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March 31, 2026 

Good Afternoon Michelle, 

Thank you for providing the Notice of Availability for the Lake County 2050 General Plan and 
associated Local Area Plans Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

City staff has completed a preliminary review of the Draft EIR and the draft Lakeport Area 
Plan, with a focus on potential impacts to the City of Lakeport, particularly as they relate to 
the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). Overall, the Draft EIR appears to be very thorough and 
adequately analyzes the potential environmental impacts associated with the proposed 
General Plan update and Area Plans. 

Based on our review of the Lakeport Area Plan, including the South Main Street/Soda Bay 
Road Special Study Area (Pages L-127–L-128 of the Lakeport Area Plan) and the North 
Lakeshore Boulevard Special Study Area (Pages L-129–L-130), there does not appear to be 
any proposed changes to the City of Lakeport’s Sphere of Influence that would significantly 
impact the City at this time. The document generally reinforces coordination between the 
County and the City within the existing SOI and identifies areas for collaboration related to 
infrastructure, design standards, and future growth. 

That said, given the level of detail in the maps and the long-term nature of the planning 
effort, the City respectfully requests that we be notified of and involved in any future 
discussions or proposed changes related to the City’s Sphere of Influence as the project 
moves forward, particularly if any modifications are contemplated through the LAFCO 
process or otherwise. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on this important planning effort 
and look forward to continued coordination with the County. Please let me know if you 
have any questions. 

Thank you, 
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April 24, 2026 

[Sent via email only] 
Mireya G. Turner  
Director Lake County Community Development Department 
255 N. Forbes Street 
Lakeport, CA  95453 

RE: LAFCo comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Reports for Lake County General Plan 2050 

Dear Ms. Turner, 

Lake LAFCo is providing the following comments and suggestions for consideration regarding the Lake 
County General Plan 2050 and Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in response to the “Notice of 
Availability” released on March 4, 2026. 

1. GENERAL

a. If adopted, the Lake County General Plan 2050 will no longer contain several “Shoulds” and
“Shalls” and several phrases such as “shall encourage”, “shall require”, shall maintain”, “shall
prevent”, “shall actively support”, shall continue”, “shall coordinate”, “should be considered”, and 
“should contain”. LAFCo is pleased with writing policies to ensure interpretation of the general
plan policies is what the Board intends. This document as drafted will serve to eliminate potential
unintended consequences that could result from ambiguity of such phrases.

b. Please refer to Lake LAFCo instead of Lake County LAFCo.

c. LAFCo supports integrating the “Area Plans” in the General Plan Documents.

2. AGRICULTURE

a. Williamson Act Lands:
As stated in the DEIR, there are 46,359 acres of land in Lake County that are under Williamson
Act contracts. These lands are also zoned as APZ (Agricultural Preserve Zone). Normally
County staff reviews a proposed use in the APZ zone for compliance with various zoning
requirements.  However, on occasion, the APZ zoning may or may not be consistent with the
underlying Williamson Act contract. A review of the underlying contract should also be
considered in allowing or permitting uses on contracted land. The problem being is many
times a contract review does not take place with respect to actions in APZ  zones.  In the event 
there is a change in the APZ zoning, or non-renewal or cancellation of a Williamson Act
contract or the contract is modified or cancelled, a requirement should be in place to
concurrently include a contract review.

b. Consistency between Williamson Act contracts and zoning:
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A statement, policy or mitigation measure should also mention that when a Williamson Act 
contract modification, non-renewal or cancellation is contemplated, the underlying zoning should 
be made consistent with applicable statutes as approved by the County. 
 

c. LAFCo’s unique policy regarding agricultural land conversions: 
LAFCo has a unique requirement regarding Prime Agricultural Land conversions and 
obligations under the LAFCo law. This requirement is applicable if there is an action (i.e. a 
change of organization) resulting in conversion of agricultural lands to other uses. LAFCo’s 
unique definition of Prime Agricultural Land, as stated in the Government Code, is as follows: 

 
56064.  "Prime agricultural land" means an area of land, whether a single parcel or 
contiguous parcels, that has not been developed for a use other than an agricultural 
use and that meets any of the following qualifications: 
(a) Land that qualifies, if irrigated, for rating as class I or class II in the USDA Natural 

Resources Conservation Service land use capability classification, whether or not land 
is actually irrigated, provided that irrigation is feasible. 
(b) Land that qualifies for rating 80 through 100 Storie Index Rating. 
(c) Land that supports livestock used for the production of food and fiber and that has 

an annual carrying capacity equivalent to at least one animal unit per acre as defined 
by the United States Department of Agriculture in the National Range and Pasture 
Handbook, Revision 1, December 2003. 
(d) Land planted with fruit or nut-bearing trees, vines, bushes, or crops that have a 

nonbearing period of less than five years and that will return during the commercial 
bearing period on an annual basis from the production of unprocessed agricultural 
plant production not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre. 
(e) Land that has returned from the production of unprocessed agricultural plant 

products an annual gross value of not less than four hundred dollars ($400) per acre 
for three of the previous five calendar years. 

 
3. SPHERES OF INFLUENCE 
 

In reviewing a project subject to LAFCo’s jurisdiction, early notification to LAFCo is important to 
avoid conflicts later in the development process. There could be significant conflicts when 
agricultural land that is proposed to be converted to non-agricultural uses or conflicts related to the 
adequate provision of services. 

 
a. City Spheres of Influence 

It is recommended to add an additional policy regarding entitlements within a City Sphere of 
Influence. LAFCo defines a Sphere of Influence as a “plan for the probable physical boundaries 
and service area of a local agency, as determined by the Commission” (Government Code 56076).   
 
The County and a City should coordinate to address any concerns regarding development within 
a LAFCo determined City Sphere of Influence boundary. A policy suggestion is as follows:  
 
“Within a Sphere of Influence of a city, any development and/or entitlements shall first be 
referred to the City for comment regarding possible annexation and development within the City”     
 
The policy below is also suggested, in addition to Policy CM-LU-4.5 on Page 3.14-11. 
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“Prior to development in a City’s Sphere of Influence, the County and a City shall develop and 
jointly adopt a plan for territory within LAFCo’s adopted Sphere of Influence for a City and shall 
consider consistent joint planning and development standards between a city and the county for 
the purpose of promoting city/county cooperation and orderly development”.   

 
4. AVAILABLE INFRASTUCTURE 

 
a. A policy should be considered regarding available infrastructure as follows: “Residential growth 

proposed at densities higher than one residential unit equivalent per five-acres shall be located 
in existing territory where infrastructure is available (or readily available) and applicable source 
capacity is adequate”. 
 

b. A policy should be considered regarding Community Growth Boundaries as follows: “The County 
shall require development within designated Community Growth Boundaries which are served by 
special service districts having a demonstrated capacity to sustain growth”.   
 

c. A policy should be considered regarding Additional Public Water and Public Wastewater Systems 
as follows: “New public or expanded public service districts may be formed or expanded in 
conjunction with new development and/or in an existing developed area in need of a service”. 

 
5. LAFCO CAPACITY STATEMENTS IN THE DRAFT EIR   

 
a. There are statements in the “Utilities and Service Systems” chapter regarding district capacities, 

WDR’s (Waste Discharge Requirements) and RWQCB (Regional Water Quality Control Board) 
orders based on the most current information available, some of which cite LAFCo’s Service 
Reviews as the information source.   
 
LAFCo is required to prepare updated Spheres of Influence every five years, as necessary. To 
update a Sphere of Influence, a Service Review is required. Unfortunately, there is service capacity 
information in LAFCo’s Service Reviews that becomes quickly dated.  Likewise, WDR’s and RWQCB 
Board Orders are continuously updated or amended. It is recommended that there be a statement 
in the EIR disclosing that information may become quickly dated along with a caveat to inform the 
reader that additional updated information may be available by contacting the RWQCB, LAFCo or 
a special service district. Lake LAFCo also has a policy that requires new proposals to update 
information contained in the most recent Service Review. 
 

6. COMMENTS ON SPECIFIC ITEMS I NTHE GENERAL PLAN AND EIR 
 

a. Page 3.11-1 Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 
 

Please note the following edits below: 
 

“The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 establishes a 
Local Agency Formation Commission in each county in California, and authorizes these 
commissions to review, approve, or deny proposals for boundary changes and 
incorporations for cities, counties, and special districts. The Lake County LAFCo 
establishes a Sphere of Influence (SOI) for the cities of Lakeport and Clearlake in Lake 
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Couty County that describes each city’s probable future physical boundaries and service 
area. There are no annexations or deannexations detachments of county lands to or from 
either city proposed as part of this project; however, when annexations or deannexations 
detachments are proposed, the Lake County LAFCo has a responsibility to exercise their 
its independent judgement while making decisions concerning appropriate local 
governmental boundaries and service providers.” 

 
b. Under Section 2.10 REQUIRED PERMITS AND APPOVALS: Please note the following for inclusion 

in the EIR. LAFCo is an independent responsible agency and may use the County’s Programmatic 
EIR in its proceedings, including the establishment and updates of Spheres of Influence.  To ensure 
a smooth process, LAFCo should be involved in any County Land Use planning process.  Where a 
LAFCo entitlement is required, LAFCo will consider the environmental documents and land use 
policies in its deliberations. Accordingly, LAFCo will refer Sphere Amendments and Updates, 
Service Reviews and changes of organizations to the County for review and comment.  

 
Please note Policy AR-1.8 requires collaboration with the Cities of Clearlake and Lakeport and the 
Lake County Local Agency Formation Commission to avoid expansion of city spheres of influence 
into areas designated Agriculture in the proposed General Plan 2050. This policy should also 
include other issues, such as flooding and inadequate service capacities. 

 
 
Thank you for sending notification of the Proposed General Plan and DEIR for LAFCo review and comment.  
Please also send a notice for the Final EIR and General Plan, once prepared, along with the comments 
received and the County responses. Once approved, LAFCo requests an electronic copy of the adopted 
General Plan, the Final EIR, the Statement of Overriding Considerations, and adopting and certifying 
resolutions and findings adopted by the County, and a copy of the filed Notice of Determination. 
 
In addition, please send LAFCo drafts and approved implementation ordinances as they become available. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to reach out. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
/s/ Larkyn Feiler 
Larkyn Feiler, Executive Officer 
Lake Local Agency Formation Commission 
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2.4.2 State Lands 
There are approximately 18,500 acres of state land within Lake County. The California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) has jurisdiction over Clear Lake State Park on 
the southwest shore of Clear Lake and Anderson March State Historic Park on the southeast 
shore of Clear Lake. Boggs Mountain Demonstration State Forest is owned by CAL FIRE and is a 
nearly 3,500-acre forest located in the southern part of the county directly east of Cobb. 

 
2.4.3 Tribal Lands 
The Lake County Pomo and Lake Miwok Indians have inhabited the Clear Lake area for over 
11,000 years. There are currently seven federally recognized Pomo tribes that reside in their 
ancestral territories in the Lake County area: Big Valley Band of Pomo Indians, Elem Indian 
Colony, Habematolel Pomo of Upper Lake, Koi Nation of Northern California, Middletown 
Rancheria of Pomo Indians of California (Lake Miwok), Robinson Rancheria Pomo Indians, and 
Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians (Lake County 2024). There are approximately 1,100 acres of 
tribal-owned land within Lake County. 

 
2.4.4 Incorporated Cities 
Lake County includes two incorporated cities. A summary of each city is provided as follows: 

▪ City of Lakeport. The city of Lakeport is approximately 1,800 acres (3 square miles) along 
the west shore of Clear Lake (City of Lakeport 2023). In 2024, the population of Lakeport 
was approximately 5,100. The city of Lakeport includes the 0.8-mile area between Clear Lake 
and SR-29 along 2.7 miles of shore, as well as 0.25 square miles west of SR-29 and a 0.28-
square-mile area, separated from the rest of the city, farther south. The city also contains 
the county seat of Lake County. 

▪ City of Clearlake. Located on the southeastern shore of Clear Lake, the city of Clearlake 
encompasses approximately 6,700 acres (10.6 square miles). In 2024, the population of 
Clearlake was approximately 16,500. The city covers an irregular shape that borders the 
eastern shore of Clear Lake, around Borax Lake, to Cache Creek in the south. SR-53 goes 
through the middle of the city (City of Clearlake 2023). 

 
2.4.5 Unincorporated Communities by Local Area 
Lake County is divided into eight planning areas (previously referred to as Local Area Plans), 
shown on Figure 2-3, Planning Area Boundaries, that encompass the entire county. The eight 
planning areas have similar boundaries as those planned for by the former Local Area Plans, but 
some boundaries and names were changed in response to input received through the General 
Plan outreach process, described in Section 2.5, Planning Process. The General Plan 2050 
Planning Areas include Cobb Mountain, East Lake Communities (formally Shoreline 
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▪ Kelseyville. With a population of 6,102, Kelseyville is in Big Valley, a large basin bounded by 

the Mayacamas Mountains and Mount Konocti, and between SR-29 and Clear Lake, is a key 
agricultural center in Lake County (USCB 2024e). Once known as the “Pear Capital of the 
World,” the area is also known for walnuts and wine grapes. The community contains 
numerous retail shops and is near Clear Lake State Park, which includes a visitor’s center, 
camping, boating, hiking, and swimming facilities. 

LAKEPORT PLANNING AREA 

The Lakeport Planning Area encompasses 64,370 acres of total land and 31,540 acres of 
unincorporated county land stretching from the city limits of Lakeport to the Mendocino County 
line. It is bordered by Mendocino County to the north and west, the North Lake Communities 
Planning Area to the north and east, and the Kelseyville Planning Area to the south. In addition 
to the City of Lakeport, the Lakeport Planning Area includes the following community: 

▪ North Lakeport. This area is north of the City of Lakeport, bordered by SR-29 to the west, 
Clear Lake to the east, and the Nice – Lucerne Cutoff to the north. The Scotts Valley area is 
located along the western part of North Lakeport. With a 2020 population of 3,547, 
development consists primarily of residential subdivisions, several mobile home parks, and 
scattered commercial development (USCB 2024f). Sutter Lakeside Hospital, along with 
several medical offices and a pharmacy, are in this community. Several lakefront bed-and-
breakfast inns have been developed in the community, and there are a few hotels along 
Lakeshore Boulevard. Other services include a convenience store with fuel sales and a 
marina. 

LOWER LAKE PLANNING AREA 

The Lower Lake Planning Area encompasses 76,100 acres of total land and 52,100 acres of 
unincorporated county land in southeastern Lake County. This Planning Area is bounded by the 
East Lake Communities Planning Area to the north, Yolo and Napa Counties to the east, 
Middletown Planning Area to the south, and Cobb Mountain and Rivieras Planning Areas to the 
west. The Lower Lake Planning Area includes the following unincorporated community: 

▪ Lower Lake. Lower Lake has a 2020 population of 3,433 and is at the intersection of SR-29 
and SR-53 near the south shore of Clear Lake (USCB 2024g). This community contains some 
of the County’s prime historic structures along its Main Street and other areas within the 
community. It is also near the Anderson Marsh State Historic Park, which has historic 
structures and over 1,000 acres of natural open space. This park serves as a wildlife 
sanctuary. and contains cultural resources. 
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Table 3.5-2  Cultural Resources in Lake County 
 
 
 

 
Planning Area 

 

 
Number of 
Pre-Contact 
Resources 

 

 
Number of 
Historic-Era 
Resources 

Number of 
Multi-Component 

Resources 
(Pre-contact 

and Historic-era) 

 
Number of 

Built 
Environment 

Resources 

 
 
 

 
Totals 

Cobb Mountain 219 101 21 28 302 
East Lake Communities 278 79 30 30 332 
Kelseyville 193 34 12 18 223 
Lakeport 72 13 7 6 83 
Lower Lake 184 70 16 13 239 
Middletown 296 141 33 40 409 
North Lake Communities 150 112 32 42 238 
Rivieras 81 40 2 5 119 
Source: NWIC Search No. 24-1457. Letter dated May 9, 2025. 

 
Cobb Mountain Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Upland Areas of Cobb Mountain was used by over five 

linguistically different tribal groups: Northern Wappo, Western Wappo, Eastern Pomo, 
Southeastern Pomo, and Lake Miwok. The traditional territory for Cobb was Lake 
Miwok territory and the other tribes would periodically use the tributaries 
throughout the seasons with no permanent villages. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. There are more than 200 recorded pre-contact and historic-era 
archaeological resources within the Cobb Mountain Planning Area. Pre-contact 
archaeological resources include major villages, hunting camps, resource gathering and 
processing sites, and obsidian quarries. Historic-era resources represent logging, mining, 
residential, resort, and agricultural activities. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. There are 28 recorded built environment resources within the 
Cobb Mountain Planning Area. As shown in Table 3.5-1, Federal- and State-Recognized 
Historic Resources, no listed NRHP or State Landmark resources are in the Cobb Mountain 
Planning Area. However, the Cobb Valley School was nominated as a California Point of 
Historical Interest. 

East Lake Communities Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Clear Lake Basin is within the East Lake Communities 

Planning Area. Many of the sites within the Clear Lake Basin are part of the ancestral 
homeland of the Lake Pomo, Lake Miwok, Hill Patwin, and Wappo Tribes, most of whose 
people have lived in the area since time immemorial. The Clear Lake Basin includes 
traditional village locations, ceremonial areas, and resource gathering sites that remain 
culturally and spiritually significant to the Tribes today. The Elem Indian Colony recognizes 
these areas as part of a living cultural landscape (Geary 2025). 
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▪ Archaeological Resources. Within the East Lake Communities Planning Area, Rattlesnake 

Island is approximately 800 feet away from the shore of the Sulfur Bank Mine. There are 
recorded archaeological sites on Rattlesnake Island, known to local Pomo people as the 
original village of Elem. It is a sacred site and part of the Tribe’s ancestral homeland. It 
remains central to the Tribe’s cultural and spiritual traditions. Archaeological sites in the 
Planning Area are part of a connected cultural landscape, not isolated artifacts. Protection 
efforts should include Tribal consultation, cultural monitoring, and respect for traditional 
knowledge and cultural values that are still practiced today in this Planning Area (Geary 
2025). Additionally, over 300 archaeological resources are located elsewhere within the 
Planning Area. Two archaeological resources are listed on the NRHP or CRHR: 
⚫ Patwin Indian Site is listed on the NRHP and is estimated to be between 200 to 300 

hundred years old. 
⚫ Sulphur Bank Mine is listed on the CRHR. It is an inactive mine located on the shoreline 

of Clear Lake. The mine produced sulfur from 1865 to 1871, then produced mercury 
until 1957. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. Approximately 30 built environment resources have been 
recorded within the East Lake Communities Planning Area. 

Kelseyville Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Kelseyville Planning Area was inhabited primarily by the 

Eastern Pomo with some areas inhabited by the Lake Miwok. The Planning Area lies within 
the ancestral homeland of the Big Valley Band of Pomo Indians. The Big Valley Band 
maintains deep cultural, spiritual, and historical connections to this landscape, which 
includes traditional village sites, seasonal camps, and 
areas used for fishing, hunting, and plant gathering. The Big Valley Band of Pomo recognizes 
these places as part of an interconnected cultural landscape that continues to hold meaning 
for the tribe today. Lake Miwok traditional territory is within the far Southeast end of the 
Kelseyville Planning Area near Cobb and Highway 175. Additionally, Wappo tribes lived in 
the area temporarily, though their ancestral land is along the Napa River. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. The Kelseyville Planning Area contains more than 200 pre-
contact and historic-era cultural resources. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. There are more than 75 recorded historic cultural resources 
within the Kelseyville Planning Area. Built environment resources include the Stone and 
Kelsey Home, which is listed as a California State Landmark, as presented in Table 3.5-1, 
Federal- and State-Recognized Historic Resources. 

Lakeport Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Lakeport Planning Area was inhabited primarily by the 

Eastern Pomo; however, a small area in Big Valley was occupied by the Wappo and the most 
northern part of the Planning Area, near Lake Pillsbury, was occupied by the Wialaki/Round 
Valley Tribes. The Scotts Valley Band of Pomo Indians, Wialaki, and Round Valley Tribes have 
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land within the Lakeport Planning Area. The Wappo tribes do not consider this area as their 
ancestral land. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. There are more than 75 recorded cultural resources within the 
Lakeport Planning Area. This area was intensively inhabited, and development should be 
investigated before approval. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. The Lakeport Planning Area contains six previously recorded 
built environment resources. As shown in Table 3.5-1, Federal- and State-Recognized Historic 
Resources, the Lakeport Carnegie Library and the Lake County Courthouse are both in the 
Lakeport Planning Area. The Lakeport Carnegie Library is on the CRHR; the Lake County 
Courthouse is on both the NRHP and CRHR. 

Lower Lake Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The area around Lower Lake was inhabited by two ethnographic 

groups, the Southeastern Pomo and Lake Miwok. The territory of the Southeastern Pomo 
was located north of Cache Creek and Lower Lake; the territory of Lake Miwok was located 
to the south of Cache Creek and encompassed a majority Lower Lake. This region contains 
traditional village sites, resource gathering areas, and sacred places that remain important 
to descendant Tribal communities today. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. Over 300 archaeological resources have been recorded in the 
Lower Lake Planning Area. Three pre-contact archaeological resources are listed on either 
the NRHP or CRHR within the Lower Lake Planning Area: 
⚫ Anderson Marsh Archaeological District 
⚫ Borax Lake-Hodges Archaeological Site 
⚫ Cache Creek Archaeological District 

All development requiring a discretionary permit should be investigated before getting 
approved given the density of resources within this Planning Area. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. There are 13 recorded built environment resources in the 
Lower Lake Planning Area. As shown in Table 3.5-1, Federal- and State-Recognized Historic 
Resources, the Lower Lake Stone Jail is listed on the CRHR. Additionally, the Lower Lake 
Schoolhouse and Konocti Grange Hall are listed as California Points of Historical Interest. 
Other properties in Lower Lake that may require evaluation include the Methodist Church, 
the Old Locker Plant, the HeadStart building site, Magoon’s building site, the Link property 
(flour mill), the Vernon House, the Parks House, and the Babe Smith House. 

Middletown Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The area around Middletown was inhabited by twothree 

ethnographic groups: the Wappo and, the Lake Miwok and the Patwin. The territory of the 
Wappo was divided into two portions, one small (the southern portion of the City of Clearlake) and 
one large, encompassing the south, central and western portions of the 
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Middletown Planning Area. The Middletown Planning Area is within the traditional territory of the 
Lake Miwok with the Wappo having seasonal access with no permanent villages within the area. 
The Lake Miwok were hunters and gatherers who had permanent dwelling areas along the drainages 
of several small creeks and stream valleys south of Clear Lake. The Patwin inhabited the 
easternmost portion of the Middletown Planning Area. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. The Middletown Planning Area contains the highest number of 
pre-contact and historic-era resources in Lake County. Archaeologically, the Middletown 
Planning Area contains high densities of prehistoric sites and is considered an extremely 
sensitive area. Among the more than 300 archaeological sites with pre-contact components 
is resource CA-LAK-711, which is listed on the NRHP. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. There are 40 recorded built environment resources in the 
Middletown Planning Area. Two of these are listed in the CRHR: the Stone House and the 
Helena Toll Road and Bull Trail. 

North Lake Communities Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The North Lake Communities Planning Area lies within the 

ancestral homeland of the Habematolel Pomo of Upper Lake and Robinson Rancheria. This 
area contains traditional village sites and culturally important places that remain significant 
to the tribes. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. There are more than 250 known archaeological sites in the 
vicinity of this Planning Area, including 150 pre-contact resources, 112 historic-era 
archaeological resources, and 32 with both pre-contact and historic-era components. One of 
the historic-era resources is listed on the CRHR: Battle of Bloody Island. 

▪ Built Environment Resources. Historic archaeological resources may include artifacts from 
Spanish soldiers, Kelsey and Stone, and U.S. troops, as well as agriculture. A total of 42 built 
environment resources have been recorded within the North Lake Communities Planning 
Area. Built environment resources may include Scotts Dam, hotels and tourist resorts, and 
residential subdivisions. 

Rivieras Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Rivieras Planning Area is part of the ancestral homelands of 

the Southeastern Pomo, Eastern Pomo, Lake Miwok, and Wappo people, whose ancestors 
established 
villages, seasonal camps, and resource gathering areas throughout the region. The 
Southeastern Pomo and Eastern Pomo occupied most of the territory surrounding the 
southern end of Clear Lake and the Wappo primarily lived on about five square miles near 
Mount Konocti. Many of these sites retain cultural, historical, and spiritual significance to 
descendant Tribes today. The Lake Miwok were along the far Southwest ends of the 
Rivieras Planning Area coming from the Cobb Area to the South Shores of Clear Lake.
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disturbing activities. Requires project proponents to submit verification that all site workers 
have received sensitivity training prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-2.5*, EL-OS-2.5*, K-OS-2.5*, L-OS-2.5*, LL-OS-2.5*, M-OS-2.5*, NL-OS-2.5*, 
and R-OS-2.5* require discretionary review for demolition permit applications on important 
historic sites to mitigate impacts. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-2.6, EL-OS-2.6, K-OS-2.6, L-OS-2.6, LL-OS-2.6, M-OS-2.6, NL-OS-2.6, and R- 
OS-2.6 require the protection of cultural and archaeological sites with potential for 
placement on the National Register of Historic Places and/or inclusion in the California State 
Office of Historic Preservation’s California Points of Interest and California Register of 
Historical Resources. Such sites may be of statewide or local significance and have 
anthropological, cultural, military, political, architectural, economic, scientific, religious, or 
other values. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-2.7, EL-OS-2.7, K-OS-2.7, L-OS-2.7, LL-OS-2.7, M-OS-2.7, NL-OS-2.7, and R- 
OS-2.7 require following the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Preservation, 
Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction for the treatment of historic properties. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-2.8, EL-OS-2.8, K-OS-2.8, L-OS-2.8, LL-OS-2.8, M-OS-2.8, NL-OS-2.8, and R- 
OS-2.8 require the County to prioritize preservation and adaptive reuse of buildings, sites, 
and areas with identified archaeological, cultural, or historic significance. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-2.11, EL-OS-2.11, K-OS-2.11, L-OS-2.12, LL-OS-2.11, M-OS-2.11, NL-OS-2.11, 
and R-OS-2.11 require the County to conduct education and outreach to the community 
about the various federal, Tribal, State, local, and private funding sources and economic 
mechanisms available to support historic resource preservation. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.a, EL-OS-2.a, K-OS-2.a, L-OS-2.a, LL-OS-2.a, M-OS-2.a, NL-OS-2.a, and R-OS- 
2.a require contracting with a qualified cultural resource coordinator for the development of 
review procedures and ordinances for the protection of cultural heritage resources, 
including mechanisms for the protection of identified cultural sites from vandalism and 
instances when owners of designated historic properties assert economic hardship. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.b*, EL-OS-2.b*, K-OS-2.b*, L-OS-2.b*, LL-OS-2.b*, M-OS-2.b*, NL-OS-2.b*, 
and R-OS-2.b* require contracting with an archaeologist(s) that meets the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professionally Qualified Standards to perform cultural resource studies for 
environmental analysis on discretionary projects where a cultural resource report is deemed 
necessary, including outreach to Tribal governments for input on Tribal Cultural Resources. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.c, EL-OS-2.c, K-OS-2.c, L-OS-2.c, LL-OS-2.c, M-OS-2.c, NL-OS-2.c, and R-OS- 
2.c require establishing a process for considering the designation of structures older than 50 
years as historic structures or landmarks eligible for special recognition and preservation 
protections. 

▪ Action CM-OS-2.d engages the Cobb Mountain Area community to identify appropriate sites 
for the Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified 
sites. 
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Impact CUL-2: Impacts on known and unknown archaeological resources could occur from 
potential future development under the proposed General Plan 2050. 

Significance with Mitigation: Future development would be required to follow local, State, and 
federal regulations, including consultation with Tribes and/or their THPO for any projects that 
may affect ancestral sites, ensuring that traditional knowledge, cultural values, and Tribal 
protocols guide the protection and management of these resources. Implementation of the 
proposed General Plan 2050 policies and actions would ensure that new development in the 
EIR Study 
Area reduces and mitigates potential impacts to archaeological resources. Specifically, those 
described under Impact CUL-1 includes proposed Policies CM-OS-2.4*, EL-OS-2.4*, K-OS-2.4*, L-
OS-2.4*, LL-OS-2.4*, M-OS-2.4*, NL-OS-2.4*, and R-OS-2.4*, which require construction 
employees to be trained in recognizing potentially significant archaeological, paleontological, 
historic, or TCRs that may be discovered during ground-disturbing activities and Policies CM-OS-
2.3*, EL-OS-2.3*, K-OS-2.3*, L-OS-2.3*, LL-OS-2.3*, M-OS-2.3*, NL-OS-2.3*, and R-OS-2.3,* 
which would then require all activity to be halted within 100 feet if a significant archaeological, 
paleontological, historic, or TCR is discovered on a project site. A professional archaeologist, 
paleontologist, historian, and/or local Tribal government representative (if appropriate) would 
be required to be notified to evaluate the find(s) and recommend mitigation procedures, if 
necessary. Compliance with federal and State laws, as described in Section 3.5.1, Regulatory 
Framework, and the proposed General Plan 2050 policies and actions listed previously, would 
protect recorded and unrecorded archaeological deposits in the EIR Study Area by providing for 
the early detection of potential conflicts between development and resource protection, and by 
preventing or minimizing the material impairment of the ability of archaeological deposits to 
convey their significance through excavation or preservation would ensure that potential 
impacts from implementation of the proposed project would be less than significant. 

 

c) Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries? 

 

Previously undiscovered human remains associated with pre-contact archaeological deposits 
may exist in the EIR Study Area, as ground-disturbing activities sometimes uncover such 
previously unrecorded remains. As described under impact discussion (b), ground-disturbing 
activities and excavation for the project would have the potential to uncover buried resources. It 
is possible that human remains may be present in the EIR Study Area. Descendant communities 
may ascribe religious or cultural significance to such remains, making any such disturbances a 
potentially significant impact. 

As described under Impact Discussion (b) and shown in Appendix F, Proposed General Plan 2050 
Policies and Actions, of this Draft EIR, denoted with the abbreviation CUL and/or TCR, the 
proposed General Plan 2050 includes policies and actions that require local planning and 
development decisions to minimize impacts on archaeological resources, including human 
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when Historical Resources, archaeological and paleontological sites, and Native American 
sites are encountered. 

It is important to note that TCRs exist within the county, including areas regulated under zoning, 
grading, shoreline, or building regulations. As previously described under the “State” 
regulations, TCRs can include archaeological sites, historical sites, sacred places, cultural 
landscapes, or locations of ongoing cultural practices. Because tribal significance may not be 
evident through typical land-use or zoning reviews, and that cultural or spiritual values may 
extend beyond physical structures or sites, the State recognizes that local ordinances can affect 
TCRs and that compliance requires coordination and consultation with Tribes as an important 
and required part of the project approval and entitlement process. Accordingly, there are State 
mandated requirements to ensure that TCRs are considered as part of the County’s entitlement 
processes, which have been summarized under the subheading “State” in the previous section. 

With respect to these sections and how they relate to TCRs, regulated under State procedures in 
coordination with the lead agency and the tribes, the following should be noted: 

▪ Zoning 
⚫ TCRs may exist within or near these districts and their significance often extends beyond 

architectural or visual features. 
⚫ TCRs may not be formally designated by local, State, or federal agencies but still have 

cultural, spiritual, or historical importance. 
⚫ Consultation with culturally affiliated Tribes and/or THPOs is essential before any 

alteration, grading, or construction activity affecting TCRs. 
⚫ Tribal significance includes traditional, ceremonial, and ancestral associations, which 

may not be evident from the physical appearance of the site or structure. 
⚫ Protection measures should incorporate tribal knowledge and cultural protocols 

alongside standard historic preservation requirements. 
▪ Clear Lake Shoreline 

⚫ TCRs along the lake and the lake itself may be significant, even if not formally designated 
as State or federally recognized. 

⚫ Tribal significance may not be captured solely by NRHP or CRHR status—many sites are 
culturally or spiritually important to Tribes. 

⚫ Tribal consultation is required before approving encroachments, construction, or 
alterations that could affect TCRs, in accordance with PRC Sections 21074, 5097.9, and 
AB 52. 

⚫ Traditional use areas, sacred sites, and ancestral landscapes along the shoreline and in 
the lake may require protection even if they lack visible structures or archaeological 
features. 
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understanding the historic and ongoing significance of the region. Recognizing these tribal 
cultural connections ensures that planning, development, and environmental review 
incorporate tribal consultation, protection of ancestral sites, and preservation of resources that 
remain central to tribal identity and heritage (Geary 2025). 

There are following tribes that reside in the Lake County Area, and are listed below (Wayback 
Machine 2024): 

▪ Big Valley Band Rancheria ▪ Middletown Rancheria of Pomo Indians 
▪ Elem Indian Colony ▪ Robinson Rancheria 
▪ Habematolel Pomo of Upper Lake ▪ Scotts Valley Reservation 
▪ Koi Nation of Northern California 

PLANNING AREAS 

Cobb Mountain Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Upland Areas of Cobb Mountain were used by over five 

linguistically different tribal groups: Northern Wappo, Western Wappo, Eastern Pomo, 
Southeastern Pomo, and Lake Miwok. The traditional territory for Cobb was Lake 
Miwok territory and the other tribes would periodically use the tributaries 
throughout the seasons with no permanent villages. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. There are more than 200 recorded pre-contact and historic-era 
archaeological resources within the Cobb Mountain Planning Area. Pre-contact 
archaeological resources include major villages, hunting camps, resource gathering and 
processing sites, and obsidian quarries. 

East Lake Communities Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Clear Lake Basin is within the East Lake Communities 

Planning Area. Many of the sites within the Clear Lake Basin are part of the ancestral 
homeland of the Lake Pomo, Lake Miwok, Hill Patwin, and Wappo Tribes, most of whose 
people have lived in the area since time immemorial. The Clear Lake Basin includes 
traditional village locations, ceremonial areas, and resource gathering sites that remain 
culturally and spiritually significant to the tribes today. The Elem Indian Colony recognizes 
these areas as part of a living cultural landscape (Geary 2025). 

▪ Archaeological Resources. Within the East Lake Communities Planning Area, there are 
several recorded archaeological sites on Rattlesnake Island, known to local Pomo people as 
the original village of Elem. It is a sacred site and part of the Tribe’s ancestral homeland. It 
remains central to the tribe’s cultural and spiritual traditions. Archaeological sites in the East 
Lake Communities Planning Area are part of a connected cultural landscape, not isolated 
artifacts. Protection efforts should include tribal consultation, cultural monitoring, and 
respect for traditional knowledge and cultural values that are still practiced today in this 
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Planning Area (Geary 2025). Patwin Indian Site is listed on the NRHP and is estimated to be 
between 200 to 300 hundred years old. 

Kelseyville Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Kelseyville Planning Area was inhabited primarily by the 

Eastern Pomo with some areas inhabited by the Lake Miwok. The Planning Area lies within 
the ancestral homeland of the Big Valley Band of Pomo Indians. The Big Valley Band 
maintains deep cultural, spiritual, and historical connections to this landscape, which 
includes traditional village sites, seasonal camps, and 
areas used for fishing, hunting, and plant gathering. The Big Valley Band of Pomo recognizes 
these places as part of an interconnected cultural landscape that continues to hold meaning 
for the tribe today. Lake Miwok traditional territory is within the far Southeast end of the 
Kelseyville Planning Area near Cobb and Highway 175.  Additionally, Wappo tribes lived in 
the area temporarily, though their ancestral land is along the Napa River. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. The Kelseyville Planning Area contains more than 200 pre- 
contact and historic-era cultural resources. Many of the pre-contact and historic-era cultural 
resources in the Kelseyville Planning Area are directly linked to Eastern Pomo and Wappo 
ancestral villages, ceremonial sites, and traditional use areas. 

Lakeport Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Lakeport Planning Area was inhabited primarily by the 

Eastern Pomo; however, a small area in Big Valley was occupied by the Wappo. The Scotts 
Valley Band of Pomo Indians, Wialaki, and Round Valley Tribes have land within the Lakeport 
Planning Area. The Wappo tribes do not consider this area as their ancestral land. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. There are more than 75 recorded cultural resources within the 
Lakeport Planning Area. This area was intensively inhabited, and development should be 
investigated before approval. 

Lower Lake Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The area around Lower Lake was inhabited by two ethnographic 

groups, the Southeastern Pomo and Lake Miwok. The territory of the Southeastern Pomo 
was located north of Cache Creek and Lower Lake; the territory of Lake Miwok was located 
to the south of Cache Creek and encompassed a majority Lower Lake. This region contains 
traditional village sites, resource gathering areas, and sacred places that remain important 
to descendant tribal communities today. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. Over 300 archaeological resources have been recorded in the 
Lower Lake Planning Area. Three pre-contact archaeological resources are listed on either 
the NRHP or CRHR within the Lower Lake Planning Area: 
⚫ Anderson Marsh Archaeological District 
⚫ Borax Lake-Hodges Archaeological Site 
⚫ Cache Creek Archaeological District 
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The Lower Lake Planning Area lies within the ancestral territory of the Koi Nation and the 
Lake Miwok. These archaeological sites are part of a broader cultural landscape that remains 
significant to affiliated Tribes today. All development should be investigated before getting 
approved given the density of resources within this Planning Area. 

Middletown Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The area around Middletown was inhabited by twothree 

ethnographic groups: the Wappo and, the Lake Miwok. and the Patwin. The territory of the 
Wappo was divided into two portions, one small (the southern portion of the City of Clearlake) 
and one large, encompassing the south, central and western portions of the Middletown 
Planning Area. The Middletown Planning Area is within the traditional territory of the Lake 
Miwokl with the Wappo having seasonal access with no permanent villages within the area. The 
Lake Miwok were hunters and gatherers who had 
permanent dwelling areas along the drainages of several small creeks and stream valleys 
south of Clear Lake. The Patwin inhabited the easternmost portion of the Middletown 
Planning Area. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. The Middletown Planning Area contains the highest number of 
pre-contact and historic-era resources in Lake County. Archaeologically, the Middletown 
Planning Area contains high densities of prehistoric sites and is considered an extremely 
sensitive area. Among the more than 300 archaeological sites with pre-contact components 
is resource CA-LAK-711, which is listed on the NRHP. 

North Lake Communities Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The North Lake Communities Planning Area lies within the 

ancestral homeland of the Habematolel Pomo of Upper Lake and Robinson Rancheria. This 
area contains traditional village sites and culturally important places that remain significant 
to the tribes. 

▪ Archaeological Resources. The Planning Area lies within the ancestral territory of the 
Habematolel Pomo of Upper Lake and Robinson Rancheria. Archaeological sites in this area 
remain culturally and spiritually significant to these Tribes. There are more than 150 known 
pre-contact archaeological sites in the vicinity of this Planning Area and 32 resources with 
both pre-contact and historic-era components. 

Rivieras Planning Area 
▪ Pre-contact Environment. The Rivieras Planning Area is part of the ancestral homelands of 

the Southeastern Pomo, Eastern Pomo, Lake Miwok, and Wappo people, whose ancestors 
established 
villages, seasonal camps, and resource gathering areas throughout the region. The 
Southeastern Pomo and Eastern Pomo occupied most of the territory surrounding the 
southern end of Clear Lake and the Wappo primarily lived on about five square miles near 
Mount Konocti. Many of these sites retain cultural, historical, and spiritual significance to 
descendant tribes today. The Lake Miwok were along the far Southwest end of the Rivieras 
Planning Area coming from the Cobb Area to the South Shores of Clear Lake 
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▪ Policies CM-OS-2.11, EL-OS-2.11, K-OS-2.11, L-OS-2.12, LL-OS-2.11, M-OS-2.11, NL-OS-2.11, 

and R-OS-2.11 require the County to conduct education and outreach to the community 
about the various federal, Tribal, State, local, and private funding sources and economic 
mechanisms available to support historic resource preservation. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.a, EL-OS-2.a, K-OS-2.a, L-OS-2.a, LL-OS-2.a, M-OS-2.a, NL-OS-2.a, and R-OS- 
2.a require contracting with a qualified cultural resource coordinator for the development of 
review procedures and ordinances for the protection of cultural heritage resources, 
including mechanisms for the protection of identified cultural sites from vandalism and 
instances when owners of designated historic properties assert economic hardship. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.b*, EL-OS-2.b*, K-OS-2.b*, L-OS-2.b*, LL-OS-2.b*, M-OS-2.b*, NL-OS-2.b*, 
and R-OS-2.b* require contracting with an archaeologist(s) that meets the Secretary of the 
Interior's Professionally Qualified Standards to perform cultural resource studies for 
environmental analysis on discretionary projects where a cultural resource report is deemed 
necessary, including outreach to Tribal governments for input on TCRs. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.c, EL-OS-2.c, K-OS-2.c, L-OS-2.c, LL-OS-2.c, M-OS-2.c, NL-OS-2.c, and R-OS- 
2.c require establishing a process for considering the designation of structures older than 50 
years as historic structures or landmarks eligible for special recognition and preservation 
protections. 

▪ Action CM-OS-2.d engages the Cobb Mountain Area community to identify appropriate sites 
for the Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified 
sites. 

▪ Action EL-OS-2.d supports an ongoing Lake County Historic Commission to review 
development projects that may impact historic resources. 

▪ Action K-OS-2.d engages the Kelseyville Area community to identify appropriate sites for the 
Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified sites. 

▪ Action L-OS-2.d engages the Lakeport Area community to identify appropriate sites for the 
Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified sites. 

▪ Action M-OS-2.d engages the Middletown community to identify appropriate sites for the 
Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified sites. 

▪ Action NL-OS-2.d engages the North Lake Area community to identify appropriate sites for 
the Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified sites. 

▪ Action R-OS-2.d engages the Rivieras Area community to identify appropriate sites for the 
Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to identified sites. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.e, EL-OS-2.f, K-OS-2.e, L-OS-2.e, LL-OS-2.e, M-OS-2.e, NL-OS-2.e, and R-OS- 
2.e supports continued operation of the Lake County Heritage Commission to review 
development projects that may impact historic resources. 

▪ Action EL-OS-2.e requires engagement of the East Lake community to identify appropriate 
sites for the Historic Preservation Combining District and application of the District to 
identified sites. 
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▪ Actions CM-OS-2.f, K-OS-2.f, L-OS-2.f, LL-OS-2.f, M-OS-2.f, NL-OS-2.f, and R-OS-2.f require 

preparation of a historical resources inventory for the Planning Area, using State and federal 
standards to evaluate their significance. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-2.g, EL-OS-2.g, K-OS-2.g, L-OS-2.g, LL-OS-2.g, M-OS-2.g, NL-OS-2.g, and R-OS- 
2.g require application to the State to become a Certified Local Government, making the 
County eligible for historic preservation programs. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.3, EL-OS-3.3, K-OS-3.3, L-OS-3.3, LL-OS-3.3, M-OS-3.3, NL-OS-3.3, and R- 
OS-3.3 require the County to respect and protection of TCRs, including historic, cultural, and 
sacred sites; cultural landscapes; views of or access to resources; and objects with cultural 
value to California tribes, recognizing that protecting TCRs supports both cultural 
preservation and environmental health outcomes. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.5, EL-OS-3.5, K-OS-3.5, L-OS-3.5, LL-OS-3.5, M-OS-3.5, NL-OS-3.5, and R- 
OS-3.5 require protection of cultural resource sites in subdivision projects by avoiding 
identification of sites on maps, relying instead on other techniques, including establishing 
building envelopes. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.6*, EL-OS-3.6*, K-OS-3.6*, L-OS-3.6*, LL-OS-3.6*, M-OS-3.6*, NL-OS-3.6*, 
and R-OS-3.6* require consultation with culturally affiliated Tribal governments when 
developing mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts on TCRs. Mitigation could 
include notification of culturally affiliated Tribal governments prior to and tribal monitoring 
during ground-disturbing activities. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-3.a, EL-OS-3.a, K-OS-3.a, L-OS-3.a, LL-OS-3.a, M-OS-3.a, NL-OS-3.a, and R-OS- 
3.a require the establishment and maintenance of collaborative relationships with local 
Tribal government representatives to facilitate tribal consultation, preserve TCRs, and 
coordinate land use planning in areas around tribal lands. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-3.b, EL-OS-3.b, K-OS-3.b, L-OS-3.b, LL-OS-3.b, M-OS-3.b, NL-OS-3.b, and R- 
OS-3.b require working with local Tribal governments to establish programs and secure 
funding to implement actions aimed at preserving TCRs. 

▪ Actions CM-OS-3.c, EL-OS-3.c, K-OS-3.c, L-OS-3.c, M-OS-3.c, NL-OS-3.c, and R-OS-3.c require 
collaboration with Tribal governments to identify cultural sites, sacred landscapes, cultural 
viewsheds, and traditional use areas, and incorporate them into land use planning through a 
Tribal Resource Conservation Overlay or equivalent mechanism, that requires a 
consultation-based review for any future land use designation changes affecting these areas 
to protect TCRs and uphold the tribes' ongoing stewardship of their ancestral lands. 

▪ Action LL-OS-3.c requires collaboration with local the Koi Nation and other Tribal 
governments to identify cultural sites, sacred landscapes, cultural viewsheds, and 
traditional use areas, and incorporate them into land use planning through a Tribal 
Resource Conservation Overlay or equivalent mechanism that requires a consultation-
based review for any future land use designation changes affecting these areas to protect 
TCRs and uphold the tribes’ ongoing stewardship of their ancestral lands. Where 
appropriate, explore partnerships for co- 
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management, conservation, and interpretive uses that honor the ancestral and ongoing 
relationship between the local Tribes Koi Nation and these lands. 

Potential impacts from future development on TCRs could lead to: (1) demolition, which by 
definition results in the material impairment of a resource’s ability to convey its significance; (2) 
inappropriate modification, which may use incompatible materials, designs, or construction 
techniques in a manner that alters character-defining features; (3) inappropriate new 
construction, which could introduce incompatible new buildings that clash with an established 
architectural context; and (4) conflict with tribal cultural or spiritual values that extend beyond 
physical structures. Any of these scenarios have the potential to change setting of an TCR, 
including, but not limited to, traditional use areas, sacred sites, and ancestral landscapes such 
that the TCR’s ability to convey its significance may be materially impaired. Compliance with 
existing federal and State regulations, including tribal consultation in place to protect known 
and unknown TCRs resources within the EIR Study Area are intended to ensure that 
development would not result in adverse impacts to identified TCRs. Consultation with tribes 
and their THPO may be required when planning or development activities may affect ancestral 
sites or traditional cultural properties, ensuring that tribal knowledge and cultural values are 
incorporated into resource protection and management. However, because future 
development under the proposed General Plan 2050 has the potential to occur where TCRs 
may exist, known and yet to be classified, impacts from the proposed General Plan 2050 are 
potentially significant. 

Impact TCR-1: Impacts to known or yet to be classified Tribal cultural historic resources could 
occur from potential future development under the proposed General Plan 2050. 

Significance with Mitigation: Implementation of the proposed General Plan 2050 policies and 
actions, as well as compliance with federal, State, and local regulations pertaining to the 
protection of historic resources would ensure that potential future development under the 
proposed project would not create a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource. Specifically, proposed General Plan 2050 Policies CM-OS-2.1*, EL-OS-2.1*, 
K-OS-2.1*, L-OS-2.1*, LL-OS-2.1*, M-OS-2.1*, NL-OS-2.1*, and R-OS-2.1* require the review of 
proposed development projects in conjunction with the California Historical Resources 
Information System, Northwest Information Center, at Sonoma State University to determine if 
the project area contains or has the potential to contain known archaeological resources, both 
prehistoric and/or historic-era, and TCRs; Policies CM-OS-2.2*, EL-OS-2.2*, K-OS-2.2*, L-OS- 
2.2*, LL-OS-2.2*, M-OS-2.2*, NL-OS-2.2*, and R-OS-2.2* requires new development to preserve 
significant historical, archaeological, or paleontological resources on-site through project design 
whenever possible; Policies CM-OS-2.3*, EL-OS-2.3*, K-OS-2.3*, L-OS-2.3*, LL-OS-2.3*, M-OS-
2.3*, NL-OS-2.3* and R-OS-2.3* require all activity to be halted within 100 feet if a historic 
resource is found on a project site and requires notifying a professional archaeologist, 
paleontologist, historian, and/or local tribal government representative (if appropriate) to 
evaluate the find(s) and recommend mitigation procedures, if necessary; Policies CM-OS-2.4*, 
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and appreciation for local history and culture, including tribal culture; promote inclusivity; 
and improve the visual quality of each community. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.1, EL-OS-3.1, K-OS-3.1, L-OS-3.1, LL-OS-3.1, M-OS-3.1, NL-OS-3.1, and R- 
OS-3.1 require the protection of tribal heritage, honor for the early stewards of this land, 
and treatment of Native American remains and TCRs with sensitivity and respect. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.4, EL-OS-3.4, K-OS-3.4, L-OS-3.4, LL-OS-3.4, M-OS-3.4, NL-OS-3.4, and R- 
OS-3.4 require formal and early government-to-government consultation with culturally 
affiliated Tribes on all projects with potential cultural, environmental, or scenic impacts to 
identify and protect recorded and unrecorded TCRs through the discretionary development 
review process. 

▪ Policies CM-OS-3.7*, EL-OS-3.7*, K-OS-3.7*, L-OS-3.7*, LL-OS-3.7*, M-OS-3.7*, NL-OS-3.7*, 
and R-OS-3.7,* require that upon discovery of a burial, human remains, or suspected human 
remains, an immediate halt to all work within 100 feet and notify the Sheriff’s Department, 
the culturally affiliated Tribal governments, and a qualified archaeologist for proper 
internment and tribal rituals according to Public Resources Code Section 5097.98 and Health 
and Safety Code Section 7050.5. 

As described under impact discussion (c) in Section 3.5, Cultural Resources, of this Draft EIR, 
compliance with the mandatory regulatory procedures described and the proposed General 
Plan 2050 policies and actions, potential impacts related to the potential discovery or 
disturbance of any human remains accidently unearthed during construction activities 
associated with future development in the EIR Study Area would be less than significant. 
Because future development under the proposed General Plan 2050 may occur where there is 
the potential for archaeological resources, known and unknown, which could be identified as 
TCRs upon discovery, impacts from the proposed General Plan 2050 are potentially significant. 

Impact TCR-2: Impacts to unknown Tribal Cultural Resources could occur from potential future 
development under the proposed General Plan 2050. 

Significance with Mitigation: Future development would be required to follow local, State, and 
federal regulations including consultation with Tribes and/or their THPO for any projects that 
may affect ancestral sites, ensuring that traditional knowledge, cultural values, and tribal 
protocols guide the protection and management of these resources. Implementation of the 
proposed General Plan 2050 policies and actions would ensure that new development in the 
EIR Study 
Area reduces and mitigates potential impacts to TCRs. Specifically, Specifically, proposed 
General Plan 2050 Policies CM-OS-2.1*, EL-OS-2.1*, K-OS-2.1*, L-OS-2.1*, LL-OS-2.1*, M-OS- 
2.1*, NL-OS-2.1*, and R-OS-2.1* require the review of proposed development projects in 
conjunction with the California Historical Resources Information System, Northwest Information 
Center, at Sonoma State University to determine if the project area contains or has the potential 
to contain known archaeological resources, both prehistoric and/or historic-era, and TCRs; 
Policies CM-OS-2.2*, EL-OS-2.2*, K-OS-2.2*, L-OS-2.2*, LL-OS-2.2*, M-OS-2.2*, NL-OS-2.2*, and 

GOV3-01
cont.



 

“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

DISTRICT 1 
P.O. BOX 3700 |  EUREKA, CA 95502–3700 
(707) 445-6600 |  FAX (707) 441-6314  TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov  
 
April 27, 2026  

Draft EIR 
Lake County 2050 

 General Plan 
 SCH: 2024010158 
 
 
Ms. Mireya Turner, Director 
Community Development Department 
County of Lake 
255 N. Forbes 
Lakeport, CA 95453 
 
Dear Ms. Turner: 
   
Thank you for giving Caltrans the opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIR and 
the draft Lake County 2050 General Plan. We have reviewed the draft EIR for the Lake 
County 2050 General Plan, as well as the underlying Lake County 2050 General Plan, and 
offer the following comments: 
 
State Highways  
The Lake County 20250 General Plan incorporates its transportation policies into the eight 
chapters for the county’s eight planning regions.  
 
Within each of the eight community elements, in chapters 8 through 15, a countywide 
map is shown with roadway functional classifications. In these maps, always labeled as 
figure 4, every State Highway in Lake County is identified as a Principal Arterial. However, 
several segments of State Highways in Lake County are designated as either a Minor 
Arterial or a Major Collector. Corrections to the map are needed as follows: 
 
HWY 29 
Lower Lake to Napa County line, Minor Arterial 
 
HWY 175 
Lakeport to Lake County Line, Minor Arterial 
Middletown to Bottle Rock Road, Major Collector 
Bottle Rock Road to HWY 29, Minor Arterial 
 
HWY 281 
For its entire length, Major Collector 
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“Provide a safe and reliable transportation network that serves all people and respects the environment”

To view the roadway functional classifications, please go to the California State Geoportal 
Public Road Functional Classification map layer is linked below: 
 
https://gis.data.ca.gov/datasets/cf4982ddf16c4c9ca7242364c94c7ad6_0/about 
 
Also, Caltrans requests Lake County to consider providing additional language to policy 
items C-2.5 and C 2.6 found in Chapters 8-15, located on page 46, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54 or 55, 
depending on the chapter.  
 
Policy C-2.5, existing language: “Work with Caltrans to support maintenance and 
improvements to Caltrans-managed roadways to support these roadways operating at 
LOS D or better.” Consider adding: “However, Caltrans no longer receives funding to 
maintain operational levels of service and instead receives funding that support strategies 
to minimize vehicle miles traveled and maximize the safety of all road users.” 
 
Policy C-2.6, existing language: “To maintain traffic flow and minimize potential collisions, 
only allow access from individual parcels to highways and arterials when access to lower 
road classifications is not feasible, as determined by the County.” Consider adding: “The 
County is best able to assess the feasibility of making roadway connections to local or 
lower order roads, however, Caltrans right of way designations and permit requirements 
will govern the ability of applicants to obtain Caltrans encroachment permits.” 
 
Again, thank you for including Caltrans in the County’s review process. Please contact me 
with questions or for further assistance with the comments provided at (707) 497-7742 or by 
email: <daniel.gjerde@dot.ca.gov>.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
DAN GJERDE 
Local Development Review Coordinator 
Caltrans District 1 
 
 
e-copy: Alexis Mena, Placeworks, amena@placeworks.com 

Office of Land Use & Climate Innovation, state.clearinghouse@lci.ca.gov 
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From: Donna Mackiewicz <donnammackiewicz@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2026 7:28 PM 
To: Sharron Zoller <szoller@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Mireya Turner <Mireya.Turner@lakecountyca.gov>; April Leiferman 
<aprilreed293@gmail.com>; Ben Murphy <ben@cobbareawater.com>; Betsy Cawn <epi-
center@sbcglobal.net>; Carolyn Hillman <carolyn@pastafarm.com>; Daniel Tyrrell <hi-
ya@tyrrellma.com>; Denise Rushing <deniserushing2@gmail.com>; Fawn Williams 
<showdressedup@mchsi.com>; Kyle Bill (kbill@knwi.org) <kbill@knwi.org>; Margaux 
Kambara <thrive95453@outlook.com>; Marty Aarreberg <marty.aarreberg@gmail.com>; 
Michelle Irace <Michelle.Irace@lakecountyca.gov>; Paul Duncan 
<duncansoncobb@me.com>; Phil Hartley <philhart8@gmail.com>; Shannon Walker-Smith 
<Shannon.Walker-Smith@lakecountyca.gov>; Weston Siefert 
<weston@sawshoppublichouse.com> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: GPAC - Survey summary for Noise and Geothermal elements 
 
Thank you all for your comments - very thought out and important. 
 
4/2 Here are some comments for GPAC geothermal and noise for your consideration. 
 
Donna Mackiewicz 
 
Geothermal 
 
The General Plan appropriately acknowledges that geothermal development can affect 
groundwater quality, soil stability, ecosystems, and may contribute to induced seismic 
activity and mercury-related contamination pathways. However, the policies that follow 
primarily emphasize support for expansion, new technologies, and increased development 
potential, without providing clear, enforceable environmental limits. 
 
For example, policies encouraging the expansion of geothermal development potential and 
the review of setback requirements to accommodate industry advances raise concerns 
about future encroachment into sensitive areas, including tributaries and habitats 
connected to Clear Lake. 
 
While the document includes provisions to “minimize” impacts and utilize best-available 
technologies, these measures are not equivalent to avoidance or prevention and do not 
establish measurable thresholds for protecting sensitive resources. 
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Notably, the plan does not appear to evaluate potential impacts to Blue Ribbon Committee 
for the Rehabilitation of Clear Lake projects, aquatic ecosystems, including tributaries that 
support Clear Lake hitch spawning, nor does it address effects on bird and bat species, 
nesting habitat, or migratory pathways. The absence of a watershed-scale analysis linking 
geothermal development to downstream water quality, sediment transport, and ecological 
health represents a significant gap. 
 
Given the acknowledged risks of groundwater contamination, ecosystem disruption, and 
mercury presence, a more precautionary and resource-specific framework would 
strengthen the plan and better support informed decision-making consistent with CEQA 
principles, including baseline completeness (section 15125), significance determination 
(§15064), and cumulative impact analysis (section 15130). 
 
Noise 
 
The Noise Element provides a structured framework for evaluating noise impacts on 
human receptors; however, it does not appear to address the effects of noise on biological 
resources. Policies focus exclusively on residential, commercial, and institutional uses, 
with no consideration of wildlife, including nesting birds, migratory species, or aquatic 
ecosystems. 
 
Repeated reliance on mitigation measures (e.g., “unless effective mitigation measures are 
incorporated”) suggests that otherwise incompatible noise-generating uses may be 
allowed to proceed, without evaluating whether such mitigation is effective for sensitive 
biological resources. 
 
The element also does not include seasonal restrictions or timing considerations for 
construction or operational noise, which are critical for protecting nesting birds and other 
species during sensitive life stages. 
 
Additionally, provisions allowing exceptions for noise-generating activities, such as boating 
events, raise concerns for areas such as Clear Lake, where noise can travel long distances 
over water and affect bird breeding and behavior. 
 
The absence of wildlife-specific thresholds, watershed-based analysis, and cumulative 
noise evaluation represents a gap in environmental review and may not fully align with 
CEQA requirements related to biological resources and cumulative impacts (section 
15125, section 15064, section 15130). 
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From: Kyle Bill <kbill@knwi.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 2, 2026 8:56 PM 
To: Mireya Turner <Mireya.Turner@lakecountyca.gov> 
Cc: April Leiferman <aprilreed293@gmail.com>; Ben Murphy <ben@cobbareawater.com>; 
Betsy Cawn <epicenter@sbcglobal.net>; Carolyn Hillman <carolyn@pastafarm.com>; 
Daniel Tyrrell <hi-ya@tyrrellma.com>; Denise Rushing <deniserushing2@gmail.com>; 
Donna Mackiewicz <donnammackiewicz@gmail.com>; Fawn Williams 
<showdressedup@mchsi.com>; Margaux Kambara <thrive95453@outlook.com>; Marty 
Aarreberg <marty.aarreberg@gmail.com>; Michelle Irace  
Michelle.Irace@lakecountyca.gov>; Paul Duncan <duncansoncobb@me.com>; Phil 
Hartley <philhart8@gmail.com>; Shannon Walker-Smith <Shannon.Walker- 
Smith@lakecountyca.gov>; Sharron Zoller <szoller@hotmail.com>; Weston Siefert 
weston@sawshoppublichouse.com 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: GPAC - Survey summary for Noise and Geothermal elements 
 
Hello GPAC Team, 
 
Thank you for all the work that’s gone into these drafts; I also appreciated reading through 
everyone else’s comments, they were really thoughtful and helpful. 
 
I wanted to share some of my thoughts on the Geothermal and Noise Elements from a 
Tribal perspective as we prepare for our next discussion. 
 
For the Geothermal Element, I think the draft does a good job recognizing that geothermal 
development can impact things like groundwater, air quality, and seismic activity. But when 
it comes to the actual policies, it still leans pretty heavily toward supporting expansion and 
future development without really putting clear limits in place for protecting sensitive 
areas. 
 
From a Tribal perspective, these geothermal areas are not just energy resources. They are 
part of our cultural landscape. These are places tied to ceremony, healing, and identity, and 
that piece does not show up in the Element in a meaningful way. 
 
I am also concerned about the focus on minimizing impacts instead of avoiding them 
where possible. Once certain areas are impacted, especially culturally, that cannot really 
be undone. 
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Another big gap for me is cumulative impacts. Lake County already has a major geothermal 
presence, and it feels like the Element looks at future projects one at a time instead of 
asking what all of this adds up to over time, especially for the Clear Lake watershed and 
surrounding areas. 
 
I would also like to see more around Tribal involvement, not just consultation, but being 
part of monitoring, oversight, and decision making where these projects affect our 
communities and landscapes. 
 
For the Noise Element, it is clear in how it looks at impacts to homes, schools, and 
businesses, but it does not really reflect how noise affects Tribal communities. 
 
For us, noise is not just about annoyance. It affects our ability to practice culture. 
Ceremony, prayer, and gathering often require quiet spaces, and those spaces are not 
recognized in the same way as other sensitive areas in the Element. 
 
There is also a heavy reliance on mitigation, which assumes impacts can be reduced 
enough to be acceptable. But in some cases, especially culturally, that is not really true. If a 
ceremony is disrupted, that impact cannot be fixed afterward. 
 
I am also thinking about cumulative noise. In areas where you have geothermal operations, 
traffic, and new development, noise starts to layer and becomes constant. Over time, that 
changes the character of the place entirely. 
 
Timing matters too. Construction or operations during certain times of year or during 
cultural gatherings can have a much bigger impact, and I did not see that really addressed. 
 
Overall, I think both Elements could be strengthened by recognizing cultural landscapes 
and ceremonial areas as places that need protection, looking more seriously at cumulative 
impacts over time, shifting from just minimizing impacts to avoiding them where possible, 
and including Tribes more directly in monitoring and decision making. 
 
I appreciate being part of this process and look forward to continuing the conversation at 
the next meeting. 
 
Boshtotsith, 
 
Kyle J. Bill 
Executive Director 
Kno’Qoti Native Wellness, Inc. 
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4/10/2026 

Donna Mackiewicz 

submitted on 4/9 after 4/8 deadline, sorry. Comment on Cannabis Impacts – 
Environmental and Public Health Gap After the deadline thoughts…Lake County General 
Plan 2050 – Health and Safety Element Highlight a significant gap in the current draft 
related to cannabis cultivation and its broader environmental and public health 
implications. While cannabis is referenced in the Agricultural Resources Element primarily 
in terms of land use, odor, and enforcement, the Health and Safety Element does not 
meaningfully evaluate cannabis as an environmental or public health factor. This is a 
critical omission. This issue is especially important in Lake County because many existing 
agricultural operators—including vineyards and other traditional crop producers—are 
transitioning to cannabis cultivation. While this shift may provide economic benefits, it 
represents a fundamental change in land use practices, inputs, and environmental 
exposure pathways that is not currently addressed in the General Plan. Cannabis 
cultivation differs from traditional agriculture in several key ways that have implications 
beyond agricultural production:  

Key Concern: Broader Environmental and Community Impacts Not Addressed  

• Non-agricultural human exposure: Cannabis operations—particularly those near 
residential areas—can expose nearby communities to persistent odors, pesticide drift, and 
airborne particulates. These impacts affect not only agricultural workers but also children, 
seniors, and other sensitive populations who are not part of the agricultural workforce.  

• Wildlife and ecosystem exposure: Unlike traditional crops, cannabis cultivation has been 
associated (in multiple regions) with anticoagulant rodenticides, increased water 
diversions, and habitat disturbance, all of which can affect birds, mammals, and aquatic 
species.  

• Water quality and watershed impacts: Increased cultivation intensity can contribute to 
nutrient loading, sedimentation, and chemical runoff into creeks and lake systems, 
including those connected to Clear Lake. These impacts are not fully analyzed in the 
current draft.  

• Soil health and contamination: Intensive cultivation practices, including amendments 
and pesticides, may alter soil chemistry and long-term productivity, with potential 
downstream impacts on ecosystem function.  

• Air quality and odor: Cannabis cultivation produces volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
and strong odors that can affect quality of life and potentially contribute to localized air 
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quality concerns. This is not addressed in the Health and Safety Element. Why This Matters 
for the General Plan The transition from vineyards and other crops to cannabis is not simply 
a change in crop type—it represents a shift in environmental pressures, regulatory 
complexity, and exposure risks.  

The current draft:  

• Treats cannabis largely as an agricultural land use  

• Does not evaluate cumulative impacts of widespread conversion  

• Does not address impacts to non-agricultural residents, wildlife, or watershed systems  

• Does not integrate cannabis into the County’s broader health, safety, and environmental 
protection framework  

Suggested Improvements To ensure the General Plan reflects current conditions and 
emerging risks, I respectfully recommend:  

• Add cannabis as a distinct topic within the Health and Safety Element, with analysis of 
public health and environmental impacts  

• Address cumulative impacts of agricultural conversion to cannabis, particularly in 
sensitive watershed areas  

• Incorporate protections for non-agricultural populations, including buffer considerations 
and exposure pathways  

• Evaluate impacts to wildlife and aquatic systems, especially in regions connected to key 
habitats and waterways  

• Integrate cannabis-related impacts into air, water, and soil quality policies  

Closing Thought Lake County is experiencing real-time changes in land use that extend 
beyond traditional agriculture. Recognizing and addressing the broader environmental and 
public health implications of cannabis cultivation will help ensure that economic 
transitions do not come at the expense of ecosystem health, community well-being, or 
long-term sustainability. 
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Sent: Thursday, April 23, 2026 12:12 PM 
To: Mireya Turner <Mireya.Turner@lakecountyca.gov> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments GP/LP EIR 
 
Hi Mireya, 
 
Too long to read! I just looked at the East Lake parts and here are my comments: 
 
EIR notes 
 
pg 2-11: The planning area is not bounded by Rivieras to the West, just Clear Lake. The City 
of Clearlake is not "in addition" as it is not part of the planning area. Parks also include 
Clark's Island, Helen Mitchum Park in SV and The Plaza. Missing Clearlake Park and Elem. 
pg 2-20. East Clearlake Oaks Commercial District has been removed. 
pg 3.1-5 Missing the Monument. 
pg 3.1-14. East Clearlake Oaks Commercial District has been removed. 
pg 3.2-15 Green beans? 
pg 3.3-14 Clearlake is outside of the Planning area. We have no industrial uses, we are 
predominantly ag, single family homes and tourism. 
pg 3.7-21 Geologic for East Lake. The Keys Subdivision is built on landfill, so there is 
definitely the possibility of Liquefaction/Subsidence. We do have fault lines. And we do 
have geothermal activity. 
Pg 3.9-20. What happened to the Sulphur Bank Mercury Mine Superfund Site? It is not 
mentioned under Hazardous Material Cleanup Sites. 
Schools - most of these are in Clearlake? which is not part of the planning area. 
pg 3.10-41 Lucerne and Clearlake are not in our planning area. Why is there no mention of 
Schindler Creek and the Schindler Creek Watershed. 
pg 3.11-4 Most of the area is NOT public facilities, it is public lands. 
Lucerne is not part of the area, Pardise Cove and Clearlake Park are. We also have a lot of 
resort commercial. 
pg 3.14-8 Missing Elem and Clearlake Park pg 3.17-14 Clearlake/Olympic/Lakeshore Drive 
are not in the planning area. Dito for Pedestrian facilities and bicycle. 
Water Section 3.19 - Highlands, Konocti and Golden State are not in our planning area. 
pg 3.19-60 What about Clearlake Park? 
pg 3.19-64/65 Morrison Creek is not in this area. We don't have a marina. 
 
Thank you, 
 

Holly Harris 
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LakeCAP website: https://lakecap.org 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
April 23, 2026 

VIA EMAIL AND U.S. MAIL 

Mireya G. Turner, Director 
Lake County Community Development Department 
255 North Forbes Street, Third Floor, Room 323 
Lakeport, CA 95453 
Email: LakeCounty2050@lakecountyca.gov 
 

cc:  Lake County Board of Supervisors; Lake County Planning Commission; Lake County 
Counsel; California Governor's Office of Land Use & Climate Innovation (State Clearinghouse 
SCH #2024010158); California Attorney General, Land Use and Conservation Section 

Re: Administrative Remedy Letter and Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (Draft EIR) and Draft General Plan for the Lake County 2050 General Plan 
Update (SCH #2024010158); Objections and Demand for Corrective Action 

Dear Director Turner: 

I.  INTRODUCTION AND STANDING 

The Lake County Community Action Project (“LakeCAP”) submits this Administrative Remedy 
Letter on behalf of its members, residents of Lake County, and the broader public whose 
health, safety, property, and environment will be affected by the proposed Lake County 
2050 General Plan Update (“Proposed Project” or “General Plan 2050”) and the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) circulated by the County of Lake (“County”) on or 
about March 10, 2026 for public comment through April 24, 2026. 

LakeCAP and its members have participated in the planning process through written 
comments, public meetings, survey submittals, and correspondence with County staff. Many 
members reside adjacent to or near parcels whose land use designations, density, and 
permitted uses will be affected by the Proposed Project; they use and enjoy the watersheds, 
groundwater basins, agricultural lands, forests, and scenic resources that the Proposed 
Project will shape. LakeCAP therefore has a beneficial interest in the County’s compliance 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq., 
“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§ 15000 et seq., “Guidelines”). 

This letter is submitted within the public review period established by the County pursuant 
to Public Resources Code § 21091 and Guidelines § 15087. It is intended, among other things, 
to (i) satisfy the exhaustion of administrative remedies requirement of Public Resources 
Code § 21177; (ii) identify prejudicial abuses of discretion in the Draft EIR and the Draft 
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General Plan; (iii) place the County on notice that, absent meaningful corrective action, each 
of the defects described below may provide grounds for a petition for writ of mandate 
challenging certification of the Final EIR and approval of the General Plan 2050; and (iv) 
request specific, enforceable remedies before the Board of Supervisors takes final action. 
LakeCAP expressly incorporates by reference all prior comments, testimony, and written 
submittals it and its members have made during scoping and the current public review 
period, and reserves the right to supplement this letter before the close of the public review. 

II. APPLICABLE LEGAL FRAMEWORK

CEQA is California’s “best environmental protection tool in the state legislative kit” and must 
be interpreted “to afford the fullest possible protection to the environment within the 
reasonable scope of [its] statutory language.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents 
of University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 390; Communities for a Better Environment 
v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal.App.4th 98, 109.) An EIR is the “heart of
CEQA”; it is an informational document intended to provide decision-makers and the public
with detailed information about a project’s likely significant environmental effects, identify
feasible mitigation measures, and analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. (Guidelines §§
15002, 15121; Laurel Heights I, supra.)

As the lead agency (Guidelines § 15051), the County bears a non-delegable duty to exercise 
independent judgment and analysis (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(c); Guidelines § 
15084(e)), to proceed in the manner required by law, and to support its determinations with 
substantial evidence in the record. (Pub. Resources Code § 21168.5; Vineyard Area Citizens 
for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 426–427.) 

The Draft EIR is a programmatic EIR (Guidelines § 15168), but programmatic status does not 
relieve the County of its obligation to analyze reasonably foreseeable impacts with as much 
specificity as the information reasonably allows. (Rio Vista Farm Bureau Center v. County of 
Solano (1992) 5 Cal.App.4th 351, 373; Stanislaus Natural Heritage Project v. County of 
Stanislaus (1996) 48 Cal.App.4th 182, 199.) A program EIR that improperly defers analysis of 
known and foreseeable impacts fails CEQA. (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at pp. 431–432; 
Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70.) 

For the reasons set forth below, the Draft EIR fails these standards in multiple respects. The 
General Plan itself—which contains the policies and implementation actions on which the 
Draft EIR relies for “mitigation”—likewise fails to establish enforceable, measurable, and 
specific performance standards. The Draft EIR therefore must be substantially revised and 
recirculated prior to certification pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21092.1 and 
Guidelines § 15088.5. 
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III. SPECIFIC DEFICIENCIES AND REQUESTED CORRECTIVE ACTION

A. The Draft EIR Fails to Conduct an Adequate Cumulative Impact Analysis (Guidelines §§ 
15130, 15355; Pub. Resources Code § 21083)

1. Legal Standard.

CEQA requires an EIR to “discuss cumulative impacts of a project when the project’s
incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.” (Guidelines § 15130(a).) “Cumulative
impacts” are “two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are
considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (Guidelines §
15355.) The analysis must be based on either a list of past, present, and probable future
projects or a summary of projections contained in an adopted planning document; it must
define the appropriate geographic scope for each resource; and the cumulative discussion
must be “governed by standards of practicality and reasonableness” but must still be
sufficient for informed decision-making. (Guidelines § 15130(b); Kings County Farm Bureau v.
City of Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 720–723; Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v.
City of Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1214–1216.) “[T]he full environmental
impact of a proposed project cannot be gauged in a vacuum.” (Whitman v. Board of
Supervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397, 408.)

A perfunctory or conclusory cumulative analysis violates CEQA. (San Franciscans for 
Reasonable Growth v. City & County of San Francisco (1984) 151 Cal.App.3d 61, 74–79; 
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (2002) 103 
Cal.App.4th 98, 117–120 [invalidating “ratio-theory” and “de minimis” shortcuts to 
cumulative impact analysis].) 

2. The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies.

The Draft EIR treats the General Plan 2050 as though its cumulative setting consisted of the 
plan itself, without meaningfully integrating the cumulative contribution of approvals 
already made under the current General Plan (e.g., commercial cannabis cultivation permits, 
aggregate mining expansions, resort and lakeside development, vineyard and winery 
conversions, and land divisions) together with reasonably foreseeable projects (including 
multiple pending commercial cannabis permits, vineyard expansions, geothermal proposals, 
and housing buildout scenarios). Specifically: 

• The Draft EIR does not provide either a complete list of past, present, and probable
future projects or a cogent projection-based analysis that honestly accounts for
buildout of existing General Plan designations plus Proposed Project changes. This
violates Guidelines § 15130(b)(1).

• The Draft EIR fails to define an adequate geographic scope for each affected
resource, particularly for surface water, groundwater basins, air quality / odor,
evacuation capacity on shared arterials, biological corridors, and cumulative wildfire
risk. (Guidelines § 15130(b)(3); Bakersfield Citizens, supra, 124 Cal.App.4th at 1216.)

• The Draft EIR repeatedly treats the Proposed Project’s “incremental” contribution as
less than cumulatively considerable based on plan-level policy compliance, without
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substantial evidence that those policies will in fact reduce cumulative impacts below 
the significance threshold—an approach invalidated in Communities for a Better 
Environment, supra. 

• Cumulative impacts from successive permits of the same type in the same place over 
time—precisely the pattern observed in Lake County for cannabis, wineries, and 
short-term rentals—are not meaningfully evaluated. This pattern requires specific 
cumulative treatment. (Guidelines § 15130(b); San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue 
Center v. County of Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713.) 

3.  Requested Corrective Action. 

The County must revise the Draft EIR to include: (a) a complete, transparent list of past, 
present, probable future, and pending projects by planning area, with quantified resource 
demands; (b) a defined and justified geographic study area for each resource; (c) a 
quantitative cumulative analysis for water, wildfire / evacuation, air quality / odor, biological 
resources, traffic on shared arterials, and greenhouse gases that does not hide the Project’s 
contribution by reference to plan compliance; and (d) feasible, enforceable cumulative 
mitigation measures, including regional ordinances where appropriate (Guidelines § 
15130(c)). The revised cumulative analysis must be recirculated. 

B.  The Draft EIR Does Not Reflect the County’s Independent Judgment Supported by 
Independent, Qualified Studies (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(c); Guidelines § 
15084(e)) 

1.  Legal Standard. 

Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(c) requires that, regardless of who drafts an EIR, the lead 
agency “shall . . . independently review and analyze” the document, “circulate [it] for public 
review and comment,” and “reflect [its] independent judgment.” Guidelines § 15084(e) 
requires the lead agency to subject any consultant- or applicant-prepared draft to its own 
review and analysis. Studies underlying an EIR must be prepared by qualified professionals 
and rest on substantial evidence (Pub. Resources Code § 21080(e); Guidelines § 15384). 
Reliance on applicant-funded studies without independent verification, or on stale or 
methodologically unsound analyses, does not satisfy CEQA. (Save Our Peninsula Committee 
v. Monterey County Bd. of Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 117–120.) 

2.  The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies. 

• Several technical appendices (biological resources, air quality / GHG, noise, 
transportation) appear to rely on desktop reviews, model outputs, and summaries 
rather than on project-specific, peer-reviewed field studies by qualified independent 
professionals. There is no documented protocol, season-appropriate survey data, or 
qualification summary for the individual scientists who performed, rather than 
reviewed, underlying field work. 

• The Draft EIR frequently cites generic state- or regional-scale datasets (e.g., 
statewide species distribution models, regional climate projections) as substitutes 
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for site-specific, County-scale data, without disclosing the limitations of such 
reliance. 

• There is no record of independent peer review of controversial methodological
assumptions (e.g., odor dispersion for cannabis operations, evacuation time
modeling, groundwater recharge assumptions). The Draft EIR therefore fails to
demonstrate that the County has exercised independent judgment over contested
technical issues (Pub. Resources Code § 21082.1(c)).

3. Requested Corrective Action.

LakeCAP requests that the County (a) retain and identify qualified, independent subject-
matter experts—including hydrogeologists, wildlife biologists, fire evacuation modelers, and
air quality / odor specialists—to prepare or peer-review the relevant technical studies; (b)
disclose the qualifications, scope of work, and data limitations of each study in a clearly
labeled appendix; and (c) append, in the Final EIR, written findings explaining how the
County independently evaluated and either adopted, modified, or rejected each technical
conclusion. Any controversial study whose methodology has been substantively challenged
during public comment must be independently peer-reviewed before certification.

C. The General Plan and Draft EIR Fail to Establish Any Threshold of Significance for Odor,
Particularly for Commercial Cannabis Cultivation and Manufacturing (Guidelines §§ 
15064, 15064.7; Appendix G)

1. Legal Standard.

Determining the significance of a project’s effects is a central CEQA function (Guidelines §
15064). Lead agencies are authorized—and, when they act on repeated projects with similar
effects, effectively obligated—to adopt thresholds of significance “for general use” through
a public process (Guidelines § 15064.7). CEQA Appendix G asks whether a project will “result
in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely affecting a substantial number
of people.” Where there is substantial evidence that a category of projects (such as cannabis
cultivation) produces odor impacts that are the subject of repeated public complaints, the
County may not continue to evaluate odor on a vague, case-by-case “nuisance” basis
without an objective, measurable threshold. The lack of any established threshold leaves
mitigation unenforceable and defeats meaningful CEQA review. (See Communities for a
Better Environment v. California Resources Agency, supra, 103 Cal.App.4th at 114
[thresholds cannot be used to mask significant impacts].)

2. The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies.

• The Draft EIR does not adopt any quantitative or performance-based odor threshold
(e.g., dilution-to-threshold (D/T) values measured by certified olfactometry, setback
distances keyed to operation size, or fence-line concentrations of characteristic
odorants) despite years of documented complaints regarding commercial cannabis
cultivation in Lake County.

• The General Plan’s Agricultural Resources element references cannabis odor but
does not direct the Community Development Department to measure, monitor, or
enforce odor performance standards.  It proposes future action “as data becomes
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available” (Action AR-2.d) and Action AR-2.e*1 amending “Article 27, Uses Generally 
Permitted, of the Zoning Ordinance to establish a performance standard for the 
odor response program component of the commercial cannabis cultivation Property 
Management Plan.” 

• The General Plan’s Health and Safety element does not address cannabis odor.  
Cannabis odor is known to adversely affect air quality and sensitive receptors.  
Cannabis thiols put it into a category of nuisance odors.  Cannabis cultivation’s 
production of ozone is an air quality and Health and Safety issue. 

• Without objective thresholds, the County’s prior and future approvals of commercial 
cannabis permits cannot be evaluated for cumulative odor impacts as required by 
Guidelines § 15130, and any “mitigation” referencing “best practices” fails the 
enforceability requirement (see Section III.D below). 

3.  Requested Corrective Action. 
The County must (a) adopt, through the General Plan and implementing ordinance, a 
quantitative odor threshold of significance consistent with peer-reviewed practices used by 
other California jurisdictions (including, e.g., measurable D/T standards at the property line, 
minimum setback distances from residences, schools, and sensitive receptors, and a 
requirement for vapor-phase carbon filtration or equivalent for enclosed cultivation); (b) 
adopt corresponding monitoring, complaint-response, and enforcement protocols; and (c) 
apply these thresholds retroactively as “new information of substantial importance” 
(Guidelines § 15088.5) to the cumulative impact analysis for commercial cannabis and other 
odor-producing uses. 

D.  The County’s Pattern of Approving Discretionary Permits via Mitigated Negative 
Declaration (MND) Without Enforceable, Measurable Mitigation Fails CEQA’s “Fair 
Argument” and Enforceability Standards 

1.  Legal Standard. 

A Mitigated Negative Declaration is appropriate only where an initial study identifies 
potentially significant effects but the applicant agrees to project revisions that “clearly” 
avoid or reduce those effects “to a point where clearly no significant effect on the 
environment would occur” (Pub. Resources Code § 21064.5). If there is substantial evidence, 
in light of the whole record, supporting a “fair argument” that a project may have a 
significant effect, an EIR—not an MND—is required. (No Oil, Inc. v. City of Los Angeles (1974) 
13 Cal.3d 68, 75; Friends of “B” Street v. City of Hayward (1980) 106 Cal.App.3d 988; Pocket 
Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 927.) The fair argument 
standard is a “low threshold” for requiring an EIR. (Pocket Protectors, supra.) 

All mitigation measures relied upon in an MND or EIR must be “fully enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other measures.” (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6(b); 
Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).) They must be specific, measurable, and tied to an identified 

 
1 In the draft 2050 General Plan, an asterisk (*) denotes a reference to the draft EIR for the draft 2050 
General Plan.  There may be a requirement in the draft EIR that affects the subject noted with an 
asterisk. 
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agency, performance standard, and timeline. “Deferred mitigation”—identifying a future 
study that will later determine mitigation—is permissible only where (i) practical 
considerations preclude early formulation, (ii) the agency commits to specific performance 
criteria, and (iii) feasible means of reaching the criteria have been identified. (Sacramento 
Old City Assn. v. City Council (1991) 229 Cal.App.3d 1011, 1028–1029; POET, LLC v. State Air 
Resources Bd. (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 681, 735–738.) Mitigation that relies on yet-to-be-
adopted standards is invalid. (Communities for a Better Environment v. City of Richmond 
(2010) 184 Cal.App.4th 70, 92–95.) 

2. The Draft EIR’s and County’s Pattern of Deficiencies.

• The Draft EIR repeatedly characterizes impacts as “less than significant with
mitigation” based on the adoption of General Plan policies that are themselves
aspirational and lack measurable performance standards (e.g., directives to
“encourage,” “promote,” “consider,” or “strive”)—language that cannot constitute
enforceable mitigation under Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).

• The County has a documented pattern of approving cannabis, winery, short-term
rental, and similar discretionary permits by MND where substantial evidence in the
record—including complaints concerning odor, groundwater drawdown, traffic, fire
hazard, noise, and light—supports a fair argument of significant impact. Under No
Oil, Inc. and Pocket Protectors, an EIR is required in those cases.

• The Proposed Project, by tiering future project review to this Programmatic EIR and
to General Plan policies that lack teeth, will perpetuate the same defective practice
at the project level. This violates Vineyard’s prohibition on deferring analysis to
undefined future documents.

3. Requested Corrective Action.

LakeCAP requests that (a) the General Plan be revised to replace aspirational policy language
with mandatory (“shall”) directives, each tied to a specific performance standard,
enforcement mechanism, and responsible department; (b) the Draft EIR’s Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6) include measurable
thresholds, monitoring protocols, reporting frequencies, and corrective-action triggers for
each measure; (c) the General Plan expressly direct that discretionary permits producing
effects of a type already shown to be locally significant (cannabis odor, water demand in
stressed basins, evacuation loading, wildland fire risk) require an EIR, not an MND; and (d)
the Final EIR identify and remove all instances of improperly deferred mitigation.

E. The Draft EIR and General Plan Do Not Remedy the County’s Demonstrated Failure to
Enforce Conditions of Approval and Mitigation Measures on Previously Approved
Discretionary Permits (Pub. Resources Code § 21081.6)

1. Legal Standard.

Public Resources Code § 21081.6 requires lead agencies, at the time of project approval, to 
adopt a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) “designed to ensure 
compliance during project implementation.” An MMRP is not a box-checking exercise; it 
must be functional and enforced. (Federation of Hillside & Canyon Assns. v. City of Los 
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Angeles (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 1252, 1260–1262; Lincoln Place Tenants Assn. v. City of Los 
Angeles (2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 1491.) A lead agency that approves new projects on the 
strength of mitigation measures it has systematically failed to enforce cannot rely on those 
measures to support CEQA findings. (Federation, supra; Endangered Habitats League, Inc. v. 
County of Orange (2005) 131 Cal.App.4th 777.) 

2. The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies.

• The Draft EIR does not disclose, audit, or evaluate the County’s compliance rate with
Conditions of Approval and mitigation measures imposed on discretionary permits
approved under the existing General Plan. Without this baseline, the County has no
substantial evidence that future mitigation will in fact reduce impacts below
significance.

• Members of LakeCAP and other residents have documented repeated instances in
which approved Conditions of Approval (covering, e.g., water meter reporting, odor-
control equipment operation, setback compliance, road maintenance, lighting, hours
of operation, and fire-access gates) have gone un-inspected and un-enforced. These
documented failures constitute substantial evidence that the Proposed Project’s
reliance on analogous mitigation is unsupported.

• The General Plan contains no implementation action committing the County to (i)
dedicated code-enforcement staffing, (ii) regular inspection cycles, (iii) published
compliance reports, or (iv) fee structures that fund monitoring—all elements that
Federation of Hillside treats as essential.

3. Requested Corrective Action.

The General Plan must include binding implementation actions requiring: (a) annual 
publication of a Mitigation Compliance Report for all discretionary permits conditioned on 
environmental mitigation during the preceding three years, disclosing inspection frequency, 
findings, and enforcement actions; (b) dedicated mitigation-monitoring staffing funded by 
permit fees; (c) mandatory suspension or revocation procedures for demonstrated non-
compliance; and (d) revision of the Draft EIR’s MMRP to specify, for each mitigation measure, 
the responsible agency, schedule, funding source, performance standard, monitoring 
methodology, and public-reporting mechanism, consistent with Federation of Hillside. 

F. The Draft EIR and General Plan Fail to Demonstrate a Sustainable Water Supply Under
the Vineyard Standard; the County Has Inadequate Data on Its Basins and Aquifers

1. Legal Standard.

In Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 
Cal.4th 412, the California Supreme Court articulated four principles for an adequate CEQA 
water supply analysis: (1) an EIR “cannot simply ignore or assume a solution to the problem 
of supplying water”; (2) future water supplies identified must “bear a likelihood of actually 
proving available—speculative sources and unrealistic allocations (‘paper water’) are 
insufficient”; (3) if uncertainties make confident identification impossible, the EIR must 
acknowledge the uncertainty, discuss alternatives (including curtailment), and disclose the 
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environmental effects of each alternative; and (4) the EIR must disclose the impacts of the 
physical delivery of the likely supply. (Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at pp. 430–432.) 

This standard applies at the general plan / program level and, with added specificity, at the 
project level. (Id. at p. 431; see also Preserve Wild Santee v. City of Santee (2012) 210 
Cal.App.4th 260.) The Sustainable Groundwater Management Act of 2014 (Water Code §§ 
10720 et seq., “SGMA”) reinforces the need for local agencies to characterize groundwater 
basins, quantify sustainable yield, and avoid undesirable results. 

2. The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies.

• The County has not documented, and the Draft EIR does not disclose, basin-by-basin
data of sufficient currency and resolution (aquifer extent, storage, recharge,
pumping, drought response, interaction with surface waters) to support General
Plan 2050 buildout. Many Lake County basins lack sustained monitoring programs,
long-term water-level records, and rigorous yield analyses.

• The Draft EIR relies on general statements of “adequate supply” and on ministerial
well-permit well-yield tests that do not evaluate cumulative basin effects or
neighbors’ well impacts. This is precisely the “paper water” reasoning Vineyard
prohibits.

• The County’s current practice of demonstrating “water availability” for discretionary
permits via a single well-pump test and a standard form does not satisfy Vineyard, is
not tied to basin-level sustainability, does not quantify effects on neighboring wells
or surface-water-dependent ecosystems, and does not comply with the directives of
SGMA where applicable.

• The Draft EIR’s climate assumptions (reduced precipitation, increased
evapotranspiration, reduced snow-fed and spring-fed recharge) are not reconciled
with projected buildout demand and fail to examine curtailment alternatives
required under Vineyard principle (3).

3. Requested Corrective Action.

LakeCAP requests that the General Plan and Draft EIR be revised to (a) compile, disclose, and 
analyze existing basin-by-basin hydrogeologic data and identify data gaps; (b) fund and 
schedule a countywide groundwater monitoring and basin-characterization program with 
public reporting; (c) require, for all discretionary permits with non-ministerial water demand, 
a Vineyard-compliant water supply analysis that (i) quantifies sustainable yield of the source 
basin, (ii) accounts for existing and reasonably foreseeable cumulative demand, (iii) analyzes 
effects on neighbors’ wells and on surface-water-dependent ecosystems, (iv) discloses 
climate-change uncertainty, and (v) considers curtailment alternatives; and (d) impose basin-
specific concurrency standards prohibiting new discretionary approvals in basins that lack 
sustainable yield analysis or that are experiencing declining water levels, subsidence, 
seawater intrusion analogues, or surface-water depletion, until monitoring demonstrates 
sustainability. 
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G. The County’s Approval of Projects That Do Not Comply With State Minimum Fire Safe
Regulations (Pub. Resources Code § 4290; 14 C.C.R. §§ 1273.00–1273.11) Endangers
Residents and Is Not Cured by the Draft EIR

1. Legal Standard.

Public Resources Code § 4290 directs the Board of Forestry and Fire Protection to adopt
minimum statewide fire safety standards applicable to State Responsibility Area (SRA) lands
and to Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones (VHFHSZ) in Local Responsibility Area (LRA).
These are codified at 14 C.C.R. §§ 1270.00–1276.04 (the “SRA Fire Safe Regulations”).
Among other requirements, roadways must provide two 10-foot traffic lanes for two-way
emergency access and civilian egress, be designed for fire apparatus of at least 75,000
pounds, not exceed 16% grade, provide turnouts and turnarounds on dead-end roads and
driveways of specified lengths, and provide minimum inside radii and gate clearances. (14
C.C.R. §§ 1273.01, 1273.02, 1273.03, 1273.05, 1273.08, 1274.02.) Local ordinances may only
substitute for these regulations when certified by the Board as equaling or exceeding them
(14 C.C.R. § 1270.03); absent certification, the state regulations control.

Under CEQA, the Draft EIR must identify significant wildfire-related impacts (Guidelines § 
15126.2(a); Appendix G, § XX) and must not approve a project that conflicts with applicable 
fire safety regulations without disclosure and feasible mitigation. (See Pub. Resources Code 
§ 21083.01; King & Gardiner Farms, LLC v. County of Kern (2020) 45 Cal.App.5th 814.)
General Plan “safety” and “evacuation” analyses must be grounded in current fire-hazard
mapping and realistic evacuation modeling. (Gov. Code § 65302(g)(5).)

2. The Draft EIR’s Deficiencies.

• The County has approved, and is poised under the Proposed Project to continue
approving, discretionary permits reached only by dead-end or substandard roads
lacking two-way 10-foot lanes, adequate turnouts, turnarounds at terminuses, and
adequate structural capacity for modern fire apparatus. These approvals are
inconsistent with 14 C.C.R. §§ 1273.00–1273.11 and with the purposes of Public
Resources Code § 4290.

• The Draft EIR’s Evacuation Study (Appendix C to the Health and Safety Element) does
not transparently model the evacuation performance of roads serving existing and
proposed development under credible fire scenarios (time-to-clear, contraflow
constraints, bottlenecks, vulnerable populations) and does not tie findings to a no-
approval-without-compliance standard for SRA/VHFHSZ parcels.

• The General Plan contains no implementation action directing the County to deny
discretionary permits for parcels served by roads that do not comply with 14 C.C.R.
§§ 1273.00–1273.11, and no program to require or fund public road upgrades and
secondary egress where warranted.

• Given Lake County’s recent wildfire history (including but not limited to the Valley,
Mendocino Complex, and LNU Lightning Complex fires), substantial evidence in the
record supports a fair argument that continued approval under current practices will
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cause significant wildfire-safety impacts, and the Proposed Project’s programmatic 
EIR must directly address this. 

3. Requested Corrective Action.

The County must (a) adopt General Plan policies and implementing ordinances expressly 
prohibiting approval of discretionary permits for parcels in SRA or VHFHSZ served by roads 
that do not comply with 14 C.C.R. §§ 1273.00–1273.11 unless an exception is granted on the 
case-by-case basis and with the specific findings required by 14 C.C.R. §§ 1270.07 and 
1270.06; (b) require and fund secondary-egress analyses for all communities and project 
areas with single-ingress access, and condition future approvals on secondary-egress 
feasibility; (c) incorporate a transparent, peer-reviewed evacuation model (including 
sensitivity analysis for time-of-day, fire-spread scenarios, vulnerable populations, and 
concurrent incidents) into the Draft EIR and recirculate; and (d) adopt an annual Fire Safe 
Compliance Report identifying roads, subdivisions, and permits out of compliance and the 
County’s plan to remedy each. 

IV. REQUEST FOR RECIRCULATION OF THE DRAFT EIR

The deficiencies identified above constitute “significant new information” under Pub. 
Resources Code § 21092.1 and Guidelines § 15088.5 in each of the following categories: (i) a 
new significant environmental impact; (ii) a substantial increase in the severity of an impact 
not adequately mitigated; (iii) a feasible alternative or mitigation measure considerably 
different from those previously analyzed; and (iv) fundamental inadequacy and conclusory 
analysis that has deprived the public of meaningful participation. Accordingly, Lake CAP 
formally requests that the County revise the Draft EIR in response to these and other timely 
comments and recirculate the revised Draft EIR for a minimum 45-day public comment 
period prior to any action on the Final EIR or the General Plan 2050. 

V. PRESERVATION OF OBJECTIONS AND EXHAUSTION

This letter is submitted within the public comment period on the Draft EIR and is intended to 
satisfy the exhaustion-of-administrative-remedies requirement of Public Resources Code § 
21177 with respect to each of the issues identified. LakeCAP objects to certification of the 
Final EIR and to approval of the General Plan 2050 on each of the grounds set forth above, 
and on any other grounds identified by LakeCAP or others during the public comment period 
and subsequent hearings. LakeCAP requests written responses to each comment in this 
letter, as required by Guidelines § 15088, and requests that all documents, correspondence, 
studies, memoranda, and emails considered in the preparation and review of the Draft EIR 
be included in the administrative record. 

Nothing in this letter shall be construed as a waiver of any right, remedy, or defense, and 
LakeCAP expressly reserves the right to supplement these comments before the close of the 
public review period, at any public hearing, and in any subsequent administrative appeal or 
litigation.VI.  CONCLUSION 
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LakeCAP supports a General Plan that protects Lake County’s people, waters, 
forests, agricultural heritage, and scenic character while providing for responsible growth. 
The Draft EIR and Draft General Plan, as circulated, do not meet CEQA’s standards 
and would perpetuate patterns of approval that have demonstrably harmed Lake County 
residents and the environment. We urge the County to take the corrective actions 
requested above, to recirculate the revised Draft EIR, and to adopt General Plan 
policies with the specificity, measurability, and enforceability that CEQA and sound 
planning require. 

Thank you for your careful consideration. Please direct all written responses and 
correspondence to the undersigned at the address below. 

Respectfully submitted, 

President, Lake County Community Action Project (LakeCAP) on behalf of LakeCAP
Email Address:  Thrive95453@outlook.com 
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From: Betsy Cawn <epi-center@sbcglobal.net> 
Sent: Friday, April 24, 2026 3:58 PM 
To: Mireya Turner <Mireya.Turner@lakecountyca.gov> 
Cc: Denise Rushing <deniserushing2@gmail.com> 
Subject: Final comments on General Plan Update and EIR 
 
Dear Mireya and Denise, 
 
To comply with the final deadline for submittal of comments on the 2050 Genearl Plan 
Update, please see the following: 
 
Noting that the CEQA document lists “Issues likely to be of concern” (Page 7), the 
discussions and correspondence related to GPAC meetings 4, 5, and 6 also identified 
issues of concern: 
 

a. Need for an Energy element (not limited to geothermal energy) and policies. 
 

b. Need for a Tribal element (or appendix) to include policies and actions for protection 
of shared natural resources and community assets. 

 
c. Need for policies and actions to provide services and resources for vulnerable 

populations, including full-spectrum communication systems. 
 

d. Need for updating or developing Municipal Code chapters governing water 
resources and watershed protection. 
 

Many comments focused on the lack of enforceable actions, and options for identifying 
timelines and responsible agencies linked to actions. Tables used in the 2008 General Plan 
Update provided that level of utility for the future policies and actions, and are 
recommended for inclusion in the final draft. 
 
The EIR was completed prior to some GPAC and LAPAC/MAC meetings. There is no task in 
the PlaceWorks “Scope of Work” that identifies review and integration of content changes 
decided in those ensuing discussions. Does that mean that our comments and concerns 
will not be used for the final drafts? 
 

COMMENT LETTER # NGO6
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And lastly, there is no chapter or section that discusses public services and community 
facilities, which could provide mapping and program management resources to implement 
the five-year, ten-year, and fifteen-year planning horizons for which the General Plan is 
periodically reviewed, along with annual performance reviews. While this information may 
not be a requirement of the state guidelines, continuation of public engagement and 
support for community priorities would benefit from some mention, even a paragraph or 
two, in the General Plan Overview. 
 
Thank you for the tremendous effort that this project has entailed, and to our shared 
aspirations for Lake County’s long-term sustainability, I wish us all the best. 
 
Betsy Cawn 
GPAC Advisory Committee 
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Lake County Farm Bureau  
65 Soda Bay Rd.  
Lakeport, CA 95453 

Lake County Community Development Department 
255 North Forbes Street 
Lakeport, CA 95453 

Re: Public Comment – Draft Agricultural Resources Element, Lake County 2050 General 
Plan 

Dear Community Development Department,  

On behalf of the Lake County Farm Bureau and our agricultural membership, we appreciate the 
opportunity to review and comment on the Draft Agricultural Resources Element of the Lake 
County 2050 General Plan. Agriculture remains one of Lake County’s foundational industries, 
contributing significantly to the local economy, landscape stewardship, and cultural heritage. We 
commend the County for recognizing the importance of protecting agricultural lands and 
supporting the long-term viability of farming and ranching operations. 

Overall, the Agricultural Resources Element contains many positive provisions that support 
agriculture, including policies to preserve productive farmland, discourage fragmentation of 
agricultural parcels, limit the extension of urban services into agricultural areas, and prioritize 
the viability of agricultural operations when resolving land-use conflicts. We also appreciate the 
recognition of the County’s Right-to-Farm protections and the emphasis on maintaining large, 
contiguous agricultural areas. 

While the document demonstrates strong support for agriculture in principle, we believe several 
policies would benefit from clarification or strengthening to ensure that agricultural lands remain 
protected from gradual conversion to non-agricultural uses and from speculative development 
pressures over time. 
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Protection Against Conversion to Urban Uses 

The draft element includes important policies intended to protect agricultural lands from 
conversion to urban development. However, we recommend strengthening these protections by 
clarifying that large-scale master-planned communities or new towns should not be developed 
on lands designated for agriculture outside established community growth boundaries. Across 
California, proposals have emerged that seek to convert large areas of farmland into entirely 
new communities through General Plan amendments. Explicitly directing urban-scale 
development to existing communities will help ensure that Lake County’s agricultural landscape 
remains intact. 

Agricultural Tourism and Accessory Uses 

We support the continued development of agricultural tourism as a tool for supporting farm 
viability and diversifying farm income. However, it is important that agritourism remains clearly 
secondary and incidental to active agricultural production. In other regions of California, 
agritourism policies have unintentionally allowed large event venues, hospitality developments, 
or commercial uses to gradually replace agricultural production on farmland. 

To avoid these unintended outcomes, we recommend clarifying that agritourism uses must 
remain subordinate to agricultural production and should not occur at a scale that creates 
destination resorts, commercial centers, or development patterns that displace agriculture. 

Infrastructure Extensions into Agricultural Areas 

We strongly support policies that limit the extension of sewer, water, and urban-scale 
infrastructure into agricultural areas. These provisions are among the most effective tools 
available to prevent the premature conversion of agricultural lands. We encourage the County to 
maintain and strengthen this policy by clearly stating that urban-scale infrastructure should not 
be extended into agricultural lands except where necessary to support agricultural operations. 

Buffers Between Agricultural and Residential Uses 

We support the concept of buffers between new residential development and existing 
agricultural operations to reduce land-use conflicts. However, it is important that these buffers 
be located on the new development site rather than removing productive farmland from 
agricultural use. Clarifying this principle will ensure that the burden of mitigating conflicts is 
placed on new development rather than on existing farmers and ranchers. 
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Williamson Act Lands 

Lake County has long benefited from the preservation of farmland through the Williamson Act. 
While the draft element provides useful background information on the program, we encourage 
the County to include stronger policy language supporting the continued protection of lands 
currently enrolled in Williamson Act contracts and discouraging land-use decisions that would 
undermine long-term agricultural use. 

Maintaining the Long-Term Viability of Agriculture 

Lake County’s agricultural economy faces many challenges, including climate variability, water 
supply pressures, and market uncertainty in key commodities. Protecting the agricultural land 
base is one of the most important actions the County can take to ensure that future generations 
can continue farming and ranching in this region. 

By strengthening policies that protect agricultural land from incremental conversion and by 
ensuring that non-agricultural uses remain secondary to active agricultural production, the 
County can help safeguard one of Lake County’s most valuable and defining resources. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comments on this important document. The Lake 
County Farm Bureau looks forward to continuing to work collaboratively with County staff and 
leadership as the General Plan update moves forward. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Harper  
Executive Director 
Lake County Farm Bureau 
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25 Jan Court, Suite 130 ∙ Chico, California 95928 ∙ Phone 530-345-2483  
www.healthcollaborative.org 

 
 

April 30, 2026 
 
Dear Lake County Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission Members, and Community 
Development Staff, 
 
On behalf of Rural Initiatives Strengthening Equity (RISE), the statewide rural population 
coordinating center funded by the California Tobacco Prevention Program, we would like to 
thank you for this opportunity to submit comments on the newly released draft of the Lake 
County 2050 General Plan (Draft Plan). As part of our process of understanding the draft, we 
requested technical assistance from the Public Health Law Center (PHLC) to provide their 
academic understanding of tobacco prevention related policies in the general plans field. 
 
First, we’d applaud the work of staff, consultants, and the Board in updating these important 
vision documents. We are aware this is no small undertaking and can impact and influence a 
community’s health and wellbeing for generations to come. We also appreciate the county’s 
approach of using separate planning areas to address the unique needs of each area. Our 
comments will be made specifically for one planning area, Cobb Mountain, with the 
understanding that they are applicable across all planning areas. 
 
We also value the wisdom and insight in the Draft Plan, both of the recognition of the area’s 
history prior to Euro-American colonization, and in addressing commercial tobacco and 
nicotine product initiation and use, commercial tobacco and nicotine product waste, and 
secondhand and thirdhand commercial tobacco smoke exposure. Please note any comments 
we make in regards to tobacco will refer to commercial tobacco and nicotine products and not 
those used for traditional and sacred purposes.  We’d also like to acknowledge the people, 
local or otherwise, that were enslaved to develop what has become the present-day 
commercial tobacco and nicotine industry.  
 
We admire the extensive community outreach efforts made by the 2050 General Plan Update 
team early in the process, particularly those efforts to understand the many concerns 
surrounding commercial tobacco and nicotine products, and how the Draft Plan addresses 
many of these through the Environmental Justice, Open Space, and Health and Safety 
elements. 
 
The following observations are offered for your consideration in the final draft:  
 

● Environmental Justice Issues in the Cobb Mountain Planning Area: Healthy Living 
Spaces 

○ For clarification purposes, staff may want to consider using these definitions: 
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25 Jan Court, Suite 130 ∙ Chico, California 95928 ∙ Phone 530-345-2483  
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■ Secondhand smoke is the smoke from burning tobacco products, like 
cigarettes, cigars, hookahs, or pipes. Exposure occurs when people 
breathe in the smoke breathed out by people who smoke or smoke 
emitted from the burning tobacco products themselves. (See CDC | 
About Secondhand Smoke.) Secondhand smoke can seep through walls, 
vents, and plumbing, whereas thirdhand smoke is the residual toxic 
chemical accumulation of secondhand smoke that becomes embedded in 
building materials, walls, furniture, carpets, etc. Exposure occurs when 
the toxic particles re-emit from these contaminated surfaces into the air 
or can be absorbed through the skin by touching contaminated surfaces.  
(See Thirdhand Smoke Resource Center.) 

 
● CM-EJ-1.2: staff may want to consider using more clarifying language. For example:  

 
“Reduce secondhand smoke exposure, including from electronic smoking 
devices, tobacco smoke, and cannabis smoke, by creating local mechanisms that 
enforce state and local laws and regulations, and by strengthening local laws and 
regulations. Expand youth protections through a more comprehensive tobacco 
retail licensing program and through cannabis sales permit requirements.” (For 
comprehensive best practice policy approaches and language, see PHLC 
Comprehensive Tobacco Retail Licensing Model Ordinance.)   

 
● CM-EJ-1.b: staff may want to consult with their legal counsel before adopting this 

policy. In general, license fees may only be used for administration/implementation and 
compliance of the requirements of the licensing program itself. Usually, these fees 
cannot be used to fund other programs or policies without being considered a tax. In 
this draft, the current wording suggests using the tobacco retail license fees to enforce 
smoke-free outdoor restrictions.  

 
● CM-EJ-1.c:  

○ It is best practice to have smokefree multi-unit housing policies separate from 
smokefree public space policies, as they will have different implementation and 
enforcement mechanisms.   

○ For the greatest health protection for multi-unit housing residents, consider 
including all common areas of the complex in a proposed ordinance. 

○ Staff may want to consider including smokeless nicotine product use (e.g. 
nicotine pouches) in outdoor space restrictions. These products are often 
littered in parks and other community areas presenting risk of harm to children, 
pets, wildlife, and the environment.   

○ For clarity, staff may want to consider rephrasing “public property” to “spaces 
open to the general public.” “Public property” can be interpreted to mean 
“owned by the county.” Venues like parks and event centers are not always 
owned by the county, they can also be owned by private operators even if they 
are open to the general public.  

○ For comprehensive best practice policy approaches and language for this action, 
see PHLC Commercial Tobacco Free Outdoor Areas Model Ordinance and 
PHLC Smoke-Free Multi-Unit Housing Model Ordinance. 
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● CM-OS-6.f: staff may want to consider including enforcement of existing tobacco and 
nicotine use restrictions. 

 
● In the countywide Health and Safety Element, we encourage staff to consider the 

following, specifically in Goal HS-10 policies and actions: 
○ The draft indicates the county is justifiably concerned about “freight and 

delivery transporters carrying quantities of hazardous materials below 
reporting thresholds.”  The draft offers as example the deliveries to local 
hardware stores of “retail-packaged herbicides, pesticides, paint products, 
motor oils, etc.” We encourage staff to consider also naming electronic 
cigarettes/vapes and nicotine products, which are filled with acute hazardous 
chemicals. 

○ Nicotine and nicotine salts are legally classified as an acute hazardous waste 
under the federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and 
California law, because human exposure to it, even in small quantities, can cause 
death or permanent injury/illness.i, ii  This is the case regardless of whether the 
products are spent or if they are unused in their original packaging.iii, iv, v   

○ E-cigarettes generally use lithium-ion batteries, chargers, and atomizers. These 
items contain nonrenewable metals and chemicals that are toxic to landfills, so 
they should be handled as either recyclable e-waste or characteristic hazardous 
waste where they cannot be recycled.vi  

○ Lithium batteries can catch on fire when damaged, which often happens when 
disposed of in trash or recycle bins, resulting in increased fire risk during 
transport and at waste facilities.vii Given the small size of vapes, it can be 
particularly challenging for solid waste personnel to notice them and remove 
them from the waste stream prior to compaction or other treatment. 

○ Fires caused by lithium batteries pose a unique challenge to firefighters as they 
can be hard to extinguish. Fire personnel often have no choice but to let lithium 
fires burn themselves out. While research is limited, there are concerns 
regarding emissions, including the release of hydrogen fluoride, carbon 
monoxide, and metal particulates.viii  

○ There is no universally available safe procedure for consumers to dispose of 
commercial tobacco products. While some jurisdictions may have collection and 
disposal facilities for acute hazardous waste products, many others, particularly 
in rural areas, do not. 

 
Thank you for this opportunity to share our observations. Our organization is here to answer 
any questions or provide clarifications. We look forward to seeing the fulfillment of these 
goals, policies, and implementation actions in the years to come, as we know they will lead to  
our community’s vision of health and wellness for all. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
JoAnn Saccato, MA 
Project Coordinator 
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i Discarded commercial chemical products, off-specification species, container residues, and spill residues thereof, 40 CFR 
§ 261.33 (2025). [Accessed February 2, 2026]. https://www.ecfr.gov/current/title-40/chapter-I/subchapter-I/part-
261/subpart-D/section-261.33. 
ii Cal Code Regs 22 CCR § 66261.33 (Barclays 2025). 
iii Cal Code Regs 22 CCR § 66261.33 (Barclays 2025). 
iv Cal Code Regs 22 § 66261.7 (Barclays 2025). 
v Hendlin YH. Alert: Public Health Implications of Electronic Cigarette Waste. Am J Public Health. 2018;108(11):1489-
1490. doi:10.2105/AJPH.2018.304699. [Also accessible at: https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC6187764/] 
vi World Health Organization. Tobacco and its environmental impact: an overview. 2017. [Accessed April 30, 2025]. 
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/9789241512497. 
vii Environmental Protection Agency. How to safely dispose of e-cigarettes: Information for individuals. Office of Resource 
Conservation & Recovery. November 2023. [Accessed April 30, 2025]. 
https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2024-02/epa_vapedisposal_a4.pdf. 
viii Bundy S. Hidden cost of California’s lithium industry. Econews. March 2025. 55(2):15. [Accessed April 30, 2025]. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1qAGOcwJDTRewStTmtlTz4LnMvbqVcZvd/view. 
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LAKE COUNTY AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 
ELEMENT 

Sharron Zoller 

The purpose of an agricultural general plan element is to provide the optimal conditions under which farming can 
continue as a viable sustainable community activity contributing to the Lake County economy. It is, 
fundamentally, a land use document — not an environmental, social equity, or cultural heritage instrument. Its 
measure of success is straightforward: do farmers continue to farm, and does the land remain farmable? 

The 2026 Draft Agricultural Resources Element includes genuinely valuable improvements over the 2006 plan. 
The historical acknowledgment of 20,000 years of Indigenous stewardship strengthens the plan's cultural 
grounding, particularly with the specific naming of the Lake Pomo, Lake Miwok, Wappo, and Hill Patwin peoples. 
The climate resilience framework, the elevation of farmworker housing to a standalone goal, the candid analysis of 
market shifts in agricultural supply and demand, and the streamlined permit approach for farm labor camps are 
commendable updates. 

The draft also represents a significant expansion in scope and policy complexity. Compared to the 2006 plan, it 
roughly triples the policy count — introducing 6 goals (AR-1 through AR-6), more than 40 policies, and 
approximately 20 actions — and adds substantial new content on climate hazard resilience, cannabis regulation, 
and wine industry uncertainties. Each of these additions merits careful review: does the provision fulfill the 
element's mandate as a land use instrument, or has it drifted beyond it? 

A general plan element loses effectiveness when it accumulates provisions that express values rather than regulate 
land. Some additions are proforma — signaling commitment to a cause without producing any enforceable, 
implementable, or measurable outcome. Others go further, embedding social or political priorities into a regulatory 
document in ways that may be legally vulnerable, administratively unworkable, or burdensome to the very 
agricultural operations the plan is meant to protect. 

Where a general plan element moves beyond the physical development of land into economic advocacy, cultural 
programming, intergovernmental lobbying, or the governance of private business practices on privately-owned 
land, it has exceeded its proper domain. The plan's purpose is specific and operational: keep farmable land in 
farming, reduce conversion pressure, and provide farmers with the guiding certainty of a supportive future. The 
2026 draft should be reviewed with clarity of that boundary firmly in mind. 
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SIDE-BY-SIDE POLICY COMPARISON TABLE 
The table below notes the topic, policy topic from the 2006 plan alongside its 2026 counterpart. There may be other items 
that would well benefit by a comparison.  I have added my comments/questions in RED.  

Color Legend for Comparison Table: 
SAME – Retained as-is SIMILAR – 

Updated/evolved 
NEW IN 2026 – Not in 

2006 plan 
NOT RETAINED – 

Dropped from 2006 

 

Climate Hazards 
& Resilience 

Not addressed. No climate 
change context. 

Goal AR-4: Sustainable and resilient agricultural sector. 
Detailed background on wildfires, drought, flooding, 
pests/diseases, and farmworker health under climate 
change. References 2025 Climate Vulnerability 
Analysis. 

 

 
 Regulation 

Not addressed Cannabis was 
not legal for commercial 
cultivation in 2006. 

AR-2.f: Continue enforcement of unpermitted cannabis. 
~418 approved acres noted. 
 
AR-2.d says to update regulations 'as data becomes 
available' with no timeline, measurability, or definition of 
what data is needed. AR-2.e directs a specific Zoning 
Ordinance amendment for an 'odor response program' 
but does not define performance standards, 
measurement methods, or acceptable levels. Without 
these definitions, enforcement is inconsistent. 
AR-2.f: Continue enforcement of unpermitted cannabis. 
~418 approved acres noted 
 
How do these regulations align with the current 
discussion about odor, setbacks and water use 

currently before the BOS? 

Wine Industry 
Uncertainties 

Not addressed. Wine grapes 
are mentioned generally as 
agricultural support industry. 

Dedicated background section on multiyear global wine 
demand decline; demographic shifts; wine grapes = 74% 
of county ag output. Policies address crop diversification 
as response. 
 
As a wine grape grower, we need all the help 
available.  This is a job for lobbing, legislation and 
marketing.  This is not a land designation provision 
for the county to determine. 

 

Food Crop 
Emphasis 

No specific emphasis on food 
crops over other crops. 

AR-3.1: Continue to support a variety of agricultural 
activities with emphasis on food crops to support local 
food production. 
 
 

While perhaps a nice idea, what’s the HOW?  Beyond 
the scope of this plan. 

Lot Splits 
Prohibition 

AR-1.3: Maintain minimum 
parcel size; discourage 
parcelization (AR-1.8). No 
explicit prohibition. 

AR-1.5: Prohibit lot splits on Agriculture-designated 
properties that don't meet minimum lot size requirement 
of the zoning district. Explicit prohibition. 

 

CGB Infill 
Threshold (85%) 

AR-1.13: Avoid Primary 
Agricultural Areas when 
considering urban growth 
boundary expansion; expand 
only when other options not 
feasible. 

AR-1.9: Redesignate ag lands adjacent to CGBs only 
when 85% of vacant/underutilized parcels within CGB 
are developed at allowed densities. 
The 85% development threshold for CGB expansion is 
an unusually specific numerical trigger that is difficult to 
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measure consistently. 'Vacant and underutilized' is not 
defined, and 'allowed densities' may vary by parcel. 

 

Tribal/Indigenous 
Recognition 

Not addressed. No mention of 
tribal history, stewardship, or 
consultation. 

Extensive integration throughout: Introduction 
acknowledges 20,000+ years of tribal stewardship; AR-
1.10, AR-1.b, AR-3.5, AR-4.4, AR-6.4, AR-6.c all 
address tribal collaboration. Williamson Act background 
includes tribal context. 
AR 3.5 How is directing the County to collaborate with 
Tribal governments on 'marketing of traditional tribal 
food and plant species' on private agricultural lands in 
the scope of a general plan? Marketing decisions are 
made by private landowners and businesses. This policy 
conflates land use regulation with economic promotion 
creates confusion about the County's regulatory versus 
promotional roles. 

 

Contiguous Ag 
Area Preservation 

General language discouraging 
fragmentation embedded in 
parcelization policies. 

AR-1.2: Explicit policy to preserve large, contiguous 
areas; discourage applications that would fragment 
agricultural areas. 
 
Directs the County to 'preserve large, contiguous -1.2 
directs the County to 'preserve large, contiguous areas' 
without defining what size or configuration qualifies as 
'large' or 'contiguous.' This leaves the policy open to 
inconsistent application depending on staff 
interpretation. Need clarification of scope and size. 

 

Wildfire / Ag Pass 
Program 

Not addressed. AR-4.c: Expand Ag Pass messaging to reach more 
farmers. Background section discusses LEAP group for 
animal evacuations. 

Good addition 

LEAP Animal 
Evacuation 

Not addressed. Background section identifies LEAP (Lake Evacuation 
and Animal Protection) group as resource for animal 
evacuations during emergencies. 

Good addition 

Cover Crops Not specifically mentioned. AR-4.1: Promote the use of cover crops to enrich soil. 
Also noted as flood-risk mitigation tool in background. 

Promoting is good – vague as to HOW? 

Noise Impacts 
from Ag 

Not addressed. AR-2.b: Coordinate with 
agencies to provide technical 
assistance to farmers on 
minimizing noise impacts from 
agricultural operations. 
 
This recommendation is 
vague and will have an 
economic impact.  
Should not conflict with the  
‘Right Farm’ county 
provision.    

NEW IN 2026 

AR-4.a – USDA 
Lobby for Walnut 
Orchards 

Not addressed Action AR-4.a directs the County to 'lobby the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture' to include hillside walnut 
orchards in federal conservation programs.  
 

As a walnut grower, I would appreciate more 
intervention.  However, this is highly specific, targets a 

single crop type, and is unlikely to be achievable through 
a county-level general plan action. Federal program 
criteria are set by Congress and USDA, not through 

county lobbying. This action is better suited for a 
legislative platform than a general plan. 
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Selective Timber 
Harvesting 

Not specifically stated beyond 
coordination with agencies. 

AR-6.3: Support and promote selective rather than 
clear-cutting, particularly for old-growth stands, 
wherever possible. 
 
The County does not have jurisdiction over federal lands 
(Mendocino National Forest) and cannot require federal 
agencies to conform to local general plan policies. This 
language overstates county authority and may create 
false expectations.  Should this be included? 

 

AR-5.a – 
Ministerial Permit 
for Farm Labor 
Camps 

Not covered Streamlining farmworker housing from a discretionary to 
a ministerial permit is a meaningful and achievable 

action that addresses a genuine need.  
 

This is consistent with state trends toward housing 
streamlining and is appropriate for a general plan action. 

 

Community 
Growth Boundary 
Transitional 
Densities 

AR-1.10: Community/Area 
Plans shall incorporate 
transitional densities on outer 
edges of Community 
Development Areas adjacent to 
Primary Agricultural Areas. 

No direct equivalent retained as a standalone policy. 
CGB expansion threshold in AR-1.9 is related but 
different. 

Topic should be reconsidered. 

Agricultural 
Economic Zones 

AR-2.3: Encourage 
development of agricultural 
economic zones promoting 
wineries, olive press facilities, 
and processing facilities. 

Replaced by broader policies on processing facilities 
(AR-3.7) and support industries (AR-3.6)  
Goal AR-3 needs a thorough review and 
reconsideration of the components..  

 

The 2026 draft roughly triples the policy count of the 2006 plan, retains the core mission, but adds substantial 
new territory.  The plan grew from 5 goals / ~18 policies with an implementation table, to 6 goals / 40+ policies / 
~20 discrete actions.  Several policies are vague enough to invite inconsistent administration, some are aspirational 
with no plan for implementation, and several actions set objectives that depend on federal cooperation or funding 
sources outside the County's control. The farmer benefits from a plan that does its defined job exceptionally well:   
land designation and protection, protect it from conversion, reduce the friction of operating, and provide the tools to 
stay economically viable.  The plan would be strengthened by a restored definitions section, clearer implementation 
timelines, and more precise language in operative policies    

The above comments were shared with the AgAdvisory Committee 3/18/2026.     

The items below were shared, 3/18/2026, with the AgAdvisory Committee by Bruce Merrilees 

1) One area that seems underrepresented in the draft is grazing. It is mostly mentioned in the context of rangeland.  Grazing 
is a major part of Lake County agriculture, but it also plays an important role in wildfire fuel management, soil health, and 
vegetation management in orchards, vineyards and rangelands. Strengthening language around grazing could help tie 
agriculture more directly to the County’s climate and wildfire resilience goals, while recognizing that grazing is used across 
multiple agricultural systems, not just rangeland. 

2) Regarding the Right-to-Farm notification, it would be helpful to strengthen protections for normal agricultural operations 
such as frost protection, spraying, night harvest, trucking, and the movement of equipment on public roads. As rural 
residential development increases and our roads get busier, clearer protections would help ensure farmers can continue 
operating without conflict. 

3) Agricultural operations depend on reliable electricity for irrigation and frost protection for example. It would be helpful if 
the Agricultural Element included support for on-farm renewable energy, microgrids, or energy storage so farms can maintain 
operations during power shutoffs.  At the same time, it would make sense to prioritize siting these projects on non-prime 
agricultural land—we don’t want to see productive farmland converted to large solar fields. 
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KELSEYVILLE AREA PLAN 
Three Missing Policy Frameworks: Right to Farm · Williamson Act ·  

Big Valley Water Security 

Sharron Zoller 

 

Recommendations for inclusion in the Kelseyville Area Plan 
The Kelseyville Area Elements (February 2026 Public Review Draft) demonstrate a genuine 
commitment to agricultural preservation through its land use designations, agritourism policies, 
and multi-element structure. However, three foundational agricultural policy frameworks are 
absent from the area-specific goals, policies, and actions: (1) Right-to-Farm protections; (2) 
Williamson Act implementation; and (3) agricultural water security in the Big Valley basin. These 
are not peripheral concerns — they are the legal, economic, and hydrological pillars upon which 
every other agricultural policy depends.  

   

1 Right to Farm 
 

The Gap in the Current Draft 
The Kelseyville Area Elements contain no Right-to-Farm policy. This is a significant omission for a 
planning area where agritourism and farm-stay operations increasingly bring new residents and 
visitors into direct proximity with working orchards, vineyards, and row crops. Under California's Right-
to-Farm Act (Civil Code §3482.5), agricultural operations that have been conducted for more than 
three years generally cannot be found a nuisance if they comply with applicable law and accepted 
agricultural practices — but this protection is not self-executing at the local level. Without a local policy 
that (1) notifies buyers and renters of agricultural adjacency and (2) actively defends the primacy of 
agricultural operations, farmers remain exposed to nuisance complaints, local enforcement pressure, 
and litigation costs. 

 

Recommended Policy and Action Language added to the Kelseyville Plan 
The Kelseyville Area's expansion of agritourism (Policies K-LU-3.4 through K-LU-3.8) makes local 
Right-to-Farm protections even more urgent, as these policies explicitly welcome visitors and 
temporary residents into the agricultural landscape. 
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K-LU-3.X 

Right-to-Farm Protection. Recognize and protect the right of agricultural 
operators within the Kelseyville Planning Area to engage in normal and 
customary farming practices without interference from incompatible land 
uses. The County shall not initiate or support nuisance abatement actions 
against agricultural operations that comply with State and County regulations 
and accepted agricultural practices, regardless of the proximity of residential, 
agritourism, or commercial uses authorized under this Plan. 

 

K-LU-3.Y 

Agricultural Notification at Point of Sale and Permitting. Require that 
applicants for discretionary land use permits for residential, commercial, 
agritourism, or farm-stay uses adjacent to or within one-quarter mile of active 
agricultural operations acknowledge in writing the presence of those 
operations and the protections afforded to them under California Civil Code 
§3482.5 and the Lake County Right-to-Farm Ordinance. Coordinate with the 
local real estate community to ensure equivalent disclosures accompany 
residential sales in agricultural adjacency zones. 

 

K-LU-3.a 
(revised/supplemented) 

Incorporate Right-to-Farm notification language into the standard 
conditions of approval for agritourism, farm-stay, residential, and 
commercial use permits within or adjacent to areas designated 
Agriculture on the General Plan Land Use Map. Compile clear, 
plain-language information about Right-to-Farm protections and 
distribute it through the County Planning Department, the Lake 
County Farm Bureau, and local real estate associations. 

 

K-LU-3.b 
(new) 

Establish a protocol with the Agricultural Commissioner's office to provide 
timely written responses to nuisance inquiries involving agricultural 
operations in the Kelseyville Planning Area, affirming the legal protections 
applicable to the operation and offering mediation resources before any 
enforcement pathway is initiated. 

 

The policy text mirrors  the affirmative, present-tense statements the structure of existing K-LU-
3 policies .  This recommendation should be compared to the text in the Ag Resources Element 
AR-2.1 and AR-2.a  for its strength of statement.   This recommendation creates no new 
regulatory burden — it codifies existing State law at the local level. The text of the Right to 
Farm should be included.  Please note that at the Ag Advisory Committee additional text 
was recommended to be added to the Lake County’s Right to Farm statement.  
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2 Williamson Act Implementation 
 

The Gap in the Current Draft 
The California Land Conservation Act of 1965 — the Williamson Act — is the State's primary 
agricultural land preservation tool, providing property tax reductions of 20–75% on contracted 
agricultural lands in exchange for ten-year rolling commitments not to convert to non-agricultural use. 
In the Kelseyville Planning Area, Williamson Act contracts protect a significant portion of the valley 
floor's most productive soils, yet the Kelseyville Area Elements reference the Act only once: as a 
parenthetical descriptor in the Resource Conservation land use designation. There are no policies 
directing the County to protect existing contracts, pursue new enrollments, or advocate for the 
restoration of State subvention funding that would make new contracts financially feasible for Lake 
County. 

 
This is not merely a cross-referencing gap. The countywide Agricultural Resources Element is the 
appropriate home for countywide Williamson Act administration policy, but area-specific elements 
should reinforce and localize that policy where high-value agricultural lands are concentrated. Big 
Valley contains some of Lake County's most productive Class I and Class II soils; the Kelseyville 
Planning Area should explicitly protect them. 

 
The current fiscal environment make this directly relevant: Lake County suspended new Williamson 
Act enrollments when the State eliminated subvention payments in 2012. Advocacy for restoration of 
subvention funding is an active policy choice — one that Monterey, Fresno, and Tulare Counties have 
formally embedded in their general plans — and one that would most benefit new farmers who must 
purchase land at market value and need tax relief to remain viable. 

 

Recommended Policy and Action Language added to the Kelseyville Plan 
 
The existing Kelseyville draft policies AR-1.1 and AR-1.a (from the Agricultural Resources Element) 
protect prime farmland and consider conservation easements, but neither names the Williamson Act 
nor addresses the subvention funding crisis that has effectively suspended new enrollments in Lake 
County. The  

The following recommended policies below close this gap. Add to Goal K-LU-1 (balanced growth and 
conservation) or to a reinforced Goal K-LU-3 cluster. A new sub-goal specifically addressing 
agricultural land conservation within the planning area would also be appropriate: 

 

K-LU-1.X 

Williamson Act Contract Protection. Support and protect the continued 
enrollment of agricultural lands within the Kelseyville Planning Area in the 
California Land Conservation Act (Williamson Act) program. The County shall 
treat Williamson Act contracts as a primary agricultural preservation tool, 
shall make findings of agricultural necessity before approving any General 
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Plan Land Use Map amendment affecting contracted lands, and shall oppose 
premature cancellation of contracts except where the contracting landowner 
demonstrates extraordinary hardship. 

 

K-LU-1.Y 

Williamson Act Enrollment Expansion. Pursue restoration of State subvention 
funding that would enable Lake County to resume accepting new Williamson 
Act contracts in high-priority agricultural areas, including the Big Valley basin. 
Until subvention is restored, the County shall identify and promote alternative 
agricultural land preservation mechanisms — including agricultural 
conservation easements, density transfer programs, and purchase of 
development rights — that provide equivalent economic benefit to new and 
beginning farmers who have purchased land at market value. 

 

K-LU-1.a 
(new) 

Direct County legislative advocates to actively pursue restoration of State 
subvention funding for Williamson Act contracts, with priority status 
equivalent to other Lake County legislative priorities. Report annually to the 
Board of Supervisors on the status of subvention legislation and the number 
of Kelseyville Planning Area contracts approaching non-renewal. 

 

K-LU-1.b 
(new) 

Conduct a Williamson Act contract audit for the Kelseyville Planning Area 
within 18 months of General Plan adoption. Identify contracts within five years 
of expiration, parcels with Williamson Act-compatible soils not currently under 
contract, and landowners who have expressed interest in conservation 
mechanisms. Use audit results to prioritize outreach and easement programs. 

 

K-LU-1.c 
(new) 

Amend the Zoning Ordinance to require a Williamson Act compatibility 
determination as part of the environmental review checklist for any 
discretionary project affecting lands within or contiguous to active Williamson 
Act contract areas in the Kelseyville Planning Area. 

 

The Williamson Act is referenced in the Agricultural Resources Element, but that element's 
policies are countywide and administrative. Area-specific elements — particularly for a planning 
area with Big Valley's concentration of Class I and II soils — should carry their own protective 
policies. This is standard practice in California general plans and will strengthen the Plan's 
defensibility under CEQA review. The Williamson Act contracts are what keep the land around 
you affordable for farming. If existing contracts expire and new ones cannot be enrolled, Big 
Valley's orchards and vineyards become development parcels. These policies put the County on 
record as fighting to prevent that. 
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3 Agricultural Water Security in the Big Valley Basin 
 

The Gap in the Current Draft 
Agriculture is explicitly acknowledged in the Kelseyville Area Elements as "the dominant" source of 
water demand in the Planning Area, and the plan notes that agricultural water comes primarily from 
groundwater. Yet no area-specific policies address agricultural water security, groundwater 
sustainability for agricultural uses, or the equitable allocation of water between agricultural and 
urban/residential users in a context of increasing demand and regulatory constraint. 

 
This omission is particularly consequential given the regulatory environment. The Sustainable 
Groundwater Management Act (SGMA, Water Code §10720 et seq.) requires Groundwater 
Sustainability Agencies in critically over-drafted basins to achieve sustainability by 2040. The Big 
Valley Groundwater Sustainability Agency (GSA) — formed under SGMA authority — is developing 
a Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) that will directly regulate the groundwater on which 
Kelseyville area agriculture depends. Without explicit General Plan policies directing the County to 
advocate for agricultural water needs in the GSP process, agricultural interests may be systematically 
subordinated to urban and residential demands in the sustainability accounting. 

 
Additionally, the Plan's expanded agritourism and farm-stay vision will increase demand for domestic 
water in the agricultural zone, creating a new class of urban-equivalent water users that could exert 
pressure on the same groundwater supply serving crop irrigation. The absence of a water allocation 
framework is not a neutral choice — it is a structural advantage for whichever users are most 
organized in the GSP process. 

 
The existing Kelseyville draft gestures toward groundwater recharge in several land use designation 
descriptions, and the countywide Water Element addresses water resources broadly. But neither the 
draft area element nor the countywide element establishes a policy of affirmative advocacy for 
agricultural water security in the Big Valley basin specifically — where SGMA implementation is most 
directly relevant. 

 

Recommended Policy and Action Language 
The following should be added to Goal K-LU-1 or K-LU-3, or placed in a new Goal K-PF-X within the 
Public Facilities and Services element if the consultants prefer to house water policy there. The 
framing must be area-specific and must explicitly name SGMA and the Big Valley GSA: 

 

K-LU-1.Z  
(or K-PF-

X.1) 

Agricultural Water Priority in Groundwater Management. Recognize 
agriculture as the primary beneficial use of groundwater in the Big Valley 
basin and ensure that agricultural water security is a central objective in the 
County's participation in Groundwater Sustainability Plan (GSP) development 
and implementation under the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act 
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(SGMA). The County shall collaborate with the Big Valley Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency to ensure that the GSP's sustainability criteria, 
monitoring protocols, and pumping allocations reflect and protect the long-
term water needs of agricultural operations in the Kelseyville Planning Area. 

 

K-LU-1.AA  
(or K-PF-

X.2) 

Agricultural Water Access and Infrastructure. Support the maintenance and 
improvement of water delivery infrastructure serving agricultural uses in the 
Kelseyville Planning Area, including irrigation districts, on-farm storage, and 
groundwater recharge facilities. Require that proposed development in areas 
dependent on shared agricultural water infrastructure assess cumulative 
water demand impacts and demonstrate that new demand does not 
compromise existing agricultural users' access to water at quantities and 
timing consistent with current cropping systems. 

 

K-LU-1.BB  
(or K-PF-

X.3) 

Water Allocation Equity Between Agricultural and Urban Uses. Where urban 
expansion, agritourism development, or residential growth within or adjacent 
to the Kelseyville Planning Area would introduce significant new domestic 
water demand in areas currently served by agricultural groundwater sources, 
require an Agricultural Water Impact Analysis as part of discretionary project 
review. This analysis shall evaluate potential conflicts with existing 
agricultural water rights, pumping schedules, and SGMA allocation 
frameworks, and shall identify mitigation measures that protect agricultural 
water access. 

 

K-LU-1.a 
(new) 

Formally establish the County's participation role in Big Valley Groundwater 
Sustainability Agency governance and GSP development within 12 months of 
General Plan adoption. Designate a County representative to attend GSA 
board meetings and report quarterly to the Planning Commission on GSP 
provisions that may affect agricultural water users in the Kelseyville Planning 
Area. 

 

K-LU-1.b 
(new) 

Commission a baseline agricultural water demand study for the Kelseyville 
Planning Area within 24 months of General Plan adoption. The study shall 
document current crop acreage, irrigation methods, groundwater pumping 
volumes by user class, and projected demand under the General Plan's land 
use buildout scenario. Results shall be shared with the Big Valley GSA for 
integration into GSP accounting. 

 

K-LU-1.c 
(new) 

Develop a model Agricultural Water Impact Analysis checklist, in consultation 
with the Lake County Farm Bureau, the Big Valley Band of Pomo Indians, 
and the Big Valley GSA, for use in discretionary permit review for projects 
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proposing new groundwater wells or domestic water connections within the 
agricultural zone of the Kelseyville Planning Area. 

 

SGMA compliance is not optional and the GSP process is active. Without General Plan policies 
directing County participation as an agricultural advocate, the County has no mandate — and 
potentially no standing — to push back against GSP provisions that could curtail agricultural 
pumping. These policies create that mandate and establish the analytical foundation (the 
baseline study and impact analysis checklist) needed for evidence-based advocacy. Water is not 
abstract here. The orchards, pear sheds, vineyards and other agriculture practices that define 
Big Valley run on groundwater. The GSP being written right now will determine who gets how 
much water for the next generation. These policies mean the County is legally obligated to sit at 
that table and fight for your water. 
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Summary: Recommended Additions to the Kelseyville Area Elements 
 
The table below summarizes all recommended policies and actions from this supplement, with their 
proposed placement in the Plan structure. 

 

Policy / Action 
ID 

Topic Plain-Language Summary Proposed 
Placement 

K-LU-3.X Right to Farm County will not support nuisance actions vs. 
compliant farms 

Goal K-LU-3 
Policies 

K-LU-3.Y Right to Farm Disclosure requirement at permitting and point of 
sale 

Goal K-LU-3 
Policies 

K-LU-3.a (rev.) Right to Farm Conditions of approval to include RTF notification 
language 

Goal K-LU-3 
Actions 

K-LU-3.b (new) Right to Farm Ag Commissioner nuisance response protocol Goal K-LU-3 
Actions 

K-LU-1.X Williamson Act Protect existing contracts; require ag necessity 
findings 

Goal K-LU-1 
Policies 

K-LU-1.Y Williamson Act Pursue subvention restoration; promote easement 
alternatives 

Goal K-LU-1 
Policies 

K-LU-1.a (new) Williamson Act Legislative advocacy mandate for subvention 
funding 

Goal K-LU-1 
Actions 

K-LU-1.b (new) Williamson Act Contract audit within 18 months of adoption Goal K-LU-1 
Actions 

K-LU-1.c (new) Williamson Act Williamson Act compatibility check in env. review Goal K-LU-1 
Actions 

K-LU-1.Z / K-PF-
X.1 

Ag Water 
Security 

Agriculture as primary beneficial use; GSA 
collaboration mandate 

Goal K-LU-1 or K-
PF 

K-LU-1.AA / K-
PF-X.2 

Ag Water 
Security 

Protect ag water infrastructure; require demand 
impact assessment 

Goal K-LU-1 or K-
PF 

K-LU-1.BB / K-
PF-X.3 

Ag Water 
Security 

Agricultural Water Impact Analysis for discretionary 
projects 

Goal K-LU-1 or K-
PF 

K-LU-1.a–c (new) Ag Water 
Security 

GSA participation; baseline water study; impact 
checklist 

Goal K-LU-1 
Actions 

 

A Note on Integration 
These three policy frameworks are not independent additions. They reinforce each other and 
reinforce the existing draft's intentions: 

 
Right-to-Farm protections make agritourism legally sustainable — without them, the Plan invites the 
very conflicts that would undermine the farm-stay and agritourism economy it is designed to support. 

 
Williamson Act policies protect the land base on which all agricultural production depends — without 
them, the Plan's agricultural land use designations are aspirational rather than legally reinforced. 
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Agricultural water security policies protect the resource that makes both the land and the operations 
viable — without them, the Plan's commitment to agriculture may not survive the SGMA 
implementation process. 

 
Together, these three additions transform the Kelseyville Area Elements from a plan that 
values agriculture into a plan that defends it. That distinction is what agricultural operators 
and their neighbors are asking for, and what California planning law makes possible. 

 

Kelseyville Area Elements — Agricultural Policy Supplement  |  April 2026  |  Prepared for review by Plan consultants and 
Kelseyville Planning Area residents 
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