-agricultural.uses which will obstruct and constrain

agricultural use and value will be unnecessarily located in the agricultural zone under the

existing AG-8(a) scheme.

As an alternative to the current AG-8(a) language, we suggest the following:
“The conversion is justified by a factor of significant benefit to the community
and will not significantly reduce the resource value of adjoining agricultural or
forestry lands unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative, and the use has

been planned to minimize its effect on the adjoining lands.”

We are not proposing that all future agricultural conversions be prohibited, but rather that
agricultural interests be provided some assurance that only necessary and appropnately

located projects be permitted.

We would like a clarification of what industrial uses may be exempted from the Ag-8
factors, and would like the “note” in the last sentence of the first paragraph of policy AG-
8 to clearly state the nature of the proposed exemption. Further, if the exemption is non-

agricultural, we reserve the right to comment on this exemption

Buffers (Ag-16)

The Lassen County General Plan should include a mandatory buffer policy that clearly
outlines appropriate buffers in all circumstances. Currently, the language of proposed
Policy AG-16, is vague, uncertain, and confusing as the policy leaves many unanswered
questions regarding how, when, and if an agriculture buffering policy will be
implemented. In the past, the County has expressed concerns regarding the legality of a
mandatory buffer policy, and confusion as to how to successfully implement such a
program. With these comments, it is our desire to clarify the legal landscape, and to

provide the County our opinion as to the legality of a mandatory agriculture buffering
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policy. We will conclude by proposing a scheme to successfully streamiine the buffer

policy for easy administration.

The Board of Supc_:rvisors has the legal authority, through its police power, to mandate
that developers provide and maintain agricultural buffers. In fact, counties throughout
the state have been enforcing buffer policies for years. As such, the Board of Supervisors
can appropriately and legally make agricultural buffers mandatory and not exceed its

legal authority.

The Board of Supervisor’s land regulation authority is limited by the “Takings Clause”
of the United States Constitution and the related provisions in the California Constitution.
The U.S. Supreme Court has recently expounded upon the taking of private property in
three important cases: Nollan v. Calif: Coastal Commission, Lucas v. Southern California
Commission, and Dolan v. City of Tigard. Nollan held that land use restrictions and
dedications may only require mitigation measures which compensate for impacts directly
caused by the private project (nexus); Lucas held that such mitigation measures can only

be required for impacts in the nature of common law nuisances and cannot be used to

obtain free public environmental benefits; and Dolan held that even otherwise
appropriate mitigation measures (i.e., those related to project impacts on human welfare)
_must be reasonably proportional to the magnitude of the impacts caused by a project,

with no arbitrary zones or amounts.

Together these cases stand for the proposition that, a condition placed upon
development is valid provided the government’s interest is “legitimate” and the method
utilized “substantially advances” that interest. Together if all, or substantially all, of the
property’s value is lost because of government regulation, then a court will find that a
“taking” has occurred.

Clearly, the Board of Supervisors may require that developers include agricultural
buffers in their projects to mitigate the negative impacts of a proposal, since the County

has a legitimate interest in minimizing land use conflicts when new uses are introduced




into an area. By so doing, the County is acting to preserve natural resources, and to
protect the community from the costs and negative impacts associated with urban sprawl.
Moreover, the subject property is left with substantial value, as development will proceed
relatively unaffected. A buffer policy is reasonable, addresses legitimate concerns, and
resolves those concerns. It is clear that a broad range of government purposes and
regulations have been found Constitutional, and buffers as a form of land regulation are
regularly required. Mandatory agricultural buffers, in fact, exist in 37 California’s 58

counties.

In addition, we believe “Agricultural Bufferring Guidelines” should be adopted
concurrently with the General Plan. The proposed format should be similar to Sutter
County’s, but drafted to reflect the particular needs of Lassen County. We are currently
working such a set of guidelines, and expect to present them at the June 2, 1999 meeting

of the Board of Supervisors.

We suggest that these guidelines be in a handbook format and incorporated into the
General Plan by reference. Thus we propose the language for AG-16 be as follows,
“Where proposed residential, commercial or industrial development abuts lands devoted
to agricultural production, the non-agricultural uses shzll be required to incorporate
buffer areas to mitigate potential land use conflicts as conditions of approval for
subdivisons or use permits.” As an implementation measure for AG-16 is proposed
which states, “The County will adopt and implement Agriculture Lands Bufferring
Guidelines concurrently with the General Plan to determine the size and nature of buffer

”

areas.

If our suggestions are adopted, other sections of the General Plan must be consistent
with this proposal. In particular, the “Agricultural Land Uses” section of the Land Use
element should be amended at the end of the fourth paragraph on pg.2-54 to be read as
follows, “...The County has been cautious about allowing development that may be
incompatible and intrusive to nearby agricultural operations. At the same time, the

County recognizes the need to buffer productive, and potentially productive, agricultural




lands from non-agricultural development. The necessary width of such a buffer may vary
with the nature of the agricultural operation and the type of development proposed (strike

the balance of the paragraph).”

Comprehensive Land Use and Management Plan for Federal and State Lands
We suggest the County include language authorizing the creation of a Comprehensive
Land Use and Management Plan for the Federally and State Managed Lands within

Lassen County similar to the plan already in existence within Modoc County.

This proposal is clearly supportive of policies that already exist within the “Public
Lands” section of the proposed plan. Goal L-19 on pg. 2-17 states, “[The County
supports the] multiple use of public lands in ways which provide for the effective
management and protection of natural resources while optimizing the continuing
contribution and support of public land resources to the economy, lifestyle, and traditions
of County residents.” The development of a comprehensive land management plan for
public lands could be included as an implementation measure for Goal L-19, as the plan
would clearly lay out the County’s view of the optimal management of natural resources
to support the “economy, lifestyle, and traditions of County residents.” Moreover, such a
plan could be invaluable to County staff when they provide comments on proposed state

and federal projects.

General Plan-Area Plan Relationship (General Plan LU-3 & EIR pg. 1-2)

The relationship established between area plans and the General Plan, as stated within
policies LU-3 and on pg. 1-2 (second paragraph) of the EIR, in our opinion, violate state
law regarding plan hierarchy. An area plan may not “void and supersede” overlapping
“land use designations” of the Land Use Element or any other provision of the General
Plan. As such, policy LU-3 and the sentence, “The Draft Plan has provisions for the
adoption of subsequent Area Plans, which will void and supersede the General plan land
use designations for that specific area established by the Area Plan.”, found on EIR pg. 1-

2, should be stricken from the General Plan as violative of state law.
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The California Supreme Court has declared general plans to be the Constitution for a
county's land use policies, and the Lassen County General Plan cannot be made an
exception to that rule. All decisions and project approvals must be completely consistent
with the policies stated in the County’s land use Constitution, the General Plan.
Following general plan approval. if the County wants to approve a proposal that is
contrary to the General Plan. the County must comply with state guidelines (ie. public

hearings, etc.) for amending its general plan _before any new proposal is considered. The

formation of an area, or specific, plan is a land use decision that falls under the guidance
of the General Plan. The problem with LU-3, and the associated EIR section, is that the

County is acting contrary to state law by making area plans superior to the General Plan.
An area plan cannot automatically amend the General Plan, as state law outlines a formal

procedure of public review before a general plan amendment may occur.

It has been suggested in previous informal discussion with County staff that the
language of LU-3 and EIR pg. 1-2 was meant to refer to the relationship berween newly
adopted and internally consistent area plans and the Land Use Map (General Plan pg. 2-
20.) However it is not necessary to state that the creation of internally consistent area
plans will be automatically included in an updated General Plan Land Use Map. If the
area plan is properly consistent with the General Plan, then there has been no change that
requires a General Plan amendment. On the other hand, if the land use designations are
different and inconsistent with the General Plan, the proper procedure must be followed

and the General Plan must be amended before the area plan may take effect.

Contiguous Growth-Extension of Public Facilities
We recommend the following additional, or alternative, Land Use Policy be placed

within the Public Services section under Goal L-14:

“Public facilities and services should be based upon a projection of reasonably
expected population increase and economic growth, and should recognize the

limits of the County’s human, financial, and natural resources.”
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This language is favored by Farm Bureau and Cattlemen’s because it takes into account
human. financial, and natural resources when a proposal includes the utilization of
Counry resources to support growth. The over-extension of services leads to higher taxes
for all citizens while threatening the County’s resource base, and therefore should be

carefully considered.

Subdivision of Agricultural Parcels (AG-4)

This policy would be clearer if it said “large enough to be economically viable™ instead
of “relatively large (parcels)” This current language is unclear as to which parcels will be
compared to agricultural lands to determine “relative size”, and how this comparison will
be undertaken. For example, 5 acres is relatively larger than ' acre, yet neither will
support a cattle ranch.
POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVE

Solano County General Plan: This county determines parcel size by “farmable
units” and minimum parce!l sizes for each agricultural zone is tied to unit designation.
Solano has determined that 160 acres is a farmable unit of rangeland, 80 acres is a unit of
irrigated high quality soils, and 40 acres is a unit if the site is “highly productive™.
Before a parcel is considered highly productive the party proposing the division must

prove productivity to the satisfaction of the Supervisors by supporting certain findings.
Implementation Measure NR-G

For consistency with Policy NR-10, insert the following language to the end of

implementation measure NR-G: “related to development projects.”

Implementation Measure AG-E

For clarity, insert “under AG-12" after the word “findings” in measure AG-E.

10
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Agricultural Land Conversion (AG-21)

Shorten this policy to read as follows: The county discourages the development of land
having soils of significant agricultural value for purposes other than agriculture or

land uses directly related to agriculture.

Policy NR-36

We suggest the following revised langauge: The County supports the determination of an
area “desired condition” by a committee interested agencies and organizations (ie.
Lassen County Farm Bureau, Lassen County Cattlemen’s , UC Cooperative Extension
and the NRCS) to set specific goals and objectives for development and protection of
Lassen County’s natural resources. Such goals, while taking into consideration the
historical productivity of the region, may include : sustained-yield forest management
practices, uneven-age individual tree selection and/or group selection management.

Page 1-12 - Introduction
At the bottom of the page, change to: Expansion of the California Correctional Center

did not produce significant economic growth but did increase communify service needs.

Page 2-17, Policy 2-40
In the sixth line of the policy, insert the words “private sector’ between “generate” and

“employment opportunities”, and strike “encourage private sector development..”
Policy NR-9 on page 3-9

Strike the example used in this policy beginning with the word “unless™. If there is not

adequate water for ag uses there may not be sufficient water for other uses either.

Economics of water delivery also may change over time or for different crops or cropping

systems.

New Implementation Measure for Policy NR-17

Include implementation of the newly adopted Lassen County Ground Water Ordinance.

F-10

F-11

F-12

F-13

F-14

F-15.



The Lassen County Farm Bureau and Lassen County Cattlemen’s Association
appreciate this opportunity to comment on the December 1998 draft of the Lassen County
General Plan, and representatives shall be present at the June 2, 1999 hearing. As such,
we are interested in acquiring a copy of the planning department’s staff report at the

earliest possible date prior to the hearing. Thank you.

Sincerely,
KL JQ; u L5 )
Steve Fortin Dennis Wood
President, President,
Lassen County Farm Bureau Lassen County Cattlemen’s Association
Attachments:

Guidelines for Managing California's Hardwood Rangelands

Tuolumne County Oak Woodland Voluntary Management Guidelines

Valley Habitats: A Technical Guidance Series for Private Land Managers in California’s
Central Valley

Eastern Madera County Voluntary Oak-Woodland Management Guidelines

Tehama County Oak Woodland Management Guidelines
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter F  Steve Fortin, president, Lassen County Farm Bureau
Dennis Wood, president, Lassen County Cattleman’s Association

Response to Comment F-1

Policy WE-2 is called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation to 4.4-1. The Planning Commission has
recommended that this policy be revised as follows:

“The County supports the cooperative identification of areas of “‘significant wildlife value” or similar
designations for areas where it is demonstrated by sound biological science that the habitat values
are of erttieat significant importance to the health and/or survival of one or more species of wildlife.
The County may apply a special designation to these areas, and/or agree to support specific resource
management objectives, policies and regulations to protect wildlife resources within those areas.

Policy NR-36 is not specifically called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation, nor is it cited in the text.

Response to Comment F-2

Policy AG-8 is called out as partial mitigation to Impact 4.3-1. However, the County expects to
adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations for this significant and unavoidable impact. AG-8
speaks to the Board’s authority. In concert with AG-7, AG-8 directs the Board to base any decision
to convert farmland on a number of factors, including the agricultural value of the soil, existing and
surrounding land uses, and the health and welfare of the County and its citizens.

It is important to note, however, that the General Plan 2000 does not propose specific development
plans, nor does it change land use designations so as to allow for additional development. In fact,
the General Plan 2000 presents better criteria to control conversion of agricultural land to other uses
than does the 1968 plan.

Response to Comment F-3

See response to comment E-1.

Response to Comment F-4

The Draft EIR does not cite L-19. Therefore, this comment speaks to the General Plan only. No
response 1s necessary.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment F-5
See response to comments in Letter A.
Response to Comment F-6

Goal L-14 is called out as mitigation to Impact 4.6-3. The County has not made modifications to LU-
4, however.

Response to Comment F-7

AG-4 is called out as mitigation to Impact 4.3-1. The County has not made modifications to AG-4,
however.

Response to Comment F-8

NR-G and NR-10 are not cited by the Draft EIR. Therefore, this comment speaks only to the General
Plan. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment F-9

AG-12 and AG-E are not called out as mitigation, but are cited in the Draft EIR. The County has
modified AG-E, and these changes are therefore incorporated into the Final EIR.

Response to Comment F-10

AG-21 is called out as partial mitigation to Impact 4.3-1. The Planning Commission has
recommended that the Board approve this revision. (The revision also includes changes to duplicate
policy NR-9.) This will enhance the ability of AG-21 to mitigate Impact 4.3-1.

Response to Comment F-11

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment F-12

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment F-13

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment F-14

NR-9 is called out as partial mitigation to 4.3-1, and is a duplicate of policy AG-21. See response
to comment F-10.

Response to Comment F-15

NR-17 is not cited by the Draft EIR. Therefore, this comment speaks only to the General Plan. No
response is necessary. ’

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter G

Page one RE@:EHWE@

Department of Community Development MAY 2 1 1999

TO: Bob Sorvaag, Director

SUBJECT: Draft-Lassen County General Plan-Dec.1998 Lassen deq
Depatiment oh Comauxily Douely:

Dear Bob,
We have raviewed the above referenced Draft document and we wish to make the
following comments and ask a number of questions as well.

Page 2-5 LU-D&LU-E These Implementation Measures lack teeth rendering them
ineffectual. Substitute the words “consider” in both Measures with the word implement.
Page 2-6 LU-4&3 Where are the implementation measures for these policies?

Page 2-7 LU-8 Change the word “should™ to shall.

Page 2-8 LU-H Does not implement Goal L-5. This measure would still allow spraw!
and “leap-frog development by permitting development in an area which has “natural
resource values and factors which would support development”. This type of
development has been a disaster in many places in Lassen County.

LU-11 Policy has no teeth and has the potential for negative effects on wildlife.

Page 2-9 LU-14 “Appropriateness” for what use and “consideration™ of what values?
Page 2-15 Issue 10 Goal 17 What is the “appropriate management” of open space lands
and related resources? Different user groups have different beliefs and ideas about how
these lands and resources should be managed. This goal needs far better definition.

Page 2-16 LU-39 Define “balancing.” This word is used numerous times throughout this
document and no description of the term is given. Production of timber products at
“abundant, sustainable levels™ does not translate into something that is always beneficial
to fish and wildlife.

Page 2-17 LU-19 What is the “lifestyle” and what are the “traditions™ of Lassen County
residents? These are PUBLIC lands for all Americans, not just for Lassen County
residents.

Page 2-18 LU-45 Again, what is “balance™ and how is defined in the context of this
policy?

LU-46 First sentence; change “should” to will. This important policy needs teeth to be
effective.

Page 2-19 LU-BB Who identifies those areas that have significant wildlife values?
Pages 2-29&30 Why is wildlife not mentioned In Intensive Agriculture as it is in
Extensive Agriculture? Both types have significant value for wildlife.

Pages 2-36-41 We are concerned that if the County has more than 18,500 potential
dwelling units on vacant land already zoned to allow residential development, then why
does the County always seem to be jumping through hoops to protect important and
valuable agricultural and open space lands? Also, on TABLE LU-1, vacant parcels
should be a component of this graph.

G-1
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Page two

Page 2-55 10-A This is appropriate language and should be as tight throughout the rest
of this Draft document.

Page 2-60 Fourth paragraph. What methodology does the County does the use to apply
the D.F.G. habitat rating system and who does the actual rating?

Page 3-9 NR-D-F Very soft wording on these implementation measures leaving them
with virtually no teeth to be effective. The local definition of “prime” relating to these
and other important agricultural lands should have been well established iong ago.

Page 3-14 N-4 “Sensible” appropniation and utilization needs to be defined.

NR-21 Policy far too soft and with virtually no teeth. Weak policy like this leads to
disasters such as the destruction of over 200 acres of wetlands at Amity Hot Springs
being a prime example.

Page 3-20 NR-H Too weak, Change “consider” to implement.

NR-1 Second sentence. Change “may™ to will.

Page 3-21 N-8 How can “balance” be maintained when dealing with rare and
endangered plants?

Page 3-29 NR-31 How do you define “fundamental culture and customs of the
community” considering how much the demographics of Lassen County have changed in
the last ten to fifeteen years alone?

NR-33 What is balance and how is it defined and will the “need to maintain

production of timber at abundant, sustainable levels™ have a negative or positive effect on
fish and wildlife?

Page 3-32 3 Does this policy mean that fish and wildlife take a back seat to the
“traditional scope of the timber sale program™ What happened to so-called “balance™
Page 3-34 NR-40 Again, what is “balance™ here? Does this policy mean that wildlife 1s
to take a back seat to “social and economic needs”, whatever they might be.

This policy appears to be tilted against wildlife when conflicts anise.

Page 3-34 NR41&42 Improved rangelands for livestock are not necessarily good for
wildlife.

Page 3-35 NR-O “‘Review” does not implement anything in this Implementation
Measure.

Page 3-38 Third paragraph. The issue of loss of critical deer winter habitat and
bitterbrush stands by sprawling development would not be an issue if proper zoning
were in place.

Page 3-40 NR 47 Another example of non-defined “balance.”

Agricultural Element-General Observation Note the much tighter language, especially
the word “shall”. It’s really a shame this document does not use such wording that
have teeth in Policies and Implementation Measures in the other Elements of this Draft.
Also note that agniculture is not required by the County to “balance” itself with the needs
of wildlife and other interests though those interests and wildlife have long been part of
of the “customs and culture” of Lassen County.

G4
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Pagc three

Page 4-9 AGI It would be wise to include D.F.G. in those to be “consulted™.
Page 4-10 AG 19 Again, what is “balance™ and what takes precedence in this policy?
Page 5-4 WE-2 Second sentence. Change “may” to shall. Also, what happened to the
“overlay” maps that were suggested by this Commission, the Consensus Group and
others. This request appears to have been ignored by staff though these maps would be
of great benefit.
Page 3-1 Element heading; Add ‘Fish™ to Wildlife Element to read Fish and Wildlife
Element Page
5-6 WE-D Change “the” to and. Change the word “consider” to implement.
Why was the Lassen County Fish and Game Commission not referenced in this section
as being the entity responsible for recommendations to the Board of Supervisors
regarding expenditure of ‘wildlife mitigation funds™? This wording was used in WE-E
May, 1997 Draft and is fully supported by this Commission. We request this provision be
included in the Final Draft.
Page5-§ WEI14 Change the word “should’ to shall.
Goal W-4 We like this goal because of it’s critical importance to wildlife. However, we
would recommend that important vegetative communities such as bitterbrush. aspen
stands, mountain mahogany, etc. be part of a new goal with similar Implementation
Measures such as WE-F. These vegetative communities are of critical importance to
wildlife and need serious consideration.
Page 5-13 Fifth paragraph. Change the word “some™ to many.
Page 5-18 Fifth paragraph. Add “if any” after the word few.
Page 5-21 Fourth paragraph ,second sentence. Change “may” to should.
Page 6-7 0S-7 Change “may” to shall.

OS-D Change “may” to shall.

OSE Define what are “effective and socially equitable measures™.
Page 6-11 0S27 Change “may” to shall.

OS-M Change “consider to implement.

Circulation Element-Circulation Map Highway 139 is NOT a minor arterial.
Glossary Throughout this document we note the use of words such as “balance’,
“appropriateness”, “lifestyle and traditions”, “culture and customs of the community”,
etc. These terms need to be carefully defined in an expanded glossary.

Thank vou for kind consideration of our comments, questions, and concerns.

Resiectfully submitted,

‘Bob Roe, Chairman
Lassen County Fish and Game Commission
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter G  Bob Roe, Chairman, Lassen County Fish and Game Commission

Response to Comment G-1

These comments speak to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment G;2

See response to comment D-6.

Response to Comment G-3

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response in necessary.
Response to Comment G-4

Implementation measures NR-D through NR-F are called out as mitigation to Impact 4.3-1. The
Planning Commission has recommended that NR-D be modified (albeit slightly). The changes have
been incorporated into the Final EIR.

Response to Comment G-5

Goal N-4 and NR 21 are not cited by the Draft EIR. Therefore, this comment speaks only to the
General Plan.

Response to Comment G-6

See response to comment D-2.

Response to Comment G-7

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment G-8

Policy NR-1 is called out as mitigation to Impact 4.4-1. The Planning Commission has not
recommended any changes, however.

Response to Comment G-9

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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IF %G5 ... local goals and regulations for outdoor ligh* fixture ... http://www2.legis.state.ia.us " A/78GA/Legislation/HF/00200/HF00265/Current hu:

ul 4

light source is illuminating and that causes visual
Giscomiort, eve fatigue, or a loss of visual performance,
minders visibility and should be kept to a minimum.

3. Outdoor light fixtures should direct light only to
wnere the light is wanted and should only produce light when
crat light is needed.

w LW
N O

w
'

[T SV VY O I O O
w
W

w
(9]

a 1 4. The illuminating engineering society of North America
4 2 nas reccmmended light levels for various outdoor lighting
4 3 applications and these light levels should not be exceeded.
4 4 5. Steps must be taken to reduce light pollution, defined
4 S as obtrusive elements of outdoor lighting.
L 6 The bill provides that by January 1, 2003, all political
4 7 subdivisions of the state shall take steps to address the
L 8 obcrusive elements of outdoor lighting through new or revised
£ 9 local ordinances. These ordinances shall include any of the
4 10 Zollowing:
& 11 1. Requirements that new and replacement light fixtures be
4 12 %2vil) cutoff.
< 13 2. Recommendations for new and replacement light fixtures
£ 14 emit no more than 4 percent of their light in the zone from
4 15 herizontal plane through the lowest part of the fixture to
4 16 degrees below the horizontal plane.
£ L 3. Set maximum allowable light levels for various outdoor
4 18 lighrting applications based on illuminating engineering
4 19 society of North America recommendations.
¢ 20 4. ©Prohibitions of outdoor lighting which shines or
4 21 raflects light onto or into a neighboring property, so as to
4 22 annov or disturd the persons inhabiting such neighboring
¢4 23 property as constituting a nuisance.
4 24 s Require electric utilities serving rural customers to
& 25 as an option, if not otherwise recuired, full cutoii
¢ 26 fixtures to their customers for dusk-to-dawn security
£ 27 .
4 28 10HE 78
4 29 24.1

Texz: ET00254 Text: EZ00266

Text: EFQ00200 - 700299 Text: EF Index

53ills ané Amendments: CGznera nde 8ill History: General Index

Comments about this site or page? webmaster @staff.legis.state.ia.us.

Please remember that the person listed above does not vote on bills. Direct all comments concerning
legislation to State Legislators.

5/21/99 12:28 P\



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter H  Phil Finkel, Chairman, Committee to Restore the Night Skies
Response to Comment H-1

Policy NR-81 already addresses this issue. Therefore, NR-81 has been incorporated into the Draft
EIR in Section 4.2 and called out as mitigation for Impact 4.4-2. In addition, the programmatic
nature of a General Plan EIR dictates that issues are addressed broadly. Specific discretionary
development proposals will therefore be subject to additional environmental review. The potential
for light and glare would be included as part of that review.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter |

Natural Resources Consensus Group

May 20, 1999 RE@‘EWE@

. MAY 2 1 1399
Bob Sorvaag, Director
Department of Community Development Lassen
707 Nevada St. Depastnext of Commanily Develspment
Susanville CA 96130
Dear Bob,

The Natural Resources Consensus Group would like to submit the following comments
regarding the Lassen County Draft General Plan. Individuals that were present at the May
18, 1999 meeting include:

Phil Nemir

Steve Fortin

Wayne Jambois

Gerry Nordstrem

Hannah Tangeman-Cheney
Rebecca Dell Sheehan

David Lile -- Facilitator
Joe Bertotti & Bob Sorvaag -- Clarification of General Plan Policies & Implementation

The Consensus Group members represent the diverse interests of several organizations
including, Lassen Land and Trails Trust, Lassen County Farm Bureau, Organized
Sportsmen of Lassen County, Audubon Society —Eagle Lake Chapter, Lassen County
Fish & Game Commission, and Lassen County Cattlemen’s Association.

Suggested Changes

> New Policy
(NR Element, under 4. Vegetation, Goal N-7 on page 3-20.)
The County will encourage cooperation with state and Federal agencies to make I-1
wildlife habitat and resource maps available to the public for land use planning.
Appropriate local agencies and organizations will review these maps to ensure that
they are accurate, up-to-date, ground-truthed and based on sound information.




-

> Add definitions of the following terms to the glossary to aid in clarification of
policies. :

Culture and customs of the cormmunity
Economy lifestyle and traditions of County residents
(Balancing) of policies
(Appropriate) management
(Significant) burden
(Consideration) of other resource values
(Effective) management
continued...
Significant) wildlife habitat resources
(Appropriate degree) of regulafion
(Sensible appropriation)

> Add the following language to the introduction section of the Land Use Element.
“An area plan must be internally consistent with the General Plan of which it is
part. When an area plan is adopted, it must not conflict with the General Plan(State
of California, General Plan Guidelines).”

» Under policy LU-12 (page 2-8) add the following Implementation Measure:
The County will amend its subdivision ordinances to provide incentives for the use
of conservation subdivisions for proposed development projects.

Y,

Add the following language to Goal 19 in the Land Use Element, 12. Issue: Public
Lands, page 2-17.
Insert “ for the public” afier the words “natural resources”.

» Change Policy AG-16 and add Implementation Measure.

The new Policy AG-16:

Where proposed residential, commercial, or industrial development abuts lands devoted
to agricultural production, the non-agriculture uses shall be required to incorporate
buffer areas to mitigate potential land use conflicts as conditions of approval for
subdivisions or use permits.

The new Implementation Measure:
The county will adopt and implement Agriculture Lands Buffering Guidelines
concurrently with the General Plan to determine the size and nature of buffer areas.

-3
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7 Add a new Goal, Policy and Implementation Measure in the Wildlife Element. Insert
after the current Goal WE-4 and move the succeeding goals down.

The new Goal : To Protect and enhance important upland habitat areas which include
bitterbrush, mountain mahogany and aspen.

The new Policy: The County supports cooperative efforts to protect and enhance
wildlife habitat values of upland vegetation communities of bitterbrush, mountain
mahogany, and aspen.

The new Implementation Measure: In consideration of proposed development projects
which may affect vegetation communities of birterbrush, mountain mahogany and
aspen which provide important upland habitat the County will review for potential
impacts through the CEQA and NEPA processes and require appropriate mitigation
measures to avoid and mitigate significant adverse impacts.

The members of the Consensus Group greatly appreciate the opportunity to be part the
public comment process for the General Plan.

Sincerely,
. N :g- 2
/QW -

David Lile
Nartural Resources & Livestock Advisor







2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter I David Lile on behalf of the Natural Resource Consensus Group

Response to Comment I-1

Goal N-7 is cited in the Draft EIR, but not called out as mitigation. Any revisions to N-7, or addition
of policies have been incorporated into the Final EIR. However, the Planning Commission has not
made such a recommendation.

Response to Comment I-2

These comment speak only to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment I-3

The recommended revision has been added to page 1-2 of the Draft EIR as paragraph three (see
Errata).

Response to Comment I-4

Policy LU-12 is cited by the Draft EIR. The County has agreed to incorporate the suggested
implementation measure into the General Plan.

Response to Comment I-5

Goal 19 is not cited by the Draft EIR. Therefore, this comment speaks only to the General Plan. No
response is necessary.

Response to Comment I-6
AG-16 is called out as mitigation to Impact 4.2-2. See response to comment E-1.
Response to Comment I-7

This comment speaks to the General Plan only. Any changes have been incorporated into the Draft
EIR.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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- Letter J -
United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

=
ooy
A".’~

> A ?

Eagle Lake Field Office
2950 Riverside Drive
Susanville, California 86130
(530) 257-0456

ymAaY 211999 in Reply
Refer to:
(CA-SSO) (P)

Department of Community Development

County of Lassen [RE@EHWE@)

Attn: Robert Sorvaag, Director
707 Nevada Street, Suite 5

Susanville, CA 96130-3912 MAY 2 1 1999
Attached are staff comments on the January 1999, draft. Deporiend ﬁf“’é“ Mvwm

Natural Resources Element of the Plan

Page 3-24: Last para - change the common name of Astragalus anxius 10 “Ash Valley J-1
milk-vetch”, the more appropriate common name. -

Page 3-24: Table NR-1 - In checking the information conceming existing occurrences T
and newly proposed additions to the CNPS Lists and with what is currently on this
table, the following plants should also be added. Since the plants are listed

alphabetically by plant family, it would have been good to indicate the family. | will list
new ones in the order that fits into the existing table.

Correction: firs “hillside arnica” should be spelled “Arnica fulgens’. Second “hillside
arnica” should be “twin arnica (Arnica sororia)"

Add these after green pricce’s plume: J-2
Howell's thelypodium State: None

(Thelypodium howellii ssp. howellii) Other; CNPS List

foxtail thelypodium State: None

(Thelypodium integrifolium ssp. complanatum) Other: CNPS List

after thousand-flowered thelyposium add:
Great Basin downingia State: None
(Downingia laeta) Other: CNPS List




after Hillman's cleomella ~d:

sagebrush loeflingia State: N e
(Loeflingia squarrosa var. arternisiarum) Other: CNPS List 1B
falcate saltbush State: None
(Atriplex gairdneri var. falcata) Other: CNPS List
after silver leaf milk-vetch add:

field milk-vetch State: None
(Astragalus agrestis) Other; CNPS List

Change “troubled milk-vetch” to “Ash Valley milk-vetch”

after “ornate dalea” add:

stemless lupine State: None
(Lupinus lepidus var. utahensis) Other: CNPS List
after Ash Creek ivesia add:

Webber's ivesia State: None

(Ivesia webberi) . Other: CNPS List 18
Black Rock potentilla State: None
(Potentilla basaltica) Other: CNPS List 1B
after Bogg's Lake hedge-hyssop add:

ephemeral monkeyflower State: None
(Mimulus evanescens) Other: CNPS List
after dwarf lousewort add:

Janish's beardtongue State: None
(Penstemon janishiae) Other: CNPS List

correction: slender orcutt grass, add Listing status of “Federal: Threatened".
After that add:

little rice grass State: None
(Oryzopsis exigua) Other: CNPS List

Those plants added with no CNPS List number are as some others in your original list,
they are plants that are proposed to be listed by CNPS in the near future. Only those
present in Lassen Co. with high potential to be listed as CNPS List 1B or CNPS List 2
are listed here.

Rangeland Resources and Agricultural Issues portions of the plan.

PP 4-19 to 4-20: Aaricultural Issues - Livestock Grazing

This discussion found here is redundant to the discussion found at Rangeland Resources
Background, pp. 3-35 to 3-39. The discussion found on pp. 3-35 to 3-39 is more
comprehensive than that found on pp. 4-19 to 4-20 and if this section is to be retained

J-3



as written (see further comments, below) | suggest that the plan incorporate the chapter
3 discussion into the chapter 4 discussion by reference. If the writers intended the
redundancy found in chapter 4, which | suspect, they should correct the data regarding
the numbers of grazing permits and allotments found in that chapter. The numbers
presented in chapter 3 are the correct ones. This error occurs also and should be
corrected in the draft EIS on p. 4.3-3

General Comments - Plan Internal Inconsistencies between Ranaeland Resources
Backaround and Agricultural Issues - Livestock Grazing

In the discussion of the relationship of public land grazing permits to private ranches, both
the Rangeland Resources Background and Agricultural Issues - Livestock Grazing
sections contain the sentence: "If grazing allotments are ... rendered economically
impractical (due to increased grazing fees, extensive management requirements, etc.),
the home ranches which depend upon them may, in turn, be rendered economically
inviable."

The county should consider:

(1) In many if not most cases, more "extensive management requirements” are
required from permittees precisely for the purpose of implementing
"sustainable management of the natural communities and landscapes that
are needed to support wildlife resources in ways that enhance the health
and abundance of wildlife populations and the diversity of species."
Indicating that one wants it both ways without acknowledging the costs of
the trade-offs, or that the fact that more often than not, trade-ofis are
required (either by the ranchers or in terms of compromising wildlife habitat)
indicates to a me a hopeful yet "head in the sand" (and therefore intemally
inconsistent) tone in this portion of the document.

(2) Public land permit grazing fee costs relative to the overall operation of a
ranch are perhaps 3-5% of a typical total ranch budget, if that. The
economic viability of a ranching operation is much more affected by
increased energy and equipment costs, interest rates, the market price
received for the product and the management ability of the rancher than it
is by the grazing fee. It is more appropriate to the lay the causes of
economic viability or inviability of a ranching operation at the feet of large
equipment manufactures, the banking industry, beef wholesale markets
and rancher competency (or lack of) than it is to lay it at the feet of
"increased grazing fees." Also, local BLM offices that have jurisdiction over
federal lands in Lassen County have no input in setting grazing fee
increases/decreases or otherwise. The fee is set BLM-wide pursuant to
regulation. The reference to public land grazing fee increases within a plan
that is specific to Lassen County is unwarranted. The County should
encourage the livestock industry to hold themselves accountable for their
economic viability and not rush to blame outside sources, as seems to be
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their tendency.

Therefore, | suggest that the County replace as much as that can replace of the
discussion sections that begin on page 3-37 and 4-19 of the plan with the more concise
discussion of these issues found on p 4.3-3 of the Draft EIS. As a minimum, the first
paragraph on page 3-37 and the last paragraph that begins on page 4-19 (which are one
and the same) should be replaced or rewritten. | realize that the County needs to make
its position known on these issues, but this paragraph lacks both accuracy and efficacy.

1) "Productivity" is defined within the Glossary of Terms Used in Range
Management (SRM, 1989) as "The rate of production per unit area, usually
expressed in terms of weight or energy." Eric Loft (the author of Bulletin No. 11)
cited no evidence to support his contention that rangelands were declining in
productivity other than the fact that there has been a long-term decline in the
number of deer, cattle and domestic sheep [in NE California, | assume]. An
analogy to this circular logic might be: "The productivity of my garden plot must
be in decline because | counted less bugs eating my tomatoes this year than | did
last year." We can all think of many reasons why there might be less bugs this
year than last year - and none of them may have anything to do with the
productivity of the garden. In fact, there may be more tomatoes than ever before.
Bottom line: less numbers of deer, cattle and domestic sheep on rangelands is
not necessarily indicative of productivity on rangelands. Other supporting
information is needed before this statement can be represented as fact.

WILDLIFE ELEMENT:

Page 5-1. Last Paraqgraph: This paragraph fails to recognize that juniper is a native
species in Lassen County. The last sentence is in error when it states juniper is
detrimental to mule deer. The scientific literature and diet studies do not reflect this
statement's conclusion except when discussing closed canopy juniper monotype.
Therefore, the statement should state that closed canopy monotypic juniper woodlands
are not beneficial to mule deer but do provide a unique habitat structure for other wildlife
species.

Page 5-2, Last Sentence. Second Paraaraph “Unfortunately...™:

A blanket statement concerning the difficulty of defining desired future condition of
ecosystems is incomplete, and therefore, misleading. The “desired future conditions” for
rangelands on BLM administered lands has been established under the direction of 43
Code of Federal Regulations Part 4180 through the work of the Norcal East Resource
Advisory Council (RAC) when they established rangeland health standards for
northeastern California and northwestem Nevada. The RAC, an appointed group of
citizens from Lassen and Modoc Counties completed this task during 1998.

Page 5-4, Last Paragraph extending to Page 5-5: Lassen County was a part of the RAC
which has already established rangeland health standards for lands administered by the

J-5

J-6



BLM (see above). These recommendations have been analyzed in an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) and have undergone public review. The proposed program may
be redundant.

Page 5-5 WE-B: Lassen County may want to consult with the BLM on wildlife habitat
impacts resulting from their proposed actions because the BLM and Forest Service are
the major habitat managers. Use of the word “critical” in describing habitat is not
accurate under the law. Critical habitat is a legal definition of habitat as it relates to
federally listed species managed under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended. There is no legally defined critical habitat in Lassen County.

Page 5-5. WE-3 POLICY: A discussion of how this policy relates to the
recommendations from the South Lassen County Planning effort is necessary. Under that
effort zoning is being proposed which will contradict this policy and adversely affect mule
deer migration.

Page 5-8. WE-12 POLICY: There is no clear reference to non-consumptive uses of
wildlife. Hunting on public lands in California during 1996 had an estimated economic
value of $322,879,698 while non-consumptive uses had an economic value of
$222,732,860 and is growing rapidly.

Page 5-8. WE-14 POLICY: Attendance at Lassen County Fish & Game Commission
meetings indicates this is not the case and is a constant source of frustration for the
Commission.

Page 5-11. Table WE-1: Aspen is one of the most important habitats for wildlife diversity
within Lassen County. Because it is limited in size and distribution it is very important
that it be part of the Table.

Page 5-13. Juniper, Last Paragraph: The opening sentence in particular and paragraph
in general are not scientifically correct. Juniper is a native “increaser” species not an
“invasive” species. Scientific research has suggested that the increase in atmospheric
carbon dioxide may have the greatest impact in benefitting juniper expansion into its old
home range. Past overutilization of important understory species is the second greatest
cause for juniper expansion followed by fire suppression. The causes are all listed but
not in the proper order.

Page 5-15. Montane Riparian, Third Paragraoh: Loss of bank stability should be included
in factors which limit riparian habitat health.

Page 5-15. Low Sage, Opening Sentence: This sentence is not clear. Are we saying that
low sage is the fourth most important vegetation community for wildlife?

Page 5-16, Bitterbrush, First Paragraph: Even though cattle are considered a herbivore
when they and all other species are consuming shrub vegetation they are referred to as
browsers. Stating there is preference by horses for bitterbrush requires documentation
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because utilization studies and preference studies to date have failed to show that horses
favor bitterbrush. The last sentence is not entirely accurate. Science does not support
that the mix of bitterbrush alone among other shrub communities is “critical” to mule deer
survival. The presence of diversity of forage and cover provided by diverse shrub stands
are more important than a single shrub species for wintering mule deer. To quote
Wallmo, 1981 “Before attributing exceptional importance to any one or few browse
species, consideration should be given to the contradictory knowledge that winter browse
twigs alone cannot maintain deer for long (Ammann et al. 1973,; Mautz et al. 1976;
Wallmo et al. 1977;) even though certain characteristics of such foodstuffs might enable
them to contribute significantly to the overall diet (Milchunas et al. 1 978). Reconsideration
aiso should be given to the inference by Leach (1956) that high mortality of mule deer
often is associated with a winter diet consisting of a high percentage of browse, and low
mortality is associated with a diversified winter diet. This suggests that changing supplies

or availability of other kinds of forage might provide a better key to the condition of the
range.”

Page 5-17. First Paraaraph:

Data are needed to support the general statement that much of the bitterbrush is
decadent. Data gathered by the BLM in the recent past and which is currently being
collected indicates there are more seedlings and young plants now in bitterbrush stands
than 20 years ago. Control of cheatgrass in areas below 10" precipitation is important
to success in natural regeneration. The preceeding statement is more accurate than the
one provided in the Draft Plan. The term “Some” in the third sentence should read “by
the scientific community in communities within 12" or higher precipitation zones...” There
is no support for the term “Overgrazing” in the last sentence when discussing current
issues. Past overgrazing has been of a concern including overgrazing by mule deer.
Data gathered in the recent past indicates there is very little if any overgrazing by
livestock on bitterbrush in Lassen County.

Second Paragraph: There is an incorrect reference to “critical habitat.” What happened
to biodiversity, biological integrity, or just plain wildlife? This entire discussion is focused
on a single species of wildlife.

Paqge 5-17. Saaebrush:

The description of this type failed to note that bitterbrush is found in several ecological
sites within this type.

The second sentence is too broad. Pronghorn use of sagebrush types is restricted by
sagebrush height. Any sagebrush stands over 24" in height are not preferred by
pronghom and are avoided whenever possible. :

Second Paragraph: There is no data to support the statement that utility corridors
threaten the sagebrush habitat type. There is a large amount of data based on
rehabilitation monitoring of utility corridor construction impacts to support the fact that the
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sagebrush type recovers readily from this level of disturbance.

The identification of where Off-highway vehicle use threatens the sagebrush type is
necessary. Recent work completed by the BLM in coordination with a Technical Review
Team including a representative from CDFG, and Lassen County, has removed threats
in the Fort Sage OHV area. Where does this threat actually exist?

Page 5-18, Second Paragraoh: Improper use of the term “critical habitat”.

Page 5-20. Habitat Manaaement Programs. Ooenina sentence:

“Approximately...is public lands which [are] managed for multiple uses..." is inaccurate in
its simplicity. The following quote is taken from Public Law 94-579 Entitled the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, Title | , Section 102 Declaration of policy,
Paragraph 8:

the public lands be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific,
scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource,
and archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain
public lands in their natural condition; that will provide for food and habitat for fish
and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for outdoor recreation and
human occupancy and use:

The key to this declaration is that public lands are managed for specific values, and
where aporopriate, multiple uses.

Page 5-22. Second Paragraph: The Biscar Wildlife Area is a federal wildlife management
area, and Wildlife Viewing Area managed in coordination with CDFG for the benefit of
wildlife. This area is heavily used for fishing, duck hunting, bird watching, and other
wildlife viewing and should be referred to in this discussion.

Page 5-23. Fourth Paragraoh: The DFG habitat rating system does not appear to take
biodiversity or biological integrity into account when being applied. This paragraph needs
expansion to include such a discussion.

Page 5-24. List of "significant natural areas”: This list does not give credit to the fact that
the Pine Dunes (LAS-008) is a BLM Research Natural Area and Area of Critical
Environmental Concern.

Change “Deschutes milk-vetch to Ash Valley milk-vetch. Also add Black Rock potentilla
and ephemeral mondeyflower to this paragraph.

Page 5-29, First Paragraph: California’'s Endangered Species Act (CESA) does not
necessarily parallel the Endangered Species of 1973, as amended, because CESA does
not address habitat.
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Page 5-30. Second Paragraph: The statement that the proponent in consultation with
the Service and the CDFG develop a plan, etc. only applies to private or state lands.
Under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, consultation with
the Service is strictly a federal agency to federal agency consultation on Public Lands.
The proponent is welcome to participate in the process but is not a representative for the
federal agency. The BLM also consults with CDFG on these issues. It is helpful if the
Service, BLM, and CDFG work together during consultation, but not totally necessary.

Page 5-31. Second and Third Paraaraph: Wording of concerns in these paragraphs fails
to recognize several pertinent factors. In most cases the “single species” being protected
has a very subtle but important role in what makes the ecosystem work. Without a
properly functioning ecosystem there will be no viable uses and the inability to meet the
social and economic needs of human communities. These relationships, in most cases,
are not clearly understood. This lack of understanding is not, however, an invitation to
ignore the potential long term affects of short term, instant gratification of social, or
economic wants. The case of the red vole in the northwest is one example of such
shortsightedness. In northeastern California rangelands lack of consideration for the
whole ecosystem, including least chipmunk and deer mice - mule deer relationships could
become another instance of improper, narrow, shortsighted actions.

Page 5-32. First Discussion of Eaale Lake Trout: This discussion is incomplete, and
therefore, incorrect. The Eagle Lake trout was proposed for listing in 1924. Upon review
of the proposal the Service determined that the federal agencies’, state agencies’, and
private interests' cooperation through the Pine Cresk CRMP Group, as well as the
commitment of the Eagle Lake Interagency Board of Directors to recovering and
maintaining healthy, viable populations of Eagle Lake trout in Eagle Lake precluded the
need to list. This was not a singular action by DFG or the Service this was and continues
to be a broad based cooperative effort.

Page 5-32. Predators. Through to Page 5-33: This discussion needs more science than
hearsay particularly when referencing mountain lion - mule deer relationships. Since mule
deer are the primary food source for mountain lions the question must be kept to whether
the mountain lion population is adversely affecting the mule deer population to the point
that this interaction will not allow the mule deer populations to grow or is it within
reasonable bounds? It does not reflect well on previous statements conceming managing
for all wildlife, etc. and than imply we want to shoot mountain lions because we want to

shoot more deer, if you cannot show the mountain lion population can take the losses and
remain viable. '

Pages 5-33 throuah 5-35, California Wildlife Conservation Bulletin 11°

California Wildlife Conservation Bulletin 11 is a well written, well researched discussion
of hunting expenditures. Because the document is an expenditure report and not an
economic analysis it should not be viewed as a complete guide to economic benefits.
There are several reasons for this cautionary note. First and foremost is the statement
is the paragraph at the bottom of page 5. This analysis did not utilize 2 Willingness To
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Pay (WTP) method for the analysis of the data gathered as had been done in past
studies, including the study which provided the 1987 figures used in this document. This
raises three flags for caution in how the data are used. First, without following standard
economic analysis protocol this document is not an accurate report of economic
contributions or benefits. Second, without a WTP analysis the disparity between the
figures provided for 1987 and 1997 is exaggerated. This is pointed out by Eric Loft in the
paragraph beginning at the bottom of page 5 and extending to page 6. Third, without a
full economic analysis and adjustments for inflation we do not have a clear view of the
disparity between sample years. As an example, the economic figures provided earlier
are from the USDI-BLM Public Land Statistics for 1996. The discussion of those figures
is as follows:

The methodology for calculating the 1996 Net Economic Values, has undergone
two changes: (1) numbers are adjusted according to fiscal year rather than
calendar year, and (2) a logarithmic function is used to calculate the average
annual growth rate. In order to make these changes, the above two criteria were
applied starting with the 1993 Public Land Statistic (PLS), Tables 25 and 25, and
calculated through 1996. The 1993 PLS was the beginning point because it is
based on numbers published in the 1991 National Survey of Fishing, Hunting, and
Wildlife-Associated Recreation; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 1993. Due to the
adjusted time period and mathematical methodology, number shown in Table 4-2
in the 1996 PLS are not directly comparable to numbers in Table[s] 25 and 26 in
previous PLS publications.

The BLM has discontinued use of adjusted figures since the 1996 PLS publication. We
have entered into a contract with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to carry out an
economic survey which will provide more accurate and updated information for our
reporting efforts. Although we cannot do a direct comparison between years the figure
of $170,092,731 for deer hunting in California on public lands during 1996 versus
$156,865,726 for deer during 1993 indicates some growth even after adjustment for
inflation.

Use of expenditures only in Bulletin 11 will not indicate net economic benefit because
straight line expenditures in one area are balanced by loss of expenditures somewhere
else (e.g. If a hunter came from Sacramento to Lassen County before buying groceries
the money spent in Lassen County is negated by the hunter not spending that money in
Sacramento - Sacramento’s loss is our gain which means there is no net economic
benefit across the board.). Since approximately 30 - 43% of the persons who hunted in
Lassen County are Lassen County residents or persons living within a 3 hour drive we
can not tell if the expenditures reported are expenditures over and above what is normally
spent in these counties. This issue was brought up when Eric Loft presented a
preliminary report of his findings to the Modoc Experimental Stewardship Group. The two
major entrepreneurs from Alturas were present. Both stated they did not realize a true
increase in expenditures at their establishments (a grocery store, and major gas station)
which the reported expenditures should generate.




California Wildlife Conservation Bulletin 11 is most accurately used for what it has best
provided. This is as accurate as possible, given reporting bias, a report of expenditures
by hunters in the counties covered during 1997, and a report of the economic analysis
for 1987.

GENERAL COMMENTS:

All comments offered here should also be applied to the Draft Environmental Impact
Report. A review of the Draft EIR indicates portions of the Wildlife Element in the General
Plan were copied and pasted into the draft EIR, therefore, the comments provided here
apply to both documents.

Complete citations of the literature cited in this review are available upon request.

P
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter J Linda D. Hansen, Bureau of Land Management

Response to Comment J-1

The Draft EIR does not specifically cite reference to the Astragalas anxius, because the affect of this
project on plant life was found to be less than signficant. (See Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR.) No
response is required.

Response to Comment J-2

The Draft EIR did not specifically cite plant species, because the County determined that the project
would not have a significant impact on plant life. (See Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR.) However, this
new information will assist in the implementation of NR-H, which is called out as mitigation for
Impact 4.4-1.

Response to Comment J-3

Page 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR has been edited to include the correct number of grazing permits and
allotments per chapter 3 of the General Plan. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment J-4

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-5

The Draft EIR does not specifically address mule deer within its discussion of the juniper habitat.
Response to Comment J-6

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-7

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-8

Implementation measure WE-B is called out by the Draft EIR as mitigation for Impact 4.4-1. The

Planning Commission has recommended that the Board of Supervisors replace the word “critical”
with “important.” This revision has been incorporated into the Final EIR.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment J-9
These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-10

Line five, paragraph two on page 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR has been revised. The word “invasive” has
been replaced with “increaser.” (See Errata.)

Response to Comment J-11

This comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. However, the clarification as
proposed by this comment will assist the County in assessing future impacts to biological resources.

Response to Comment J-12

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-13

This comment speaks to the General Plan. The discussion of bitterbrush found in the Draft EIR does
not refer to cattle as browsers, does not state that there is a preference by horses and does not state
that this habitat is critical to mule deer.

Response to Comment J-14

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.

Response to Comment J-15

This comment appears to speak directly to the General Plan, rather than the Draft EIR. No response
is offered. See response to comment J-13 for more information.

Response to Comment J-16

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.

Response to Comment J-17

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment J-18

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-19

The Draft EIR does not contain this specific language. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment J-20

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is required.
Response to Comment J-21

This comment speaks only to the General Plan. The Draft EIR includes Pine Dunes as a significant
natural area on page 4.4-7.

Response to Comment J-22

As noted above, the Ash Valley milk vetch was not cited, by this name or any other, in the Draft
EIR.

Response to Comment J-23

In paragraph five, page 4.4-8, the Draft EIR uses the more accurate language “ is modeled after,”
instead of “parallels.”

Response to Comment J-24
This comment speaks only to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment J-25
This comment speaks only to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment J-26

This comment speaks to the Background section of the General Plan. The language pertaining to the
Eagle Lake Trout has been revised as suggested.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment J-27

The Draft EIR does not discuss impacts to mule deer or mountain lions because they are not
considered sensitive species by FWS or DFG.

Response to Comment J-28
These comments speak only to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment J-29

Please see the responses listed above.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA

2-24



Letter K

SUSAN RIVER
F'IRE PROTECTION DISTRICT

472-355 Richmend Read North e Susanville, CA S3130 e 237-7477

May 10, 1999
Lassen County Community Development Dept. {RE@EHMED

Roben Sorvaag, Director

707 Nevada St. May 19 1999

Susanville, CA 96130
Lassent Cwuiq
Depoateni oh Commuty Deuelepmand

Dear Mr. Sorvaag;
COMMENTS ON DRAFT LASSEN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN December, 1998

We would like to submit the following comments on your Draft General Plan. We are a rural fire
district staffed primarily by volunteers who provide fire protection in the Richmond, Johnstonviile,
and Leavitt Lake areas as well as assist in many fire protection efforts on a county-wide basis.
The bulk of Lassen County, except for the city of Susanville, rely on districts such as ours to
provide fire services.

We would like to stronglv support LU10 POLICY which restricts development outside fire
protection districts. We are currently covering a very large area and additional developments
outside of our existing districts would make our job much more difficult to provide the same level
of service. Development pressures should not be born on the backs of volunteer fire fighters.

We would like to see added to GOAL O-6, an implementation measure recognizing the 502 fire
ordinance as a means of achieving this goal.

In regard to 0S20 POLICY, we feel fire issues must take the forefront in reviewing planning, land
use, and zoning issues. This is for the safety of the homeowner and the fire fighters. Areas of
"high" or "extreme" fire hazard should not be approved for residential subdivisions without
detailed mitigations to relieve the burden of protection for the fire districts. Language requiring
these mitigations should be included in this policy.

COMMENTS ON 1999 DRAFT GENERAL PLAN EIR

Impact 4.6-1 is listed as a Potential Significant Impact. The addition of additional fire districts
and personnel and staffing them requires much financial and logistical planning throughout the
community. The Drafi EIR acknowledges there is potential for development in wildlife habitat
areas and agricultural conversion which are typically areas that require a higher degree of fire
protection because of fucls.

K-1

K-2
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Therefore, Impact 4.6-1 should be considered a Significant Impact. Rural fire districts provide
services under conditions now of limited funding, volunteer staffing, and older equipment.
Further burdens should not be added to this list.

We hope you consider these comments and implement them in your final document.
Sincerely,

Jp ALy

y, ¢ /7/

ohn Wilcczynski, President
Susan River Fire Protection District Board




2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter K  John Wilcezynski, President, Susan River Fire Protection District Board
Response to Comment K-1

Comment noted, no response necessary.

Response to Comment K-2

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. Related revisions have been
incorporated into the General Plan.

Response to Comment K-3
See response to comment K-2.
Response to Comment K-4

Because of the programmatic nature of the General Plan, it is not possible to accurately assess the
impact of future projects on fire services. The General Plan contains policies that prohibit or
minimize high density development outside of fire protection districts. None of the policies in the
General Plan revision are expected to add new or increased significant impacts to fire protection
services without incorporating related mitigation to reduce the impacts to less than significant. It is
possible that some projects will have little or no impact, while others would clearly have a
significant impact. In addition, design features (e.g., building materials, structure location, the
inclusion of sprinklers) may be available to provide some mitigation for impacts. Since individual
project details are not known, the Draft EIR took a broad approach when determining the impact of
the General Plan on fire services. Furthermore, discretionary development projects will be subject
to additional environmental review to determine the exact nature of the impact.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter L

STATE OF CAI ICORNIABLISINESS TRANSDARTATICN AN MO IR pAArN~Y

Jool

SRAY PaVIE Cevemer

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
P.0. BOX 496073

REDDING, CA 960496073

PHCNE (530) 225-3238

FAX (530) 225-3271

IGR/CEQA Review
Las-Admin-Admin

Lassen County

Oraft General Plan and EIR

SCH# unknown
Mr. Robert Servazg, Director

ey
Depzrtment of Community Davelopmsnt

707 Nevada Street, Suite 5 APR 26 1999
Susznville, CA $3130-3912 Lossen Ceundly

April 26, 1289

ODear Mr. Serveeg:

Ceiirans District 2 has complsizd review of the Dra®t Gensral Plzn znd S-vironmenizl
Impact Rezon submitizd on benalf of Lzsszn County.

Celtrens supporis the goals, policies and imp!amentation measurss szt forth in the

Circulation Element of your Gensral Plan. Thank you fer incorgerzsting many of our

concerns in these decuments. We look forwars 1o continus working with vau on our
mutual inisresis.

Beasad on the information submitted, aoproval of these documants will no: adverssly
impact facilities undsr our jurisdiction: tharefore, we Rave no furher commsnt.

Thank you for providing us the opportunity to review your Drait Gsneral Pian and
Environmental Impact Report. If you have any questions, or if the scope of these
documents change, please call me at 225-3236.

Sincerely,

Deroduand e Comonuily Develepmast
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter L Leigh Levine, District 2, California Department of Transportation
Response to Comment L-1

Comment noted, no response necessary.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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State of California The Resources Agency

Letter M
MEMORANDUM
To: Project Ccordinator Date:  April 12, 1999
Resources Agency \ L\\\ 'L\L{)\
Robert Sorvazg, Planning Director \ CJLQ'O
Lassen County Planning Department &L L‘b
707 Nevada Strest
Susanville, CA £5130-3912 Qﬂi/,/
From: Department of Conservation

Office of Governmental and Environmental Relations

Subject: Drait Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Lassen County 1999 Dran
General Plan (GP) SCH #98102091

The Department of Consarvation's Divisions of Land Resource Protection (DLRP)
and Mines and Geology (DMG) have raviewed tha DEIR for Lassen County’'s 1899 drzft
Generzl Plan. In Novembar 1828, the Depariment submitiad comments on this project's
Notice of Preparation (enclosad). We offer the following additional comments for your
considzration. .

Seismic Safety

OMG Sznior Enginsering Geologist, Robert Sydnor, prepared the following
information that the Depzartment recommands be includad in the general plan’s new safaty
element. The inclusion of this information is consistent with the 1298 Gsneral Plan
Guidelines published in November by the Governor's Office of Planning and Research,
Many of the maps, charts and renorts listad below were previously mailed to Mr. Andraw
Painter of your office. Similarly Mr. Sydnor has had several telephone conversations with
Mr. Painter and consultant Christopher Stabenfaldt regarding the seismic safety issues
which 7ollow.

1. A large amount of geologic mapping has been performed in Lassen County by
DMG and the U.S. Geological Survey. A detailed five-page bibliography of
geologic reports, maps, and theses has been compiled for Lassen County. This
information should be made available to the public and policy makers via the
Safety Element.

2. We have prepared an index map of the 14 official Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zone maps that cover Lassen County. This plate is meant as a camera-
ready page for the Safety Element. You may want to publish extracts of certain
active fault zones that are near to communities or other population centers within
Lassen County. The Safety Element should include a reference to these

M-1



Project Coordinator and Robert Sorvaag
April 12, 1999

Page 2

14 maps so that the public will know that they are available for purchase in
Susanville, directly from your oifice, or from DMG in Sacramento,

3. Because Susanville is the County's seat of government and its largest
population center, DMG has used Susanville to compute a sample earthquake
ground motion for Lassen County. For most residential and commercial
structures, the Peak Ground Acceleration is PGA=0.22g for the Design Basis
Earthquake (10 percent chance of eéxceedance in 50 years), For public schools,
hospitals, and essential service buildings (e.g., the state prison at Susanville)
the ground motion is higher, PGA-0.28g. This plate of spectral acceleration is
meant to be camera-ready for direct use in the Safety Element. A copy should
also be given to county building officials for their use in structural plan-checking
activities,

4. The Seaizty Element should siate that all of Lasszn County is within UBC Seismic
Zone 3. Itis recommended thzt a page-sized fault map of the County be
prepared, based on the DMG State Fault Map. DMG publications on California
faults written by William Bryant and Chris Wills would be of particular value for
the Safsty Element. Many of the page-sized fault maps found in their reports
cover the Lassen County arez and can be readily adapted and used as plates
for the Safety Element. i

5. The Safety Element should provide Lassen cCitizens with the Deppartment's
website address to snable them to view pertinent publications regarding Lassen
County geologic hazards. The website address is: WWW.CONSrv.ca.qov.

We want to emphasize that tha 1874 Safety Element is out of date with respect
to seismic safety issues. |t should be updated using the new and current information
about active faults and ground motion that we have Customized for your use.

Finally, to fulfill the requirements of Government Code Section 85302(g), please
send a final copy of the Safety Element to DMG, in care of Robert Sydnor.

Agricultural Land Resources




Project Coordinator and Robert Sorvaag
April 12, 1999
Page 3

One of the potential mitigation measures noted is use of conservation
easements to protect agricultural land. You should be aware that DLRP's Agricultural
Land Stewardship Program (ALSP) provides grant funds to local agencies and
nonprofit organizations for acquiring conservation easements on qualified lands. The
Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) could include information on the ALSP as an
option for providing further protection of agricultural lands beyond that specifically
required for direct mitigation of project impacts. Further information on the ALSP and

the grant proposal package is available on the Department's Website at
www.censrv.ca.aov/dIro/ALSP/index.htm. ;

I
.

The Division also administers the new Farmland Security Zone (FSZ) provision
of the Williamson Act (Government Code Section 51295 (enclosed)). FSZs provids 2
twenty-ysar contract alternative to continued enroliment of land in Williamson Act
coniracts. In raturn for the longer-term commitment, landowners receive a greater
propety tax benefit and protection from specific land use decisions which could
jeopardizs agricultural uses. With the creation of FSZs and the ALSP the law now
offers a suite of agricultural land conservation tools that run the gamut from the
relatively shon-term protaction of the Williamson Act, to the virtual perpetuity of ALSP
eassments. Thease {cols could be stratzgically epplied to implement generz| plan
policigs ior the various priorities of agricultural land conservation needs in Lassen
County.

Another of the general plan's implementation mezsures for gddressing the loss
of agriculiural land is to convene a task force to clarify the definition of prime and othar
agriculturzl lands. There are various definitions of “prime agricultural land” znd
“agricultural land” in state statutes and in common use. If the terms “prime agricultural
land,” “prime farmland,” or ‘agricultural land” are to be used with a particular program
or statuie (e.g., Willizmson Act, California Environmental Quality Act, Surface Mining
and Reclameation Act, Local Agency Reorganization Act, or the Farmland Mzpping and
Monitoring Program), the County should become familiar with the particular definitions
used by that statute. For example;-a discussion of prime agricultural land using
definitions of the Williamson Act would not apply to Prime Farmiand as shown on the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program's Sierra Valley Important Farmiand Map. A
copy of the article, The Prime Question: Defining California's Aaricultural Lands, which
analyzes various definitions of ‘agricultural lands,” is enclosed for your reference.
Another informative resource may be a course targeted at local planning officials,
offered by the University Extension, at the University of California, Davis, called
“Assessment of Agricultural Soils and Land Capability: The Basics." You can contact
the University at (530) 757-8899 for further details on this training course.
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Project Coordinator and Robert Sorvaag
April 12, 1999
Page 4

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have gquestions
on any of the above comments, or require technical information or assistance, please
feel free to call me at (916) 445-8733.

Jason Marshall
Assistant Director

Attachments

cc:  John Amodio, Chief
Division of Land Rescurce Protection

Sierra Valley RCD
Honey Lzke RCD
Pit RCD

Fall River RCD




Selected Geology References for Lassen County, California
by California Division of Mines and Geology
in cooperation with the
Department of Community Development, Lassen County
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Mineral resources of Lassea Couaty, California:
California Division of Mines, California Journal of
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master’s thesis, 103 p.
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DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION

DIVISION OF MINES AND GEOLOGY
PRODUCTS OF THE FAULT EVALUATION AND ZONING PROGRAM

Sincs the passage of the Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault
Zoning Act, staff of the Fault Evaluation and Zoning Program have
published numerous reports on the Act and the surface fault ruprure
hazard. These, as well as unpublished files of geologic informa-
ton, are listed below. A notation next to each entry is the
publication number. CG — California Geology, N — DMG Note,
SP — Special Publication, SR — Special Report, 0.p. — report is
out of print, * — an outsidz publication not available from DMG.
Numbers ajone (e.g., 89-16) are Open-File Report numbers. The
publications are listed chronologically by groups below.

AVAILABILITY

Reports Listed hers are available for reference at DMG offices in
Sacrameate, San Francisco, and Los Angeles. Some reports are
also available for reference at county and universicy librares.
Copies cf available DMG reports may be purchased by mail order
or over-the-counter from any office (ses exczptions below):

OFFICES OF THE DIVISION OF MINES AND
GEOLOGY

GEOLOGIC DNFORMATION AND PUBLICATIONS
801 K Scasr, MS 14233

Sacramentg, CA 958143332

(916) 223-3716

BAY ARESA REGIONAL OFFICE
185 Bemy Street, Suite 7210

San Francisco, CA 94107

(#13) 90=-77G7

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL OFFICE
107 South Broadway, Room 1065

Los Angzles, CA 900122402

(213) 620-3560

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ALQUIST-PRIOLO ACT

Official Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones, by Division of Mines
and Geology, 1974 to mid-1997. As of June 1997, 543 new and
revised official maps have besn issued. Special Publication 42
provides an index to these maps and describes how they can be
purchased.

SP 42 Fault-rupture hazard zones in California, by E.W. Hant
and W.A. Bryant, 1997, 38 p. Includes an index map
which identifies all 7.5-minute topographic maps in which
AP Earthquake Fault Zones are located. (Revised
periodically).

90-18 A study of the efTectiveness of the Alquist-Priolo
Program, by R. Reitherman and D.J. Leeds, 1990.

N4l  General guidelines for reviewing geologic reports, by
E.W. Hart and W.A. Bryant, 1997. (Also Appendix D in
SP 42).

N 49  Guidclines for evaluating the hazard of surface fault
rupture, by EW. Hart and W.A. Bryant 1997. (Also
Appendix C in SP 42),

90-9  Index to fault evaluadon reports prepared 1976-1989
under the Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zooes Act by
CJ. Wills, P. Wong, and E.W. Hart, 1990.

90-10 Microliche copies of Fault Evaluation Reports for
aorthern California, by Division of Mines and Geology
staff,

Holocene slip rate and earthquake recurrence oo the
Honey Lake fault zone, northeastern California. by
CJ. Wills and G. Borchardr, 1993, Geology, v. 21,

p. 853-856.

CG  Active faults north of Lassen Voleanic National Park, by *
CJ. Wills, 1991, v. 4, p. 51-38.

REGIONAL SUMMARY REPORTS

91-9  Summary report — Fault evaluation program. 1989+
19990, northeastern California and suppiemental areas,

R.H. Sydnor, 1991."

CONSULTANTS REPORTS

AP File, reports by consulting gaclogsts, 197+ t0 m{d 1‘%97;
reports for sites within Earthquaie Fault Zones submined =2 the
Division of Mines and Geology in compliance with the Act.
Over 3,000 rzporis on Sie 2t Bay Arz2 Regicnal Office.

C File, informal, unpuslished reponts by con uidng gegiog;s:s
that predate the Exrthquake Fauit zones or are outside the Zones
at the Gme of the study. Over 600 reports oa fie 2t Bay Area
Regional Offics.

95-9  Index to geologic reports for development sites within
Earthquake Fault Zones in California, January 1, 1989
to December 31, 1994, by P. Wong, 1995 (Update for
OFR 89-5).

DIGITAL PRODUCTS

Several digital products ase curreaty being developed by DMG
staff. Official Maps of Earthquake Fault Zones are being digitized
and will be available as a vectorized product for use in Geographic
Information Systems and as a raster image collection available on
CD-ROM. The index to geologic reports for development sites
within Earthquake Fault Zones in Caiifornia has beza updated
through mid-1997 and will be availabie in database format. Index
maps for development sites within Earthquake Fault Zones through
mid-1997 have been digitized and will be available in Map Info
format. The index to Fault Evaluadon Reports through mid-19597
also will be available in database format.
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(4) Using the rate announced by the board pursuant to' paragraph
(1) of subdivision (b) of Section 423, discount the amount obtained
in paragraph (3) of subdivision (b) for the number of years remaining
until the termination of the contract, agreement, scenic
restriction, or open-space easement.

(5) Determine the value of the land by adding the value determined
by capitalization of income as provided in paragraph (2) of
subdivision (b) and the value obtained in paragraph (4) of
subdivision (b).

(6) Apply the ratio prescribed in Section 401 to the value of the
land determiﬂned in paragraph (5) of subdivision (b) to obtain its

assessad value.
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jrmiezs

e ciimetic limitztions;
e flexipiiity, teldng into eccount regionel ciffsrences ené chenges over
time in <he lend's cherecteristics end climete patterns; &nd,

e locel economic factors, such es the imperiznce of & crop ke hey used
in the immediete area for cettle feeding.

IMPORTANT FPARMLAND INVENTORY SYSTZM (IFI)

The U.S.D.A. Soil Censervetion Service (SCS) edopted the Imporiant Fermiand Inventery
(Z1) svstem in the lete 1970s es pert of & netionel farmiand mepping progrem. It
emphesizes cammercielly importent fermlend. Uses of the system are primerdy in
county end regione! mepping efforts. The SCS uses the IFI system te provide detziled
lend use infermetion for policy mekers, plennars end public grouds et the locel end
State level. The I identifies four fermiend cetegories: prime lend, edditional farmlend

of statewide imporience, unique farmlend, enc edditionel fermlend o loce! importence.
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=f1nmon requires the presence of 10 soill and c‘mate

In Celifornia, the Irl 2rim
. tors eifecting pr oductivity:

f e lan
cheracteristics which ere Key

[n
-»., O.
() 0

e evidence of & reiishle supolv of weter;

e 2 suffic
.
3

iently werm temperature renge end sufficiently long crowing
seeson r

oduce tne crops normeaily STown in the ereg;

e 2 DE level or rate within the root zone between 4.3 end S.4;* (Hydrogen
Dowe" pH, is & 14 point system used for messuring levels of ecid end
elkeli in most liquids end substences, such es soil. Acids ere at the
lower end of the scele.)

e & water tshie meinteined et a depth sufficient to ellow crops to grow;

e & rating of the sodium content in the soil of less than 15% end e measure
of the soﬂ‘s e.'ec:.-rel conaguctivity;*

e no flooding more than once every two veess on the average;
L

e & mesesurement of the soil erodipiiitv end a slooe of less then 2%5;°

e 2 soil Dermeshiiitv of et lesst 0.15 centimeters per how in the tcd 30
ceniimetess (20 inches);®

e & su-isce lever in which less then 10% of the rock irscments ere over
7.5 centimeters (3 inches) long; end,

e £ minimum rooting deoth of 1062 centimztiers (40 inches),

Ly .

The Scit Conservetion Service identifies the Prime iend, using up-to—<dzte regionz! soil
survavs Desed on the cherectaristics listed ebdve.

i

.n acm ~on to the specific prime definition, the IFI sysiam invelves three other lznd

nizné of Stetewide Imporience. The speczificeticns usec
T ' ¢ somewnet to include lenc of siightly
lowar quelity. I ooting ¢a2pth of slightly less then 102
centnmeters (40 inches) would be slloweé. The lend must heve e reijeble
source of water. Additionsl fermiend of stztewide imporignce is iden-
Lixiod by the Soil Conservetion Service. The soil survevs used in the

rime lend identificetion process also cover the fermlenc of stetewide
1mportancs gtegory.

e Unicue Fermiend. TUnique Fermlend is lend other then Prime and
Stetewide thet is used to grow one of Celifornie's 40 leeding economic
crops, which the Stete Depertment of Food end Agriculiure determines
each vear, Zxemples of these high velue crops are grepes, ertichokes,
avocados, and detes. Some of these GCO"IO"]iCE.._Y impo-tent crops do
not nead superior soils to flourish, relying instead on ciimate, sltitude
or other factors.

= The U.S. Soil Conservetion Services District Offices cen provide technicel essistence
with these terms and meesurements.
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e Additione! Farmisnd of Locel Importance. This is & flexdible ceiegory
which eliows counties to designate iends which are not in other categories,
but which ere important to the locel economy. The lends ere initielly
desicneted in eech county by a Locel Advisory Committee composed of
reoresentatives from the public and private sectors. Locel legislative
bodies heve the finel suthority for designating these lends. This cetegory
is importent because it gives the people who ere most familier with the
gres an opportunity to edd eny fermlend that may have been excluded
under the Prime, Stetewide, end Unique specificetions.

IFl is being used in the Stete Depertment of Conservation's FTermlend Mepping end
Monitoring Progrem. A3 $56 Lehman (Chepter 13, Statutes of 1982) reguires the
Depertment of Conservetion to prepere current meps of the importent {ermiend in
esTiculturel counties in Celiformie end to establish e permanent fermlend date bese
end inventory systern to monitor fermlend conversion ectivity. The program uses the
=1 cefinitions to mep the kay fe=m end grezing lends in eesch county. The meps enc -
feemlend inventory informetion will be updzted ennuelly through the use of e compuzer
svsiem, with the entire progrem in operstiion 2t the end of 1983. Tne Fesmlend
Meoping end Monitoring Progtem will provide informetion for stste end locel elected
oificiels desiing with the eifects of converting commercielly imporient fe-miend to
<

p=ben uses. Initielly, 40 counties ere being meppad with more to be sdded ¢
survevs ere compisted Dy the Soil Conservetion Service (SCS).

The strong points of the Tl svstem ere:

e [t hes specific, messtred criterie for prime lend.

o It is fiexidle beseuss of the cetegorv of Additional Fermiends of Locel
Impor:ance.

e I involves locel rssidants tc ensu~e greeter relizbIity in the cesignatlon
process.

e It combines the most factors to produce eesily understood egriculiirzl
cepehility categories. ’

The week points of the I system ere:

e It cennot be used for precise surveys of individuel sites, particulesly for
very-smell percels of less then 10 acres.

e The irrigetion requirement mey exclude high quelity lend from the Prime
end Statewide Importance cstegories, because of an inedequete weter
supply. Unless nonirrigated lend is used for e unique crop, or is inciudec
in the Local Importance designetions, it mey be excluded irom & fe-mlend
inventory. In order to identify the nonirrigeted lend with Prime soll
che-ecteristics, edditional field surveys would be required.

e The I eveluetion of an eres’s soil and climate using the 10 prime
criteria discusse¢ eerlier ususlly occurs once and then remeins fixed.
However, soil and climete conditions such es pH, permeebility, and
tempeseture, often change over & period of yeers. This couwld meke

some of the [F] designations obsolete.
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CSDA LAND CAPABILITY CLASSIFICATION SYSTZM (LCC)

The LCC is & soil grouping svstem with eight cetegories (Cless I-VII), Sased on soil
end climatic cheracteristics that effect egricultural oroductivity. The LCC svstem is
used most ciien in Drecise soil survevs where individuel sites ere examined varv
cerefully,

The soil end ciimete cheracteristics ere divided into 13 erees:

e eilective scil depth e salinity

e suriace lever taxture o elkeli ievels

® Dermesdiiity e toxic substances

e Cdreinsge e slope

e weler holding cepecity e Irost-iree deys eech veer
e ercsion haza~d e climete indicestors

e =1 cherscierisiies for orime 1zad.
€nc tnev eddiv to ell lgnds whare
v. Sol scientists meke site-soe
gathered Curing the Jield survey.

riterie listed on pege 15 when determining limi

) e
AN0-22 5 b

]

oo

sisk of soll czmege,

Once the cete are grouped according to the criterig, the

(Cless I-VIT) heving similar treetment options er prodlems.

no limitztions cn egmicwlturel use, while Ciess I solls heve soms iimi

gently sioping lend. The limitetions grow increesingly restrictive in

some ceses, Clesses TI-VIO may be highly sroductive sofls, even thoug!

orim ego’s County's hillside evocede orcherds provide en exempie of econom-
icelly | Cless @I end IV lend. Cless I end T ere often lumped tegether es
one orime fermisnd.

The strong points of the LCC system ere:

o It is besed on precise soll surveys conducted at individuel sites.

—

e It involves scientific meesurements of soil semples aend climete.

o Its lend clessification cetegories (Cless I-VII) ere eesily understood by
planners and elected officials.

The week points of the LCC system ere:

e Like the IFl system, it does not eccount for chenges in the lend's
characteristics over time. For exemple, reclametion cen change the
slope, soil depth, or other physicel festures. The eree now cultivated
in the southwestern pert of the Sen Joequin Velley wes once considered
unsuiteble for ferming becsuse of the problems with estzblishing crops
in herépen soils. The herdpen soils have been recleimed resulting in the
current production levels, ‘
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e Many of the LCC soil surveys meps were prepered using 1940 dats,
meking field verificetions imperative.

e The system epplies to field crops only. This excludes potentielly high
velue creps such es rice, sirawberries, and most [ruits.

e The system omits such fectors es water avedebility, the distance to
merket, ené the importance of verious croplends to the locel economy.

e Many of the sofi limitations which restricted productivity wnen the system
wes developed in the 1940s are no longer & problem eas 2 result of
technologicel edvances end improved ferming methods.

TEE STORIE INDIX RATING SYSTEM (SIR)

The Storie Index retes soils besed on productivity deta from the 1520s and 1830s. The
system wes conceived in 1833 by Professor Zar] Storie of the Cniversity of Celifernie.
d by the LCC system)

r resources to meke

1y .

The Index is used primerily when detafied field surveys (require
of en eree’s soil ere not eveliedie end there is inadeguate tme ©
g new suvey.

Four fescters, , C, end X, ere used to give & soll reting of 0 to 100. Teector A
is & development ory thet retes e sofl on its depth end origins, such es e floocpiein
pree in the Sacremenio River delte. Tector B retes surfece faxiure end Fector C
renks slope. Fec meesure seversi properties, inclucing dreinegs, salinity, elkeliniiy,
ecidity, end degres of ercsion. Zech fector is ranked, then ell ere multiplied togsther

< 0
4 reting between 80 end 100 usuelly indicetes prime f{ermisnc.
The strong points of the Storie Index sysism ere:

e An gres or specific percel of lend cen be renked on &
Therefore, the very best prime lend can be iden
reting clesest to 100), elong with the very poorest lanc.

e TUniike the LCC, it is not restricted to {ield crops.

The wesk points of the Storie Index ere:

e Much of the productivity date from the 1220s end 1830s is outdeted.

e The system does not consider climate or other productivity factors, since
it is strictly oriented to soiis.

e Like the LCC, the Storie Index does not consider such fectors es water
gveilabiiity, the distance to market, and the imporience of verious
croplends to the locel economy. -

THE WILLIAMSON ACT PROGRAM

The 1955 Williemson 4ct chenged the property tex essessment of lendowners who plece
their egricultural or open spece lend in & resiTictive use contrect for at least 10 vears.
Prime egricultural

Land under contrect is clessified as prime, or nonprime/open spece.
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lend is cefined according to the LCC, the Storie Index, or eny one of three econcmic
oroductivily requirements. The Williemson Act defines the [cllowing lend es prime
(Government Code Section 51200):

e =1l land which quelifies es Cless I or Class O in the Sol Conservation
Service's Lend Capebility Clessification (LCC);

e lend which rates 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating;

e land which supports livestock used for the production of food end fiber
which hes en ennuel cerrying cepecity of &t least one enimal unit per
acre, es defined by the U.S. Depertment of Agriculiure;

e lznd plented with fruit or nut-beering trees, vines, bushes, cr *rops which
heve & nonbdearing period of less then five veers and which will normelly
return during the commerciel bearing period at leest S$200 Der acre eech
vear; and

e l=nd which hes procduced & crop with an ennuel gross velue of not less
then $200 per acre for three of the previous five yeers.

Lend cen be designzted prime if it meets eny one of the five conditions Iisied ebove.

The strcng points of the Willizmson Act's drime iend cefinitiens e-e:

e They recuire decisions et the local izvel, by e city counci cr & county
boerd of swoervisers.
e The egcricwlfu-el lend's productive veiue is & Iactor,

o It recogr;ze thet certain gra:'?_-'lg lends are prime, s well £s creplznds.

p-

tivity, such es eccnomic reftwn
; i s

-1
o
(1]

week points of the Williemson Act's prime lend definitions ere:

e The economic productivity eriterie ere so broeé that lend is often included
that would not be considerec prime under eny of the other iiree systems
(1, LCC or the Storie Index). It is quesuonable whether ell of this
lend belongs in the prime cetegory, since the $200/ecre yield figure hes
been rendered obsolete by inflation end fluctuating merket prices. In
generel, using a fixed quantitative figure is impractical.

e The criterion which retes the land's ability to support one head of
livestock per acre does not ellow for e chenge in productivity over time
or account for regionel differences. Lands mey be added because of
new meanegement techniques or sccess to & more dependedle source of
weater.

Problems with the Williemson Act's definition of prime lend have long been recognized.
The 1875 report of the Assembly Tesk Force on the Preferentiel Assessment of Property
concluded that the Williamson Act's definition wes no longer veli¢ end recommended
that & new svstem be developed. In 1976, the Legisleture passed Asse mbly Concurrent
Resolution 11, which requested the State Dep tment of Food end AgTiculture to review
the aprropriateness and edequacy of the delinitions &nd meke recommendetions on
elternative options.  Although the recommended improvements end chenges were

20




consiructive, they were never put into effect. Despite these proolems, the Williemson

Act's deliniticns ere st in wide use, with 48 counties end more :hen 29 cities
pecticipeting in the progrem.

CONCLTSION

This peper summerizes the technice! veriabies effecting lend productivitv, end ccncents
invoived in esch clessificetion system. Productivity should be viewed es cne important
fector cornsicered by decisionmakers, elong with others such es housing needs end land
cost.

¢ nere ation for four prime lend definitions. Zach
system must De eveiueted eccording to the geogrephicel eres end type of lend requiring
ciessificetion, given the stong end wesek discussed in this peper. AN reguire
cereful study of the specifications end grest femiliesity with the loce! eres.

The sysiems ciscussec |

S
5

LCC
one of the four to emphasiza he imperizne

The cruciel ¢ s erise wnen two mezjor fectors ef

turel produes e guality of the sol end the eveliediity of

The Storie Index desis with cherscieristies only, excluding ciimete end water. The

Wiiismsen A of prime egricwlturel lend covers soll cueiity end the

economic retwn end =1 svsiams consider Soth sof end
a

1

- s Fa
ClENEEe TECICTS.

[—AGR

cn 19 meldng orim s productive,

Iidez. Deczisicnmekars, lzncownars,
v 25 the prime guestion.

The grouns

Natural Resources Conse
2121-C Seconé Street, Sui
Davis, CA 95616-5475
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter M Jason Marshall, Assistant Director, State of California Resources Agency
Response to Comment M-1

As noted on page 6-1 of the Draft EIR, the project is not expected to affect or be affected by the
geology of the County (e.g., known faults, potential seismic events, soil conditions, erosion, or
changes to topography). This was determined because the General Plan does not propose significant
changes to land use. Furthermore, all development proposals will be subject to applicable building
and development codes (and some projects will be subject to CEQA) on a project-specific level.

Response to Comment M-2
The following mitigation has been added to page 4.3-17 of the Draft EIR (see Errata):

MM 4.3-1B The County shall consider means of preserving agricultural land, including
the establishment of Conservation Easements (which could be funded by the
state’s Agricultural Land Stewardship Program) or the new Farmland
Security Zone provision of the Williamson Act (which provides a 20-year
contract as an alternative to continued enrollment).

Response to Comment M-3
This comment speaks to the General Plan, rather than the Draft EIR. However, further clarification

of the definitions of agricultural land would more effectively mitigate Impact 4.3-1 to the extent
possible.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter N

Lawrence & Wilma J. Wehh

P.0. Box 329 - Susanville, CA 96130-0329
530-257-3012 Email: lewjwebb@hotmail.com

April 11, 1899 [RE@EFWE@

APR 13 1399

Lassen County Lassen Coraty

Planning Commission Deparimeut o} Commtasiity Deuelapmans
707 Nevada Street

Susanville, CA 96130

re: LASSEN COUNTY DRAFT GENERAL PLAN AND E.I.R.
PUBLIC HEARING APRIL 7, 1999 CONTINUED FROM MARCH 3, 1999

This letter is our formal request to extend the Public Review period atleast another
30 days to allow sufficient time to examine specific Area Plans that are of interest
to us.

A preliminary review of the Lassen County Draft General Plan and E.I.R. has drawn
our attention to statistical comparisons dealing with the 1968 and subsequent revisions
or amendments. It is our concern that references to County figures and State
Department of Finance estimations be compared for consistency. For example, if the
person-per-household number has declined in the past five years, then the trend would
indicate a lower growth rate. However, if an inflated person-per-household number is
applied to an estimated population figure, the result is not a realistic projection of
anticipated growth.

Additionally, we want to feel reasonably comfortable that the Area Plans in which we
have interests are consistent with the proposed Draft General Plan and E.I.R., and,

if discrepancies are found, changes can be handled with minimal effort and cost. The
Johnstonville and Eagle Lake areas have experienced development in recent years that
have impacted residents as well as County government decisions.

Your consideration of our request is appreciated.
Sincerely,

cc: Robert K. Sorvaag, Director
Lassen County Department of Community Development
cc: File

N-1






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter N  Wilma J. Webb, Citizen, Susanville, CA

Response to Comment N-1

Comment noted. The review period was extended to May 21, 1999.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter O

Jim Clawson

Pacific Gas and Chico Land Rights Office

Electric Company 460 Rio Lindo Avenue
Chico. CA 95926
530/894-4756

Aprxl 5‘ 1999 FAX 530/8944737

| FCEIVEY)
Lassen County Department of Community Development

Mr. Robert K. Sorvaag, Director

707 Nevada Street, Suite 5 aPR 08 133
Susanville, (?A 96130-3912 . .! 5 i
Dear Mr. Sorvaag: Deporbmest 8

Thank you for the opportunity to review the draft Lassen County General Plan and
Environmental Impact Report. PG&E has the following comments to offer regarding the
proposed plan.

4 6 Electric, Gas and Telephone Service

In addition to the entities named, PG&E owns and operates both distribution and transmission O 1
electric facilities within the County of Lassen. Please revise the opening statement accordingly.

To promote the safe and reliable maintenance and operation of utility facilities, the California
Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has mandated specific clearance requirements between
utility facilities and surrounding objects or construction activities. To ensure compliance with
these standards, project proponents should coordinate with PG&E early in the development of
their project plans. - Any proposed development plans should provide for unrestricted utility 0-2
access and prevent easement encroachments that might impair the safe and reliable
maintenance and operation of PG&E’s facilities. Developers will be responsible for the costs
associated with the relocation of existing PG&E facilities to accommodate their proposed
development. Because facilities relocation’s require long lead times and are not always
feasible, developers should be encouraged to consult with PG&E as early in their planning
stages as possible.

Expansion of distribution and transmission lines and related facilities is a necessary
consequence of growth and development. In addition to adding new distribution feeders, the
range of electric system improvements needed to accommodate growth may include upgrading 0-3
existing substation and transmission line equipment, expanding existing substations to their
ultimate build out capacity, and building new substations and interconnecting transmission
lines.

PG&E remains committed to working with the County of Lassen to provide timely, reliable
and cost effective electric service to the area. Please contact me at (530) 894-4756, if you
have any questions regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

i (o

Jim Clawson
Land Agent






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter O  Jim Clawson, Land Agent, Pacific Gas and Electric

Response to Comment O-1

The sentence “Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) owns and operates both distribution and
transmission electric facilities within the County of Lassen.” has been added as line three of
paragraph 4, page 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR. (See Errata.)

Response to Comment O-2

Because of the programmatic nature of the General Plan, the precise impact on the provision of
utilities cannot be determined. Subsequent development proposals will be subject to additional
review, including additional environmental review. If it is determined that there may be an impact
within the PG&E service area, PG&E will again be contacted.

Response to Comment O-3

See response to comment O-2.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Letter P

[RE@EWE@

John Bosta April 7, 1999 APR 07 1999

5733 W. Brookdale DR Lossew Conly

Reno, Nevada 98325 Depeiveal of Commaaity Deelspmet
Lassen County Planning Commission :: H H T

Board Chambers, 707 Nevada Strest & ﬂ’

Susanville, CA 96130 Plann g Commisoen Mt

RE: Public Hearing Consideration of Lassen County Draft General Plan and EIR
Honorable Commissioners:

As a Citizen and property owner in the Eagle Lake Basin I appreciate the opportunity to respond
to the Draft General Plan and EIR at this Public Hearing today.

The Draft Lassen County General Plan and the Lassen County 1999 Draft General Plan Draft
Environmental Impact Report are both inadequate for the following reasons:

1. The new seven mandatory elements are not crossed referenced to 1968 General Plan.
One cannot tell what has been amended or changed.
¢+ Goals of the 1968 General Plan are not restated as the goals of the 1999 Plan. In
fact, no goals are stated in the 1999 Plan.
2. No Overall Economic Development Plan has been prepared for Lassen Counry 1999 -
2020 General Plan.
¢ What is the plan for economic development of the 37% of private property in
Lassen Counrty?
a. Recreation and Tourism, the “Economic Gem™ of Lassen County has been

removed from the General Plan.
The timber industry has declined.

c. The mining industry is almost dead, all of the major mines have closed
except for the sand and gravel operation.
d. Changes in State agencies have increased. We are now the prison capital

of the world. The State Prison system has had a negative economic effect
on Lassen County resources.

&, Federal facilities have declined. Sierra Army Depot has downsized and
will possibly close. A Federal Prison will replace the Sierra Army Depot.
US Forest timber sales are down which has effected income of the County
Road Department and Lassen County Schools.

f. Lassen County proposed parks, camp grounds, boat marinas, and winter
ski areas in the 1968 General Plan were not developed. Why?
3 Population estimates include the 8 to 9 thousand inmates as citizens of Lassen County.
& Table 1, Population Growth: 1940-1990, shows a decline of 2% from 1980 to
1990.
a. If the prison population which is included in the City of Susanville

figures, the decline would much greater.

v
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b. What is the true decrease?

4. Eagle Lake should be included in the Lassen County description. l P-4

5 Also, Lassen County should be described as one of the five Open range ¢razing counties, l P-5
Food and Agricultural Code section 17123,

6. Stones Landing, Spalding Tract, and Lake Forest should be added into the l P-6

Unincorporated Community Centers.

7. WEL3 Policy and WE16 Policy are conflicting. The County supports the CRMP as the
method of restoring the spawning area for the Eagle Lake Trout. To deal with the exotic
brook trout that were introduced into the upper Pine Creek watershed by DFG,
“Rotenone™ will be used by DFG to kill the brook trout. Eagle Lake could become P-7
another Lake Davis. CRMP, Fish T.R.T. Meeting Minutes August 23, 1994, “Paul
Chappell stated that it may be required to treat several times using two application one
vear, followed by an evaluation and if required, a third application the following year.”

Respectfully submitted by John Bosta.

Attachments:
Food and Agricultural Code section 17122
CRMP, Fish T.R.T. Mesting Minutes August 23, 1994

[ES]




Food ond Agrculitorad Cakt

§ 17122 ANIMALS AT LARGE

Div. 9
S 1Yl e lUT P RGEL § ], amended by
S YT, ¢ 39T, o 636 Swre 13), ¢ adR,

. 1388,
Law Review Commentaries
!i;‘.i)iiil_\‘ for domestic animals Leeal

prabiems an sicutiues svmpasium (1978
HOUCH. Law Rev, usg

§ 17123, Grazing arens: Lassen. Modoc, Shasta, Siskiyou and Trin.

ity counties

The following eounties or parws of counzies are deciared o be devoted
cniefly to grazing:

(2) That portion of Trinity which is outside of the area descrided in
Section 17125,

(b) That portion of Shasta cutside of the arez which is described in
Section 17126,

(¢) Siskivou, Lassen, and Modee.

{d) Any county or sart of a county which is declared to be devoted
chigfly 10 grazing purseant o Seczion 17124,

A
{S1a:5.1967, ¢. 13.)

Histerical Note

Ammic.C.1843, § 408, added by Stzte 1953,

Derivation: Apric.C.2353, § 303, 2dded
6. ¢. 939, n. 2312, § 6.

by Staw. 1053, ¢ 434, u. 2311,

o

Notes of Decisions

1. In general Stuts. 1877-78. p. 176, giving right of re

The Fstmuy Act Swiel9ls. p. 536, re.  COvery for trespassing of animals. in certain

pedled ali lerce laws, excent in six specifieg  Countles, on private lands, though not

i restarad the mie of the ecom-  ‘enced, was not repealed by Stats.1907, )

. and, theugh ziving, generally, right of recovery for

‘ 2zes for e ‘.r_<p::<~m" of unirials on planwed lands n-

passiag by stoek. Musn v, Freaman (19200 closed by fence.  Hicks v. Butterwarth
192 P 155, 43 CLAL AN (1916) 139 P. 224, 30 C.A. 562.

§ 17124, Grazing areas: declaration Ly supervisors

The board of supervisors of any eounty may by ordinance declure that
such county, or part of such county, is devoted ch iefly to grazing.

(Stats.1967, c. 13.)

Hivtorical Nate

Derivution: Agric.(.1253. § U6, zdded
oy Sta1s.1933. ¢. 83Y, p. 23i2, § 6.

9
(2]

1774 YT poeeet.
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FISH T.R.T. MEETING MINUTES
AUGUST 23, 1994

Members Prasent: Mzlanie McFariand: Chair, Paul Chappell. John Muray, Miks Kossow, Glenn
Nader. Carl Harral, Huell Morphis.

Melanie outlined the scuz2 of the Zays meenng and handsd cut a tentative agenda as a check lisw which
reviewed some of the fish manegement issues.

Carl Harrai reported that thers is anproximateiv $19,000 i2rt in Prop. 89 funds that can e used sor other
zrojects now that the Teacing has deen compisred by Meadowbrook Consultants, The funding needs 1o be
:xpended prior to November 137 The thres nemertal projecis nat could be done with this work are:

1.) Fish ladder at Leaky Louie’s
2) Changing one set of culverts on a Forest Szanvice road
3) Modifying instream iog accumtlations.

Mike Kossow stated that above Leaky Louie’s there ars brock trout 2nd there is a potentiai tha: during the
winter it mzy not freeze in tha! are2 and provice exzellent iry habiat. This could conmibute Treatlvasan
ez for Eagle Lzke rout rzering. Mike discussed the potential to use 2 pool and weir svstem or a rock and
morer syst=m. 10 provide 2 graduzl fish laddsr that would raise the water level in the culveris. Mike s:ated
tha: he would like to move the la-ge rocks near the culven ans provide filter cloth a5 2 cart of the fish
ladder. He has asked Richarc Flin: 10 review the potentia design. Cari Harral states tar the culverts
saould probably be tae responsisility of the Forast Servics, sspecially with e potential for forest KV
funding.
Bob Andrews reporied ther tiie Cone Sune sais wils probably be le: some time next year and thar the K.V
Aunds may be =vailanle toward thz ead of next vear,

The group looked zf the cuivert cn the 32N 22 Road . There fias peen 2 request for 860,000 of KV Zinding
to replace culverss at the 3IN22 2nd 3INO8 roads. Prasenly, they are a blockage to fish sassage. Thare is
2 poientie] 10 update tne XV racuest and modify it to deal with any situation inside the Cone Bune timber
sale. The discussion was 10 pull the cuiverss ztthe 32N22 road ang replace them with oversized culverts
t2at would zilow for z namural bonam. The oversizing wou'd nesd 1o be aoproxtmately 25% of the presaat
culvert. It was elso noticed thal these wers olazed 2t 2 bad angls in the sTeam. The assumption was that i
was done o shorten up the amiount of cuiver requirza for the road.

The next stcp on the tour was 10 look at the zulvens on road 31N, 08 ia section 17, It was noted :hs! tne
gations or ths dowr siream pomion of the culved are structurally unsound. Presently, tha culvern doss not
bleck {ish passage but could if thz gabions fzil. Thare is the OppOTLNITY L¢ use Forest Sarvice KV funds to
address the gabions.

The next stop was the 31N, 08 road szction 18 township 31 north range § east. The culver has a problem
of fish passage. [n the past, Loney Schultz has Cesigned a makeshict l2dder 1o improve the potential for
fish passage. The group felt ihat nvo apions existed:

Option 1) Close the ruad, remove the culvar. and ailow the stream to reach its natural
grade.
Option 2) Gate the read and remove the culvert, taper back the road grade and allow for

only emergency vehicle use of that crossing, also warter bar the remaining
portion of the road.



%

Either option that this needed anaiysis, 2nd several members  will write and recuest that it 2o
threueh 1he existing £A process.

Discussion that Gary Scoppetone, of U.S. Fish & Wiidlife in Reno. is interesied in funding, under Seciion &

funds of the U. S. Fish & Wildiifz, the life nisiory of the Eagle La2ke rout in a strezm eavironment

Suggestad references would be Dr. Aimsbury’s writz-up and Dawson Amoid.

Leaky Louie’s

The group stopped at Leaky Louie's. discussion of the district road watering policy ané the need 1o
eliminate drafting from Leaky Louiz’s or other sizas. It was suggestec that poteanally signin the dradting
site Lo educate people about the impact of tneir use. [t was also ciscussed that 2n zltermative watering sue
shou!d be develeped ir the upiands 1o elim:nate the nesd for drafting. This wouid reduce the urge by road
waters to want 10 draft there, as the Sogard watering site raquires several miles of driving to weter in the
upper Pine Creek watershed.

Rotencne
*  Discussion of dsaling with the present exotic brook trout that were inroduced inte iii2 upper Pine

Creek watershed. A study needs lo 52 done prior 10 zny Roiensning that {00ks at tao MIngs
= Amrhibians = Aguaic loveriedrates

The suggestion was to apply the rotenone in strezm sections, using the fish barier at the Lonev Schuiw (ish
.adder es a divide. Toben allow for renabilitazion by allowing thes nor-teated reaches to restozx the
invertzbrates. amgnidians, and non-game spscies.  The vbjective is 1o NOL wear the entire Zrzinage, but
Treak up the ezmnont e allew for re-ecrablishment of native crgasisms. Priorte reiencning, en €
eZucasiorai process of informing sporumer thet they couid fish the area for brook trout foilowed by shock
and removal of the rest of the breok rout prior (0 rotenoning. The discussion was the need far sportsmen's
groups to zssist the Dept. of Fish & Game in shocking and relocating whe fish to Pajute Creex 2nd Crater
lake 2re2s. It was stzred Dhat we nesc 10 consider that rotznone is not |00% effective and thzt we need to
deei with the reocciurence of brook trout. Peui Cheppel! stated thar it may be resuired to Taar several
times using ™o 2oplicarions one year. foliowed by an evzluation znd if required, 3 third apziication the
{ollowing year. Nancy Zrmian (LiCD) wili be consuited for involvement in this process.
Ciean Nader will provide a copy of the Memorandum of Undersianding desween Lzhontan Regional Water
Queliry Coniroi Board und the Dept. of Fish & Game on rotenone to Pzul and Melanie.
Paui aiso stated that they nesd lo conzider the aguatiz fish pepu'stion or Sald Eazle or Qsprey if they are
i e area. Bev Clark wi be askec 10 comment on the presence of any of those species in that upper reach
of the Pine Cresk area. [r was discussed thz! thers ma2y b2 a nead 1o deal with the situation of fail spawning
with brook trout and the poreniial for those cggs in the gravel tc remain z3er reatument. [t was determinad
that the process shouid follow the following scznario:
L Funding from “Bring Back the Natives” to do an inventory of aquatic inverzabrates and
ampnibians prior to treatment.(submittad for FY95 fundingz)

2. Have Bev Clark review Bald Eagle and Osprey nesting potzntial in the area.

To use the previcus information (1 & 2 ),for the Forest Service to deveien the NEPA
documentation and work with the TRT to develop mitigation methods.

™)
N

The NEPA document will be reviewed by the Cept. of Fish & Game Roterone
Comminee and Lzhontan Rzgional Water Quality Control Board.

4=
~



115 the hope that :ac inventory sould be cone curing the next fieid seasor which would allow ‘or planning

during that winter and 2 potent:zi for treaument 12 cceur n the fall of 1994

Fish Passage

Mzlanie reportad thet she i3 sull werking with the “in kind™ conwributions on the “Bring Back the Netives™
raperwork. &s the funcs nead 10 be expenged oy January |3 The funcin2 will be used 10 purchase radio
telemetry equipment 1o moniter fich passagz. She is using both the work 5v Meadowbrook Consukanss
and Glean Neder 2s a match.

Fish Closure

Paul stated thar he would iik= (e huva the wre2 &om Hwy. 44 dewn to E2zle Lake closed prior 1o starting
ny telemetry studies. That should ozcur as soon zs dossible, After compie ing the roteroning the arez of
Pine Crzek above Hwy. 44 shou'd thzn be closed 1o fisning. Paul speculatas thar once a viaole wild
populaticn nad tesn establishez, i was his aepss tnat the ia &e fong tarm, it could be considersd for «
s2-bless hook catch 2ad release are2 of fishin

Mike Kossow f2lt that thers naecs 10 be Sompetition agzinst ine brock trout and that once rotenoning had
Jcsurred, it weuld be nrice w0 srevids that competition by intreducing Eagie Lake rout o the systemn. Paul
stated tat he would like to have ths narural selection ocerr right away. He is concernad abour placing fish
there without having aaturai seiection tirough the migrauon up Pine Creek.

The group toursd 2bove Leaky Lotie's pond. There was some concern avout hoof chiseling and trampling
2y canie grazing ia the area particu'zrly with the nan-graveisd wet seils. It was suzgasted that the CRMP
Sfuup Wurk With pernities Vally Reney, 10 se2 if the zrez couid he fensed off from caxle gmzing. ‘A
suggestion was o use  lodzencie fence design 10 rmunimize mainianence in this high snow area.
canstruction using an Antslope crew 1o cut Sown lodgzpolz and use it 1o build a rajj fencz in the area.
There was e discussion about the ledgepole invasion in tha ricarian area. Meijanie menticned that there ars
serae aznal phoios Lt are available <o look at the mansformarion. It is assumed that lodgepole has
iBvages wral once use 10 Se a more cpen mezdow. The ¢ ncems are the following: wild!ifs forage and
n2ditat. water censervaiion, snading and catastrophic fire sotential. The group Jecidec 1o deal with the Sish
‘sues bur reit that the scesyslem management group of the Forest Servics should iook at this and it shouid
¢ further discussed tv the general sroup.

The greup taveied back down the watershec 1o look at several log accumularions below the culverz on
7024 3IN-22, there is 2 need 1o mocify them and allow for kigher velocities that would clean the gravsjin
e area. The potxntial is 1o burn some of the wood was discussed. Tnere was a concer about livestock
utilization of 2sp2as and ‘nsTeam Tampling. The group preferred using hand labor 1o selectively redasign
the wood accumuiations. The group aiso roticed the conifer iavasion of what may have been an aspen
area. There was 2 discussion of how the ice flows work in this area and ‘he need for those log jams 1o b
an imtegral part of it. It was decided 10 have Mike supervisc a group of inmates that Bill Merkie of the
Correctiona! Facility had offred for use. The work wij! bz cocrdinated with the Eagle Lake Ranger
Distrizt. Paul and Melanie wili provide guidance or the log modifications. Mike stazzd that he would n2ed
2 3rip hook to remove some of the log jams with inmate iabor. it is possible tc also use a block tackle. [f
the inmates could not use power saws if they couid use misery whips to cur the logs. It was discussed to
usz nylon web should be used i5 control the camage oi ary catles being placed around trees.



The fellowing decisions were mads 2: the end of the taus:

1) Mike will work on designing = fish ladder at Leaky Louie's.-

2:) Melanie will discuss with Bob Andrews, the poteatial of including it ir the present EA
process.

3) Glenn will coordinate with Rill Merkle for inmate laoor,

1)

The two projects that Mike's firm wili werk on is the fish iadder and supervising inmate
labor on the log jams.






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter P John Bosta, Lassen County property owner

Response to Comment P-1

This comment speaks to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The 1968 General Plan did not
specifically call out goals and policies as succinctly as the General Plan 2000. Goals and policies are
instead implied within the text of that document.

Response to Comment P-2

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment P-3

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment P-4

This comment speaks primarily to the General Plan. Eagle Lake is shown on Figure 3-2 of the Draft
EIR. The Eagle Lake area plan is discussed on page 3-5 of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment P-5

The following sentence has been added to the Draft EIR as line five, paragraph four, page 4.3-2:
“In addition, Lassen is recognized by Section 17123 of the state Food and Agriculture Code as being
devoted chiefly to grazing.”(See Errata.)

Response to Comment P-6

This comment speaks directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.

Response to Comment P-7

Policies WE-16 and WE-17 are cited by the Draft EIR, but not called out as mitigation. Any changes
have been incorporated into the Final EIR.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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Lassen County Geacral Plan
Lanad Use Fiement/ Drart

1. ISSUE: lL.and Use Compatitility
—~————.

el .

GOAL L-4: Ccmpatibility between land use types by previding Icrzr—n_uc‘a‘--‘ e
complementary mixtures and patierns of iand uses. -

LJ-G PCLICY: The ouny reccgnizes genaial plen Iand use cesignations and conzistan
zening a8 ihe anproprisie eind frimary tocls for siiempling {0 achigve end mizinizin
corapatis xI /(; land tees vithin the context of the Couniy's land use autherity and
lccal control.

0

LU-7 POLICY: Tise County shall consider the land use compatibility implications of
propesed chianges in lard use, inciuding propcsad general pian amendments and
rezoning, to determin2 the on v‘anc= *:-14:4&4;?)111 ty of ihe exient (o winic
propcsed chaihges may &hec oy wnd weli-being of neightering

lzng uses. ‘\, o

LU-F The County shelhi cantinue (o utiize the Calijornia anironmm"'-' g 5"y o
(CEQA) process, wian epplicably, o wvalucie the % Of
crepesad changass in iznd uses ¢n surrounding Imc; -':G,rai
zppropriaie mitigeticn measures wihan mcasd.

2. !SSUE: Growth and Nevelenment
N\ - \.——-\ TS ——
GCAL L. Or"-—p\.C BN ek :\;’ov» th snd approp n_\ nd-soasaiving Tensitice @s an

ziternziive {0 sprawi JiTTRERAr0g" developimient.

f— e s
Ne——

LU-8 PCLICY: ¢ rarigan it f.n,u ing trac f:\_HouIc coinsist of the
expansien of, or oeTocaica an Ja cent exisunyg c.orvnunltu,‘, designsied
residentizl centers, end cstablished res nual areas. An incressing number of

small, isclaied housmg tracts in oudymg areas shell be discouraged since they ar2
ciificult o provide with urban services and they tsnd to disrupt the surrounding ruizl
and produictive zclivity of ranches, forests and farms.

LU-g POLICY: County zoning and subdivision regulations shall protect agriculiural and
open space lands, including grazing lands, by not allewing land divisions intended
for residential use to be developed in arezs which are not specifically desicrizted
in the Cenerz] V%w\rna__bﬁgﬂcommum.y development land use (e.0., rural
residznlialbr agricultural residentialy and zoned accordingly.
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Lavsern: County General Plan
Land Use Fiemest/ Dralr
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U3 l: LICY: TD:’-‘ CO'Ji'a?y”O' ¢ nd, whan within ifs jurisdiction, :l*“'f Ses :_:_-.-:;’
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‘moigmsaniziion Mezsure:
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Implementztion Measures:

LU-J

The County will previca permitting orocessas ceonsistent with s
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s aegen Counly General Plaa
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Land Use Elen:ent/ -,,,-/’z‘ o

LU-X If the Couniy identifies areas whare the permitting of secand units will hav
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LU17 PGLICY: The Courty shell refer to the Hrusliy Sigment for apshcable oolicies
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Impiemeniaticn Measure:
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GOAL L-10: Rezsonzble developmsant and design review siandards which protect
ccmmunities from poorly designed deveiopment which detracts from the overall guaiity of
the area.

LU20 POLICY: The Ccunty will continue to utilize Cesign review cistricts in selectsd areas
in order to ensure ihal buildings and ciher substantial develcprnents are casigred
and constructed so as not to be of unsigntly, undesiratle or cbnoxicus appearance
to ihe exieni (hat (hey will hinder the orderly and harmonious develepment and
appearance of the neighborhood.

z-i0
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implementation iviezsuiss

LU-t1 The Couniy will continue to wiilize the Lesign Comeiring Disirict and relzted
Des:g n Revigw preccdurss whera gnd when warranie

LU-N The County will werk with affected neichborhoods {o develep improvad
design review stancards and guidelines and (o heip developers, builders, and
the pL.DllC in generzl undersiand, eppreciaie, and fulfill ine cesign qualitics
end ohieclives tzing encourcged.  The Lo"r"'y mey ise perigrmanca
auaranizes for develepment picjecls 10 assure comelstion of relaizd
requirEmenis.

-
318
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5.iSSUR: Transportation
» o AT
CGCAL I.-117: Transponaiicn svsiemns \..»crz ---;—@...-"-:/,\."Wpl nent 2nd suzocn the Couriv's

a——

fransooriglion Pizn and roigtes o

Cpisre el e Sa o B T T
l|\4\ . e 7 |-_\-\>,II\I\.'.\~

LUZ2 POLICY: Tne County shzi centinue {0 review znd, whan warranted, formuizie
impreved siandzrds for (k2 rnacess
serving naw devalepment, innalug
deveioprient of putiic 1oudie.

Y hngrevemianst and meinienance of reanas

tendards for the incrameniai imprevemeant o

,r-—l

<

LU23 POLICY: When prepesed prejecis will generzte a substantial number of large truck
caitying neevy loads, the County shzll reuire special mitigation measures to insure
that those piojecis do not cause signiiicant deterioraticn of County roads, cr will
cthenwise mmgat: such czmage with adecuale repair.

implementiaiion lvieasures

LU-O The Regional Transporiation Pian shall include previsions to help implement
related pgslicies of the County's Ceneral Flan and shculd not include
provisions which zre inconsisient with or counter-preductive o relzled
policies of the Gzneral Plan. The County will encourage the consideration
and interaction of land use and other General Plan policies and czpita! faciiity

2-11
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plans in the couise of preparation of the Regional Transporaticn Plan.

(‘.

LU-P Pursuant to impacis eveluaied in an environmenial impact regont or ciiher

Vi e

form of project .e‘“‘“v the County may require mitigatica measures wl.,cw
will insure i"l‘-‘f unty and 2Ay prcj ect deveiorars 2
compens.aie o] pam patz with e Co ur.; or arivaie lanc

IR Z
necsssary upgrading andior repair of rosts ...‘.'."xT’T.-'.-:
dzmaged bycp ‘

LU24 POLICY: Tre Couniy shall refer to the Circulation Elemient for additionzl zolicies and

l.nplemnn tion ineasures which relaie to land use issues.

5. ISSUE: Ccmmercial lLand Uses

GCAL L-12: Increzse commuunily wealth cnd tha provisicn of naeded commarsiz! sarvicas
threugh econemic grewin and diversificztion by sustaining and faciliiating the sxpansion
Ci existing commerciai cpgi2iions end by ez‘.:ouraging new commercie! ventures.

]
159

LU27 PCOLICY: The (‘n-'n?y ghnzii consider, on 2 ca
sarists: 1esS o & -cn:'..' 7fm_d fucai eonvar

pr—ﬁpesms—:-re
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LU28 POLICY: The Co'_m'v suppcris home occupetions as an accessory us2 {o residantial
and aaricultural s, provided such uses are corsistent with the definition of Q-9
home occupations &5 <st fonthin the County Zoning Code and the usas will not be

objectionatle cr detrimenial to the surrcuncing nesighborhiood.

7. ISSUE: Industrial Land Uses

212



Lassen County General Plan
Land Uise Elenient/ 2raft

GCALL-13: ki mgic emeru expeansion and diversificaticn of the County's incdusirial base
znd czneration of reigted emplevinent cpponiunities.

LU28 PCLICY: The Couniy enccurages and wiil stsamptie fzcilitate the davalon '~'”:>r\( of
nav/, envii "wn‘__lly responsicis lﬂdU:Trla_Du_‘._JY'C/f ihe economic benefit of e
County.

LU30 PCLICY: in cocnsidering preposais for new mdqual s, including amendmenis
cf the County Ceneral Plan «nd reiaied rc,_cmng‘ County will acdress ihe
compatibii -foHre—~.{\e with zstzblished land use ,“.t'crr‘s: the a-de f

for poiential i ihrastructure ard s arvices, 2nd the consisienc e
with 'lCl:L..—;’Tm:TE‘J" ihe protediion of aeiviel resources s adcs ‘ss'—:d intelevant
sactions ¢f ihz General Plan

"vchcbl

limplemeniaticn Measure:

LU-Q The County shall continue to utilize the CEQA procass, whan epplicabiz, o
svzluziz the potentizl impacis and land usa iss;:fss lU;.ud t0 grepcssd
industrial developraant, and shall reguire approzriate mitigation measuras

LU31 PQLICY: The County <Mﬁt of industrial land uses primarily in
or 2cjecent (0 aicasAvhicn nave Deen or wWill be 3 csicinaied end caveloped for suct
ue2s and which hak*e or can aavelop thi necassary infrasiructure to serve suzh
uses, whiie recog%x e tuoes T resource-related industrial uses nd
processing plants may require or aihetwise wairant relatively remete sites which zre

remcoved irem stancdard indusirial @

LU3S2 POLICY: Sutject to case-by-case review (including review for compatibility with
surrouncing agricultural uses), and in compliance with relevant area plan, zoning,
permitting and environmental review requirements, ihe davelopment and ope:ation
of the following land uses will typically be deemed to be consistent with the
Extensive and Intensive Agriculture land use designations and will nst requirs
zoning te an “indusirial” zening cistrict. ner will they be inte rereied by the County io
constitute zn "agricuitural conversion” pursuant to this Generzl Plan:

c) mines, the extraction of minerals, and the ancillary pr
materials generaled on-site, including the production of zsph
znd similar products;

10
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Lassen County General Plan
Land Use Elcnient/ Drafl

d) saw rnilis and related tmber processing cperatons;
g) geothermal and naiural gas wells, hydroelectric projects. and ancillary facililies
fcr the procuction of encrgy; and

) uses cf cimilar characier os may be celenminad Dy the Soard of Supervisors.

8. ISSUE: Public Services

LU33 PCLICY: The Counity shall p

L ¢: A reie and the location of community growth which does not result in an
ifiad sgcm"car it burden to existing leveis of putiic services and facilities, including
3ireproteciion, and cemmunity sewer and water facilities.

rficdically evaluzie the impac!s of genera! devalopmant
trencs cn pubiic services in ils zuthority and in consuitztion with sublic
service providers, enccurzge and faciliiale mitigation of significant acverss
cumulgiive impacts.

LU34 POLICY: The County suppzris {ha provision of cemmunity facilities anc services to

grovide for the orderly cevziopment of existing communities.

GQAL L-15; Schowol faciiities which support hx;h -quzlity educaticn.

LU35

(¢4}

POLICY: T he County suzpons ihe prevision of aderguate scheo! iaciiities, ihe
seiecticn of sites jor schocl faciiiies which wiil be compatible with existing znd
future land uses in the vicinity, and the use by school districts of capitel
improvemient plans to anticipate and orepare for future growih.

limplementation Measures:

LU-R Ttie County shall ccniinue to uiilize the CEQA process, when applicable, to
evaluate the potential impacts of propcsed development projecis on existing
and desirable levels of public services, and shzll require appropriate
mitigation measures when nesded.

LU-S For development prcjects whlcn are exoect=d to! ave =|c:nmcant mpacts on
school facxlv'

LU-T The County will encourage and ‘acilitate the preparation and use of capital

2-14
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Lassen County General Plan
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improvement plans tv schoo! disiricts and service districis io anticipate fuiure
fzcility nesds. The County will continue 10 encourage disiricts and non-proiit
crganizaticns to goply for staie and Federal granis to help expand and
improve ccmmunity infrestructure, inciuding water and sewer systems, and
to impreve s: ruciural fire proteciicn and other pubiic services.

LU-U The Cecuriym 2y 6n izrinto memorandums of und ncing to assist scheal
Gistricts and fire preicaiion disiricts in the i gls ek A' dun of their capital
improvement plans and programs.

9. ISSUE: Agricultural Land Uses

GOAL L-16: Conservation of procuctive agricultusal lands and lands having substantiai
physical peicnticl for procuctive agricuitural use, and the preizction of such lands from
unwarranied intrusion of incoincalible land uses and cenversion {0 uses wihich rnzy
significantly obstruct cr constrain ggricultura! use and vaiue.

LUZE POLICY: The Ceunty racegnizes and Hu(z‘g;z:ra’lv gssicned General Plan land
use d’=icnat’cr's fer iands "“u. ing high adrcll fUraTesource veive gs “Intensive
.un“alr‘ "Crcp Langd and Prime Grezing. '“no_\L alsc recognizes (h
éicntlc//y moriant sgriculiural values offscme of iheNareas dasignaied
"me <br3 Acricuiiure” or "Grazing and SageorsshErvissainient” for rangeland
grazing and other egricuitural purposes.

o

Implemeniziion Maasures:

LU-V Land d° iﬁnaied “inlensive Agrculiure” in ihe l.and Llsg Element sh*'l be
zoned "z-A" Exclusive Agriculiura District, "A-3" Agricuitura! District,
Upland Cuncizrvation Dictrict, or "U-C-2" Uplgnd Cuu‘:mv'al:;ﬂ/P.ESOUfCC
Management U:sirict.

LU-W Land designated "Exiznsive Agriculture" in the Land Usz Element shall be
zoned "U-C", Uplend Conservation District, "U-C-2", Upland

Conservation/Resource Management District" or "A-2", Agricultural District.

NOTE: Refer to the Agriculture Eiement for additional policies partzining to land use in
agricultural areas.

10. ISSUE: Open Spacea Lands

GOAL L-17: The proiection and eppropriate management of ooen space lancs and related
natural resources.

2-13
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12. ISSUE: Public Lands

GOAL L-19: Multiple use of public lands in \vays which provide for the effective
management and protection of naturzl rescurces while ogtimizing the continuing
contribution and support of pudlic !znd resourcas to the economy, lifestyle, zad traditions

ci Ceouniy residants.

NOTE: Refer io the Natural Rescurces Slement for applicable rolicies relaied {o use of
public lancs.

13. ISSUE: Sierra Army Depot

GOAL L.-22: Prodnuctive future us2 3f Sierra Army Denot lands, facilities and rssourcas

zfiar rezlignment of n.ilitary mussicns.

!ﬂ_
(@]
9
®

LU40 POLICY: Assuming that the Isderzl government will realicn vse of the Sierra Army
Cepot as proposed, and recognizing hat the Depatwas a significant compaonent of
the local eccnermy and thai it conlaing impnriunt iand and facility resources,
incluzing tha Amedee Airsirio, the County shail enccurage and faciiitaiz nlans for

ine 1euse and conversion o mtoh of inese 'ands, tsciilion end resouioas jur

feaoooislh HE-SrEesEsy) 2nd oiherwise provics
N ey e

LU41 POLICY: Areas having signiiicant wiidiiie habilat values on the Sizrrz Army Depat
should be corsicered for continued use as habitzt in conjunciicn with related
development pians for the area.

Implementation Measure:

LU-Z The County shall work with the Local Reuse Authority to develop and
implement a reuse plan which wiil encourage and facilitzate pcsitive eccnomic
deveiopment activity to compensaiz for the dewnsizing of the mission at tha Sierra
Army Degot. The reuse plan will censider hew the County can facilitate sroductive
reuss of these lands and fzcilities in the future, and how areas having significant
wildlife habitat values can be maintzined to suppoert wildlife resources.

14, |[SSUE: Flood Hazard Areas

GOAL L-21: Minimize damace czused to and kEy develoepment within areas which are
subject to flooding.

2-17
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LU42 POLICY: The County shail continue to discourage inappropriaie development in
areas subject to flooding as indicated in the most recent and eiiective Flood
Insurance Rate Maps adopied by the Federal Emergency Management Agency:
s2id mzes being hereby incorporated by reference into this Land Use Element.

LU43 POLICY: Land within identified 10C-yecr fli:od hazard areas should be zoned for
aoricuitural uses or oiher raiztively lew-intensity land uses.

Implementation Measure:

LUAA The County shall continue to comply with and enforce the flood plain
management requlations of its Flood Damage Prevention Ordinance, and to
participate in the Netivnal Fiood Insurance Program. This shall includa
sview by the County cf propesed project and building permit sites in respect
{o designated {lood hazard areas.

LU44 POLICY: In consideration of propcsad development within arsas sutject to flooding,
the County shali encourage ihe use oi sites outside of fiood prone areas when such

allernatives exist and oplions are feasivie.

Fd
i

(9]

"

= A I g R L b 380
SUE: WiidiiTe mauiist

(07}

GOAL L-22: Proizction and enhancement of imporiant wildlife habitats {o suppert heaithy,
zbundant and diverse wildlile pcpulations.

LU45 POLICY: The County suppoits the management of wildlifs resources in ways that
enhanca the health and 2buncdance of wildiiie populations and the diversity of
species and their habitats and which, at the same time, belance management
policies and cragram objeciives with the range of social and economic riescs for
which the County is also respornisible.

LU46 POLICY: To support and protect the value and viability of areas having significant
wildlife habitat resources, including migration corridors, such areas should remiain
in relatively large parcel units. County zoning and subdivision regiAatiQns should
protect these resources by not zllowing isolated subdivisio§ maps }Jntanded
primarily for residential develcpment (except in limited circumstancasgursuznt o
the County's zoning ordinance, e.g., segregation of homesites, parcels created in
association with approved use permits, eic.) to be developed in areas which are not
specifically designated in the General Plan cr an area plan for a community
development land use (e.g., rural residential) and zoned accordingly.

Q-14
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described in Section 18.102.030 of the County Cede (Fiease refer to notes at the end of this

ed i
section).

istings under "Corresponding Zoming" indicate the principal zoning district or districts which
compliment and implement the land uses designated in this Element and in certain arca plans.
This is accomplished through the cescripticn of allowed land uses, with or without use pensit
requirements cr other permitling processes, and the epecification of related develepment
ctandzrds. Some of these zoning districts aic relatively new and thera are, in sOme cases, pra-
existing zoning districzs which have been superseded by the new districts. Some of the "old”
disricts (e.g., the "C-1" Retail Business District) are still adequately consistent with the genceral
plan land vse designztions and therefore have not been rezoncd to the newer, prefeimed zoning
distrcts.

The indicaiad corresponding zoning disiricts 37 not intended t0 be exclusive listings. Other
districts, including districts yet to be formulated and adopted, may be employed for certain
general plan land use designations provided that the new zoning districts are consistent with
the inten: 2ad character of the general plan land use designauon.

TOWN CENTER

A Town Center designates the sesz=eharea of § unincorporated conimunity. It fypicaily
cerves as the commercial and Socizfcenter of inesGrrounding community with 2 mixture of
commercial 2nd residential uses and may also inciude conununity services and social buiicings
(e.g., school, post office, fire hail, Grange, ge.).

Town center designations which have been carried over irom the 1968 General Plan include
Pitrville, Bieber, Nubieber, Little Vailey, Madeline, Ravendale, Wendel, Litchfield, Standish,
Johnstonville, Tanesviile, Clear G Piasuvcedo Aondsagile Milford, Herlong, Doyle, and
Hallelujah Juncition. Termol Herlong Junction and Constentia,(have been a2dded as a town
cenier.

IZCRK;

The building intensity of Town Centers is largely dependent upen the availability (or lack of)
community water and/or sewer services. Somne Town Centers have one or both services
provided by service districts. Seme centers have neither. In some communities, past
development patterns may have produced lots which would be considered substandard in size
today, but which are often recognized as legal building sites. Building intensity may range from
one dwelling unit per acre (DUA) in areas requiring individual wells and septic systems 10 7.25
DUA in centers having both community water and scwage systems.

Population density in Town Centers also depends largely upon availzble water and sewer

N
)

138}
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2. Geologic and Soil Resources

GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

GOAL N-2: To protect and maximize {o the extent justified by the neec’s cf the citizens
of Lassen County, the present and fuiure productive, economic and positive
environmental values of the County's soil resources.

NR-8 FOLICY: The County recognizes the need lo protect and conserve areas where
scils have high resource vazlues, especially in terms of potential agricultural
productivity.

NR-S§ POLICY: The County discourages the davelopment of land having soils of sigiificant
agricultural value for purposes other than agriculture or land uses directly relaied
to agriculture unless it is demonsirated that contrary circumsiances (e.g., the
unavailzhility or proninitiva evnensa of suificientwater supswes for agricultural uses,
[‘arc=/ sizes, a2djacent /and u<;—q fand owner preferences Yor other public
,JJTF\.,"-’S/ Zraoaidn e Te cveTann W3 N Taeiors 10 un:mﬂ_’{‘-‘—b\/\

Implementation Measures:

NR-D Pursuznt to the Czlifornia Environmental Quslity Act, the County shell
consider the impacts of proposed prejects on areas having scils of iocally

unquesuored ignificant agricultural leue whetner currenily used or not,
Znd shall consicer(macassa ¥ epproor,arejn.mcatlon measures to avoid,

raduce, or compensaleor e exient o synincant disturbance io these soils.

NR10 POLICY: The County shall exercise an appropriate degree of regulation designed
to minimiza soil ercsion, including the administration of standards for grading and
site clearance related to dzvelopment projects.

Implementation Measure:
P

~ T i emd sl —'- ~l~ e~ o~ d i~ - A -~
NR-EC—Fre-Ceue CB-SGFESTE SIS RceS teblisn-stangardsane
pv:.,_;_;u-“,.; ;‘_,:,_:5,:,.— b emmyidlmd s mradiam Al AAe miaby m~a A SRS e=OF

ST ToETTET T
= TeTgre o FrYeotT Y ToTT—ooE e

-~ Al z
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7. Mineral Resources
GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION MEASURES

GOAL N-13: Tc impreve and civersify the Counly's indusis izl base by Fnrour,gmr\
develocment of minera! resources in ways which avoid or minimize unace ,)tablc levels of
land usa confiict and significant environmenial damage.

NR45 POLICY: Projects for the extraction or use of mineral resourcas shell ccimply with
ihe Calicrniz Environmentzl Quality Act and the County's envircnmental review
guidelines

NR47 POLICY: In the consideration of propcsed mining activities, the County shall balance

goals of proteciing and rnanaging wildlife, vegetation, and cther resources with the

zconomic 2nd social nead to diversify the County's industrizl base

NR48 POLICY: Surface and subsurface mining operations shail obtain a Use Permit as

required by tha Lassen Ceounty Code.

GOAL N-14: To encourage explaration for davelopable mineral iesources in ways wiiich
minimize environmental and land use impacts

.4
1940 DOV oV o M omriming, i emmiiica_miimmaitial AL Ayalaraiion ala-
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GOAL N-15: To encourage the development and management of minerai resources by
coordinating efficient internal and interagency project review.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter Q  Everd McCain, Lassen County Citizen

Response to Comments in Q-1

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response is necessary.
Response to Comment Q-2

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-3

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-4

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-5

LU-19 is cited by the Draft EIR. The edits proposed by this comment would alter the intent of the
policy, which is to discourage sprawl and scattered development, and would limit the means of doing
s0.

Response to Comment Q-6

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-7
The Board of Supervisors has amended policy LU-26 as follows:

“The County shall support the economic viability of existing communities and will minimize the
development of scattered commercial uses by directing commercial uses to existing town centers and
commercial areas or the orderly expansion of such areas, with limited exceptions including home
occupations, agriculture-related sales, and specially considered local convenience and highway
commercial sites.”

General Plan 2000
Final Enviranmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The changes have been incorporated by reference into the Final EIR.

Response to Comment Q-8
The Planning Commission has recommended that policy LU-27 be amended as follows:

“The County shall consider on a case-by-case basis, the need and appropriateness of specially-zoned
“local convenience” and “highway commercial” sites at carefully selected points where such
commercial development may be warranted, subject to the consideration and approval of an
appropriate commercial land use designation and zoning district requirements. Such proposals shall
demonstrate why the related local convenience or highway commercial need cannot be adequately
satisfied in or adjacent to existing town centers or locations which are already zoned for
commercial land uses.”

The changes have been incorporated by reference into the Final EIR.

Response to Comment Q-9

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-10

The addition of the word “unjustified” tends to undermine “significant,” which has the connotation
of a threshold under CEQA (CEQA Section 15832). In other words, CEQA does not consider any
significant burden (or impact) justified, and seeks mitigation to reduce the impact to less than
significant. Furthermore, this is a goal. Even if a significant burden to existing levels of public
service could be justified in some cases, an appropriate goal for the County is that they should not.

Response to Comment Q-11

The inclusion of the phrase “may decide to” to implementation measure LU-S implies that the
imposition of mitigation measures is arbitrary, whereas California planning law requires that there
is a “nexus” between the impact created and the mitigation imposed.

Response to Comment Q-12

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA

2-32



2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Response to Comment Q-13

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-14

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-15

Line one, paragraph three, page 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR has been so corrected.(See Errata.)
Response to Comment Q-16

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR. Herlong Junction and Constantia have not been
proposed as Town Centers. If they were, however, the County should evaluate the potential impact
of development pursuant to those designations.

Response to Comment Q-17

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended
would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR.

Response to Comment Q-18

See responses to comments Q-10 and Q-11.

Response to Comment Q-19

Although beyond the scope of this Draft EIR, developing guidelines and standards for grading via
an ordinance would assist in mitigating the impact of future construction activities that could leave
soils exposed to wind or water erosion.

Response to Comment Q-20

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. The changes recommended

would not affect the analysis of the Draft EIR. However, the proposed changes would reduce the
County’s proposed efforts to reduce impacts which may result from the exploration of minerals.
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Letter R

Mr. Frank Griffith, President
Silver Lake Homeowners Association

1430 Montclaire Place E@E©EHWE®

Los Altos, CA 94024

‘ MAR 17 199
March 17, 1999
Lassan Cody
Deperduent 6f Cosuwaity Dovelonment
Robert K. Sorvaag, Director é@ 14‘/_9

Lassen County Department of
Community Development
707 Nevada Street, Ste. 5
Susanville, CA 96150-3912

RE: Draft Lassen County General Plan and
Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Sorvaag:

On behalf of the Silver Lake Homeowners Association, we urge Lassen County,
as it develops its General Plan to guide it through the coming years, to recognize the
existence of the private cabins at Silver Lake, the recreational and historical components
thereof, and the benefit and contributions such make to the recreational components of
the County.

Not having been involved in the development of the General Plan before, [ am not
sure what additional type of comments you are seeking during this public review period
of your draft General Plan. However, our Association, through the undersigned, would
be happy to provide you, or any member of your staff, with any additional information
you may need to adequately consider and document the existing and historical uses at
Silver Lake and/or any other matters that are relevant.

The courtesy of a response, either by telephone or in writing, concerning whether
or not vou need additional information from our association would be appreciated.

In lieu thereof, one of our homeowners, Frank Cady, has been acting as our legal
counsel. Ifit would be more appropriate or convenient to discuss the matter with him,
please feel free to do so.

- Yours very truly,

F. L. Griffith
cc: Frank Cady, Esq.

R-1






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter R Frank Griffith, President, Silver Lake Homeowners Association
Response to Comment R-1

The County has agreed to designate Silver Lake as a Residential Center. It is noted, however, that
Silver Lake can be construed to be an existing Residential Center, and the extent that acknowledging
it as such in the General Plan is limited to existing developed areas. Designation of Silver Lake as
Residential Center is not anticipated to result in significant environmental impacts.
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P.0. Box 65
Adin, CA 96006
March 1, 1999

Robert K. Sorvaag, Director
Lasssn County Department of Community Development
707 Nevada Strzet

3 ille, CA 96130 S iz
RusSanviiie, 4 = A JJQ"!? i ﬁ
Subject: Lzssan General Plan -
Significznt Natural Arzas (Modoc Sucker)
Pzge 5 - 24 G.P. 2nd Page 4.4-7 Eir. Present Plan

Dear M4r. Sorvaag:

At their Aoril 1, 1998 me2sting the lassen County Planning
commission zdopted 2 resolution £4-04-98 recommending that the
Sovard of Suca2rvisors maks cartain amendments to the May, 1967
?reliminary Draft G. P. In resolution on page 26 WE-23,

=rco”ding to Department of Fish and Game, th2 1990 list of SNa
is now our of date and could drop Las- 002 and Las-003.

Qur Club r
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@ Las-203, Lowar Mc3ride Springs,
om Pazg2 5-24 of the General Plzn. S"1

(g
Yy g
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Sincerely,

Qo £ Weli

L. Wolter, President






2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter S Chester L. Wolter, President, Pit River Rod & Gun Club
Response to Comment S-1

See response to comment C-2.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County, CA

2-35






Letter T
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COMMENT FORM
DRAFT LASSEN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN REVISION
AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

You may use this form to submit written' comments. Please return to the Lassen County
Department of Community Development, 707 Nevada Street, Suite 5, Susanville, CA
96130.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter T  Unsigned written comments from undated Public Hearing
Response to Comment T-1

The reference to Claybourn Road on Figure 3-2 has been replaced with Cleghorn Road. (See Errata.)
However, reference maps in the Draft EIR will not be corrected.

Response to Comment T-2

Burlington Northern Railroad has been incorporated by reference into Figure 3-2 and Figure 4.5-1.
A reference has also been added to paragraph five, page 4.5-1.
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2.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter U  Lassen County Department of Public Works

Response to Comment U-1

The relationship between the RTP and the General Plan is discussed on pages 4.5-1 and 4.5-16 of
the Draft EIR. The RTP is updated biannually, and only the changes that were not already addressed
by the Circulation Element would need to be incorporated into the General Plan via the amendment
process. The RTPA can amend the RTP during the two-year period between updates. However,
RTPA’s practice is to include only those projects that have concurrence between relevant
jurisdictions as proposed within the RTP. Therefore, in most cases an amendment to the General
Plan will not be required. All jurisdictions have the authority to amend the General Plan up to four
times within the calendar year, and numerous items can be included within each amendment
proposal.

Response to Comment U-2

These comments speak directly to the General Plan, not the Draft EIR. No response in necessary.

Response to Comment U-3

The fifth paragraph on page 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR has been corrected reflect that County roadway
mileage is 905.1 miles, not 912.7 (See Errata.)

Response to Comment U-4

For the purpose of this analysis, the Draft EIR utilized the roadway classification system provided
within the RTP.

Response to Comment U-5

See response to comment U-4.

Response to Comment U-6

This information has been incorporated into paragraph five, page 4.5-1 of the Draft EIR. (See
Errata.)

Response to Comment U-7

These comments speak to the General Plan. The actual background material has been incorporated
into the final General Plan. i
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

Listed below are the complete text changes, additions and deletions which have been made to the
text of the Draft EIR as a result of public and staff review. Changes to text are shown as additions
and deletions:

3.1 GENERAL CHANGES

All references to “Clear Lake” in the EIR have been changed to “Clear Creek.”

Appendix A includes the changes to the December, 1998 Draft General Plan that have been approved
by the County Board of Supervisors. In many cases, these goals, policies and implementation
measures were cited and/or called out as mitigation in the Draft EIR. The changes in Appendix A
that pertain to goals, policies and implementation measures that are cited in the EIR are hereby
incorporated into the Final EIR. However, because of the concise nature of this EIR (see page 1-4
of the Draft EIR), this Errata includes only the changes to the Draft EIR that have been made as a
response to comments directed specifically at the Draft EIR.

3.2 EIRERRATA

The following changes have been made to the Draft EIR, dated January 1999:

1.0  INTRODUCTION

The following has been added as paragraph three on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR:

An area plan must be internally consistent with the General Plan of which it is part. When an
area plan is adopted, it must not conflict with the General Plan (State of California, General Plan
Guidelines).

2.0  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -

Changes affecting the Executive Summary are represented by the changes in the sections that follow.
3.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION

No changes.

4.1 INTRODUCTION TO ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

No changes.
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

4.2  LAND USE CONSIDERATIONS
The following changes have been made on paragraph three, page 4.2-4 of the Draft EIR:

Town Center: A Town Center designates the eentral area of an smaH, unincorporated community.
It typically serves as the commercial and social center of the surrounding community with a mixture
of commercial and residential uses and may also include community services and social buildings
(e.g., school, post office, fire hall, Grange, etc.). Town Center designations which have been carried
over from the 1968 General Plan include Pittville, Bieber, Nubieber, Little Valley, Madeline,
Ravendale, Wendel, Litchfield, Standish, Johnstonville, Janesville, Clear Creek, Westwood,
Buntingyville, Milford, Herlong, Doyle, and Hallelujah Junction. Termo has been added as a Town
Center. The building intensity of Town Centers is largely dependent upon the availability (or lack
of) community water and/or sewer services. Some Town Centers have one or both services provided
by service districts. Some centers have neither. In some communities, past development patterns
has produced lots which would be considered substandard in size today, but which are often
recognized as legal building sites. Building intensity may range from one dwelling unit per acre
(DUA) in areas requiring individual wells and septic systems to 7.25 DUA in centers having both
community water and sewage systems. Population density in Town Centers also depends largely
upon available water and sewer services. In the residential areas of a Town Center where both
services are available, the density will typically average 22 people per acre (PPA). If neither service
is available, the average may be as low as three PPA.

The following changes have been incorporated into MM 4.2-1B on page 4.2-22 of the Draft EIR:

MM 4.2-1B  Prior—to-approval-of-the-General- Plan—reviston;t The County shall consider the
establishment of specific boundaries and land uses for the Residential and Town
Centers.

43 LosS OF AGRICULTURAL LAND AND OPEN SPACE
The following changes have been made to paragraph four on page 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR:

The 1968 General Plan recognized three categories of agricultural land. Although Area Plans and
the Draft Plan’s land use element have re-designated these lands under the categories “Intensive
Agriculture” and “Extensive Agriculture”, the Agriculture and Open Space elements continue to
distinguish and respect the difference, in terms of their resource values (e.g., cropland versus
habitat). Accordingly, the two elements refer to each other’s purpose. For instance, the Agriculture
Element recognizes that “the natural resources of the County, both physical and scenic, should be
protected...”, and the Open Space Element recognizes that “in order for grazing to continue as an
economic use, land must remain in relatively large units”. In addition, Lassen is recognized by
Section 17123 of the state Food and Agriculture Code as being devoted chiefly to grazing. As per
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

both the Agriculture and Open Space elements, these lands are described as follows:
The following changes have been made to paragraph four on page 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR:

Livestock grazing is permitted by BLM under terms and conditions set forth in grazing permits.
There are more than 200 grazing permits permittees in BLM's Susanville District alone. The Eagle
Lake Resource Area, which administers most of the public lands in Lassen County, has about 66 47
permits permittees-and-about-66-grazing-allotments;, 25 of whom resided in Lassen County on a
Sfull-time basis. A total of 57 permittees were reported, 44 of which were located, all or in part, in
Lassen County.

The following mitigation has been added to page 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR:

MM 4.3-1B  The County shall consider means of preserving agricultural land, including the
establishment of Conservation Easements (which could be funded by the state’s
Agricultural Land Stewardship Program) or the new Farmland Security Zone
provision of the Williamson Act (which provides a 20-year contract as an
alternative to continued enrollment).

44  WILDLIFE AND HABITAT
The following changes have been made to paragraph two on page 4.4-3 of the Draft EIR:

Juniper habitats vary from dense stands of trees with closed canopies to widely scattered single
plants in transition areas with such habitats as Jeffrey pine and sagebrush. Juniper berries are an
important food source for wintering birds. As many as 17 bird species have been reported as feeding
upon the berries in winter. Juniper foliage is also consumed by several mammals and may be an
important food source for some of these animals, especially during harsh winters. However, juniper
is generally considered to be an invasive increaser species throughout Lassen County. Its
dominance in many areas has been due to a combination of factors, including the suppression of
wildfires which would have been beneficial for the natural succession of plant communities, and
grazing, which also reduced the fuel for wildfires. Juniper, in turn, thrived without these wildfires.

The following changes have been made to paragraph three on page 4.4-7 of the Draft EIR:
For example, a 1990 DFG report identified eight sites meeting "significant natural area criteria" in
Lassen County. Examples of Fthese sites and their significant natural diversity elements (individual

species and natural communities) are listed below:

. LAS-001. Ash Valley: Significant natural diversity elements include the Modoc
Sucker, Greater Sandhill Crane, Prostrate Buckwheat, Ash Creek Ivesia and
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

Deschutes Milk Vetch.

. LAS-004. Silva Flat: Stoloniferous Pussytoes.

. LAS-008. Pine Dunes: Migrating sand dunes, Ponderosa dune forest, Golden Eagle.

. LAS_—009. Wendel Canyon: Golden Eagle, Long Eared Owl, Bailey Ivesia, other
species.

. LAS-010. Amedee Canyon: Golden Eagle, Bailey Ivesia, other species.

. LAS-011. Hartson Reservoir: California Gull, Short Eared Owl.

The following change has been made to mitigation on page 4.4-27 and 4.4-28 of the Draft EIR:

MM 4.4-1A  The County shall require-the-implementationrof initiate WE-A within two years of
adoption of the Draft Plan. For major projects proposed prior to that horizon, the
County shall contact the FWS, DFG, or other relevant agency to assist in determining
the appropriate sensitivity of impacted land.

4.5 TRAFFIC AND CIRCULATION
The following change has been made to paragraph five on page 4.5-1:

According to the most recent statistics (compiled in May 1995), Lassen County contains a total of
2,014.7 miles of roadways. Most of these roads (9427 905.1 miles) were under the jurisdiction of
the County. However, 761.3 miles fall under Federal jurisdiction, and 303.6 miles are in the State’s
jurisdiction. Approximately 37.7 miles are located within the incorporated city of Susanville, which
1s not within the study area of this EIR. The Local Regional Transportation Planning Agency
controlls approximately 75 percent of the federal monies coming to the region and has the
responsibility of programming projects, both state and local.

The following changes have been made to paragraph seven on page 4.5-9 of the Draft EIR:

There 1s no current passenger rail service in Lassen County. The Sierra Pacific Lumber Mill

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County

3-4



3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

transports freight along the Union Pacific Railroad line extending from Susanville to the line east
of Quincy in Plumas County. The Union Pacific Railroad line extends from the Nevada State line
east of Sierra Army Depot to the Modoc County line. The Burlington North Santa Fe Railroad
extend north-south through the west half of Lassen County.

4.6  PUBLIC SERVICES AND UTILITIES
The following changes have been made to paragraph four on page 4.6-4 of the Draft EIR:

Electricity is supplied directly and indirectly (i.e., through a CSD) from two sources. The majority
of supply is from the Lassen Municipal Utilities District (MUD), which in turn purchases some of
its electricity from Pacific Gas and Electric. (PG&E owns and operates both distribution and
transmission within the County of Lassen.) CSDs served by the MUD include Susanville,
Westwood, Eagle Lake, Janesville, and Wendel. Areas not served by the MUD are served by Plumas
Sierra Rural Electric and Surprise Valley Electrification Corp., both rural electric cooperatives. in
addittonthe Reno; NV-based According to Lassen MUD, there is ample electricity to serve future
development.
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

3.3 INDEX OF CHANGES IN THE NUMBERING OF GOALS, POLICIES AND IMPLEMENTATION
MEASURES

Due to revisions made to the Draft General Plan, dated December, 1998, including the addition of
certain goals, policies and implementation measures, the numbering of some of the provisions in the
Final General Plan have been revised from what they were in the Draft Plan, and as referenced in
the Draft Environmental Impact Report. For reference purposes the following index indicates the
changes that have been made in the numbering of certain goals, policies and implementation
measures. Only new provisions and the provisions which have changed in identification from what
they were in the Draft Plan are indicated. All others remain numbered and identified as they were
in the draft. Goals, policies and implementation measures that have been added since the Draft Plan
and Draft EIR were produced are indicated with a (*).

LAND USE ELEMENT
DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL
PLAN REVISION  PLAN - 2000 PLAN REVISION  PLAN - 2000
LU-12 * LU-23 LU-26
LU-13 * LU-O LU-Q
LU-14 * LU-P LU-R
LU * LU-24 LU-27
LU-12 LU-15 ' LU-25 LU-28
LU-J * LU-26 LU-29
LU-13 LU-16 LU-27 LU-30
LU-I LUK LU-28 LU-31
LU-14 LU-17 LU-29 LU-32
LU-15 LU-18 LU-30 LU-33
LU-16 LU-19 LU-Q LU-S
LU-J LU-L LU-31 LU-34
LU-K LU-M LU-32 LU-35
LU-17 LU-20 LU-36 *
LU-L LU-N LU-33 LU-37
LU-18 LU-21 LU-34 LU-38
LU-19 LU-22 LU-35 LU-39
LU-20 LU-23 LU-R LU-T
LU-M LU-O LU-S LU-U
LU-N LU-P LU-T LU-V
LU-21 LU-24 LU-U LU-W
LU-22 LU-25 LU-36 LU-40
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3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

(LAND USE ELEMENT, continued.)

DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL
PLAN REVISION PLAN - 2000

LU-V LU-X
LU-W LU-Y
LU-37 LU-41
LU-38 LU-42
LU-X LU-Z
LU-Y LU-AA
LU-39 LU-43
LU-40 LU-44
LU-41 LU-45
LU-Z LU-BB
LU-42 LU-46
LU-43 LU-47
LU-AA LU-CC
LU-44 LU-48
LU-45 LU-49
LU-46 LU-50
LU-BB LU-DD
LU-47 LU-51

NATURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT

The only changes in the numbering system in
the Natural Resources Element affected the
identification of implementation measures.
All goals and policies have the same
identification that they had in the Draft Plan.

DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL
PLAN REVISION  PLAN - 2000

NR-H*
NR-H NR-I
NR-I NR-J
NR-J NR-K
NR-K NR-L

NR-L NR-M
NR-M NR-N
NR-N NR-O
NR-O NR-P
NR-P NR-Q
NR-Q NR-R
NR-R NR-S
NR-S NR-T
NR-T NR-U
NR-U NR-V
NR-V NR-W
AGRICULTURE ELEMENT

The only changes in the numbering system in
the Agriculture
identification of implementation measures.
All goals and policies have the same
identification that they had in the Draft Plan.

DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL
PLAN REVISION

GOAL A-5

GOAL A-6
GOAL A-7
AG-J
AG-K
AG-L
GOAL A-8
AG-M
AG-N
AG-O
AG-P
GOAL A-9
AG-Q
GOAL A-10
GOAL A-11

Element

PLAN - 2000

GOAL A-4
AG-J *
GOAL A-5
GOAL A-6
AG-K
AGL
AG-M
GOAL A-7
AG-N
AG-O
AG-P
AG-Q
GOAL A-8
AG-R
GOAL A-9
GOAL A-10

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County

affected



3.0 ERRATA TO THE DRAFT EIR

OPEN SPACE ELEMENT

WILDLIFE ELEMENT DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL

PLAN REVISION  PLAN - 2000
DRAFT GENERAL FINAL GENERAL

PLAN REVISION  PLAN - 2000 OS-21 *
0S-L *

WE-B * 0S-21 0S-22

WE-B WE-C 0S-22 0S-23
WE-D * OS-L OS-M

WE-C WE-E 0S-23 0S-24

WE-D WE-F 0S-24 0S-25

WE-E WE-G 0S-25 0S-26

WE-F WE-H 0OS-26 0S-27
GOAL W-5 * 0S-27 0S-28
WE-17 * OS-M OS-N
WE-I *

GOAL W-5 GOAL W-6

WE-17 WE-18

WE-18 WE-19 CIRCULATION ELEMENT

WE-19 WE-20

WE-20 WE-21 There were no changes in the numbering of

goals, policies or implementation measures in
the Circulation Element.

General Plan 2000
Final Environmental Impact Report
Lassen County
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LASSEN COUNTY GENERAL PLAN REVISION

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS INSTRUCTIONS FOR
COMPLETION OF THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN

August 24, 1999

The following notes constitute the instructions approved by the Lassen County Board of
Supervisors on August 24, 1999, for changes in the draft General Plan revision. These notes are
comprised of the recommendations provided by the Planning Commission to the Board (dated
July 30, 1999) pertaining to modification of the Draft General Plan which was dated December
1998, with the modifications of those recommendations as instructed by the Board following its
public hearing on August 24.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Re-numbering of some goals, policies, and implementation numbers is needed to accommodate
changes.

Typos will be corrected where found.
Some statistics will be updated (e.g., Page 1-15, Table 3).

If a goal, policy or implementation measure which is duplicated in another section or element of
the plan is amended or otherwise changed, the change will also be made to its duplicate.

Use of the term “County” will be clarified. When the term “County” is used with a capital “C”,
it is almost always intended to mean the “County of Lassen” as the governmental entity
administered by the Lassen County Board of Supervisors. When the word County is used in a
different context, the Plan has attempted to qualify the term as in “County Planning
Commission” or “residents of the County”. Citizens are typically regarded as “citizens of Lassen
County”, or “residents of the County”. The word county with a lower case “c” is intended to
refer to the county as a geographical area (e.g., rangeland in the county), or to counties in a

general context (county politics in California).
INTRODUCTION

Page 1-11.
Eagle Lake should be included in the Lassen County description.

Table 1, Population Growth. Page 1-13.
Population estimates should account for prison inmates. Update, clarify local population
statistics including figures related to the prison (which may or may not be reflected in Table 1.)
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LAND USE ELEMENT

Introduction:

Add a quotation from the California General Plan Guidelines to the Introduction of the Land Use
Element, stating in effect, “An area plan must be internally consistent with the General Plan of
which it is part. When an area plan is adopted, it must not conflict with the General Plan.”

Page 2-5.

Policy LU-2. Revise the last sentence pertaining to the relationship of area plans to the General
Plan as follows, “Wherever a goal, objective, policy, land use designation, and/or
implementation measure of an area plan may be more specific or detailed than a corresponding
provision of the General Plan, including any within the Land Use Element, such a provision of

the area plan shall be deemed to be a refinement and-amendment of the General Plan pertaining
to the particular planning area.”

Page 2-5.

Revise LU-D to read that the County “... shall continue to implement relevant policies of
adopted area plans in making land use decisions... . In LU-E, replace the phrase “... may
consider the need for ... new area plans” with “... will consider the need ...”.

Page 2-7.
Goal L-4, delete the term “efficient and” in the Goal, “Compatibility between land use types by
providing for effteient-and complementary mixtures and patterns of land uses.”

Page 2-7.

Policy LU-7, delete the word “efficiency” to read, “The County shall consider the land use
compatibility implications of proposed changes in land use, including proposed general plan
amendments and rezoning, to determine the significance and acceptability of the extent to which
proposed changes may affect the pattern, effieieney and well-being of neighboring land uses.”

Page 2-7.

Policy LU-9. Amend to read, “County zoning and subdivision regulations shall protect
agricultural and open space lands, including grazing lands and wildlife habitat, by not allowing
land divisions intended for residential use to be developed in areas which are not specifically
designated in the General Plan or an area plan for community development land use (e.g., rural
residential or agricultural residential) and zoned accordingly.”

Page 2-8, Policy LU-10
Keep Policy LU-10 which restricts development for residential purposes in areas outside of fire
protection districts.
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Page 2-8.

Policy LU-10, insert the word maps as follows, “Subdivisions map applications proposing to
create parcels primarily for residential development shall not be approved in areas outside of fire
protection districts (with limited exceptions, supported with special findings, through processes
such as Segregation of Homesites, etc.).”

Page 2-8.

To be inserted as a policy in the Land Use Element under “Growth and Development” after
Policy LU11: POLICY: In approving proposed modification or reconstruction of qualified non-
conforming uses which were legally established prior to adoption of related policies in the
General Plan, the County may recognize and find that modification, replacement or expansion of
the non-conforming use is not subject to full consistency with policies adopted subsequent to the
legal establishment of the use in question.

Page 2-8.

Add a policy to state, POLICY: The County may approve applications for lot line adjustments
which will result in a parcel or parcels the size of which are smaller than the minimum parcel
size otherwise stipulated in the applicable general plan land use designation and/or zoning
district.

Page 2-8.

Add a policy to state, POLICY: The County may approve building permits and uses otherwise
permitted on parcels which are smaller than the minimum parcel size otherwise stipulated in the
applicable general plan land use designation and/or zoning district, provided that such parcels are
otherwise adequate in size for the proposed use.

Page 2-8.

Add an Implementation Measure to state, IMPLEMENTATION MEASURE: The County should
amend the applicable zoning ordinances to clarify the County’s ability to: approve lot line
adjustments which will result in parcels the size of which are smaller than the minimum parcel
size otherwise stipulated in the applicable general plan land use designation and/or zoning
district; approve building permits and other permitted uses on parcels which are smaller than the
minimum parcel size otherwise stipulated in the applicable general plan land use designation
and/or zoning district; and permit proposed reconstruction, modification, or expansion of
qualified non-conforming uses which were legally established prior to adoption of related
policies in the General Plan.

Page 2-8.

Amend Policy LU-12 as follows, “In order to provide needed open space and buffer areas within
development areas to protect important resources, the County will encourage the use of
conservation and clustering subdivisions designed to dedicate and maintain open space areas
where they will be most effective.”
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Page 2-8.

Add an Implementation Measure after Policy LU-12 to state, “The County will amend and
maintain its subdivision ordinances to provide incentives for the use of conservation subdivisions
for proposed development projects.”

Page 2-8.
Amend Goal L-6 as follows, “

atrports;-and Prevention of development which may constrain the future use and expansion of
sueh-faethties existing and future publicly-owned airports.”

Page 2-10.
Amend Policy LU-18 as, “The County supports the need to preserve maintain safe and pleasant

living environments trexisting-and newrestdential-areas and, in consideration of related land use

decisions, shall require mitigation of impacts which significantly threaten such qualities.”

Page 2-10.

Amend Implementation Measure LU-L as follows, “Pursuant to the Housing Element, the
County will continue to review general plan and area plan land use designations and zoning in
areas where water, sewer, and fire protection services are available or could be extended and will
maintain an adequate supply of lands in such areas zoned for residential land use, including
multi-family residential development.”

Page 2-10.
Amend Policy LU-19 as follows, “The County shall encourage expansion of existing

netghberhoods;estate residential areas,-and-etustered-residential-devetopment and discourage

sprawl and scattered development.”

Page 2-11.

Amend Goal L-11 as follows, “Transportation systems which effietently compliment and support
the County's land use patterns.”

Page 2-12.

Amend Policy LU-26 as follows, “The County supports the economic viability of existing
communities and will minimize the development of scattered commercial uses by directing
commercial uses to existing town centers and commercial areas or the orderly expansion of such
areas, with limited exceptions including home occupations, agriculture-related sales, and
specially-considered local convenience and highway commercial sites.”

Page 2-12.

Amend Policy LU-27 as follows, “The County shall consider, on a case-by-case basis, the need
and appropriateness of specially-zoned "local convenience" and "highway commercial" sites at
carefully selected points where such commercial development may be warranted, subject to the
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consideration and approval of an appropriate commercial land use designation and corresponding
zoning district requirements. Such proposals shall demonstrate why the related local
convenience or highway commercial need can not be adequately satisfied in or adjacent to
existing town centers or locations which are already zoned for commercial land uses.”

Page 2-13.

Amend Policy LU-29 as follows, “The County encourages and will attempt-te facilitate the
development of new, environmentally responsible industrial projects for the economic benefit of
the County.”

Page 2-13.

Amend Policy LU-30 as follows, “In considering proposals for new industrial sites, including
amendments of the County General Plan and related rezoning, the County will address the
compatibility of the site with established land use patterns, the adequacy of avaitable
infrastructure and services, and the consistency of new sites with policies related to the
protection of natural resources as addressed in relevant sections of the General Plan.”

Page 2-13.

Amend Policy LU-31 as follows, “The County supports the development of industrial land uses
primarily in or adjacent to areas which have been designated and developed for such uses and
which have or can develop the necessary infrastructure to serve such uses, while recognizing that
some types of resource-related industrial uses and processing plants may require or otherwise
warrant relatively remote sites which are removed from standard industrial areas.”

Page 2-14.

Under Goal L-14, add a new policy within the Public Services section to read, “Public facilities
and services should be based upon a projection of reasonably expected population increase and

economic growth, and should recognize the limits of the County’s human, financial, and natural
resources.”

Page 2-14.

Amend Implementation Measure LU-S as follows, “For development projects which are
expected to have significant impacts on school facilities, the County will review and, within the
limitations of its authority, may decide to impose appropriate mitigation measures (e.g., the use
of impact fees, etc.).” "

Page 2-15.

Amend Policy LU36 as follows, “The County recognizes and has generally assigned General
Plan land use designations for lands having high agricultural resource value as "Intensive
Agriculture" or "Crop Land and Prime Grazing Land". It also recognizes the potentially
important agricultural values of some of the areas designated "Extensive Agriculture" or
"Grazing and Sagebrush Environment" for rangeland grazing and other agricultural purposes.”
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Page 2-16.

Policy LU-38. Amend to read, “The County supports the conservation and management of
timber production areas for the production of timber and other multiple uses compatible with
timber production and shall, within the County's authority, protect them these areas from land

uses (e.g., residential development) and factors which would significantly restrict their capacity
for production.

Page 2-17, Goal L-19.
Amend Goal L-19 regarding Public Lands to read, “Multiple use of public lands in ways which
provide for the effective management and protection of natural resources for the public while

optimizing the continuing contribution and support of public land resources in the economy,
lifestyle, and traditions of County residents.”

Page 2-17.

Amend Policy LU40 as follows, “Assuming that the Federal government will realign use of the
Sierra Army Depot as proposed, and recognizing that the Depot was a significant component of
the local economy and that it contains important land and facility resources, including the
Amedee Airstrip, the County shall encourage and facilitate plans for the reuse and conversion of
much of these lands, facilities and resources for productive uses which will generate employment

opportunities, encourage private-sector development (espeera%—fer—m&asfﬁal—pﬂfpeses-) and

otherwise provide positive contributions to the area's economy.’

Page 2-22.
The term “Community Center” is not referenced in the Draft Plan. It would be appropriate to do

so, even if it is only used in the Eagle Lake Area Plan. The term is synonymous with “town
center”.

Page 2-23 (and Land Use Map).

Designate Silver Lake as a “Residential Center”. This would include a notation on the Land Use
Map as well as recognition on Page 2-23.

Page 2-33.

The information on Page 2-33 of the Land Use Element should be supplemented with
information to clarify the County’s use of special ordinances (e.g., Ordinance #454) when needed
to address special parcel size issues. The referenced “6,000 square feet” is the general
“minimum building site” area requirement cited in Lassen County Code Section 18.102.050 for
property utilizing an individual well and a community sewage system. Other County ordinances
do apply to special circumstances, such as at Spalding.

Page 2-29, 2-30.
Acknowledge the wildlife value of lands designated “Intensive Agriculture”.
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Page 2-49.

Under issue: Public Lands, note that BLM and National Forests have substantial responsibility to
provide for livestock grazing among numerous other multiple uses. Include grazing and wildlife
as allowable uses.

NATURAL RESOURCES ELEMENT

Page 3-9.

Amend Implementation Measure NR-D as follows, “Pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act, the County shall consider the impacts of proposed projects on areas having soils of
locally significant agricultural value, whether currently used or not, and shall consider necessary
and appropriate mitigation measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate for the extent of significant
disturbance to those soils.”

Page 3-9.

Amend Implementation Measure NR-G as follows, “The County shalt-develop may adopt a
grading ordinance to establish standards and permitting processes in addition to enforcement of
the Excavation and Grading provisions of the Uniform Building Code to regulate grading
projects which could cause or aggravate conditions for soil erosion related to development
projects.” (FB/CA)

Page 3-9 and Page 4-10.

Duplicated Policies NR-9 and AG-21, shorten the policy as follows, “The County discourages
the development of land having soils of significant agricultural value for purposes other than
agriculture or land uses directly related to agriculture;untess-itis-demenstrated-that-eontrary

ot

et (o tha srmauailolilits: ory alhilaitize Ana 6 At ant wuateranplieefor
creumStances (g, v ulldy airaoty O proniuvitivy CAPCIISCS U SUuIIvIvI watClI Supprivs1Ut

GRS B PPN

o leeeal recaearatherrniiblie-auen caa) A fannd ta ba ax o foptareta thiamaliass
ﬁg{l\,uuuxal HSES O Ot CI PUOTIL PUIPUSLS J dlv fouhriatooCoOveITUIN g TaCtoT S TOU LIS PULIVY .

(FB/CA)

Page 3-13. ,
Add implementation measure for Policy NR-17 in reference to the newly adopted Lassen County
Ground Water Ordinance.

Page 3-20.

Revise Implementation Measure NR-H as follows, “The County shall work with other resource
agencies to identify and map important vegetation resource areas ane in order to implement
resource-specific policies and actions to more efficiently manage those areas.”

Page 3-20.

In Implementation Measure NR-1, reword the first sentence as follows, “Pursuant to the
California Environmental Quality Act, the County shall eonstder-the review the potential for
impacts of proposed projects on vegetation resources and shall require appropriate mitigation
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measures to avoid, reduce, or compensate for the extent of significant adverse impacts.”

Page 3-24.
Last paragraph, change the common name of Astragalus anxius to “Ash Valley milk-vetch”.

Page 3-24.

Table NR-1, Plant Species of Noted Concern. BLM suggests a number of corrections and
additions to this table in their letter dated May 21, 1999. They should be incorporated into a
revision of the table for the final plan.

Page 3-24.
Table NR-1. There are no “list designations” for green prince’s plume, thousand flowered
thelypodium, Hilman’s cleomella, lance-leaved scruf-pea, and Kellog’s sandverbena. (DFG)

Page 3-30.

In regard to “Forest Resources”, Policy NR36 in the Draft Plan reads: “The County supports the
determination of an area's "desired future condition" to help prescribe how an area and its
resources, including timber, should be managed. Specific goals and objectives should then be
developed to achieve that condition. Such objectives may include: sustained-yield forest
management practices, uneven-age individual tree selection and/or group selection
management.” Revise NR36 to read, “In areas having significant forest and timber resources, the
County supports the formulation of resource management goals and objectives which address the

long-term health and diversity of resources in these areas as well as the sustained productivity of
timber products.”

Page 3-35.

Amend Implementation Measure NR-O as follows, “The County will continue to review and,
when warranted, adopt the-need-and-means-for development standards which mitigate the
impacts of development on agricultural land uses in rangeland areas and to place the
responsibility for mitigation on new development. Such standards and mitigation measures shall
include, but not be limited to, fencing standards and the use of setbacks and buffer areas.”

Page 3-35.

Policy NR-44 in the Draft Plan reads: “In order to address environmental concerns regarding
rangelands while continuing to provide for economic and social needs related to resource use and
management of private and public lands, the County supports the development and
implementation of management programs, based on sound biological science, to determine and
progress toward a specified "desired future condition" of management areas.” Revise to read, “In
order to address environmental concerns regarding rangelands while continuing to provide for
economic and social needs related to resource use and management of private and public lands,
the County supports the development and implementation of cooperative resource management

programs, based on sound biological science, to-determine-and-progress-toward-a-speetfied



Planning Commission Recommendations
Page 9

tdesired-future-condition-ef management-areas: which include goals and objectives that address

and provide for the sustained health of rangeland resources.

Pages 3-35 to 3-39.

BLM recommends correcting data regarding the numbers of grazing permits and allotments and
making the background information more consistent with the discussion on Pages 4-19 and 4-20.
The numbers on Page 4-19 are correct. The update should also be corrected in the Final EIR,
page 4.3-3.

Page 3-41.
Add sentence to Policy NR-58, “Reclamation plans that include revegetation shall be monitored
to ensure that planted vegetation successfully satisfies the objectives of the reclamation plan.”

AGRICULTURE ELEMENT

Agriculture Element, General Comment:

The California Department of Conservation emphasized measures that may mitigate or serve as
alternatives to agricultural land conversions which should be incorporated into the General Plan
(to the extent that they are not already included) and discussed in the EIR. These include:

® Directing incompatible or growth-inducing uses to lower quality soils in order to avoid
valuable agricultural lands;

@ Increasing home density, or clustering residential units, to allow a greater portion of the
development area to remain in agricultural production;

® Protecting other farmland through conservation easements (e.g., the Department of

Conservation’s Agricultural Land Stewardship Program, Farmland Security Zone
contracts, or Williamson Act contracts);

® Establishing buffers such as setbacks, berms, greenbelts, and open space areas to separate
farmland from incompatible or growth-inducing uses;

® Implementing right-to-farm ordinances; and

® Adopting long-term farmland protection policies, programs and strategies including those

measures mentioned above.

Most of these recommendations are already incorporated into the plan as examples of programs
to support agriculture. Note for example policies NR-9, AG-4, AG-15, and AG-22. These
recommendations will be considered for further clarification.

Page 4-8.
In Implementation Measure AG-E after the word “findings”, insert for clarity the phrase “under
Policy AG-12" (or whatever number that policy becomes in the final plan).

Page 4-9.
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Revise Policy AG-16 and adopt a related implementation measure. Policy AG-16 will be revised
as follows, “Where proposed residential, commercial or industrial development abuts lands
devoted to agrlculture productlon the non- agrlcultural uses shall be required to incorporate

; cks;an ; ruet-natural-sereens-or g5 to mitigate potential land
use conflicts as conditions of approval for subdivisions or use permits The type and width of
buffer areas shall be determined based on the character, 1nten51ty and sensmvny of the abutting

An Implementation Measure for AG-16 will be added stating, “The County will prepare and
adopt guidelines and regulations to assist in the determination of the appropriate type and scope
of agricultural buffer areas needed in circumstances that warrant the creation of such buffer
areas.”

Page 3-9 and Page 4-10.
Duplicated Policies NR-9 and AG-21, shorten the policy as follows, “The County discourages
the development of land having soils of significant agricultural value for purposes other than

agrlculture or land uses dxrectly related to agrlcultur&ﬁﬂ}es&i{-m-demfnﬁfmfed—ﬂm—eaﬁfmy

Agriculture Element Background Report:

DOC notes that one of the identified potential mitigation measures in the plan to protect
agricultural land is use of conservation easements. They advise the County that the Agricultural
Land Stewardship Program (ALSP), managed by the Division of Land Resource Protection
(DLRP), also provides grant funds to local agencies and nonprofit organizations for acquiring
conservation easements on qualified lands. The DLRP also administers the new Farmland
Security Zone (FSZ) provision of the Williamson Act. FSZ’s provide a twenty-year contract
alternative to continued enrollment of land in a Williamson Act contract. In return for the
longer-term commitment, landowners receive a greater property tax benefit and, according to the
Department of Conservation, protection from specific land use decisions which could jeopardize
agricultural uses. According to the Department of Conservation, the creation of Farmland
Security Zones and the Agricultural Land Stewardship Program now offer a “suite” of
agricultural land conservation tools ranging “from the relatively short-term protection of the
Williamson Act to the virtual perpetuity of ALSP easements.” They propose that these tools
could be strategically applied in Lassen County to implement general plan policies for various
priorities of agricultural land conservation needs.

On the subject of defining “Prime” and otherwise important agricultural lands, and in
consideration of Implementation Measure AG-L in the Draft Plan which proposes a task force to
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clarify the definitions as they apply to Lassen County, the Department of Conservation confirms
that there are various definitions of “prime agricultural land” and “agricultural land” in state
statutes and in common use. If the terms “prime agricultural land”, “prime farmland”, or
“agricultural land” are to be used with a particular program or statute (e.g., Williamson Act,
California Environmental Quality Act, the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act, etc.), the
definition for the particular statute must be used.

The California Department of Conservation has referred to its “Important Farmland Series” maps
to indicate farmland categories based on soil quality, but noted that unfortunately such a map
only exists for a small area at the very southern end of the County. Therefore, the Department
recommends that agricultural land may be identified as defined by Government Code Section
51201 ( ¢ ) of the Williamson Act. This would include land which has at least one of the
following qualities:

° All land which qualifies as Class I or Class II in the Soil Conservation Service’s Land
Capability Classification (LCC);
L Land which rates 80 through 100 in the Storie Index Rating.

® Land which supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber which has an
annual carrying capacity of at least one animal unit per acre, as defined by the U.S.
Department of Agriculture;

® Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops which have a -

nonbearing period of less than five years and which will normally return during the
commercial bearing period at least $200 per acre each year; and

® Land which has produced a crop with an annual gross value of not less than $200 per acre
for three of the previous five years.

(It should be noted, however, that there are problems with these definitions. For example, the
$200 per acre figure (which was adopted in 1965) is obsolete due to inflation and fluctuating
market prices. Revisions and updating of the criteria has been proposed on several occasions but
have never been put into effect.)

Page 4-24.
Correct reference to California Food and Agriculture Code Section 17123 (c ) describing Lassen
County as one of the open range grazing counties in California.

WILDLIFE ELEMENT

General Wildlife Element Comment:
The term “wildlife” should generally include “fish and wildlife” in the element text, policies and
implementation measures unless it is obviously not applicable.
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Page 5-4.

Revise Policy WE-2 as follows: “The County supports the cooperative identification of "areas of
significant wildlife value" or similar designations for areas where it is demonstrated by sound
biological science that the habitat values are of eritteal significant importance to the health and/or
survival of one or more species of wildlife. The County may apply a special designation to these
areas, and/or agree to support specific resource management objectives, policies and regutations
voluntary programs to protect wildlife resources w1thm these areas. Beﬁgﬂafed—meas—ef

Page 5-4, 5-5.
Amend Implementation Measure WE-A as follows, “The County will work with local
stakeholders zncludmg property owners, agrzcultural orgamzatzons sportsmen groups the

public and rese

Maﬁageﬁmﬂ,—aﬂd—eﬂm applicable state and Federal resource management agencies, and the
general public to develop and implement a cooperative "Lassen County Wildlife Resources
Management Program". This program, which will be modeled after the Coordinated Resources
Management Plan (CRMP) process, will define and identify important wildlife habitats and
related issues and preseribe propose specific management objectives including objectives which
address the destred current and future condition of resources in these speeiat-habitat areas. The
program will propose policies and actions by which the County, stakeholders and the involved
agencies can work together to manage related wildlife resources in balance with other land use
and resource management objectives.”

Page 5-5.

Proposed new Implementation Measure to follow Policy WE-2 and Implementation Measure
WE-A, “The County encourages and supports the development and implementation of a
voluntary and cooperative land and resource management program by land owners and
representative organizations (e.g., the Lassen County Farm Bureau, the Cattlemen’s Association,
Resource Conservation Districts, etc.) which proposes goals, objectives and actions to protect
wildlife resources on private lands in Lassen County. Such a program could become a major
component of the proposed Lassen County Wildlife Management Program.”

Page 5-5.
Implementation Measure WE-B. Replace the term “critical” with the term “important” in this
measure and elsewhere in the Plan when used in the same context.

Page 5-5.
Add an implementation measure stating, “The County will encourage cooperation with state and
federal agencies to make wildlife habitat and resource maps used for land use and resource
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planning available to the public. Appropriate local agencies and organizations will be given
opportunities to review these maps and comment on their accuracy and validity.”

Page 5-8.

In Policy WE-14, change “should” to “shall” to read, “The Department of Fish and Game sheutd
shall annually provide results of wildlife counts and related data (e.g., herd counts, buck-doe
ratios, etc.) to the County Fish and Game Commission and the public in a timely manner so that
the Commission and the public can review and comment on the data and on proposed state
regulations and management policies related to this information (e.g., hunting season
specifications, bag limits, etc.) prior to adoption.”

Page 5-8.

Add a new Goal, Policy and Implementation Measure pertaining to upland habitat areas after
Goal W-4. The new goal would be, “To protect and enhance important upland habitat areas
which include bitterbrush, mountain mahogany and aspen.” The proposed policy is, “The
County supports cooperative efforts to protect and enhance wildlife habitat values of upland
vegetation communities of bitterbrush, mountain mahogany and aspen.”

Furthermore, a related implementation measure is proposed to read in effect, “In consideration of
proposed development projects which may affect vegetation communities of bitterbrush,
mountain mahogany and aspen which provide important upland habitat, the County will review
the proposals for potential impacts through the CEQA process and require appropriate mitigation
measures to avoid and mitigate significant adverse impacts.”

Page 5-13.
Regarding juniper, add perspective to the background discussion that BLM contends that juniper
is not an “invasive” species but rather a “native increaser’” species.

Page 5-13.
Regarding Montane Riparian habitat, add that loss of bank stability is a factor which limits and
adversely affects riparian habitat health.

Page 5-15.

Regarding Low Sage habitat, clarify the first sentence that in connection with ponds, lakes,
marshes and cliffs within the general low sage habitat, there are even more species than are
otherwise associated with the general habitat.

Page 5-15.

Change “some” to “many” in the fifth paragraph regarding the number of areas which are
capable of supporting riparian vegetation in Lassen County but no longer do because they are so
deeply eroded.
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Page 5-16.

In the third paragraph regarding bitterbrush, add that the desirability of the “Janesville” strain
extends throughout the western states and Federal land and wildlife agencies, not just the
Department [of Fish and Game]. The “Janesville” nursery cultivar was developed by the Forest
Service in Utah and is widely used in Idaho, Oregon and Nevada.

Page 5-17.

Regarding sagebrush habitat, add that bitterbrush is found in several ecological sites within the
sagebrush habitat. Clarify conditions of use by pronghorn and add that sagebrush habitat usually
recovers readily from impacts which result from utility corridor construction.

Page 5-17.
Under sagebrush habitat, mention that Lassen County has the largest population of sage grouse

of any county in California. This very important upland game bird is completely dependant upon
sagebrush for its survival.

Page 5-18.
Substitute “important” for the term “critical” habitat in the second paragraph.

Page 5-20.
Amend first sentence under Habitat Management Programs as, “Approximately 63 percent of

Lassen County is public land which is managed for multipte a variety of uses including wildlife
habitat.” ‘

Page 5-20.
DFG expressed concern and requests clarification that the first paragraph under “Habitat
Management Programs” implies that vast amounts of land are managed exclusively for wildlife

habitat rather than multiple uses including timber, livestock and mining. This should be clarified
per DFG’s comments.

Page 5-21.

Incorporate reference to the manner in which “desired future conditions” for rangelands were
established for BLM-administered lands in northeastern California and northwestern Nevada
under the direction of 43 Code of Federal Regulations Part 4180. This process was conducted
through the work of the NorCal East Resource Advisory Council (RAC) when they established
rangeland health standards. The RAC, an appointed group of citizens which included
representation from Lassen and Modoc Counties, completed the task in 1998.

Page 5-22.
Expand discussion of the Biscar Wildlife Area as a federal wildlife management area and
wildlife viewing area managed in coordination with CDFG.
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Page 5-24.

Amend reference to the 1990 DFG report to state that the report includes a variety of sites and
give examples of sites, to consist of all currently cited except LAS-002, High Rock Springs, and
LAS-003, Lower McBride Springs, which will not be cited.

Add reference after list that the Pine Dunes site is also a BLM Research Natural Area and Area
of Critical Environmental Concern and other corrections from BLM letter regarding milk-vetch,
etc., on the list of “significant natural area” sites.

Page 5-25.
Change the term “wildlife areas” in the second paragraph, first line, to “significant natural areas”
to avoid confusion with state-owned lands identified on pages 5-21 and 5-22.

Page 5-29.
Note that California’s Endangered Species Act does not address habitat of species as does the
Federal Endangered Species Act.

Page 5-30.
Refine discussion of the consultation roles under the Endangered Species Act on public lands.
(Per BLM letter dated May 21, 1999)

Page 5-32.

More discussion of Eagle Lake Trout is requested to emphasize that the proposed listing of the
Eagle Lake Trout as an endangered species was dropped because the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service determined that the cooperation of federal agencies, state agencies, and private interests
through the Pine Creek CRMP group, as well as the commitment of the Eagle Lake Interagency
Board of Directors to recovering and maintaining healthy, viable populations of the trout,
precluded the need to list it as endangered.

Page 5-32.
Expand the background section on predators.

Page 5-34.
In third paragraph, clarify that Bulletin 11 was only concerned with expenditures by deer,
antelope and sage grouse hunters and not hunters in general.

Pages 5-38 and 5-39.

In Table WE-2, no state agency other than the DFG has responsibility for the status of each
species. Therefore, it is redundant to show a separate status for State and F&G. Those cases
where status is “none” should be eliminated. May need to add Mountain sucker (Catostomus
platyrhynchus) and Sacramento perch (Archoplites interruptus), which are both “species of
special concern” that do occur in Lassen County.
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