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9 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO  
ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES 

This section of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) contains comment letters received on the Draft 
EIR (DEIR). This section also includes the oral comments received during a public hearing before the Yuba 
County Board of Supervisors on February 9th, 2011. In conformance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15088(a), written responses to comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the DEIR were 
prepared, including both written and oral comments. 

The focus of the responses to comments is on the disposition of significant environmental issues that are raised in 
the comments, as specified by Section 15088(c) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

9.1 LIST OF COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

Table 9-1 each comment letter date, the author of the comment letter, and an abbreviation for each comment 
letter. 

Table 9-1 
List of Commenters 

Date Agency/Person Letter 

December 15, 2010 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Dan Radulescu, EJD, P.E. CPSWQ 

CVRWQCB 

December 22, 2010 Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist 

CVFPB 

December 27, 2010 Native American Heritage Commission 
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst 

NAHC 

January 20, 2011 California Department of Transportation 
Mike Bartlett, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning - North 

Caltrans 

January 20, 2011 California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics – 
M.S. #40 
Philip Crimmins, Aviation Environmental Specialist 

DOT AERO 

January 28, 2011 Dobbins Oregon House Action Committee (DOACT) DOACT 

January 31, 2011 Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission 
John Benoit, Executive Officer 

LAFCo 

February 4, 2011 Frances Hofman Hofman 

February 7, 2011 Browns Valley Irrigation District 
Walter Cotter, General Manager 

BVID 

February 7, 2011 Charles Sharp Sharp 1 

February 8, 2011 Greg and Shirley Crompton Crompton 

February 8, 2011 Woodbury Property 
Tiffany K. Wright of Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley 

Woodbury 
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Table 9-1 
List of Commenters 

Date Agency/Person Letter 

February 9, 2011 North State Building Industry Association 
Dennis M. Rogers, Senior Vice President, Government and Public 
Affairs 

BIA 

February 9, 2011 Deborah Byrne Byrne 1 

February 9, 2011 Deborah Byrne Byrne 2 

February 9, 2011 Deborah Byrne Byrne 3 

February 9, 2011 City of Wheatland 
Tim Raney, Community Development Director 

Wheatland 

February 9, 2011 Henry Davis Davis 

February 9, 2011 Linda Fire Protection District 
Richard H. Webb, Chief 

Linda Fire  

February 9, 2011 Marysville Joint Unified School District 
Mark Allgire, Assistant Superintendent Business Services 

MJUSD 

February 9, 2011 Oregon House/Dobbins Community Oregon House/ 
Dobbins Comm.  

February 9, 2011 Charles Sharp Sharp 2 

February 9, 2011 Charles Sharp Sharp 3 

February 9, 2011 Wheatland Fire Authority 
Joe Waggershauser, Fire Chief 

Wheatland Fire 

February 9, 2011 Yuba County Water Agency 
Scott Matyac, Water Resources Manager 

YCWA 

February 9, 2011 County of Yuba Fish and Game Commission 
Deborah Byrne, Chair 

Yuba FGC 

February 11, 2011 Feather River Air Quality Management District 
Sondra Spaethe, Air Quality Planner 

FRAQMD 
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9.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DEIR 

The written comments received on the DEIR and the responses to those comments are provided in this section. 
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Letter 
CVRWQCB 
Response 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Dan Radulescu, EJD, P.E. CPSWQ 
December 15, 2010 

  
1 This comment indicates that adoption of the draft 2030 General Plan would lead to an 

increase in impervious surfaces in unincorporated portions of the County through urban 
development. The DEIR acknowledges the potential for an increase in impervious 
surfaces to result in impacts on sensitive habitats (Chapter 4.4, Impacts 4.4-3 and 4.4-5). 
The mitigation that would reduce these impacts is described in responses 3 and 4 below. 

2 This comment indicates that CVRWQCB supports consideration of the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative as the preferred alternative. This comment is noted. 

3 This comment indicates that the EIR should include mitigation to reduce impacts to 
biological resources identified in Chapter 4.4. The comment refers to 14 Cal. Code of 
Regulations Section 15370 which defines mitigation. The DEIR provides the text of 
relevant Draft 2030 General Plan policies, including such policies as NR5.8 which 
requires avoidance of impacts to wetlands where possible, and where not possible, 
replacement at no net-loss basis as required under federal law. Other relevant policies 
include NR5.1 which requires evaluation of the potential for individual projects under 
buildout to result in impacts on biological resources. Because these policies and actions 
from the Draft 2030 General plan describe the avoidance, minimization and 
compensation for impacts that would be applied during review and implementation of 
future projects under the General Plan they are consistent with the requirements of 
Section 15370. 

4 This comment indicates that development under the Draft 2030 General Plan is regulated 
by Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ. The comment further indicates that this order requires 
post-construction best management practices that protect water quality and control runoff 
flow. The relevant text of this order indicates that “The permittee must require long-term 
post-construction BMPs that protect water quality and control runoff flow, to be 
incorporated into development and significant redevelopment projects” (SWRCB 
2003:6). Chapter 4.9, Hydrology and Water Quality describes numerous policies that are 
included in the Draft 2030 General Plan that would reduce the water quality impacts of 
development and ensure compliance with these permit conditions. For example, Policy 
HS3.4 explicitly states that new developments shall be designed to minimize and control 
surface runoff discharges in compliance with the permit standards and receiving water 
limitations administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Policy CD15.6 
indicates that new developments (public and private) should use Low Impact 
Development, Natural Drainage Systems, and other best management practices that 
reduce the rate of runoff, filter out pollutants, and facilitate groundwater infiltration. 
These policies thus require the BMPs that this comment suggests. RWQCB permit 
requirements will help to implement Order No 2003-0005 DWQ. 
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Letter 
CVFPB 

Response 

Central Valley Flood Protection Board 
James Herota, Staff Environmental Scientist 
December 22, 2010 

  
1 This comment indicates that the project includes lands and features under the jurisdiction 

of the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFPB). The comment further describes 
the specific kinds of activities that require a permit from the board. This comment has 
been noted. The Draft 2030 General Plan, by itself, does not include any physical 
construction that is regulated or permitted by the CVFPB. 
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Letter 
NAHC 

Response 

Native American Heritage Commission 
Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst 
December 27, 2010 

  
1 This comment letter recommends that a record search for cultural resources be performed 

at the North Central Information Center and that the Sacred Lands File with the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) should be checked for the proposed project. 
A record search was performed for the entire County, excluding areas of federal land, 
which are not subject to the control of Yuba County. The Draft 2030 General Plan, by 
itself, does not approve any ground disturbing land uses. Future review of project-level 
actions under the plan will include record searches and consultation with the NAHC as 
necessary, as described in Chapter 4.5 Cultural Resources. See also policies and the 
action included in the Natural Resources Element of the Draft General Plan under the 
heading, “Cultural Resources,” including, but not limited to: 

Policy NR6.1 The County will require environmental assessment and 
mitigation to reduce or avoid impacts to significant cultural 
resources, as feasible, per state and federal legislation and 
regulations. 

Policy NR6.2 If potential paleontological or prehistoric resources are detected 
during construction, work shall stop and consultation is required 
to avoid further impacts. 

Policy NR6.3 New developments, roads, water and sewer lines, and 
stormwater infrastructure should be located to avoid impacts to 
significant cultural resources. 

Policy NR6.4 The County will encourage adaptive reuse of historic structures 
in a way that maintains the character defining elements of the 
historic structure. 

Policy NR6.5 Priority investment should go to preserving or rehabilitating 
historic structures that are grouped in close proximity, are 
particularly good examples of a specific architectural style, or 
are associated with important people or events in the County’s 
history. 

Policy NR6.6 The County will disseminate information to property owners 
regarding tax incentives and other federal and state programs 
that support the rehabilitation of historic structures. 

Action NR6.1 Environmental Review and Mitigation. 

Building on the analysis in the General Plan Program EIR, new development projects 
that could have significant adverse impacts to prehistoric or historic resources will be 
required to assess impacts and provide mitigation. The following steps, or those deemed 
equally effective by the County, will be followed: 

► Request information from the Native American Heritage Commission regarding 
Native American groups that may have important sites in areas that could be affected 
by project development. 
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► Involve the local Native American community in determining the appropriate 
mitigation of impacts to significant prehistoric sites. 

► Consult the County’s historic and cultural resources database and updated 
information from the North Central Information Center regarding cultural resource 
sites, structures, or landscapes that could be affected by project activities. 

► Based upon the sensitivity of the subject proposed project area (see Exhibit NR-6), 
additional technical work may be required. Where a cultural resources survey has 
not been performed: 

• a pedestrian survey may be required in areas of low sensitivity; 

• a pedestrian survey will be required in areas of moderate and high sensitivity; 
and 

• Based on findings of the pedestrian survey, additional technical studies may be 
required, such as geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis, Native American 
consultation, ethnographic studies, or other analysis scaled according to the 
nature of the individual project. 

► For new developments that would alter historic structures (structures 50 years old or 
older), a qualified architectural historian shall conduct a record search and assess 
the potential for the project to result in significant impacts to historical resources 
that occur as part of the existing built environment. 

► Determination of impacts, significance, and mitigation (i.e., site monitors, avoidance, 
and/or other measures) shall be made by a qualified professional archaeologist or 
architectural historian, as appropriate. 

► If impacts cannot be avoided through project design, appropriate and feasible 
treatment measures are required. Such measures may consist of, but are not limited 
to actions such as data recovery excavations, photographic documentation, or 
preparation of design drawings documenting the resource subject to significant 
impacts. 

► Provide the North Central Information Center with appropriate California 
Department of Parks and Recreation site record forms and cultural resources reports 
documenting resources that may be identified through technical work performed to 
review projects accommodated under the 2030 General Plan. 

► If human remains are discovered during construction of projects occurring under 
General Plan buildout, the project proponent and landowner shall comply with 
California Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 and California Public Resources 
Code Section 7050.5. 

Related Goals: Goal NR6 

Agency/Department: Community Development and Services Agency 

Funding Source:  Project applicant funds 
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Time Frame:  Ongoing, as construction occurs under the General Plan 

Action NR6.2 Paleontological Resources 

If potential paleontological resources are detected during construction, work shall stop 
and consultation is required to avoid further impacts. Actions after work stoppage will be 
designed to avoid significant impacts to the greatest extent feasible. These measures 
could include construction worker education, consultation with a qualified 
paleontologist, coordination with experts on resource recovery and curation of 
specimens, and/or other measures, as appropriate. 

Related Goals: Goal NR6 

Agency/Department: Community Development and Services Agency 

Funding Source:  Project applicant funds 

Time Frame:  Ongoing, as construction occurs under the General Plan 
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Letter 

Caltrans 
Response 

California Department of Transportation 
Mike Bartlett, Chief, Office of Transportation Planning - North 
January 20, 2011 

  
1 The commenter suggests that Section 4.13 of the DEIR, “Transportation and Traffic,” 

should be revised to note that the purpose of state highway facilities is to serve regional 
and interregional travel. 

This comment is noted and the requested change has been made. Please refer to Section 
4.13 under the heading, “State Highways.” 

2 The commenter indicates that the SACOG 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) 
indicates a plan to expand the 5th Street Bridge between the City of Marysville and the 
City of Yuba City to six lanes. 

According to the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), in materials 
presented during the October 2010 MTP workshops, the 5th Street Bridge is planned to be 
widened from two to four lanes, not six lanes as suggested by the commenter (SACOG 
2010). It is further noted that the 5th Street Bridge Project Study Report/Project Report 
(PSR/PR) is an on-going multi-agency study that is evaluating various improvement 
options for the Twin City Memorial Bridge. Alternatives being considered include 
replacement in kind with a new two-lane structure, and replacement with a four-lane 
structure. These alternatives are being analyzed under a year 2035 design year. Thus, 
planning and environmental clearance for the bridge replacement is contemplating no 
more than four lanes. 

3 This comment suggests that the County’s traffic mitigation fee program update should 
include projects on state highways. Related topics are addressed in the Circulation section 
of the Community Development Element under the heading “Regional Transportation 
Planning.” Of particular relevance are the policies under Goal CD18, including, “Action 
CD18.1 Regional Traffic Fee Program.” This action indicates that the County will 
coordinate with cities and surrounding counties to develop and implement a regional fee 
program to address non-County transportation facilities (including state facilities). The 
regional mitigation fee program is to be designed to address cumulative regional 
transportation needs on a fair-share basis for new specific plans and new developments. 
Action CD18.1 has been revised to add specific mention of state highway facilities. 

In addition, the State has access to State Transportation Improvement Program funds 
(including the Interregional Improvement Program) and local agency shares of State 
Transportation Improvement Program (Regional Improvement Program) funding 
administered by SACOG. 

4 This comment suggests a revision to Policy CD16.10, which broadly discusses fair-share 
funding for transportation facilities necessary to serve new projects, to specifically call 
out state facilities. 

This policy is not intended to distinguish between different types of transportation 
facilities. The point of the policy is that level of service (LOS) will not be used for 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) analysis and mitigation, in general, but 
that fair-share funding would still be required of projects. This policy is not intended to 
get into detail about which levels of facilities would be addressed by fair-share funding. It 
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would create asymmetry to point out one specific piece of the transportation system that 
is funded by a combination of local and regional contributions while not calling out other 
components by name. There is a section of the Community Development Element, 
however, where this policy content would be appropriate. Policy CD18.7, which is 
presented a few pages later in the Community Development Element, does include 
specific reference to fair-share funding for Caltrans facilities. 

5 This comment suggests that the County should add a policy about protecting adequate 
right-of-way for new and expanded state highway facilities. 

The County has revised Policy CD16.7 to address this comment, adding the following 
text, “New developments in areas adjacent to state highways may be required to dedicate 
right-of-way to accommodate expansion of these facilities.” 

6 This comment requests that the County revise the General Plan to note that improvements 
to the state highway system are a shared responsibility between Yuba County and 
Caltrans. 

This topic is addressed in the paragraphs under “Regional Transportation Planning” in the 
Community Development Element: 

“County’s transportation facilities are planned in coordination with state, 
regional, and local transportation investment programs. With 
development accommodated under the General Plan, state highways and 
interchanges in Yuba County will need to be improved and expanded. 
These improvements may include widening, realigning and reconfiguring 
interchanges and associated ramps. It may also involve realigning and 
improving the County roads in the vicinity of the state highway 
system...Regional transportation planning and infrastructure funding are 
very important to the County’s circulation goals and the County will 
coordinate with other local agencies, regional agencies, and state and 
federal agencies in regional transportation planning efforts.” 

In addition, this topic is also addressed in Policy CD18.1, Policy 18.4, Policy CD18.7, 
and Policy CD18.8. 

7 This comment notes that State Route 70 (SR 70) has recently undergone a conversion 
from two-lane highway to freeway in Yuba County and that bicycle access is prohibited 
between these locations, with Feather River Boulevard serving as an alternate route. 

The recent improvements to SR 70 between the SR 65/70 interchange and Feather River 
Boulevard are described in several areas of the DEIR (including page 4.13-3 and Table 
4.13-4).  

8 This comment discusses the third Feather River bridge. The comment notes that the third 
Feather River Bridge is discussed in the EIR but not in the SACOG MTP as a project that 
will be constructed by 2030. 

The SACOG MTP traffic analysis was based on substantially lower levels of 
development in Yuba County when compared to the 2030 General Plan buildout totals. 
Lower levels of development in the MTP analysis would likely have shown fewer 
benefits associated with a third Feather River bridge than was shown in the DEIR. It is 
worth noting that the County’s Vehicular Circulation Diagram (Exhibit Community 



2030 General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
Yuba County 9-19 Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

Development-13) also shows SR 20 widening from two to four lanes from Loma Rica 
Road to Ramirez Street. This state highway improvement is warranted based on General 
Plan buildout, but is excluded from the SACOG MTP for reasons similar to those listed 
above. The DEIR also includes analysis of various growth scenarios with lower 
development estimates that would not require a third Feather River bridge.  

The commenter correctly states that the existing SR 70/Erle Road interchange does not 
have sufficient capacity to accommodate added traffic from a third Feather River bridge. 
To address this situation, Table 4.13-4 identifies this interchange as a recommended 
improvement. The County and Caltrans have started evaluating improvement options at 
the interchange as part of the Project Study Report for the Goldfields Parkway. 

9 This comment requests a copy of the final Community Development Element (which 
includes circulation) and the FEIR. 

County staff will provide Caltrans with the requested notification and documentation.  



LaneG
Text Box
DOT AERO

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Typewritten Text
1

LaneG
Typewritten Text
2

LaneG
Typewritten Text
3



LaneG
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Line

LaneG
Typewritten Text
3 cont'd

LaneG
Typewritten Text
4

LaneG
Typewritten Text
5



AECOM  2030 General Plan Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 9-22 Yuba County 

 
Letter 

DOT AERO 
Response 

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics – M.S. #40 
Philip Crimmins, Aviation Environmental Specialist 
January 20, 2011 

  
1 This comment indicates that the DOT is a funding agency for airport projects and has 

jurisdiction over public-use and special-use airports and heliports. This comment is 
noted. 

2 This comment indicates that prior to revision of a general plan that encompasses lands 
within the planning boundary of an airport land use commission (ALUC) the relevant city 
or county must refer the draft general plan to the relevant ALUC for review. Yuba 
County has provided the draft 2030 General Plan to the ALUC for review. 

3 This comment indicates that general plans must incorporate policies that commit the 
county to adopting criteria for determining the consistency of mapped land uses with 
airports. The exact criteria need not be incorporated into the general plan, but the general 
plan must acknowledge that until such criteria are adopted, proposals for development 
within the airport area of influence must be referred to the ALUC for review. This 
comment is noted. The General Plan includes policies and actions requiring collaboration 
with the ALUC and Beale Air Force relative to land use compatibility. Please refer to the 
Public Health & Safety Element, starting with Goal HS4. 

4 This comment adds detail to comment DOT AERO 3 above, indicating that proposals 
should be referred to Beale Air Force Base, Yuba County Airport and Brownsville 
Aeropines Airport to ensure compatibility with future as well as existing airport 
operations. 

5 This comment further recommends that Yuba County contact Caltrans District 3 in 
Marysville, California to consult regarding surface transportation issues. This comment is 
noted. Caltrans District 3 was notified and provided written comments on the DEIR. 
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down trees even when this is done to comply with State clearance requirements. County 
permits seldom come without costs and inconveniences.  Homeowners, and future 
homeowners, must be allowed to clear vegetation to comply with fire safety 
requirements, and also, when other safety issues and desired aesthetics are involved. A 
requirement to get a permit and pay a fee to achieve fire safety or to save another tree 
from infestation is likely to do more harm than good. It can contribute to breeding 
disrespect for the law, and/or inhibit incentive to make properties fire safe or more 
aesthetically pleasing. Such clearing should not be regulated in the manner set forth or 
"enabled" under Goal NR10! 
 
Surface/Ground Water 

Comment:  

Policy NR12.1 “The County will manage land use change in a 
way that prevents overdraft of groundwater supplies, protects overlying groundwater 
rights, and ensures that the combined use of surface and groundwater resources provides 
for current and future water demand.” 

This policy may prevent the drilling of wells and has broad implications in 
regards to drilling a well for domestic water supplies. In particular, the soil hydrology of 
the fractured rock geology of the foothills is poorly understood and little data exists on 
the overall availability of ground water supplies. Policy NR12.1 opens up the possibility 
of prohibiting the drilling of any domestic use wells, since, because there is a such a 
scarcity of data, it could be determined that any well may negatively impact groundwater 
resources and thus needs to be restricted. 

 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

 
DEIR issues:  
 
Inconsistencies of the Plan and the EIR: e.g. EIR says the County cannot meet the State’s 
standards; inaccurate language in the EIR states that the Foothills are not in danger from 
wildfires  

 

 
There is a need for an extended public comment period on the 600-plus page EIR. 

 
Other: 

We citizens have been “put on notice” (see Purpose-1) that this Plan is going to change 
our way of life. This is troubling. 
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Letter 

DOACT 
Response 

 
 
January 28, 2011 

  
1 The comment identifies several concerns with the policy language of the Draft General 

Plan. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not include any 
substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional 
response is required. 

2 This comment suggests that there are inconsistencies between the Draft General Plan and 
the EIR without elaborating. It is possible that the commenter is suggesting that the Draft 
General Plan may establish policy intent related to an environmental topic for the purpose 
of later policy analysis at the project level, but the General Plan EIR concludes that for 
implementation of the General Plan, the County is unable to demonstrate with substantial 
evidence that this policy intent is met. However, without any explanation from the 
commenter, it is not possible to respond further. The comment states that the DEIR 
inaccurately states that the foothill area is not in danger of wildfire. Impact 4.8-6 in 
Section 4.8, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the DEIR states that the majority of 
lands in the foothills and mountainous portions of the County are within high risk fire 
zones, as mapped by CAL FIRE and that fire hazard is greatest in the foothill and mountain 
areas of the County. 

3 The comment states that an extended public comment period is needed for the DEIR. The 
public comment period for the DEIR is based on, and follows all requirements under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of the Draft EIR was 
filed with the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency and 
was circulated for public comments from June 17th, 2010 through July 16th, 2010. The 
County prepared, noticed, published, and circulated, a DEIR for review.  A Notice of 
Completion (“NOC”) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the Office of 
Planning and Research on December 10th, 2010 to invite comments. The County provided 
a longer period of time than required in order to allow greater public review and input. An 
official 60-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was established by the Office of 
Planning and Research. The public comment period began on December 10, 2010 and 
ended on February 9, 2011. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was mailed to 
all interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in 
writing on December 10, 2010. The NOA stated that the County has completed the Draft 
EIR and that copies were available at www.yubavision2030.org, the Yuba County 
Community Services & Development Services Agency, Planning Department, 915 8th 
Street, Suite 123, Marysville, or at the Yuba County Public Library, 303 2nd Street, 
Marysville. A public notice was placed in the Appeal-Democrat on December 10, 2010, 
which stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and comment. A public 
notice was posted in the office of the Yuba County Clerk on December 10, 2010. 

4 The comment alleges that the General Plan suggests that the Plan will change the way of 
life for citizens. The comment is unrelated to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
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Letter 
LAFCo 

Response 

Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission 
John Benoit, Executive Officer 
January 31, 2011 

  
1 The comment discusses responsible agency responsibilities and Local Agency Formation 

Commission (LAFCO) responsibilities. LAFCO indicates a desire to use the County’s 
General Plan EIR for CEQA compliance in approving sphere of influence changes and 
other changes of organization. The above comments are noted by the County. Please refer 
to Section 1.7 of the EIR, which includes a number of actions for which the General Plan 
EIR may be used, including LAFCO actions. 

The comment requests modification of wording in Section 1.7 on page 1-9 of the DEIR. 
The requested change has been made. 

2 The comment requests additional language to be added to Section 3.6.3 on page 3-15 of 
the DEIR. The requested language has been added. 

3 The comment requests a copy of the FEIR be sent to LAFCO. A copy will be sent to 
LAFCO when available. 
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Letter 

Hofman 
Response 

 
Frances Hofman 
February 4, 2011 

  
1 The comment states that the commenter’s existing ranch operations are disrupted by new 

development in the area. The comment further states that roadway improvements near 
commenter’s property will induce growth. Conversion of agricultural land to non-
agricultural use is analyzed in Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry Resources,” of the 
DEIR. Impact 4.10-4 in Section 4.10, “Land Use Planning, Population, and Housing,” of 
the DEIR analyzes potential growth inducing impacts of the 2030 General Plan. 

2 The comment expresses concern about new development interferences with commenter’s 
existing agricultural operations. Section 4.2, “Agriculture and Forestry resources,” of the 
DEIR analyzes impacts to agriculture lands and includes discussion of 2030 General Plan 
policies intended to reduce conflicts between agricultural operations and adjacent uses. 

3 The comment expresses concern about flooding in the area of the commenter’s property. 
Section 4.9, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the DEIR discusses existing conditions 
and analyzes potential impacts related to flooding. The comment does not suggest that the 
analysis in the DEIR is inadequate or flawed in any way. 

This comment also requests that a certain portion of property be designated for 
development. This is a question of policy that is unrelated to the adequacy of the EIR in 
addressing environmental impacts of implementation of the General Plan. 

4 The comment states that commenter intends to continue agricultural operations, but 
would like property identified for development. The comment is related to Yuba County 
policy and does not relate to the adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is 
required. 
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Letter 
BVID 

Response 

Browns Valley Irrigation District 
Walter Cotter, General Manager 
February 7, 2011 

  
1 The comment requests correction throughout the EIR referencing Merle Collins 

Reservoir. The requested changes have been made. 

2 The comment provides detailed information about Collins Reservoir. The comment 
confirms information already in the DEIR. 

3 The comment suggests revised language to clarify descriptions of Collins Reservoir. The 
requested changes have been made. 

4 The comment provides clarification and correction regarding recreation at Collins 
Reservoir. Changes have been made to reflect this information. 

5 This comment indicates that the characterization of water rights held by BVID in Table 
4.14-1 of the DEIR is inaccurate. The text of Table 4.14-1 provided in the DEIR has been 
deleted and replaced with a general discussion of water use in Yuba County based 
primarily upon the YCWA IRWMP. In addition the requirement that YCWA coordinate 
with the senior water right holders described in this comment has been noted in the text 
of Section 4.14. This comment is included in this FEIR in its entirety to supplement the 
discussion in Section 4.14 of the EIR. 

6 This comment objects to the content of Table 4.14-1 provided in the DEIR. As described 
above and in response to comments submitted from YCWA this text has been deleted. 
The revised discussion characterizes existing patterns of water use and projected 
increases in water demand. This comment is included in this FEIR in its entirety to 
supplement the discussion in Section 4.14 of the EIR. 

7 The comment provides correction regarding BVID’s hydroelectric plant. Changes have 
been made to reflect this information. 
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Letter 

Sharp 1 
Response 

 
Charles Sharp 
February 7, 2011 

  
1 The comment suggests that there is an inconsistency between Action HS5.1 and 

discussion on page 5-21 of the DEIR. Action HS5.1 states that a GHG reduction plan will 
be designed with the goal of achieving AB 32 mandates. The General Plan includes a 
wide range of policies and actions (summarized in Table 4.7-4 of the DEIR) that will 
reduce GHG emissions and promote consistency with the mandates of AB 32. Many of 
the County’s policies will have significant and positive impacts on VMT reduction, 
which translates to large reductions in GHG emissions, while some will make a smaller 
contribution. However, because of the large amount of development and potential for 
simultaneous construction of multiple sites, taken together with modeled emissions, 
implementation of the 2030 General Plan could result in, or substantially contribute to 
GHG emissions. Although the policies and actions would reduce GHG emissions, the 
County cannot at this time based on Countywide policy in the General Plan demonstrate 
that the 2030 General Plan would have GHG emissions per service population at a level 
needed statewide to achieve the AB 32 target. Therefore, the County drafted Action 
HS5.1, which provides extensive and specific guidance on the performance standard for 
this follow-on action. Please refer to Section 4.7 of the EIR for more detailed 
information. 

2 This comment asks about the County’s intent for achieving “fair-share” GHG reductions. 
Please refer to the response to Comment 1, Section 4.7 of the EIR (including Table 4.7-
4), and the Draft 2030 General Plan, which explain in detail the County’s approach to 
minimizing GHG emissions. The comment expresses concern about inconsistencies 
within the General Plan. Please refer to the response to Comment 1. 
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Letter 
Crompton 
Response 

 
Greg and Shirley Crompton 
February 8, 2011 

  
1 The comment expresses concern about the adequacy of evacuation routes during a 

wildfire and policies that would affect emergency access and evacuation. Several Health 
& Safety Element policies and actions have been revised in relation to wildfire risk, 
particularly in foothill communities. Specifically, Actions HS2.1 and HS2.2 have been 
revised in relation to adequate evacuation routes and emergency vehicle access. 

The County has made revisions to the Public Health & Safety Element to clarify policies 
and actions related to reducing the potential for risk related to wildfire. The County’s 
policies in the draft and revised General Plan are designed to protect people and property 
from wildland and urban fire risk and create more fire-resilient communities. Existing 
state regulations related to wildfire risk will be required as a part of new developments 
that could be accommodated under the General Plan higher fire risk areas. Projects will 
be conditioned, as appropriate, to ensure defensible space, fire-wise landscaping, fuel 
breaks, emergency access, fire flow, hydrants, sprinkler systems, fire stations and other 
improvements and conditions. New developments are required to pay on a fair-share 
basis for fire stations, equipment, and other fire suppression improvements necessary to 
provide adequate fire protection services. All community water systems serving new 
development projects are required to meet or exceed County minimum standards for 
provision of water for fire flows.  

Emergency access and evacuation routes are comprehensively addressed both in County 
policy and actions described in the Public Health & Safety Element, including access 
needs as informed by modeling of wildfire behavior. Following General Plan adoption, 
the County will maintain a planning and entitlement review process that documents 
compliance with state and local standards for fire safety.  

The County will update zoning, development, improvement standards, and building 
standards, as necessary, to maintain compliance with relevant fire codes, including those 
maintained by Cal Fire. County codes would be anticipated to address such topics as 
landscaping standards and fire-resistant plant materials, fire resistant building materials 
for exterior walls and other exterior features of structures, defensible space standards for 
different topographic conditions, sprinklers, emergency access, water supply and pressure 
for firefighting, building and road construction in areas prone to fire risk and greater 
slopes, and other relevant topics.  

In addition, as included in the revised General Plan, the County will prepare, adopt, and 
implement a comprehensive wildfire safety plan for foothills portions of the County with 
high and very high wildfire risk. This plan will be designed to reduce fuel loads, ensure 
emergency access and evacuation routes, and provide incentives for property owners to 
improve properties in order to reduce wildfire risk and improve fire resiliency for existing 
developed areas. As a part of this planning effort, the County will collaborate with other 
public agencies and nonprofits to implement fire breaks and fuel reduction projects in 
areas of high and very high fire risk, including removal of invasive species that increase 
understory fuel loads. Areas of particular focus could include County roads, ridges 
surrounding rural communities, and defensible space around existing structures. The 
County will seek funding from sources, such as the Bureau of Land Management, for fire 
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fuel reduction projects. The County will collaborate with land owners in fire prone areas 
without adequate secondary access to improve access, add water tanks, or otherwise 
improve fire safety conditions. The County will seek funding to provide incentives for 
property owners to retrofit existing structures in high and very high fire risk areas to 
reduce combustibility. Planning for emergency access and evacuation routes will take 
into account records of historic fire activities affecting foothills portions of the County. 
Emergency access and evacuation will also take into account fire behavior modeling, 
including consideration of wildfire driven by winds that could limit the use of existing 
evacuation routes. The County will analyze and consider planning and fair-share funding 
of improvements needed to provide for emergency access and evacuation routes 
generally leading away from the head of a wildfire that has the characteristics of the 
worst-case predicted wildfire and secondary access allowing egress oriented in a 
direction of approximately 180 degrees from the previously described route. 

2 The comment expresses concern regarding the language in Policy HS2.9 and the potential 
for vehicles to use informal access points as a formal evacuation route. Policy HS2.9 has 
been revised to clarify that these rights-of-way are not considered primary evacuation or 
emergency access routes and vehicles that cannot successfully navigate these routes shall 
not make use of them. 

3 The comment summarizes points made previously in the comment letter and opines that 
impact conclusions in the DEIR regarding fire hazards are inappropriate. Changes to 
Health & Safety Element policies and actions have been made to be more specific and 
ensure adequate emergency evacuation and emergency vehicle access.  
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Letter 
Woodbury 
Response 

Woodbury Property 
Tiffany K. Wright of Remy, Thomas, Moose, and Manley 
February 8, 2011 

  
1 This comment identifies a previously submitted development application for a project 

known as the “Woodbury Specific Plan.” This comment states that the Board of 
Supervisors directed staff to include the Woodbury and Magnolia Ranch projects in the 
General Plan Update. These comments are unrelated to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing environmental impacts. The comment also inquires as to whether the General 
Plan analysis assumed development of the Woodbury Specific Plan. The Woodbury 
property is within the Valley Growth Boundary and is designated as Natural Resources 
with a Planning Reserve overlay in the proposed General Plan. The General Plan EIR 
analysis did include development assumptions for the Woodbury property based on 
previous development applications submitted for the Woodbury Specific Plan. As stated 
in the Community Development Element of the General Plan, “The County has assumed 
potential development in the Planning Reserve area...” (See 2030 General Plan 
Community Development Element, page Community Development-19). Although 
Planning Reserve Areas are not planned for development under the 2030 General Plan, 
these areas would be the subject of planning and to serve future needs for housing and 
jobs growth. Action CD1.1 also indicates, “The County will also periodically review the 
Planning Reserve Area and consider removing lands from the Planning Reserve Area, 
assigning General Plan land use designations, and approving zoning and development 
standards, if needed, to accommodate population and employment growth consistent with 
the General Plan” (See the Community Development Element, page Community 
Development-23). This comment also suggests that removing the Planning Reserve 
designation from this specific area of land would mitigate impacts of the 2030 General 
Plan. As noted by the commenter, this statement is further discussed later in the letter. 
Please refer to responses to Comment 3. 

2 This comment reiterates analysis presented in the Alternatives chapter of the EIR, 
suggests that growing more compactly is feasible mitigation, and recommends that 
additional mitigation should be suggested for impacts that are determined to be 
significant and unavoidable. 

County staff has sought direction from the Board of Supervisors at many stages of the 
General Plan update process. As noted in the General Plan Update Process chapter of the 
2030 General Plan, a fundamental part of the process of preparing or updating a general 
plan is the selection of a possible course of action for future growth, development, 
conservation, and reinvestment. According to California general plan guidelines, 
alternative concepts for the future of the community should be developed and examined 
before writing the general plan. This process enables the community to weigh the pros 
and cons of a variety of possible directions for the future. Ten alternatives analyzed as a 
part of the 2030 General Plan Update process represented a reasonable range of 
alternatives to the proposed project, including an alternative for more compact 
development within the Valley Growth Boundary. The County considered several diverse 
land use and circulation alternatives, which represented distinct approaches to achieving 
long-range planning and environmental goals. The overall extent of development – 
whether relatively compact or expansive – was an important area of contrast among the 
alternatives. A Preferred Alternative was evaluated by the Board of Supervisors in 
August and approved in October of 2009. The Preferred Alternative included narrative 
guidance in a document entitled Yuba County General Plan Update Vision, Goals & 
Strategies and a diagram called Sustainable Yuba County: Economy, People & Natural 
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Resources. The Board of Supervisors’ direction embodied in the selection of the 
Preferred Alternative (see Exhibit Process-2) provided County staff with the direction 
necessary to prepare the 2030 General Plan. It would not be appropriate for the County to 
consider mitigation that would fundamentally change the overall development pattern 
compared to this direction offered by the Board of Supervisors. However, an analysis of 
alternative development patterns and comparative impacts would be appropriate in the 
context of alternatives analysis. Chapter 5, Alternatives to the Proposed Project, describes 
growth scenarios and land use plans that were considered as alternatives, including more 
compact and lower growth assumptions. The alternatives presented in that chapter were 
not brought forth as the preferred alternative for a number a reasons – the alternatives 
may not have met all of the goals and objectives of the General Plan or may have had 
different population and employment projections. 

3 The comment suggests that development of the Woodbury property would help reduce 
the General Plan’s significant and unavoidable impacts by providing compact 
development in the County. As mentioned above, the Woodbury property is designated as 
Natural Resources with a Planning Reserve overlay. As a part of the DEIR, the County 
evaluated land use change throughout the County, including areas with the Planning 
Reserve designation within the Valley Growth Boundary. Land use change assumptions 
used in the DEIR for the areas of interest to the commenter (the Woodbury Specific Plan 
Area) are based on the most recent available application submitted by the Woodbury 
project proponents. The comment requests a change in the County’s land use designation 
for the Woodbury property. This comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
their consideration. See also response to Comment 2. 

4 The comment notes that the General Plan Land Use Diagram proposes a Neighborhood 
Center north of the Woodbury property. The comment is related to Yuba County policy 
and proposed land uses and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents 
or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of 
Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is required. As noted 
previously, the County presents comprehensive analysis of the impacts of development of 
all areas within the Valley Growth Boundary, including areas with a Planning Reserve 
designation. Finally, this comment alleges that the County has not provided substantial 
evidence of the effectiveness of the wide array of policies and programs included in the 
2030 General Plan and designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and therefore 
reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

The Community Development Element was drafted by County staff in consultation with 
various experts in transportation planning, land use planning, urban design, and related 
topics. The County provided references to research and documentation related to policies 
and programs for reducing VMT. For example, on page Community Development-74: 
Todd Litman, Victoria Transport Policy Institute. “Are Vehicle Travel Reduction Targets 
Justified? Evaluating Mobility Management Policy Objectives Such As Targets to 
Reduce VMT and Increase Use of Alternative Modes.” December 2009. As another 
example, from page Community Development-77, another such reference is provided: 
Reid Ewing and Robert Cervero, “Travel and the Built Environment” Transportation 
Research Record, 1780, Paper No. 01-3515. This second referenced paper is actually a 
synthesis of studies on multi-modal travel demand in areas with different development 
patterns and transportation systems. 

The County provides analysis of total VMT produced by the 2030 General Plan at full 
buildout. See Section 4.13 for a complete description of methodology and assumptions. 
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As noted in Section 4.13 of the EIR, full buildout of the General Plan would have VMT 
that is 10% reduced compared to buildout of the 1996 General Plan even as it 
accommodates a greater amount of population due to the better balance and location of 
land uses. Since transportation is the largest source of GHG emissions, methods to reduce 
VMT are also important to reducing GHG emissions.  

As noted in the EIR, the analysis likely overestimates the 2030 General Plan’s actual 
VMT. This is because the VMT calculations were derived from a traditional travel 
demand model, which does not consider a number of factors incorporated into this 
General Plan that reduce VMT including: shifts in travel to transit, bike, and walk modes, 
improved local street connectivity, and mixed-use projects. The 2030 General Plan 
includes other policies that will act to reduce VMT, but are difficult to quantify within a 
travel demand model, such as travel demand management, increased density, shared 
parking, and workforce housing. As such, the VMT analysis in this section is considered 
conservative because it does not account for these more localized VMT reduction 
benefits.  

As noted in Section 4.13 of the EIR, extensive research has shown that the above 
planning techniques can reduce vehicle trips, increase non-automobile mode share, 
reduce trip lengths, and reduce VMT. Increases in density and development intensity are 
correlated with reduced vehicle travel (on a per unit or square foot basis). Mixing 
complementary uses in a neighborhood setting increases internal trip “capture.” Many 
different urban design approaches are used to increase transportation connectivity and 
provide high-quality bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities, increasing the 
attractiveness of non-automobile modes of travel. Access to regional destinations 
involves the strategic placement of land uses near regional attractions. A wide array of 
2030 General Plan policies and actions incorporate these concepts. The programmatic 
analysis of the benefits of such policy approaches for reducing travel demand is 
appropriate for a General Plan. Project level analysis for future developments 
accommodated under the General Plan would incorporate quantified estimates of the 
VMT benefits of increasing connectivity, increased housing and employment density 
near transit, enhanced bike and pedestrian facilities, and other measures. 

5 This comment alleges that the EIR’s conclusions are not supported by substantial 
evidence without referencing any specific conclusions. See the response to Comment 4 
above, which reiterates the evidence presented in the General Plan and EIR regarding 
VMT benefits of the County’s policy array. 

The comment alleges that Policy CD2.2 and CD4.2 would increase VMT. These policies 
are reproduced below: 

Policy CD2.2  The County will support specific plans, redevelopment plans, 
corridor plans, and community plans that promote infill 
development and reinvestment. 

Policy CD4.2 Employment and Commercial Centers shall be designed to 
provide convenient and safe pedestrian and bicycle access from 
surrounding developed and planned neighborhoods. 

Infill development in Yuba County will place homes and destination land uses in closer 
proximity in areas served by transit. This reduces VMT by providing practical options for 
reaching destinations other than by car. Ensuring convenient and safe access to and from 
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employment and commercial centers is a straightforward approach to providing residents 
with practical non-vehicular modes of reaching work, shopping, or other destinations.  

The comment alleges that use of the Planning Reserve for a specific portion of the 
County would reverse the effectiveness of the above policies. The above policies will be 
applied, as appropriate, on a countywide basis. Although it is impossible to predict the 
quantified benefits of these General Plan policies, it is clear from the material presented 
in, and referenced by the General Plan and EIR that application of the County’s 
comprehensive policy approach will serve to minimize VMT and provide other attractive 
options for mobility in Yuba County. 

The comment notes that there are conditions that must be met, as described in the General 
Plan, before land designated as Planning Reserve can be assigned specific land use 
designations. One of those conditions is that a project must demonstrate that the project 
or plan is planned and designed to improve the match between local jobs and the local 
labor force, consistent with the goal of accommodating 0.8 total local jobs for every 
member of the labor force (Policy CD13.4). The comment is related to Yuba County 
policy and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration and no additional response is required. 

Finally, the comment alleges that all feasible mitigation for greenhouse gas emissions and 
VMT impacts has not been considered. The comment suggests that feasible mitigation or 
an alternative design could include reducing the level of development in more remote 
parts of the County. Please see the discussion under Impact 4.13-1 in the EIR, which lists 
a very large number of policies and actions that were specifically designed to reduce 
VMT and GHG emissions, as well as provide various other economic, social, and 
environmental benefits to the County and its residents. Refer also to Table 4.7-4 in the 
EIR, which summarizes a large number of policies and actions specifically designed to 
reduce VMT and GHG emissions. Implementation of the policies and actions 
summarized in Table 4.7-4 that are designed to reduce GHG emissions, would promote 
consistency with the mandates of AB 32. Many of the County’s policies will have 
significant and positive impacts on VMT reduction, which translates to large reductions 
in GHG emissions, while some will make a smaller contribution. As noted, the 
framework of the 2030 General Plan is designed to achieve GHG reduction, among other 
social, economic, and environmental objectives of the County. The 2030 General Plan 
also introduces the idea of a “Valley Growth Boundary,” which is intended to 
communicate the long-term limits of urban growth within valley portions of the 
unincorporated County and would serve to focus growth in urbanizing areas. All feasible 
mitigation is included as policy or as an action in the 2030 General Plan. 

The County recognizes in the 2030 General Plan that transportation is the largest source 
of GHGs in Yuba County and California, and that land use and transportation planning to 
reduce vehicular travel is needed to achieve GHG reduction goals, especially since, given 
the predominance of transportation as a source of GHG emissions, improvements in 
building energy efficiency and other GHG emissions sectors can be overwhelmed by 
increases in VMT. The County can exercise substantial influence on VMT through its 
land use entitlement authority on development patterns, community design, transportation 
facilities planning, and other factors that closely relate to VMT. Land use/transportation 
strategies to reduce VMT and GHGs are a primary focus of the 2030 General Plan. 
However, because of the large amount of development and potential for simultaneous 
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construction of multiple sites, taken together with modeled emissions, implementation of 
the 2030 General Plan could result in, or substantially contribute to GHG emissions.  

The County considered several diverse land use and circulation alternatives, which 
represented distinct approaches to achieving long-range planning and environmental 
goals. The County considered 10 different alternatives in drafting the General Plan, 
including alternatives that envisioned development of the land area referenced by the 
commenter. The overall extent of development – whether relatively compact or expansive 
– was an important area of contrast among the alternatives. A Preferred Alternative was 
evaluated by the Board of Supervisors in August and approved in October of 2009. The 
Preferred Alternative included narrative guidance in a document entitled Yuba County 
General Plan Update Vision, Goals & Strategies and a diagram called Sustainable Yuba 
County: Economy, People & Natural Resources. The Board of Supervisors’ direction 
embodied in the selection of the Preferred Alternative (see Exhibit Process-2) provided 
County staff with the direction necessary to prepare the 2030 General Plan. In addition, 
the County considered a reasonable range of alternatives in the EIR with different 
development patterns and overall level of development.  

6 The comment requests that the Woodbury property be designated as Valley 
Neighborhood. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and proposed land uses 
and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the 
DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration and no additional response is required. 

7 The comment provides minutes from the October 13, 2009 Board of Supervisors meeting. 
The comment is related to Yuba County policy and proposed land uses and does not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration 
and no additional response is required. 
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Letter 
BIA 

Response 

North State Building Industry Association 
Dennis M. Rogers, Senior Vice President, Government and Public Affairs 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment urges the Board of Supervisors to make economic recovery a top priority in 

the 2030 General Plan. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not 
include any issues related to the contents or adequacy of the EIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional 
response is required. 

2 The comment expresses concern about policies CD10.6 and CD10.7 adversely affecting 
the business of housing construction in Yuba County by encouraging a connection 
between the type of housing constructed and the type of housing needed by local 
employers and workers. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR for 
addressing adverse physical environmental impacts and is included here for consideration 
by the Board of Supervisors. See the revised Draft 2030 General Plan. Both of the 
referenced policies have been revised. 

3 The comment claims that requiring a link between new housing and new jobs would 
create a moratorium on housing construction. This comment does not relate to the 
adequacy of the EIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts and is 
included here for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Policy CD10.7 has been 
revised. 

4 The comment claims that Policy CD13.1, which discusses phasing of new development 
from areas with existing infrastructure first and then areas further out later, would 
constrain development in Yuba County. This comment does not relate to the adequacy of 
the EIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts and is included here for 
consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Policy CD13.1 has been revised. 

5 The comment claims that Policy CD19.3, which links housing development with jobs 
development, would create a moratorium on housing construction. This comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing adverse physical environmental 
impacts and is included here for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. Policy 
CD19.3 as referenced in the comment has been removed from the General Plan, as this 
same topic is addressed in other policies. 

6 The comment states that Policy HS3.15 requiring certain stormwater management 
practices in new developments would be a costly requirement. This comment does not 
relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts 
and is included here for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. However, Policy 
HS3.15 has been revised to encourage, but not require, rainwater collection systems 
where feasible. 

7 The comment expresses concern that Policy HS5.2 in the Draft 2030 General Plan would 
virtually stop all new development in the unincorporated area. This comment does not 
relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts 
and is included here for consideration by the Board of Supervisors. The threshold 
identified in Policy HS5.2 has been deleted. The approach by which the County will 
arrive at a GHG reduction target is described in the Public Health & Safety Element, and 
in particular, within Action HS5.1.  
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8 The comment characterizes Policy HS5.4 as an “emissions cap” and alleges that this 
policy could effectively stop all proposed development in unincorporated Yuba County. 
This comment does not relate to the adequacy of the EIR for addressing adverse physical 
environmental impacts and is included here for consideration by the Board of 
Supervisors. The revised version of the policy is included below. 

Policy HS5.4 The County will use an efficiency-based threshold (net emissions 
per-capita + employee) to evaluate proposed urban land uses, 
such as homes, retail, office, and other uses where the location, 
density, and mix of uses in the project area is important to the 
level of greenhouse gas generation. 

The policy is not a cap. As noted in the Implementation Chapter of the 2030 General 
Plan, this Plan will be implemented through a combination of private and public actions 
during the General Plan time horizon. The County will use the policies included 
throughout this General Plan as a decision making guide for a wide range of discretionary 
actions. General plans are meant to allow flexibility in implementation. Policies provide a 
decision making guide, but discretion is inherent in implementing the General Plan. Some 
variation from the policy language may be allowed, so long as such variations further 
General Plan goals.  

The comment further points out that the DEIR (page 4.7-16) states that for most 
development projects, there is no simple metric available to determine whether an 
individual project would increase or decrease overall GHG emissions levels. The 
commenter is concerned about the potential for the General Plan to create a development 
cap if it is difficult to quantify GHG emissions reductions. 

The County has provided the policy and environmental framework for managing GHG 
emissions locally. There are a variety of policies related to land use, transportation, and 
design that, when used together, can substantially reduce vehicular travel demand. Any 
policies that reduce vehicle travel are also protective of air quality and reduce GHG 
emissions. Policies included in other Elements of the 2030 General Plan have GHG-
reducing effects. Policies in the Community Development Element are designed, in part, 
to reduce GHG emissions. The County employs several feasible approaches to managing 
travel demand in the policy array. While it is difficult to predict the quantitative benefits 
of GHG reducing policies at the General Plan level, it is feasible to do so at the project 
level. The County has provided GHG emissions modeling at the General Plan level and 
did not intend for the EIR to suggest that there was any issue with the ability of the 
County to model GHG emissions. It is true, however, that it is not possible to accurately 
estimate at the General Plan level all of the benefits of the policies included in the 2030 
General Plan in reducing GHG emissions and providing related co-benefits (household 
and business transportation and energy costs, etc.).  
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Letter 

Byrne 1 
Response 

 
Deborah Byrne 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment states that conversion of farmland is inconsistent with the County’s desire 

to preserve and protect agriculture lands. Please refer to Section 4.2, which presents 
comprehensive analysis of agriculture-related impacts attributable to implementation of 
the 2030 General Plan. This comment relates to Yuba County policy and does not include 
any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional 
response is required. 

2 The comment states that neither the General Plan nor the DEIR mention the Woodbury 
project. It should be noted that the Woodbury project application is currently on hold at 
the proponent’s request. However, the 2030 General Plan analyzes land use change for all 
areas within the Valley Growth Boundary, including lands within the area known as the 
“Woodbury Specific Plan Area.” The comment alleges that VMT and GHG effects from 
development of the Woodbury area are not included in the EIR. The County used the 
most recent available application materials from the Woodbury applicant in creating land 
use change assumptions for this portion of the County. The comment goes on to identify 
specific environmental impact areas that would be associated with development within 
the Woodbury area. As noted, land use change here has been included for the entire 
Valley Growth Boundary, including the area currently known as the “Woodbury Specific 
Plan Area.” 

3 The comment raises concerns regarding fiscal impacts of large-scale residential 
development. This comment relates to Yuba County policy and does not include any 
substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no 
additional response is required. The comment also states that the Magnolia Ranch project 
is not mentioned by name in the General Plan or EIR. The 2030 General Plan analyzes 
land use change for all areas within the Valley Growth Boundary, including lands within 
the area known as the “Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan Area.” The County used the most 
recent available application materials from the Magnolia Ranch Specific Plan applicant in 
creating land use change assumptions for this portion of the County.  
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Letter 
Byrne 2 

Response 

 
Deborah Byrne 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment observes that the general plan and EIR were prepared by the same firm and 

expresses concern that this could result in a less than comprehensive analysis of impacts 
and could open the general plan and EIR to legal challenges. Under California law, each 
local government agency is responsible for adopting, implementing, reviewing, and 
periodically amending its own general plan. Under CEQA, the County of Yuba is the lead 
agency for preparation of the EIR because it is the “public agency which has the principal 
responsibility for carrying out or approving a project” (13 PRC 21066). The County of 
Yuba has contracted with AECOM for the preparation of the general plan and the EIR 
documents in collaboration with County staff. Both the general plan and the EIR are 
subject to public review and require approval by the Board of Supervisors. As such, there 
is independent review of both documents by members of the public, other agencies, and 
the Board of Supervisors.  

The 2030 General Plan and Environmental Impact Report (EIR) were drafted in tandem 
as a part of a single cohesive and mutually supportive process. The existing conditions 
analysis and alternatives analysis that supported selection of a “Preferred Alternative” for 
the General Plan also provided a platform for discussing how the design and narrative 
content of the plan could be structured to minimize or avoid significant impacts. As a part 
of the policy development of the 2030 General Plan, the County explicitly considered 
narrative policy, actions, and diagrammatic policies that could reduce environmental 
impacts associated with General Plan buildout. The County has, to the extent feasible, 
created a self-mitigating plan – one where the very design of the plan itself serves to 
reduce potential environmental impacts. Since the County endeavored to create a largely 
self-mitigating plan, projects that incorporate 2030 General Plan policies and actions, as 
appropriate, at the project level can minimize a wide range of potential impacts simply 
through consistency with the 2030 General Plan. 

2 The comment questions the need to update the 1996 General Plan. This comment does 
not relate to the adequacy of the DEIR for addressing environmental impacts of the 2030 
General Plan and is included here for Board of Supervisors consideration.  

3 The comment states that the EIR lacks comprehensive analysis justifying the selection of 
the proposed alternative.  

The County’s General Plan alternatives are designed with consideration of estimates of 
future population and economic growth. However, the General Plan and General Plan 
EIR alternatives were not prepared to have land use designations that would necessarily 
match the amount of development that is predicted for Yuba County through 2030. The 
County does not wish to artificially bid up the cost of land by restricting planned growth 
to the amount needed to accommodate forecast growth. The County wishes to provide 
enough flexibility in its land use policies to accommodate development consistent with 
the General Plan goals, policies, and actions. General Plan EIR alternatives are based on 
the County’s Project Objectives, which include: 

► Proactively direct long-term development in the unincorporated County according to 
the General Plan Update Vision, Goals, and Strategies. 



2030 General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
Yuba County 9-83 Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

► Revitalize existing communities, neighborhoods and primary transportation 
corridors. 

► Offer a variety of housing types to meet “lifecycle” needs (young adulthood through 
retirement), freedom of choice, and affordability to local workers. 

► Protect agricultural lands, rural landscapes, air and water quality, and natural 
resource areas that prove to be positive characteristics of Yuba County. 

► Strive for a balance between jobs and housing—both numerically and 
demographically—by promoting jobs for our residents. 

► Promote and encourage new commercial and industrial development to balance the 
recent residential development, generate revenues, and create local jobs and services 
for residents. 

► Through efficient infrastructure planning and prudent financing mechanisms, keep 
impact fees as low and competitive as possible in order to attract employment 
opportunities to the County. 

► Promote existing growth areas as the engines of the economy by focusing on existing 
cities, downtown areas, and primary corridors. 

► Continue to promote our recreational and tourism opportunities. 

► Encourage retail, services, and jobs conveniently located for residents in order to 
reduce travel demand, reduce vehicle miles traveled and associated air pollution, 
lower household transportation costs, and reduce transportation infrastructure costs. 

► Encourage the ability for future incorporation and/or annexation of unincorporated 
areas by establishing realistic and manageable growth boundaries. 

► Focus on build out of the partially built existing specific plans and promote 
modification to those plans consistent with the vision and goals of the General Plan 
when opportunities arise. 

► Preserve foothill community boundaries that will continue to enhance and allow for 
open space, grazing lands, deer herds and oak woodlands which define the rural 
character of the foothills and the County as a whole. 

► Guide long-term development and conservation within the County’s rural 
communities, in order to make them more environmentally and economically 
sustainable places. 

► Protect prime agricultural lands, rural landscapes, and other natural resources. 

The County considered a range of land use and circulation alternatives for the 2030 
General Plan. This process touched on many environmental issues, although social and 
economic issues were also involved. Like the General Plan alternatives, the EIR 
alternatives involve different amounts of land subject to development. Both sets of 
alternatives include different levels of growth (in terms of population and employment 
added). Neither the 2030 General Plan, nor the alternatives are attempting to predict 
future growth. The County is intentionally providing some surplus in the 2030 General 
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Plan in order to avoid artificially bidding up land costs to accommodate growth needs 
during this time horizon. The alternatives are meant to accommodate growth needs in the 
unincorporated County without trying to predict exactly where and how much growth 
may be realized. To develop the parameters for EIR alternatives, the County created 
different sets of land use change assumptions that can accommodate future development 
needs.  

The County assumes Alternative 2 would grow at approximately 1.74% annually between 
present and 2030. In order to settle on an assumed growth rate for this alternative, the 
County examined its own growth rate. Between 1990 and 2009, the County grew at an 
average rate of 1.53%. The County also examined growth rates of nearby and comparable 
counties. Among these counties, Placer had the highest growth rate between 1990 and 
2009 (1.74%). The County also examined jobs/housing ratios for a wide range of 
counties – some with greater proportions of rural development, some with urbanizing 
unincorporated areas, and some with existing established urbanized unincorporated areas. 
The average jobs/housing ratio in comparison counties is 0.95. The average plus one 
standard deviation is 1.15. Reflective of the County’s General Plan goals, this alternative 
uses the highest of these options for a jobs/housing ratio – 1.15.  

Alternative 3 was developed to analyze the differential environmental impacts that would 
result if the County were to develop consistent with the level and mix of development 
identified for unincorporated areas under the SACOG Blueprint Preferred Scenario. To 
develop this alternative, the County consulted data summaries from SACOG on housing 
units, relative levels of infill versus greenfield development, jobs, mix of housing types, 
mix of job types, and other key statistics. The County also considered conceptual 
diagrammatic representations of the Blueprint Preferred Scenario. Adjustments were 
made to the Preferred Scenario diagram to create better consistency between this 
alternative and the project objectives, and to create a more meaningful comparison 
between the project (2030 General Plan) and this alternative. Also, since the Blueprint 
Preferred Scenario land use change estimates are for 2050, further adjustments were 
needed to make this alternative more comparable with the Blueprint Preferred Scenario at 
2030. 

Alternative 4 was developed to analyze the differential environmental impacts that would 
result if the County were to experience high and sustained rates of growth through 2030. 
This alternative assumes that between present and 2030, the unincorporated County 
would add between 36,000 and 45,000 people and between 21,000 and 25,000 jobs.  

The commenter indicates that EIR Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior 
alternative. This conclusion is presented in Section 5.10 of the EIR. The comment goes 
on to summarize other information from Section 5.0 of the EIR. The comment claims that 
the County failed to consider the most reasonable alternative, which the commenter 
claims would project even less growth than Alternative 3. The commenter indicates that 
Alternative 3 is not the proposed project. The 2030 General Plan provides greater 
development capacity than Alternative 3. The 2030 General Plan better fits the County’s 
EIR Project Objectives, as noted in Section 5.0 of the EIR and as identified in the 
County’s Statements of Overriding Considerations. 

The No Project Alternative would not proactively direct long-term development in the 
unincorporated County according to the General Plan Update Vision, Goals, and 
Strategies. The No Project Alternative would not place the same emphasis as does the 
2030 General Plan on revitalization of existing communities, neighborhoods, and primary 
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transportation corridors. The No Project Alternative would not place the same emphasis 
as does the 2030 General Plan on encouraging new commercial and industrial 
development to balance recent residential development or efficiency in infrastructure 
planning and financing.  

Alternative 2 would not guide long-term development in the unincorporated County to 
the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 2 would conflict with the 
diagram that accompanied the County’s approved General Plan Update Vision, Goals, 
and Strategies document, which represented the “Preferred Alternative” for the purposes 
of development of the 2030 General Plan and indicates the Board of Supervisors’ policy 
preferences for development of the 2030 General Plan.  

Alternative 3 anticipates population and job growth substantially lower than envisioned 
under the 2030 General Plan. By including provisions for a greater number of jobs and 
new residents, the 2030 General Plan is able to best meet the project objectives of 
economic independence, improving jobs/housing balance, and creating sustainable and 
vibrant communities. Alternative 3 would not guide long-term development in the 
unincorporated County to the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 3 
would conflict with the diagram that accompanied the County’s approved General Plan 
Update Vision, Goals, and Strategies document, which represented the “Preferred 
Alternative” for the purposes of development of the 2030 General Plan and indicates the 
Board of Supervisors’ policy preferences for development of the 2030 General Plan. 

Alternative 4 would not guide long-term development in the unincorporated County to 
the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 4 would not place the same 
emphasis as does the 2030 General Plan on encouraging new commercial and industrial 
development to balance recent residential development. 

The comment suggests that the No Project Alternative is similar in total population and 
jobs as the 1996 Plan. The County is required to analyze the No Project Alternative as a 
part of this EIR.  

4 The comment states that the EIR fails to analyze potential conflicts with other land use 
plans, including federal, state, LAFCO, and SACOG plans. As noted elsewhere, the 
County specifically included for analysis a SACOG Blueprint Preferred Scenario in 
Section 5.0 of the EIR, in order to help the Board of Supervisors evaluate the differential 
effects related to an alternative more similar to the Blueprint. Please see also Impact 4.10-
2, beginning on page 4.10-14 of the FEIR, which analyzes potential conflicts with 
numerous land use plans. The FEIR concludes that impacts from plan conflicts would be 
less than significant. The comment claims that the County’s General Plan is not 
“reconciled” with the Yuba LAFCO Sphere of Influence study and comprehensive 
Municipal Services Review. These documents were important to developing background 
information and policy analysis related to public infrastructure and services in Yuba 
County, as noted in the February 2009 “Infrastructure, Public Facilities, and Public 
Services General Plan Update Background Report.” See the County’s General Plan 
Update Background Reports, posted online at: www.yubavision2030.org. The LAFCO 
documents were also used to develop policy in the 2030 General Plan. The County’s 
2030 General Plan policy requires consistency with other planning efforts and programs 
enforced by other agencies. For example, from the Community Development Element: 

Policy CD14.2 The County will coordinate with the cities of Wheatland and 
Marysville for proposed planning actions or development 
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approvals involving land within their respective spheres of 
influence. 

Policy CD14.3 The County will support an orderly framework for 
communication with Wheatland, Marysville, Beale Air Force 
Base, LAFCO, service providers, SACOG, Sutter County, and 
other regional service providers and agencies. 

Policy CD14.4  The County will coordinate with special districts, cities, LAFCO, 
SACOG, Caltrans, joint powers authorities, and other relevant 
agencies to provide efficient local and regional infrastructure, 
public facilities, and public services. 

Policy CD14.5 The County will participate in tax-sharing agreements with 
relevant agencies, consistent with General Plan goals and 
policies. 

Policy CD14.6 The County will coordinate its land use planning with local 
school districts to ensure adequate educational facilities with 
safe and convenient pedestrian and bicycle access to and from 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

Policy CD14.7  The County will support joint-use facilities, shared maintenance, 
and projects with other local service agencies and districts that 
are coordinated to provide enhanced public levels of service 
and/or long-term cost savings. 

Policy CD14.9  The County will support agreements with Marysville and 
Wheatland that promote mutual goals for fiscal sustainability, 
growth management, review of spheres of influence, 
transportation planning, agricultural preservation, emergency 
access and response, flood protection, renewable energy 
development, regional infrastructure provision, and other 
important planning and environmental issues, consistent with the 
General Plan. 

Policy CD14.10 The County will support agreements with Marysville and 
Wheatland on appropriate building standards, public utility 
connections, sewer and water service, and other matters that 
promote cost-effective development of unincorporated areas 
within the Valley Growth Boundary and viability for future 
incorporations. 

Policy CD14.11  The County will consult with Yuba College to pursue mutual 
goals for housing, economic development, curriculum 
development and training courses, mixed-use redevelopment, 
transportation access, and other planning and environmental 
issues. 

Policy CD14.12 The County will coordinate with Yuba County Water Agency on 
conjunctive water use, renewable energy generation and use, 
and other agreements that would provide advantages to local 
industries and benefits to existing residents and businesses.  
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Policy CD14.14 The County will coordinate with reclamation districts, special 
districts, and Caltrans for maintenance and improvement of 
storm drainage facilities, where appropriate. 

Policy CD14.15  The County will consult with Beale AFB to pursue mutual goals 
for housing, economic development, transportation access, 
wastewater treatment and other infrastructure needs, and other 
planning and environmental issues. 

As shown in the above referenced policies and other material in the General Plan, 
General Plan EIR, and General Plan Update Background Reports, the County has 
considered data, plans, and policies of other agencies, including those referenced by the 
commenter in preparing the General Plan and EIR. 

5 The comment states that the projected conversion of agriculture lands to non-agriculture 
uses would conflict with County goals.  

See Section 4.2 of the EIR, which comprehensively analyzes agricultural impacts of 
implementing the 2030 General Plan. The 2030 General Plan includes policies that are 
intended to conserve agricultural land and reduce the number of acres converted to other 
uses by maintaining zoning appropriate for long-term agriculture, continuing the 
disclosure of agricultural operations and potential inconveniences to nearby residences, 
directing growth away from important agricultural lands, directing development patterns 
that consume less agricultural land than past development in the County, and requiring 
agricultural buffers. However, the purpose of the 2030 General Plan is to develop a 
framework for future long-term development, and it is inevitable that some conversion of 
agricultural land to non-agricultural use would occur in accommodating long-term 
growth needs.  

Policies and actions under the General Plan seek to reduce impacts to agricultural 
resources and conserve areas for ongoing agricultural production. The 2030 General Plan 
introduces the concept of a “Valley Growth Boundary.” The intent of the Valley Growth 
Boundary is, among other objectives, to reduce the overall footprint of future urban 
development and reduce potential conflicts at the urban-rural edge as part of the County’s 
overall strategy for agricultural and open space preservation. Through a comprehensive 
planning approach, the Valley Growth Boundary sets the long-term spatial limits of urban 
development in the valley portion of the County to accommodate most development 
needs between present and buildout of the 2030 General Plan. The Valley Growth 
Boundary was created to support development patterns with cost-effective infrastructure 
and public facilities; protect important natural resources, rural landscapes, air and water 
quality, farmland, and other important open spaces; promote revitalization and infill 
development in existing communities; encourage development patterns that support 
walking, biking, and public transit; and, reduce “leapfrog” and incomplete, piecemeal 
developments. Rural Community Boundary areas serve a similar purpose outside the 
Valley.  

In addition, policies and actions, such as disclosure requirements and anti-nuisance 
ordinances would reduce impacts related to the indirect conversion of agricultural land, 
including Important Farmland. The Valley Growth Boundary and Rural Community 
Boundary areas were created, in part, from an analysis of different resource areas in the 
unincorporated County, such as mining, forestland, agricultural lands, riparian habitat, 
and other types of open spaces.  
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The County has defined several open space designations in the Natural Resources 
Element, including agricultural lands (cropland, grazing, and processing areas), wetlands 
and riparian areas, grasslands, woodlands, and forests. As noted in the 2030 General Plan, 
“open spaces are important for resource production and extraction, buffering between 
incompatible uses, biological habitat, recreation, cultural resources, aesthetics, and other 
functions. The open space designations and the accompanying Open Space Diagram are 
used to communicate the County’s intent for these resource areas. The open space 
designations identify uses that are supportive to the subject open space function, as well 
as uses that could potentially conflict with the protected open space function. 

6 The comment states that changes to the general plan require full disclosure and additional 
public review of the EIR. The comment lists topics where revisions to the Draft 2030 
General Plan were identified. The commenter claims that they cannot comment on the 
EIR without reviewing the changes to the Draft General Plan. The County has revised the 
General Plan and EIR and posted these documents for public review. The comment 
claims that by closing the public comment period for the EIR, the County’s approval 
process may be vulnerable to legal challenge. The County’s EIR process, including 
review periods, is consistent with Public Resources Code Section 21091 and Section 
15105 of the CEQA Guidelines.  
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Letter 

Byrne 3 
Response 

 
Deborah Byrne 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment discusses the potential for climate change to impact deer habitat. The 

comment further states that the 1983 Deer Herds Map is insufficient and does not address 
global climate change. The comments are fully addressed in the two responses to the 
Letter from the Yuba Fish & Game Commission.  

 As noted, it is not possible at this time to model the effects of climate change at the local 
level, with the level of detail necessary to predict effects on habitat for specific species. 
As acknowledged in Section 6 of the EIR, the degree to which the 2030 General Plan 
could contribute to a significant cumulative climate-change related biological resources 
impacts is unknown at this time. The 1983 map is the most recent map of resident and 
migratory deer ranges available. The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) was contacted 
for more up to date deer herd information, but updated mapping and analysis has not been 
completed. Therefore, this is the best available information on which to base the analysis 
of impacts on deer herds in this programmatic document. It would be speculative to try 
and predict how deer herds in Yuba County would respond to climate change and to 
design site-specific mitigation based on the potential future physical conditions resulting 
from climate change. Please refer to policies NR5.13 and NR5.14. See also Section 6.1.4 
of the EIR, under the heading “Biological Resources,” where the County discusses 
potential biological impacts of climate change. Please also refer to responses to the letter 
from the Yuba Fish & Game Commission. 
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Letter 

Wheatland 
Response 

City of Wheatland 
Tim Raney, community Development Director 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment restates various aspects of the project description and intended uses of the 

EIR. The comment is noted and does not require a response. 

2 The comment requests that the County not restrict areas that might be annexed or 
developed by the City of Wheatland. The 2030 General Plan applies only to 
unincorporated areas of the County. However, coordination with the cities will be 
required to implement several General Plan policies and actions. The County intends to 
collaborate with other agencies in implementing the General Plan, including Wheatland 
and Marysville. As noted in the General Plan Implementation Chapter, the County will 
use the policies included throughout this General Plan as a decision making guide for a 
wide range of the County’s discretionary actions. The County does not dictate land use 
change within the City of Wheatland. The County does not direct changes to the City of 
Wheatland Sphere of Influence. The County will consider development proposals in new 
growth areas and existing developed areas, requiring project revisions or conditions in 
order to ensure General Plan consistency. Relevant language from the Community 
Development Element includes: 

Policy CD14.2 The County will coordinate with the cities of Wheatland and 
Marysville for proposed planning actions or development 
approvals involving land within their respective spheres of 
influence. 

Policy CD14.3 The County will support an orderly framework for 
communication with Wheatland, Marysville, Beale Air Force 
Base, LAFCO, service providers, SACOG, Sutter County, and 
other regional service providers and agencies. 

Policy CD14.4  The County will coordinate with special districts, cities, LAFCO, 
SACOG, Caltrans, joint powers authorities, and other relevant 
agencies to provide efficient local and regional infrastructure, 
public facilities, and public services. 

Policy CD14.5 The County will participate in tax-sharing agreements with 
relevant agencies, consistent with General Plan goals and 
policies. 

Policy CD14.9  The County will support agreements with Marysville and 
Wheatland that promote mutual goals for fiscal sustainability, 
growth management, review of spheres of influence, 
transportation planning, agricultural preservation, emergency 
access and response, flood protection, renewable energy 
development, regional infrastructure provision, and other 
important planning and environmental issues, consistent with the 
General Plan. 

Policy CD14.10 The County will support agreements with Marysville and 
Wheatland on appropriate building standards, public utility 
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connections, sewer and water service, and other matters that 
promote cost-effective development of unincorporated areas 
within the Valley Growth Boundary and viability for future 
incorporations. 

As shown in the above referenced policies and other material in the General Plan and 
General Plan EIR, the County has considered City actions in development of the General 
Plan and EIR.  

Also, the City asks that the County’s Valley Growth Boundary not restrict areas from 
annexation and development to the City of Wheatland. The County’s General Plan 
applies only to unincorporated Yuba County. The County’s policies are not restrictive of 
annexation to or development in the City of Wheatland. The comment is related to Yuba 
County policy and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or 
adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. 

3 This comment notes that the General Plan EIR addresses agricultural impacts. The 
comment suggests that the County’s General Plan should include agricultural land. The 
County’s agricultural policies and Open Space Diagram includes areas for agriculture and 
other types of open space. The comment states that it would inappropriate for the County 
to set aside land for preservation of agricultural land in areas within the City’s proposed 
sphere of influence. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not include 
any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration. 

4 The comment requests that language be added to the 2030 General Plan stating that the 
Valley Growth Boundary would not interfere with the City of Wheatland’s proposed 
sphere of influence and any proposed annexations. The comment also requests that the 
County add a policy supporting the urban development within the incorporated cities in 
order to promote a “rational” pattern of growth and an efficient extension of municipal 
services. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not include any 
substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration. As noted 
previously, the County will coordinate with other public agencies on investments, such as 
infrastructure and public facilities to support land use change consistent with the General 
Plan. Coordination with the cities will be required to implement several General Plan 
policies and actions. The County intends to collaborate with other agencies in 
implementing the General Plan, including Wheatland and Marysville. See response to 
Comment 2. The County has considered City actions in development of the General Plan 
and EIR. The County’s General Plan applies only to unincorporated Yuba County. The 
County’s policies are not restrictive of annexation to or development in the City of 
Wheatland.  

5 The comment thanks the County for consideration of the City’s comments. No issues are 
raised and no response is required.  
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Letter 
Davis 

Response 

 
Henry Davis 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 This comment argues that the General Plan EIR inadequately describes the sensitivity of 

Yuba County for cultural resources. Several points are offered in support of this 
comment. Specifically, the commenter states that: 

 The information on recorded cultural resources should be retrieved from federal land, 
that the potential for cultural resources may be higher than estimated by the County, 
and that the potential presence of cultural resources on federal lands should influence 
County policies on nonfederal lands. 

 The records search does not provide sufficient data to establish baseline sensitivity 
for cultural resources in the County. Predictive models should be used based upon 
geoarchaeological data.  

 The comment also asks where technical data that identifies cultural resource site 
locations and sensitivities will be stored. 

While the commenter argues that the sensitivity for cultural resources in the County is 
higher than the estimates provided in the General Plan DEIR (a conclusion that the 
County reached based upon the retrieval of thousands of records identified in Table 4.5-1 
of the DEIR), revising the description of the sensitivity for cultural resources would not 
materially change the significance conclusions of the DEIR because, as noted, cultural 
resource impacts are described as significant and unavoidable. CEQA requires that the 
lead agency use substantial evidence to reach conclusions in the EIR, which in turn is 
defined as fact and expert opinion supported by facts (California Public Resources Code 
Section 21080[e]). Substantial evidence does not consist of argument or speculation 
(California Public Resources Code Section 21080[e]). Disagreement among experts does 
not make an EIR inadequate (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15151). In this case, 
because any upward revision of the sensitivity for cultural resources within Yuba County 
would simply reinforce the fact-based conclusions of the EIR, the information the 
commenter suggests would not materially alter the content of the EIR.  

The record search data was used to generate exhibits for a background paper identifying 
the cultural resources sensitivity of Yuba County at a general level. This information will 
be kept at the Yuba County Planning Department; location pertaining to the exact 
location of cultural resources will be confidential. 

The General Plan EIR is a program-level analysis of the potential for impacts on cultural 
resources, and which, by itself, does not approve or allow any physical construction 
project. CEQA specifically provides for the review of programs and policies, such as a 
general plan at a broad level of detail (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15152). The 
General Plan DEIR concludes that impacts to identified cultural resources, previously 
unidentified cultural resources, and interred human remains that would occur under 
buildout of the 2030 General Plan are potentially significant and unavoidable. This 
conclusion was reached based upon several facts. First, the record search identifies 
several thousand known cultural resources within Yuba County. Federal lands were not 
targeted by the extensive record search that was conducted to support the General Plan, 
which is appropriate since the County does not have entitlement authority over federal 
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actions on federal lands and the County does not anticipate land use change subject to its 
entitlement authority on lands owned by the federal government. Second, the proposed 
2030 General Plan identifies undeveloped land that, upon approval of project-level 
CEQA review that could occur during implementation of the 2030 General Plan, would 
be subject to ground-disturbing construction in areas that are sensitive for cultural 
resources based upon the record search. A predictive model to predict the instance of 
cultural resources in the County is not necessary or useful in reaching the conclusions in 
the DEIR. Because the record search data, by itself, indicates that Yuba County is 
sensitive for cultural resources, the DEIR reasonably concludes that buildout of the 2030 
General Plan may result in significant and unavoidable cultural resource impacts.  

In response to this comment, the geoarchaeological study referenced in this comment was 
retrieved and reviewed (Meyer and Rosenthal 2008). This report concludes, in essence, 
that older archaeological resources are associated with older landforms and that younger 
cultural resources (within the prehistoric era) are associated with newer landforms. While 
the report does provide a general overview of where such landforms occur, this is an 
inference that can be made without an exhaustive study of geomorphology. In response to 
this comment this report will be added to the record of information retained by Yuba 
County and to inform review of future project-level actions that would occur under the 
General Plan. 

It is also important to note that specific projects that would be accommodated as part of 
General Plan buildout would be subject to project-level CEQA review, where more 
detailed analysis of cultural resource sensitivity and impacts would be required. This 
requirement is inherent in the tiering principle provided in CEQA where general impact 
discussions provided in program-level documents are followed by subsequent project-
level review (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15152[a]). The comment is duly noted. 

2 This comment argues that Policies NR6.1, NR6.3 and NR6.4 are not sufficient to 
implement Goal NR6 of the General Plan.  

This comment is noted and the relevant policies have been revised for clarity with regard 
to future project-level review of projects that would be accommodated under the 2030 
General Plan. 

The scope of analysis in the DEIR is limited to the proposed project, which includes 
changes to the County General Plan and does not directly include permitting 
requirements for public events. The text of Goal NR 6, Cultural Resources, and Policies 
NR6.1 through N6.5 have been revised. In addition the text of Action NR6.1 has been 
revised.  

The revised text identifies requirements for review and mitigation of potential for 
significant impacts on cultural resources with relevant methods such as record searches at 
the North Central Information Center, technical studies such as pedestrian surveys, 
geoarchaeological sensitivity analysis, and Native American consultation, including 
ethnographic studies. The precise nature of projects that could occur under buildout 
cannot be anticipated at this time and there is no formula for the exact methods that are 
appropriate for each project. However, the revised policies and action do identify 
standards for review and mitigation. Projects that would occur under the 2030 General 
Plan will be reviewed on an individual basis, using methods that are appropriate given the 
level of previous study and the nature of the project (discretionary vs. ministerial).  
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Please refer to revisions provided in Section 4.5 of the EIR and the Natural Resources 
Element of the General Plan. 

3  This comment suggests that the text of Policy NR6.1 should be revised to require record 
searches and cultural resource surveys for projects that would occur under General Plan 
buildout. As indicated above in response to comment 2, the text of the Draft 2030 
General Plan policies relating to cultural resources and Action NR6.2 has been revised to 
address this comment.  

Please refer to revisions provided in Section 4.5 of the EIR and the Natural Resources 
Element of the General Plan. 

4 This comment asserts that the significance conclusion of Impact 4.5-3 is not based upon 
fact. The comment further asserts that geoarchaeological studies and Native American 
consultation may be useful in identifying areas of sensitivity for buried human remains. 
The commenter objects to any General Plan policy that would limit the level of technical 
studies required for cultural resources based upon sensitivity inferences made from the 
location of known resources on file at the North Central Information Center. In 
conclusion, the commenter argues that the General Plan policies designed to identify 
potential cultural resource impacts and avoid such impacts are not adequate. 

The conclusion that buildout of the 2030 General Plan may result in impacts on 
previously unidentified human remains in Impact 4.5-3 is supported by fact. It is not 
feasible to identify all buried cultural resources (including interred human remains), prior 
to ground-disturbing construction for a project or for all projects that could be 
accommodated under a comprehensive general plan update. Even where the technical 
work identifies particular archaeological sites that may contain human remains, testing 
and data recovery excavations typically only retrieve a small sample of the entire 
resource (perhaps less than 10% of the total deposit by volume). Thus, even in the best 
case scenario when cultural resources are discovered and managed prior to construction, 
portions of identified deposits remain after investigation that may contain human 
remains. Ground-disturbing construction that could occur over such resources that have 
been previously identified, evaluated, and treated may nonetheless contain human 
remains that would be damaged by construction.  

The commenter urges the County to incorporate additional mitigation measures to 
identify buried human remains in advance of construction for projects that would occur 
under General Plan buildout. These suggestions have been incorporated into the revised 
text of Policies NR6.1 through NR6.5 and Action NR6.1. Furthermore, the revised 
policies and action deemphasize the connection between the level of effort that would be 
performed to identify and avoid cultural resources and the potential sensitivity of the 
project site based on existing record search information.  

It is also worth noting that while the revised Action NR.1 requires compliance with state 
law relating to the discovery of human remains, County policy cannot change the 
application of state and federal law—compliance with state and federal law is implicitly 
required for buildout of the 2030 General Plan. For example, if a particular development 
proposal would result in the placement of fill within waters of the United States, approval 
from the US Army Corps of Engineers under the federal Clean Water Act would be 
required. Review would also be required under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA, 16 US Code Section 470f).  
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In addition to these requirements, revised Action NR6.1 requires archaeological and 
Native American monitoring of construction, where appropriate. If human remains or 
other cultural resources are identified during construction work would be stopped and the 
find would be evaluated and appropriate mitigation or avoidance would be developed. 
Accordingly the range of methods indicated under revised Action NR6.1 is appropriate 
given that the adoption of the 2030 General Plan would not, by itself, allow any particular 
construction project to occur because such projects would be subject to CEQA review 
under tiered documents. 

5 This comment objects to the use of the sensitivity map previously included in the 2030 
General Plan (Exhibit Natural Resources-6. Prehistoric Resource Sensitivity) to narrow 
the scope of technical cultural resources studies that would be required for future project-
level review of development projects under the General Plan. The commenter urges the 
County to incorporate additional mitigation measures for Impacts 4.5-1 through 4.5-3. 

This comment is noted. As described above, the County has revised policies and Action 
NR6.1. 

6 This comment urges the County to adopt additional methods to identify and avoid 
impacts to cultural resources as mitigation for Impacts 4.5-1, 4.5-2, and 4.5-3. 

Revised Action NR6.1 identifies various methods that are appropriate to identify and 
avoid cultural resources during later project-level review. In addition, construction 
monitoring and discovery protocols have been included in the revised Action NR6.1. 
These methods of managing cultural resources are described generally for this program 
EIR, as authorized under CEQA (14. Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15152, 15385). 
The precise requirements that are appropriate for individual projects that would occur 
under General Plan buildout cannot be defined further because, absent specific 
development proposals, it is not possible to determine exactly which methods would 
apply.  

7 This comment urges the County to evaluate the management of cultural resources at New 
Bullard’s Bar Reservoir as part of the 2030 General Plan EIR. 

This comment is noted. The commenter indicates that the EIR omits analysis of 
“significant cultural resources [that may be] lost or substantially damaged through the 
construction of new facilities and/or modifications to the licensed power facilities that are 
in part the responsibility of the County.” Specific activities at Bullard’s Bar reservoir are 
not contemplated in this document, and accordingly are not analyzed in the DEIR. The 
scope of impacts analyzed in an EIR is limited to the environmental effects of the 
proposed project– in this case, the 2030 General Plan – rather than actions outside the 
scope of the project (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15126.2[a]). However, the 
policies and the action drafted to reduce cultural resource impacts of projects that could 
be accommodated under the 2030 General Plan could apply to a range of activities, 
including potentially those related to land use change, utility work, and other activities in 
and the County’s reservoirs. 

8 This comment summarizes previous issues addressed by the commenter. Specific issues 
summarized in the comment include objection to the use of the archaeological sensitivity 
map for determining the level of effort for future projects and the need for additional 
management and mitigation measures for cultural resources. 



2030 General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
Yuba County 9-111 Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

This comment is noted, the substance of these issues has been addressed above in 
responses 1 through 7.  
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Letter 

Linda Fire  
Response 

Linda Fire Protection District 
Richard H. Webb, Chief 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 This comment indicates that there are concerns related to the extent to which the DEIR 

addresses impacts of the General Plan on the Linda Fire Protection District.  

Funding for fire services is addressed by various policies in the County’s Draft General 
Plan, including Policies CD 12.5, CD12.6, CD12.7, and CD12.8:  

Policy CD12.5 New developments shall demonstrate the availability of adequate fire 
flow pressure, storage, system gridding, hydrant spacing, and sprinkler 
systems prior to approval. 

Policy CD12.6 The County will condition new developments and collaborate with local 
fire districts to locate stations so that first fire response can be provided 
within 6 minutes in 95% or more of cases within the Valley Growth 
Boundary. 

Policy CD12.7 The County’s target for fire protection is an ISO (Insurance Service 
Organization) rating of no greater than 5 within the Valley Growth 
Boundary and no greater than 8 for Rural Communities. 

Policy CD12.8 New developments shall contribute fees, construct and dedicate facilities, 
and/or use other mechanisms acceptable to local service providers to 
provide for law enforcement and fire protection facilities and services 
needed to serve new growth. 

While State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(c) states that the project description shall 
contain, among other items, a general description of the economic characteristics of the 
project, economic impacts are not a topic of environmental impact analysis under State 
CEQA Guidelines. While fiscal impacts are not required to be considered in CEQA 
analysis of environmental impacts, funding for public services to accommodate new 
development is considered within the Draft General Plan. Refer to Section 4.12, which 
addresses at a programmatic level environmental impacts associated with services and 
facilities needed to serve General Plan growth. Please refer to Section 4.14 of the EIR, 
which addresses at a programmatic level environmental impacts associated with utilities 
needed to serve General Plan growth.  

As noted in Section 4.12, the 2030 General Plan would accommodate development in 
new growth areas, as well as redevelopment in existing communities, that would involve 
construction of new physical structures and population. These new structures and 
population would create additional demand for fire protection services, over current 
demand levels. Some land use change and development accommodated under the General 
Plan would continue to be served by existing facilities without the need for expansions or 
new construction. However, buildout of the General Plan would increase the demand for 
services that would likely require the construction of new fire protection and emergency 
response facilities in order for the relevant fire protection agencies to meet their level of 
service standards, including response times, if applicable. In the event that one of the fire 
protection agencies requires the development of additional fire protection facilities in 
order to maintain current levels of service, the construction of new facilities could have 
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adverse effects on the physical environment. The majority of new development under the 
2030 General Plan would occur within the Valley Growth Boundary. It is anticipated that 
new fire protection facilities would be constructed within planned development areas in 
the Valley Growth Boundary. Fire protection facilities, along with other public facilities, 
would be expected to be located within the overall footprint of development envisioned 
as part of the 2030 General Plan in the Valley Growth Boundary.  

It is not possible at this time to describe the precise location and characteristics of fire 
response facilities that may be required. Land use change that occurs in Rural 
Communities served by foothill fire protection districts could require additional facilities. 
However, these facilities would be expected to be developed within Rural Community 
areas, the development of which is considered throughout the environmental chapters of 
this EIR. The impacts of construction and operation of facilities serving the Valley 
Growth Boundary and Rural Communities are included in the programmatic analyses 
described throughout this EIR. Both direct and reasonably foreseeable indirect adverse 
effects are analyzed at a programmatic level in each of the individual subject area 
sections of this EIR.  

The General Plan provides an overall guide for development and conservation in the 
County over the long-term, including ensuring adequate access to the full range of public 
services, facilities, and infrastructure. To support the County’s goal for fire protection, 
the 2030 General Plan includes policies intended to maintain adequate levels of service 
for fire protection for both existing and new residents. Implementation of these policies 
and actions from the 2030 General Plan listed above would ensure that new development, 
including potential development that could occur in higher wildfire risk areas in the 
foothills, is in compliance with fire codes and regulations designed to reduce the risk of a 
catastrophic wildfire. The County’s proposed policies and actions also address fire 
response and the provision of fire protection. The 2030 General Plan addresses funding 
and construction of fire protection service facilities to serve new development. The 2030 
General Plan also addresses the wide range of public health and safety problems that 
could lead to the need for emergency response, reducing the potential for such problems 
and ensuring the effectiveness of response, if needed. 

2 The comment requests specific language in the 2030 General Plan to ensure that new 
development will provide adequate funding or facilities for fire protection. The 
commenter is directed to Policy CD12.8 within the Community Development Element 
which requires new development to contribute funds, construct, or otherwise provide for 
law enforcement and fire protection facilities needed to serve new growth. 

3 The comment reiterates suggestion that the 2030 General Plan include language to ensure 
that new development be held responsible for providing for fire protection facilities or 
funding. The commenter is directed to Policy CD12.8 within the Community 
Development Element, which requires new development to contribute funds, construct, 
or otherwise provide for law enforcement and fire protection facilities needed to serve 
new growth. 
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Letter 

MJUSD 
Response 

Marysville Joint Unified School District 
Mark Allgire, Assistant Superintendent Business Services 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment provides information about school related legislation, school facility 

planning, impacts fees, bond funding for schools, and issues related to bonds on ballot 
measures and delays in selling sate school board bonds. The commenter indicates that 
there are significant financial impacts on the School District due to issues associated with 
school funding. This comment does not suggest that the DEIR is in any way inadequate 
for addressing environmental impacts of the 2030 General Plan. Policies such as 
CD12.10 and CD12.15 demonstrate the County’s commitment to adequate provisions for 
school facilities and funding. 

2 The comment suggests the addition of language regarding school siting criteria be added 
to Section 4.12.2, “Environmental Setting,” of the EIR. Please refer to the School District 
comment letter, which is provided in this section. Please refer also to Section 4.12.1 of 
the DEIR, which includes a summary of relevant regulations related to public services 
and facilities, including school facilities. The DEIR summarizes California Education 
Code requirements related to school funding. The DEIR summarizes California 
Department of Education guidance for school facilities site selection and building 
characteristics. As noted, certain health and safety requirements are governed by state 
statute and CDE regulations, such as issues related to proximity to airports, proximity to 
high-voltage power transmission lines, presence of toxic and hazardous substances, high-
pressure gas lines, hazardous air emissions and facilities within one-quarter mile, and 
proximity to railroads. 

3 The comment indicates that if Level III developer fees are imposed on residential 
development or if the State no longer is able to approve and issue bonds for construction 
of new facilities that there would be a significant adverse impact on school facilities. The 
comment requests that the 2030 General Plan acknowledge the possibility of financial 
impacts to the District if State facility funding is altered or unavailable. This comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration. 

The DEIR comprehensively addresses potential impacts related to school services in 
Section 4.12, including a description of existing conditions and regulatory requirements, 
impact analysis, and significance characterization. As noted, school facilities will be 
needed in Yuba County, impact fees would be required to go toward funding and 
construction of any additional facilities needed, and the California State Legislature has 
declared the school impact fee to be full and adequate mitigation under CEQA. Although 
a cumulative shortage of public services and facilities would not represent a significant 
environmental impact under CEQA because these are no physical impacts on the 
environment, such a shortage could lead to the need to develop additional public-services 
facilities, which could in turn lead to significant construction- and operation-related 
environmental impacts. Please refer to Section 4.12 of the EIR.  

The County does not set school impact fees and, as such, does not intend to conduct 
analysis of the relationship between impact fees and school construction costs. According 
to Government Code Section 65995 (h): 

“The payment or satisfaction of a fee, charge, or other requirement levied or imposed 
pursuant to Section 17620 of the Education Code in the amount specified in Section 
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65995 and, if applicable, any amounts specified in Section 65995.5 or 65995.7 are 
hereby deemed to be full and complete mitigation of the impacts of any legislative or 
adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development 
of real property, or any change in governmental organization or reorganization as 
defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the provision of adequate school facilities.”  

According to Government Code Section 65996 ((b): 

“The provisions of this chapter are hereby deemed to provide full and complete school 
facilities mitigation and, notwithstanding Section 65858, or Division 13 (commencing 
with Section 21000) of the Public Resources Code, or any other provision of state or 
local law, a state or local agency may not deny or refuse to approve a legislative or 
adjudicative act, or both, involving, but not limited to, the planning, use, or development 
of real property or any change in governmental organization or reorganization, as 
defined in Section 56021 or 56073, on the basis that school facilities are inadequate.” 

4 The comment provides an overview of the Marysville Joint Unified School District. The 
comment does not include any issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
The comment is included in its entirety for Board of Supervisors consideration.  

5 This comment provides state standards and guidelines for school sites. The comment 
suggests additional language for the 2030 General Plan. The comment does not include 
any issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Changes have been made to 
general plan policies which reflect these suggestions. In particular, the commenter is 
directed to Policy CD12.10 and CD12.15.  
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Letter 
Oregon House/ 
Dobbins Comm. 

Response 

 
 
Oregon House/Dobbins Community 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 

meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment letter in its entirety is included for Board of Supervisors 
consideration and no additional response is required. 

2 The comment suggests that there were procedural errors in General Plan review by not 
providing an EIR. The public comment period for the DEIR is based on, and follows all 
requirements under CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. A Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) 
of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of Planning and Research and each responsible 
and trustee agency and was circulated for public comments from June 17th, 2010 through 
July 16th, 2010. The County prepared, noticed, published, and circulated, a DEIR for 
review.  A Notice of Completion (“NOC”) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed 
to the Office of Planning and Research on December 10th, 2010 to invite comments. The 
County provided a longer period of time than required in order to allow greater public 
review and input. An official 60-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was 
established by the Office of Planning and Research. The public comment period began on 
December 10, 2010 and ended on February 9, 2011. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of 
the Draft EIR was mailed to all interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had 
previously requested notice in writing on December 10, 2010. The NOA stated that the 
County has completed the Draft EIR and that copies were available at 
www.yubavision2030.org, the Yuba County Community Services & Development 
Services Agency, Planning Department, 915 8th Street, Suite 123, Marysville, or at the 
Yuba County Public Library, 303 2nd Street, Marysville. A public notice was placed in 
the Appeal-Democrat on December 10, 2010, which stated that the Draft EIR was 
available for public review and comment. A public notice was posted in the office of the 
Yuba County Clerk on December 10, 2010.  

The purpose of a general plan EIR is to evaluate the proposed goals, policies and actions 
in the proposed general plan and analyze the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from implementation of those goals, policies and implementation programs. 
Development of a general plan and its EIR is an iterative process, with the general plan 
goals, policies, and actions informing the EIR analysis and vice versa. The 2030 General 
Plan and EIR were drafted in tandem as a part of a single cohesive and mutually 
supportive process. As a part of the policy development of the 2030 General Plan, the 
County explicitly considered narrative policy, actions, and diagrammatic policies that 
could reduce environmental impacts associated with General Plan buildout. 

The comment provides the minutes of a Community Planning Committee meeting 
discussion regarding the Committee’s belief that an extension of the public review period 
for the Draft General Plan is needed. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and 
does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment letter in its entirety is included for Board of Supervisors 
consideration and no additional response is required. 

3 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 
meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
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include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration 
and no additional response is required. 

4 The comment discusses the absence of an EIR for the general plan update. The DEIR for 
the 2030 General Plan was released for public review on December 10, 2010. 

5 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 
meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration 
and no additional response is required. 

6 The comment raises concern about archeological regulations proposed in the General 
Plan. The comment claims that the County’s mapping of prehistoric resource sensitivity 
would impose a hardship on development. This comment relates to Yuba County policy 
and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the 
DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration. The DEIR provides a program-level analysis of the potential for impacts 
on cultural resources based, in part, on a countywide search of records related to cultural 
resources. The DEIR concludes that impacts to identified cultural resources, previously 
unidentified cultural resources, and interred human remains that could occur with 
implementation of the General Plan are significant and unavoidable.  

7 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 
meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 

8 The comment raises concern about the need for fire escape routes. Please refer to the 
response to Greg and Shirley Crompton, February 8, 2011 letter Comment 1. 

9 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 
meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 

10 The comment lists areas of concern regarding the General Plan. This comment relates to 
Yuba County policy and does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or 
adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors 
for consideration. The comment suggests that the County’s fire policies are inadequate. 
Please refer to the response to Greg and Shirley Crompton, February 8, 2011 letter 
Comment 1, which addresses this comment. 

11 The comment discusses the submission of comments on the DEIR. This comment does 
not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 
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12 The comment discusses inconsistencies in fire safe policies and emissions standards. 
Please refer to the response to Greg and Shirley Crompton, February 8, 2011 letter 
Comment 1, which addresses this comment. 

13 The comment provides the minutes from numerous Community Planning Committee 
meetings. Items discussed in the comment relate to Yuba County policy and do not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration 
and no additional response is required.  



laneg
Text Box
Sharp 2

laneg
Line

laneg
Typewritten Text
1



laneg
Line

laneg
Typewritten Text
1 cont'd



laneg
Line

laneg
Typewritten Text
2



laneg
Line

laneg
Typewritten Text
3



laneg
Line

laneg
Typewritten Text
4



AECOM  2030 General Plan Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 9-176 Yuba County 

 
Letter 

Sharp 2 
Response 

 
Charles Sharp 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment includes screenshots of information from Yuba County’s website. This 

comment does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Therefore, no response is required. 

2 The comment questions the lack of presentations or new information about the General 
Plan Update between October 2009 and June 2010. Development of a general plan and its 
EIR is an iterative process, with the general plan goals, policies, and actions informing 
the EIR analysis and vice versa. The comment does not include any substantive issues 
related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to 
the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is required. 

 The comment also indicates that CEQA was not included in a specific timeline presented 
on the County’s website. The comment is incorrect as the table referenced by the 
comment includes two CEQA milestones: General Plan 2030 EIR-Notice of Preparation 
(June 18, 2010) and Draft General Plan 2030 EIR Release (Early-Mid September 2010). 

3 The comment includes screenshots of information from Yuba County’s website. This 
comment does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Therefore, no response is required. 

4 The comment argues that the release of the DEIR following release of the Draft General 
Plan violates CEQA case law requiring that an EIR be prepared as early as possible in the 
planning process.  

The purpose of a general plan EIR is to evaluate the proposed goals, policies and actions 
in the proposed general plan and analyze the potential environmental impacts resulting 
from implementation of those goals, policies and implementation programs. 
Development of a general plan and its EIR is an iterative process, with the general plan 
goals, policies, and actions informing the EIR analysis and vice versa.  

The 2030 General Plan and EIR were drafted in tandem as a part of a single cohesive and 
mutually supportive process. The existing conditions analysis and alternatives analysis 
that supported selection of a “Preferred Alternative” for the General Plan also provided a 
platform for discussing how the design and narrative content of the plan could be 
structured to minimize or avoid significant impacts. As a part of the policy development 
of the 2030 General Plan, the County explicitly considered narrative policy, actions, and 
diagrammatic policies that could reduce environmental impacts associated with General 
Plan buildout.  

The County circulated a NOP of the General Plan EIR to public agencies and interested 
members of the public. The NOP was delivered to the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research State Clearinghouse on June 17, 2010, anticipating a NOP review period 
starting June 18, 2010. The NOP is a brief notice sent by the lead agency to inform 
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, and potentially affected federal, state, and local 
agencies that the lead agency plans to prepare an EIR. The NOP also seeks comments 
regarding the scope and content of the EIR. The County held a scoping meeting on July 
7, 2010, to receive comments on the NOP. The County has also conducted public 



2030 General Plan FEIR  AECOM 
Yuba County 9-177 Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 

outreach in various formats and settings to support the 2030 General Plan and has 
received substantial email and website input from citizens and agencies. Although social 
and economic issues were raised during this outreach, many environmental issues were 
also raised.  
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Letter 

Sharp 3 
Response 

 
Charles Sharp 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment expresses concern about the lack of information regarding fire safety in the 

General Plan and EIR.  

The County has made revisions to the Public Health & Safety Element to clarify policies 
and actions related to reducing the potential for risk related to wildfire. The County’s 
policies in the draft and revised General Plan are designed to protect people and property 
from wildland and urban fire risk and create more fire-resilient communities. Existing 
state regulations related to wildfire risk will be required as a part of new developments 
that could be accommodated under the General Plan higher fire risk areas. Projects will 
be conditioned, as appropriate, to ensure defensible space, fire-wise landscaping, fuel 
breaks, emergency access, fire flow, hydrants, sprinkler systems, fire stations and other 
improvements and conditions. New developments are required to pay on a fair-share 
basis for fire stations, equipment, and other fire suppression improvements necessary to 
provide adequate fire protection services. All community water systems serving new 
development projects are required to meet or exceed County minimum standards for 
provision of water for fire flows.  

Emergency access and evacuation routes are comprehensively addressed both in County 
policy and through follow on actions described in the Public Health & Safety Element, 
including access needs as informed by modeling of wildfire behavior.  

Following General Plan adoption, the County will maintain a planning and entitlement 
review process that documents compliance with state and local standards for fire safety. 
The County will update zoning, development, improvement standards, and building 
standards, as necessary, to maintain compliance with relevant fire codes, including those 
maintained by Cal Fire. County codes would be anticipated to address such topics as 
landscaping standards and fire-resistant plant materials, fire resistant building materials 
for exterior walls and other exterior features of structures, defensible space standards for 
different topographic conditions, sprinklers, emergency access, water supply and pressure 
for firefighting, building and road construction in areas prone to fire risk and greater 
slopes, and other relevant topics.  

In addition, as included in the revised General Plan, the County will prepare, adopt, and 
implement a comprehensive wildfire safety plan for foothills portions of the County with 
high and very high wildfire risk. This plan will be designed to reduce fuel loads, ensure 
emergency access and evacuation routes, and provide incentives for property owners to 
improve properties in order to reduce wildfire risk and improve fire resiliency for existing 
developed areas. As a part of this planning effort, the County will collaborate with other 
public agencies and nonprofits to implement fire breaks and fuel reduction projects in 
areas of high and very high fire risk, including removal of invasive species that increase 
understory fuel loads. Areas of particular focus could include County roads, ridges 
surrounding rural communities, and defensible space around existing structures. The 
County will seek funding from sources, such as the Bureau of Land Management, for fire 
fuel reduction projects. The County will collaborate with land owners in fire prone areas 
without adequate secondary access to improve access, add water tanks, or otherwise 
improve fire safety conditions. The County will seek funding to provide incentives for 
property owners to retrofit existing structures in high and very high fire risk areas to 
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reduce combustibility. Planning for emergency access and evacuation routes will take 
into account records of historic fire activities affecting foothills portions of the County. 
Emergency access and evacuation will also take into account fire behavior modeling, 
including consideration of wildfire driven by winds that could limit the use of existing 
evacuation routes. The County will analyze and consider planning and fair-share funding 
of improvements needed to provide for emergency access and evacuation routes 
generally leading away from the head of a wildfire that has the characteristics of the 
worst-case predicted wildfire and secondary access allowing egress oriented in a 
direction of approximately 180 degrees from the previously described route. 

2 The comment states that a letter from the Dobbins/Oregon House Planning Committee 
that was included in Appendix A of the EIR was not listed on page 1-5 of the EIR which 
lists all letters received in response to the notice of preparation. The D/OH Planning 
Committee letter has been added to the list on page 1-5 of the EIR. 

3 The comment states that the County’s Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan does not address 
mitigation measures for fire egress and evacuation. The comment includes an excerpt 
from a letter about fuel breaks. See the response to Comment 1. The comment suggests 
that the EIR inadequately relies on the Yuba County Multi-Jurisdictional Multi-Hazard 
Mitigation Plan to address wildfire safety issues. See the response to Comment 1. 

4 The comment states that the DEIR is inadequate for failing to consider the D/OH 
Planning Committee letter. As noted in the response to comment Shape 3-2 above, the 
letter, which was included in Appendix A of the DEIR, has been added to the list on page 
1-5. While the letter was not on the list on page 1-5 of the DEIR, the letter was in fact 
considered during preparation of the DEIR. 

5 The comment includes the text of the D/OH letter described in comments Sharp 3-2 and 
Sharp 3-4. As stated in the responses to comments Sharp 3-2 and Sharp 3-4, this letter 
was considered during the preparation of the DEIR. See the response to Comment 1. 
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Letter 
Wheatland Fire 

Response 

Wheatland Fire Authority 
Joe Waggershauser, Fire Chief 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment clarifies the origin of the Wheatland Fire Authority. Changes have been 

made to the text of Section 4.12.2 regarding the Wheatland Fire Authority.  

2 The comment suggests that the DEIR should have more specific language on revenue 
sources for public services. Funding for fire services is addressed by various policies in 
the County’s Draft General Plan, including: 

Policy CD12.5 New developments shall demonstrate the availability of adequate 
fire flow pressure, storage, system gridding, hydrant spacing, 
and sprinkler systems prior to approval. 

Policy CD12.6 The County will condition new developments and collaborate 
with local fire districts to locate stations so that first fire 
response can be provided within 6 minutes in 95% or more of 
cases within the Valley Growth Boundary. 

Policy CD12.7 The County’s target for fire protection is an ISO (Insurance 
Service Organization) rating of no greater than 5 within the 
Valley Growth Boundary and no greater than 8 for Rural 
Communities. 

Policy CD12.8 New developments shall contribute fees, construct and dedicate 
facilities, and/or use other mechanisms acceptable to local 
service providers to provide for law enforcement and fire 
protection facilities and services needed to serve new growth. 

While State CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(c) states that the project description shall 
contain, among other items, a general description of the economic characteristics of the 
project, economic impacts are not a topic of environmental impact analysis under State 
CEQA Guidelines. 

The comment suggests specific language be added regarding mitigation required for new 
development. The commenter is directed to Policy CD12.8 within the Community 
Development Element which requires new development to contribute funds, construct, or 
otherwise provide for law enforcement and fire protection facilities needed to serve new 
growth.  
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Letter 
YCWA 

Response 

Yuba County Water Agency 
Scott Matyac, Water Resources Manager 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 This comment objects to the significance conclusion of Impact 4.14-4 in the DEIR. The 

description of existing water use in unincorporated Yuba County has been revised. The 
level and description of impact, as described in the EIR, has not been changed. Please 
refer to Section 4.14 of the EIR and the response to Comments 4 and 5. 

2 This comment objects to the characterization of water supply within Yuba County 
provided in Table 4.14-1 of the DEIR. The comment further notes that the hydrology of 
the Yuba River, the largest single source of surface water in the County, is variable, 
ranging from over 4 million acre feet to less than 400,000 acre feet per year in dry years. 
The comment suggests that this table be deleted and the factors relevant to water supply 
and demand be provided in the EIR.  

The text of Section 4.14 has been revised in response to this comment. The revised text 
examines existing deliveries, as described in the YCWA IRWMP and acknowledges the 
variability of water supply. Refer to Section 4.14 for more details. 

3 This comment suggests that the EIR improperly characterizes water supply and demand 
with respect to Yuba County Water Agency (YCWA) member units and that 
identification of average Yuba River flows is inappropriate. The comment discusses the 
need to acknowledge variability in water supply. The text of revised Section 4.14 
acknowledges the variability of water supply and the potential for shortages.  

The policies of the General Plan and existing state law require that individual projects 
that would occur under buildout demonstrate adequate and reliable water supplies. In 
addition the policies of the General Plan require consideration of the cumulative effect of 
groundwater extraction (most urban uses in the County rely on groundwater) in Policy 
NR12.1. The increase in demand under General Plan buildout is relatively small in 
relation to existing water deliveries. Future water demand will be further reduced by the 
requirements of the Green Building Code. Future projects tiered from this EIR will be 
required to demonstrate adequate and reliable water supplies, as well as water 
conservation and groundwater infiltration policies of the 2030 General Plan. 

4 This comment requests changes to the labeling of Table 4.14-7 and states that the 
identification of surplus water is incorrect. Revisions have been made to this section of 
the EIR in response to the commenter. This comment requests that changes discussed in 
earlier comments be made to the EIR. As noted previously, the County has made 
revisions to the EIR in response to the previous comments. The comment also suggests 
that the conclusion of Impact 4.14-4 be changed. This change has not been made since 
the County has presented substantial evidence that increase in water demand resulting 
from implementation of the General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact 
relative to sufficiency of water supplies and since no new or expanded entitlements 
would be necessary. The estimated water demand associated with the 2030 General Plan 
buildout has been revised downward, as well, using more reasonable, although still 
conservative, estimates. The actual water demand will be substantially less compared to 
the conservative estimates shown in the revised EIR with incorporation of existing state 
law requirements (as explained in more detail in Section 4.14). The California 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) provides estimates of per–capita, per-day 
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(GPCD) water demand for the subregions of California. Yuba County is within DWR 
Hydrologic Region 5 (Sacramento River), where the average rate of water consumption is 
253 GPCD. Per capita water use is defined as the total applied water of a service area 
divided by the permanent population of that area. This metric provides a means of 
estimating how much an increase in population in a particular area will increase water 
demand, assuming that development conforms roughly to existing patterns of land use. 
Based upon this figure, an increase in population of 100,000 individuals within 
unincorporated portions of the County could result in an increase in water demand of 
approximately 28,340 acre feet (af) per year. The estimated total storage capacity of the 
North Yuba Subbasin / South Yuba Subbasins is about 7.5 million af. Of this amount 
approximately 2.8 million af occur within 200 feet of the land surface, but not all of these 
supplies are available for withdrawal because well capacity and recharge rates limit the 
amount that can be safely withdrawn. The YCWA and other water providers are 
coordinating to avoid ground water overdraft and land subsidence associated with ground 
water extraction, however the yearly safe-yield (amount of water that can be withdrawn 
without adverse effects) is not currently known. The policies of the General Plan and 
existing state law require that individual projects that would occur under buildout 
demonstrate adequate and reliable water supplies. In addition the policies of the General 
Plan require consideration of the cumulative effect of groundwater extraction (most urban 
uses in the County rely on groundwater) in Policy NR12.1. The increase in demand under 
General Plan buildout is relatively small in relation to existing water deliveries. Future 
water demand will be further reduced by the requirements of the Green Building Code. 
Future projects tiered from this EIR will be required to demonstrate adequate and reliable 
water supplies, as well as water conservation and groundwater infiltration policies of the 
2030 General Plan. 

5 This comment suggests that different information be presented in Section 4.14 of the 
EIR, including deleting references to data on surplus water supplies and references to 
variability in surface water supplies. This comment also suggests that the conclusion on 
water supply be changed.  

The text of Section 4.14 has been revised in response to this comment. The revised text 
examines existing deliveries, as described in the YCWA IRWMP and acknowledges the 
variability of water supply. Refer to Section 4.14 for more details. A change in the 
significance characterization would not be appropriate. The County has presented 
substantial evidence that increase in water demand resulting from implementation of the 
General Plan would have a less-than-significant impact relative to sufficiency of water 
supplies and that no new or expanded entitlements would be necessary. See also the 
response to Comment 4. 

6 This comment reiterates the opinion that significance conclusion for Impact 4.14-4 
should be changed. Refer to the response to Comments 1 through 5. 
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Letter 

Yuba FGC 
Response 

County of Yuba Fish and Game Commission 
Deborah Byrne, Chair 
February 9, 2011 

  
1 The comment discusses the potential for climate change to impact deer habitat. The 

comment identifies that the EIR recognizes the potential impact of implementation of the 
2030 General Plan on deer habitat and movement. The comment suggests that the EIR 
should include more information regarding the impact of climate change on deer habitat 
and migratory paths. 

Any attempt to predict how global climate change will affect deer herds in Yuba County 
and how those effects might interact with potential general plan impacts on deer herds 
would be too speculative for meaningful consideration at this time. The appropriate 
baseline for CEQA analysis is the physical condition at the time notice of preparation is 
published and it is not appropriate to use some possible future condition as the CEQA 
baseline. In addition, refer to Section 6 of the EIR, under the heading “Biological 
Resources,” which presents information related to the possible effects of climate change 
on biological resources. It is not possible at this time to model the effects of climate 
change at the local level, with the level of detail necessary to predict effects on habitat for 
specific species. As acknowledged in Section 6 of the EIR, the degree to which the 2030 
General Plan could contribute to a significant cumulative climate-change related 
biological resources impacts is unknown at this time. See also the response to Comment 2 
from this letter. 

2 The comment states that the 1983 Deer Herds Map is insufficient and does not address 
global climate change. 

The 1983 map is the most recent map of resident and migratory deer ranges available. 
DFG was contacted for more up to date deer herd information, but updated mapping and 
analysis has not been completed. Therefore, this is the best available information on 
which to base the analysis of impacts on deer herds in this programmatic document. The 
comment does not propose alternative information sources that would provide a better 
baseline for analysis. 

The comment also states that the Commission is concerned about the content of 
communication with DFG and would like to review such communication before it is sent 
to DFG so the Commission can ensure such communication does not interfere with their 
efforts on behalf of the Yuba County Water Agency Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) relicensing process. 

Please refer to the revised policies NR5.13 and NR5.14, which have been simplified and 
clarified, including removing the specific reference to communications with the DFG. 

The comment contends that the General Plan Policies NR5.13 and NR5.14 are based on 
flawed science because they assume that deer habitat will not be affected by climate 
change. 

The comment is incorrect that the General Plan policies assume climate change would 
not affect deer habitat. The policies provide guidance for development projects under the 
jurisdictional control of Yuba County to avoid adverse impacts on the Mooretown and 
Downieville deer herds. It would be speculative to try and predict how deer herds in 
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Yuba County would respond to climate change and to design site-specific mitigation 
based on the potential future physical conditions resulting from climate change. Please 
refer to the revised policies NR5.13 and NR5.14. See also Section 6.1.4 of the EIR, under 
the heading “Biological Resources,” where the County discusses potential biological 
impacts of climate change.  

Finally, the commenter contends that the 2030 General Plan would adversely affect the 
Yuba County Water Agency Federal Energy Regulatory Commission relicensing. The 
commenter indicates that the County’s overall policy framework, and in particular the 
County’s strategy for avoiding adverse impacts to deer habitat, would conflict with or 
interfere with the ongoing relicensing efforts.  

As noted in the General Plan Implementation chapter of the 2030 General Plan, the 
policies in the General Plan will be used as the County evaluates development proposals; 
coordinates with other public agencies on infrastructure and public facilities to support 
land use change consistent with the General Plan; and updates its codes and standards. 
The General Plan would not directly relate to, nor conflict with ongoing relicensing 
efforts. See Policy NR12.12 of the Natural Resources Element: 

Policy NR12.12 The County will support the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission relicensing of the Yuba River Development Project. 

3 The comment states that the commenter looks forward to receiving more information in 
the future about areas of interest. This comment does not include any substantive issues 
related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, no additional response is 
required.  
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Letter 

FRAQMD 
Response 

Feather River Air Quality Management District 
Sondra Spaethe, Air Quality Planner 
February 11, 2011 

  
1 This comment notes that the General Plan EIR evaluates multiple development 

alternatives for air quality significance in the areas of operational and construction 
emissions of criteria air pollutants, mobile source emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), 
emissions of toxic air contaminants, and odor impacts, and that, with the exception of CO 
emissions, all alternatives were found to have a significant and unavoidable impact, 
which is inevitable given the scope of the project. 

The commenter is correct to note that a range of alternatives were analyzed in the DEIR 
and that significant and unavoidable impacts occur in the referenced air quality impact 
areas. 

2 This comment requests that the County add reference to Rule 3.17, which regulates wood 
burning devices. 

This reference has been added to the Regulatory Setting subsection of Section 4.3 of the 
EIR, which addresses Air Quality. This rule is presented under the heading, “Feather 
River Air Quality Management District.” 

3 This comment references the most recent Air Quality Attainment Plan for the Northern 
Sacramento Valley Planning Area. 

The requested updates in Sections 3 and 4.3 have been made. 

4 This comment requests additional analysis related to naturally occurring asbestos. 

Please refer to Section 4.6 of the EIR, “Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and 
Paleontological Resources. In addition, environmental setting, regulatory setting, and 
analytical information has been added to Section 4.3 of the EIR, “Air Quality.”The 
County has added reference to Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
requirements in the regulatory setting subsection. The County has added reference to 
California Geological Survey Guidelines for Geologic Investigations of Naturally 
Occurring Asbestos in California and an asbestos-related Airborne Toxic Control 
Measure adopted by the California Air Resources Board. Information regarding the 
potential for naturally occurring asbestos was added to the environmental setting 
subsection. A subsection under Impact 4.3-4 has been added. The conclusion for Impact 
4.3-4 has not changed. 

5 This comment points out that operational criteria air pollutant emissions are presented for 
wintertime conditions and that the analysis in the DEIR did not assume wood burning 
devices would be installed with new development accommodated under the General Plan. 

The operational emissions are based on wintertime conditions since winter calculations 
are typically higher than those estimated for summer. The main factor is the increased use 
of heating devices, such as furnaces, wood stoves and fireplaces. The commenter is 
correct to point out that the emissions reported in the DEIR did not include modeled 
emissions from woodstoves and fireplaces. Any newly installed wood burning device 
must meet the requirements of FRAQMD Rule 3-17. The emissions for wood burning 
devices that meet the new criteria are estimated to be 450 lbs/day of ROGs, 147 lbs/day 
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NOX, 666 lbs/day PM10 and 641 lbs/day PM2.5. This information has been added to 
Section 4.3. Please refer to the information under Impact 4.3-1. 

This comment recommends that the County revise Action CD17.1 to allow employers the 
option of joining the Transportation Demand Management Association  

The requested revision has been made to Action CD17.1. 

6 This comment indicates that the Air District does not regulate construction equipment 
exhaust emissions, fuels, or idling. This comment also suggests a revision to the 
mitigation discussion under Impact 4.3-2. 

Both requested changes have been made. Please refer to Section 4.3 under Impact 4.3-2.  

7 This comment discusses the definitions of high-volume roadways from the California Air 
Resources Board’s Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health 
Perspective. 

In response to the comment, additional information has been added under Impact 4.3-4 
under the heading “Mobile Sources.” As noted in this analysis section, the County has 
proposed Action CD3.1: Compatibility Review and Conditioning of Projects and Plans, 
which requires review and conditioning of projects for, among other topics, adequacy of 
buffering between residential land uses, highways, railroads, airports, industries, mining 
operations, agricultural operations, and other potentially incompatible uses.  

8 This comment notes the importance of local government action to address greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions. The comment notes that the County’s analysis of GHG emissions 
impacts includes an evaluation of existing conditions, emissions sources, and the impacts 
of the 2030 General Plan. This comment also notes that the conclusion with respect to 
GHG emissions impacts is significant and unavoidable. The commenter notes that the 
County has not quantified the benefits of General Plan policies. The comment also 
recommends that the County identify a specific emissions reduction target for Action 
HS5.1, Greenhouse Gas Reduction Plan. 

Policies included in other Elements of the 2030 General Plan have GHG-reducing effects. 
However, it is not feasible at the General Plan level to predict the quantified effectiveness 
of the wide range of mitigating policies presented. These estimates would depend on the 
specific characteristics of the projects accommodated under the General Plan, the degree 
to which the mitigating policies are incorporated into each project, the location and nature 
of each project relative to the surrounding land use mix and development patterns, and 
many other factors, some of which are auto correlated. The mitigating policies and action 
described in this impact analysis is scaled for use in a program EIR, with additional 
details to be addressed in the County’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program (Action 
HS5.1). The GHG efficiency discussion in the 2030 General Plan and in the EIR provides 
helpful context for measuring performance of the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Program.  

The commenter is correct about the breadth of analysis presented in Section 4.7 of the 
EIR and the conclusion in this impact analysis. The Public Health & Safety Element 
includes a discussion of the appropriate approach for developing a GHG emissions 
reduction target. As suggested by the commenter, land use entitlement authority, which 
largely rests at the local government level in California, has a great influence on 
development patterns, community design, transportation facilities planning, and other 
factors that influence vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Assessing GHG emissions impacts 
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should, therefore, focus on land-use related emissions sectors over which the County has 
some control.  

In developing an emissions or emissions reduction target, the simplest approach is some 
type of percentage reduction for community-wide emissions or government operations. 
California’s GHG mandate requires that statewide GHG emissions be reduced to 1990 
levels by 2020, which would represent a roughly 10% reduction from 2006 levels and a 
roughly 30% reduction from forecast “business as usual” 2020 emissions. However, AB 
32 addresses a statewide emissions target that is not necessarily appropriate for 
application at the city or county level. Also, the “business as usual” scenario developed 
by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) is based on many complex, long-range 
assumptions regarding statewide growth in VMT, energy prices and demand, modeling of 
change in different industrial sectors, and many other factors and assumptions, many of 
which are themselves correlated. The “business as usual” scenario is useful in illustrating 
the ambitious nature of California’s GHG goals, but is only indirectly related to the actual 
AB 32 target (1990 emissions by 2020). A percentage reduction from the “business as 
usual” scenario also is difficult to objectively apply at the project level.  

The intent of AB 32 is to accommodate population and economic growth in California, 
but do so in a way that achieves a lower rate of GHG emissions. Neither state legislation 
nor executive order suggests that California intends to limit population or employment 
growth as a way to reduce the state’s GHG emission levels. In achieving the state’s 
targets, some communities will experience an increase in mass emissions, while others 
may experience a decrease. The key point, however, is that to achieve AB 32 targets, 
communities will need to achieve a lower rate of emissions per capita and/or per 
employee. With a reduced rate of emissions per capita and per employee, California can 
accommodate expected population growth and achieve economic development 
objectives, while also abiding by AB 32’s emissions target. Focusing on per-unit rather 
than mass emissions levels is sometimes called “GHG efficiency.” For land development 
projects, the use of an efficiency approach that considers emissions per capita or per 
employee correlates well with the activities accommodated by development.  

Using an efficiency-based approach based on achieving 1990 GHG emission levels is tied 
to the science of climate change. Avoiding dangerous climate change would require 
ambient global CO2 concentrations to stabilize at a level between approximately 350 and 
400 ppm. Ambient global CO2 concentrations in 1990 were approximately 353 ppm and 
1990 is the year to which the AB 32 legislative mandate is tied. One may calculate the 
GHG efficiency required to meet AB 32 goals by taking 1990 emissions and dividing by 
the projected population and employment.  

As noted in the Public Health & Safety Element, the “fair share” of land use-related GHG 
emissions per person, using this approach, would be currently estimated to be 
approximately between 6.4 and 6.6 metric tons of CO2 equivalent emissions. “Service 
population” is a term used to express the total population plus employment. The “fair 
share” of GHG emissions per service population needed to achieve AB 32 mandates is 
between approximately 4.4 and 4.6 metric tons CO2 equivalent. For residents and 
employees accommodated in new development, emissions should not be more than 4.6 
metric tons CO2 equivalent per service population. New development that generates 
GHG emissions at levels equal to or less than these levels could be considered part of the 
solution to the problems related to cumulative GHG emissions and would not hinder the 
state’s ability to meet its goals of reduced statewide GHG emissions. Although the 
precise calculations for the appropriate “fair share” of land use-related GHG emissions 
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per service population may be revised as new information becomes available, this 
concept is substantiated for assessing the degree to which plans and projects would have 
cumulatively considerable impacts under CEQA. The EIR evaluates GHG emissions 
according to this substantiated significance threshold and proposes a wide range of 
feasible mitigation, which is summarized in Table 4.7-4 of the DEIR.  

Under the broad policy framework provided by the General Plan, the County will 
consider at the project level the effectiveness of General Plan policy for reducing GHG 
emissions and pursue more specific measures through development of a Greenhouse Gas 
Reduction Program (as indicated by Action HS5.1). 

9 This comment contains specific recommendations for revisions to Sections 4.3 and 4.7. 

The commenter identified Policy CD19.12 in the Executive Summary as a mitigating 
policy that was listed for addressing Impact 4.3-1. This mitigating policy is now Policy 
CD19.9  and includes the following text: “Secure bicycle parking shall be located at or 
near public buildings, business districts, parks, playgrounds, shopping centers, schools, 
transit terminals, bus stops, and other bicycle traffic generators.” This policy will help to 
address long-term operational air pollutant emissions.  

The commenter’s suggested change related to note “k” of Table 4.3-1 and the change to 
the attainment status (from “U” to “A”) have been made. Please refer to Section 4.3. 

With regard to the comment on Table 4.3-2, the table was not formatted properly. The 
asterisks indicating insufficient data were an error, which has been addressed in revisions 
to this table. 

With regard to landfill emissions, the County estimates baseline GHG emissions of 
approximately 32,284 MT CO2e/yr. The County estimates that with full buildout of the 
2030 General Plan, landfill related emissions would be approximately 52,327 MT 
CO2e/yr.1 For details, please refer to Appendix C of the FEIR. 

                                                      
1 SCS Engineers. 2007 (July). Current MSW Industry Position and State-of-the-Practice on Methane Destruction Efficiency 
in Flares, Turbines, and Engines for Solid Waste Industry for Climate Solutions. Yuba County Waste Categorization Pers. 
Comm. Bryan Clarkson, Environmental Compliance Manager, Recology Environmental Solutions.  



















AECOM  2030 General Plan Final EIR 
Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR 9-216 Yuba County 

Verbal Comment 
and 

Response 

 
Public Hearing before the Yuba County Board of Supervisors on the DEIR for the Yuba 
County 2030 General Plan 
February 9th, 2011 

   
 

1 Alyssa Lindman. The commenter is discussing changes to the level at which the Planning 
Commission and Board of Supervisors considers planning and environmental documents 
and changes to ordinances addressing this issue. The commenter is discussing distrust in 
the community regarding the County’s processes.  

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and procedures and there is no aspect 
of these comments that bring up any substantive issues related to the contents or 
adequacy of the DEIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts attributable 
to implementing the 2030 General Plan. Therefore, these comments are forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is required. 

2 Rod Hisken. Commenter indicates that he would prefer a larger area for Community Plan 
(presumably referring to the Dobbins-Oregon House area). The commenter believes that 
a larger plan area would be better to deal with larger parcels in order to provide better 
exits in the case of wildfire. The commenter believes that fees are too high, for example, 
a security operation with little building ($14,000) windmill ($10,000). The commenter 
discussed job creation. 

The General Plan and EIR address mitigating policies and actions related to wildfire risk. 
Please refer to the revised Public Health & Safety Element and Section 4.8 of the EIR, 
which compressively address wildfire risk related to implementation of the 2030 General 
Plan. Other comments are related to Yuba County policy and there is no aspect of these 
comments that bring up any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the 
DEIR for addressing adverse physical environmental impacts attributable to 
implementing the 2030 General Plan. Therefore, these comments are forwarded to the 
Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is required. 

3 Frank Cecil. Commenter is reading statement for one neighbor, Emily Gordon, 
recommending that the County postpone approval of the 2030 General Plan. 

This comment does not relate to the content or adequacy of the DEIR. This comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no additional response 
is required. 

4 Tom Eres. The commenter is representing Hoffman Ranch. The commenter is concerned 
about flood, drainage, new FEMA maps. The commenter claims that the General Plan 
and EIR do not adequately address flood issues and drainage. The commenter is 
describing connections between flood hazard and land use, transportation, and housing. 
The commenter believes that land use and housing planning work should consider flood 
hazard. The commenter claims that this is a programmatic document with project level 
implications. The commenter is concerned that the County did not conduct full analysis 
of reasonable alternatives. The commenter believes that the LAFCO MSR and SOI 
documents are not incorporated enough into the 2030 General Plan EIR. The commenter 
believes that this is time for a pause in the General Plan Update process. 
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Please refer to Section 4.9 of the EIR, which comprehensively addresses flood risk 
associated with implementation of the 2030 General Plan, as well as the Public Health & 
Safety Element, which provides the County’s policy related to flood risk. The commenter 
does not suggest any substantive issue with respect to the adequacy of the DEIR related 
to flooding and therefore it is not possible to speculate to what the commenter is referring 
and it is not possible to provide additional clarification for the benefit of the commenter. 
The General Plan recognizes the relationship between hazard issues and land use, as well 
as the other inherently related topics. As just one example, the Valley Growth Boundary 
is drawn, in part, to avoid certain areas with flooding issues that are not developed today. 
As noted in the Public Health & Safety Element, the County has been making substantial 
investments in both drainage and flood control facilities to benefit portions of Linda and 
Olivehurst that are planned for development under the General Plan and applicable 
Specific Plans. The General Plan establishes policy to protect people and property from 
flood damage, as well as providing guidance (in ActionHS1.1) for how the General Plan 
and Zoning Ordinance may need to be revised over time as new information related to 
flooding becomes available.  

As noted elsewhere, the County has included numerous alternatives for analysis both in 
the General Plan process itself (10 different conceptual alternatives), as well as within the 
EIR. The DEIR considers a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(a): 

“[a]n EIR shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to 
the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the 
alternatives. An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. 
Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives 
that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. An EIR is not 
required to consider alternatives which are infeasible. The lead agency is 
responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and 
must publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.”  

The rationale for selecting the alternatives for analysis in the EIR is presented in Section 
5.0 of the EIR. CEQA establishes no categorical legal imperative as to the scope of 
alternatives to be analyzed in an EIR. Each case must be evaluated on its own facts, 
which in turn must be reviewed in light of the statutory purpose” (Citizens of Goleta 
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 566). For a General Plan, there 
could be thousands of different iterations of land use that could be considered as a part of 
an alternative. Thus, as both the California and federal courts have recognized the 
statutory requirement for consideration of alternatives must be judged against a rule of 
reason.  

The range of the alternatives selected for analysis and the alternatives themselves are 
reasonable in light of the project objectives and the facts and circumstances affecting the 
2030 General Plan.  

See Section 5.0 for a comparative analysis of alternatives vis-à-vis the 2030 General Plan 
including a point-by-point discussion of impacts, including quantitative analysis for such 
issues as agricultural resources, vehicle miles traveled (and associated air pollutant 
emissions), greenhouse gas emissions, and transportation impacts. The level of analysis 
in the alternatives section is appropriate to foster informed decision making and public 
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participation, and to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison with the 
proposed project. The CEQA Guidelines (Section 15126.6 (d)) suggest that a matrix 
displaying the major characteristics and significant environmental effects of each 
alternative may be used to summarize the comparison. The County has provided 
substantive analysis at a level of detail beyond that recommended in the CEQA 
Guidelines.  

The Yuba Local Agency Formation Commission Municipal Service Review and Sphere 
of Influence Options report were used, along with a large body of other information to 
guide the development of goals, policies, and actions in the General Plan, and by 
extension, the land use change analyzed in the EIR.  

5 Randy Collins. Commenter is talking about top priority to create jobs in Yuba County; 
stating that an application known as the “Woodbury Specific Plan” could bring more than 
8,000 jobs to the County; requesting that the County change the land use designation in 
this area to Valley Neighborhood. 

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and do not raise any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is 
required. 

6 Tiffany Wright. The commenter is representing the application known as the “Woodbury 
Specific Plan.” The commenter is discussing alternatives showing that County can 
accommodate high growth rate that is more efficient in areas near existing 
services/infrastructure and that this would reduce impacts. The commenter is stating that 
impacts from lower development alternatives would reduce impacts on a per capita basis, 
due to more efficient arrangement; noting that CEQA requires feasible mitigation and 
adoption of feasible alternatives that reduce potentially significant impacts. The 
commenter is stating that she does not believe that showing Woodbury in the General 
Plan would trigger recirculation; indicating that the County has drafted a very thorough 
EIR. The commenter is stating that it is her understanding that growth assumptions used 
for Linda area would include development of Woodbury.  

The commenter is correct to note that alternatives analyzed in Section 5.0 of the EIR 
describe how potentially significant impacts of the 2030 General Plan could be reduced. 
The commenter is correct to note that alternatives were drafted, in part, to analyze the 
comparative impacts of a more compact overall development footprint. The commenter is 
correct to note that CEQA requires incorporation of feasible mitigation, which the 
County has accomplished through both the incorporation of environmentally mitigating 
policies and actions in the General Plan, as well as stand-alone mitigation in the EIR.  

Section 5.0 of the EIR discusses not only the comparative impacts and rationale for 
selection of alternatives, but also the feasibility of each alternative and consistency with 
the County’s project objectives. The commenter is correct to note that land use change 
assumptions analyzed in the General Plan EIR include future growth in all areas with the 
Planning Reserve overlay, in addition to all areas with land use designations where land 
use change during the General Plan time horizon is reasonably foreseeable.  

The County’s General Plan alternatives are designed with consideration of estimates of 
future population and economic growth. However, the General Plan and General Plan 
EIR alternatives were not prepared to have land use designations that would necessarily 
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match the amount of development that is predicted for Yuba County through 2030. The 
County does not wish to artificially bid up the cost of land by restricting planned growth 
to the amount needed to accommodate forecast growth. The County wishes to provide 
enough flexibility in its land use policies to accommodate development consistent with 
the General Plan goals, policies, and actions. General Plan EIR alternatives are based on 
the County’s Project Objectives, which are listed in Section 5.0 of the DEIR.   

The County considered a range of land use and circulation alternatives for the 2030 
General Plan. This process touched on many environmental issues, although social and 
economic issues were also involved. Like the General Plan alternatives, the EIR 
alternatives involve different amounts of land subject to development. Both sets of 
alternatives include different levels of growth (in terms of population and employment 
added). Neither the 2030 General Plan, nor the alternatives are attempting to predict 
future growth. The County is intentionally providing some surplus in the 2030 General 
Plan in order to avoid artificially bidding up land costs to accommodate growth needs 
during this time horizon. The alternatives are meant to accommodate growth needs in the 
unincorporated County without trying to predict exactly where and how much growth 
may be realized. To develop the parameters for EIR alternatives, the County created 
different sets of land use change assumptions that can accommodate future development 
needs.  

The No Project Alternative would not proactively direct long-term development in the 
unincorporated County according to the General Plan Update Vision, Goals, and 
Strategies. The No Project Alternative would not place the same emphasis as does the 
2030 General Plan on revitalization of existing communities, neighborhoods, and primary 
transportation corridors. The No Project Alternative would not place the same emphasis 
as does the 2030 General Plan on encouraging new commercial and industrial 
development to balance recent residential development or efficiency in infrastructure 
planning and financing.  

Alternative 2 would not guide long-term development in the unincorporated County to 
the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 2 would conflict with the 
diagram that accompanied the County’s approved General Plan Update Vision, Goals, 
and Strategies document, which represented the “Preferred Alternative” for the purposes 
of development of the 2030 General Plan and indicates the Board of Supervisors’ policy 
preferences for development of the 2030 General Plan.  

Alternative 3 anticipates population and job growth substantially lower than envisioned 
under the 2030 General Plan. By including provisions for a greater number of jobs and 
new residents, the 2030 General Plan is able to best meet the project objectives of 
economic independence, improving jobs/housing balance, and creating sustainable and 
vibrant communities. Alternative 3 would not guide long-term development in the 
unincorporated County to the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 3 
would conflict with the diagram that accompanied the County’s approved General Plan 
Update Vision, Goals, and Strategies document, which represented the “Preferred 
Alternative” for the purposes of development of the 2030 General Plan and indicates the 
Board of Supervisors’ policy preferences for development of the 2030 General Plan. 

Alternative 4 would not guide long-term development in the unincorporated County to 
the extent that the 2030 General Plan would. Alternative 4 would not place the same 
emphasis as does the 2030 General Plan on encouraging new commercial and industrial 
development to balance recent residential development. 
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7 Eric Johnson. The commenter is submitting letters of request that share a corridor on west 
side of Collins Lake. The commenter explains that, starting in 1996, General Plan 
changed zoning from 5 acre to 20 and 40 acre minimums and nobody knows why except 
perhaps in view of concerns about migratory deer herds. The commenter would like to 
have property included in the Community Boundary Area; indicating that 25 of the 33 
property owners contacted responded to the letter. The commenter is hoping that new 
General Plan would be expanded to include this area for development. The commenter 
indicates that there was a corridor on the west side of Collins Lake that was a part of 
Oregon House/Dobbins Community Boundary Area; indicating that nobody knows the 
history of this decision.  

The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not include any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no additional response is 
required. 

8 Nick Spaulding. The commenter is discussing Supervisor Griego comment from 
yesterday asking about repercussions of the County performing in the minimum side of 
the law. The commenter is stating that it does not appear the Municipal Service Review 
prepared by LAFCO was considered in the development of the General Plan. The 
commenter is contending that the policies in the General Plan do not appear to relate to 
the conclusions in the MSR. The commenter is discussing the Department of Fish and 
Game letter talking about confusion on determination of whether maps are clear. The 
commenter is talking about visual polices. The commenter is talking about AB 32 – no 
federal policies are applicable in relation to global climate change impacts.  

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and do not include any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no additional response 
is required. 

9 Greg Crompton. Discussing concerns relative to fire safety; believes the General Plan and 
EIR do not consider worst-case fire behavior; talking about findings regarding wildfire; 
believes wildfire is not adequately addressed.  

The County has made revisions to the Public Health & Safety Element to clarify policies 
and actions related to reducing the potential for risk related to wildfire. The County’s 
policies in the draft and revised General Plan are designed to protect people and property 
from wildland and urban fire risk and create more fire-resilient communities. Existing 
state regulations related to wildfire risk will be required as a part of new developments 
that could be accommodated under the General Plan higher fire risk areas. Projects will 
be conditioned, as appropriate, to ensure defensible space, fire-wise landscaping, fuel 
breaks, emergency access, fire flow, hydrants, sprinkler systems, fire stations and other 
improvements and conditions.  

New developments are required to pay on a fair-share basis for fire stations, equipment, 
and other fire suppression improvements necessary to provide adequate fire protection 
services. All community water systems serving new development projects are required to 
meet or exceed County minimum standards for provision of water for fire flows.  
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Emergency access and evacuation routes are comprehensively addressed both in County 
policy and through follow on actions described in the Public Health & Safety Element, 
including access needs as informed by modeling of wildfire behavior.  

Following General Plan adoption, the County will maintain a planning and entitlement 
review process that documents compliance with state and local standards for fire safety. 
The County will update zoning, development, improvement standards, and building 
standards, as necessary, to maintain compliance with relevant fire codes, including those 
maintained by Cal Fire. County codes would be anticipated to address such topics as 
landscaping standards and fire-resistant plant materials, fire resistant building materials 
for exterior walls and other exterior features of structures, defensible space standards for 
different topographic conditions, sprinklers, emergency access, water supply and pressure 
for firefighting, building and road construction in areas prone to fire risk and greater 
slopes, and other relevant topics.  

In addition, as included in the revised General Plan, the County will prepare, adopt, and 
implement a comprehensive wildfire safety plan for foothills portions of the County with 
high and very high wildfire risk. This plan will be designed to reduce fuel loads, ensure 
emergency access and evacuation routes, and provide incentives for property owners to 
improve properties in order to reduce wildfire risk and improve fire resiliency for existing 
developed areas. As a part of this planning effort, the County will collaborate with other 
public agencies and nonprofits to implement fire breaks and fuel reduction projects in 
areas of high and very high fire risk, including removal of invasive species that increase 
understory fuel loads. Areas of particular focus could include County roads, ridges 
surrounding rural communities, and defensible space around existing structures. The 
County will seek funding from sources, such as the Bureau of Land Management, for fire 
fuel reduction projects. The County will collaborate with land owners in fire prone areas 
without adequate secondary access to improve access, add water tanks, or otherwise 
improve fire safety conditions. The County will seek funding to provide incentives for 
property owners to retrofit existing structures in high and very high fire risk areas to 
reduce combustibility. Planning for emergency access and evacuation routes will take 
into account records of historic fire activities affecting foothills portions of the County. 
Emergency access and evacuation will also take into account fire behavior modeling, 
including consideration of wildfire driven by winds that could limit the use of existing 
evacuation routes. The County will analyze and consider planning and fair-share funding 
of improvements needed to provide for emergency access and evacuation routes 
generally leading away from the head of a wildfire that has the characteristics of the 
worst-case predicted wildfire and secondary access allowing egress oriented in a 
direction of approximately 180 degrees from the previously described route.  

10 Al Montna. The commenter is representing Magnolia Ranch. Talking about moving 
Magnolia to Employment Village. Talking about jobs generation, quality of life, support 
for Beale AFB. 

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and do not include any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no additional response 
is required. 

11 Charles Sharp. Talking about EIR supporting rather than guiding the General Plan. 
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The purpose of a general plan EIR is to evaluate the proposed goals, policies and 
implementation programs in the proposed general plan and analyze the potential 
environmental impacts resulting from implementation of those goals, policies and 
implementation programs. Development of a general plan and its EIR is an iterative 
process, with the general plan goals, policies, and implementation programs informing 
the EIR analysis and vice versa. These comments are related to Yuba County policy and 
do not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration 
and no additional response is required. 

12 Janet Marchant. Dobbins. The commenter is talking about County being competitive for 
grants. The commenter encourages a discussion about whether it would be good for the 
County and whether could afford grant funding from outside resources to support County 
projects. 

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and do not include any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no additional response 
is required. 

13 Paul Myers. The commenter is reading from resolutions approved by local interest 
groups. The commenter requests that the County eliminate connections to UN 
Commission on Global Warning. The commenter suggests that the County should protect 
rights for water storage and power. Commenter notes due process for property rights. The 
commenter suggests County should protect right to build nuclear plant in Yuba County.  

These comments are related to Yuba County policy and do not include any substantive 
issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for their consideration and no additional response 
is required. 

14 John Taylor. Plumas Lake. Citizen Advisory Committee for Yuba Co GPU. Commenter 
believes four years is enough time for work on the General Plan. Commenter believes 
that the time for a decision is now. Commenter believes that the General Plan Update 
process has had a disproportionate amount of foothills comments from a place where land 
use change will not happen anyway. Commenter believes that there is a need to move 
with developments now. Commenter notes that it takes time to plan for infrastructure and 
EIRs, etc. development not going to happen in Linda/Olivehurst. Major developers will 
not go there – will look at new growth areas. Believe should act on the General Plan now. 

The comment is related to Yuba County policy and process and does not include any 
substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and no response is 
required. 

15 Dan Lucero. Dobbins. Last General Plan that County worked on, was a member of the 
committee that spent a year working on their part of the General Plan. Hope that this 
General Plan Update does not end up the same as the last GP when 90% of the committee 
recommendations were not accepted because somebody on staff determined that 
suggestions were not appropriate.  

The comment is related to Yuba County policy and process and does not include any 
substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. Therefore, this 
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comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration. The development of 
the proposed Yuba County General Plan has taken several years and has gone through 
several iterations, partially in response to the community’s and the Board of Supervisor’s 
recommendations. 

16 Clarence Weckman. Brownsville. Commenter admittedly wishes that he would have done 
more research about what is in the General Plan. Find the General Plan overwhelmingly 
environmental. Commenter states that it seems that there is outside agenda. Commenter is 
concerned about putting people in confined area.  

The purpose of a general plan is to provide goals, policies, and implementation measures 
to guide development in a jurisdiction. Part of a general plan is to establish a land use 
diagram which describes where and how development should occur. Policies and 
implementation measures further describe how development should occur and focus on 
land use, transportation and circulation, housing, conservation, open space, noise, and 
safety. Some of the policies in the proposed General Plan are intended to reduce 
environmental impacts. The comment is related to Yuba County policy and does not 
include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 

17 Henry Davis. Dobbins. Archaeologist. Address cultural resources section of GP EIR. 
Believes that if cultural resources is an indication of the quality, it is inadequate. Not a 
serious study of cultural resources, cultural sensitivity, mitigation measures are not 
feasible. Believes sets a bad precedent. Cultural resources are an asset not a cost. Have 
submitted an in-depth response. States that the document is “cookie cutter.”  

The General Plan EIR is a program-level analysis of the potential for impacts on cultural 
resources, and which, by itself, does not approve or allow any physical construction 
project. CEQA specifically provides for the review of programs and policies, such as a 
general plan at a broad level of detail (14 Cal. Code of Regulations Section 15152). 
Section 4.5 of the EIR addresses Cultural Resources including historic and archaeological 
resources and human remains. The section describes the proposed general plan policies 
which would be implemented to identify, protect, and preserve Yuba County’s important 
prehistoric and historic resources. Additional mitigation measures beyond 
implementation of the proposed policies are not proposed because there is no other 
feasible mitigation available to reduce impacts on cultural resources. The general plan 
analysis identifies known prehistoric, mining-related, historic, and combined prehistoric 
and historic sites in Yuba County. However, since the general plan does not propose 
specific development projects on specific sites, additional ground surveying was not 
performed as a part of this analysis. However, as stated in Policy NR6.1, “The County 
will require environmental assessment and mitigation to reduce or avoid impacts to 
significant cultural resources, as feasible, per state and federal legislation and 
regulations.” Action NR6.1, Environmental Review and Mitigation, specifically describes 
the actions that shall be taken to implement that policy including submitting formal 
information requests, conducting additional surveys and preparing technical reports, 
construction monitoring, and handling and documentation of discovered resources. 

Please also see Response to Comments Davis-1 through Davis-7. 

18 Kathy LeBlanc. Camptonville. Wants Board of Supervisors to remember the majority of 
people that attended 17 workshops and voices that spoke up front on the policy 
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document. In good faith, believe that their input will stand. Green jobs are the future. 
Want to remember here that cannot see, voices heard for last four years. Please honor 
that. 

The development of the proposed Yuba County General Plan has taken several years and 
has gone through several iterations. Input was received during community workshops, 
public meetings, public hearings, staff meetings, and through public comment. The 
comment does not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of 
the DEIR. Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for 
consideration and no additional response is required. 

19 Debbie Byrne. Submitted 3 sets of written comments. 2 under her name. 1 under Fish & 
Game Commission letterhead. General comments, Woodbury & Magnolia comments, as 
well as deer herd comments. EIR comment letterhead on Fish & Game Commission 
letterhead - Believes that will not be included. Representing Fish and Game Commission 
for Yuba County. In charge of deer herd for Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 
process. Unpaid volunteer in her position.  

The County has confirmed that all comment letters submitted by Ms. Byrne, as an 
individual and as a representative of the Yuba County Fish and Game Commission, were 
received by the County and entered into the public record. The CEQA process allows for, 
and encourages, public comment on environmental documentation. Several public 
meetings, including public hearings before the Board of Supervisors, have been 
conducted to solicit public input. The comment is related to the CEQA process and does 
not include any substantive issues related to the contents or adequacy of the DEIR. 
Therefore, this comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 

20 Greg Forrest. Representing Magnolia. Commending staff for being under fire and have 
done an admirable job. Did large-scale comprehensive GPU under relatively short 
amount of time. Have submitted comments. One related to GHG emissions. Not much 
specific regulation at the state level, up to local agencies to find their own means to 
comply with the law with regard to their own circumstances. May be policies that are out 
of step with Yuba County. Do think that this General Plan Update is clearly adequate 
under California law. Clearly it is adequate, in some case, policies go beyond what is 
required by state law. Do not postpone process. Look at Building Industry Association 
letter. 

Section 4.7, Climate Change, in the DEIR describes current federal and state regulations 
regarding climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The climate change 
policies proposed in the General Plan reflect the global nature of the effects of GHG 
emissions. This comment is forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration and 
no additional response is required. 

21 David Soares. Chairman of DOH planning commission. Commenter believes that it is 
possible to prepare a comprehensive Community Plan that would be incorporated into the 
General Plan. 

The 2030 General Plan Update was developed through an extensive public and decision 
maker outreach program over the last few years. One important basis of the updated Plan 
is the previous 1996 General Plan. This previous Plan was designed to allow 
development in most of the County’s unincorporated urban and rural communities. The 
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Land Use Element of the 1996 General Plan included land use designations allowing 
substantial growth throughout a series of Community Boundary Areas (CBA), 
Community Plan Areas, Specific Plan areas, and other development areas, including the 
Oregon House-Dobbins Community Boundary Area. The 2030 General Plan Land Use 
Framework is based on the 1996 GP, amendments to that Plan, approved projects, as well 
as the community’s consensus for future land use and community design. The County has 
engaged extensively with the public and decision makers to develop a consensus on land 
use and community design, based on public preferences, recent development trends, local 
economic and environmental conditions, and analysis and reporting on many different 
land use/transportation alternatives. The 2030 General Plan provides flexibility with 
respect to housing types and density, subject to follow-on community plans, specific 
plans, and zoning. The General Plan indicates that County’s support for community 
planning efforts, specific plans, and other strategies to implement the General Plan. 
Action CD9.1, among other language in the 2030 General Plan describes the County’s 
intent to accommodate landowner and community initiated Rural Community Plan 
updates, new Rural Community Plans, and planning for Rural Centers after adoption of 
the General Plan. 
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