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This Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”; “FEIR”) was prepared in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The 

City of Orland (City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the City of Orland 

General Plan Update (“project”, “proposed project”, “General Plan Update”, “GPU”) project 

and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This Final EIR assesses the expected 

environmental impacts resulting from project approval and associated impacts from subsequent 

implementation of the project, and responds to comments received on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Report (“Draft EIR”). 

1.1 BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE EIR 

OVERVIEW OF CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR PREPARATION OF AN EIR 

The City, acting as the lead agency, has prepared this EIR to provide the public and responsible 

and trustee agencies with information about the potential environmental effects of the 

proposed project. As set forth in the provisions of CEQA and implementing guidelines, public 

agencies are charged with the duty to consider the environmental impacts of proposed 

development and to minimize these impacts where feasible, while carrying out an obligation to 

balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for 

decision-makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental effects of a 

project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, and describes reasonable 

alternatives to the project that could reduce or avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public 

agencies with discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, along 

with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the project. 

CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR prior to approving any project, which may have a 

significant effect on the environment. For the purposes of CEQA, the term "project" refers to the 

whole of an action, which has the potential for resulting in a direct physical change or a 

reasonably foreseeable indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines Section 

15378[a]). With respect to the proposed General Plan Update, the City has determined that the 

proposed plan is a "project" within the definition of CEQA. 

BACKGROUND OF ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS OF THE PROJECT 

The following is an overview of the environmental review process for the City of Orland General 

Plan Update project that has led to the preparation of this Final EIR: 

Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

In accordance with Section 15082 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the City prepared a Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) of this EIR on October 31, 2008. The City was identified as the lead agency for 

the proposed project. The NOP was sent to all applicable responsible and trustee agencies and 

the Office of Planning and Research’s State Clearinghouse (SCH, Number 2008102073). The NOP 

and full text of responses to the NOP were presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was released for public and agency review from July 6, 2010 to August 20, 2010. The 

Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting, 

identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as 
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well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental 

changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR was provided to 

interested public agencies and the public and was made available for review at the City of 

Orland City Hall as well as the Orland Library. A Notice of Completion (NOC), along with the 

required 15 copies of the Draft EIR, was submitted to the State Clearinghouse (SCH) on July 6, 

2010.  

In accordance with the provisions of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, the City of Orland 

as the Lead Agency for the update to the City of Orland General Plan evaluated a range of 

alternatives. These included three different land use alternatives. The environmental effects of 

each of these alternatives were identified and compared with the significant environmental 

impacts resulting from the proposed project that had been identified in the environmental issue 

areas under Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR.  

 Final EIR 

Following the close of the public review period, the City received 14 comment letters from 

agencies, interest groups, and the public regarding the Draft EIR. A summary of these written 

comments are included in Section 2.0 (Comments and Responses to Comments on the DEIR) of 

this Final EIR. Section 2.0 also contains written responses to the comments received as required by 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, including textual revisions as necessary to address the 

comments. Other minor edits to the Draft EIR are included in Section 3.0 (Errata) of this Final EIR.  

Edits to the impacts and mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR as a result of responding 

to comments on the Draft EIR, as well as staff-initiated edits, are shown in strikeout (for deleted 

text) and underline (for added text) in Sections 2.0, and 3.0 of this Final EIR. This document and 

the Draft EIR, as amended herein, constitute the Final EIR.  

Certification of the Final EIR/Project Consideration  

The City will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City finds that the Final EIR is "adequate and 

complete", the City may certify the Final EIR. The rule of adequacy generally holds that the EIR 

can be certified if: 1) it shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; 

and 2) provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the project in 

contemplation of its environmental consequences. 

Upon review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City may take action to approve, revise, or 

reject the proposed City of Orland General Plan Update. A decision to approve the project 

would be accompanied by written findings in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15091 and Section 15093. Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 also requires lead agencies to 

adopt a mitigation monitoring and reporting program describing measures to be adopted or 

made a condition of project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the 

environment.  

1.2 TYPE OF DOCUMENT 

The State CEQA Guidelines identify several types of EIRs, each applicable to different project 

circumstances. As discussed further below, a Program EIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168) 

is appropriate for land use decision-making at a broad level that contemplates further project-

level review of subsequent individual development proposals. Project EIRs are appropriate for 

specific proposed projects that will not require additional site-specific environmental review 



1.0 INTRODUCTION  

City of Orland General Plan  
October 2010 Final Environmental Impact Report 

1.0-3 

(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15161). Thus, this document has been prepared as a Program 

EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168.  

1.3 INTENDED USES OF THE EIR 

This EIR is intended to evaluate the environmental impacts of the project to the greatest extent 

possible. This EIR should be used as the primary environmental document to evaluate all 

subsequent planning and permitting actions associated with projects in the City. Subsequent 

actions that may be associated with the proposed General Plan Update are identified in Section 

3.0 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR.  

1.4 ORGANIZATION AND SCOPE OF THE FINAL EIR 

This document is organized in the following manner: 

SECTION 1.0—INTRODUCTION 

Section 1.0 provides an overview of the EIR process to date and the required contents for the Final 

EIR. 

SECTION 2.0—COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DEIR 

Section 2.0 provides a list of commenters, copies of written comments (coded for reference) 

and the responses to those written comments made on the Draft EIR.  

SECTION 3.0—ERRATA 

Section 3.0 consists of minor text changes made to the Draft EIR as a result of comments on the 

Draft EIR and minor staff edits. 

 



 

2.0 

Comments and Responses to Comments 

on the Draft EIR 
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2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (“Final EIR”; “FEIR”) was prepared in accordance with the 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Cal. Pub. Res. Code Section 21000, et seq.) and 

State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs. Section 15000, et seq.). The City of Orland (City) is the 

lead agency for the environmental review of the City of Orland General Plan Update project 

and has the principal responsibility for approving the project.  

No new significant environmental impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft 

Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”) for the proposed project, were raised during the 

public review period for the Draft EIR. The City, acting as lead agency, directed that responses 

to the comments on the Draft EIR be prepared. Responses to comments received during the 

comment period do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” 

that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. 

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

The following individuals and representatives of organizations and agencies submitted written 

comments on the Draft EIR: 

TABLE 2.0-1 
COMMENTERS TO THE EIR 

Letter Individual or Signatory Affiliation Date 

1 Arturo and Kathleen Barrera Residents August 19, 2010 

2 Lilibeth Green, Chief, office of 
Transportation Planning – North 

Department of Transportation,  
District 3 

August 19, 2010 

3 Dan Otis, Program Manager, 
Williamson Act Program 

Department of Conservation August 25, 2010 

4 Charles Gee Resident August 20, 2010 

5 Laurie Oberholtzer, City and 
Environmental Planner 

Concerned Orland Residents 
(CORE) 

August 20, 2010 

6 Katy Sanchez, Program Analyst Native American Heritage 
Commission 

July 13, 2010 

7 Laurie Oberholtzer, City and 
Environmental Planner 

Concerned Orland Residents 
(CORE) 

N/A 

8 N/A Public Utilities Commission August 16, 2010 

9 Don and Kay Roberts Residents August 19, 2010 

10 John H. Tompkins Resident August 19, 2010 

11 Unknown N/A August 20, 2010 

12 Judie and John Noffsinger Residents August 18, 2010 
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2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Written comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with responses 

to those comments.  

To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following coding system is used: 

• Public agency, individual, and interest group comments are coded by numbers and 

each issue raised in each comment letter is assigned a number (e.g., Comment Letter 1, 

comment 1 is referred to as 1-1). 

Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from responding to comments, those changes are 

included in the response and demarcated with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeout 

for deleted text). Comment initiated text revisions to the EIR and minor staff initiated changes 

are also provided and are demarcated with revision marks in Section 3.0 (Errata) of the Final EIR.  
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Letter 1 
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LETTER 1 – ARTURO AND KATHLEEN BARRERA, RESIDENTS 

Response 1-1: The commenter’s request that any properties adjacent to theirs on County 

Road MM remain designated Residential Estate as part of the General 

Plan Update as opposed to Low Density Residential. 

City policy makers have determined such a request reasonable. The 

commenter’s’ property shall remain designated Residential Estate as part 

of the General Plan Update. No new significant environmental impacts or 

issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft EIR for the proposed 

project, would occur. The Low Density Residential General Plan 

designation allows for 6 dwelling units per acre while the Residential Estate 

designation allows for 2 dwelling units per acre.  Therefore, the Residential 

Estate designation would provide for less residential dwelling units in the 

Planning Area and thus, less population.   
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Letter 2 
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Letter 2 Continued 
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LETTER 2 – LILIBETH GREEN, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION  

Response 2-1: The commenter states that page 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR should include a 

statement of the purpose of State Routes and Interstate facilities. The 

commenter further states that the City should ensure adequate parallel 

roadway networks exist to provide an alternative to the State Highway 

System for local trips. 

Page 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR will be revised as shown in Section 3.0, Errata, 

of this Final EIR. 

As described under Impact 4.13.7 of the Draft EIR, the circulation system in 

the Orland Planning Area includes several north-south roadways, 

including 8th Street, 6th Street, East Street, Papst Avenue, and County 

Road N. East-west roadways are more limited, with State Route (SR) 32 

and South Street being the main east-west routes. The proposed General 

Plan circulation system includes the extension of Stony Creek Drive to both 

the west and east. The extension of Stony Creek Drive would provide 

additional east-west capacity through the northern part of the City. 

Further additions to east-west capacity in the northern part of the City are 

constrained by existing land use development and the presence of the 

Stony Creek waterway. 

 

Under Impact 4.13.2 of the Draft EIR, unacceptable levels of service have 

been identified for three separate road segments of SR 32. Traffic volumes 

on these three roadway segments would increase substantially from 

existing conditions to 2028 conditions under the General Plan. The large 

majority of the increase in traffic volumes would be due to an increase in 

regional through trips – traffic not related to land use development in 

Orland. Implementation of intersection mitigation measures described 

under mitigation measure MM 4.13.1 of the Draft EIR, such as the planned 

signalization of the intersection of SR 32 and Papst Avenue and the 

planned signalization of the intersection of SR 32 and County Road N 

would result in acceptable traffic operating conditions in these portions of 

SR 32. 

 

Furthermore, according to the Draft EIR the City should reserve right-of-

way along the County Road 18 corridor as land use development occurs 

in the corridor. The right-of-way should be wide enough for a four-lane 

roadway. In the future, as more is known about the size and nature of 

development in the corridor, quantitative analysis should be conducted 

to identify the specific improvements that should be implemented. In 

addition, mitigation measure MM 4.13.6 of the Draft EIR states that the City 

shall participate in regional roadway facility improvement programs 

established by Glenn County and/or Caltrans in order to address its fair-

share of traffic impacts to regional roadway facilities.  

 

Response 2-2: The commenter has provided a copy of Orland General Plan Update 

Circulation Element Policy 3.2.E and states that this policy, which requires 

new development to mitigate traffic impacts associated with the project, 

should be re-worded to include a reference to State Highway Facilities.   
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Policy 3.2.E of the General Plan Update has been amended to include 

reference to State Highway facilities.  The updated Policy 3.2.E shall read 

as follows: “New development shall be required to mitigation traffic 

impacts associated with the project including impacts to State Highway 

facilities.”  

Response 2-3: The commenter suggests that the City should ensure adequate right-of-

way for future State Highway System projects in addition to ensuring that 

new development projects under the General Plan do not encroach on 

future State Highway System projects.  

Caltrans is the steward of California’s State highways. The use of State 

highways for other than normal transportation purposes requires written 

authorization from Caltrans through an encroachment permit. An 

encroachment is defined in the California Streets and Highways Code as 

“Any tower, pole, pole line, pipe, pipeline, fence, billboard, stand or 

building or any structure, object of any kind or character, or special event 

which is in, under, or over any portion of the highway [emphasis added].”  

Authority for Caltrans to control encroachments within the State highway 

rights–of-way is contained in the Caltrans Streets and Highways Code 

starting with Section 660.  Only Caltrans has authority to approve and issue 

permits for activities on Caltrans’ rights–of-way. Caltrans may delegate 

permit issuing authority to local agencies by agreement but retains sole 

authority over the rights-of-way even after delegation.  

In addition, according to the Draft EIR, no development will be allowed to 

be constructed which would conflict with future planned streets or 

setbacks and the City will participate in the design of street alignments in 

advance of development to ensure consistent and logical design of the 

circulation system. In addition, General Plan Update Program 3.2.A.3 

pursues the reservation of right-of-way and defines specific development 

standards and requirements through the preparation and adoption of 

road line plans, which prescribe right-of-way. Program 3.2.D.1 includes the 

acquisition of right-of-way in its Capital Improvement Program and 

Program 3.2.D.2 seeks additional right-of-way on the east side of Papst 

Avenue, 400 feet south of Bryant Street, and at Papst and Highway 32, to 

be acquired for City standard road widths.  According to the Draft EIR, 

implementation of these programs would result in the preservation of right-

of-way for the proposed circulation system in the Orland Planning Area. In 

addition, mitigation measure MM 4.13.6 of the Draft EIR states that the City 

shall participate in regional roadway facility improvement programs 

established by Glenn County and/or Caltrans in order to address its fair-

share of traffic impacts to regional roadway facilities. 

 

Response 2-4: The commenter recommends that mitigation measure MM 4.13.6 of the 

Draft EIR be modified to include specific language regarding fees for 

development-instigated cumulative impacts to State Highway facilities.   

 

While General Plan Update Programs 3.2.E.1 and 3.2.E.2 are intended to 

identify potential traffic-related impacts resulting from new development, 

mitigation measure MM 4.13.6 of the Draft EIR and General Plan Update 

Policy 3.4.B seek to identify possibilities to mitigate such impacts to State 
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facilities. Mitigation measure MM 4.13.6 states that the City shall 

participate in regional roadway facility improvement programs 

established by Glenn County and/or Caltrans in order to address its fair-

share of traffic impacts to the State Highway System. In addition, Policy 

3.4.B mandates that the City shall work with Caltrans to identify needed 

improvements to its highway facilities in the City and implement necessary 

programs to assist in improving State Route interchanges/intersections with 

local roadways. These measures are intended to support the 

establishment of reasonable and appropriate traffic mitigation 

requirements for impacts to State facilities to be imposed upon new 

development in consultation with Caltrans. 

 

Response 2-5: The commenter states that as part of the circulation network, operation 

and improvements to the State Highway System are a shared responsibility 

between the City and Caltrans and that this should be reflected as a 

policy statement in the proposed General Plan Update. The comment is 

noted for the consideration of the decision makers. The commenter is 

referred to Response 2-4. 

Response 2-6: The commenter states that a management policy should be added to 

the General Plan to control access to the State Highway System, to limit 

conflict, and maintain the operational integrity of the State Highway 

System. The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision 

makers. The commenter is referred to Response 2-3. 

Response 2-7: The commenter suggests that the City prepare a Nexus study for the 

portions of the City where development is planned so that a Traffic 

Impact Mitigation Fees program can be established. This comment does 

not address the adequacy of the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR 

and is noted here for the consideration of the decision makers. It is also 

noted herein that the City of Orland does currently require the payment 

of development impacts fees as part of the development process and 

the City’s existing development impact fee program does include a 

roadway and circulation system development impact fee component. 
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Letter 3 
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Letter 3 Continued 
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LETTER 3 – DAN OTIS, CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

Response 3-1: The commenter suggests revising mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 of the Draft 

EIR to increase the ratio of conservation easements to converted Prime 

Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance from 1:1 to 2:1.   

Agricultural land is not identified as a use in the General Plan. 

Implementation of the General Plan is therefore assumed to result in a loss 

of all Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance located 

within the City’s Planning Area since these lands will be designated for 

other uses. As stated on page 4.2-12 of the Draft EIR, implementation of 

the proposed General Plan would result in the conversion of farmland and 

this impact is considered significant. 

 

The General Plan does have a multitude of policies designed to protect 

agricultural resources outside of the Planning Area.  For instance, Goal 2.2 

states that the City strives to maintain a compact urban form and 

preserve agricultural land outside of the City within the Planning Area. 

Policy 2.2.A requires that adequate buffers shall be maintained between 

agricultural land and urbanized areas, and Program 2.2.A.1 states that the 

City will implement the Agricultural Buffer Guidelines where needed to 

ensure the protection of agricultural operations adjacent to future urban 

development along the City limits and when reviewing projects within the 

Sphere of Influence. Policy 2.2.B directs development toward existing 

neighborhoods by encouraging infill and redevelopment activity and 

Policy 5.1.B directs urban development to areas where agricultural 

operations are already constrained by existing non-agricultural uses.  

 

The Draft EIR contains mitigation measure MM 4.2.1, which requires 

development to grant a farmland conservation easement to or for the 

benefit of the City and/or a qualifying entity approved by the City, at a 

1:1 ratio for each acre and quality developed. The City believes that 

implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 and its stipulation that 

development provide for farmland conservation easements at a 1:1 ratio 

is appropriate and would reduce the impact of the loss of important 

farmland by compensating for any loss due to development by 

protecting regional farmlands, in kind, from conversion to non-agricultural 

uses through the use of farmland conservation easements.   

 

The suggestion to increase this ratio to 2:1 is noted and presented here for 

the consideration of the decision makers.  The commenter is also referred 

to Response 3-2 regarding other modifications to mitigation measure MM 

4.2.1. 

 

Response 3-2: The commenter states that the Subdivision Map Act considers the 

minimum parcel size for Prime Farmland to be 10 acres and Non-Prime 

Farmland to be 40. In light of this definition, the commenter suggests that 

mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 be modified in order to recognize the 

difference between Prime and Non-Prime Farmland and should require 

mitigation for Prime Farmland parcels that are 10 acres or larger in size 

and Non-Prime Farmland that are 40 acres or larger in size. 
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Mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 on pages 4.2-13 and 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR 

will be revised as shown in Section 3.0, Errata, of this Final EIR. 
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Letter 4 
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LETTER 4 – CHARLES GEE, RESIDENT 

Response 4-1: The commenter states that records of the Natural Hazard Disclosure 

Company conflict with the Draft EIR concerning seismic earthquake faults 

and asks whether the disclosure of fault locations contained within the 

Draft EIR could lead to mandatory earthquake insurance coverage 

obligations. 

 

As stated on page 4.6-5 of the Draft EIR, the California Mining and 

Geology Board differentiates between active faults and potentially active 

faults. Active faults as those for which there is evidence of surface 

displacement within the Holocene epoch, that is, within about the last 

11,000 years. Potentially active faults as those for which there is evidence 

of surface displacement within the Quaternary period (within about the 

last 1.6 million years). Faults classified as potentially active faults show no 

evidence of surface displacements within the past 11,000 years, but this 

period of time is short geologically and thus such faults are considered 

potentially active.  

 

The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act (APSSZ) represents the current 

state-mandated approach to preventing development in active fault 

zones. There are no designated APSSZ within the Planning Area, nor are 

there any known or inferred active faults. Thus, the potential for ground 

rupture within Orland is considered very low by the California Mining and 

Geology Board despite the presence of several faults in the Orland 

vicinity.  The disclosure of these faults (identified from the California Mining 

and Geology Board 1994 Fault Activity Map) in the Draft EIR will not lead 

to the requirement of mandatory earthquake insurance coverage.  

 

Response 4-2: The commenter suggests a moratorium on further development north of 

Bryant Street from Woodward Avenue to Road M1/2 until adequate 

emergency access is provided across the canal south of Bryant Street.   

 

As described in Section 4.13, Transportation and Circulation, compared to 

existing conditions, implementation of the proposed roadway system 

under the General Plan would provide for multiple roadway connections 

that offer more escape routes and emergency access options, as well as 

new north-south and east-west evacuation/emergency routes throughout 

the Planning Area. Any new development proposed within the City will be 

required to be analyzed for safety impacts and emergency access 

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act on a case-by-case 

basis following submittal of a specific development proposal. The 

comment is noted for the consideration of the decision makers. 

 

Response 4-3: The commenter asks for information regarding the decision when to use 

noise reduction measures for new development as described under 

mitigation measure 4.9.4 of the Draft EIR and when not to. The commenter 

further asks that while it is realized the Draft EIR is required, why is it 

necessary.  

 

As stated on page 4.9-23 of the Draft EIR, the noise reduction measures 

described in mitigation measure MM 4.9.4 can result in a reduction of 
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traffic noise levels at affected sensitive receptor locations. Nonetheless, it 

is infeasible to ensure that existing residential uses will not be exposed to 

future traffic noise levels exceeding the City’s noise standards or 

significantly exceeding levels they are exposed to today. For example, it 

may not be possible to construct a noise barrier at an existing residence 

due to engineering constraints (utility easements or driveway openings), 

and building façade sound insulation would only benefit interior spaces, 

so outdoor activity areas may still be affected. It may also be infeasible to 

reduce speed limits in areas where speed surveys would not safely support 

the reduction. In addition, busy streets tend to also serve commercial uses, 

so restricting trucks on the busier streets may be impractical. Although a 

combination of the listed measures could be highly effective in reducing 

traffic noise levels on a City-wide basis, it is not possible to state with 

absolute certainty that it would be possible to mitigate this impact at 

every noise-sensitive use within the City. 

 

The California Environmental Quality Act requires the preparation of an EIR 

prior to approving any project, which may have a significant effect on the 

environment. California Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 

15121(a) states that an EIR is an informational document for decision-

makers and the general public that analyzes the significant environmental 

effects of a project, identifies possible ways to minimize significant effects, 

and describes reasonable alternatives to the project that could reduce or 

avoid its adverse environmental impacts. Public agencies with 

discretionary authority are required to consider the information in the EIR, 

along with any other relevant information, in making decisions on the 

project. 
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LETTER 5 – LAURIE OBERHOLTZER , CONCERNED ORLAND RESIDENTS 

Response 5-1: The commenter expresses concern that the Alternatives Section of the 

Draft EIR may not discuss a full range of alternatives. The commenter cites 

that each of the proposed Alternatives would be able to accommodate 

similar population numbers and that each of the Alternatives offers the 

same amount of Planning Area acreage. 

 

According to the State CEQA Guidelines, an EIR need only examine in 

detail those alternatives that could feasibly meet most of the basic 

objectives of the project. When addressing feasibility, the State CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6 states that “among the factors that may be 

taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternatives are site 

suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 

consistency, jurisdictional boundaries, and whether the applicant can 

reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to alternative sites,” 

not just population and Planning Area acreage.  

 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 further states that “There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternative to be 

discussed other than the rule of reason (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 

of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 

Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” 

 

“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of 

reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that 

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effect of the 

project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the 

ones that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project.” 

 

Response 5-2: The commenter states that since the Draft EIR did not include an 

Alternative proposed by CORE, a full range of alternative is not provided.  

The commenter is referred to Response 5-1. 

 

Response 5-3: The commenter has submitted a copy of the CORE proposed Alternative, 

“The CORE Plan”.  The CORE Plan states that the No Project Alternative 

(Alternative 1) in the Draft EIR would triple to quadruple the City’s current 

population compared with the current Orland General Plan and 

compares and contrasts the residential designations of Draft EIR 

Alternatives 2 and 3 before asserting that these Alternatives do not 

provide a full range of Alternatives to evaluate. The CORE Plan proposes 

to keep the existing adopted Glenn County land use designation and 

zoning around the City.   

 

Under Alternative 1, the No Project Alternative, the proposed City of 

Orland General Plan and its associated Land Use Diagram would not be 

adopted. The existing Orland General Plan policy document and Land 

Use Diagram would remain in effect. The City would utilize its existing 

zoning and other regulations regarding development within the City’s 

jurisdiction. Infrastructure would be installed under existing plans, if 
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applicable. Existing General Plan policies and programs would continue 

to be in effect. More specifically, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15126.6(e)(3)(A) states that, when the project under evaluation is the 

revision of an existing land use or regulatory plan, the No Project 

Alternative will be the continuation of the existing plan.   

 

Under Alternative 2, the General Plan Planning Area would be reduced to 

be more consistent with the Secondary Sphere of Influence boundary. This 

change would move the southern Planning Area boundary to Road 20, 

effectively removing approximately 500 acres of the Residential Estate 

designation from the Planning Area (a potential of 1,000 residential units 

and 3,000 people). These 500 acres south of Road 20 would maintain 

Glenn County land use designations (Rural Residential, Service 

Commercial, and Multi-Family Residential) and remain under County 

jurisdiction. Potential development that could result on this acreage under 

the County land use designations include 78 rural residential units, 1,230 

multi-family residential units, and 21 acres (914,760 square feet) of 

developable commercial space. 

 

Alternative 3 will reflect land uses identified by the Glenn County Draft 

Preferred Land Use scenario of the ongoing Glenn County General Plan 

Update effort (not the current County plan) for the unincorporated lands 

outside the City of Orland City limits yet within the City Planning Area.  

 

These Alternatives provide a full range of options to evaluate. For 

instance, while Alternative 1 would allow for a potential of approximately 

333 acres of industrial uses (includes Light and Heavy Industrial), 

Alternative 2 would allow for a potential of 904 acres of industrial uses and 

Alternative 3 would allow for 1,269 acres of industrial land uses (see Tables 

6.0-1, 6.0-3 and 6.0-5 of the Draft EIR).  Furthermore, Alternative 2 would 

provide for 50 acres of lands designated Medium Density Residential while 

Alternative 3 would provide for 325 acres of this land use.  

 

It is also important to note that the buildout calculations in the Draft EIR do 

not take into account site-specific constraints, economic factors, market 

forces, or regulatory requirements imposed by local, state, or federal 

agencies. While the theoretical maximum buildout potential is identified 

for each Alternative, it is highly likely that this number of units will not be 

built within the planning horizon of any of the Alternatives if they were 

adopted. As stated on page 4.0-2 of the Draft EIR, utilizing the City’s 

current 2.2 percent average annual growth rate since 1970, the maximum 

buildout population would not occur until the year 2096. 

 

Response 5-4: The commenter states that the CORE Alternative proposal should be 

analyzed in the Draft EIR since its content falls within the parameters of 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6.  

 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 also states that “There is no 

ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the alternative to be 

discussed other than the rule of reason (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board 

of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d553 and Laurel Heights Improvement 

Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” 
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“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of 

reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary 

to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that 

would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effect of the 

project.  Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the 

ones that the Lead Agency determines could feasibly attain most of the 

basic objectives of the project.” 

 

Response 5-5: The commenter argues that the CORE Alternative proposal is superior to 

the proposed General Plan because it would accommodate a smaller 

buildout population.  The commenter further expresses some confusion at 

the use of the ‘high growth rate’ scenario in the Draft EIR analysis.  

 

The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision makers. As a 

point of clarification, the General Plan Draft EIR employed the ‘High’ 

growth scenario in its analysis as it represents the largest level of growth 

anticipated for the City during the General Plan planning period. While it is 

just as possible that future reality evolves to the manifestation of the ‘low’ 

or ‘medium’ growth scenarios, a Draft EIR analysis of the ‘High’ growth 

scenario represents the most liberal level of analysis regarding potential 

impacts.  

 

Response 5-6: The commenter states that the CORE Alternative proposal would mitigate 

impacts resulting from the General Plan Update.  

 

The commenter is referred to Response 5-4. It is also important to note that 

the term, “buildout” is defined as the development of land to its 

theoretical maximum capacity, as permitted under the land use 

designation. Buildout assumes theoretical optimum conditions by 

multiplying the number of acres by the maximum number of housing units 

allowed per acre, per land use designation. Buildout calculations do not 

take into account site-specific constraints, economic factors, market 

forces, or regulatory requirements imposed by local, state, or federal 

agencies. Therefore, while the theoretical maximum buildout potential 

may produce 16,419 dwelling units with a resultant population of 46,513, 

the reality is that this number of units will most likely not be built within the 

planning horizon of the General Plan. 

 

Response 5-7: The commenter states that the CORE Alternative proposal is superior to 

the General Plan. The commenter also requests that the CORE Alternative 

proposal be discussed in a Revised Draft EIR and to not do so would be 

illegal.  

 

The commenter is referred to Response 5-4. 

 

Response 5-8: The commenter states that in certain instances the Draft EIR fails to explore 

all available mitigation measures specifically in the case of loss agricultural 

lands and wastewater services. The commenter elaborates by suggesting 

a land use plan similar to the CORE Plan as well as a policy requiring 

annual updates of development fees to meet 100 percent of 
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demonstrated budget needs for all community and public services, which 

would mitigate such impacts.  

 

Implementation of the proposed General Plan would result in the loss of 

Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland, 

as designated under the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program. 

Implementation of mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 would reduce the impact 

of the loss of important farmland by compensating for any loss due to 

development by protecting regional farmlands, in kind, from conversion 

to non-agricultural uses through the use of farmland conservation 

easements. In addition, as stated under Impact 4.2.1 of the Draft EIR, 

Policy 2.2.A of the General Plan Update requires that adequate buffers 

shall be maintained between agricultural land and urbanized areas, and 

Program 2.2.A.1 states that the City will implement the Agricultural Buffer 

Guidelines where needed to ensure the protection of agricultural 

operations adjacent to future urban development along the city limits 

and when reviewing projects within the Sphere of Influence. Policy 2.2.B 

directs development toward existing neighborhoods by encouraging infill 

and redevelopment activity and Policy 5.1.B directs urban development 

to areas where agricultural operations are already constrained by existing 

non-agricultural uses.  

 

The General Plan Update contains several policy and program provisions 

which address development impact fees. Program 4.4.A.3 requires that 

the City annually consider the needs of the Orland Police Department 

and will support those needs with budget revenues, grants, and impact 

fees. As part of this budget review process, the City will review impact fee 

rates to ensure that they adequately reflect a fair share of funding by 

development and other law enforcement service recipients. Mitigation 

measure MM 4.11.4.1 institutes a program that requires a City review of 

impact fee rates to ensure that the cost of park facility improvements is 

equitably distributed. Program 5.7.B.2 requires new development to fund 

its fair share portion of its impacts to all water supply-related services and 

facilities. Policy 5.8.A would ensure that adequate wastewater collection 

and treatment would be maintained for both existing and new 

development. Programs 5.8.A.2 and 5.8.A.4 would establish development 

impact fees as one source of funding capital improvements. Program 

5.8.A.3 would provide periodic review of the Wastewater Master Plan that 

identifies necessary improvements and their scheduling as well as 

development impact fees to provide funding. Program 5.9.A.3 ensures 

that the City will complete its Storm Water Master Plan that identifies 

necessary improvements and their scheduling as well as development 

impact fees to provide funding. 

 

Response 5-9: The commenter presents 5 program provisions from the Draft EIR and 

suggests that the wording of these programs does not assure that 

development fees will be adopted for 100 percent of demonstrated 

capacity as the commenter would like.   

 

The comment is noted for the consideration of the decision makers. The 

general plan provides basic goals, policies, and programs to guide land 

development in the planning area of the jurisdiction, as well as a land use 
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diagram designating future land uses. Following adoption of the General 

Plan and certification of the Draft EIR by the City Council, all subsequent 

activities and development within the City will be guided by the goals 

and policies set forth in the new General Plan. As stated on page 3.0-6 of 

the Draft EIR, the General Plan considers goals, policies, and programs 

that will impact the City for at least the next 20 years. Policies and 

programs for the General Plan Update were reviewed in the Draft EIR for 

their environmental effects by consultants with technical expertise as well 

as by environmental professionals. After identification of General Plan 

policies and programs that mitigate the environmental impact being 

discussed, any need for additional feasible mitigation measures that 

could minimize significant adverse impacts are discussed. The impact 

discussion then notes whether the impact has been mitigated to a less 

than significant level or remains significant and unavoidable. The Draft EIR 

identified all potential impacts to both community and public services to 

be less than significant.  

 

The commenter is also referred to Response 5-8.  
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LETTER 6 – KATY SANCHEZ, NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION 
 
Response 6-1: The commenter requests that the appropriate regional archaeological 

Information Center be contacted for a record search. 

 

As shown on Draft EIR page 4.5-10, a records search was conducted at 

the Northeast Information Center at California State University, Chico. 

 

Response 6-2: The commenter states that if an archaeological inventory survey is 

required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report 

detailing the findings and recommendations of the records search and 

field survey.   

 

As shown on page 4.5-11 of the Draft EIR, mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b 

requires appropriate surveys and site investigations when needed as part 

of the initial environmental assessment for development projects in 

accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act at the expense 

of the developer. Where prehistoric or historic resources are discovered 

that are determined to be eligible for the California Register of Historic 

Resources, development shall be required to implement measures for the 

protection of the identified archaeological resources consistent with the 

provisions of Public Resources Code Section 21083.2 (i.e., excavation of 

the archaeological resource by qualified archaeologists leading to the 

curation of recovered materials and publication of resulting information 

and analysis, and avoidance or capping of the cultural resource site, 

etc.).  

 

Response 6-3: The commenter requests the Native American Heritage Commission be 

contacted for a Sacred Lands File Check and a list of appropriated 

Native American contacts for consultation concerning the Planning Area.  

 

As stated on page 4.5-10 of the Draft EIR, PMC requested a sacred lands 

search and a list of Native American contacts from the Native American 

Heritage Commission. The results of sacred lands search were received on 

November 8, 2007, and did not identify any Native American cultural 

resources either within or near the Planning Area. PMC contacted all 

groups and/or individuals on the list provided by the Native American 

Heritage Commission. PMC, to date, has not received any comments 

regarding the Draft EIR. 

 

Response 6-4: The commenter states that the City should include provisions for the 

identification of accidentally identified archaeological resources as well 

as provisions for the disposition of recovered artifacts. The commenter 

further requests that the City include provision for discovery for Native 

American human remains. 

 

Mitigation measure MM 4.5.1b on pages 4.5-11 and 4.5-12 of the Draft EIR 

identifies provisions to be made in the event of the discovery of 

archaeological and/or historical resources. In addition, mitigation 

measure MM 4.5.1c imposes the following conditions on all discretionary 

projects: “If human remains are discovered, all work must stop in the 
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immediate vicinity of the find, the City of Orland Planning Department 

shall be notified immediately, and the County Coroner must be notified 

according to Section 7050.5 of California’s Health and Safety Code. If the 

remains are determined to be Native American, the coroner will notify the 

Native American Heritage Commission, and the procedures outlined in 

CEQA Section 15064.5(d) and (e) shall be followed.”  
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LETTER 7 – LAURIE OBERHOLTZER , CONCERNED ORLAND RESIDENTS 

Response 7-1: The commenter submitted the CORE proposed Alternative, (The CORE 

Plan) land use map. The map is noted for the consideration of the 

decision makers. 
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LETTER 8 – PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
 

Response 8-1: The commenter recommends that development projects proposed near 

rail corridors be planned with consideration of the safety of these 

corridors. Upon review of the Draft EIR in relation to this comment, the 

following policy provisions shall be incorporated in the General Plan 

Update as a policy and two programs under Goal 4.8: 

 

“Policy 4.8.B:  Enhance the safety of railroad crossing in the City. 

 

Program 4.8.B.1: Request Union Pacific Railroad to verify that relevant 

safety measures for at-grade crossings are implemented and maintained, 

and assess the feasibility of improving safety features, including enhanced 

crossing gate practices and warning devices. 

 

Program 4.8.B.2:  For improved emergency response and traffic 

circulation, support interagency studies to identify the best possible 

locations and feasibility for funding and developing grade-separated 

crossings within the City.”  

 

Response 8-2: The commenter states that the Draft EIR needs to specifically consider 

traffic safety issues to the at-grade railroad crossings.  The commenter is 

referred to Response 8-1. 

 

Response 8-3: The commenter states that measures to reduce adverse impacts to rail 

safety need to be considered in the Draft EIR and provides specific 

recommendations.   
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LETTER 9 – DON AND KAY ROBERTS, RESIDENTS 
 
Response 9-1: The commenter’s express gratitude to Nancy Sailsbery for the decision to 

maintain the designation of Residential Estate of parcels along County 

Road MM south of County Road 200 as opposed to implementation of the 

Low Density Residential designation. The comment is noted.  
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LETTER 10 – JOHN H. TOMPKINS, RESIDENT 
 
Response 10-1: The commenter requests that the neighborhood bound to the north by 

Road 200, to the east by the Tehama-Colusa Canal, to the south by Road 

21 and to the west by Road M remain designated Residential Estate as 

part of the General Plan Update as opposed to Low Density Residential. 

City policy makers have determined such a request reasonable. The 

neighborhood in question shall remain designated Residential Estate as 

part of the General Plan Update. No new significant environmental 

impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft EIR for the 

project, would occur.  The Low Density Residential General Plan 

designation allows for 6 dwelling units per acre while the Residential Estate 

designation allows for 2 dwelling units per acre. Therefore, the Residential 

Estates designation would provide for less residential dwelling units in the 

Planning Area and thus, less population.   
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LETTER 11 – UNKNOWN 
 
Response 11-1: The commenter has submitted an article published by the Patterson 

Irrigator dated August 19, 2010 concerning shortcomings associated with 

the City of Patterson’s most recent Housing Element. 

 

The article submitted by the commenter is noted. No specific comments 

were received that reference the project or address the adequacy of the 

General Plan Update Draft EIR; therefore, no further response is required. 
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LETTER 12 – JUDIE AND JOHN NOFFSINGER, RESIDENTS 
 
Response 12-1: The commenter’s request that the neighborhood bound to the north by 

Road 200, to the east by the Tehama-Colusa Canal, to the south by Road 

21 and to the west by Road M remain designated Residential Estate as 

part of the General Plan Update as opposed to Low Density Residential. 

City policy makers have determined such a request reasonable. The 

neighborhood in question shall remain designated Residential Estates as 

part of the General Plan Update. No new significant environmental 

impacts or issues, beyond those already covered in the Draft EIR for the 

proposed project, would occur. The Low Density Residential General Plan 

designation allows for 6 dwelling units per acre while the Residential 

Estates designation allows for 2 dwelling units per acre. Therefore, the 

Residential Estates designation would provide for less residential dwelling 

units in the Planning Area and thus, less population.   
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section includes minor edits to the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”). These 
modifications resulted from responses to comments received during the Draft EIR public review 
period as well as City staff initiated edits to clarify language and implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

Revisions herein do not result in new significant environmental impacts, do not constitute significant 
new information, nor do they alter the conclusions of the environmental analysis that would warrant 
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.  Changes are 
provided in revision marks with underline for new text and strike out for deleted text. 

3.2 CHANGES AND EDITS TO THE DRAFT EIR 

4.2  AGRICULTURAL RESOURCES 

Mitigation measure MM 4.2.1 on pages 4.2-13 and 4.2-14 of the Draft EIR will be revised as 

follows: 

“Mitigation Measures 
 
MM 4.2.1  The following mitigation measure shall be included as a program under General 

Plan Policy 5.1.I: 

 

The City shall review development projects to mitigate for conversion of Prime 

Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance as defined on the California 

Department of Conservation Important Farmland Map for Glenn County for 

parcels of 40 10 acres or larger in size, as well as other agricultural lands not 

labeled as Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide Importance for parcels of 40 

acres or larger in size, as of the adoption date of this General Plan to urban uses: 

(1) granting a farmland conservation easement to or for the benefit of the City 

and/or a qualifying entity approved by the City, at a 1:1 ratio for each acre and 

quality developed, (2) if the City adopts a farmland conservation program, by 

payment of an in-lieu fee as established by the farmland conservation program, 

which shall be reviewed and adjusted periodically to ensure that the fee is 

adequate to offset the cost of purchasing farmland conservation easements at a 

1:1 ratio, or (3) other form of compensation at a 1:1 ratio, such as improvements 

to existing agricultural land, that is acceptable to the City and conserves the 

farmland in perpetuity. The City shall use minimum standard guidelines identifying 

requirements for conservation easements, including timing of conservation 

easements, location of land to be preserved, land mitigation ratio and quality, 

and minimum standards for conservation easements.” 
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4.13 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Page 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR will be revised as follows: 

“State Routes 
 

The following is a description of state routes in the City Planning Area.  The intent of State Routes 

and interstates is to serve regional and interregional travel.” 



 

Appendix A - Land Use Diagram 
(modified) 
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I-L/C - Light Industrial/Comm.

OS/RC - Open Space/
               Resource Conservation

Planning Area

R-E - Residential Estate

City Boundary

C - Commercial

I-H - Heavy Industrial

R-M - Med. Density Residential

R-L - Low Density Residential

R-H - High Density Residential

P-F - Public Facility

Figure 3.0-3

Land Use Diagram

M - Mixed Use

SOI

The area designated as Open Space / Resource 
Conservation land is intended to reflect the 100-year 
floodplain as delineated on FEMA FIRM Maps 
Nos. 165 and 170.  

100-Year Floodplain 


