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GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #4 
Friday, March 20, 2026 | 1:00 PM to 4:00PM 

 
Lake County Board Chambers 

255 N Forbes Street, 1st Floor, Lakeport, CA 95453  

Optional remote participation via Zoom 

 

Meeting Summary 

 

The fourth General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) meeting for Lake County 2050 was a 

hybrid web-based and in-person meeting, with in-person attendees convening at the 

Lake County Board of Supervisors Chambers in Lakeport. The meeting took place on 

March 20, 2026, from 1:00 PM to 4:00 PM.  

 

GPAC members, representative roles, and attendance status are presented below:  

Member   Role     Attendance   

Marty Aarreberg Education    Present  

Kyle Bill   Tribal      Absent   

Betsy Cawn  Senior Support Services  Present  

Paul Duncan  Fire District    Present   

Philip Hartley  Homeowners Association  Present   

Carolyn Hillman  Cannabis Industry   Absent  

Margaux Kambara Member-at-Large (District 4) Present   

April Leiferman  Member-at-Large (District 5) Present  

Donna Mackiewicz Environmental Group  Present   

Benjamin Murphy Water District    Absent  

Denise Rushing  Member-at-Large (District 3) Present   

Weston Seifert  Business Association   Present   

Daniel Tyrrell  Member-at-Large (District 1) Present   

Fawn Williams  Member-at-Large (District 2) Absent  

Sharron Zoller  Conventional Agriculture  Absent  

 

The purpose of this GPAC meeting was to: 

▪ Provide an update on the County’s efforts to secure a Prohousing Designation. 

▪ Provide project updates since GPAC meeting #3.  

▪ Provide an introduction to the Draft General Plan, focused on the Draft 

Agricultural Resources and Water Resources Elements. 

▪ Discuss input from GPAC members submitted via email and through a web-based 

survey on the Draft General Plan. 
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County staff provided a presentation on the benefits of a Prohousing Designation and 

activities to secure the designation for Lake County. 

 

The Lake County 2050 project team presented an overview of the major project updates 

since the last GPAC meeting. These include the following milestones: 

▪ From Spring through Fall 2025, the project team prepared an initial Draft General 

Plan. 

▪ In the Fall through Winter 2025, the initial Draft General Plan was shared with Tribal 

Governments for review and comment.  

▪ In Winter 2025-2026, the project team worked with Tribes to address comments and 

prepare a Public Draft General Plan, released in February 2026 for review.  

▪ In 2025, the project team analyzed potential impacts that could result from 

implementation of the Draft General Plan and prepared the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (EIR), which is also out for public review now.  

 

Next, the project team recapped the overall process to prepare the Draft General Plan, 

summarizing past engagement activities as well as the approach to update the Plan. 

These included: 

▪ Working with the community through meetings, surveys, focus group discussions, 

the General Plan Advisory Committee, the Local Area Plan Advisory Committees, 

and the Board of Supervisors to identify needs, priorities, opportunities, and 

concerns to be addressed in the updated General Plan. 

▪ Reviewing the existing General Plan and each Local Area Plan (LAP) to identify 

content that should be retained, modified, or removed, in addition to content in 

any LAP that would be beneficial in other area(s). 

▪ Identifying remaining gaps to address community-identified priorities and/or 

statutory requirements and developing new policies and actions to fill those gaps. 

 

The presentation concluded with an introduction to the Draft General Plan, highlighting 

the key features and organizational changes from the 2008 General Plan, which include: 

▪ The updated General Plan is made up of a combination of six countywide 

elements and six elements prepared at the Planning Aarea level. 

o Countywide Elements address topics that affect the entire county, such as 

Water Resources, Agriculture Resources, and Geothermal Resources. 

o Planning Area Elements focus on place-specific issues and allow the 

General Plan to reflect the conditions and priorities of each area. 

o While Countywide Elements are for topics that affect the entire county, 

some issues have different impacts in different places; similarly, the project 

team found through community engagement and review of the existing 

LAPs that many local issues are shared across multiple communities.  

o As a result, Countywide Elements include sub-area-specific direction for 

some issues and Planning Area Elements include many policies that are 

similar or aligned across Planning Areas. 

▪ The approach builds on the existing General Plan and former LAPs, but there are 

some key improvements for the user: 

o Readers will no longer need to look at both the General Plan and separate 

LAPs to understand the policy direction for a given topic. For example, in 

the current arrangement, land use guidance is provided in both the 

General Plan and each LAP, and there are redundancies between 
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documents. In the new Draft General Plan, land use guidance is provided in 

one place for each area: the Planning Area Land Use Elements.  

o Planning Area Elements are now fully integrated into the General Plan, 

rather than being stand-alone or secondary documents, so it is clear to the 

reader that they have the same legal weight as the rest of the General Plan. 

o Planning Area Elements all work within the same overarching countywide 

policy framework. For example, each Planning Area Element’s land use 

map uses the same set of land use designations as the other Planning Areas 

and each Planning Area Element’s circulation map uses the same set of 

roadway classifications. 

o Overall, the new format offers countywide cohesion through shared goals 

and direction, and local relevance through community-specific detail, while 

compiling everything into one Plan to simplify the process for community 

members, County staff, and decision-makers to understand the policy 

direction for a given topic and location. 

▪ Some Planning Area Elements also include Special Study Areas and/or Design 

Guidelines. These are largely carried forward from the existing LAPs without 

significant revisions. There are actions in several Planning Areas’ Land Use Elements 

calling for the update of those components. 

▪ Like the rest of the General Plan, the Water Resources and Agricultural Resources 

Elements that are the focus of this meeting’s discussion both include background 

information describing existing conditions regarding the topics covered in the 

element, set goals to guide decisions related to the topic over the next 25 years, 

and establish policies and actions to implement these goals. 

▪ The Water Resources Element focuses on preserving and regenerating the 

ecological integrity and sustainability of the county’s watersheds, including all 

groundwater and surface water. 

▪ The Agricultural Resources Element works to protect and sustain local agriculture as 

an economic driver, food source, and core component of Lake County’s identity.  

The project team then facilitated questions and answers regarding the Draft General Plan 

and, in particular, the Agricultural Resources and Water Resources Elements. The following 

summarizes questions and from GPAC members and the public: 

 

▪ GPAC members asked about having an opportunity to comment on the General 

Plan Overview introductory chapter. Staff indicated that it could be discussed in a 

future GPAC meeting.  

▪ GPAC members suggested that it would be helpful to see a comparison 

document highlighting the policy changes between the 2008 General Plan and 

LAPs compared to the Draft General Plan. Staff indicated they would look into the 

feasibility of creating such a comparison.  

▪ A community member asked for the written GPAC input that was provided in 

advance of the meeting to be made public. Staff agreed and confirmed the 

inventory of comments will be added to the project website.   

▪ A community member asked what happened to the topic of ‘Natural Resources’ 

in the Draft General Plan. County staff indicated that there was no topic labeled 

such in the existing General Plan, but that topics related to natural resources are 
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addressed in the Open Space, Conservation, and Recreation Elements located in 

each set of Planning Area Elements.  

▪ A GPAC member asked if comments submitted in advance of the meeting carry 

greater weight than comments provided in the meeting. Staff confirmed that all 

comments will carry equal weight.  

 

The project team then introduced the discussion questions for the meeting, which were 

oriented around input the project team gathered from GPAC members in advance of 

the meeting and then distributed to all GPAC members prior to the meeting. The 

discussion questions, followed by a summary of comments, are listed below, organized by 

element.  

 

Water Resources Element 

 

Question 1: In your fellow GPAC Members’ survey and email responses regarding the 

Water Resources Element, are there any comments on the element that you agree or 

disagree with and want to discuss? 

 

Discussion Points: 

▪ A GPAC member suggested adding content to address the following: 

o Sediment runoff 

o Middle Creek restoration 

o Wildfire scar areas 

o Stream health and Clear Lake Hitch 

o Issues related to off highway vehicles (OHVs) 

o Superfund site 

▪ A community member commented that policies and actions pertaining to the 

requirement to prepare a groundwater report should include stipulations that 

reports must incorporate results from drought months and provide an accurate 

reporting on the health of the watershed.  

▪ A community member suggested a policy to support maintaining water levels 

during fire season.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that there seems to be more volume in the 2008 

General Plan and indicated that the updated General Plan needs to be as strong 

or stronger than the current to protect water resources.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that it would be helpful to have the compilation of 

comments submitted in advance, organized by topic and any conflicts identified.  

▪ A community member commented that there should be limits on water transfers 

outside of the county. Staff indicated that this is already documented in County 

Code and GPAC members suggested this should also be called out in the General 

Plan.  

▪ A community member commented that the element should address dam 

inundation.  

 

Question 2: Would GPAC members like to discuss project team-identified conflicting 

comments regarding the Water Resources Element, if any? 

 

Discussion Points: 

▪ The project team did not identify any conflicting comments.  
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Agricultural Resources Element 

 

Question 1: In your fellow GPAC Members’ survey and email responses regarding the 

Agricultural Resources Element, are there any comments on the element that you agree 

or disagree with and want to discuss? 

 

Discussion Points: 

▪ A GPAC member commented that agricultural areas should not be characterized 

as “communities” in the General Plan.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that Tribal Ecological Knowledge (TEK) needs to be 

defined in the Glossary.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that the asterisk indicating a policy or action as 

mitigation for the Environmental Impact Report needs to be introduced in each 

element, not just in the General Plan Overview document.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that the element characterizes the wine industry as 

“uncertain” but not other crops that are also experiencing challenges, such as 

walnuts and pears, and recommends treating those crops equally. Another 

member suggested the removal of any such characterizations, which can shift 

overtime.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that the element should consider the cumulative 

effect of water usage, particularly during declared periods of drought.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that policies are needed to address grading issues.  

▪ A GPAC member asked where the goal from the 2008 Plan addressing agricultural 

research and education is addressed in the updated Plan and indicated that the 

updated element seems to have less substance than the existing.  

▪ A GPAC member questioned whether there is a reason for differences in cannabis 

and other crops in the element and suggested that, if not, they be treated equally 

in the General Plan.  

▪ A GPAC member commented that Goals AR-3.8 and AR-3.11 exclude cannabis 

and asked if cannabis will be addressed separately.  

▪ A GPAC member asked for information on minimum lot sizes for agricultural 

designations, which County staff confirmed is 40 acres. A GPAC member 

responded by commenting that there should be a way to differentiate allowable 

development options to encourage small farming and food production. 

▪ A member of the public indicated that recent information indicates that timber 

sales are on the rise, which contradicts details in the element. 

▪ A member of the public commented that the element does not protect the soil 

itself and recommended implementing a soil improvement program with tests 

every seven years and awards at the County Fair for those with healthy soil.  

 

Question 2: Would GPAC members like to discuss project team-identified conflicting 

comments regarding the Agricultural Resources Element, if any? 

 

Discussion Points: 

▪ The project team identified two sets of conflicting comments: 

o A written comment from Ms. Cawn suggests cannabis related activities 

should take place in industrial areas, while Ms. Hillman supports treating 

cannabis exactly as any other crop.  

▪ Ms. Cawn retracted her written comment.  
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o Additional written comments from Ms. Hillman call for explicitly including 

agritourism for licensed cannabis operations while Ms. Rushing’s comment 

states “More guidance is needed with regards to agricultural tourism. Saying 

that the Board of Supervisors has interpreted this too broadly in the past and 

it needs to be clarified—particularly the building of commercial structures 

like tasting rooms or stores.”  

▪ Ms. Hillman was not present at the meeting, but Ms. Rushing 

reiterated her comment.  

▪ Other GPAC members commented that they support diversification 

of agricultural tourism, but pointed out that one shortcoming of 

hosting events is attracting traffic on roadways that are not equipped 

to safely serve an increase in vehicles or avoid negative impacts to 

neighbors.  

 

The meeting concluded with an overview of next steps. The immediate next steps are for 

GPAC members to complete their reviews of the remaining countywide elements and 

provide any feedback on each element in advance of the meeting focused on the 

topic. Meeting 5, focused on the Draft Geothermal Resources and Noise Elements will 

convene on Friday, April 3, 2026, and Meeting 6, focused on the Health and Safety 

Element, will convene on Friday, April 17, 2026.  

 

The meeting recording, GPAC survey and email comment inventory, and presentation 

slides are available on the project website at lakecounty2050.org/past-meetings-

materials/.  
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