LAKE COUNTY

GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING #6
Friday, April 17, 2026 | 1:00 PM to 3:00PM

Lake County Board Chambers
255 N Forbes Street, 15 Floor, Lakeport, CA 95453
Optional remote participation via Zoom

Meeting Summary

The sixth General Plan Advisory Committee (GPAC) meeting for Lake County 2050 was @
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 April
17,2026, from 1:00 PM to 3:00 PM.

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

Member Role Attendance
Marty Aarreberg Education Present
Kyle Bill Tribal Present
Betsy Cawn Senior Support Services Present
Paul Duncan Fire District Absent
Philip Hartley Homeowners Association Present
Carolyn Hillman Cannabis Industry Present
Margaux Kambara Member-at-Large (District 4) Present
April Leiferman Member-at-Large (District 5) Absent
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) Absent
Fawn Williams Member-at-Large (District 2) Absent
Sharron Zoller Conventional Agriculture Present

The purpose of this GPAC meeting was to:
e Review and provide feedback on the Draft Values Statement.
¢ Provide an intfroduction to and overview of the Draft Health and Safety Element.
e Discuss input fromm GPAC members submitted via email and through a web-based
survey on the Draft Health and Safety Element.

Draft Values Statement
The project team presented a Draft Values Statement for Lake County 2050, titled “Lake
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County Values, Assets, and Treasured Qualities.” The statement was drafted based on
input from the GPAC, suggesting the inclusion of a Values Statement in GPAC meeting 2,
and on input from the public throughout the project outreach phases. The draft
statement identifies eight resources or qualities of the county to uphold or protect as well
as aspirational ideas for the future: Small Town Feel, Rural Setting, Community and
Cohesion, Natural Resources, Recreation Access, Tribal Influences, Historic Resources, and
Economic Development and Tourism. GPAC members were invited to share initial
feedback and were also encouraged to submit additional written comments by April 30.

The following summarizes the discussion on the Draft Values Statement:

The GPAC Chair noted that the originally proposed statement was framed more as
a purpose statement, whereas the current draft reads more as a description of
community qualities and aspirations. The Chair suggested revising the statement to
add back in a purpose-oriented framing, to reintroduce the concept of restoration
and regeneration (not just preservation of what is today), and to more prominently
position ecological health as a priority value throughout.

A GPAC member commented that the word “complimented” should be replaced
with the word “completed.”

A GPAC memberrecommended that the Historic Resources value be expanded
fo encompass both positive and difficult aspects of history.

A GPAC member articulated three overarching hopes for the project: a healthy
ecosystem, a sustainable economy, and a supportive society.

The GPAC member representing tribal interests agreed with the importance of
preservation and restoration of cultural resources and asked how the plan would
ensure their protection moving forward, not just acknowledge their significance.
The Chair responded that much of the *how” is contained within the plan’s policies
and actions, while the Values Statement captures the “why.”

An attendee expressed appreciation for the opening sentence acknowledging
that the values represent “aspirational ideals for the future,” noting this framing
appropriately acknowledges that these goals may not yet be fully realized.

A member of the public expressed interest in incorporating the arts, including visual
and performance arts, intfo the Values Statement.

A member of the public commented that the Economic Development and
Tourism value needs stronger language around economic positivity and growth,
noting that Lake County has long struggled economically and does not have to.
The community member called for “positive community and economic growth” to
be elevated as a standalone value, not limited to tourism. Other attendees
seconded the need for stronger economic language in the statement.

Health and Safety Element Presentation
The project team presented an overview of the Draft Health and Safety Element (HSE).
Key aspects of the presentation included:

The Safety Element is a mandatory component of a California General Plan and
must identify hazards of concern and related risks fo the community, help protect
the community against natural disasters and other hazards, and integrate with
other County hazard mitigation and emergency management plans.

The Element addresses all State requirements, including those related to wildfire
and risk minimization, climate vulnerability analysis and resilience, evacuation-
constrained residential areas, evacuation route capacity and multi-hazard
scenario analysis, extreme heat, and incorporation of the Local Hazard Mitigation
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Plan.

* The Element is designed to integrate with and reference related plans, including
the Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, Emergency Operations Plan, Climate Adaptation
Plan, and Community Wildfire Protection Plan.

e Three technical studies serve as appendices to the Element: a Climate Vulnerability
Analysis (Appendix D), a Health and Safety Element Background Report (Appendix
B), and a Countywide Evacuation Study (Appendix C).

* The Climate Vulnerability Analysis identifies how people and key community assets
may be affected by climate change, evaluates existing policies and programs,
and prioritizes vulnerabilities to inform the Element’s resilience and adaptation
policies. Key findings identified wildfire and smoke as creating the most
vulnerabilities countywide. The most vulnerable populations identified include
people of color and immigrant communities, households in poverty, persons with
chronic ilinesses and/or disabilities, older adults, people with high outdoor
exposure, and persons in tribal communities. The most vulnerable assets include
energy and communication infrastructure, homes (especially older, manufactured
homes), transportation infrastructure, agriculture, and outdoor recreation and
tourism.

* The Health and Safety Element Background Report is a State-mandated technical
foundation covering hazards, including agricultural and forestry pests and
diseases, airport hazards, drought, emergency preparedness and response,
extreme temperatures, flood hazards, geologic and seismic hazards, hazardous
materials, human health hazards, severe weather, and wildfires. The report
describes past hazard events, current programs and regulatory frameworks, and
future conditions including climate change impacts.

* The Countywide Evacuation Study evaluates the capacity, safety, and viability of
evacuation infrastructure under five hazard scenarios (three wildfire scenarios, one
flooding scenario, and one landslide scenario) and responds to Senate Bill 99 and
Assembly Bills 747 and 1409 requirements. The study notes that approximately 70%
of the county has burned since 2015. Key recommendations include improving
secondary egress in evacuation-constrained residential areas, developing
targeted evacuation assistance programs for vulnerable populations, expanding
evacuation nofification coverage, and establishing protocols for pre-emptive
evacuation.

¢ The Climate Adaptation Plan was adopted by the Board of Supervisors in January
2026, and the Healthy and Safety Element provides the policy framework for
adaptation actions in the Climate Adaptation Plan.

* The Element includes 13 goals addressing: emergency preparedness and response
(HS-1), evacuation (HS-2), agriculture and forestry pests and diseases (HS-3), forest
health and resilience (HS-4), air quality (HS-5), airport hazards (HS-6), extreme
temperatures (HS-7), fire hazards (HS-8), flood hazards (HS-9), hazardous materials
(HS-10), human health hazards (HS-11), seismic and geologic hazards (HS-12), and
severe weather (HS-13).

Questions and Answers
Following the presentation, the GPAC Chair facilitated a question and answer session. The
following summarizes the questions and responses:
e The GPAC Chair noted that a 2026 equivalent for earthquake and seismic hazards
was not identified in the Element and asked whether there was a specific reason
for this omission.
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The Chair asked whether a 2008 General Plan equivalent related to cluster
development was missing from the Health and Safety Element. Project staff
responded that policies pertaining to cluster development are located in the
Planning Area Land Use Elements.

A GPAC member asked whether Harmful Algal Blooms (HABs) are addressed under
Goal HS-11.

A GPAC member asked how the Element addresses the specific commitments for
reducing risk to older and disabled adults in hazard areas. The member raised
particular concern about emergency communications, noting that reliance on
smartphones and internet does not reach all populations. Project staff responded
that there are many policies addressing vulnerable populations broadly and
specific policies referencing older adults (including HS-1.h and HS-1.i). The member
indicated she would like “older adults” to be defined as age 60 and above.

A GPAC member observed that while the plan identifies what could happen, it
does not assign responsibility for who will act and how, and recommended moving
away from soft aspirational language like “encourage” toward more directive
language. Concern was raised about use of the word “require” in contexts where
the County may not have authority—for example, with respect to PG&E—and
asked whether “require” implies the County will need to enact new regulation by a
specific date. A GPAC member suggested tabling the authority discussion, noting
there may be differing views on what the County can do when the State is
delayed.

A GPAC member raised the question of how the Element addresses areas with low
or no internet and cellular connectivity, and expressed support for adding a
second route onto Highway 29.

A member of the public asked how older adults living in mobile home parks are
addressed from a wildfire, evacuation, and connectivity standpoint.

Discussion

The GPAC Chair then facilitated a broader discussion on the Health and Safety Element.
GPAC members were invited to discuss comments submitted by fellow members in
advance as well as any additional comments. The project team did not identify any
conflicting GPAC member comments among those submitted in advance. The following
summarizes the discussion points:

GPAC members discussed the definition and use of the term “require” in the
Element, noting differences in what the County can legally require of developers
versus other actors.

A GPAC Member suggested adding a footnote or contextual explanation to
clarify what “require” means in this context and to explicitly state that the County is
actively working toward those requirements and how.

A GPAC member commented that without a sufficient understanding of the
County’s fiscal priorities and responsibilities, it is difficult to assess whether all the
requirements in the Element are feasible to implement.

A GPAC member noted that the Element lacks direct, specific provisions for
communities most impacted by hazards. He asked specifically whether ongoing
health screenings (such as cancer screenings) would be provided for communities
living near the Superfund site, and what specific direct actions the County will take
to mitigate Superfund impacts and consult with Tribal resources, rather than only
acknowledging the site's existence. He expressed a desire for more specific and
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actionable language to assist affected populations.

A GPAC member expressed concern that the Element operates under the
assumption that the County will maintain its current level of healthcare and
continue to grow as desired, but that funding challenges at the federal level (as
seen in other California counties) create precarious conditions for hospitals,
medical access, and insurance. The project team acknowledged that while the
Background Report identified current capacity of facilities and physical hazard
threats, it did not specifically address precautions for a loss of services due to
funding.

Members discussed the intentional repetition of certain hazards across multiple
policies, noting the desire to ensure that individual hazards are not lost when they
are combined info a single policy.

A GPAC member noted that much of the content and technical hazard detail is
already covered in the Hazard Mitigation Plan (HMP) and mitigating actions could
be further incorporated and/or referenced in the Health and Safety Element. The
project team responded that pulling specific HMP language or actions into the
Safety Element isn’'t recommended because the HMP only has a five-year
timeframe, so incorporating more cross referencing would have the potential to
create consistency issues upon the next required update to the HMP. A GPAC
member noted that the General Plan is expected to be updated frequently,
including an annual performance review and five-year update, and should be
used as a living tool rather than a document completed and left unchanged.

A GPAC member expressed support for a separate section devoted to Tribal issues
and matters, noting that broad statements in the General Plan Overview and area
plans do not do sufficient justice to the depth of available Tribal information and
history.

A GPAC member identified brownfields as a unique issue in Lake County that is not
addressed in the plans, and noted brownfield remediation could potentially be
funded through EPA resources.

A GPAC member recommended that required policies in the Element cite the
specific source (State agency, regulation, or otherwise) to help members of the
public understand the basis for each requirement when reading the plan.

A GPAC member observed that the plan seems very full and suggested identifying
opportunities to be more precise and concise.

A member of the public suggested separating the Health and Safety Element into
two distinct elements: one focused on health and human services and one
focused on safety.

GPAC members asked whether there is a "big picture” resource that shows how all
the ancillary plans (Hazard Mitigation Plan, Emergency Operations Plan, Climate
Adaptation Plan, Community Wildfire Protection Plan, etc.) interface with the
General Plan. Members suggested developing a diagram with hyperlinks on the
LakeCounty2050.org website to help the public and decision-makers navigate
these relationships.

A GPAC member raised an accessibility concern related to upcoming Local Area
Plan Advisory Committee (LAPAC) meetings, noting that, as a disabled person
reliant on virtual participation, the lack of remote access options for those
meetings is unacceptable and inconsistent with ADA requirements.

A member of the public echoed a GPAC member’'s concern about smartphone-
dependent emergency communications, noting that smartphones are not ADA-
compliant and that many individuals lack the manual dexterity to operate them.
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A member of the public suggested that insurance companies could assist with

rental unit inspections, which would allow CAL FIRE to focus elsewhere.

Next Steps
The meeting concluded with a review of next steps for the Lake County 2050 project:

Now-April 30: Public Review of Draft General Plan, including a Community Survey,
presentations to the Municipal Advisory Councils (MACs), and meetings with the
Local Area Plan Advisory Committees.

March 5-April 24: Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) Public Review.
May-June: The project team will summarize survey results and other feedback and
compile recommendations for final revisions to the Draft General Plan.
June-August: CAL FIRE 90-Day Review of the Health and Safety Element. State law
requires the Health and Safety Element to be approved by the Board of Forestry
prior to adoption.

Fall 2026: Adoption Hearings. The Final EIR and General Plan will be presented for
adoption by the Board of Supervisors.

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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