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TABLE OF ACRONYMS AND SPECIAL TERMS

ACRONYM

MEANING

AUM

Animal Unit-Month, a stocking metric during grazing activities

BCAQMD

Butte County Air Quality Management District

BCCER

Big Chico Creek Ecological Reserve

BMPs

Best management practices

BPMMP

Bidwell Park Master Management Plan

BPPC

Bidwell Park and Playgrounds Committee

BRCP

Butte Regional Conservation Plan

CAL FIRE

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection

C.A.R.D.

Chico Area Recreation District

CCG

Comanche Creek Greenway

CDFW

California Department of Fish & Wildlife

CEQA

California Environmental Quality Act

CESA

California Endangered Species Act

CNPS

California Native Plant Society

CRHR

California Register of Historic Resources

CRPR

California Rare Plant Rank

CSUC

California State University, Chico

CVFPB

Central Valley Flood Protection Board

CVRWQCB

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board

CWA

(United States) Clean Water Act

dbh

Diameter at breast height, a way to measure the thickness of trees.

DEIR

Draft EIR

DPR

(California) department of Pesticide Regulation

DWR

(California) Department of Water Resources, an agency which has the responsibility
to maintain floodwater conveyance in several of Chico’s channels

EDRR

“Early Detection and Rapid Response,” a strategy for engaging people to identify and
control invasive weeds. Colloquially, “EDRR weeds” in an area are the ones that people
are particularly vigilant about keeping out of their parklands.

EIR

Environmental Impact Report, a type of CEQA document

EPA

(United States) Environmental Protection Agency.

ESA

(United States) Endangered Species Act

FRI

Fire return interval

FRID

Fire return interval departure (a measure of the difference between a place’s historical
fire return interval and its modern-day fire return interval).

HCP

Habitat Conservation Plan

IS

Initial Study (also known as “the Appendix G checklist,” a type of preliminary
CEQA document that sorts out insignificant from potentially significant impacts

LCC

Little Chico Creek

LOP

Limited Operating Period (i.e., a seasonal restriction on when work can be done).

MM

Mitigation measure

MND

Mitigated Negative Declaration, a type of CEQA document

NAHC

(California) Native American Heritage Commission

ND

Negative Declaration, a type of CEQA document

NOC

Notice of Completion, a document filed by a public agency that accompanies any other
CEQA filing

NOD

Notice of Determination, a document filed by a public agency when it completes the
CEQA process

NOE

Notice of Exemption, a document filed by a public agency to show that a project is
exempt from further CEQA review

NOP

Notice of Preparation, a document a public agency uses to announce it is preparing an EIR

OHWM

Ordinary High-Water Mark, the level of every stream channel up to which the State of
California holds an easement to perform activities found by the Legislature or the People to
be in the public interest (e.g., removing obstacles to floodwater conveyance).

OLWM

Ordinary Low Water Mark, the level of every stream channel which forms the upper
boundary of the land to which the State of California holds title under the Public Trust
Doctrine. While the State holds title to lands below the OLWM, it usually merely holds an
easement on lands between the OLWM and OHWM.

QAC

An individual holding a certificate qualifying the individual to apply herbicides but not to
supervise others’ applications or operate a pest control business

QAL

An individual holding a certificate qualifying the individual to apply herbicides and also to
supervise others’ applications and operate a pest control business

RDM

Residual Dry Matter, a measure of how much forage remains in a paddock after grazing
activities

RPA

Registered Professional Archaeologist

RPF

Registered Professional Forester

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Boards, the group of regional agencies responsible for
implementing the Clean Water Act in California. (Chico is in the jurisdiction of the Central
Valley RWQCB.)
PEIR

Programmatic EIR

SPR

Standard Project Requirement

TEK

Traditional Ecological Knowledge

TMDL

Total Maximum Daily Load, an allowable level of sedimentation or other pollution

Units

Unless otherwise noted, “units” means the discrete bounded areas in which a type of work is to be
done. A project can consist of a single unit or may consist of multiple units. If a project has
multiple units, they may be spread out in space or time, and/or they may differ in prescription (such
as when a south-facing hillslope is thinned to a different standard than the north-facing slope.)

USACE

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

USFWS

US Fish & Wildlife Service

VELB

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, a sensitive endemic species

VFMP

Vegetative Fuels Management Plan

WFU

Wildland Fire Use – a modified suppression tactic in which wildfire is allowed to burn, closely
monitored, if it is achieving beneficial effects and does not threaten values at risk.

WUI

Wildland Urban Interface: A transitional zone where human development abuts
wildlands or the two are intermixed

1 INTRODUCTION
1.1 PURPOSE OF THE FINAL EIR

City of Chico Public Works, Parks Division (Division or City) proposes to implement the Vegetative
Fuels Management Plan (“VFMP,” “Program,” or “proposed project”). This Program Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] § 21000 et seq.) and the amended Guidelines for the
Implementation of CEQA (CEQA Guidelines) (14 California Code of Regulations [CCR] § 15000 et
seq.) and provides an assessment of the potentially significant environmental effects of the proposed
VFMP.
The City is the "lead agency" for the VFMP evaluated in this Final Program EIR (PEIR). The decisionmaking body responsible for the certification of this Final Program EIR as adequate and complete is
the Chico City Council. Prior to Council consideration, the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission
(BPPC) will consider the Final PEIR and provide recommendations to the Council.
The City has prepared this Final Program EIR to:
• Inform the general public and decision makers about the nature of the VFMP,

potentially significant environmental effects, feasible mitigation measures to avoid
or mitigate those effects, and reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed
project;
• Enable the City to consider the environmental consequences of approving the
VFMP; and
• Satisfy CEQA requirements.
In accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, after completion of the Draft Program EIR, the City is
required to consult with and obtain comments from affected public agencies, and to provide the public
with an opportunity to comment on the Draft Program EIR. The City is then required to respond to
significant environmental issues raised in the review and consultation process (CEQA Section 15132).
During the review and comment process for the VFMP Draft PEIR, no significant new environmental
effects were identified, and no significant new information was added to the PEIR.
As described in CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines, public agencies are charged with the duty to avoid
or substantially lessen significant environmental effects of proposed projects, where feasible. A public
agency is obligated to balance the proposed project’s significant effects on the environment with its
benefits, including economic, social, technological, legal, and other benefits. The Program EIR is an
informational document that, as required by CEQA, (1) assesses the potentially significant
environmental effects of the proposed plan, including cumulative impacts, (2) identifies feasible
mitigation measures to avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts, (3) identifies any significant
and unavoidable adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant levels, and (4)
evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project, including the No Project
Alternative, that would eliminate or substantially reduce any significant adverse environmental effects
of the proposed project.
The CEQA lead agency (in this case, the City) is required to consider the information in the PEIR,
along with any other relevant information in the administrative record, in making its decision on a
proposed project. Although the PEIR does not determine the ultimate decision that will be made
regarding implementation of the proposed project, CEQA requires the City to consider the information
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in the PEIR and make findings regarding each significant effect identified in the PEIR, if any, before it
can approve the proposed project (i.e., adopt the VFMP). The VFMP PEIR does not identify any
significant effects that would remain after mitigation. The City would need to certify this Final
Program EIR prior to adopting the VFMP and starting work on any of the key projects identified as
part of the VFMP process. The City is required to consider the information in the Program EIR, along
with any other relevant information in the administrative record, in making its decision on the VFMP.

1.2 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT
The purpose of the VFMP is to describe actions that the City will take over many years to minimize
fire risk while improving other values relating to vegetation, including ecological health, on the City’s
6,400+ acres of parks, greenways, and open space. The VFMP covers all land owned and managed by
the City, including parks, greenways, and open spaces (henceforth referred to collectively as “Chico
parklands”). It does not address CARD-owned lands or the urban forest (street trees). It identifies high
fire hazard areas in greatest need of treatment, describes how fire can best be managed in each of
Chico’s five main vegetation communities, and develops policies and actions focused on reducing the
harmful impacts of wildfire in the community, while protecting and in some cases enhancing Chico’s
natural resources, including by redressing the effects of long-term unnatural fire suppression.
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS
The Draft Program EIR was prepared to analyze the environmental impacts of the proposed project.
The Draft Program EIR considered the proposed project and alternatives that might reduce or avoid
significant environmental impacts. The Draft Program EIR was circulated to affected public agencies
and interested parties for a 45-day review period from Dec 18, 2020 to Feb 2, 2021. (The formal
comment period began on Dec. 18th because that is when the Office of Planning and Research (“State
CEQA Clearinghouse”) acknowledged receipt of the Notice of Availability and draft PEIR. However,
in practice, interested Chico residents could and did comment earlier because the draft PEIR was
available for public review through the BPPC web page starting Dec. 10, 2020.) Comments on the
Draft Program EIR were to be submitted in writing by no later than 5:00 pm on Feb 2, 2021.
In conformance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15151, EIRs should be prepared with a sufficient
degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to decide on the
project and considers environmental consequences. The Final Program EIR is required to examine
mitigation measures and alternatives to the project intended to reduce or eliminate environmental
impacts that would be potentially significant without mitigation.
The Final Program EIR will be available for review in the City Public Works Operations &

Maintenance Department, 965 Fir Street, Chico, 530-896-7800, and on the City of Chico website
at https://chico.ca.us/post/vegetative-fuels-management-plan.
In accordance with CEQA guidelines, the Final Program EIR was made available to commenting State
agencies, which in this case was CAL FIRE, on February 25, 2021.
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DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION
This document is organized as follows:
• Chapter 1: Introduction. This chapter includes a discussion of the purpose

and organization of the Final Program EIR.

• Chapter 2: Responses to Comments. This chapter contains copies of comments

received during the public review period and responses to those comments. Each
comment letter is coded. Each comment is bracketed in the margin of the letter and
assigned a secondary, comment-specific number. For example, the first comment in
the letter from the California Native Plant Society is A2-1. Each comment letter is
followed by a response corresponding to the bracketed comment. Master responses
are also provided on topics raised by several commenters.
• Chapter 3: Revisions to Text of Draft PEIR and VFMP. This chapter presents
corrections or clarifications to the Draft Program EIR based on comments received.
The text changes have not resulted in significant new information with respect to
the proposed project, including any new potentially significant environmental
impacts that cannot be mitigated to less than significant, nor any new mitigation
measures. Corrections to the text and tables of the Draft PEIR and VFMP are
contained in this chapter. Underlined text represents language that has been added
for the Final Program EIR; text with strikethrough represents language that has
been deleted in the Final Program EIR.
• Chapter 4: Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program. When approving
projects with mitigation measures that if implemented would avoid or lessen
otherwise potentially significant impacts, CEQA requires public agencies to adopt
monitoring and reporting programs or conditions of project approval to mitigate or
avoid the identified potentially significant effects (Public Resources Code Section
21081.6(a)(1)). This chapter lists each mitigation measure that could potentially be
used to mitigate otherwise potentially significant impacts from future activities
under the PEIR, followed by a tabular summary of monitoring requirements.
• References used in responding to comments. This is not a list of all references used
in developing the VFMP or the full PEIR.
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2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
INTRODUCTION
This section contains the comments received during the public review period on the Draft Program EIR
prepared for the VFMP and the responses to those comments. Written and verbal comments on the
Draft Program EIR were received from the organizations and private individuals identified in Table
2.1-1. Comments were welcomed by written letter to the City Parks Division office, by email to the
Natural Resources Manager or to the Butte County Resource Conservation District (BCRCD) project
manager, and through a comment form set up on the BCRCD website. Email comments have been
treated with the same weight as written (paper) comments. The City did not place, and CEQA itself
does not place, any restrictions on who could comment, what type of identifying information a
commenter needed to provide, or how many comments an individual could submit. All comments that
were received after release of the PEIR were considered to address the adequacy of the PEIR. One
comment was received from a State agency (CAL FIRE) during the public review period. No
comments were received from regional, or local resource agencies.
During the public review period, a public meeting was held on January 20, 2021, to receive verbal
comments. The public meeting was conducted virtually, using WebEx, due to the ongoing COVID-19
crisis, and was held as a part of a regularly scheduled BPPC Natural Resources Committee meeting.
Four members of the public asked questions or made statements during the public meeting. Their
comments are transcribed in Category C and responses are provided.
The comments are organized into three categories: Category A (written comments from organizations,
including State agencies); Category B (written comments from individuals); Category C (oral
comments at a public meeting). Comments are listed below with the name of the commenter and the
date their letter was received or verbal comment taken in Table 2.1-1. Each comment letter has been
assigned a code as shown in the table. Each specific comment within a particular letter has been
bracketed and assigned a number. For example, the third comment in letter “A3” is identified as
“Comment A3-3.” The corresponding response uses the same coding system, so the reader can match
each response to the comments to which it refers.
Comments have been pasted into this document as pictures. Comment text has not been altered or
edited in any way.
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Table 2-1

Commenters on the Draft EIR and Corresponding Comment and Response Numbers
Commenter

Comment
Code

Date of
Comment

Organizations
CAL FIRE, Dave Derby, Unit Forester, Butte Unit

A1

1/7/2021

Mt. Lassen chapter of the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS), Woody Elliott, Conservation Chair
Friends of Bidwell Park, Tom Barrett, Board of
Directors
Individuals

A2

2/2/2021

A3

2/2/2021

Daniel Machek

B1

12/16/2020

Tarot Channel

B2

12/16/2020

Anonymous 2:31 pm

B3

12/17/2020

Anonymous 3:04 pm

B4

12/17/2020

Justin Lin

B5

12/17/2020

Meleiza Figueroa

B6

12/17/2020

Ali Meders-Knight

B7

12/17/2020

Anonymous 5:12 pm

B8

12/17/2020

Raphael DiGenova

B9

12/17/2020

Anonymous 7:38 am

B10

12/27/2020

Jilackey84

B11

12/28/2020

Eartha Shanti

B12

1/05/2021

Jake Davis

B13

1/13/2021

Anonymous 8:55 pm

B14

1/24/2021

Dr. Sarah M. Pike

B15

1/30/2021

Meleiza Figueroa

B16

1/31/2021

Anonymous 6:17 pm

B17

1/31/2021

Raphael DiGenova

B18

2/02/2021

Ali Meders-Knight

C1

1/20/2021

Woody Elliott

C2

1/20/2021

Aaron Haar

C3

1/20/2021

Lise Smith-Peters

C4

1/20/2021

Public Meeting
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MASTER RESPONSES
Overview:
This section contains master responses to address comments on topics that were raised multiple times.
Master responses provide information in a comprehensive discussion that clarifies and elaborates upon,
as necessary, the analysis in the Draft Program EIR. As appropriate, the responses to individual
comments refer back to master responses.
MASTER RESPONSE 1: MECHOOPDA-LED LAND MANAGEMENT AND
INCORPORATION OF T.E.K. INTO VEGETATION MANAGEMENT
Comments:
Fifteen comments advocated for Mechoopda-led land management, and eight specifically requested the
City incorporate, or base vegetation management on, the Traditional Ecological Knowledge (T.E.K.) of
the Mechoopda people.
Definitions
The Mechoopda Tribe of Chico Rancheria are recognized by the United States government and local
custom as the original inhabitants of the lands now known as Chico, CA and its environs. T.E.K. is a
term describing the traditional ecosystem management techniques utilized by indigenous peoples,
usually over hundreds or thousands of years. T.E.K. differs from university-based or agency-based
ecological knowledge in that T.E.K. tends to be orally transmitted and usually more highly sitespecific. However, the two bodies of ecological knowledge also share similarities in that both are based
on repeated observation over time and both have usually been elaborated in response to perceived
societal needs, such as the continued availability of certain resources, the need for public safety from
natural threats, or the political, aesthetic, or spiritual importance attributed to keeping a given natural
site within a given range of ecological conditions.
Responses:
Mechoopda-led land management
The comments are noted. Not all commenters specified what type of leadership they sought.
Mechoopda-led land management could mean an individual Mechoopda person coordinating teams of
volunteers to care for plants in Chico parks under a volunteer agreement. It could mean conducting
formal City-Tribal consultation on future vegetation management projects (as is required for all
projects that are within the scope of the PEIR (see section 4.18.2), pursuant to CEQA §§ 21074 and
21080 as amended by AB 52). Two commenters requested the City preferentially hire Mechoopda
work crews for implementation projects. Mechoopda work crews have not been available for
vegetation management projects until recently, but the City welcomes proposals or bids from the
Mechoopda-led crew (which currently contract under the umbrella of CHIpS, Calaveras Healthy
Impacts Solutions) or any crew under the City’s purchasing procedures. Development of a sole-source
contract with the Mechoopda land management crew, as suggested by one commenter, should be
discussed based on tribal consultation.
Integration of T.E.K. into City Land Management
The comments are noted. The City has sought and will continue to seek to incorporate T.E.K. into land
management projects going forward. A discussion of these efforts follows.
In California, many T.E.K. techniques – primarily, but not exclusively, including the deliberate
initiation of fire -- were applied by Native people to the land base for so long and so consistently that
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they constituted an evolutionary pressure shaping the composition and structure of the vegetation
communities. In other words, many Californian plants and floristic communities cannot reproduce or
remain healthy without regular fire, in many cases relying on humans to introduce fire more frequently
than it would naturally occur.
When Europeans and Euro-American immigrants first settled what is now California, starting in 1769,
they described the structure and function of these vegetation communities with approval in their journal
entries and survey reports. However, after settlement, the replacement of T.E.K.-based land
management with Euro-American land management techniques led to changes in vegetation
community composition and structure. While these changes are different in different locations, one
overarching theme is the increased density of woody vegetation. Historical reports from around the
time of settlement describe a much more open, less dense forest than is seen today. Uncharacteristically
dense woodlands are recognized as a major cause of the uncharacteristically intense wildfires that have
become frequent in the last twenty to thirty years. Most biologists agree that if Californian forests and
woodlands could be returned to pre-settlement densities, wildfires would be less severe, even with
climate change.
To summarize, native T.E.K.-based land management, which included the frequent deliberate
application of fire to achieve a number of objectives, resulted in the landscape seen by John and Annie
Bidwell when they first arrived in California, a landscape now regarded as relatively healthy and
desirable. The land management techniques applied by Californians over the 20th century, which
included extensive long-term fire suppression, resulted in a landscape that looks very different than
what John and Annie Bidwell would have seen, and is now regarded as relatively unhealthy and
undesirable. Fire ecologists describe the condition of fire-suppressed communities as “departed” from
their natural state. The departed condition of much of Bidwell Park reduces the City’s ability to meet
its management objectives as listed in the Bidwell Park Master Management Plan, including O. Upper1. “Manage Upper Park as open space set aside to remain in its natural state.” The City generally
interprets “natural state” to mean a state similar to or as consistent as practical with the state Annie
Bidwell would have known and appreciated in the Park.
To that end, a stated objective of the VFMP is to reduce or counteract the adverse impacts of long-term
fire suppression by reintroducing prescribed fire as well as fire surrogates (e.g., cutting, chipping, and
grazing) and to restore a less dense woodland structure that is also less dominated by invasive fuels.
Implementation of the VFMP is expected to result in a woodland structure that is more open, more
native-plant-dominated, and more similar to pre-settlement conditions. The City agrees that
incorporation of T.E.K. into management plans is an excellent way to achieve these outcomes.
It may not be possible or desirable to incorporate T.E.K. into every vegetation management project the
City does, and T.E.K. actions on City lands still need to be consistent with CEQA and the PEIR. To
invite more T.E.K. incorporation into City management actions, a framework is built into the VFMP
and its PEIR in several ways. First, a rough draft of the VFMP was drafted by natural resource
specialists who are relatively familiar with Native land management concepts and have previously
worked on projects that sought to incorporate at least some aspects of T.E.K. (e.g., cultural fire).
Second, that rough draft VFMP was submitted to an environmental scientist in the Mechoopda Tribal
Office of Environmental Planning and Protection and the scientist’s comments were incorporated into
the second draft of the VFMP. Third, as the PEIR was being developed, tribal consultation was
established with the Mechoopda Tribal Historic Preservation Office (THPO) and THPO requests were
incorporated into the PEIR. These include the Tribe’s right to monitor any project (at Tribal expense),
to designate sites of cultural importance that might be closed to the public or Parks workers during
cultural events, and to receive and use plant material that is removed during VFMP activities. Fourth,
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Tribal members have been able to submit comments on the VFMP and PEIR during comment periods.
Fifth, because each future project will be unique and will benefit from T.E.K. integration in a unique
way, the PEIR and its Project Consistency Checklist were written in such a way as to provide tribal
consultation for every future project under the scope of the PEIR. The City feels that a direct
government-to-government consultation process with the Mechoopda Tribe is the best way to
determine when and how to integrate T.E.K. into projects.
In conclusion, the PEIR is designed to allow both parties to continually address and improve the
relationship between City land management, CEQA, and T.E.K. through the existing tribal cultural
resources consultation and monitoring framework already required by AB 52. To ensure timely work,
the PEIR stipulates that no project may be held up by cultural monitor scheduling unless the resources
involved are deemed exceptionally significant pursuant to 36 CFR 60.4.
MASTER RESPONSE 2: PRESCRIBED BURNING IN THE PARKS
Comments
Nine commenters supported increased prescribed burning in City-owned parks, citing reduced fuels,
improved public safety, and increased property values.
Response:
The comments are noted. The VFMP PEIR provides for safely and substantially increasing the amount
of prescribed burning that is conducted within City limits. All burns will be conducted in compliance
with BCAQMD and relevant fire department regulations and will be subject to an extensive list of
standard project requirements (SPRs) that are designed to protect hydrological, historical, tribal
cultural, biological and other resources. Most commenters who supported burning also specifically
referenced Mechoopda land management, so it is relevant to observe that all future burn projects
should incorporate tribal consultation to improve opportunities for knowledge-sharing and participation
by Tribal people.
By the end of February 2021, the City will produce a full area burn plan showing priorities for
prescribed burning units, future opportunities for good fire that can be developed, and some suggested
administrative, human resources, or educational approaches (i.e., actions not subject to CEQA) the City
and partners could use in the future to increase the use of good fire as a restorative influence in Chico
parklands. The full area burn plan is separate from the VFMP. All future burns would still be subject
to CEQA and would be analyzed on a burn-by-burn basis to determine if they are within the scope of
the VFMP PEIR or not.
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MASTER RESPONSE 3: THE “KEY” (FORMERLY “SHOVEL-READY”) PROJECTS.
Comments
Two comments asked for more detail about why the seven key projects (formerly alluded to as the
“five shovel ready projects”) are not ready for implementation and what studies need to be done to
make them ready for implementation.
Response:
A deliverable of the VFMP grant was to “result in at least five high-priority shovel-ready projects on
which CEQA will already be complete.” Due to COVID-related delays, as well as CAL FIRE
shortening the grant term by one year at time of award, it became clear by late 2020 that none of these
projects would be “shovel-ready” by the grant deadline of March 15, 2021 because all were missing at
least one survey or a detailed work plan. CAL FIRE was notified of this in grant progress reports. CAL
FIRE continued to approve of work progress. The projects are now called the “key” projects. Once the
PEIR is certified, detailed project-specific environmental review can proceed on each of the key
projects (see Master Response 4), although it will not be funded with grant monies after the conclusion
of the grant term. Since the grant term was not able to be extended, the City is adapting by spending
the funds “saved” on surveys by developing a maintenance agreement with CDFW for work in
streamside areas, a long programmatic permitting need for the City. While not originally a grant
deliverable, this work serves the grant purpose to develop a programmatic basis for streamlining and
accelerating fuels work. Moreover, it is expected to save the City tens of thousands of dollars in CDFW
LSAA fees over the next half-decade, compared to the cost of developing CDFW agreements projectby-project. Again, CAL FIRE was notified of this in grant progress reports. CAL FIRE has continued
to approve of work progress.
The following key project surveys have already been done: Late-spring botanical surveys have been
completed for Key Projects 1 and 2 (to supplement these, RCD anticipates completing a quick round of
early-spring surveys in March 2021). Archaeological surveys are also complete for Key Projects 1 and
2. A site-specific burn plan is being developed for project 5.3 (Middle and Upper Park star thistle
burns).
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MASTER RESPONSE 4: FUTURE ACTIVITY WORKFLOW.
Comments:
Three commenters asked how the key projects as well as other future activities under the VFMP would
be developed and reviewed. How would these projects’ detailed work plans be developed and
subjected to environmental review, who would be responsible for it, and how would the public/BPPC
be notified? Furthermore, how would monitoring, if appropriate, be conducted?
Response:
CEQA allows lead agencies considerable flexibility in how they review future activities once a PEIR is
completed. To meet its obligations under CEQA, the Public Works Department (Parks Division) would
need to complete the following steps for each future activity under the PEIR:
1.) Complete the Project Consistency Checklist to determine whether the activity’s description,
geographic location, and potential impacts are entirely within the scope of the PEIR or not.
2a.) If the activity is within the scope of the PEIR, then no additional environmental document is
needed (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) and (2)). The Director or designee would sign the
Determination in the Project Consistency Checklist and file a Notice of Determination (NOD) with the
County Clerk. Work could then begin immediately as soon as that NOD is posted.
OR
2b.) If the activity is not entirely within the scope of the PEIR, the City would need to prepare a new
environmental document (an NOE, ND, MND, or EIR) analyzing the activity as a new project.
However, this analysis would only need to address the aspects or resource topics of the project that
were outside the scope of the PEIR.
Those are the only steps to future activity approval that are required by CEQA. However, in practice,
in order to complete step (1) the Parks Division will need to:
(1)
(2)
(3)

Develop a detailed, readable work plan for the activity that incorporates all relevant SPRs and can
easily be used to instruct crews;
Conduct at least some surveys or reviews of the activity area, as specified by the PEIR; and
Develop a customized Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for the site-specific
activity. This MMRP would list all relevant SPRs as well as their timing and who is responsible
for them. (If applicable, it would also list any mitigation measures from the PEIR.)

CEQA does not specify how or whether the City must make these internal documents available for
review, or which individuals or bodies must review which documents. Those are administrative
decisions for the City to make, and, if it chooses, revise from time to time. A procedure for the review
of internal VFMP-related documents will be developed and presented to the Bidwell Park and
Playgrounds Commission for consideration following the final adoption of the VFMP.
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MASTER RESPONSE 5: IS THE VFMP FINISHED OR A “DRAFT”?
Comments:
Two commenters asked how the PEIR can be circulated when the VFMP is still marked “draft”.
Response:
The VFMP is considered complete and is not expected to undergo significant changes before
adoption by the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission. However, adoption of the VFMP is a
project under CEQA. A project under CEQA cannot be approved by a public body until environmental
review has been completed on it. Therefore, the VFMP cannot be approved until its PEIR is certified
(CEQA Guidelines §15090; Chico Code of Ordinances 1.40.590). Until a plan is formally approved
and adopted by a public body, it is still a “draft”.
Just as any other project (e.g. a housing development) might have plans that are complete, but not
approved, until its PEIR is certified, so too the VFMP is complete, but not approved, until its PEIR is
certified and the BPPC adopts the VFMP. Although the VFMP is not a general or specific plan, this is
also similar to the way in which a draft General Plan remains a “draft” until its accompanying PEIR is
certified.
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SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL, ORGANIZATION, & AGENCY
COMMENTS
This section presents all comments received on the Draft PEIR, including comments received during
the public hearing on January 20, 2021, and responses to all comments received. Where a comment is
addressed in a Master Response, that Master Response number is indicated.

Page 12

LETTER A1:

CALFIRE; DAVE DERBY, UNIT FORESTER, BUTTE UNIT

Response to Comment A1:
The comment is noted and the reference to CALFIRE permits has been removed. The City thanks Mr.
Derby for his comments.
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LETTER A2: CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT SOCIETY, MT. LASSEN CHAPTER; WOODY
ELLIOTT, CONSERVATION CHAIR

Comment
A2-1

Comment
A2-2

Comment
A2-3
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Comment
A2-4

Comment
A2-5

Comment
A2-6

Comment
A2-7

Comment
A2-8

See response
to Comment
A2-4.
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Comment
A2-9

See
responses to
Comments
A2-3 and -4.

Comment
A2-10

Comment
A2-11
(continues
for next
1.5 pages)
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Comment
A2-11,
Comment
continued
A2-10
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Comment
A2-11,
continued

Comment
A2-12

Comment
A2-13

Comment
A2-14
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Comment
A2-15

Comment
A2-16

Comment
A2-17

Comment
A2-18

Comment
A2-19
Comment
A2-20
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Comment
A2-21

Comment
A2-22

Comment
A2-23

Comment
A2-24

Page 20

Page 21

Response to Comment A2-1
“What are the subsequent approvals necessary to implement the proposed Projects and when and how
will they be available for review by the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission (BPPC) and the
public?”
The list of subsequent approvals needed to implement the proposed Projects and other activities are
listed on page 28 of the PEIR. For more on how subsequent projects or activities would be approved
and/or reviewed, see Master Response 4: Future activity workflow.
Response to Comment A2-2
“How will the BPPC and the public be able to review the Project Consistency Checklist prior to
implementation of the activity/project in time to review and potentially object to its findings to the BPPC
and/or the court?”
For how subsequent projects or activities would be approved and/or reviewed, see Master Response 4:
Future activity workflow.

Response to Comment A2-3
“Why are these key Projects not "shovel-ready" with field surveys done, SPRs (Standard Project
Requirements) and mitigation measures assigned with documentation for each project usefully in a draft
Project Consistency Checklist?”
Also: Why have the proposed vegetation management actions for key projects not been sufficiently defined
and information about site-specific resources not been gathered from previous or up-to-date field surveys?
See Master Response 3: The key projects.
Response to Comment A2-4
“When would this Project Consistency Checklist / Initial Study be available for review by the BPPC and the
public in time to review and potentially object to its findings to the BPPC and/or the court?”
ALSO: How and when will the BPPC and the public be able to review a subsequent environmental
analysis / consistency finding of a proposed vegetative management action for its adequacy of relevant and
topical information, e.g. field and literature surveys?
For how subsequent projects or activities would be approved and/or reviewed, see Master response 4:
Future activity workflow.

Response to Comment A2-5
“Would smoke emissions from prescribed burns be made less than significant by conforming to project
specific permit requirements from the Butte County Air Quality Management District or is the statement
merely an assumption based on what?”
Yes, as described in checklist item AIR-a, smoke emissions from the City’s prescribed burns, as from all
legally conducted prescribed burns in Butte County, would be made less than significant by conforming to
project-specific permit requirements approved by the Butte County Air Quality Management District
(BCAQMD). In practice, this means developing a smoke management plan for each burn, unless (for very
small burns) an exemption to an SMP is granted at BCAQMD’s sole discretion. Like all burners in Butte
County, the City would also need to burn on a permissive burn day (or otherwise receive explicit
permission from BCAQMD to burn on a given day).
The City’s understanding of this topic derives from explanations by BCAQMD air pollution control
officers Jason Mandly and Ursula Parker during PEIR scoping and document development.
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Response to Comment A2-6
“When would such concurrences with CDFW and / or USFWS [regarding the sufficiency of compensatory
mitigation with regard to threatened or endangered species] be available for review and comment by the
BPPC and the public?”
As the trustee agencies charged with protecting all special-status and other wildlife and plants in California
and the United States, respectively, CDFW and USFWS have the final word on the sufficiency of
compensatory mitigation. The informal or formal consultation process, resulting in concurrences or
biological opinions, is not itself subject to public review or comment. However, the end result (the detailed
activity-specific work plan and Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan that would be generated before
work could begin) would be available for public review.

Response to Comment A2-7
“When will [CDFW’s review of the City’s streamside work plans, resulting in a 1600/LSAA permit, and
CVFPB’s review of the City’s streamside work plans, resulting in a Flood Board permit] occur and be
available for review by BPPC and the public?”
LSAs can be developed activity-by-activity or as “an Agreement for Routine Maintenance” covering a
period of five or more years. The former type of agreement, which can take one to three months to develop,
or more, depending on the activity and other factors, costs between $600 and $3,500 per project. The latter
type is more desirable because it can cost $7,500 but be applied to almost unlimited projects. The City tends
to need to do many small vegetation management activities covering one or two acres at a time, which is
expensive. Therefore, the City would prefer to pursue an agreement for routine maintenance. The City has
limited control over how long this would take but would like to develop one over the next one to six
months. When issuing an LSA or other Agreement, CDFW as responsible agency generally files a Notice
of Determination (NOD). Work can commence as soon as the NOD is issued.
For the CVFPB, an encroachment permit (or the less expensive “maintenance concurrence letter”)
would be sought for activities occurring within 30 feet of a stream. These permits are typically developed
directly between CVFPB and a local maintaining agency (i.e., the City or DWR) after CEQA documents for
an activity are complete (CVFPB 2021).
Response to Comment A2-8
“Documentation of no potential adverse environmental effects per Project Consistency Checklist /
initial study checklist must be done and filed for public review upon request or furnished to BPPC in a
staff report. A Notice of Determination for such future activity / project needs to be filed with the Butte
County Clerk and immediately announced to the BPPC and public who have requested notification of
all projects by the City of Chico’s Park Division. Will these transparent notifications be done by the
City of Chico?”
CEQA does not appear to require a lead agency, when approving future activities within the scope
of a PEIR, to file a notice of determination with the County Clerk. In practice, most lead agencies do so
anyway, and the City expects to file a Notice of Determination for any significant project implemented
under the PEIR. For how subsequent projects or activities would be approved and/or reviewed, see
Master response 4: Future activity workflow.
Response to Comment A2-9
“Why would the City of Chico relinquish its role as lead agency that oversees the adequacy of the analysis
of a project’s environmental effects and resulting Environmental Determination? Other agencies as lead
agency may not be as sensitive to input from local citizens or protective of the City’s natural and cultural
resources.”
The City’s capacity to undertake environmental analysis is limited by low staffing levels relative to
workload, constraining the amount of work that can be permitted and thus the amount of work that can
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be done. For example, development of this VFMP and PEIR would have been impossible without a
grant from CALFIRE. Many other land managers are in the same situation.
When help is available from a State agency that can complete or contribute to environmental review,
City managers may accept that help if it leads to more work getting done. The City could also decline
that help if it had reason to believe the helping agency’s environmental review would not be of
acceptable quality, or for some other reason. Whatever the lead agency, Chico citizens would still be
able to participate in the review process to the same extent they would be able to participate if the City
were lead agency. In practice, the City is not very likely to face this choice soon because most state
agencies’ environmental review capacities are, similar to the City’s, very limited.
Response to Comment A2-10
“What projects have yet to receive an elevated level of environmental review using the CAL FIRE grant
funding and when will this occur? What Key Projects have had botanical and cultural resource
surveys completed and where are they available for public review?”
The commenter also asks: “C. Which of the seven (7) Key Projects will require more detailed
environmental review once they are more completely defined? Several Key Projects are described in
more detail (5.3 Middle and Upper Park Star Thistle Burns, 5.4 Verbena Fields Stewardship, 5.5
Lindo Channel Vegetation Management, 5.6 Little Chico Creek Arundo Management, and 5.7
Lower Park Thinning) than others that are merely scopes of work: (5.1 “Ten Mile House” Oak
Restoration and Wildfire Resilience Project, and 5.2 “Dozer Lines” Oak Restoration and Wildfire
Resilience Project).”
See Master Response 3: The key projects.
Response to Comment A2-11
The commenter asks, “How will surveyors demonstrate to the City of Chico regionally appropriate
knowledge of species and (survey) protocols? Will a list of qualified field survey
professionals/biological technicians conducting surveys be maintained by the City? Is a State of
California Registered Professional Forester (RPF) automatically considered qualified?”
No, an RPF is not automatically considered qualified to conduct botanical, wildlife, or cultural
resource surveys. Like other professionals, an RPF proposing to conduct those surveys would be
judged on his or her references and experience. Because of confusion caused by the use of multiple
terms (“biologist,” “botanist,” “RPF,” “qualified staffer”, etc.), the section on biological surveyors’
qualifications has been revised to emphasize qualification for the survey that is being done, not any
particular job title.
The City considers surveyors’ qualifications based on their resumes and references and on the
City’s past experiences, if any, with them and/or their employers. The City finds that while a formal
certification is usually a sign of a highly qualified specialist, most qualified specialists have no formal
certification, only experience and references.
The commenter supplies a response from David Magney, chair of certification for the California
Native Plant Society. While part of Mr. Magney’s response is a little unclear, he seems to be agreeing
with the City that CNPS certification is not required in order to conduct effective and high-quality
botanical surveys. However, he also expressed disappointment at the language “Statewide or national
certifications or degrees are not a substitute for Butte County-specific biological expertise.” This
statement was not intended to denigrate the California Certified Botanist program, which is extremely
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rigorous. It was intended as a general statement to emphasize the importance of local knowledge,
precisely because various certification programs do vary in their applicability to Butte County and are
not interchangeable with local experience. Certainly, any CNPS-certified field botanist or consulting
botanist would be highly qualified to work on Chico parklands. Because there are so few CNPScertified botanists in the state (fewer than 30 at the time of this writing in February 2021), the City
needs to work with non-certified botanists. The City thanks Mr. Magney for his comments.
The commenter also supplies a response to the PEIR section on surveyor qualifications from Kelly
Holland, president of the Western Section of the Wildlife Society. The City agrees with Ms. Holland’s
remarks that “a CWB/AWB would be well qualified to do the work, and we appreciate that established
area experts and student experts provide a critical skill set to completing survey work.” The City also
agrees that “it would be beneficial to have a CWB/AWB partner with and/or supervisor student-based
teams of surveyors,” although this is not always possible, and the City believes some local biologists
without CWB/AWB certification also make excellent supervisors of students. The City also agrees
with Ms. Holland that CWB/AWB certification should not be a prerequisite for being considered a
high-quality wildlife biologist, while recognizing the value of the certification and the importance of
the work the Wildlife Society does. The City thanks Ms. Holland for her comments.
Response to Comment A2-12
The commenter quotes a section of the PEIR he finds to imply that trees smaller than 8” DBH can be
removed by persons without adequate training. The passage has been clarified to read:
No native tree shall be removed larger than 8” DBH unless marked beforehand by a qualified
specialist, arborist, botanist, Registered Professional Forester, or City staff member with
adequate training. Native trees smaller than 8 inches DBH may be removed without prior
marking, if written into the activity scope and individuals implementing work have been
adequately trained.

Young trees tend to grow up in clumps, which would normally be thinned by fire and native ruminants.
In the absence of those disturbances, stands can become too dense and the health of all the young trees
suffers through overcompetition for sun, nutrients, and water. When and where this occurs, humans
can increase a woodland’s resilience by thinning trees in some areas. When native trees are very small
and dense, it is not efficient to mark all of them for removal in a large-scale project. It is far more
efficient to train workers what a canyon live oak looks like (for example) and then show them how to
thin the saplings to an appropriate density.
Response to Comment A2-13
The commenter states that grazing plans need to be developed for all types of livestock that could be
used to implement projects of the VFMP, not just cattle. The City agrees. BIO-12 (referenced by the
commenter) is not intended to apply only to cattle and does not mention cattle or any other particular
species of livestock. The VFMP (section 4.3.1., “Biological Techniques”) treats goats and sheep as
grazers.
Response to Comment A2-14
“Why was the DPEIR prepared for a Draft VFMP prior to its approval by the BPPC?
The Draft VFMP states on page 6: “After this Plan is complete, the City will complete an
Environmental Impact Report, or EIR, on the Plan. If the DRAFT VFMP is significantly changed and
approved by the BPPC, then does the DRAFT PEIR need to be amended to consider the approved
version and recirculated for agency and public review then BPPC approval?
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For why a PEIR would be prepared before a project is approved, see Master Response 5.
The VFMP has gone through two rounds of comments and revisions. A redlined third draft
incorporating public and BPPC comments was attached as Appendix B to the VFMP PEIR. Very
minor further revisions have been made based on PEIR comments (see section 4 of this FEIR,
Revisions to VFMP). These minor changes improve readability without adding or subtracting
significant information. If the VFMP was for some reason suddenly changed before approval in a
significant way (i.e., a way that caused one or more of its less-than-significant impacts to become
potentially significant, or caused a formerly feasible mitigation measure to become infeasible), then
yes, the PEIR would need to be revised and recirculated.
Response to Comment A2-15
“How will other over-story species [besides black oak] in the area of 5.1 “Ten Mile House” Oak
Restoration and Wildfire Resilience Project be managed, e.g. interior live oak, canyon oak, gray
pine?”
Key project 5.1, “Ten Mile House” Oak Restoration and Wildfire Resilience Project, is in the Upland
Mix vegetation type. Therefore, live oaks and gray pine and other species will be managed according to
the guidelines in VFMP 4.2.5, “Upland Mix.” These guidelines are designed to have the flexibility to
be applied differently in different microclimates (e.g. different soils/aspects), but in general, the
guidelines prioritize retaining deciduous tree species over evergreen oaks (this only applies in areas
sufficiently fire-interval-departed that some trees need to be removed); creating horizontal and vertical
discontinuity of fuels by removing shrubs and saplings directly under mature trees; reducing the
density of gray pine saplings if they are growing in thick clumps; and otherwise mimicking the effects
of wildfire. There is a different set of management guidelines (in the same part of the document) for
upland mix areas that have recently burned. For more, see VFMP 4.2.5, pages 37-42.
Response to Comment A2-16
“Will the techniques for application of "cultural fires” be incorporated into prescriptive burn plans
required for review of an activity or project’s environmental effects in a Consistency Checklist and agency
permits e.g. Butte County Air Quality Management District?”
Yes. Just because an activity is an expression of traditional ecological knowledge does not mean the City
has the ability to permit it on its lands without some CEQA review. Cultural fire projects on City lands will
proceed with the same project review as other projects. That includes BCAQMD permits as required.
BCAQMD has the authority to waive certain permits if it determines the smoke impacts are likely to be
extremely small.

Response to Comment A2-17
“Does reducing ladder fuels mean the preferred wholesale removal of these naturalized species or
solely removing their branches beneath their taller canopy?”
If the ladder fuels in question are the lower branches of non-native tree species and the woodland area
is already on the denser end of the VFMP vegetation community standards, then it would normally be
preferred to remove the entire tree rather than simply limb it up. However, this may not always be
possible in every situation depending on nesting season restrictions, limitations placed on streamside
work by CDFW, available resources, or other reasons.
“What training constituents [sic] ecologically trained hand crews, e.g. knowledge of native vs. invasive
species, proper pruning techniques?”
Ecological training for a project will be site- and project-specific and will be tailored to the task at hand
by qualified specialists who have experience communicating ecological information. For some
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projects, training could be extensive, for others, it could be concise and simple, depending on the work
to be done. Training records including trainer, date, topics covered, project or activity, and names of
people trained are maintained in the Parks Division front office and are available upon request.
“Is a manual available or to be developed for reference to prescribed field management techniques by
ecologically trained hand crews?”
No, training will be site- and activity-specific. An advantage of in-person training is that it can always
be tailored to unique site conditions or evolving USFWS/CDFW guidance.
Response to Comment A2-18
“In what cases would native plants need to be targeted for removal as any resort?”
In some areas, vegetation density is outside of the natural range of variation as a result of fire
suppression and/or lack of disturbance. Some results of fire suppression could include thickets of
numerous ten-to-thirty-year-old gray pines; large even-aged patches of brush instead of a diverse
mosaic of smaller clumps and openings; and shade-tolerant species such as evergreen oaks displacing
shade-intolerant species like black oak. While fire is an excellent tool for restoring habitat, fire is not
always feasible, so fire surrogates (i.e., mechanical removal) are used instead. Guidelines for thinning
that could result in thinning native plants are found in the VFMP, section 4.2.
Response to Comment A2-19
“What techniques and practices are to be used for Mechoopda-led cultivation of plants?”
It is up to the Mechoopda to tell the City, during tribal consultation, what techniques they would like to
see applied to the cultivation of a given individual, population, or community of plants. Tribal
consultation is built into the project consistency checklist process pursuant to CEQA and AB 52.
Based on consultation so far, the City anticipates cultural fire (i.e., usually relatively low-intensity and
often at the scale of a single plant at a time) and thinning by cutting (as stands of willow) would be
logical techniques and practices the Mechoopda might request. The VFMP and some key projects have
been written to anticipate and support these practices. Whatever the activity, it would be subject to the
same environmental review process under the PEIR as if it was being proposed/implemented by nonMechoopda people. The City may not be able to accommodate/implement every technique or practice
the Mechoopda request. However, the City anticipates that tribal consultation will result in high-quality
projects with a strong degree of both ecological integrity and feasibility.
Response to Comment A2-20
“This statement [VFMP Pg. 72 "-Utilize Mechoopda-led cultural fire to maintain and nourish “orchard
oaks”] implies that the practice of “Mechoopda-led cultural fire” is without adverse environmental
consequences.”
No. By proposing a treatment (such as thinning ladder fuels or removing invasive plants), the City does
not imply the treatment is without any adverse environmental consequences. The purpose of
environmental review is to understand whether the adverse environmental consequences of a treatment
are significant or not, and if they are, whether they are nonetheless justified by some beneficial
outcome.
Prescriptions for use of fire need to be explicit to understand and evaluate the extent of their potential
adverse environmental effects.
The City agrees that burn plans and prescriptions for individual fire projects need to be explicit and
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designed by knowledgeable burn managers who understand their potential adverse or beneficial
environmental effects. However, at a programmatic burn planning level, it is appropriate for fire
prescriptions to be much more general, often specifying just a target vegetation community, objectives,
and standard project requirements, as the VFMP PEIR (and, indeed, the Bidwell Park MMP) does.
Response to Comment A2-21
“Why are the prescribed fire standards for burning YST patches in Middle and Upper Park not expressed
here? A prescribe fire burn plan needs to be developed for approval by regulatory agencies (e.g. Butte
County Air Quality Management District) and application in the field.”
Yes. Development of a burn plan and smoke management plan (which indeed will be reviewed and
must be approved by BCAQMD) is a requirement for every prescribed fire project in the City. The
PEIR is a programmatic document that assumes each project within its scope will receive some
additional environmental review through use of the Project Consistency Checklist.
Due to the long 2020 fire season resulting in a shortage of qualified professionals available to complete
this task, specific burn plans for the YST in Middle and Upper Park (Project 5.3) are only being
developed this month, February 2021. These burn plans will be incorporated into the Project
Consistency Checklist prior to the final determination of the project’s consistency with the VFMP
PEIR. Similar to protocol-level surveys, burn plan development will continue to be a project-byproject process.
Response to Comment A2-22
The following questions refer to key project 5.7, pp. 70-72 in the third draft VFMP. For more details
on how project work plans will be written and translated into work getting done on the ground see
Master Response 4: Future Activity Workflow.
“What are the prescriptions (Best Management Practices) for ‘Understory Thin’ [;] orchard oak
restoration involving the referenced use of fire [;] the cultural fire demonstration area?[;] grassland
restoration and management projects?”[; and] the [oak] underburning demonstration site?”
As for all future activities under the VFMP, site-specific prescriptions would be developed by the
Director or the Director’s delegate based on the standards for the vegetation community, in this case
“Valley Oak Woodland” (VFMP 4.2.2) and “Grassland” (VFMP 4.2.1). These standards were written
by a team of vegetation and fire experts and reviewed by a Butte County registered professional
forester. Tribal consultation would also be conducted to give the Mechoopda Tribe the opportunity to
recommend site-specific practices (that are within the scope of the VFMP). In accordance with the
PEIR, a burn plan would be developed for each burning activity. This site offers good opportunities for
demonstrations of cultural burning activities (e.g., small prescribed fires, as small as a few hundred
feet, kindled in low-rate-of-spread conditions under careful control by humans to consume duff, pests
and small woody debris underneath large oaks). Grassland restoration and management projects are
likely to include planting of native plants and micro-burns of culturally significant individual plants
such as deergrass.
Response to Comment A2-23
“Where is this database [created in spring 2020] of fuels management issues available for use in
planning future activities and projects under the scope of this VFMP's PEIR and for public review and
general reference?”
The Miscellaneous Parcels Survey is available from the Natural Resources Manager upon request.
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Response to Comment A2-24
The commenter refers to the statement in section 6.5 of the VFMP,
A programmatic EIR allows managers to “front-load” CEQA analysis in advance. For example, it may
include resource inventories of certain areas, so crews do not have to conduct them later.

The commenter asks,
“What resource inventories for certain areas have been done and where are they available for public
review and general reference?”
Program-level resource inventories can be viewed in Appendix D of the PEIR. These inventories of
special-status animals and plants with potential habitat in Chico were compiled using CNDDB, iPAC,
CalFlora, herbarium records, and a wide variety of agency guidance documents to guide
reconnaissance-level surveys, protocol-level surveys, and the design of future projects/later activities.
These program-level resource inventories will save future surveyors research time and ensure the City
applies consistent standards to all its projects. It is still the responsibility of the Parks Division to stay
up-to-date on status changes for wildlife and plant species which may have potential habitat in Chico,
such as changes in listing status.
As noted above, some project-level resource inventories have also been completed. See Master
Response 3: The key projects.
Response to Comment A2-25
“In the DVFMP I did not find [the following items listed as deliverables in the City’s CAL FIRE grant
agreement]:
1. A “full Area Burn Plan” including the 5.3 Middle and Upper Park Star Thistle Burns.
2. An annual operations schedule to keep the parklands on track optimizing carbon storage;
3. An inventory of at least five major shovel-ready projects that will be ready for funding by mid-2021.
They have only generalized project descriptions, lack site-specific biological and cultural surveys and
an analysis of their environmental impacts in a Project Consistency Checklist / Initial Study.
1. The full area burn plan is being developed and should be available as a draft by the time this FEIR is
circulated to the BPPC and the public. It will be complete by the grant deadline. The specific burn
plans for 5.3 (Middle and Upper Park Star Thistle Burns) are also being developed, will also be
complete by grant deadline, and will be available for public review upon request.
2. At time of grant award, CAL FIRE presented the City with a change in plans. The City’s grant
would not be funded through the funding source applied for (California Climate Investments) but rather
through Community Wildfire Prevention funding. This change would release the City from having to
comply with the provisions related to quantitative greenhouse gas emissions tracking (carbon
inventorying) as well as those related to low income and disadvantaged communities. However, the
grant performance period would be shortened by one year. For this reason, the City is longer bound to
complete this particular deliverable related to carbon storage optimization, which was only included in
the grant application to satisfy requirements of the CCI funding source. However, the City still
analyzed the carbon/GHG impacts of implementing the VFMP (PEIR section 4.8). Pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines §15064(a)(2), it described GHG emissions impacts qualitatively.
3. See Master Response 3: The Key Projects.
“Has Cal Fire approved these omissions in the DVFMP? When will Cal Fire receive and then approve
the VFMP and its PEIR and release payments for its cost?”
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Yes, the City has regularly apprised CAL FIRE of grant progress, expected progress, and expected
changes through timely quarterly reports. CAL FIRE has also received each successive draft of the
VFMP and has reviewed the PEIR with positive comments. Each invoice to date (most recently on
Feb. 4, 2021) has been approved for payment.
The City thanks Mr. Elliott for his comments.
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LETTER A3: FRIENDS OF BIDWELL PARK; TOM BARRETT, BOARD OF DIRECTORS
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Comment A3-34
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Comment A3-34,
continued

Comment A3-35

Comment A3-36
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Comment A3-36,
continued

Comment A3-37

Comment A3-38
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Comment A3-39

Comment A3-38,
continued
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Comment A3-40

Comment A3-41

For ways plants
differ from animals,
see response to
Comment A3-12[E].

Comment A3-42
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Comment A3-42,
continued

Comment A3-43

Comment A3-44

Comment A3-45

Comment A3-46
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Comment A3-46,
continued

Comment A3-47

Comment A3-48

Comment A3-49
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Comment A3-49,
continued

Comment A3-50
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Comment A3-51

Comment A3-52
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Comment A3-52,
continued

See response to
comment A3-34

Comment A3-53

Comment A3-54

Comment A3-55
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Comment A3-55,
continued

Comment A3-56

Comment A3-57
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Comment A3-57,
continued
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Comment A3-57,
continued
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The commenter asks the following questions, presented here in italics, with the City’s response in plain
text:
Response to Comment A3-1
The commenter identifies various typographic and stylistic issues in the document and acknowledges
that thorough editing is not always possible when documents are produced in short amounts of time.
The commenter asks why the appendices are not listed in the Table of Contents.
In the digital PDF version posted on the BPPC web page, the PEIR and all its appendices are
combined into a single compressed document. That document’s table of contents does list the
appendices. The City will ensure that all future digital and print versions of the PEIR contain a master
table of contents that lists the appendices.
The heading “abbreviations” has been changed to “acronyms and special terms” and heading 1.1 has
been updated to be consistent with the Table of Contents. It is unlikely every formatting issue has been
resolved to the commenter’s satisfaction, but the City appreciates the commenter’s feedback.
Response to Comment A3-2
The commenter objects that the term “units” is used throughout the document without explanation (e.g.
“restoration units,” “thinning units”.) “Units” means the discrete bounded areas in which a type of
work is to be done.
A project can consist of a single unit or may consist of multiple units. If a project has multiple
units, they may be spread out in space or time, and/or they may differ in prescription (such as when a
south-facing hillslope is thinned to a different standard than the north-facing slope). This definition has
been added to the table of acronyms and special terms.
Response to Comment A3-3
“Proposed vegetation management projects not specifically listed in the DEIR along with their
detailed scopes of work should be reviewed and approved by the Commission prior to the
implementation of the project.”
The comment is noted. The Commission will continue to review and approve the general course of
work in Chico parklands, provide direction to staff, and advise the Council on priorities related to the
Parks. However, CEQA gives the City has considerable flexibility in how it reviews and approves
subsequent activities after a PEIR is in place. To spare the Commission, which only meets monthly,
from having to review every detailed work plan that is developed before managers can complete
environmental review and field supervisors can implement the work, a simplified approval process
could be developed pursuant to CEQA §15168(c). See Master Response 4: Future Activity
Workflow.
Response to Comment A3-4
“Missing from the SPRs is a project requirement for developing a project-level scope of work
prior to conducting a project that would spell out exactly what is going to be done and how it
complies with the DEIR, VFMP, SPRs and Mitigation Measures and any other project level
criteria (methods, protocols, expected outcomes etc.) required to be carried out in order to
conduct a project properly by anyone, including city staff, volunteers, CCC crews, CDF c[r]ews, city
staff, contractors, etc.”
The commenter requests more information about how future activities under the PEIR would be
translated into work getting done on the ground. See Master Response 4: Future Activity Workflow.
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Response to Comment A3-5
The commenter states that the VFMP and PEIR do not have a single set of goals and objectives and
says it mixes up the concepts of purpose, goal, and objective. He provides a helpful table comparing
three lists of objectives, showing that while the three lists are not exactly identical, they are not
inconsistent with each other.
The PEIR has been revised so that these three lists are identical (see Revisions to Text of Draft
PEIR). The VFMP has also been revised accordingly without removing or adding significant
information.
The commenter argues that the purpose of the VFMP should not be to “minimize risk of fire” because
that implies that zero fire risk would be achievable.
The City agrees zero fire risk is not achievable; “minimize” is commonly understood to mean
“reduce as much as feasible within constraints”. The commenter states the City needs to identify
achievable levels of risk. The comment is noted; formally establishing acceptable “levels of risk” was
not a goal or objective of the VFMP. Instead, the City has chosen to establish acceptable ranges of
vegetative fuel density that will both promote ecological health and reduce the risk of fire, compared to
doing nothing. To emphasize some of the other values that must be protected while reducing fire risk
(including ecological health), the sentence has been slightly reworded.
Response to Comment A3-6
“Who will make the determination as to what level of removal of flammable vegetation is
appropriate?”
The VFMP standards will be translated into detailed thinning prescriptions by a field supervisor,
Director or delegate, qualified consultant, and/or RPF. See Master Response 4: Future Activity
Workflow.
Response to Comment A3-7
“What areas would see vegetation reduced 90% similar to a wildfire? And why would vegetation need
to be reduced that much?”
Woodlands require some openings (as well as denser areas) to be healthy, a concept often described
as a “mosaic” and emphasized in the VFMP. Therefore, if there are large areas of dense vegetation
without any openings, especially if the vegetation is even-aged, the City would remove vegetation in
patches, to create openings (assuming a project/activity was funded and approved for that area). Within
those patches, vegetation would be reduced about 90%. To create a mosaic, surrounding vegetation
would be thinned less or simply left alone.
Disturbance is a hallmark and a driver of ecosystem health. Disturbance means anything that
removes or rearranges a community (e.g. a fire, a herd of elk, a landslide, or a hurricane). When
disturbances are both high-intensity and large in extent, we call them catastrophic. When disturbances
are high-intensity yet small in geographic extent, they are usually considered healthy in Californian
woodlands – indeed, they are key to sustaining biodiversity. Fire managers and foresters know that
even good fires have “hot spots” that leave small areas of high mortality, which are used by numerous
species that need them. Since an objective of the VFMP is to reverse or mitigate the adverse effects of
fire suppression, it makes sense that, in areas that have not burned in a while, the City would try to
reduce vegetation similar to how a (non-catastrophic) wildfire would reduce it. That means creating
some openings while other areas are relatively untouched.
Response to Comment A3-8
The commenter states there are few black oaks in the park and asks where the “legacy black oaks”
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are.
While individual black oaks are occasionally found along Big Chico Creek much lower, stands of
black oak woodland in Chico parklands are found on the South Rim of Big Chico Creek canyon,
usually close to 1000’ in elevation. Calflora (calflora.org) can provide locations of some stands
documented by trained botanists. Black oaks (Quercus kelloggii) are not a rare plant by any means, but
their relative rarity inside Chico parklands (combined with their importance to wildlife and human
heritage) could make black oak woodland conservation a priority in the minds of many Chico park
users.
There is no fixed definition for what makes a tree or stand a “legacy” tree or stand. It is a term
used to distinguish and honor trees of exceptional age, size, condition, or productivity, or trees or
stands that play a significant role in the cultural or natural history of an area. Stands that are on the
edge of their range or were once more numerous or healthy but now only survive in a diminished state
could also be thought of as “legacy trees”. Because black oaks are thought to have been more
numerous in what is now Bidwell Park prior to climate change and fire exclusion, remnant black oak
stands can be thought of as legacies of a past time.
Response to Comment A3-9
The commenter asks what other values relating to vegetation, besides that of reducing fire risk, the City
will improve.
As discussed in VFMP chapter 2, different parklands and greenways have many different values
(such as recreation, biodiversity, flood conveyance, etc.) they must uphold. The City felt it was
important to state up front that it can and will take other values besides just fire risk into account when
vegetation management decisions are made.
Response to Comment A3-10
The commenter quotes the PEIR:
If a detailed analysis using the Project Consistency Checklist can document that their impacts
are within the scope of the information in the program EIR, additional environmental
documentation will not be necessary. If new effects are identified that were not addressed in
the program EIR, the Project Consistency Checklist would then serve as an Initial Study to
determine the appropriate environmental documentation the City would need to prepare.

The commenter then states: “The first statement is not true. If there are impacts not identified and
addressed by the PEIR then additional environmental documentation will be required and it is stated
as such in the next sentence. So why have contradicting statements?”
The statements are consistent. If analysis determines that all a project’s impacts are the same ones
already identified and analyzed in the PEIR, then no new environmental document is needed (CEQA
Guidelines (§15168(c)(1) and (2)). If analysis determines that some of a project’s impacts are not
already identified and analyzed in the PEIR, then a new environmental document is needed (i.e., a
negative declaration, mitigated negative declaration, or EIR). The Project Consistency Checklist would
help the City determine which of those three it needed to prepare.
Response to Comment A3-11
“Have the private landowners affected by this PEIR been noticed about this document and plan?”
Some work contemplated under the VFMP (particularly Arundo removal on some stretches of
creek) would not be very effective without collaboration from adjacent private landowners. Even
though no specific private landowners have been approached about collaborating with the City yet, the
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Parks Division chose to mention the importance of private landowners in the VFMP PEIR, and to
analyze the program-level impacts of a program that did successfully collaborate with private
landowners. (For example, the analysis of the results of removing Arundo along a shared publicprivate stretch of creek assumed that all Arundo would be removed; it did not assume that Arundo
would be left intact on private parcels.) The reason for this was to make it easier for willing landowners
to voluntarily join in a City-led Arundo eradication project in the future, to allow private landowners to
benefit from the streamlined environmental review process of the PEIR applying to their lands (if they
chose), and to make sure private landowners could join in the Arundo removal activity without causing
that activity to fall outside of the scope of the PEIR. It is common for a programmatic weed removal
document to analyze the program’s effects without first contacting every landowner who might
eventually participate in the program (see e.g. YCRCD 2019).
No work could ever take place on private lands without the landowner’s voluntary participation and
signing a letter of understanding with the City. Because the Little Chico Creek Arundo removal
project has not yet been begun and surveys have not yet begun either, landowner participation has not
been sought yet.
Response to Comment A3-12
The commenter asks several questions related to the common theme of SPRs and mitigation
measures, which are addressed here one by one.
[A] “Based on the scope of the VFMP and the sensitive habitats within the area there are only three
(3) mitigation measures? In a standard EIR the SRPs would be mitigation measures.”
Mitigation measures may be more familiar to readers of project EIRs, but SPRs are a common
feature of the generation of programmatic EIRs developed over the last five to ten years. This includes
CAL FIRE’s Cal VTPEIR or the Tahoe Program Timber EIR. In these documents, SPRs replace the
concept of “best practices.” The whole program, with SPRs incorporated, is subjected to environmental
analysis. Remaining impacts, if any, are addressed through mitigation. However, mitigation measures
and SPRs both become binding elements of each activity’s Mitigation, Monitoring and Reporting Plan,
or MMRP.
[B]The commenter asks, “Why were the SRPs not included in the VFMP, but included as the basis of
evaluation in the DEIR?” Later, the commenter also asks for an explanation of the differences and
similarities between best practices and SPRs.
The VFMP was written first to identify the key projects and desired vegetation conditions on Chico
parklands. That included some best practices for achieving those vegetation conditions. Once the
VFMP was sufficiently complete to allow environmental review, the PEIR was developed. The SPRs
in Appendix C in the PEIR were developed from:
• the best practices in the VFMP;
• comments received from the public and agencies during scoping;
• SPRs in other PEIRs that could be usefully adapted to Chico parklands;
• Ideas generated during PEIR development by City staff, consultants, and VFMP team
members.
The SPRs and the best practices are not contradictory; they mutually reinforce each other.
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The commenter further asks, “For future projects (not later activities) not identified in the DEIR, will
the City develop a project with the best practices from the VFMP and apply the SPRs which are
considered exempt from environmental review once passed in the DEIR?”
SPRs are not “exempt from environmental review”. They form the basis of environmental review
for all future activities under the scope of the PEIR.
The City will develop future activities with the best practices from the VFMP and apply the SPRs,
then subject the activity to site-specific environmental review using the Project Consistency Checklist.
If the activity with SPRs incorporated is determined to have no additional impacts beyond what is
described in the PEIR, then the activity is within the scope of the PEIR and can proceed with no
additional environmental document. If the activity is found to have impacts not discussed in the PEIR,
then it would require an additional environmental document.
[C] The commenter states, “If the SRPs take the place of mitigations, then there needs to be an SRP
Monitoring Plan provide[d].”
Yes, SPRs are integrated into the FEIR’s mitigation, monitoring and reporting plan (MMRP). See
chapter 4 of this document. The MMPR is then customized and attached to the site-specific work plans
for each future activity.
“Therefore, by including SPRs in the proposed projects, mitigation measures will have to be developed
on a project-by-project basis through an MND?”
No, not through an MND for most future activities. Future activities, if they are determined to be
within the scope of the PEIR based on review using the project consistency checklist, will not need an
MND. They will just get a determination and a work plan/MMRP. The MMRP will contain the
relevant SPRs and/or mitigation measures (as applicable) from the PEIR. If a future activity is not
within the scope of the PEIR then it would need an additional environmental document, which could be
an MND.
[D] “Why are the SRPs in the DEIR twice, in Section 4 and Appendix C? But not in the VFMP?”
The SPRs are collected in Appendix C simply because it was thought convenient for the reader to
have them collected all in one place. For why they are not in the VFMP, see response to A3-12-[B]
above.
[E]“Mitigation Measure BIO-1a is the same as Mitigation Measure BIO-1b; except BIO-1a addresses
wildlife and BIO-1b plants. Why is it necessary to create two mitigation measures that address
the same thing?”
The two mitigation measures are indeed very similar because the same regulatory framework tends
to apply to wildlife and plants. However, animals and plants are sensitive to impacts in importantly
different ways. Plants are not sensitive to sound and are not frightened away from their nesting sites;
animals do not have a dormant phase during which their bodies can be completely incinerated with no
harm to next year’s offspring. The mitigation measure was split in hopes of making it easier for
wildlife biologists and botanists to understand and implement the VFMP PEIR.
“One mitigation not addressed is the “no project” mitigation measure. If impacts from proposed
project activities cannot be mitigated to a “less than significant” level based on environmental
analysis of future projects, then “no project” will mitigate it.”
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Correct: Avoidance is one category of mitigation. If environmental analysis concludes that impacts
could not otherwise be mitigated to a less than significant level, the City would either need to write an
EIR for that project and sign a Statement of Overriding Consideration before proceeding with it, or
(much more likely) simply abandon that vegetation management project, which would result in “no
project”. It goes without saying that the City always has the discretion to abandon a given vegetation
management project; that is what makes them discretionary actions and thus subject to CEQA.
“Mitigation Measure SOIL-1 (MM-SOIL-1), on pages 88 and 115, does not appear to exist in the
document or in Table 1.”
This mitigation measure, which addresses soil as well as hydrological resource issues, had been
moved to become MM-HYDRO-1. Due to consultant error, the reference was not updated. The
correction has been made in the document. The City regrets the error.
Response to Comment A3-13
The comment is noted. Adopting the commenter’s language in part, Impact HYDRO-j is revised to
read, “Arundo eradication activities that remove a significant amount of vegetation may result in an
adverse impact to water quality by potentially destabilizing the bank or creek-bed.” The commenter
notes that MM-HYDRO-1 had already been incorporated into the project description of the Arundo
removal project in the VFMP and thus does not really need to be a mitigation measure. He is right; the
duplication is due to consultant error. However, there does not appear to be any harm in letting MMHYDRO-1 stand as a mitigation measure.
Response to Comment A3-14
“It does not look like any impacts were analyzed for the specific projects outline in the VFMP, so
how can you state that ‘the City finds no significant impacts after mitigation’?”
As is appropriate for a programmatic EIR, impacts were analyzed as a programmatic level, not a
project level. For example, impacts to wildlife were analyzed for how they could occur over the life of
the program and how they could potentially be mitigated if they were found to be potentially
significant. Future activities under the PEIR will still be analyzed for site-specific impacts. This future
environmental analysis will tier off the PEIR, saving future managers the time and expense of starting
from scratch with every site-specific analysis.
“Supposed the two mitigation measures will be used when ‘irreversible and unavoidable’
impacts are caused by a project. Compensation mitigations are used when ‘irreversible and
unavoidable’ impacts are caused by a project. Purchasing land in another location to offset any
‘irreversible and unavoidable’ impacts does not result in no ‘irreversible and unavoidable’ impacts at
the project site.”
Correct, but it does result in no irreversible and unavoidable impacts to the species of concern.
That determination is not the City’s call to make, however. It can only be made by the trustee agency
or agencies with the statutory authority to protect species of concern and prevent them from becoming
listed or extinct. (In California, these agencies would be CDFW and/or USFWS, depending on the
species in question.)
Response to Comment A3-15
The commenter asks whether the program’s objective is to “reduce the likelihood of unwanted
ignitions” or to reduce the likelihood of catastrophic fires.
Page 65

In addition to “reduce the likelihood of unwanted ignitions,” the same section also states the
following objectives: “Reduce the negative effects of parkland fires on structures, lives and natural
resources” and “Create conditions under which fire, when it does occur, can have beneficial ecological
effects”. The two latter objectives can only be accomplished by managing vegetation to promote fire
behavior that is not catastrophic.
The commenter points out that fire suppression is itself a cause of modern, uncharacteristically intense
wildfires, and asks whether the best practice might not be to allow a fire to burn once it ignites.
Yes, depending on location, weather conditions, and weather forecast, it can be better to let some
wildland fires burn while monitoring them, rather than extinguishing them as soon as possible. This
strategy is known as “wildland fire use” or “suppression modification.”
The City does not control which fires are put out and how soon. The Chico Fire Department and
the Butte County Fire Department/CAL FIRE are responsible for putting out fires, . While neither
department has a modified suppression policy for Chico parklands, the Chico Fire Department is
beginning the process of developing a CWPP (Community Wildfire Protection Plan) which could
incorporate a modified suppression element for Upper Bidwell Park. The City is utilizing the VFMP
grant to develop loose modified suppression concepts (based on local topography and fire experience
and found in the Area Burn Plan document) from which the Chico Fire Department could draw or tier
as it develops its CWPP.
Response to Comment A3-16
The commenter asks a number of questions related to the following Program objective:
Post-fire, in the three woodland vegetation zones (Upland Mix, Blue Oak-Gray Pine, and
Valley Oak), create an open stand of well-spaced single-or few-stemmed trees that has reduced
horizontal and vertical fuel continuity.

The commenter asks, “What does ‘post-fire’ mean? Post which fire?”
In many cases, after a fire very little or nothing needs to be done. But after any fire that burned
hot enough over a large enough extent to kill a significant number of stems in a large patch and/or to
stimulate significant resprouting that could result in continuous horizontal fuels, some follow-up
treatments to promote ecological health. The commenter is concerned that the City would cut off all
but one stem of naturally multi-trunked species and create a “Central Park” style area that would be
inconsistent with natural values. This is not what the City intends to do, nor would it be remotely
possible for the City to achieve, given the resources available. However, after particularly hot burns
that top-kill trees across a relatively large area, land managers do have a choice to do nothing or take
management actions that support a fine-grained vegetation mosaic instead of a homogeneous, evenaged brushland vegetation type.
Choosing to leave lands alone post-fire will not necessarily result in a “natural state” because
twentieth-century human interventions have already removed Upper Park from its “natural state” as
Annie Bidwell and early Chicoans would have beheld it. Fire suppression, the withdrawal of traditional
gathering and cultural fire techniques that maintained open areas, the removal of most large fauna, and
anthropogenic climate change have already altered the Park’s plant communities and vegetation
structure. These changes create a trend toward larger and more homogeneous fires that result in larger
homogenous patches of vegetation, rather than the spatial and biological heterogeneity that is promoted
by a pre-settlement fire regime in the Cascade foothills.
As the VFMP describes (pp. 39-44), post-fire management should focus on recruiting oaks (of
all species); retaining shrubs that are relatively locally uncommon; removing invasive species and (if
desirable) sowing native seed gathered from within the Park or very nearby; and removing enough
resprouts from certain hardwood species (especially bay laurel and some oaks) to promote a tree form
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instead of a shrub field. While some denser patches of shrubs or scrub are an important part of a
habitat mosaic, continuous even-aged shrub fields are not very good habitat for most animal or plant
species. Removing some stems of some resprouting hardwoods (even if they are not strictly a “ladder
fuel” because there is no taller tree they can form a ladder to) can create beneficial openings that
increase biodiversity, improve habitat conditions for deer and most nesting bird species, and lower
future fire intensity and rate of spread.
Response to Comment A3-17
The commenter points out that several fires have burned in Bidwell Park over the last 20-30 years.
Haven’t they reduced fuel loads?
They have, and some areas that have burned recently look healthy. However, most wooded
lands in Bidwell Park are considerably fire-interval-departed (i.e., they are not burning as often as their
historical fire return intervals). Some areas of Upper Park have not burned in over 100 years. For more
on the fire interval-departed condition of Bidwell Park, see response to comment A3-54.
The commenter points out that the risk of catastrophic fire in Lower Bidwell Park is not as extreme as
in Concow/Paradise, and Lower Park has been described by the Fire Chief as “not that risky”
compared to other areas.
Correct; Lower Park is less risky than many other areas, but still more risky than the City of
Chico, many parkside residents, and CAL FIRE (who funded this work) would prefer to see. The
LiDAR work on which the fire risk analysis is based was modelled using fuel moistures of 3% for onehour fuels (such as grass), 4% for ten-hour fuels (stems under 1” thick) and 5% for 100-hour fuels
(stems under 4” thick). These values were recommended by a CAL FIRE modelling expert as
representing conditions of high fire hazard. While these conditions only exist a few days a year, the
City’s responsibility is not to study a best-case or average-day fire ignition, but rather to understand
and avoid the worst possible outcome that is still plausible. Based on the modelling results, the City
learned a serious fire in Lower Park is a low-probability, but potentially high-consequence, event.
The LiDAR fire risk map, and the conditions it is based on, should be considered in the context of
climate change. For central Butte County, the number of days per year with a 95th-percentile fire
weather index (i.e., extreme red flag conditions) has more than doubled since the early 1980s, and is
modelled to continue to increase until at least century’s end under both worst-case (RCP 8.5) and Parisaccord (RCP 4.5) scenarios (Goss et al 2020).
The commenter states that Lower Park’s fire hazard is relatively low because fires frequently start in
Lower Park but have always been put out so far. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment A3-18
The commenter asks whether it is the City’s responsibility to protect homes in the urban-wildland
interface through vegetation management or the developer’s responsibility to protect homes by
providing adequate setbacks and fire response provisions.
Of course, both public lands managers and private landowners share a responsibility to reduce
fire hazard and fire risk. Neither responsibility is absolute and the resources available to expend on fire
safety are not infinite. Furthermore, recent revisions to the CEQA statute and California building codes
place more responsibility than ever before on developers to build projects that do not expose people
and structures to wildfires. However, to the extent the City engages in any vegetation management at
all, most citizens would say management should be targeted to reduce fire risk to adjacent structures.
The Bidwell Park Master Management Plan affirms this:
O.P. 6 Employ proper horticultural practices to preserve and maintain oaks, other native
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vegetation, and other ecosystem functions within developed areas, wildlands (only where
necessary due to fire threat, etc.), and along trails [emphasis added].
NRMP- 5.2: Fire Management Objectives: Reduce the probability of wildfire within the Park
that threatens Park visitors, Park facilities, and surrounding landowners and residents.

The commenter makes a number of suggestions regarding building code and land use code upgrades
that would improve fire safety in Chico and the surrounding wildland-urban interface/ intermix.
These code changes are not within the scope of a vegetation management plan, nor are they within
the jurisdiction of the Parks Division. However, they are within the scope of the Chico General Plan
Revision and, in some instances, of the Community Wildfire Protection Plan currently being developed
by the Chico Fire Department. The Total Area Burn Plan developed by Deer Creek Resources for the
City includes many of these nonbinding recommendations, based on the wildland fire risk analysis
DCR conducted in 2020. The Planning Commission and/or Chico Fire Department can consider acting
on these recommendations.
Response to Comment A3-19
The commenter asks for references for the statement that suppression of cultural fires is “a primary
cause” of the twenty-first century wildfire crisis, and points out other causes, such as climate change
and the suppression of lightning-ignited fires as well.
The City agrees the crisis has several causes and has revised the wording from “a primary
cause” to “among the causes”. If he is interested in better understanding the connection between
suppression of cultural fire and the current Californian wildfire crisis, Mr. Barrett can examine the
following sources.
Anderson, M. Kat. 2005. Tending the Wild: Native American Knowledge and the Management of
California’s Natural Resources. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.
Hankins, Don. 2021. “Reading the landscape for fire.” Bay Nature, winter, 2021. Available online at
https://baynature.org/article/reading-the-landscape-for-fire/
Kimmerer, R, and Frank Lake. 2001. “The role of indigenous burning in land management.” Journal of
Forestry, Volume 99, Issue 11, November 2001, Pages 36–41, https://doi.org/10.1093/jof/99.11.36
Lake, F., and Jonathan Long. 2014. “Fire and tribal cultural resources.” Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-GTR247. Albany, CA: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station:
173-186.
Response to Comment A3-20
The commenter addresses a number of statements about Lindo Channel. First, the commenter states,
“Lindo Channel provides flood control function now, but it was the primary creek flow until the
diversion of Little Chico Creek through town. Lindo Channel was given to the State of California
for a state park by Annie Bidwell, so there was a park purpose to the land originally.”
Whether Lindo Channel was always or usually the primary creek flow through what is now
Chico is a matter of some historical controversy (GEM 2001 p. 1-2). Annie Bidwell may have tried to
make a park out of part of Lindo Channel, but the State of California did not choose to use it for that
purpose, instead conveying it to Butte County who later deeded it to the City. The flood control
diversion structures near Five-Mile were built by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers in 1961 and are
maintained by the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) in partnership with the County of
Butte and the City. DWR manages the channel for flood conveyance (under a master maintenance
permit from California Department of Fish and Wildlife).
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The commenter asks what recreation and safe non-motorized transportation opportunities Lindo
Channel provides.
There is a short section of formal, paved bike trail in the Channel which provides a safe
undercrossing to Highway 99 and is depicted as Class 1 bike trail on the Chico Bike Map (BCAG
2014), and several informal trails are used by non-motorized travelers between the Madrone Bridge
area in the east to the Manzanita Court/Mangrove Avenue shopping areas in the west. The creekbed
itself, when dry, is also an informal travel route. Although the City does not spend money maintaining
them, these routes are nonetheless important recreational and travel resources for some Chicoans.
The commenter states the City of Chico has owned Lindo Channel since the mid 1990’s but has yet to
develop a plan for its use and functions.
This is true. Nonetheless, DWR and the City currently manage the Channel to meet flood
conveyance and greenway values.
Response to Comment A3-21
The commenter writes, “There should be no reason to remove native plant species in riparian areas.
Native plant species should be encouraged not removed. The risk of a catastrophic fire in a riparian
zone, while ever present, is not as great as the fire risk in drier and higher plant communities. Grape
vines cover a lot of the riparian areas and are considered by the Plan to be ‘ladder fuel’; however, it is
really hard to burn riparian vegetation with high water content and therefore isn’t a great a threat.”
The VFMP does not state that fire danger is just as high in riparian areas as it is in drier plant
communities. The VFMP only states that riparian areas can benefit from thinning under some
circumstances. Riparian areas rarely burn intensely, but they did burn historically, so riparian plants
are still fire-adapted. As well, large fauna such as elk and deer herds would have browsed the riparian
areas historically, keeping vegetation in check. Today these species have largely been removed from
the system. Adding to that, temperatures are rising, and water tables are dropping, which means that
less vegetation can thrive in a single square foot. Therefore, it is prudent for a plan adopted in 2021 to
at least allow for the possibility of needing to reduce some native vegetation density to improve overall
riparian community resilience.
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Due to the overwhelming amount of Himalayan
blackberry in most riparian corridors, however, it
rare that native vegetation gets the chance to
become overgrown enough to need reduction,
because native plants are constantly out-competed
by invasive species, with the exception of
California Grape. While live grapevines do have a
high-water content, dead ones do not. California
grape is very good at climbing other native species
(coffeeberry, redbud, dogwoods, etc.) and then
killing them because they take over so fully that
the species, they are climbing can no longer
receive sunlight to photosynthesize. They do the
same thing to older vines, thus creating a stack of
dead tree/shrub, dead grapevines, and then live
grape vines on top. Even in the more humid
riparian corridor, that stack still poses a significant
threat if it were to ignite. Grapevines also have the
capability to hold dead limbs suspended even after
they have detached from the tree, causing a safety
hazard in a public park (see image).
Big Chico Creek specifically is home to the foothill yellow legged frog and the western pond turtle,
both considered by California Department of Fish and Wildlife to be species of special concern and
both under consideration for being listed under the Endangered Species Act. These species require
sunlight to live. Turtles need sunlight for basking. Frogs require sunlight for occasional basking and
algal growth for tadpoles to feed on. Reserving the potential to remove some native non-listed
vegetation to enhance sensitive species’ habitat is a worthwhile measure.
Response to Comment A3-22
The commenter quotes the following section of the PEIR:
Page 22 Map – Managing Valley Oak
Select healthiest trees, thin to average 70 trees/ac. Chip cut/downed woody material <4"; >4"
can be chipped or left (10' from nearest trunk) based on site conditions. Remove invasives first
before removing any natives as a last resort. Grazing, with grazing plans and enough creek
setback. Consider protecting young oaks from herbivores. Promote native
biodiversity/productivity.

The commenter then asks the following questions, presented here in italics (City response in plain
type):
“Who is to determine what are healthiest trees? Is that an appropriate criterium?”
In parts of Chico parklands, the combination of fire suppression and drought exacerbated by climate
change have led to unhealthy stand densities in which individual trees are in constant competition for
sunlight aboveground, and for nutrients and water underground. This constant competition can lead to a
myriad of forest health issues like insect infestations, disease outbreaks, and higher mortality.
However, some individual trees seem less susceptible to these issues than others. Yes, selecting for the
healthiest trees is likely prudent to create the best chance of passing on a climate-resilient stand to
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future generations. The healthiest trees will be identified the same way the trees to be removed (if any)
will be marked: by a qualified specialist, arborist, botanist, Registered Professional Forester, or City
staff member with adequate training. Of course, dead and senescent trees are also extremely important
habitat and the VFMP also sets a standard of retaining 2-4 snags/acre (on average) across City
parklands.
“Will the trees to be “selected” to remain in an area to be thinned native trees or any trees? The
VFMP states that non-native woody species should be removed “where they compete with
Valley oaks for light or are touching canopies”. This map states that invasives should be
removed first and is not consistent with the VFMP. Shouldn’t all non-native woody species be
removed, period, before thinning out native trees?”
The map and the VFMP are consistent. All non-native trees in a thinning unit would be removed
before removing any native trees in that unit. The VFMP states this on pp. 14, 32, 34, 35, 40, and 41.
“Where does the 70 trees per acre come from? Why was this density selected? […] Does the 70 trees
per acre apply to the entire park or just areas where there are too many trees such as the Petersen
walnut orchard?”
This just pertains to the Peterson Walnut Orchard as a first step in trying to restore that area to a more
natural landscape. 70 TPA is a good first step to restore healthy forest structure without leaving trees
susceptible to wind throw. This density would generally leave Valley Oak trees spaced out 25 feet by
25 feet. That is an average and there is no expectation or desire that trees will be exactly 25 feet by 25
feet apart. Healthy habitats require a heterogenous, “mosaic” structure with clumps, individuals, and
openings. Given the existing stand structure, and the desire to grow healthy trees and leave room for
them to extend their large canopies for future growth, 70 TPA was selected. There could be other ways
to express this desired density (e.g., as a range instead or in terms of basal area). Basal area standards
tend to allow for more space for large trees and less space for small trees.
Valley Oaks and other oak woodland communities are not fully integrated into the California Forest
practice rules, so foresters are left using their best judgement and their knowledge of local ecologies to
estimate healthy density ranges.
“The VFMP also states that woody material <4” can be left on the ground as can material >4”.
Chipping should be kept to a minimum to prevent the killing off of annuals and grasses. Why is
dried, chipped woody material not considered to be a fuel (per Jim Dempsey), but leaves,
branches, and small woody debris on the ground is? The document recommends raking this
material away from bases of trees before prescribed burns because it might ignite. If that woody
debris will ignite why won’t chipped material?”
Chipping woody material increases the surface area and moisture absorption of the woody material,
allowing for faster decomposition (carbon cycling) rates, compared to woody material left intact.
Chipping is simply aiding in nature’s natural decomposition cycle. Spreading chips in place allows
nutrients to cycle on the site, as opposed to exiting the cycle if they are hauled off in green waste bins.
Chips will become soil faster than a branch will become soil.
Chipping can adversely affect annuals and some native grasses, but it can also aid in reducing invasive
species. Native grasses are generally not thriving in areas where chipped depths could reach 4” in depth
due to the amount of woody material present. Areas that might reach the 4” depth are generally areas
with overgrown trees that shade out the understory. Many native bunch grasses require full sun and
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thus will not be present in those areas. Native annuals that could be affected are largely fire adapted
and have seed stores in the soil that can last years and come up when conditions are right for blooming.
Intact woody debris and chipped woody debris can both ignite. However, chipped material will
decompose faster into soil than intact woody material, meaning chipped material will be flammable for
fewer seasons and likely for fewer days each season (because chipped material more easily absorbs
dew and nighttime humidity). To reduce fire hazard from woody debris, raking material (including
chips) away from the base of oaks is a generally recommended practice before prescribed burning and
is incorporated into most burn plans. This is because of the way oaks grow. They have gnarls and
notches which make unique habitat features for critters, but also allow sparks to enter the trunk and
then ignite.
“There are a number of plants that should be protected from grazing including elderberry,
California blackberry (Rubus ursinus), Western Blackberry (R. leucodermis), coffee berry, and
other native plants that should be encouraged to grown and now mowed down by goats [sic].”
Elderberry is a federally protected plant and thus has specific management guidance the City must
follow. Wire caging around specific plants has proven to be an effective deterrent to grazers and can be
used as needed to protect vulnerable individuals, at the direction of a Director, field supervisor,
Coordinator, grazing specialist, forester, or agency. However, native shrubs are adapted to grazing and
browsing and evolved with ruminants. Over-protecting plants like coffeeberry, toyon or deer brush can
lead to the plants growing much taller and larger than is healthy for the plant community. Native
ruminants are much less numerous in Butte County than in historical times (Wertz 2001). Introducing a
grazer like goats can act as simulation of a natural process.
Response to Comment A3-23
The commenter notes that other regulations apply to removal of riparian vegetation. He is correct; all
work in creeks (and often even well up on creek banks or benches) can only be done under a Lake and
Streambed Alteration Agreement (LSAA, often called an LSA or a “1600” permit) from CDFW. For
all projects within the scope of the VFMP PEIR, it is a standard project requirement that an LSAA first
be negotiated with CDFW. To comply with CEQA, CDFW generally files a Notice of Determination
(NOD) when it issues an LSA or other Agreement. The public can review the NOD. Work can
commence as soon as the NOD is filed.
Response to Comment A3-24
The commenter asks, “Why thin undergrowth <150 [feet] from the road under gray pines? Why 150
feet? How far around the gray pine? Just underneath the gray pine or from the road to the gray pine?”
These recommendations were developed by a registered professional forester and are designed to
improve park evacuation route safety by reducing the likelihood of gray pines torching within 150’ feet
of a road. Although gray pines are relatively fire-resistant trees, once they do ignite, they burn more
explosively than other native Northern Californian tree because of their unique pitch chemistry.
Therefore, removing brush from around their base is prudent near roads. As the measure states,
undergrowth that is beneath gray pines will be thinned if it is within 150’ of a road.
“Always ‘try’ to retain blue oaks? Should say ‘Always retain blue oaks’!
As important as blue oaks are, it would be imprudent of the City to take away crews’ ability to remove
a blue oak if it is a hazard tree or one of dozens of young blue oaks competing inside the dripline of a
legacy blue oak and compromising its safety.
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Response to Comment A3-25
The typographical error (“be be”) has been corrected. The commenter is correct: No, funding a project
does not make the funder the lead agency. However, although it isn’t common, sometimes a funder is
willing to serve as a lead agency if the grantee does not have capacity to manage the environmental
review for a project and/or the resources in question are in some way under the jurisdiction of the
funding agency. It’s not anticipated that the City would start performing environmental review this way
on a regular basis, but it was thought prudent to draft the VFMP PEIR in a way that at least allows for
the possibility. To do so does not in any way compromise the City’s rights or abilities. This kind of
language is becoming increasingly common in programmatic environmental review documents, as lead
agencies increasingly collaborate or rely on each other to expand their own environmental review
capacity. See also the response to comment A2-9.
Response to Comment A3-26
The commenter asserts “the draft VFMP was not completed in 2020 [because] the VFMP has not been
finalized at this time. A final draft VFMP has not been released, yet the DEIR is being reviewed.” A
draft can be completed without being adopted. For example, a draft General Plan – no matter how
complete -- remains technically a draft until the EIR on that General Plan is certified. Only when the
EIR is certified can that General Plan’s status change from “draft” to “final” and legally be adopted.
Although it is not a general or specific plan, the VFMP is a program of work and is a project under
CEQA. A project under CEQA cannot be approved (adopted) by a public body until environmental
review has been completed on it. Just as a housing development might have plans that are complete,
but not approved, until its EIR is certified, so too the VFMP is considered complete. (But not adopted,
until its PEIR is approved.) Certainly, until the moment the VFMP is adopted by the BPPC, revisions
could be made, and if those revisions significantly changed the VFMP or its impacts, then the VFMP
and its PEIR would need to be recirculated.
The commenter adds that a seventh project was added to the third draft VFMP “that has not been
review by the public.” The seventh project was added based on public and Commissioner response to
the second draft. The public was able to review the seventh project for 45 days during the DPEIR
review process, as Mr. Barrett has done.
Response to Comment A3-27
Please see Master Response 3: The Key Projects.
Response to Comment A3-28
The commenter quotes Section 1006.1 of the Chico City Code, which states,
Section 1006.1. The Bidwell Park and Playground Commission - Powers and duties.
The Bidwell Park and Playground Commission, except when suspended as provided in
this Charter, shall have the following powers and duties:
A. The power and duty to operate and maintain all of the parks and playgrounds
owned by the city and to adopt such rules and regulations as may be necessary to govern
and control the use of such parks and playgrounds.
B. The power and duty to provide for the propagation, planting, removing, pruning
and maintenance of all trees and shrubberies along the streets and sidewalks of the city
and to adopt such rules and regulations as may be necessary to govern and control the
planting, removal, pruning, and maintenance of such trees and shrubberies.

The commenter goes on to state that projects conducted under the VFMP and PEIR still require
Page 73

Commission approval and should not be implemented until a thorough and documented project
proposal, work plan, mitigation plan, and monitoring plan is in place for each project conducted
under the VFMP. Yes, each future activity needs at least a description, detailed work plan, and
monitoring plan. City code does not specify the Commission must publicly or otherwise review every
work plan, mitigation plan, and/or monitoring plan. City Code only directs the Commission to “operate
and maintain” the parks and playgrounds and “adopt such rules and regulations as may be necessary”
to do so.
Of course, the City must always comply with CEQA. A programmatic PEIR provides the City with
flexibility in how to comply with CEQA. For future activities within the scope of the PEIR, the
Commission is not required by CEQA to review each work plan individually.
Response to Comment A3-29
Please see Master Response 4: Future Activity Workflow.
Response to Comment A3-30
The commenter advises that SPR BIO-5 is difficult to understand and asks whether a project
implementer will be responsible for interpreting it. Some SPRs are fairly technical. No, project
implementers should not be responsible for interpreting SPRs without guidance. This would be the
responsibility of the Director or delegate, or of the Field Supervisor with the supervision of the
Director or delegate. Please see Master Response 4: Future Activity Workflow.
Response to Comment A3-31
The commenter asks a number of questions based on page 31 of the PEIR.
“Staff will have to prepare an environmental assessment for every project not included as the
‘key’ projects in this document?” Yes, staff will need to prepare a project consistency checklist for
each future activity implemented under the scope of the VFMP PEIR. That does include any future
activity not included as a “key” project. Additionally, it does include all the “key” projects as their
environmental review is not complete yet either. (See Master Response 4.)
“What rare cases [requiring mitigation] did the City identify?”
As described in the PEIR, the City identified two cases or types of cases that could require
mitigation. The first rare case the City identified during environmental analysis is specific to Arundo
removal and involves potential bank destabilization from wholesale Arundo removal. Generally, the
City would remove very little streamside vegetation, if it removed any. However, in the case of
Arundo, which forms very dense invasive thickets, the City would need to remove all streamside
vegetation at once (because it is all Arundo). If this action were taken without mitigation, it could
cause a potentially significant impact of eventual bank failure from eventual death and undermining of
the Arundo root ball. Therefore, the City established MM-HYDRO-1 which should be used whenever
Arundo stands are large enough that their removal could cause a potentially significant impact on bank
stability.
The second rare case the City identified during environmental analysis is general, indeed
hypothetical, and involves potentially significant impacts to listed species. While the City does not plan
any specific vegetation management projects that are already known to pose a significant impact to a
listed species of plant or wildlife, many listed species do occur on City-managed parklands and
therefore a future potentially significant impact to listed species cannot be ruled out. A listed species
could be discovered in a planned vegetation management unit during a pre-implementation survey next
month, or a species not listed currently could become listed three years from now. Either way, the City
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would like to be prepared, so it developed a mitigation framework it could apply if one of those
situations arose and the City still wanted to proceed with the project.
These mitigation measures (HYDRO-1 and BIO-1a and 1b) are the “additional measures [that]
were developed and are presented as mitigation measures”.
To summarize, the City concluded, after environmental analysis, that it could think of some
instances where potentially significant impacts could result even after incorporation of SPRs. It
designed mitigation measures to be applied in those cases. If the mitigation measures were feasible
(and received the concurrence of the relevant trustee agency, e.g. CDFW, USFWS), then those
potentially significant impacts would be mitigated, and the vegetation management project could go
forward without a subsequent EIR. (Obviously, a mitigation and monitoring plan would still need to be
developed.) If the mitigation measure as described in the VFMP PEIR was not feasible, however, then
the vegetation management project would either need to be abandoned or a new EIR developed.
Obviously, the scenarios described above are not the only possible significant impacts a
vegetation management activity could have. Every activity still receives analysis using the project
consistency checklist, and if it is found to have a potentially significant impact not described in the
PEIR, then it is not within the scope of the PEIR and a whole new MND or EIR would be needed.
The commenter goes on to offer his understanding of how the process would work, reprinted here in
italics with City responses in normal text.
How does this work?
1. A specific fuel reduction project is developed for a specific area (vegetation unit).
Correct.
2. The work plan for the project incorporates appropriate SRPs into the work plan.
Correct (SPRs).
3. An environmental evaluation of the work plan with the SRPs is conducted using the Project
Consistency Checklist (aka Environmental Checklist).
Correct.
4. If the Checklist or the person conducting the environmental review identifies significant impacts,
mitigation measures will be added to the work plan to render the impacts to less than
significant.
Correct.
5. The project receives a mitigated negative declaration (MND), and the project can proceed with
approval from the Park Commission.
Almost correct. If the mitigation measures added to the work plan were HYDRO-1, BIO-1a,
and/or BIO-1b, then a new MND would actually not be required: only the determination from the
project consistency checklist, and of course a mitigation/monitoring plan approved by the appropriate
trustee agency (CDFW and/or USFWS). (Please see Master Response 4: Future Activity
Workflow.) However, if the mitigation measures were anything other than the ones in the VFMP
PEIR, then yes, an MND would be required.
Response to Comment A3-32
The commenter asks, “How would one know if there were changes to the resource or sensitivity at the
project site without conducting an environmental review?”
Depending on resources known to be present in the area at one time from earlier surveys, a simple
reconnaissance survey is often adequate to determine whether there were changes to the resource or
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sensitivity at the project site. In some cases, a protocol-level survey is the better choice.
Response to Comment A3-33
The commenter states that parks managers are not responsible for aesthetic decisions; the BPPC is.
“Managers” in the passage in question was used loosely to mean anyone contributing to the
management of parklands (as the BPPC certainly does), not only individuals who have the word
“manager” in their title or job description.
Yes, the BPPC sets an aesthetic tone for the parklands, which is why the BPPC has been closely
reviewing and revising the VFMP at every stage of its development to ensure it reflects community
aesthetic standards.
Response to Comment A3-34
Under the VFMP, sightlines would not be raised “for public safety”. Vegetation would be removed
when necessary to reduce fire risk, lower flame lengths, and achieve fuel loading standards for that
vegetation community. Sightlines would be raised as a secondary consequence of that vegetation
removal. CEQA requires lead agencies to analyze the aesthetic and other effects of actions. Therefore,
the City is analyzing the aesthetic effects of the lifting and lengthening of sightlines that would result
from VFMP implementation in some areas. That lifting sightlines makes some people feel safer is
indisputable but is not the justification for the action.
The commenter states, “Lifting and lengthening sightlines is not the aesthetic of a ‘natural’ park.”
Fire lifts and lengthens sightlines. Many parts of California, including the Sierra-Cascade
foothills, featured longer sightlines when they were in their natural state than they do now.
The commenter states, “The Plan and this document call for the removal of all lower branches of all
trees and shrubs.”
No, the Plan does not call for the removal of all lower branches of all trees and shrubs. The Plan
emphasizes a fine-grained mosaic that would include openings, some denser areas, and thinner areas.
Thinning along creekways and other linear units would be done in a “checkerboard” pattern (SPR
BIO-9) to leave denser viney refugia alternating with thinned units. This creates good habitat variation
and simulates the results of patchy, self-limiting fires consistent with a natural fire regime. As the
commenter states, wildlife does nest in shrubs and viney areas, so clearing a large homogeneous area at
a time is inconsistent with wildlife values. However, most wildlife use edge habitat (the border
between dense and open areas) more than they use the interior of patches. Thinning in patches and
checkerboards usually improves biodiversity. Birds can nest in the tops of shrubs just as well as they
can nest in lower branches. Higher nest sites may offer more protection from predators such as
domestic cats.
The commenter states, “The natural, native shrubbery in the Park should not be manicured and raised.
Spice bush, red bud, coyote bush, native blackberry, coffee berry, elderberry, bay, madrone, and other
native shrubs are bushes with multiple branches arising from the root.”
Yes, all these species are naturally multi-trunked as well as fire dependent. In the absence of fire,
they can eventually become unhealthy as individuals and as communities. The VFMP does not call for
manicuring native shrubbery, but some native shrubs could be removed or trimmed if they are under
the dripline of other trees or are part of an unnaturally large and homogeneous vegetation patch.
The commenter states that “unless there is an active public relations campaign by the City,” residents
will complain about the aesthetics of areas blackened in prescribed fires. The comment is noted.
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The commenter states that since vistas will be lengthened from some vantage points, the aesthetic
impacts should be identified as significant. CEQA only identifies adverse aesthetic effects as
significant; beneficial or aesthetically neutral effects are not considered significant under CEQA.
As the commenter points out and the PEIR acknowledges, aesthetic judgements are subjective.
While some people could find longer vistas to be less aesthetic than denser vegetation, the City does
not find that the VFMP would result in significant adverse aesthetic impacts.
The commenter notes that adverse aesthetic impacts result when trees are cut leaving stumps behind,
especially when the trees could have been removed with a weed wrench or Pulaski. He requests that
future work plans include stump removal or grinding or (when possible) remove trees in ways that do
not leave stumps. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment A3-35
The commenter observes that the Air Quality section states on page 44 of the PEIR,
the [Butte County Air Quality Management] District’s two recommendations for mitigating
impacts to below a level of significance were adopted into this EIR (see 4.3.4).

The commenter asks where these two measures are to be found. The City apologizes for the poorly
worded section, which has been revised for clarity.
The two measures requested by the BCAQMD which were incorporated into the PEIR as SPRs (not
mitigation measures) are as follows:
•

•

The BCAQMD acknowledges the need for a Smoke Management Plan (SMP) as noted in the
VFMP. It can be assumed that the prescribed burning portion of the program would not conflict
with established air quality attainment plans and would not result in a significant impact if
prescribed burns are conducted in compliance with an approved SMP.
All movable chippers of 50 HP or greater should be registered either with BCAQMD or
through the statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP).

Response to Comment A3-36
The commenter makes several comments related to potential impacts from prescribed fire.
The commenter states that wildfire smoke from upper Bidwell Park would be less toxic than, and
should not be compared to, smoke from the Camp Fire that burned structures.
It is true that smoke from burning only vegetation is less toxic than from burning vegetation and
structures. All smoke is hazardous to breathe.
The commenter asserts that “prescribed burns would never offset wildfire burns.” This is not
supported by current literature.
Prescribed fires are now widely accepted in the air quality regulation community to both emit less
smoke per acre than wildfires (NPFA 2020; Liu et al 2017) and to reduce the smoke impacts of
wildfires that inevitably later re-burn the same areas (Schweitzer & Cisneros 2016, Ingalsbee 2015).
The commenter also states, “there is no way to quantify the reduction in wildfire smoke due to the
implementation of the VFMP”.
The precise number of acres to be burned over the lifespan of the VFMP is not knowable today
because it will depend on funding availability and other factors. Therefore, the VFMP is being
analyzed at a programmatic level. Given a hypothetical acreage figure, it is indeed possible to quantify
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(model) the reduction in future wildfire smoke from prescribed burning activities; however, CEQA
does not require a lead agency to do so for a programmatic EIR.
The commenter asserts that any smoke savings from VFMP activities would be lost as soon as wildfires
run outside the park onto private lands that have not seen fuel reduction activities.
The park’s largest up canyon neighbor is the Big Chico Creek Ecological Reserve (BCCER), where
prescribed burns, mechanical treatments, and grazing have been systematically reducing fuels and
restoring a natural range of vegetation density for decades. To the northeast, several large properties on
Musty Buck Ridge are part of CAL FIRE’s Cohasset VMP program to reduce fuels and restore a
lower-intensity burn regime through mastication and prescribed burning activities. Of the large
landowners in the watershed, the City of Chico arguably has the fewest acres of fuels
reduction/restoration planned over the next several years. The VFMP process has been an effort to
bring the City’s pace and scale of vegetation management into line with regional standards.
The commenter writes, “The DEIR states that a Smoke Management Plan will be developed when
prescribed burning will occur; however, it doesn’t not [sic] state what is required in s [sic] SMP or
who is responsible for producing it. In one section is [sic] states that the City will get an SMP from
BCAQMD and in other places it says that an SMP will have to be developed prior to a prescribed
burn. Which is it?”
An SMP is developed by an applicant (with BCAQMD’s assistance) and then reviewed and
approved by BCAQMD, prior to a prescribed burn. The commenter may be correct that an SMP is not
technically a permit, but it is still a document that must be approved by a regulatory agency before the
City may burn. Therefore, the section “needed regulatory permits” that refers to SMPs has been
renamed “needed regulatory permits and approvals.”
The City takes the respiratory health of its citizens and neighbors very seriously. Sooner or later,
vegetation in most of California is likely to burn and produce smoke. By choosing the time and the
manner of that burning, humans can have some control over the volume of smoke produced and who
breathes it. Unlike wildfire, prescribed burns are deliberately conducted such that the exposure of
humans to smoke is minimized.
In terms of their smoke impacts, prescribed fires differ from wildfires in several ways. First,
prescribed burns are subject to a smoke management plan (SMP), which analyzes possible negative
effects from the smoke, identifies sensitive receptors (homes, schools, businesses) that could be
affected by the smoke, and identifies the weather conditions that would be likely to loft smoke away
from these sensitive receptors. Second, the burn prescription (part of the burn plan) is written to specify
burns can only be ignited in those acceptable weather conditions (i.e. increasing the likelihood that
smoke will loft into the atmosphere and dissipate, rather than settling over town). Third, with sufficient
burn unit preparation, prescribed burns can reduce future wildfire intensity and thus reduce the amount
of smoke that is released when atmospheric conditions might be at their worst for smoke impacts.
The commenter states, “Most of the vegetation under consideration for reduction activities will never
burn even without vegetation management activities.”
The comment is noted. The City assumes that every acre of fire-adapted California will burn at
some point. Even though it is not possible to predict with perfect accuracy which acres will burn soon
and which will not, the City still has an obligation, within reasonable limits, to reduce wildfire risk and
improve natural values (such as habitat) on lands it owns.
Response to Comment A3-37
The commenter asks: if the Butte HCP is not approved yet, why was it even mentioned in the VFMP
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PEIR?
Only because CEQA requires EIRs to address the presence/status of any HCPs/RCPs in the vicinity
of the project area.
The commenter further asks, if the Butte HCP were to be adopted, what would be the impact on the
VFMP?
If the Butte HCP/RCP were to be adopted, land developers would be able to pay a fee in lieu of
certain mitigation actions for some species, particularly Butte County Meadowfoam (BCM). This
could mean an accelerated pace of residential or commercial development (but still in line with the
General Plan). Certain areas currently within the scope of the VFMP (Bidwell Ranch; South Chico
Conserved Parcels) might get a bigger dedicated budget for Butte County Meadowfoam (BCM)
restoration, which could fund vegetation management projects that benefit BCM. Not all of these
projects would have any particular impact on vegetative fuels, but some might be within the scope of
the VFMP (e.g. prescribed burns, prescribed grazing). The overall impact on the VFMP would be
minor.
Response to Comment A3-38
The commenter observes that not all biologists are qualified to perform biological surveys, even if they
have a degree.
The City agrees (SPR BIO-2). A degree is not necessary to conduct a biological survey; “biological
technicians” (who may or may not have a degree) are likely to spend the bulk of their time in the field
and are generally highly qualified to perform surveys within their area of specialization, but not
necessarily other areas (just like any professional). Furthermore, a botanist is not necessarily able to
conduct wildlife surveys, and a raptor expert cannot necessarily conduct a botanical survey. An RPF
(registered professional forester) may be qualified to perform one or both, but not necessarily.
Furthermore, a reconnaissance-level survey to identify invasive weeds can often be conducted by
someone who would not necessarily be qualified to conduct a protocol-level survey for rare plants.
Certifications do exist in both wildlife biology and botany, but they have not been secured by enough
professionals to be practical. (See also response to A2-11.)
To avoid this confusing language, the City has revised the passage to use the phrase “qualified
specialist” throughout. A qualified specialist is someone whose experience and references indicate they
possess the regionally appropriate knowledge of species and protocols needed to perform the particular
survey for which they are being hired.
The pool of people qualified to provide ecological training to crews and contractors is necessarily
larger than the pool of people available to provide surveys. This is because, by the time crews are being
trained and directed to a work area, sensitive resources have already been flagged for avoidance.
Response to Comment A3-39
SPR-BIO-1 is simply a reconnaissance survey to determine the presence or absence of suitable habitat,
not the presence or absence of particular species. If no suitable habitat is present for any sensitive
species, or it’s clear the habitat areas can be avoided, then there is no need to do further review or
studies. If there is suitable habitat and it’s not clear the habitat can clearly be avoided, then additional
surveys would be needed (SPR-BIO-4).
Response to Comment A3-40
SPR-BIO-4 states:
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If SPR BIO-1 [i.e., a reconnaissance-level survey] determines that sensitive natural communities
or sensitive habitats for plants, wildlife, or both may be present and adverse effects cannot be
avoided, the project proponent will require a qualified RPF(s) or biological technician(s) to
perform a protocol-level survey of the treatment area prior to the start of treatment activities.

The commenter replies: “The SPR-BIO-1 item should trigger a protocol level survey, period, for every
project. If impacts can be avoided or mitigated, then the project can proceed. If adverse effects cannot
be avoided or mitigated, then the project should not be conducted at that location or area.”
The passage should have read “and adverse effects cannot clearly be avoided”. The passage has
been revised and now makes more sense. There may be some areas in Chico parklands where a
reconnaissance-level survey can quickly disclose that no sensitive natural communities or sensitive
plant or wildlife habitat are present. There are likely more areas where a reconnaissance-level survey
could quickly disclose that sensitive biological resources are present, but can easily be avoided (i.e., all
the elderberries are on one side of the unit, so re-draw the unit boundary to exclude them). A protocollevel survey is only needed when a reconnaissance-level survey indicates that sensitive biological
resources are present and cannot clearly be avoided. A protocol-level survey can then help the City
understand exactly where those sensitive biological resources are and whether they actually can be
avoided or not.
Response to Comment A3-41
The commenter argues that the section on flagging and avoidance should be simpler. The comment is
noted. The commenter points out when buffers cease to apply and activities can be resumed in the
buffer zone, there should be no need to monitor the effectiveness of the no-disturbance buffer because it
no longer exists.
The section has been revised.
Response to Comment A3-42
The commenter is asking how trainings will be conducted and documented and how adequacy of
training is ensured.
Because trainings are an SPR, they would be tracked through a customized MMRP developed for
each future activity. Please see Master Response 4, “Future Activity Workflow.”
Response to Comment A3-43
The commenter asks several questions that came up for him regarding SPR-BIO-7, which deals with
curbing the spread of noxious invasive plants.
The commenter asks whether any measures will be taken to prevent the spread of plant pathogens.
To prevent the spread of plant pathogens, the City only buys planting stock from certified nurseries
that are regularly inspected by representatives of the California Department of Agriculture. These
nurseries follow phytosanitary procedures that reduce the risk of spread of plant pathogens. The City
does not have any nursery or propagation program of its own.
The commenter points out that goats can introduce noxious plant seed unless they are “flushed” (held
off-site for an adequate amount of time, often 2 days) between grazing units.
The City agrees: As specified in SPR-BIO-15, a plan for flushing to prevent noxious weed seed
dispersal must be built into any City grazing plan.
The commenter believes that goats are responsible for introducing thousands of turkey mullein plants
in Lower Bidwell Park.
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Turkey mullein (Croton setiger) is a native plant that is unpalatable to most livestock and is toxic to
fish but has nutritious seeds that can form an important part of the diet of native doves. The relative
abundance of turkey mullein (and many other native plants) can fluctuate after grazing or other
disturbances.
The commenter notes that timing of removal is critical to noxious weed eradication.
The City wholeheartedly agrees and has placed many recommendations for correct timing of
removal into Appendix E.
Response to Comment A3-44
On the removal of native trees less than 8”: See response to Comment A2-12.
Response to Comment A3-45
On chipped woody material: See response to Comment A3-22.
Response to Comment A3-46
The terms “AUM” and “RDM” were unintentionally left undefined. They have now been defined in the
body of the PEIR and in the list of acronyms. “AUM” means animal-unit months and is, as the PEIR
states, a way of measuring stocking rates. “RDM” means “residual dry matter” and is, as the PEIR
states, an element of desired post-grazing condition. RDM would be measured by a field technician or
any City staff member or volunteer tasked with monitoring the progress of the grazing activity. It can
be measured by anyone with a few minutes of training and some simple equipment.
The commenter states that it would be good to know what grazing is supposed to accomplish, and that
grazing does not often appear to generate lasting effects.
The City agrees it is important to set grazing objectives and designed SPR-BIO-15 to make that a
part of every grazing activity. The appropriate grazing-related metrics (e.g. pounds per acre of
stocking rate or RDM, stream buffers, etc.) would be determined by the field supervisor, Director or
delegate, consultant, or other qualified specialist working on behalf of the City and would be
incorporated into each site-specific grazing plan. It is not possible or useful in a programmatic EIR to
try to specify appropriate stocking rates in advance for potential specific grazing units.
During the grazing activity, regular monitoring would need to be performed by the field supervisor or a
qualified delegate. SPR-BIO-15 already says that a grazing plan must specify what is to be monitored
and how and must further specify the timing and responsibility for monitoring For more on how
SPRs get translated into work accomplished on the ground, see Master Response 4.
The commenter asks why grazing plans should specify details such as what age class of animals are
acceptable and whose responsibility it is to dispose of dead animals. Is it expected the City would
maintain its own livestock for grazing purposes?
No. The City is unlikely and not expected to maintain its own livestock. However, as any landlord
or renter knows, things do go wrong and when they do, even minor details expected of the grazing
contractor can become significant issues if a written contract does not plan for them.
Response to Comment A3-47
The commenter states that the Biological Resources impact checklist has nothing to introduce it.
The comment is noted. Each resource topic checklist is always presented following the SPRs for
that resource topic; Biological Resources follows this same pattern, although it has a longer list of
SPRs than most.
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The commenter wonders whether each SPR is supposed to be analyzed for impacts individually.
No. The VFMP as a program of work, with relevant SPRs incorporated, is being analyzed for
impacts. “The project” being analyzed in the PEIR is approval of the VFMP program of work (PEIR
1.3.4).
The commenter states, “It says that impacts will be ‘Less than significant with Mitigation
Incorporated’, yet the mitigation measure for this (MM-BIO-1) does not mitigate a project it provides
compensation for losses due to the project. A mitigation measure should prevent the potential loss not
compensate for it.”
Preventing a loss is avoidance and is only one of the five possible categories of mitigation CEQA
defines. The other four are: minimizing the impact, rectifying or repairing the impact, reducing the
impact over time, or compensating for the impact (CEQA Guidelines §15370).
Response to Comment A3-48
The commenter states that the PEIR mentions Mud Creek, Big Chico Creek, and Butte Creek
watersheds but not Sycamore Creek, Little Chico Creek, or the Sacramento River watershed of which
all these creeks are a part.
Hydrologically, Sycamore and Mud Creeks are part of a single watershed and Little Chico Creek
is classed as part of the Butte Creek system (WYGISC 2014), but the passage description in the PEIR
has been revised.
Response to Comment A3-49
The commenter states it is wrong to say all treatments “could” disturb wildlife because all treatments
will disturb wildlife.
The treatments will disturb wildlife if wildlife is present at the time the treatments are implemented
and are individuals or species not thoroughly habituated to vegetation management in Chico parklands.
The commenter states that direct impacts to wildlife are only unlikely if the SPRs are followed.
Yes. Ensuring that activities are implemented in accordance with all SPRs is the responsibility of
the Field Supervisor on the work site.
The commenter asks, “The checklist item states that impacts will be “Less than significant with
Mitigation Incorporated” yet here you have concluded that direct impacts to special-status wildlife
may be potentially significant, how can it be both?”
It is common to state that impacts could be potentially significant before mitigation but less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.
The commenter asserts, “The mitigation measure that will cause the impacts to be LTS is an ‘ex post
facto’ mitigation and does not prevent the impact, which can be interpreted as a statement of
overriding consideration to allow the impact and then try to make up for it through compensation.”
No. No activity would be allowed to go forward under the scope of the PEIR unless adequate
mitigation (which can indeed be compensatory under CEQA – see Guidelines §15370) were deemed
sufficient in advance. That determination is not the City’s call to make; it belongs to the USFWS
and/or CDFW to make that determination. Determining whether mitigation would be feasible is a step
taken before implementation, when the Project Consistency Checklist is still being filled out and the
project has not yet been approved. This is stated in the Project Consistency Checklist and referenced in
the text of both BIO mitigation measures.
Response to Comment A3-50
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The commenter asserts the PEIR’s discussion of GHG impacts was inadequate.
CEQA explicitly allows a lead agency to “describe” GHG impacts “qualitatively” (Guidelines
§15064(a)(2)) in a programmatic EIR. CEQA specifies no particular model or methodology for doing
so. The State has not developed specific GHG thresholds of significance for use in preparing
environmental analyses under CEQA, and the Butte County Air Quality Control District has not
adopted GHG thresholds to determine significance. Projects undertaken under the VFMP would not
violate the air quality standards of Butte County or conflict with Chico’s Climate Action Plan and
would not result in a cumulatively considerable increase in emissions, for reasons discussed below.
The commenter asserts that the VFMP program of work, by cutting or burning some vegetation, would
reduce carbon sequestration significantly and require mitigation such as planting trees elsewhere.
This is not supported by the ecological literature or the California Forest Carbon Plan. In dry
Californian woodlands that have missed multiple fire intervals, even aggressive thinning usually
improves carbon stability compared to doing nothing.
Californian woodlands store more net carbon when they are regularly burned and/or thinned
(FCAT 2018). This is primarily because regular burning allows woodlands to concentrate carbon in
very large and stable pools – i.e., widely spaced, large trees that live a long time, plus soil that builds
deep stock of carbon through the accumulation of pyrogenic carbon (charcoal), a form of carbon that
resists decomposition for many centuries (Maestrini et al 2017). The large trees characteristic of
regularly burned woodlands can rapidly re-sequester any carbon lost through underburns. Woodlands
with many, smaller trees are less carbon-stable both because smaller trees store less carbon
(Stephenson et al 2014) and because these forests do eventually burn with catastrophic intensity,
releasing extreme amounts of carbon all at once (North et al. 2009; Hurteau et al. 2008) while also
removing most green vegetation that could re-sequester that carbon in the short-term.
Although treatment may temporarily depress carbon sequestration, dry woodlands recover all the
carbon lost to treatment in less than one fire return interval (Hurteau and North 2010; Wiechmann et al
2015). Furthermore, when treated (thinned or underburned), dry forests are better able to sustain their
carbon sequestration rates even when stressed by drought or extreme heat (Dore et al 2012), while
unthinned adjacent stands can even experience negative ecosystem productivity (loss of carbon).
Given the expected impacts of climate change, this finding is an important consideration for twentyfirst century parks managers.
The commenter states the City is expecting all Chico parklands will eventually burn, one way or
another and that the City’s expectation is “totally untrue”.
The comment is noted.
The commenter states that since grazing animals could be brought onto Chico parklands to reduce
vegetation, and livestock produce methane, the GHG impacts of grazing should have been discussed in
the PEIR.
As stated above and in the VFMP, targeted grazing is done under contract with a livestock
professional for specified periods of time. Chico’s use of contract grazer services does not
significantly increase regional demand for livestock because, if municipal vegetation management
contracts suddenly ceased to exist, it would not compel contract grazers to abandon the livestock
business. Instead, grazers could easily graze their livestock in a variety of other places, save most of
the expense of moving animals and complying with detailed SPRs, and still make revenue because
there would still be the same market for livestock in the form of meat. The City finds its contribution to
the statewide or regional demand for livestock is insignificant.
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The commenter points out that allowing woody debris to slowly decompose builds stable carbon in
soils.
This is true, and many techniques in the VFMP are prescribed to facilitate this natural cycling – for
example, cutting up large fallen logs until they are in contact with the ground, and chipping and
spreading smaller woody debris so it can decompose faster. However, there is a limit to
decomposition’s contribution to the carbon cycle in dry Western woodland ecosystems. In dry systems,
wood does not decompose very rapidly (especially if it is not chipped), which is why it builds up as
deep surface fuels on the floor of Californian woodlands (but not Eastern woodlands) until it burns.
Fire is the primary nutrient cycler in dry Western forests. Again, as stated above, frequent small
fires do release carbon (as does decomposition also), but small fires prevent larger fires that would
release extreme amounts of carbon.
The City continues to find the GHG impacts of the program would not be significant and no mitigation
is needed.
Response to Comment A3-51
The commenter requests the use of the common name “poison oak” for Toxicodendron diversilobum;
The change has been made and the statement about tick-borne hazards has been clarified in the
PEIR
The commenter feels it is unnecessary to list human-caused wildfires as well as naturally caused
wildfires as hazards.
Distinguishing between human-caused and natural hazards is common. The PEIR does not imply
that the results or potential hazardousness of these two sources of wildfire are different.
The commenter states that increased prescribed fire and wildland fire use could increase the
populations of Toxicodendron diversilobum and of ticks.
Upon reflection, the City agrees it is reasonably foreseeable that both populations could increase in
at least some areas. People can still protect themselves from both hazards by staying on trails. The
passage has been revised.
The commenter states that prescribed fire could encourage mountain lions and snakes to migrate out of
burned areas and into areas where people recreate.
While animals do, in general, try to move out of the way of fire as much as they can, these two
species of animals also try to avoid populated areas, and would not likely move toward people when
they have the opportunity to move away from areas humans use. When confronted with fire, snakes
cannot always escape it overland, but can easily slip underground (where they spend most of their time
regardless and where much of their food source is also hiding) to avoid fire. Mountain lions have large
(80-200 square mile) home ranges, so the average prescribed fire is quite small in relation to their home
range and is unlikely to alter their movements very much.
Response to Comment A3-52
The commenter acknowledges that many pesticide applications do not require public notice but recalls
that City staff “promised” to notify the public of herbicide applications in lieu of the Park Commission
creating a policy regarding the issue. The commenter also states, “California’s Community Right-toKnow Act requires public entities to inform about the use of materials that may be hazardous.” The
commenter furtherstates, “Cost should not be a factor with informing the public and should be
included in the budgets for every project that requires the use of a pesticide.”
The public is and will be informed as described in the PEIR. Cost, staff time, and institutional
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capacity in general is always a factor: City resources are not unlimited, and the City has a duty to be a
responsible steward of public resources, including the City budget of tax revenue.
The City is indeed honoring the 2012 Community Right to Know Act by informing the public
within this PEIR about use of materials that may be considered hazardous ('Caution' label herbicides,
'Warning' label additive a concern only to the Applicator during the process of treatment) and under
what circumstances (e.g. Appendix E examples of what weed, site type, season, in an IPM context)
those materials may be used. Beyond this information, disclosure about use is already conducted via
pre-existing use reporting requirements for herbicide application to the County Agricultural
Commissioner's office. There is no requirement in the Act regarding signage of herbicide treatment
areas; rather, signage falls within existing pesticide regulations (specified by the herbicide product
label). Instead, the public notification is the VFMP/PEIR, and also the blue indicator dye prescribed
(by the PEIR) with all City park herbicide applications. This dye remains visible well after the few
minutes of potential exposure (i.e., well after the treatment is wet on the target surface before being
absorbed into the weed). Furthermore, during the short interval of potential exposure while the
treatment is still wet, the PPE-clothed licensed Applicator is present on site. No signage is necessary if
the Applicator is present to inform anyone who asks.
The commenter states, “Applicators are required to be up to date on the Safety Data Sheets (SDS) for
every material they work with, the public should also be informed. In many poisoning cases it isn’t the
pesticide that causes the problem it is the additional material in the application.
Safety Data Sheets and Labels are readily available online for herbicide products, for example
here: http://www.cdms.net/Label-Database. Here are herbicide products used on City park land during
2020:
active ingredient
triclopyr ester
glyphosate
imazapyr
aminopyralid
glufosinate
oxadiazon

product name
Garlon 4 Ultra
Ranger Pro, Rodeo
Polaris
Milestone
Cheetah Pro
Ronstar Flo

The commenter is correct that exposure is always to a whole product, not an active ingredient.
Therefore, MSDS data sheets are written for products, not active ingredients. However, Appendix E
and most technical guidance (e.g. issued by University of California IPM fact sheets) are written for
active ingredients whenever possible, to provide transparency and flexibility and to avoid using public
funds to endorse a particular product. The licensed Applicator is required to label their herbicide
containers with the product name and, by State law, report their product use monthly to the County
Agricultural Commissioner's office.
Product trade names and availability change every year. Therefore, within the existing VFMP PEIR
specifications (e.g., only Caution herbicide products; treatments according to Label instructions or a
Pest Control Advisor Recommendation), the specific products used each year can and should vary
slightly from year to year. One reason for this is that, periodically, safer and more environmentally
benign products are developed, and the City should be open to using them.
Response to Comment A3-53
With regard to PEIR page 127, the commenter questions whether “the vegetative fuel load around
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One-Mile is within the desired range for the vegetation community”.
The commenter is correct that the One-Mile area is not homogeneous, and the section is poorly
worded. It has been revised for clarity.
Response to Comment A3-54
The commenter asks, “The FRI [fire return interval] is difficult and almost impossible to determine yet
the VFMP and DEIR state that it is 5 –12 years. How accurate is that? “And “What is the natural FRI
vs. the human-caused, post-settlement FRI?”
The commenter is correct that FRI is very difficult to determine, especially in grassland. Even in
wooded areas, FRI estimates are likely to be underestimates because not every fire leaves a mark that
can be seen by scientists hundreds of years later (e.g. a tree ring scar or charcoal deposition). The FRI
data used in the VFMP is considered the best available for California and was developed by the USFS
Pacific Southwest Region Ecology Program (PSW 2011). To compile this dataset on pre-settlement
FRIs (fire return interval), USFS ecologists conducted an exhaustive, 298-source review of the fire
history literature, expert opinion, and vegetation modeling pertaining to mean, median, minimum, and
maximum fire return intervals prior to significant Euro-American settlement (i.e., the middle of the
nineteenth century). Sources included fire histories derived from dendrochronological and charcoal
deposition records, modeling studies, and expert quantitative estimates (Van de Water and Safford
2011). These FRI estimates include Native cultural (human-caused) burning because cultural burning,
just like natural ignition, has been an evolutionary pressure on Californian vegetation for many
thousands of years – more than long enough to shape a stable and characteristic cultural-fire-adapted
vegetation community – and there is no way to distinguish a fire scar caused by a lightning ignition
from a fire scar caused by a cultural burn.
The USFS ecology dataset does not include FRIs for grassland areas (e.g. the Valley floor), only
for woodlands/brushland. The dataset classes most of Upper Park and all of Lower Park as having a
mean (average) FRI of 12 years and a minimum FRI of 5.
USFS ecologists also determined contemporary (i.e., post-settlement) FRIs. These were calculated
using the California Interagency Fire Perimeters database (maintained by the California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection (CALFIRE-FRAP). The ecologists found that the post-settlement FRI is
considerably greater than pre-settlement, even after accounting for prescribed fires. The table below
summarizes the contemporary FRI of Bidwell Park lands. (It accounts for the Stoney and Santos fires,
which are not accounted for in the 2011 dataset.)
This table expresses the degree of fire return interval departure (FRID) for most wooded lands in
Bidwell Park. A FRID of 40% means that a unit of land misses about 40% of its fire returns (i.e., it is
only burning about 60% as much as it should).
Contemporary FRI

% of total Bidwell Park acres*

20-25 years
34 years
51 years
103 years

7.7%
9.6%
35.6 %
47.1%

Fire Return Interval
Departure
45%
65%
77%
88%

*Only Bidwell Park acres with pre-settlement mean FRI of 12. This excludes all Park acres that are primarily grassland,
water, or very rocky. However, it includes most of the wooded parts of Upper Park and all of Lower Park.

Page 86

Finally, the commenter argues that acknowledgments of the historical events which resulted in an
ecological hazard “while they may be true, don’t belong in an EIR.” The comment is noted.
Response to Comment A3-55
The commenter asks for more context regarding the table on page 147 of the PEIR. The commenter
asks what torching fire means.
Torching fire means “the burning of the foliage of a single tree or a small group of trees, from the
bottom up” (NWCG 2020). Conifers are not the only trees that can torch; eucalypts are well known for
this talent. Oaks can also torch, and not only if they are covered with dry ivy or surrounded by ladder
fuels. Oaks have many cavities as well as ground-level scars or “catfaces” which often contain dry
flammable material. During a fire under dry and windy conditions, an ember can land in one of these
cavities, or dry grass can transmit fire to a ground-level cavity, in either case igniting an oak from the
inside. This is why prescribed fire practitioners usually rake fuel from around the base of legacy oaks
and then watch them carefully to ensure they do not ignite.
The table summarizes the fire behavior predicted by the wildfire risk assessment conducted for
Deer Creek Resources to inform the VFMP (VFMP 6.1). For more on how this assessment was
conducted, see response to comment A3-17.
Response to Comment A3-56
The commenter feels that language already used in the document should not be reprinted on top of the
project consistency checklist.
The comment is noted; while repetitive, this was done to make sure whoever uses the checklist in
the future has all relevant information without having to search and bookmark the entire PEIR.
The commenter asks how a “future” activity can be a “later activity”. The future is later in time than
the present. The commenter also asks why the City does not just call the project consistency checklist
an environmental checklist for a CEQA document.
While the project consistency checklist is heavily based on the classic CEQA environmental
checklist, it has been customized with a few Chico-specific and VFMP-specific resource impacts for
managers to analyze. This is standard for programmatic vegetation management EIRs.
Response to Comment A3-57
The commenter’s remaining comments deal with Appendix E (not C), “Some High Priority Invasive
Species and Best Practices for Their Removal”.
The title of this appendix has been revised to read “And Some Best Practices for Their Removal”
because the list was never intended to be exhaustive or apply in every circumstance.
The commenter challenges the statement, “It is not practical to remove every exotic plant from Chico
parklands,” arguing that it is not practical to ignore them, either.
The City agrees it is much better to remove invasive exotics aggressively, but simply does not have
the resources to do so, even with considerable volunteer labor from great groups like Friends of
Bidwell Park. A main reason for this is that CEQA still needs to be satisfied, in some form, on every
invasive-plant-removal project, whether implemented by City employees or volunteers. The VFMP
PEIR represents an effort to streamline the City’s CEQA workflow so not every project needs to go
through a Notice of Exemption, Negative Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This
streamlining process will only be effective if the City can also develop a master maintenance LSA with
CDFW. Assuming CDFW issues that agreement and the VFMP PEIR is certified, then in the future, if
the Commission so chooses, future invasive-plant-removal projects that are within the scope of the
VFMP PEIR could be authorized with the Project Consistency Checklist and a simple signed
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determination; each project could commence as soon as its determination is signed.
The commenter asks for an explanation of the statement, “Some plants are so naturalized that the costs
of removing them do not justify the benefits.”
Some examples of this class of plants would be wild mustard (Brassica spp.), dock (Rumex crispus)
or filaree (Erodium spp.) These plants are non-native and can surely be invasive, and one commenter
on the VFMP asked for them to be included in a list of non-native plants to be targeted for removal, but
complete eradication of these plants would be almost impossible and would not significantly reduce
fire risk or other hazards to people or wildlife. (All three species are edible to humans and most
wildlife.)
The commenter states, “The City does not have an active EDRR program. By the time they are notices
[sic] exotics and invasives have gained a foothold in the Park. Most of the priorities have been
developed and promoted by third parties and not the Park Division or staff.”
The comment is noted. The City’s resources to address invasive plant detection are extremely
limited. Incorporating EDRR into reconnaissance-level surveys could slightly boost the number of
invasives populations that are detected early enough to be eradicated but will still survey only a tiny
fraction of Chico parklands each year.
The commenter states that Ailanthus and privet have both been successfully eradicated from Bidwell
Park, while bladder senna was “controlled” but is coming back because of lack of follow-up.
The comments are noted.
The commenter states that Catalpa should be a priority weed. Catalpa is a high-priority weed as listed
in Appendix E.
The regulatory environment for removing riparian trees (even invasive ones) is indeed timeconsuming and expensive to navigate. In addition to doing CEQA itself, the City needs a “1600”
permit from CDFW (which can cost thousands of dollars and may only be valid a short amount of
time) and may need to consult with USFWS if the invasive tree is shading an anadromous stream. This
is a major reason the VFMP PEIR was developed in the first place: to streamline the Parks Division’s
CEQA workflow so not every project needs to go through a Notice of Exemption, Negative
Declaration, or Mitigated Negative Declaration. This streamlining process will only be effective if the
City can also develop a master maintenance LSA with CDFW. Assuming CDFW issues that
agreement and the VFMP PEIR is certified, then in the future, if the Commission so chooses, future
invasive-plant-removal projects that are within the scope of the VFMP PEIR could be authorized by
completing the Project Consistency Checklist and a simple signed determination; each project could
commence as soon as its determination is signed.
The commenter also requests the City devote more resources to eliminating English ivy.
The comment is noted.
The commenter remarks, “If Appendix C [E] is to be used as a guide it would help to have pictures of
the plants listed in it to give implementers an idea of what the plant actually looks like.”
The comment is noted; this seems like a good idea and would not be difficult to carry out.
The commenter states that all of the control methods listed in Appendix E involve herbicide use, yet
manual control is often very effective, and herbicides should be used as a last resort per IPM
strategies.
The City agrees (SPR-HAZ-6) and states its commitment to IPM methods in the first paragraph of
Appendix E. Appendix E dwells on herbicide-based control methods simply because those methods
Page 88

are the most difficult to learn. Even experienced implementers may not automatically know the best
herbicide application strategies for every weed they may encounter. It is hoped that Appendix E will
facilitate the transfer (and further refinement) of knowledge gained over decades of work and
observation by qualified City applicators.
The commenter states that saplings can be removed using the correct hand tools.
The comment is noted.
The commenter corrects the section on blackberries, pointing out that Rubus discolor is not native
while Rubus ursinus and Rubus leucodermis are.
He is right; the section has been revised.
The commenter states that goats and fire are not effective at removing blackberry.
The City agrees; Appendix E already states that these methods are not effective as long-term
control. They can merely remove biomass for a single season, enabling an herbicide applicator to finish
the job.
The commenter states that puncturevine can be removed manually with a trowel (during the flowering
stage).
The comment is noted.
The commenter states that pokeweed can easily be removed by hand if pulled in its first year of life,
and that an active EDRR program is essential with pokeweed.
These comments have been incorporated into Appendix E.
The City thanks Mr. Barrett for his comments.
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Letter B1:

Daniel Machek

Response to Comment B1
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B2:

Tarot Channel

Response to Comment B2
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks. The City thanks the commenter.
Letter B3:

Anonymous 2:31 pm

Response to Comment B3
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management. Refer to Master Response 1:
Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into Vegetation Management.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B4:

Anonymous 3:54 pm

Response to Comment B4
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks. The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B5:

Justin Lin

Response to Comment B5
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks. The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B6: Meleiza Figueroa Comment B6-1 Comment B6-1

Comment B6-1

Comment B6-2

Comment B6-3
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Response to Comment B6-1
The commenter refers to the list of culturally important plants created by the Mechoopda Tribal Office of
Environmental Protection.
This document, which does not provide detailed management guidelines, but rather describes the
special cultural significance of various plant and fungal species, was provided by the Office to the VFMP
team during plan revisions. The team enjoyed reading the document and expressed interest in learning
more about culturally significant Maidu plants. However, even on the strength of a well-written inventory
of important cultural species, it is not appropriate for the City to develop particular management
guidelines on the basis of cultural significance until asked to do so by the Tribe. The THPO was
consulted during the PEIR process and did not request changes to herbicide use guidelines (the example
used by the commenter) or to any other particular management standards. However, the THPO did
request an ongoing consultation process that would occur on a project-by-project basis. Since only the
Tribe can specify whether it finds a given management action acceptable or not, since Tribal priorities
could change over time, and since the Tribe may choose to consult on some projects but not others, the
City agrees it is most efficient to consult on projects one at a time. Therefore, under the PEIR,
management decisions developed through consultation would be made on a site- and season-specific
basis.
The commenter asks for a sentence to be added to each section of the VFMP stating that the City will
comply with AB 52 by developing an ongoing consultation process with the Tribe’s THPO officer on
culturally significant species.
Instead of being incorporated in the VFMP, this language is found in the PEIR, under section 4.18,
Tribal Cultural Resources. The PEIR is the better place for this language because it is a formal CEQA
document. No projects contemplated in the VFMP could go forward without being reviewed for
consistency with the PEIR through the Project Consistency Checklist, which itself requires tribal
consultation.
The PEIR requires that, pursuant to AB 52 and CEQA, each project within its scope undergo a simple
and timely tribal consultation step which will give the Tribe the opportunity to recommend changes,
request the opportunity to gather culturally significant plants that may be pruned or removed, and have a
cultural monitor present if it chooses. Living cultural resources (i.e., plants of ethnobotanical
significance) already receive the same protection under AB 52 as cultural artifacts, so there is no need for
the PEIR to treat them differently. Finally, because only the Tribe, as a sovereign government, can define
which cultural resources are significant to it, it is not appropriate for the City to specify in advance which
species, communities, or sites count as living cultural resources.
Response to Comment B6-2
The commenter requests that Mechoopda work crews, educators, and/or fire practitioners be given
access to contracts pertaining to vegetation management in culturally significant areas.
This access already exists in the sense that Mechoopda crews and practitioners are welcome to access
the bidding and contracting process on any City project. The PEIR does not change City procurement or
contracting policies. Within (or, indeed, outside of) the tribal consultation process, the City and the Tribe
can develop a closer working relationship, which could lead to the development of a master services
agreement (MSA) under which Mechoopda tribal enterprises could become City contractors.
Response to Comment B6-3
The commenter remarks that prescribed fire activities are ones in which Mechoopda people have special
expertise as the original fire practitioners of this place and carriers of a strong fire tradition.
The City agrees that incorporating a Tribal perspective into prescribed fire activities is valuable
whenever possible, and the tribal consultation step built into project development under the PEIR is
intended to make this simpler than it has been in the past. The City thanks the commenter.
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2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
Letter B7:

Ali Meders-Knight

Comment B7-4, continued

Comment B7-1

Comment B7-2

Comment B7-3

Comment B7-4

Comment B7-5
Comment B7-6

Page
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Response to Comment B7-1
The commenter describes the MOU between the City of Chico and the Mechoopda Tribe dated August
5, 2008.
This MOU was developed during the Chico General Plan 2030 update process (2007-2011),
pursuant to SB 18 (2004), which requires a City or County to undertake tribal consultation when
developing any general or specific plan or designating any open space. A general or specific plan is a
plan that designates land uses (e.g., zoning). General or specific plans are developed by planning
commissions and may result in the establishment of new parklands or open space. By the same token,
they may result in the conversion of some open space to other land uses, such as residential or
commercial developments.
The commenter states the VFMP is a specific plan and thus subject to SB 18.
The VFMP is not a specific plan because it does not alter or establish any land use. Rather, it is a
management plan that only addresses how existing parklands and open space will be managed to meet
the objectives that have already been defined for these land uses. (These objectives were defined in
Chico’s General Plan (2011) and the Bidwell Park Master Management Plan (2008)). Therefore, SB
18 does not apply to the VFMP process. However, the 2008 MOU was still consulted during
preparation of the PEIR to make sure the PEIR would comply with, and build upon, the MOU.
While the two-page 2008 MOU defines what consultation means and sets goals for the City and Tribe
to work together to develop a cultural resources plan (subject to funding availability), more detailed,
area- and resource-specific plans would need to be developed before the City and the Tribe could be
said to have a land management agreement.
While SB 18 does not apply to the VFMP process, AB 52 (2014) absolutely does apply to the VFMP,
its projects, and its PEIR. AB 52, which did not exist at the time the 2008 MOU was signed, is in
many ways a stronger piece of legislation, requiring tribal consultation not merely for general and
specific plans and for new open space designations, but for virtually every project under CEQA.
Response to Comment B7-2
The commenter states that consultation could eventually result in development of land management
agreements between the City and the Tribe.
The City agrees. The VFMP PEIR creates a framework for frequent, ongoing consultation that is
likely to strengthen each party’s ability to communicate with and understand the needs of the other
over time. As both parties develop their capacities over time, more detailed agreements to
collaboratively manage land are a reasonably foreseeable result.
Response to Comment B7-3
The commenter requests that the 2008 MOU be cited and included in the PEIR.
The MOU was referenced and described in the draft PEIR but was not fully cited and was not
included or appended. The change has been made. The MOU is also attached at the end of this
response for readers’ reference.
The commenter also requests that the PEIR further clarify how the VFMP is being adopted into
Chico’s General Plan.
The VFMP will not be adopted into the General Plan because it does not alter any land use. The
commenter also requests that any Tribal agreements developed through tribal consultation be
incorporated into the PEIR. Currently, all agreements and requests pursuant to tribal consultation
regarding vegetation management to date have been incorporated into the PEIR. It is certainly feasible
to incorporate future Tribal agreements that may be developed into a future revision of the PEIR. This
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would be a logical step but would not be legally necessary unless the tribal agreements specified
actions that are not currently within the scope of the PEIR. Examples of actions that are not within the
scope of the PEIR include grading, bulldozing firelines, igniting prescribed fire very close to creeks if
using drip torch fuel, removal of healthy native trees resulting in an average density of less than 70
trees per acre, or work during very wet weather.
Response to Comment B7-4
The commenter requests that vegetation management contracts be issued to Mechoopda tribal crews
under a sole source contracting arrangement if the crews have the capacity to do the work.
This was not requested during the formal tribal consultation when the PEIR was prepared, but if it
is requested by the Tribe in the future the City can respond. The PEIR does not alter existing City
procurement policy which allows the Public Works Department to develop consulting agreements up to
$50,000 in value without engaging in the bid process, i.e., having to issue a formal request for
proposals (RFP). If an agreement is to address an ongoing need on an on-call basis, it is called a
Service Provider Agreement (SPA) with specific attachments tiered off the SPA for individual
activities or projects. If the agreement is for a one-time significant project, it would be called a
Professional Services Agreement (PSA). Either agreement example carries a stipulated term (usually
from 1-5 years) during which those funds can be spent.
Response to Comment B7-5
The commenter requests that the PEIR reflect the existence of the 2008 MOU (done; see response to
comment B7-3). The commenter also requests that the City appoint someone to the role of tribal
technical advisor.
The City’s Community Development Director, Brendan Vieg, currently fills the role of the Tribal
Technical Advisor and is the City’s liaison for all consultation pursuant to SB 18. This role is therefore
restricted to consultation connected to general and specific plans. For consultation pursuant to the
VFMP PEIR, the Tribe would likely be contacted by the Public Works Director or delegate, or a Cityemployed or -contracted vegetation manager, field supervisor, or forester.
Response to Comment B7-6
The commenter states that under AB 52, Tribes have rights to manage their own cultural resources
within their designated territories and this includes culturally significant plants and ecosystems.
The commenter is correct that AB 52 defines “tribal cultural resources” such that living resources
such as landscapes are included. Regarding a Tribe’s rights to manage resources, AB 52 defines the
situations under which a lead agency must consult with Tribes before approving a project. It also
defines what “consultation” means, specifies the steps that must be taken if a Tribe chooses to engage
in the consultation process, defines “significance” with regard to tribal cultural resources under CEQA,
and establishes processes for concluding the consultation process. In practice, this required
consultation process gives Tribes considerable ability to influence projects.
The City thanks the commenter.

Page 98

Page 99

The 2008 MOU between the Tribe and the City is provided as follows:
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Letter B8:

Anonymous 5:12 pm

Response to Comment B8
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B9

Raphael DiGenova

Comment B9-1

Comment B9-2
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Response to Comment B9-1
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K. Refer
to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K. into
Vegetation Management. The commenter is also advocating for increased rights of Mechoopda
people to take actions in Chico parklands that members of the public in general are not currently
allowed to do.
These rights could be negotiated through the tribal consultation process. For example, the PEIR
stipulates that the project must be described in enough detail during tribal consultation that the
Mechoopda Tribe could decide whether members wanted to access and collect some or all of the
vegetation to be removed. The PEIR also acknowledges that sites of cultural significance, once
designated, can be temporarily closed to the public during Mechoopda cultural events.
Response to Comment B9-2
The commenter requests the diversion structures near Five Mile be removed to allow year-round flow
to Lindo Channel.
This action is not contemplated in the PEIR and would not be an action the City could take on its
own. The structures were built in 1961 by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and are maintained by the
CA Department of Water Resources in cooperation with the County of Butte. Before construction of
the diversion structure, it is not clear whether Sandy Gulch actually contained water year-round (GEM
2001). Either way, if the diversion structures were to be removed, it would probably require an
additional EIR to analyze the possible downstream effects on migrating salmon and other species, as
well as any potential flooding impacts using recent climate projections which were not available in
1961 when the structures were built.
The City of Chico Public Works Department did not build these diversion structures and is not
necessarily automatically opposed to their alteration or removal, but a consensus from CDFW, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, the CA Department of Water Resources, the City, the County, and the
Mechoopda Tribe would likely be required before removal could be initiated.
The commenter also advocates for restoration along the seasonal creeks in the Bidwell Ranch area.
These drainages do not have any upstream diversion structures reducing their flow. If anything, the
Sycamore Diversion Channel increases the flow of Sycamore Creek during flooding events as it diverts
the flow of Big Chico Creek away from downtown Chico. The Bidwell Ranch lands are expected to be
managed as part of the Butte Habitat Conservation Plan when it is approved. If this occurred, a primary
management objective for these lands would continue to be protection and promotion of Butte County
Meadowfoam (BCM, or Limnanthes floccosa ssp. californica), an endangered species which has
suitable habitat and mapped occurrences in Bidwell Ranch. Prescribed cattle grazing is currently
thought to be beneficial to Butte County Meadowfoam and several other vernal pool plants because it
breaks up annual grass thatch that can limit the growth of vernal pool plants. Prescribed cattle grazing
is used as a maintenance tactic in many or most BCM preserves. Cattle are not the only grazers, and
grazing is not the only disturbance, that can benefit BCM, but cattle grazing is a relatively accessible
and low-barrier treatment to break up thatch. In the future, the City could, if it chooses tier off the PEIR
to develop prescribed fire projects in Bidwell Ranch as long as it can do so while meeting all SPRs
listed in the PEIR (such as consultation with the USFWS to establish no adverse effects on endangered
species).
The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B10:

Anonymous 7:38 am

Response to Comment B10
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of
T.E.K. into Vegetation Management.
The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks. The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B11:

jilackey84

Response to Comment B11
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K.
into Vegetation Management.
The commenter is also advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks.
The comment also expresses a preference for native plants over ornamentals and invasives.
The VFMP and PEIR specifies that when vegetation needs to be removed, invasives will be
removed first (in an order of priority from most noxious/worst fire hazard to most benign) before any
native plants are removed as a last resort. While some City buildings may include non-native plants in
street landscaping, the Parks Division does not plant non-native species in the parks, with the possible
exception of turf maintenance on lawns and playing fields.
The commenter also requests replanting projects along waterways.
Replanting is not a large part of the VFMP because the VFMP is generally designed to either reduce
vegetation density or leave it the way it is if it is already within fuel loading standards. However,
reseeding projects could still be tiered off the PEIR. For example, reseeding of native grasses and/or
forbs may be an effective way to prevent re-infestation by invasive plants after invasive plant removal
projects, and can easily be incorporated into any invasive removal plan. Planting of willow and other
fire-safe riparian vegetation is a required follow-up step to the Arundo removal initiative described in
the VFMP.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B12:

Eartha Shanti

Response to Comment B12
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K.
into Vegetation Management.
The City thanks the commenter.
Letter B13:

Jake Davis

Response to Comment B13
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of T.E.K.
into Vegetation Management.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B14:

Anonymous 8:55 pm

Response to Comment B14
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of
T.E.K. into Vegetation Management.
The commenter also specifies that consultation should result in agreements with regard to management
plans for native plants.
The City agrees that one main goal of tribal consultation is the further, collaborative, refinement of
the VFMP’s existing management guidance which covers native vegetation communities and some
specific native trees.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B15:

Dr. Sarah M. Pike

Response to Comment B15
The commenter is advocating for Mechoopda-led land management and incorporation of T.E.K.
Refer to Master Response 1: Mechoopda-Led Land Management and Incorporation of
T.E.K. into Vegetation Management.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B16:

Meleiza Figueroa

Response to Comment B16
The commenter requests the language “regional or local entities” on page 48 of the PEIR (section
4.4.1, paragraph 4) be revised to “non-Tribal regional or local entities.”
The change has been made.
The commenter also requests the list of qualified ecological knowledge instructors on page 58 of the
PEIR (section 4.4.2, SPR BIO-6) be revised to include “Tribal government-certified cultural resource
instructor.”
The section has been updated as follows:
“Crew members and contractors must receive training from a qualified RPF, specialist,
botanist/biologist, Master Gardener, arborist, Tribal government-certified cultural resource
instructor, or qualified City staffer prior to beginning a treatment activity.”

The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B17:

Anonymous 6:17 pm

Response to Comment B17
The commenter is advocating for controlled burning within the City.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks.
The City thanks the commenter.
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Letter B18:
DiGenova

Raphael

Comment B18-1

Comment B18-2

Response to Comment B18-1
The commenter is advocating for controlled burning within the City, in this case Tribal-style cultural
burning.
Refer to Master Response 2: Prescribed Burning in the Parks.
Response to Comment B18-2
The commenter observes that volunteers are crucial to getting work done on Chico parklands and
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discusses some obstacles to growing the volunteer base. The commenter observes that the City’s policy
of requiring fingerprinting for parks volunteers could be a barrier to some willing volunteers and
seems inequitable given that people with “guest researcher” status do not have to be fingerprinted.
Guest researchers fill out a Special Use Permit application which is approved or not by the Natural
Resources Manager. Casual volunteers working less than 4 hours/month can work without any
fingerprinting or background check, under the guidance of Parks staff or a PALS volunteer. Volunteers
who work regularly (more than 4 hrs./month) are asked to become PALS (Partners, Ambassadors,
Leaders, and Stewards) volunteers. PALS volunteers must complete a free fingerprinting and criminal
background check to screen for some violent offenses. There are no fees associated with becoming a
PALS volunteer.
The commenter also observes that requiring volunteers to work under the oversight of a manager is
limiting because the manager’s time is limited. However, when volunteers do work, they have been
trained by managers to do when managers are not present, they sometimes encounter challenges from
citizens or authorities who assume the volunteers are not supposed to be in the parks. The commenter
suggests that volunteers be issued a simple pass they can show to concerned citizens or authorities
proving they have received training and are authorized to do a set of tasks in the parks.
The land-tending activity the commenter describes falls under the “stewards” description and would be
part of the PALS volunteer description. PALS membership comes with an ID and a special vest. Right
now, there are no plans to create a different tier of volunteer opportunity between casual volunteering
and the PALS volunteers.
The City thanks the commenter.
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RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS AT THE BIDWELL PARK &
PLAYGROUND COMISSION MEETINGS
Comment C1: Ali Meders-Knight
So, my public comment is in 2006 the Mechoopda Tribe received a letter which was request-- it was a
draft MOU that was sent by the City’s attorney, Thomas Lando. And it was basically the City’s being in
compliance with SB 18, Senate Bill 18. And the senate bill is basically consultation for between the
Tribe and the City of Chico for cultural resources. And I’m recently working with the Tribe developing
T.E.K., Traditional Ecological Knowledge, certifications, and the Tribe is working that we will have a
list of living cultural resources, which is a list of plants. So, we’re looking at blue oaks, different
riparian areas; we’re going to be considering those cultural resources. And so, I just want to also
comment that through this traditional ecological knowledge, TEK, certification, we would be looking at
cultural risk assessments to our cultural resources or plants. And one of the risks is not having fire.
And so, it’s going to be an interesting reply, but I want to make a public comment that the lack of fire is
a cultural risk to the local tribe, because our cultural resources, the native plants, are all adapted to
fie. Have been adapted to fire for thousands of years. So, every native plant in California is adapted to
fire, guaranteed. And then our landscapes, in order to keep our cultural resources, we’re going to need
to have fire, on the landscape and on these areas. And so, I think that the tribal consultation, that is
required under SB 18 is going to need some, well it’s going to probably create a more elaborate MOU
with the tribe based on certain areas and certain plants. So, for instance, Verbena Fields is a City park
area that would be under, basically, under jurisdiction so there is already an ongoing relationship with
that park just to use for example. So, I just wanted to put that on there and that in this the outreach the
Tribe hopefully to have traditional burning brought back to the land, for fuels management, would be a
positive outcome as well as a workforce development initiative between the City and the Tribe.
Thank you, so I just wanted to make that one public comment that the consultation is already statemandated under SB 18 and AB 52. The also, the MOU between the City and the Tribe is an agreement
that’s local that needs to be looked at if it hasn’t been but it’s basically it’s just the same guidelines
under SB 18 which is State law. Thank you.
Response to Comment C1
The City agrees that development of a more elaborate agreement or set of agreements with the Tribe is
a reasonably foreseeable future development based on the VFMP PEIR and AB 52. As stated
elsewhere, SB 18 is not relevant to the VFMP PEIR process, but AB 52 is. The VFMP PEIR
establishes the necessity of tribal consultation on each future activity under its scope. See also
response to comment B7, above. The City thanks the commenter.
Comment C2: Woody Elliott
OK, I just would like to follow up on what Park Commissioner Lise Smith-Peters mentioned and this is
more of a question than a comment. How is the commencement of any of the seven key and future
projects to be made publicly known, in advance, assuming that they are determined, they are
determined by staff to conform to this final EIR and require no further environmental determination, in
other words the cat ex neg dec or EIR, after completion of the consistency checklist? Such advance
knowledge is necessary for the public and the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission to review the
validity of the consistency determination and if the projects have no significant adverse environmental
effects based on subsequent detailed project descriptions and field surveys, which are mandated in the
EIR. This ability for public review is a basic tenant of CEQA. Thank you.
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Response to Comment C2
Please see Master Response 4: Future Activity Workflow. The City thanks the commenter.
Comment C3: Aaron Haar, Bidwell Park and Playground Commissioner
Thank you, Mr. Elliott and Commissioner Smith Peters... How is the public going to be notified, and if
we’re coming to… it almost sounded like we said we were going to notify them after the project, after
the streamlined project was done. So if the projects fit the category, you know, what’s the process for
informing the public, and if the Commission needs to be involved, if there’s going to be, you know,
where’s our regulation to make sure that the project’s going to fit our community and that it’s not going
to have significant damage to or harm the environment. So, it’s almost like a trust, a, we’ve got to trust
the process, and you know I guarantee there’s going to be people who aren’t going to trust that.
Response to comment C3
For more about public and BPPC notification and review, please see Master Response 4: Future
Activity Workflow. Through thorough review and revisions of the VFMP and its accompanying PEIR,
the Commission has guided the VFMP’s consistency with community standards and environmental
integrity. The City thanks the Commissioner Haar’s comments.
Comment C4: BPPC Commissioner Lise Smith-Peters
On page 16 of the PEIR, I just wanted to make a note that all of the management plans that we have for
our areas are pretty outdated and I just wanted to make a note of that. That the reality is that all of these
plans are going to have to be revisited, site-visited, and it’s nice to say we have a plan for an area, like
Comanche Creek or Bidwell Ranch etc., which Bidwell Ranch is probably exactly the same as when
the plan was done, but the reality is that all of these need to be outdated. Just a comment, which is what
we’re doing. [comment C4-1]
If you go to page 26, I just make a note that each of the projects need a project consistency checklist.
And also, I made note that I really would like these plans to come to maybe the Natural Resource
Committee if not the full Parks Commission for review. [comment C4-2]
So once again on page 28 under 2.5 Implementation, I just, once again it says, “Implementation of all
projects and activities is contingent on funding from City budgets or external grant sources” and on
direction from the Bidwell Park and Playground Commission. So, it’s here in the EIR and then if you
skip down to the very last sentence once again it says BPPC direction. So, I think those are important
points. Guess what I did all weekend? [comment C4-3]
And on page 33 in the very first paragraph, it’s like the third sentence I think, ‘The plan will be
implemented through site-specific work plans for each future activity developed using the project
consistency checklist. I would love to see the site-specific work plans. [comment C4-4]
On page 34, the fourth paragraph, it talks about sightlines and elevation of the vegetation, and I think it
actually talks about eye level, I wanted to ask about that. Is that --If you elevate everything up to sight
level, or eye level, is that like trimming the branches on a tree, do you all think that will stop a fire? Is
that the thought process? It’s talked about a lot in the vegetation management plan. And I’ve walked
through Lower Park where the CCCs have been doing work and there are some very small trees that
have just been nipped, the tree limbs, and it doesn’t make a lot of sense. So, I do, I would like to make
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sure we do discuss that when we discuss the full plan, the final, final. [comment C4-5]
On page 54 and in some other locations in this EIR, it talks about the project proponent? This is under
BIO-1, Review and Survey Project-Specific Biological Resources? Says in that first sentence, “The
project proponent will require a qualified RPF (which is a Registered Professional Forester) or
biologist to conduct a data review and reconnaissance-level survey prior to treatment”? I really want to
make sure that we abide by that. I think it’s important to have professional eyes on these projects.
[comment C4-6]
And then under, on page 58, on SPR-BIO-6, “Require ecological knowledge training for workers:
Crew members and contractors must receive training from a qualified RPF, botanist/biologist, Master
Gardener, arborist,” and it says, “or City staffer”? And I would like to put the word “qualified”
between “city” and “staffer” so it would say “city qualified – well, it should be “qualified city staffer”
– “prior to the beginning of treatment activity.” And that would be someone who would have
knowledge of the plant species and the techniques that are needed to either remove or the, whatever the
treatment’s going to be. [comment C4-7]
Are we able to talk about the appendices? --This is just, this is actually the draft fuel management plan,
appendix B, page 72? The lower park thinning project, which is the one that I kept lobbying for? Um,
two three four, the fourth section, where it says “reduce ladder fuels, especially invasive plum,
blackberry, walnut—” I hope that when this is really fleshed out into a real work plan that there will be
specifics? Blackberry, if you removed all the blackberry, um? It would just open up the whole floor.
And then people would be all over the place. So, I’m real concerned about it saying blackberry in there.
But they’re so many hackberry and hawthorn and other invasive species that I think are much more
important so that’s been changed quite a bit from what I had submitted. [comment C4-8]
And then, I’m getting to the end guys, I promise. I had a, uh oh there’s no page number on this, it’s in
the next appendix, it’s the second page with text of appendix C. And it’s SPR-BIO-2, Surveyor
Qualifications? Sorry it’s the next segment, SPR-BIO-3, Integrate Early Detection-Rapid Response
into Reconnaissance Level surveys? In the middle of that paragraph, it says “this rubric is found in
Section 3-7 of this programmatic EIR? Where is that section three through seven? I went back here, in
the EIR and could not find – I could find 3 but I could not find, I couldn’t even find a through 7. So,
am I looking in the wrong place or what?
[comment C4-9]
Now you know how microscopic level I got! But that’s all I’ve got. I’ll read back through it maybe this
weekend. It’s important though. I appreciate, everybody, your work on it.
Response to Comment C4-1
The comment is noted. The passage in question is not intended to assert that all the listed plans are
adequate or up-to date, just to inventory all the plans for readers’ reference. The VFMP was written
with the intent of not contradicting any existing plan, which is why it seems open-ended in some
topical areas (to allow site-specific flexibility). The VFMP PEIR should provide a CEQA-compliant
framework for updating many or all outdated plans without necessarily requiring an additional CEQA
document for each plan.
Response to Comment C4-2
The comment is noted.
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Response to Comment C4-3
The comment is noted.
Response to Comment C4-4
The comment is noted; for more on project-specific work plan review, please see Master Response 4:
Future Activity Workflow.
Response to Comment C4-5
No, removing lower limbs from trees is not expected to stop a fire. However, removing lower limbs
and ladder fuels can alter fire behavior in a way that makes it easier to suppress, reduces large tree
mortality, reduces flame length, improves firefighter safety, improves fire effects, or meets a host of
other objectives. Raising sightlines is a result of removing ladder fuels, not a prescription in itself,
even though it is commonly informally used in place of the prescription “remove ladder fuels to a
height of six to eight feet.”
The work done by the CCC crew in Lower Park was not part of the VFMP or authorized using the
VFMP PEIR. SPR-BIO-6 (providing ecological training before work commences) and the VFMP
thinning guidelines are designed to avoid undesirable outcomes such as what the commenter is
describing.
Response to Comment C4-6
The commenter approves of SPR-BIO-1. The comment is noted.
Response to Comment C4-7
The commenter requests a minor change to SPR-BIO-6 to add the word “qualified” before “city
staffer”. The change has been made.
Response to Comment C4-8
The commenter opposes removing all the invasive blackberry because that would make the park too
accessible to people.
The comment is noted.
The commenter remarks that the project description is not exactly what she had suggested for that
area.
The project description was developed by a fire behavior expert working alongside a Mechoopda
Tribe environmental technician and was based on input by Smith-Peters and other citizens, site visits,
ethnobotanical knowledge, and a wildfire risk analysis.
Response to Comment C4-9
Shortly before PEIR release, the information in section 3-7 was all moved into an appendix, Appendix
E. Section 3-7 was then deleted. Due to consultant error, references to “Section 3-7” in SPR-BIO-4
were not updated. The City regrets the error. Ms. Smith-Peters was notified of this the following day so
she could meaningfully review the rubric in question if she chose. The error has been corrected in the
final PEIR.
The City thanks Commissioner Smith-Peters for her comments.
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT PEIR AND VFMP
REVISIONS TO TEXT OF DRAFT PEIR
The following section lists all revisions to the text of the draft PEIR. All revisions clarified,
amplified, or made minor modifications to the PEIR. No revisions added new significant
information that would require PEIR recirculation. The CEQA Guidelines (§15088.5(a)) define
such “significant information” as information that changes the draft PEIR “in a way that deprives
the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect
of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect that the City declines to
implement.
Additions or insertions to the text of the draft PEIR are indicated with underlined text. Deletions
from the text of the draft PEIR are indicated with strikethrough text.
The table of contents is revised as follows:

i. Acronyms and special terms .................................................................................... i
1. Executive Summary
1.1 Background Information ................................................................................... 1
1.2 Project Description and Environmental Setting ................................................. 2
1.3 Environmental Impacts and Mitigations............................................................ 6
1.4 Alternatives; Issues to be Resolved ................................................................. 13

Page 119

The table of acronyms is revised as follows:
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Pages 2-3 (1.1, Background Information) are revised as follows:
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Page 9 is revised as follows:

Page 12 is revised as follows:
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Page 14 (1.4, Alternatives) is revised as follows:
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Page 18 is revised as follows:

Page 19 (Background of Program Objectives) is revised as follows:
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Page 26 is revised as follows:

Page 28 is revised as follows:

Page 32 is revised as follows:

Page 44 is revised as follows:
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Page 45 is revised as follows:

Page 48 is revised as follows:
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Page 54 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Pages 54-55 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Page 55 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Pages 55-56 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:

Page 56 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Pages 56-57 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Page 57 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Page 58 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Page 58 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are further revised as follows:

Page 59 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:

Page 60 and the corresponding passage in Appendix C are revised as follows:
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Page 61 is revised as follows:

Page 88 is revised as follows:

Page 95 is revised as follows:
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Page 115 is revised as follows:

Page 127 is revised as follows:
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REVISIONS TO TEXT OF DRAFT VEGETATIVE FUELS
MANAGEMENT PLAN (VFMP)
Appendix B/VFMP page 3 is revised as follows. None of the goals or objectives are new, but they
have been collected in a concise list for ease of reference.
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Appendix B/VFMP Page 38 is revised as follows:

_
Appendix B/VFMP page 65 is revised as follows:
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Appendix C is revised as follows:

SPR BIO-6: Require Ecological Knowledge Training for Workers. Crew members and contractors must
receive training from a qualified RPF, botanist/biologist, Master Gardener, arborist, or qualified City staffer
prior to beginning a treatment activity. The training will describe the appropriate work practices necessary to
effectively implement the biological SPRs and mitigation measures and to comply with the applicable
environmental laws and regulations. The training will include the identification and avoidance of pertinent
special-status species; identification and avoidance of sensitive natural communities and habitats with the
potential to occur in the treatment area; impact minimization procedures; identification of noxious weeds in
the area; marking protocols (i.e., the meaning of various colors of flagging/paint), and reporting
requirements. The training will instruct workers when it is appropriate to stop work and allow wildlife
encountered during treatment activities to leave the area unharmed and when it is necessary to report
encounters to a qualified staffer.
Applies to treatment types: All. Applies to vegetation communities: All.

Page 139

Appendix C is further revised as follows:

Appendix E title page is revised as follows:

Appendix E p. 7 is revised as follows:
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Appendix E page 8 is revised as follows:

Appendix E page 9 is revised as follows:
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4 MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN____________________
INTRODUCTION
When approving projects with mitigation measures that if implemented would avoid or lessen
otherwise potentially significant impacts, CEQA requires public agencies to adopt monitoring and
reporting programs or conditions of project approval to mitigate or avoid the identified potentially
significant effects (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6(a)(1)). A public agency adopting
measures to mitigate or avoid the significant impacts of a proposed project is required to ensure that
the measures are fully enforceable, through permit conditions, agreements, or other means (Public
Resources Code Section 21081.6(b)). The mitigation measures required by a public agency to
reduce or avoid significant project impacts not incorporated into the design or program for the
project may be made conditions of project approval as set forth in a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program (MMRP). The program must be designed to ensure project compliance with
mitigation measures during project implementation. The City will use the Project Environmental
Review Checklist, provided in Appendix A of this Final PEIR, to evaluate if individual activities
are within the scope of the Program EIR and, if so and if the activity has potentially significant
impacts, whether the PEIR mitigation measures are applicable. Individual projects that do not
conform to the scope of the Program EIR or that have potentially significant impacts that could not
be mitigated by applying the mitigation measures in the PEIR will require a new environmental
document (e.g., an ND, MND, or EIR).
FORMAT
This MMRP is organized in a table format, keyed to each significant impact and mitigation
measure. Each mitigation measure is set out in full, followed by a tabular summary of monitoring
requirements. The column headings in the tables are defined as follows:
• Mitigation Measure. This column presents the full mitigation measure.
• Timing. This column describes when the measure must be implemented

(e.g., before, during, or after the treatment activity).

• Implementation Responsibility. This column assigns the party responsible for

implementation of the measures. In practice, “project proponent” generally
means the City.
• Monitoring Responsibility. This column assigns the party responsible for
monitoring implementation.
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City of Chico VFMP PEIR Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Mitigation Measure or SPR

Timing

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

SPR AIR‐1: Smoke Management Plan for All Burns. Unless an exemption (e.g. for very small
cultural burn demonstrations) is negotiated in advance with BCAQMD, all prescribed burns on
Chico parklands will have a Smoke Management Plan (SMP) developed for them and approved by
BCAQMD before implementation. As part of burn planning, park managers will coordinate
prescribed burns with BCAQMD staff in order to choose the optimal conditions with which to burn
in order to generate minimal smoke impacts to the community.

During
Project
work plan
Proponent
in
develop‐
ment
collab with
before
BCAQMD
treatment

SPR AIR‐2: Register All Portable Chippers. Portable chippers rated at 50 HP or greater shall be
registered either with the District or through the statewide Portable Equipment Registration
Program (PERP).

Before
Treatment

Project
Proponent

BCAQMD

Before
Treatment

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR BIO‐1: Review and Survey Project‐Specific Biological Resources : The project proponent
will require a qualified specialist to conduct a data review and reconnaissance‐level survey
prior to treatment. The data reviewed will include the biological resources setting, sensitive species
and natural communities tables, and habitat information in the EIR relevant to the location where
the treatment will occur. It will also include review of the best available, current data for the area,
including species distribution/range information, CNDDB, California Native Plant Society (CNPS)
Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants of California, relevant BIOS queries, and relevant general
and regional plans. Reconnaissance‐level biological surveys will be general surveys that include visual
and auditory inspection for biological resources to help determine the setting present on a treatment
site. The qualified specialist will 1) identify and document sensitive resources, such as riparian or
other sensitive habitats, sensitive natural community, wetlands, or wildlife nursery site or habitat
(including bird nests); and 2) assess the suitability of habitat for special‐status plant and animal
species. The surveyor will also record any incidental wildlife or rare plant observations. Habitat
assessments will be completed at a time of year that is appropriate for identifying habitat and no
more than one year prior to the submittal of the Project Consistency Checklist for each treatment
activity, unless it can be demonstrated that habitat assessments older than one year remain valid.
next page)

BCAQMD

(Continued
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Entity

SPR BIO‐1 ‐‐ Continued from previous page
Based on the results of the data review and reconnaissance‐level survey, the project proponent, in
consultation with a qualified specialist, will determine which one of the following best
characterizes the treatment:
1. Suitable Habitat Is Present but Adverse Effects Can Be Clearly Avoided.
If, based on the data review and reconnaissance‐level survey, the qualified specialist
determines that suitable habitat for sensitive biological resources is present but adverse effects on
the suitable habitat can clearly be avoided through one of the following methods, the avoidance
mechanism will be implemented prior to initiating treatment and will remain in effect throughout
the treatment:
a. by physically avoiding the suitable habitat, or
b. by conducting treatment outside of the season when a sensitive resource could
Before
be present within the suitable habitat or outside the season of sensitivity (e.g.,
Treatment
outside of special‐status bird nesting season, during dormant season of sensitive
annual or geophytic plant species, or outside of maternity and rearing season at
wildlife nursery sites). Physical avoidance will include flagging, fencing, stakes, or clear, existing landscape demarcations (e.g., edge of
a roadway) to delineate the boundary of the avoidance area around the suitable habitat.
For physical avoidance, a buffer may be implemented as determined necessary by the qualified specialist.
2. Suitable Habitat is Present and Adverse Effects Cannot Be Clearly Avoided.
Further review and surveys will be conducted to determine presence/absence of sensitive biological
resources that may be affected, as described in the SPRs below. Further review may include
contacting USFWS, NOAA Fisheries, CDFW, CNPS, or local resource agencies as necessary to
determine the potential for special‐status species or other sensitive biological resources to be
affected by the treatment activity. Focused or protocol‐level surveys will be conducted as necessary
to determine presence/absence. See SPR BIO‐4 for more about protocol‐level surveys.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR BIO‐2: Biological Surveyor Qualifications. A qualified specialist able to conduct surveys under SPR‐BIO‐1 and SPR‐BIO‐4 is
someone whose experience and references indicate they possess the regionally appropriate knowledge of species and protocols
needed to perform the particular survey for which they are being hired. Statewide or national certifications or degrees are not a
substitute for Butte County‐specific biological expertise.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Mitigation Measure or SPR

Timing

Before
Treatment
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Timing

SPR BIO‐3: Integrate EDRR (Early Detection, Rapid Response) Into Reconnaissance‐Level Surveys. During reconnaissance‐level
surveys, the qualified specialist shall identify any infestations of invasive plant species (i.e., those on the list in Appendix E of the
VFMP PEIR) so managers can target them for removal during treatment activities. While the City does not have the resources to
remove every invasive plant, the City does have an established rubric for prioritizing which invasives to remove (i.e., those with the
Before
highest potential to disrupt native ecologies, especially fire ecologies). This rubric is found in Appendix E of the VFMP PEIR. Treatment
methods will be selected based on the invasive species present and, subject to CEQA like all other treatments, may include
Treatment
whatever treatment will be most effective in killing or removing the invasive plants and preventing
reestablishment based on the life history characteristics of the invasive plant species present.
Managers will base treatments on the guidance in Appenidx E of the VFMP PEIR and on additional information that may be available
to crews and managers at the time of treatment.

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
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SPR BIO‐4: Protocol‐Level Surveys. If SPR BIO‐1 determines that sensitive natural communities or sensitive habitats for plants,
wildlife, or both may be present and adverse effects cannot be avoided, the project proponent will require a qualified specialist to
perform a protocol‐level survey of the treatment area prior to the start of treatment activities. Wildlife surveys If SPR BIO‐1
determines that suitable habitat is present for wildlife (including nursery sites), and adverse effects cannot clearly be avoided, then
focused or protocol‐level surveys must be conducted for special‐status wildlife species or nursery sites (e.g., bat maternity roosts,
deer fawning areas, heron or egret rookeries) with potential to be directly or indirectly affected by a treatment activity. The survey
area will be determined by a qualified specialist based on the species and habitats and any recommended buffer distances in agency
protocols.
The qualified specialist will determine if following an established protocol is required; if so, survey procedures will adhere to
methodologies approved by resource agencies and the scientific community, such as those that are available on the CDFW webpage
at: https://www.wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Survey‐Protocols . The City or project proponent may consult with CDFW and/or USFWS
for technical information regarding appropriate survey protocols. Unless otherwise specified in a protocol, the survey will be
conducted no less than 14 days and no more than 30 days before the beginning of implementation. Focused or protocol surveys for a
special‐status species with potential to occur in the treatment area may not be required if presence of the species is assumed.
Plant surveys If SPR BIO‐1 determines that suitable habitat is present for special‐status plants or sensitive natural communities, and
Before
adverse effects cannot clearly be avoided, then focused or protocol‐level surveys must be conducted for special‐status plant species
and sensitive natural communities. Surveys to determine the presence or absence of special‐status plant species will be conducted in Treatment
suitable habitat that could be affected by the treatment and timed to coincide with the blooming or other appropriate phenological
period of the target species (as determined by a qualified specialist). The survey will follow the methods in the current version of
CDFW’s “Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and
Sensitive Natural Communities.” For potentially occurring special‐status plants not listed under CESA or ESA, surveys will not be
required under the following circumstances:
(1) If protocol‐level surveys, consisting of at least two survey visits (e.g., early blooming season and later blooming season) during a
normal weather year, have been completed in the last 5 years and no special‐status plants were
found, and no treatment activity has occurred following the protocol‐level survey, treatment may proceed without additional plant
surveys. Or, (2) If the target special‐status plant species is an herbaceous annual, stump‐sprouting, or geophyte species, the
treatment may be carried out during the dormant season for that species or when the species has completed its annual lifecycle
without conducting presence/absence surveys provided the treatment will not alter habitat or destroy seeds, stumps, or roots,
rhizomes, bulbs and other underground parts in a way that would make it very difficult or impossible for the target species to
reestablish following treatment.
For potentially occurring special‐status plants that are listed under CESA or ESA, protocol‐level surveys to determine
presence/absence of the listed species will be conducted in all circumstances, unless determined otherwise by CDFW or USFWS.

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Page 146

City of Chico VFMP PEIR Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Mitigation Measure or SPR

Timing

SPR‐BIO‐5: Flag rare plants or wildlife/wildlife nursery sites for avoidance when needed.
BIO‐5a: Flagging and Avoiding Sensitive Wildlife or Nursery Sites
If it is determined through application of SPR BIO‐4 that special‐status wildlife or occupied wildlife nursery sites (e.g., nests, dens, bat
roosts, burrows) are within the treatment boundary and the treatment cannot clearly be applied without harming the wildlife or
impacting the nursery sites, the project proponent must physically avoid the area occupied by the wildlife by establishing a no‐
disturbance buffer around it.
This buffer boundary shall be marked with high‐visibility flagging, fencing, stakes, paint, or clear, existing landscape demarcations
(e.g., edge of a roadway). Buffer size will be determined by a qualified specialist , in consultation with CDFW and/or USFWS
(depending on the potentially affected species), using the most current, commonly accepted science and will consider published
agency guidance; however, buffers will generally be a minimum of 500 feet for special‐status birds and 100 feet for other special‐
status wildlife species, unless site conditions indicate a smaller buffer would be sufficient for protection or a larger buffer would be
needed. These judgements will depend on plant phenology at the time of treatment (e.g., whether the plants are in a dormant,
vegetative, or flowering state), the individual species’ vulnerability to the treatment method being used, and environmental
conditions and terrain. Buffer size may be adjusted if the qualified specialist determines that such an adjustment would not be likely
Before
to adversely affect (i.e., cause mortality, injury, or disturbance to) the species within the nest, den, burrow, or other occupied site. If a
no‐disturbance buffer is reduced below these minimum standards around an occupied site, a qualified specialist will provide the
Treatment
project proponent with a site‐ and/or treatment activity‐specific explanation for the buffer reduction, which will be included in the
Project Consistency Checklist.
Consideration of factors such as the species’ tolerance to disturbance, the presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or
topography, the height of the nest, the locations of foraging territory, the baseline levels of noise and human activity, and the nature
of the treatment activity, among other factors, may inform an appropriate buffer size and shape.
When buffers cease to apply. When the qualified specialist has determined that the young have fledged or dispersed; the nest, den,
roost, or other occurrence is no longer active; or reducing/abandoning the buffer would not likely result in disturbance, mortality, or
injury, then activity may resume inside the buffer zone. Alternatives to buffers If using a physical buffer is not feasible (e.g., for
prescribed burning), the project proponent will use a temporal buffer by implementing the treatment outside the sensitive period of
the species’ life cycle (e.g., outside the breeding or nesting season). For species present year‐round, the qualified specialist will
determine the period of time within which prescribed burning could occur that will avoid or minimize mortality, injury, or disturbance
of the species, or the burn tactics which would minimize harm (e.g., selecting weather conditions that would loft smoke away from
cliffs that shelter bat roosts). The project proponent may consult with CDFW and/or USFWS for technical information regarding
appropriate limited operating periods. (Continued next page)

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
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SPR‐BIO‐5: Flag rare plants or wildlife/wildlife nursery sites for avoidance when needed.
BIO‐5a: Flagging and Avoiding Sensitive Wildlife or Nursery Sites (Continued from previous page) While performing review and
surveys for SPR BIO‐1 and SPR BIO‐4, the qualified specialist with knowledge of the special‐status wildlife species will identify any
habitat features that are necessary for survival (e.g., habitat necessary for breeding, foraging, shelter, movement) of the affected
wildlife species (e.g., trees with large cavities, trees with nesting platforms; large raptor nests; downed woody debris). These habitat
features will be marked and treatments applied to the features will be designed to minimize or avoid the loss or degradation of
suitable habitat for listed species during treatments. Identification and treatment of these features will be based on the life history
and habitat requirements of the affected species and the most current, commonly accepted science. The qualified specialist RPF or
biologist with knowledge of the special‐status wildlife species habitat and life history will review the treatment design with SPRs and
applicable impact minimization measures (potentially including others not listed above) to determine if the anticipated residual
effects of the treatment would be significant under CEQA because implementation of the treatment will not maintain habitat function
Before
of the special‐status wildlife species’ habitat or because the loss of special‐status wildlife would substantially reduce the number or
Treatment
restrict the range of a special‐status wildlife species. If it is determined the impact on special‐status wildlife would be less than
significant, no further mitigation will be required. If it is determined that the loss of special‐status wildlife or degradation of occupied
habitat would be significant under CEQA after implementing feasible treatment design alternatives and impact minimization
measures, then Mitigation Measure BIO‐1a will be implemented.
However, in cases where a qualified specialist determines that a non‐listed special‐status wildlife population would benefit from the
treatment, even though some of the non‐listed special‐status plants may be killed, injured or disturbed during treatment activities, no
compensatory mitigation would be required. For a treatment to be considered beneficial to non‐listed special‐status wildlife, the
qualified specialistRPF or biologist will demonstrate with substantial evidence that habitat function is reasonably expected to improve
with implementation of the treatment (e.g., by citing scientific studies demonstrating that the species (or similar species) has
benefitted from increased sunlight due to canopy opening, eradication of invasive species, or otherwise reduced competition for
resources), and the substantial evidence will be included in the Project Consistency Checklist.

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
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Bio‐5b: Flagging and Avoiding Special‐Status Plants
If it is determined through application of SPR BIO‐4 that special‐status plants are within the treatment boundary and the treatment
cannot clearly be applied without harming the special‐status plants, the project proponent must physically avoid the area occupied by
the special‐status plants by establishing a no‐disturbance buffer around it. This buffer boundary shall be marked with high‐visibility
flagging, fencing, stakes, paint, or clear, existing landscape demarcations (e.g., edge of a roadway). The no‐disturbance buffers will
generally be a minimum of 50 feet from special‐status plants. However, the size and shape of the buffer zone may be adjusted if a
qualified specialist determines that a smaller buffer will be sufficient to avoid loss of or damaging to special‐status plants or that a
larger buffer is necessary to sufficiently protect plants from the treatment activity. These judgements will depend on plant phenology
at the time of treatment (e.g., whether the plants are in a dormant, vegetative, or flowering state), the individual species’ vulnerability
to the treatment method being used, and environmental conditions and terrain.
Consideration of factors such as site hydrology, changes in light, edge effects, and potential introduction of invasive plants and
noxious weeds may inform an appropriate buffer size and shape.
When buffers do not apply. Treatments may be conducted within the buffer if the potentially affected special‐status plant species is
a geophytic, stump‐sprouting, or annual species, and the treatment can be conducted outside of the growing season (e.g., after it has
completed its annual life cycle) or during the dormant season using only treatment activities that would not make it difficult or
Before
impossible for the plant individuals (for perennial spp.) or population (for annual spp.) to recover. When assessing whether
individuals/populations will be able to recover, the qualified specialist will take into account indirect effects from the treatment (e.g. Treatment
changes in light/shading/air circulation). The qualified specialist with knowledge of the special‐status plant species habitat and life
history will review the treatment design including SPRs and applicable impact minimization measures (potentially including others not
listed above) to determine if the anticipated residual effects of the treatment would be significant under CEQA (e.g., because the
plant’s habitat would be rendered unsuitable post‐treatment) or because the loss of special‐status plants would substantially reduce
the number or restrict the range of a special‐status plant species. If it is determined the impact on special‐status plants would be less
than significant, no further mitigation will be required. If it is determined that the loss of special‐status plants or degradation of
occupied habitat would be significant under CEQA after implementing feasible treatment design alternatives and impact minimization
measures, then Mitigation Measure BIO‐1b will be implemented.
However, in cases where a qualified specialist determines that a non‐listed special‐status plant population would benefit from the
treatment, even though some of the non‐listed special‐status plants may be killed during treatment activities, no compensatory
mitigation would be required. For a treatment to be considered beneficial to non‐listed special‐status plants, the qualified specialist
will demonstrate with substantial evidence that habitat function is reasonably expected to improve with implementation of the
treatment (e.g., by citing scientific studies demonstrating that the species (or similar species) has benefitted from increased sunlight
due to canopy opening, eradication of invasive species, or otherwise reduced competition for resources), and the substantial evidence
will be included in the Project Consistency Checklist.
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Proponent

City of Chico
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SPR BIO‐6: Require Ecological Knowledge Training for Workers. Crew members and contractors must receive training from a qualified
RPF, specialist, botanist/biologist, Master Gardener, arborist, Tribal government‐certified cultural resource instructor, or qualified City
staffer prior to beginning a treatment activity. The training will describe the appropriate work practices necessary to effectively
implement the biological SPRs and mitigation measures and to comply with the applicable environmental laws and regulations. The
Before
training will include the identification and avoidance of pertinent special‐status species; identification and avoidance of sensitive
Treatment
natural communities and habitats with the potential to occur in the treatment area; impact minimization procedures; identification of
noxious weeds in the area; marking protocols (i.e., the meaning of various colors of flagging/paint), and reporting requirements. The
training will instruct workers when it is appropriate to stop work and allow wildlife encountered during treatment activities to leave
the area unharmed and when it is necessary to report encounters to a qualified staffer.

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR BIO‐7: Prevent Spread of Invasive and Noxious Plants. (1) When mechanically removing invasives, if seeds or other propagules
(such as Arundo stem nodes) are present, the plan for removal must incorporate a process for sanitary disposal of propagules (e.g.
collect seed for separate disposal prior to plant removal, contain debris in some container during transport to avoid spreading
propagules, burn debris on site if conditions permit to avoid having to move it, don't dispose of seedy debris elsewhere in park).
Material heading into a chipper should be free of weed seeds and weed propagules first, if the chips will be broadcast back onto Chico
During and
parklands.
(2) When leaving an area with infestations of invasive plants and noxious weeds, inspect all equipment for mud or other signs that
After
weed seeds or propagules could be present. Crews must check clothing, footwear, and equipment for any soil, seeds, vegetative
Treatment
matter or other debris or seed‐bearing material. Remove the soil or potential seed‐bearing material, and leave it inside the infested
area or dispose of it in a green waste receptacle or landfill receptacle. All heavy equipment and vehicles that come into contact with
infested areas must be checked for soil and seed heads either at the infested location or at a headquarters location before proceeding
to the next parklands location. Two valuable training resources on this topic are: Preventing spread on equipment, crews:
https://www.cal‐ipc.org/resources/library/publications/landmanagers/ Preventing spread through transportation: https://www.cal‐
ipc.org/resources/library/publications/tuc/

SPR BIO‐8: Trees Marked For Removal by Qualified Personnel. No native tree larger than 8” DBH shall be removed unless marked
Prior to
beforehand by a qualified specialist, arborist, botanist, Registered Professional Forester, or City staff member with adequate training.
Native trees smaller than 8 inches DBH may be removed without prior marking, if written into the activity scope and individuals
and During
implementing work have been adequately trained. If the marker and remover are not the same person, it is of paramount importance Treatment
that tree fellers/removers understand and interpret the marking system the same way as the marker(s).
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SPR BIO‐9: Refugia and “checkerboarding”; phased implementation. In sensitive natural communities or areas the RPF/biologist/City
staffer determines to contain important wildlife forage or cover that would be affected by the treatment, areas to be treated will be
Prior to
treated in phases, in a “checkerboard” pattern. This strategy provides spatial and temporal heterogeneity that promotes a
habitat‐rich mosaic and leaves refugia for sensitive wildlife, especially pollinators. This SPR applies to hand and mechanical
and During
treatments. The size of blocs will be at the discretion of the RPF/biologist/City staffer, or (if applicable) will be planned under the
Treatment
terms of a 1600 permit. An example of phased implementation would be if the City receives grant funding to thin 100 acres of upland
mix over 4 years, crews would thin 25 acres per year, in five 5‐acre blocs.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR BIO‐10: Lake and Streambed Alteration Permit (1600 Permit) Needed. Vegetation management in stream corridors requires prior
negotiation of a Lake and Streambed Alteration Permit (LSA, or known as a 1600) from CDFW. The definition of the “stream corridor”
is the responsibility of CDFW and may include areas which appear to be above the stream banks. LSAs can be negotiated project‐by‐
project, but the City’s preferred alternative is to negotiate a long term routine maintenance (or “master”) agreement to cover all
Prior to
programmatic work in an area for five years. Over the permit life, routine maintenance agreements are more cost‐effective in both
Treatment
dollars and staff time than project‐by‐project negotiations.
When an LSA’s stipulated mitigation measures and project requirements are more stringent than
SPRs in this PEIR, the LSA’s requirements shall prevail and shall be considered to reduce to below a level of significance the relevant
environmental impacts CDFW addresses in the permit process.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
and CDFW

SPR BIO‐11: To protect endemic Polygonum bidwelliae , no chips or slash shall be piled, burned, or scattered on top of exposed gravel
flats made up of basalt or mudflow gravel (“basalt or mudflow vernal flat community”). These areas appear as small (one to several
During
feet in diameter), flat to gently sloping dishlike or ribbonlike open areas, often surrounded by exposed rock, where vegetation is very
short or not apparent. They may appear as “bare soil” at first glance but their audible crunch when walked on reveals the “bare soil” Treatment
to be made up of small basalt pebbles. For a reference example, see the area at the top of the southernmost of the three South Rim
Bidwell Park Oak Restoration and Wildfire Resiliency Units.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR BIO‐12: Protocol for when endangered plants or animals are found. If any new occurrences of plants protected by the California
Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) are encountered, then the person in charge on site (qualified
City staff person, RPF, or biological technician) will adjust implementation plans, as appropriate. This would include flagging off the
During
new occurrence so it can be avoided, with the appropriate buffer. If the person in charge on site does not know how to proceed, work
will stop or move to a different location until a qualified biologist can arrive to assess the situation. If any wildlife protected by the
Treatment
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) or Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) are encountered, crews will wait for the animal to
leave the area on its own. If the animal is unable to leave the site on its own (without being handled), the person in charge will
immediately contact CDFW or USFWS, as appropriate.
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Mitigation Measure or SPR

Timing
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SPR BIO‐13: Chipping. To minimize ecological impact on recovering native understory vegetation, any chipping operations should
minimize soil disturbance and broadcast chips away from sensitive plants.
Where it is feasible, broadcast chips toward known invasive weed patches. The smaller the wood chip, the less flammable the
resulting chipped mulch. To be fire‐safe and to protect the roots of surviving plants from future fires, chips should be raked or
scattered until they are not more than 4" deep. When possible, chip invasive species before seed set. If this is impossible, try to
remove and bag for disposal as much invasive weed seed as feasible before chipping. If chips are suspected of having high quantities
of weed seed, consider transporting them off‐site to a processing destination (i.e., to green waste composting or biomass disposal)
rather than leaving them in parklands.
SPR BIO‐14: Snags for wildlife. A target of 2‐4 snags/acre (on average) should be retained across City woodlands. Snags should be
retained where they do not pose a hazard to infrastructure or the public.
SPR BIO‐15: Grazing Plans. A grazing plan shall be prepared for each grazing activity. A grazing plan shall specify, at a minimum:
●Stocking rates, e.g. in animal unit‐months (AUMs), with acceptable tolerances up or down depending on the year’s weather/forage
●Species of grazing animal acceptable; types of animals that are unacceptable (e.g., bulls), if any
●Dates (earliest in/latest out), with trigger points for moving animals (e.g. a certain % bare ground, a certain RDM)
●Monitoring responsibili es and ming (to monitor for trigger points)
●Desired post‐grazing condi ons (e.g., usually measured in residual dry ma er (RDM) of between 300‐800 lbs/ac for grasslands;
measured in shrub story canopy closure or shrub height for upland mix)
●% permissible bare ground a er grazing is concluded, and how excess bare ground would be remedied
●Acceptable means of disposing of dead animals
●List of invasive species whose spread must be limited and specific expecta ons for how spread will be limited (i.e., flush periods
required after animals have been on a unit that contains invasive species, before moving them to a unit that does not)
●Whether there are areas from which animals must be excluded (e.g., areas of blue oak recruitment),
means of exclusion, and remedies for failure of exclusion.
●Distance, in feet, to closest riparian corridor/stream (including ephemeral streams) and means of exclusion.
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Mitigation Measure BIO‐1a: Compensatory Mitigation to Special‐Status Wildlife, If Applicable
If
the provisions of SPR BIO‐5a cannot be implemented and additional mitigation is necessary to reduce significant impacts, the project
proponent will compensate for such impacts to species or habitat by acquiring and/or protecting land that provides (or will provide in
the case of restoration) habitat function for affected species that is at least equivalent to the habitat function removed or degraded as
a result of the treatment. Compensation may include:
1.) Preserving existing habitat outside of the treatment area in perpetuity; this may entail purchasing mitigation credits and/or lands
from a CDFW‐ or USFWS‐approved entity in sufficient quantity to offset the residual significant impacts, generally at a ratio of 1:1 for
habitat; and/or
2.) Restoring or enhancing existing habitat within the treatment area or outside of the treatment area (including decommissioning
roads, adding perching structures, removing existing perching structures, or removing existing movement barriers or other existing
features that are adversely affecting the species), and/or
3.) In lieu of the measures described above, compensatory mitigation may be satisfied through compliance with permit conditions, or
other authorizations obtained by the project proponent (e.g., incidental take permit, if required), if these requirements are equally or
more effective than the mitigation identified above.
The project proponent will prepare a Compensatory Mitigation Plan that identifies the residual significant effects that require
Prior to
compensatory mitigation and describes the compensatory mitigation strategy being implemented to reduce residual effects. The
project proponent will consult with CDFW and/or any other applicable responsible agency prior to finalizing the Compensatory
treatment
Mitigation Plan in order to satisfy that responsible agency’s requirements (e.g., permits, approvals) within the plan. For species listed
activity
under ESA or CESA, the project proponent will submit the mitigation plan to CDFW and/or USFWS for review and comment. For other
special‐ status wildlife species (not listed under ESA or CESA) the project proponent may consult with CDFW and/or USFWS regarding
the availability and applicability of compensatory mitigation and other related technical information.
The Compensatory Mitigation Plan will include:
For preserving existing habitat outside of the treatment area in perpetuity, a summary of the proposed compensation lands (e.g., the
number and type of credits, location of mitigation bank or easement), parties responsible for the long‐term management of the land,
and the legal and funding mechanisms for long‐term conservation (e.g., holder of conservation easement or fee title). The project
proponent will submit evidence that the necessary mitigation has been implemented or that the project proponent has entered into a
legal agreement to implement it and that compensatory habitat will be preserved in perpetuity.
For restoring or enhancing habitat within the treatment area or outside of the treatment area, a description of the
proposed habitat improvements, success criteria that demonstrate the performance standard of maintained
habitat function has been met, legal and funding mechanisms, and parties responsible for long‐term management
and monitoring of the restored habitat. If the loss of occupied habitat cannot be offset, and as a result treatment
activities would substantially reduce the number or restrict the range of listed wildlife species, then the treatment
will not qualify as within the scope of this PEIR.
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Mitigation Measure BIO‐1b: Compensatory Mitigation to Special‐Status Plants, If Applicable
If the provisions of SPR BIO‐5b cannot be implemented and additional mitigation is necessary to reduce significant impacts, the
project proponent will compensate for such impacts to species or habitat by acquiring and/or protecting land that provides (or will
provide in the case of restoration) habitat function for affected species that is at least equivalent to the habitat function removed or
degraded as a result of the treatment. Compensation may include:
1.) Preserving and enhancing existing populations outside of the treatment area in perpetuity (first priority). If that is not an option
because existing populations that can be preserved in perpetuity are not available,
2.) Creating populations on mitigation sites outside of the treatment area through seed collection and dispersal (annual species) or
transplantation (perennial species) and/or
quantities to
3.) Purchasing mitigation credits from a CDFW‐ or USFWS‐approved conservation or mitigation bank in sufficient
Prior to
offset the loss of occupied habitat; and/or4.) If the affected special‐status plants are not listed under ESA or CESA, compensatory
treatment
mitigation may include restoring or enhancing degraded habitats so that they are made suitable to support special‐status plant
activity
species in the future.
Finally, in lieu of the measures described above, compensatory mitigation may be satisfied through compliance with permit
conditions, or other authorizations obtained by the project proponent (e.g., incidental take permit for state‐listed plants), if these
requirements are equally or more effective than the mitigation identified above. The project proponent will prepare a Compensatory
Mitigation Plan that identifies the residual significant impacts that require compensatory mitigation and describes the compensatory
mitigation strategy being implemented and how unavoidable losses of special‐status plants will be compensated. The project
proponent will consult with CDFW and/or any other applicable responsible agency prior to finalizing the Compensatory Mitigation
Plan to satisfy that responsible agency’s requirements (e.g., permits, approvals) within the plan. If the special‐status plant taxa are
listed under ESA or CESA, the plan will be submitted to CDFW and/or USFWS (as appropriate) for review and comment. The

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Compensatory Mitigation Plan will include:(continued next page)
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City of Chico

Mitigation Measure BIO‐1b: Compensatory Mitigation to Special‐Status Plants, If Applicable

(Continued from previous page)
1.) For compensatory mitigation that includes preservation of existing populations or creation of new populations, a summary of the
proposed compensation lands and actions (e.g., the number and type of credits, location of mitigation bank or easement, restoration
or enhancement actions), parties responsible for the long‐term management of the land, and the legal and funding mechanisms (e.g.,
holder of conservation easement or fee title). The project proponent will submit evidence that the necessary mitigation has been
implemented or that the project proponent has entered into a legal agreement to implement it and that compensatory plant
populations will be preserved in perpetuity.
2.) For compensatory mitigation that includes relocation efforts, details on the methods to be used, including collection, storage,
propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long‐term protection and management, monitoring and reporting requirements,
success criteria, and remedial action responsibilities should the initial effort fail to meet long‐term monitoring requirements. After
relocation, the extent of occupied area will be substantially similar to the affected occupied habitat and will be suitable for self‐
Prior to
producing populations. Re‐ located/re‐established populations will be considered self‐producing when habitat conditions allow for
treatment
plants to reestablish annually for a minimum of 5 years with no human intervention, such as supplemental seeding; and the occupied
area is comparable to existing occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types in the region.
3.) For activity
compensatory mitigation that includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation credits, or other offsite
conservation measures, the details of these measures. This includes information on responsible parties for long‐term management,
conservation easement holders, long‐term management requirements, funding assurances, and success criteria such as those listed
above and other details, as appropriate to target the preservation of long term viable populations.
4.) For
compensatory mitigation that includes restoring or enhancing habitat within the treatment area or outside of the treatment area, a
description of the proposed habitat improvements, success criteria that demonstrate the performance standard of maintained
habitat function has been met, legal and funding mechanisms, and parties responsible for long‐term management and monitoring of
the restored habitat.
If the loss of occupied habitat cannot be offset (e.g., if preservation of existing populations or creation of new populations through
relocation efforts are not available for a certain species), and as a result treatment activities would substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of listed plant species, then the treatment will not qualify as within the scope of this PEIR.
SPR CUL‐1: Consultation with Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria prior to implementation of the project or activity. In
Prior to
accordance with BPMMP Appendix D, Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria will be consulted prior to activity implementation
treatment
(not just in Bidwell Park, but anywhere on Chico parklands) so that they may inform project implementers of cultural resources to be
activity
protected during implementation.
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Timing

SPR CUL‐2: Archaeological surveys where applicable prior to implementation of projects. Archaeological surveys will be conducted by
a qualified archaeologist prior to the implementation of any activity that includes ground disturbance, or if requested by a Tribe or
other government.
For the purposes of this section, “ground disturbance” does not include:
Prior to
(a) activity that is part of routine trail, road or infrastructural maintenance.
treatment
(b) hand‐dug fireline that removes only the duff layer down to bare mineral soil
activity
(c)Plan ng plugs, cu ngs and scratched‐in seed of na ve plants
Archaeological surveys, if performed, will include archaeological records pull from the California Historical Resource Information
System.
SPR CUL‐3: Avoidance of cultural/archaeological resources. Cultural resources present within the program area have not been
formally evaluated to determine eligibility for listing on the CRHR. For the purposes of this program, these cultural resources will be
assumed potentially eligible for state and federal registers and will be avoided. Project proponents will ensure that cultural resources
are not adversely affected by management activities. If cultural resources cannot be avoided and disturbance will occur within the
recorded site limits then the site(s) will be formally evaluated to determine if they meet the regulatory criteria for eligibility to the
CRHR. If a site meets the criteria for eligibility to the CRHR, then it is protected, and no disturbance to the site can take place.
SPR CUL‐4: Protocol in case of unanticipated discovery of cultural resources. If a cultural resource is discovered within a project area
after the project has been approved, the following procedures apply:
1.Project ac vi es within 100 feet of the newly discovered cultural resource shall be immediately halted.
2.A qualified professional archaeologist shall be immediately no fied.
3.The archaeologist shall evaluate the new discovery and develop appropriate protec on measures.
4.The archaeologist shall inves gate how the project was reviewed for cultural resources to determine if the cultural resource should
have been identified earlier.
5.The archaeologist shall ensure that the newly discovered site is recorded and its discovery and protec on measures are
documented in the project files.
6.If the newly discovered site is a Na ve American Archaeological or Cultural Site, the Archaeologist shall no fy the appropriate
Native American tribal group and the NAHC, if appropriate.
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SPR CUL‐5: Protocol in case of encountering human remains. If human remains are encountered, all work must stop in the immediate
vicinity of the discovered remains and the County Coroner and a qualified archaeologist must be notified immediately so that an
During
evaluation can be performed. If the remains are deemed to be Native American and prehistoric, the Native American Heritage
treatment
Commission must be contacted by the Coroner so that a “Most Likely Descendant” can be designated and further recommendations
activity
regarding treatment of the remains can be provided. Mechoopda will also be contacted.
SPR SOIL‐1: Slope restrictions for mechanical equipment. Ground‐based equipment (e.g., masticators, feller‐bunchers) will be
restricted to slopes less than 30%. This mitigation measure automatically excludes heavy equipment from all program area soils with
erodibility ratings of “severe” or “very severe”. Exceptions may be made for short pitches of 100 feet slope distance, up to 50 percent
Prior to
slope. Exposed soils resulting from ground based equipment on slopes over 30% slope shall be 90% covered with operational slash or (planning)
low‐weed‐seed hay/straw to a minimum 2” depth prior to the winter period (Nov. 15 – April 1). This will occur after the conclusion of and during
each individual operation and prior to each winter period for the life of the project. When areas over 30% slope occur in a project
treatment
area, then the following methods shall be used to keep operators out of areas over 30% slope: flagging, mapping, and/or meeting with
activity
equipment operators. Hand work crews may work on slopes of any steepness, constrained only by crew supervisor judgement about
personnel safety.
SPR SOIL‐2: Remediate exposed soil. On moderately or severely erodible soils (see map 5), after concluding any activities that
incidentally disturbed the ground, crews shall cover exposed soil by scattering native slash, lopped vegetation, wood chips, or (if no on‐ During and
site material is available), a low‐weed‐seed straw such as rice straw. The final percentage of exposed soil after scattering is complete
after
shall be no more than 10%. This only applies on slopes, not flat areas (to avoid inadvertently covering up sensitive plants such as
treatment
Polygonum bidwelliae in the “basalt or mudflow vernal flat community” which looks “like bare dirt” for most of the year). This
activity
mitigation measure does not apply to naturally bare rocky areas.
SPR SOIL‐3: Minimize impacts from hand‐cleared firelines. When identifying firelines,
Prior to
(1)exis ng trails and features shall be used as firelines whenever possible.
(planning),
(2)When construc on of new fireline is necessary, firelines steeper than 30% slope shall be abated a er the prescribed fire is
finished. Firelines can be abated by scattering rice straw, chips, lop‐and‐scatter material, and/or leaves until exposed soil is no greater during and
after
than 10%.
treatment
(3)Firelines less steep than 30% slope, not abated, and not built as part of a trails project to Parks trail specifica ons, shall be
activity
obstructed using boulders or logs to discourage their use as unofficial trails until they naturally re‐vegetate.
During and
SPR SOIL‐4: Blade work as incidental maintenance only. Bladed tractors shall not drop their blades off‐road. Bladed tractors may only
after
be present to perform maintenance repairs of incidental road damage caused by vegetation management equipment.
treatments.
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SPR HAZ‐2: Pre‐Activity Hazard Tree Prevention. Before each prescribed fire project, unit prep crews will identify trees likely to be
killed by the fire that are also likely to become hazard trees (e.g., trees whose distance to a road or trail is less than 150% of the tree’s
height). If keeping the tree alive is the desired condition based on fuel loading guidelines and burn planning review, then crews will
Before
take protective measures to help these trees survive the fire. These could include ringing (i.e., clearing a ring down to bare mineral
treatments.
soil around the base of the tree), removing ladder fuels, or other means. If keeping the trees alive is not the desired condition based
on fuel loading guidelines and burn planning review, then crews will not take protective measures, but SPR‐HAZ‐3 (below) will still
apply.
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SPR HAZ‐3: Post‐Activity Hazard Tree Mitigation. After each prescribed fire project, any hazard trees produced by the fire will be
abated in accordance with the City of Chico’s post‐fire hazard tree marking and removal guidelines.
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Timing

SPR HAZ‐1: Buffers to Water Features for Fuel and Oil Handling. No accelerants will be used within 100' of a perennial stream (HYDRO‐
8). Furthermore, to reduce the potential impacts from any inadvertent spill of fuel or oil, no equipment shall refuel, be cleaned, or
lubricated within the following buffers, unless on an established road:
Big Chico Creek:150150150 ( three buﬀer widths are for 0‐30% slope, 30‐50% slope, and 50% or more slope).
During
Perennial streams that don’t have fish but may have aquatic life like frogs; this includes all springs with surface water and all
treatments.
ponds/lakes:5075100
Intermi ent streams:255050

After
treatments.

SPR HAZ‐4: Only ‘Caution’ Signal Word Herbicides. Only herbicides bearing the Caution signal word (i.e. not Warning or Danger
labelled) are used by the City of Chico. Additionally, no products containing imidacloprid, regardless of signal word, shall be applied
onto or into City of Chico public trees (BPPC action taken 10/29/18); and no products containing glyphosate shall be applied upon or
Before and
within City Plaza and Caper Acres (City Council action taken 10/15/19).
during
In Chico parklands, no 'Restricted' chemicals are used. Exception: Certain additive Crop Oils (adjuvants) may be used when they have a
treatments.
Warning label, if that label has been applied due to potential eye damage from spray, a concern to the Applicator which does not
reflect a concern to public, pets, or the environment.

SPR HAZ‐5: Indicator Dye Needed for Herbicide Applications. An indicator dye shall always be added to the herbicide tank mix to help
During
the applicator identify areas that have been treated and better monitor the overall application.
treatments.
SPR HAZ‐6: Integrated Pest Management. The City utilizes the principles of integrated pest management (IPM), hires pest
management contractors who are skilled in IPM, and is developing a citywide IPM policy. will seek to employ the safest effective
Before and
method for controlling invasives with minimal environmental impact. Herbicide use should be considered when other treatment
during
techniques are determined to be infeasible, ineffective, or not cost‐effective in achieving desired management and maintenance
treatments.
standards. The lowest recommended rate to achieve vegetation management objectives of both herbicides and surfactants should be
utilized to achieve desired control.
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SPR HAZ‐7: Herbicide Use: Role of Pest Control Adviser. Herbicides will always be applied in accordance with their label. However,
herbicides law allows for herbicides to be applied for off‐label uses if under the prescription of a licensed Pest Control Advisor (PCA),
whose recommendation itself includes a “certification that alternatives and mitigation measures that would substantially lessen any
significant adverse impact on the environment have been considered and, if feasible, adopted” (CCR 6556).
SPR HYDRO‐1: Wet Weather Suspensions of Mechanical Treatment. Mechanical work will be limited based on the Parks' existing
Adaptive Wet Weather Protocol (City of Chico 2015), as follows: If at least 1/4 inch of rain falls in a 24 hour period, the project
implementer will suspend mechanical treatments for at least one day. This suspension will continue for each subsequent day that
there is rain or a 70% or more forecast of additional rain or conditions remain wet, as described in the City’s Adaptive Wet Weather
Plan (City of Chico 2015). "Wet" means that more than 25% of the project area has puddles or mud, or a person walking on the project
site leaves visible footprints
¼” deep or deeper. Mechanical treatments may resume when less than 25% of the project area has puddles or mud, or a person
walking on the project site no longer leaves visible footprints ¼” deep. This SPR applies only to mechanical treatment methods. If a
future 1600 maintenance agreement establishes more stringent wet weather limitations, then the more stringent limitations will take
precedence.
SPR HYDRO‐3: Erosion Monitoring. The project implementer will inspect treatment areas for the proper implementation of erosion
control SPRs and mitigations before the rainy season. The implementer shall re‐inspect the treatment area after the first large winter
storm event of the season (i.e., ≥ 1.5 inches in 24 hours) and/or at least once annually, to evaluate the function of erosion control
measures. Any area of erosion that will result in substantial sediment discharge will be remediated. This SPR applies to mechanical
and understory burning treatment methods.
SPR HYDRO‐4: Minimize Burn Pile Size and Observe Setbacks from Trees. The project implementer will not create burn piles that
exceed 4 feet in length, width, or diameter. In addition, burn piles will not occupy more than 15 percent of the total treatment area.
Burn piles shall be at least 4’ from any living tree, to avoid cooking the tree’s tissues with the heat of the fire.
SPR HYDRO‐5: Observe Burn Pile Setbacks From Creeks. When building burn piles, the project implementer will observe the following
setbacks from water features:
(a)Ephemeral streams: 25’
(b)Spring heads and pocket wetlands: 50’
(c)Streams that support no fish (but may support amphibians): 50’
(d)Streams that support fish: 75’
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SPR HYDRO‐6: Guidelines for Water Drafting. The project proponent and project implementer, as applicable, will comply with the
following requirements :
●Water dra ing opera ons shall follow CFPR requirements in 14 CCR Sec on 963.7(l), which are intended to apply to water dra ing
operations in watersheds with listed anadromous salmonids but for this PEIR are proposed to apply throughout the program area.
●Vehicles used for water dra ing shall only access dra ing sites through exis ng watercourse crossings.
●Water dra ing shall be subject to all applicable requirements of Fish and Game Code Sec on 1600, as determined in consulta on
with CDFW.
●Water dra ing will not impact beneficial uses listed in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Central Valley (Basin Plan) (CVRWQCB
2018).
●In addi on to the above (if not required for Sec on 1600 compliance), the following requirements shall be met for all water dra ing
operations in the program area:
a.The project proponent shall consult with CDFW prior to any water dra ing opera on to convey and receive any informa on
relevant to the drafting operation.
b.Water shall not be dra ed by more than one truck simultaneously at the same site.
c.In Class I watercourses (i.e., Big Chico Creek and Li le Chico Creek), streambed or bank material shall not be excavated for intakes
or any other purposes related to drafting.
d.All water dra ing vehicles shall be checked each day used, and shall be repaired as necessary to prevent leaks of deleterious
materials from entering the watercourse.
e.Pumps used for dra ing shall be capable of being adjusted to comply with specified withdrawal rates.
f.Operators shall follow all applicable requirements and guidelines to prevent the introduc on and spread of aqua c invasive species
(AIS). This shall include:
(i)inspec ng truck res, hoses, screens, and any equipment entering the water before and a er each dra ing opera on and
removing and properly disposing of any aquatic plants or other aquatic organisms;
(ii)applying water only within the same watershed in which it originated.
g.Intake screens shall be used wherever water is dra ed, and shall be kept in good repair. Intakes shall be inspected periodically and
kept clean and free of accumulated algae, leaves, or other debris that could block portions of the screen surface and increase
approach velocities at any point on the screen.
h.Intakes shall be at least 6 inches above the bo om of the channel and away from submerged vegeta on, where prac cable. Where
not practicable, intakes shall maximize these clearances.
i.At the end of dra ing opera ons, intakes shall be completely removed from the watercourse and disturbed ground, including
exposed soil, shall be treated according to Fish and Game Code Section 1600 requirements to minimize erosion.
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Prior to
SPR NOISE‐1: Maintain noise‐producing equipment properly. Research and label each piece of motorized equipment with its peak
operational decibel level. Properly maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications and equip each piece of equipment treatment
with noise control, such as mufflers.
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Before and
during
SPR‐NOISE‐2: Ensure equipment noise is below allowable construction noise limits. Ensure that equipment to be used does not emit a
treatment
noise level of greater than 83 decibels at a distance of 25 feet. Only operate machines that make loud noise (e.g., chainsaws, chippers)
activity
between the hours of 10 am ‐6 pm on Sundays and holidays, and 7 am ‐9 pm M‐Sa excluding holidays.
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Mitigation Measure or SPR
SPR HYDRO‐7: Comply with Water Quality Regulations. The project implementer will comply with all applicable water quality
requirements adopted by Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB) and approved by the SWRCB (i.e., Basin
Plan). If applicable, this includes compliance with the conditions of general waste discharge requirements (GWDR) and waste
discharge requirement waivers for timber or silviculture activities where these waivers are designed to apply to non‐commercial fuel
reduction and forest health projects.
SPR HYDRO‐8: Stream Buffers for Prescribed Fire. Prescribed fire projects shall use no accelerants (e.g., drip torch fuel) within a 100’
buffer to any perennial stream. Backing fire will be used into ephemeral drainages to reduce the intensity of fire in drainages. No
discernible direct or indirect effects to water quality would be expected as live vegetation within the buffer would be left to function
as a sediment filter strip.

Securing

Mitigation Measure HYDRO‐1: Replant Native Vegetation into Arundo Root Balls . To mitigate for Impact HYDRO‐j, after Little Chico concurrence
from CDFW
Creek Arundo Eradication (key project # 6) the City shall plant or cause to be planted native willow and other native vegetation along
on sufficiency
portions of Little Chico Creek where Arundo was formerly the dominant vegetation. Native plants can be planted directly into the
of this
Arundo root ball and should be planted at densities and protocols established in the region as best practices for creeks similar to
mitigation
Little Chico Creek in elevation, hydromorphology, and flow regime. Because streamside work needs to be carried out under the terms
measure:
of a 1600 permit from CDFW (SPR BIO‐10) as well as potentially an encroachment permit from CVFPB (if required), this mitigation
Before
measure would still need to be reviewed by CDFW and potentially CVFPB to ensure it adequately mitigates for this potentially
commencing
treatment.
significant impact. If CDFW and/or CVFPB stipulated more stringent mitigation under the terms of its/their permit(s), that more
stringent mitigation would be applied.
Planting

SPR NOISE‐3: Personal Protective Equipment. Ensure all crew members who operate chainsaws, chippers, etc. have adequate ear
protection rated for the decibel level of the equipment they are using.
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City of Chico VFMP PEIR Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Mitigation Measure or SPR
SPR REC‐1: Advance notice of recreational closures related to vegetation management. The week before closures due to prescribed
fire activities are expected, the City will give notice of expected trail or area closures. Upcoming closures will be announced via press
release, Parks social media accounts, and the City's website. Due to the weather‐dependent nature of prescribed fire, it is usually not
possible to specify closure dates accurately in advance. The closed area will be posted in the field on the day of operations. This SPR
also applies to non‐fire vegetation management activities that could pose a danger to recreational users accessing the unit, such as
hazard tree felling and mastication activities.
SPR TRANS‐1: Notice of Closures of Transportation Routes. The week before closures due to vegetation management activities are
expected, the City will give notice of expected road, lane, bike lane, trail or area closures. Upcoming closures will be announced via
press release, Parks social media accounts, and the City's website. Due to the weather‐dependent nature of some vegetation
management activities, it is usually not possible to specify closure dates accurately in advance.
SPR‐TRANS‐2: Flag or Sign Road/Lane/Route Closures Per Public Works Protocol. The closed area will be posted in the field on the
day of operations in accordance with City of Chico Public Works policies already used for hazard tree removal or any other roadside
maintenance that incidentally closes roads or lanes, including through use of signage, cones, a flagger, or additional traffic control
personnel as appropriate for the site.
SPR CUL‐6: Gathering of Cultural Materials During Consultation. During consultation with Mechoopda, the project should be
described in full so that materials from the project may be collected if desired. Most of the projects currently outlined have some
element of vegetation removal. Instead of chipping or throwing vegetation away in green waste, it should be made available to the
Mechoopda if they so choose. Parameters on how to do so should be established during consultation. Mechoopda may choose to
make those resources available to other interested parties.
SPR CUL‐7: Establishment of Ethnobotanical Sites and Gathering Rights. During consultation Mechoopda may be invited out with the
archaeologist for surveys if they so choose. During this time ethnobotanical sites may be protected and conserved. If particular
ethnobotanical sites are significant due to providing a resource to be gathered, then gathering rights will be established. If
ethnobotanical sites are deemed valuable for ceremonial or religious purposes then protections may be made that allows for closures
to the public for cultural events.

Timing

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
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Timing

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Prior to
and during
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Prior to
treatment
activity

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

SPR FIRE‐2: Protocol in case of any accidental ignition during program work. If crews accidentally ignite a fire while conducting
vegetation management work, they are to call 911 for response from the Fire Department. If the fire’s spread is slow and crews can
During
safely extinguish the fire with the tools, water, and fire extinguishers they have on hand, they should attempt to do so. If the fire
treatment
becomes well‐established and the forward spread is clearly beyond control, crews should not engage in firefighting at the head of the
activity
fire. If crews are in an area where the location of the fire makes egress impossible, they should move into an area already burned by
the fire and wait for conditions to change before attempting to leave the area.

Project
Proponent

City of Chico

Mitigation Measure or SPR
SPR CUL‐8: Mechoopda may send a cultural monitor to be present during any portion of the implementation of any project. Project
implementation may not be held up due to cultural monitor scheduling unless the project area has been deemed particularly
significant.
Where significance is defined by:
The formal criteria (36 CFR 60.4) for determining NRHP eligibility, as follows:
1.The property is at least 50 years old (however, proper es under 50 years of age that are of excep onal importance or are
contributors to a district can also be included in the NRHP);
2.It retains integrity of loca on, design, se ng, materials, workmanship, feeling, and associa ons; and
3.It possesses at least one of the following characteris cs:
Criterion A: Association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history (events).
Criterion B: Association with the lives of persons significant in the past (persons).
Criterion C: Distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses
high artistic values, or represents a significant, distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual distinction (architecture).
Criterion D: Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important to prehistory or history (information potential).
SPR FIRE‐1: Burn plan required for each prescribed fire. A prescribed burn plan will be developed for each proposed prescribed fire
prior to implementation.
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City of Chico VFMP PEIR Mitigation and Monitoring Plan
Mitigation Measure or SPR
SPR FIRE‐3: Work adaptations during “red flag” or high fire danger events.
(1)During periods of high fire hazard project supervisor shall check the Na onal Fire Danger Ra ng System (NFDRS) maps at
https://www.wfas.net daily. If the NFDRS rating for the project area is above ‘High’, all implementation personnel and contractors
shall provide the following equipment: 4BC fire extinguisher or larger on each vehicle, and a complement of fire tools to equip every
worker on the project site with at least one tool.
(2)Every chainsaw operator will carry a fire ex nguisher of at least 8oz. Each chipper, mower, or mas cator should be equipped with
a 4BC fire extinguisher and at least 1 fire tool per operator.
(3)During NFDRS ra ngs of ‘High’ or above, vegeta on management crews using chainsaws, mas cators, or mowers, should consider
working a schedule which starts early in the morning and halts work by 2pm (aka ‘hoot‐owl’).
(4)During mes of high fire hazard, vegeta on management crews should not use metal‐bladed
weed‐eater heads or mowers in dry grass or weeds after 10am.

Timing

Implementing
Entity

Verifying/
Monitoring
Entity

Each
morning
before
treatment
activity
and during
work day

Project
Proponent

City of Chico
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PROJECT CONSISTENCY CHECKLIST
A. 1 INTRODUCTION
The City of Chico Vegetative Fuels Management Plan (VFMP) Programmatic Environmental Impact Report
(PEIR) provides for the implementation of land management and fuel reduction activities and associated
environmental protections that would occur within the approximately 6,400-acre program area to reduce
catastrophic wildfire risks and improve parklands health and resiliency. The later treatment activities
covered by the PEIR, as well as details about the program area, are described in Chapter 2, “Program
Description” of the PEIR and in Chapter 4 of the VFMP. The PEIR has been prepared under the direction
of the lead agency, City of Chico, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines
(California Code of Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq.). The document was prepared in
coordination with the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE), the Butte
County Resource Conservation District, and the Big Chico Creek Ecological Reserve, a neighboring land
manager with a role in managing vegetation and wildfire fuel in the Big Chico Creek canyon upstream from
City of Chico lands. The PEIR functions as a Program EIR in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168 for CEQA review of later treatment activities. Each project implemented using the PEIR is
subject to CEQA. Because no projects contemplated in the Plan have a commercial purpose, none are
subject to the Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (FPA) or the California Forest Practice Rules (CFPR).
Before implementing a future activity as part of the VFMP, the City of Chico or other project proponents
will use the Project Consistency Checklist below to determine whether or not the future activity is a later
activity within the scope of the analysis in this PEIR or requires its own independent environmental review
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c]). The Project Consistency Checklist will be used:

● to document the evaluation of the site and the resources present;
● to evaluate each later treatment activity intended to implement the PEIR to determine whether the later
treatment activity is consistent with the description of treatment methods contained in the PEIR, is
within the geographic limits of the program area, and whether the effects on the environment were
examined in the PEIR (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c][1]).
● to evaluate whether the later treatment activity would
(1) cause any new impact not discussed in this PEIR,
(2) cause any substantially more severe significant or cumulative impact than was addressed in the
PEIR, or
(3) identify an effective new mitigation measure or alternative that is substantially different from
those in the PEIR or found infeasible in the PEIR, but that now is feasible, and that the City declines to
implement (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162[a]).
If the proposed activity’s effects on the environment were examined in the PEIR and none of the
above-outlined outcomes are determined, the impacts of the later treatment activity can be found to be
within the scope of this PEIR, and the City of Chico may approve the activity using the PEIR without any
additional environmental document (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15168[c][1], [2], and [4]).
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If a later treatment activity would have effects that were not examined in this PEIR, this checklist would
serve as the initial study to determine whether the new impact would require preparation of an EIR, MND,
or ND. The determination as to whether an ND, MND, or EIR is required for impacts that are not within
the scope of this PEIR is subject to the “fair argument” standard. (Under this standard, an EIR is required
when there is a fair argument, based on substantial evidence in the record, that the proposed treatment
project may have a significant effect on the environment.) If a later analysis is required, it may tier from
the PEIR where additional analysis is not required as provided in State CEQA Guidelines Section 15152.
Even if they are within the scope of this PEIR, later treatment activities could still require permits or
approvals from other state, regional, or local agencies (e.g., California Department of Fish and Wildlife,
Department of Water Resources), which are described in Section 2.6, “Required Permits and Approvals,”
of the PEIR. SPRs in this PEIR require the City or project proponent to secure these permits or
approvals before implementation.

A.
2.1 Documenting Whether a Proposed Treatment is Within the Scope
of the PEIR
A proposed vegetation management or fuel reduction activity is within the scope of the PEIR when it
meets all of the following qualifications:
▶ Treatment

Methods. The proposed treatment methods are consistent with the treatment methods
described in Chapter 2, “Program Description” of the PEIR.

▶ Geographic

Area. The proposed treatment site is within the geographic limits of the program area
described in Chapter 2, “Program Description” of the PEIR.

▶ Environmental

Impacts. The environmental effects of the proposed treatment have been covered in
the PEIR and none of the criteria for preparation of subsequent CEQA documentation are met
(State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15168(c)(2), 15162).

A. 2.2 Documenting Whether Impacts of a Proposed Treatment are Within

the Scope of the PEIR
For the checklist to adequately document the impacts that are within the scope of this PEIR and do
not require additional CEQA review and documentation, the checklist must demonstrate the
following:
▶
Relevant PEIR Analysis. Identify the specific sections and impact numbers from this PEIR that
contain information relevant to the proposed treatment activity.
▶
Additional Studies Prepared and References Cited. Attach to the completed checklist any site-specific
studies, reports, and survey results used in support of the within-the-scope finding or impact significance
determination, if less severe than that identified in the PEIR. Include copies of references cited in the
checklist, which will be made available to the public by the project proponent upon request.
▶
Standard Project Requirements. For all projects, identify each SPR that is relevant to the treatment,
which will demonstrate that the SPR will be integrated into treatment design.
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▶
Environmental Impacts. Identify which impacts in the PEIR would occur from implementation of
the later treatment activity. Because the intent of the PEIR is to disclose any and all potentially significant
impacts that are reasonably foreseeable to occur from any of the treatments within the program area, it is
expected that, due to site-specific conditions, many proposed vegetation management or fuel reduction
projects will result in impacts less severe than those identified in the PEIR. If an impact identified as
potentially significant in the PEIR would be less than significant for the later treatment project, the project
proponent may demonstrate with substantial evidence in the checklist that the project impact is less than
significant and mitigation measure(s) are not needed. Alternatively, a project proponent may rely on the
impact significance determination in the PEIR, and, for potentially significant impacts, apply the relevant
mitigation measures.

Environmental effects of a future activity are not necessarily limited to those identified in the checklist,
which merely lists all effects disclosed in this PEIR. For this reason, the checklist includes a space for the
consideration of “New Impacts” under each resource area. The small amount of space provided under
“New Impacts” is not intended to suggest new impacts would not or could not be found; the checklist is
intended to be filled out electronically, so users will be able to add as much space as they need.
▶

▶
Mitigation Measures. Identify each mitigation measure from the PEIR that is relevant to the
proposed treatment activity. In the checklist, explain any components of the mitigation measures that are
not applicable to the treatment. For any significance determination that is different than the PEIR,
describe how each measure will address site-specific conditions and reduce the impact of the proposed
treatment activity.

A. 2. 3 Providing Substantial Evidence
The impact determinations and within-the-scope findings in the checklist, as well as any explanation for
planned deviations, identified parameters, or feasibility determinations associated with SPRs and mitigation
measures, must be based on substantial evidence. (“Substantial evidence” is defined in Section 15384(b) of
the CEQA Guidelines as “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion
supported by facts”). Therefore, the checklist will include analytical discussions of the conclusions reached.
Discussions need not be lengthy, but they must be sufficient. Portions of the PEIR relied on for
conclusions should be identified by section number and, if applicable, impact number, SPR number, etc.
Ancillary information (e.g., site-specific surveys) not included in the PEIR but relied on for conclusions or
required by PEIR measures will be attached to the completed checklist. A list of references cited in the
checklist that are not cited in the PEIR will be included with the checklist.
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STANDARD PROJECT REQUIREMENTS, MITIGATION MEASURES,
AND MONITORING AND REPORTING
The analysis must consider the measures identified in the VFMP PEIR that will avoid, reduce, or otherwise
mitigate potential impacts of the project. These measures take the form of SPRs and mitigation measures.
Some SPRs and mitigation measures apply to all projects, while others only apply to projects that include
specific treatment methods or locations. Section 3.4 of this PEIR provides a comprehensive list of SPRs
and mitigation measures applicable to each treatment method.
Some SPRs need to be applied during preparation of the checklist (primarily SPRs BIO-1-4). To help the
person who is completing the checklist, checklist questions based on these SPRs have been inserted in
front of the impact analysis table.
Other SPRs need to be applied prior to treatment (e.g., SPR HAZ-3), during treatment implementation
(e.g., SPRs HYDRO-4, -5, and -6) or immediately after treatment as a step in mop-up (e.g., SPR HAZ-4).
The checklist is designed to help the City or project proponent organize all these SPRs into one place.
Next, the project proponent should complete a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP)
for the treatment activity that would verify that all applicable SPRs and mitigation measures will be
implemented, specify the timing of implementation for each, and identify the entity responsible for
implementing and verifying or enforcing each measure. The MMRP should be included as an attachment
to the checklist.

RESOURCE AREAS
The environmental resource areas in the checklist are the same as those analyzed in Chapter 4,
“Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures,” of the PEIR. For each resource area, the project
proponent will consider:
1.) which impacts apply to the activity, based on the type of activity and the location;
2.) which SPRs apply to the activity, based on the type of activity and the location;
3.) which MMs apply to the activity, if any, based on the type of activity and the location;
4.) whether required SPRs (and/or mitigation measures) listed in the PEIR would be effective in avoiding,
reducing, or mitigating environmental impacts of the future activity. (Again, this consideration will take
into account the proposed activities and the specific resources on the proposed activity site(s).)
5.) Whether the remaining impacts, if any, are more significant than in the PEIR AND
6.) Whether the proposed activity could have any new impacts not listed in the PEIR.

Written explanations supporting all conclusions should be provided in the discussion following the
checklist questions for each resource area. The “discussion” need not be lengthy, only sufficient to
justify why the future activity would or would not have impacts not analyzed in the PEIR.
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The checklist questions presented for each resource area identify, for each impact addressed in the PEIR,
whether the impact applies to the later treatment activity and if so, identify the SPRs and/or mitigation
measures that are applicable to the treatment activity. The checklist is also intended to identify whether the
impact significance determination for the treatment activity is different than the impact significance
determination in the PEIR. If it is different, the checklist will identify whether the difference constitutes a
substantially more severe significant impact and is therefore not within the scope of the PEIR.
If it is determined that a substantially more severe significant impact that cannot be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level would result from a later treatment activity, an EIR must be prepared. However,
if one or more new mitigation measures incorporated into the project would mitigate the effects to a
less-than-significant effect on the environment, then preparation of an MND would be appropriate. The
ND, MND, or EIR may be limited to examining the impacts that are not within the scope of the PEIR and
may tier from the PEIR where additional analysis is not required as provided in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15152.
“New” impacts are effects on the environment that were not addressed in the PEIR. For each new
impact listed in the checklist, the project proponent should indicate whether the impact would be one
of the following:
▶

▶

▶

New Impact that is Less Than Significant: The project would result in a new impact that is not
analyzed in the PEIR; however, the impact would not be significant. In this case, the impact is not
“within the scope” of the PEIR and, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d), a subsequent
ND could be prepared to document the new impact and substantial evidence supporting the
less-than-significant conclusion, along with the checklist documenting the rest of the
“within-the-scope” impacts.
New Impact that is Less Than Significant with Mitigation Incorporated: The project would
result in a new significant impact that is not analyzed in the PEIR, but due to the project proponent’s
willingness to incorporate new mitigation into the proposed project, the impact is clearly less than
significant with feasible mitigation. In this case, the impact is not “within the scope” of the PEIR and
an MND could be prepared consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(d). This section allows
for use of a subsequent MND to document the new impact and substantial evidence supporting the
less-than-significant conclusion, along with the checklist documenting the rest of the
“within-the-scope” impacts.
New Impact that is Potentially Significant: The project would result in a new significant impact that is
not analyzed in the PEIR (which would be subject to the “fair argument” standard as a new impact),
and the impact cannot be clearly mitigated to less than significant. In this circumstance, the impact is
not “within the scope” of the PEIR, and preparation of a new EIR is required. The new EIR will cover
the new potentially significant or significant impact(s) and need not further evaluate significant impacts
already covered in the PEIR, which are documented in the checklist.

In summary, when additional environmental documentation is needed to augment the City of Chico VFMP
PEIR for CEQA compliance for a later treatment activity, the checklist and accompanying analysis would
serve the same function as an initial study that defines the topics to be addressed in the EIR, MND, or ND
to cover the impacts that are not within the scope of the PEIR, as directed by State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15168(d)(1).
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ENVIRONMENTAL
CHECKLIST
TREATMENT ACTIVITY INFORMATION

1.

Project Title:

2.

Project Proponent Name:

3.

Contact Person Information and Phone Number/Email:

4.

Project Location: [cross streets or other landmarks]

5.

Total Area to be Treated (acres)

6.

Description of Project: (Describe the whole action involved, including equipment to be used and planned duration of
treatments (include multiple years if applicable) Provide cross references to specific subsections from Chapter 2 of the
PEIR and/or Chapter 4 of the VFMP to demonstrate that treatments are consistent with those analyzed in the PEIR.
Attach additional sheets if necessary.)

Treatment Description

[insert narrative description here]

Project Types [see description in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 of the PEIR; provide detail in description of Initial Treatment]

Programmatic Vegetation Management Activity
Planned VFMP Key Project

Treatment Methods [see description in Section 2.2 of the PEIR, check every applicable category; include number of acres subject to each
treatment activity, provide detail in description of Initial Treatment]

Prescribed Burning (Understory),

acres

Prescribed Burning (Pile Burning)
Mechanical Treatment,
Manual Treatment,

acres Describe: ________________________

acres Describe: ___________________________________

Grazing, acres
Herbicide application,

acres Describe: _________________________________

Vegetation Community or Communities
Grassland, ______ acres

Riparian, ______ acres

Valley Oak, ______ acres

Upland Mix, ______ acres

Blue Oak-Gray Pine, ______ acres
7. Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required: (e.g., permits)
[attach list if needed; note status of any required approvals (permits) and level of environmental documentation for permits, if applicable (e.g.,
CDFW 1600]
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DETERMINATION (To be completed by the project proponent)
On the basis of this checklist and the substantial evidence supporting it:
I find that all of the effects of the proposed project (a) have been covered in the City of Chico
Vegetative Fuels Management Plan PEIR, and (b) all applicable Standard Project
Requirements and mitigation measures identified in the PEIR will be implemented. The
proposed project is, therefore, WITHIN THE SCOPE of the VFMP PEIR. NO
ADDITIONAL CEQA DOCUMENTATION is required.
I find that the proposed project will have effects that were not covered in the VFMP PEIR.
However, these effects are less than significant without any mitigation beyond what is already
required pursuant to the PEIR. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.
I find that the proposed project will have effects that were not covered in the VFMP PEIR or
will have effects that are substantially more severe than those covered in the PEIR. Although
these effects may be significant in the absence of additional mitigation beyond the PEIR’s
measures, revisions to the proposed project or additional mitigation measures have been
agreed to by the project proponent that would avoid or reduce the effects so that clearly no
significant effects would occur. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be
prepared.
I find that the proposed project will have significant environmental effects that are (a) new
and were not covered in the VFMP PEIR and/or (b) substantially more severe than those
covered in the VFMP PEIR. Because one or more effects may be significant and cannot be
clearly mitigated to less than significant, an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT will
be prepared.

Signature

Date

Printed Name

Title

City of Chico
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EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
1.

Refer to the applicable resource analysis section in the City of Chico Vegetative Fuels Management Plan PEIR
for relevant information on each environmental topic.

2.

A brief explanation is required for each impact, including impacts that have been identified in the PEIR as well as any new
impacts that are specific to the proposed project or activity.

3.

The discussion of each impact identified in the PEIR that is also applicable to the proposed treatment project should
generally include the following information:
▶

▶
▶

▶
▶

▶

Explain whether the proposed treatment is consistent with the treatment types and activities
addressed in the PEIR.
Identify SPRs and mitigation measures applicable to the treatment project.
(If applicable) For SPRs or mitigation measures that allow some flexibility in how they are applied,
explain which components (or which level/degree/version) of the SPR or mitigation measure
would be applied. Explain why it is appropriate to apply this SPR or mitigation measure in this
way, based on the site- and/or treatment activity.
Briefly describe the final impact of the proposed treatment project.
(If applicable) Explain why the impact significance in the checklist is different than that found in
the PEIR.
(If applicable) Explain why the SPR(s) or mitigation measures developed for this impact in the
PEIR do not apply to this project. For example, where a potentially significant impact was
identified in the PEIR, but the impact could not be potentially significant for the proposed
treatment activity on the proposed site.

4.

If the project proponent has determined that a new impact would occur, then the checklist answers for the new impact
must indicate whether the impact is potentially significant, less than significant with mitigation, or less than significant
without the need for mitigation.

5.

“Potentially Significant” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that a new impact may be significant. If there are one
or more “Potentially Significant” new impacts identified, or if any impact would constitute a substantially more severe
significant impact than was covered in the PEIR, an EIR is required unless one or more mitigation measures incorporated
into the project would mitigate the effects to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, in
which case an MND would be appropriate. An ND could be prepared, if the new impact would be less than significant even
without mitigation. The analysis of any new impact to support adoption of an ND or MND, along with the analysis of
impacts that are within the scope, would be documented in the PSA checklist. If a later EIR is prepared, it could be limited
in its scope to the new significant impact(s) or substantially more severe significant impact(s), with the remainder of the
impacts that are within the scope of the PEIR being documented in the checklist and attached to the EIR as an appendix.
When preparing any environmental document, the environmental analysis should incorporate by reference pertinent
portions of the analysis from the VFMP PEIR and focus the environmental analysis solely on issues that were not addressed
in the PEIR.

6.

Project proponents should incorporate into the checklist references to information sources for potential impacts, when they
are available. Include a list of references cited in the checklist, and make copies of such references available to the public
upon request.
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A. 4. 1 AESTHETICS
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1
Impact AES-a: Have a
substantial adverse effect on
a scenic vista?

LTS

Section 4.1.2
(a)

Impact AES-b: Adversely
affect views from a scenic
highway? (none in program
area as of 2020)

NI

Section 4.1.2
(b)

NI

Section 4.1.2
(c)

NI

Section 4.1.2
(d)

Impact AES-c: Significantly
degrade the existing visual
character or quality of public
views of the site and its
surroundings?
Impact AES-d: New light or
glare?

Would this be
Does the
List SPRs
Identify
a Substantially
List
MMs
Is this
Impact Applicable to
Impact
More Severe
Applicable
Impact
Apply to
the
Significance
Significant
to the
Within the
the
Treatment
for
Impact than
Treatment
Scope of
2
Treatment
Treatment
Project
Identified in the PEIR?
Project2
Project?
Project
the PEIR?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts to aesthetics
that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

No
Potentially
Significant

[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: AES-e, AES-f, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

(b)

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact AES-a

Impact AES-c

Impact AES-b

Impact AES-d

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable

Impact AES-...
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A. 4. 2 AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY RESOURCES

Environmental Impact
Covered In the PEIR

Would this be a
Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Substantially
List MMs
Is this
Impact
Applicable
to
Impact
Identify
Identify
More Severe
Applicable
Impact
Apply to
the
Significance
Impact
Location of
Significant
to the
Within the
the
Treatment
for
Significance
Impact
Impact
than
Treatment
Scope of
2
Treatment
Treatment
in the
Analysis in the
Project
2
Identified in the the PEIR?
Project
1
Project?
Project
PEIR
PEIR
PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact AG-a: Convert
prime farmland to
non-farm use? (None in
City of Chico-owned
program area as of 2020)

NI

Section 4.2.2
(a)

Impact AG-b: Conflict
with existing zoning for ag
use or Williamson Act
(applies to private lands
only, if any)?

NI

Section 4.2.2
(b)

Impact AG-c: Cause
rezoning of or conflict
with zoning for
forestland? (None in
program area as of 2020)

NI

Section 4.2.2
(c)

Impact AG-d: Result in
loss of forestland/
conversion of forestland
to non- forest use

NI

Section 4.2.2
(d)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU =
Significant and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the
PEIR for this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts to agriculture
or forestry that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

No

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion

Yes
Potentially
Significant
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: AG-e, AG-f, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

(b)

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

N/a
Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 3 AIR QUALITY
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact AIR-a: conflict with

LTS

Section
4.3.2(a)

Impact AIR-b:  r esult in a

LTS

Section
4.3.2(b)

LTS

Section
4.3.2(c)

NI

Section
4.3.2(d)

or obstruct implementation
of the applicable air quality
plan?

cumulatively considerable
net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the
project region is nonattainment under an
applicable federal or state
ambient air quality
standard?
Impact AIR-c: expose
sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant
concentrations?
Impact AIR-d: Expose People
to Objectionable Odors

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts to air quality
that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

No
Potentially
Significant

[identify new impact(s) below, if any; number them: AIR-e, AIR-f, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

(b)

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact AIR-a

Impact AIR-c

Impact AIR-b

Impact AIR-d

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
Yes

No

Have adequate recent reconnaissance-level surveys been conducted for the activity area, to
identify suitable habitat for special-status species, as described in SPR-BIO-1?
If “no,” complete adequate reconnaissance-level surveys first to allow you to complete the rest of this form.
What were the results of the reconnaissance-level surveys? (Check one of the 3)
1. No suitable habitat present for any sensitive species
2. Suitable Habitat Is Present but Adverse Effects Can Be Clearly Avoided.
List species and why adverse effects can be avoided for each species (e.g., “physically avoid clearly demarcated habitat
area,” “treat outside of bird nesting season”/”burn during dormant season of sensitive annual or geophytic plant
species,” etc). Add more rows if needed and attach additional documentation or maps if helpful

Species

How adverse effects will be avoided

OR
3. Suitable Habitat is Present and Adverse Effects Cannot Be Clearly Avoided.
If box 3 is checked, then a protocol-level survey must be conducted. Attach survey report/map and summarize results
below. Create additional rows if helpful
Species

Protocol-level survey conducted: date and
results (present/absent)

Do any unavoidable adverse impacts remain?

Yes

Adverse effects
avoidable/
unavoidable?
(A/U)

If avoidable, say how adverse
effects will be avoided; cite source
for guidance (e.g., CDFW, botany
consultant)

No

If “no,” then you may enter “LTS” in both BIO-a and BIO-d, and the activity is within the scope of the VFMP PEIR
unless the activity will have other significant impacts or new impacts not listed in the VFMP PEIR.
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If “Yes,” will mitigation measure MM-BIO-1 reduce the impacts to below a level of significance?
Yes
No
(Attach documentation from relevant trustee or responsible agency explaining why the mitigation measures are
sufficient)
If “yes,” then you may enter “LTSM,” in both BIO-a and BIO-d, and the activity is within the scope of the VFMP
PEIR unless the activity will have other significant impacts or new impacts not listed in the VFMP PEIR.
If “no,” the City or project proponent must prepare a supplementary EIR.

Identify
Impact
Environmental Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance
in the
PEIR1

Identify
Location
of Impact
Analysis in
the PEIR

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact BIO-a: have a

LTSM

Impact 3.6-1,
pp. 3.6-36
through 3.641

Impact BIO-b: have a
substantial adverse effect on
any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community
identified in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations
or by the California
Department of Fish and
Wildlife or the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?
Impact BIO-c: have a
substantial adverse effect on
state or federally protected
wetlands (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal
pool, coastal, etc.) through
direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or
other means?
Impact BIO-d: interfere
substantially with the
movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or
wildlife species or with
established native resident or
migratory wildlife corridors, or
impede the use of native
wildlife nursery sites?

LTS

Impact 3.6-2,
pp. 3.6-41
through 3.555

NI

Impact 3.6-3,
pp. 3.6-56
through 3.658

LTSM

Impact 3.6-4,
pp. 3.6-58
through 3.659

substantial adverse effect,
either directly, or through
habitat modifications, on
any species identified as a
candidate, sensitive, or
special-status species in
local or regional plans,
policies, or regulations, or
by the California
Department of Fish and
Wildlife or the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service?
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Impact BIO-e: conflict with
any local policies or
ordinances protecting
biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance?
Impact BIO-f: conflict with an
adopted Habitat Conservation
Plan, Natural Community
Conservation Plan, or other
approved local/regional/ state
habitat conservation plan?

NI

Impact 3.6-5,
pp. 3.6-59
through 3.661

NI

Impact 3.6-6,
pp. 3.6-61
through 3.664

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Biological Resources Impacts: Would the treatment result in other
impacts to biological resources that are not evaluated in the VFMP
PEIR?
[identify new impacts below, if applicable; number them: BIO-g, BIO-h, etc; add
rows as needed]

(a)

Yes

No

Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact BIO-a
Impact BIO-b
Impact BIO-c
Impact BIO-d
Impact BIO-e
Impact BIO-f
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 5 CULTURAL RESOURCES and TRIBAL CULTURAL
RESOURCES
Havve you consulted with the Mechoopda Indian Tribe of Chico Rancheria about this activity, as described in
SPR-CUL-1?
Yes
No
If “no,” consult with them first to allow you to complete the rest of this form.
What were the results of the conversation? (Check one of the 3)
1. Mechoopda declined to be consulted or indicated no cultural resources present
2. Mechoopda indicated cultural resources present, but adverse effects can be clearly avoided.
List resources and why adverse effects can be avoided for each species (e.g., “physically avoid flagged area,” etc.) Add
more rows if needed and attach additional documentation or maps if helpful. NOTE: This section and its supporting
documentation, if it includes information submitted by the Tribe during the consultation process, may be kept
confidential pursuant to subdivision (r) of Section 6254 of, and Section 6254.10 of, the Government Code, and
subdivision (d) of Section 15120 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.

Resource descptn/site #

How adverse effects will be avoided

OR
3. Cultural resources are present and adverse effects cannot be clearly avoided.
If box 3 is not checked, then you may enter “NI” in CUL-c, and the activity is within the scope of the VFMP PEIR
unless the activity will have other significant impacts or new impacts not listed in the VFMP PEIR.
If box 3 is checked, continue consultation until you have a plan that avoids/protects the resources (attach plan). If you
cannot protect the resources, either change the project area boundary to exclude the resources or formally evaluate the
resources' eligibility for CRHR. (This will require a new CEQA document, e.g. a supplemental EIR. No project which
does not avoid adverse impacts to a tribal cultural resource can be under the scope of the VFMP PEIR.)
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance1 Analysis in
in the PEIR the PEIR

Does the List SPRs and
Identify
List MMs
Impact
CFPRs
Impact
Apply to Applicable to Applicable Significance
to the
the
the
for
Treatment Treatment Treatment
Treatment
2
Project
Project?
Project
Project2

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact CUL-a: cause a
substantial adverse change in
the significance of a historical
or archaeological resource
pursuant to § 15064.5?

LTS

4.5.2(a)
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Impact CUL-b: disturb any

LTS

4.5.2(b)

Impact CUL-c: cause a
substantial adverse change in
the significance of a tribal
cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code §
21074 as either a site, feature,
place, cultural landscape that
is geographically defined in
terms of the size and scope of
the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American
tribe, and that is either (1)
listed or eligible for listing in
the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a
local register of historical
resources as defined in Public
Resources Code § 5020.1(k),
OR (2) a resource determined
by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria
set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resources Code §
5024.1? (In applying the
criteria set forth in subdivision
(c) of Public Resource Code §
5024.1, the lead agency shall
consider the significance of
the resource to a California
Native American tribe.)

NI

4.18.2(a)

human remains, including
those interred outside of
formal cemeteries?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Archaeological , Historical, or Tribal Cultural Resource Impacts:
Would the treatment result in other impacts to archaeological, historical, and
tribal cultural resources that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

[identify new impacts below, if applicable; label them: CUL-d, CUL-e, etc, add rows as
needed]

(a)

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact CUL-a

Impact CUL-b
Impact CUL-c
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 6 ENERGY
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1

Does the List SPRs and
Identify
List MMs
Impact
CFPRs
Impact
Apply to Applicable to Applicable Significance
to the
the
the
for
Treatment Treatment Treatment
Treatment
2
Project
Project?
Project
Project2

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact ENER-a: Result in
Wasteful, Inefficient, or
Unnecessary Consumption
of Energy that causes
potentially significant
environmental impact
Impact ENER-b: Conflict
with or Obstruct a State or
Local Plan for Renewable
Energy or Energy Efficiency

NI

4.6.2(a)

NI

4.6.2(b)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts from energy
use that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

No
Potentially
Significant

[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: ENER-c, ENER-d, etc; add rows
as needed]

(a)

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact ENER-a

Impact ENER-b

(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 7 GEOLOGY AND SOILS
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance1 Analysis in
in the PEIR the PEIR

Does the List SPRs and
Identify
List MMs
Impact
CFPRs
Impact
Apply to Applicable to Applicable Significance
to the
the
the
for
Treatment Treatment Treatment
Treatment
2
Project
Project?
Project
Project2

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impacts SOIL-a-c: In
earthquake zone, cause seismic
problems, or expose people to
seismic activity?

NI

4.7.2(a-c)

Impact SOIL-d: Directly or

LTS

4.7.2(d)

Impact SOIL-e: result in
substantial soil erosion or the
loss of topsoil?

LTSM

4.7.2(e)

Impact SOIL-f: would soil
become unstable as a
result of the project, and
potentially result in on- or
off-site landslide, lateral
spreading, subsidence,
liquefaction, or collapse?
Impact SOIL-g: Located
on expansive soil?

LTSM

4.7.2(f)

NI

4.7.2(g)

NI

4.7.2(h)

NI

4.7.2(i)

indirectly cause potential
substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss,
injury, or death involving
landslides?

Impact SOIL-h: Soils
incapable of supporting
sewer/septic systems
needed to serve the
project?
Impact SOIL-i: directly or
indirectly destroy a unique
paleontological resource
or site or unique geologic
feature?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1
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New Geology/Soils Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts to
geology or soils that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: SOIL-j, SOIL-k, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact SOIL-a-c
Impact SOIL-d
Impact SOIL-e
Impact SOIL-f
Impact SOIL-g
Impact SOIL-h
Impact SOIL-i

(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A.

4. 8 GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Identify
Impact
Environmental Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance
in the
PEIR 1

Identify
Location of
Impact
Analysis in
the PEIR

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact GHG-a: Generate
GHG emissions through
treatment activities?

Impact GHG-b: Conflict with
applicable plan adopted for the
purpose of reducing the
emissions of GHGs

LTS

4.8.2(a)

LTS

4.8.2(b)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change Impacts: Would
the treatment result in other impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions
and climate change that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: GHG-c, GHG-d, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact GHG-a
Impact GHG-b
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 9 HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance1 Analysis in
in the PEIR the PEIR

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment
2
Treatment
Treatment
Project
Project2
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact HAZ-a-b: Create
significant hazard from the
routine transport, use, or
disposal of hazardous materials
or reasonably foreseeable
accidents/spills?

LTS

4.9.2(a-b)

Impact HAZ-c: Emit or
handle hazardous materials
within ¼ mile of a school

LTS

4.9.2(c)

Impact HAZ-d: Located
on a listed hazmat site?

NI

4.9.2(d)

Impact HAZ-e: Create
noise or safety conflicts
with an airport?

NI

4.9.2(e)

NI

4.9.2(f)

LTS

4.9.2.(g)

Impact HAZ-f: Interfere
with an adopted
emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation
plan?
Impact HAZ-g: Expose
people or structures to
loss, injury, or death
involving wildland fires?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1
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New Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts: Would the treatment result
in, or expose people to, other environmental hazards that are not evaluated
in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: HAZ-h, HAZ-i, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact HAZ-a, b
Impact HAZ-c
Impact HAZ-d
Impact HAZ-e
Impact HAZ-f
Impact HAZ-g

(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 10 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance1 Analysis in
in the PEIR the PEIR

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact HYDRO-a: violate any
water quality or waste
discharge standards or
otherwise substantially degrade
surface or ground water
quality?

LTS

4.10.2(a)

Impact HYDRO-b: Impose
groundwater impacts?

NI

4.10.2(b)

Impacts HYDRO-c-d-e-f::
Substantially alter existing
drainage patterns, e.g. by
altering streamcourses or
installing impervious
surfaces, in a way that
overwhelms stormwater
drainage systems, or results
in on-or off-site flooding or
erosion or siltation, or
impedes or redirects flows?
Impact HYDRO-g: Risk
release of pollutants in the
event of inundation?

NI

4.10.2(c-f)

LTS

4.10.2(g)

LTS

Impact
4.10.2(h)

LTS

Impact
4.10.2(i)

Impact HYDRO-h: Conflict
with an existing water quality
plan or SGMP?

[Impact HYDRO-i]
Diminish streamflow or
aquatic community
integrity by drafting water
from creeks or rivers?
(See SPR HYDRO-6)
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[Impact HYDRO-j]

Cause hydrological or water
quality impacts through bank
instability or collapse related
to arundo removal?

LTSM

Impact
4.10.2(j)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Hydrology and Water Quality Impacts: Would the treatment result
in other hydrological impacts not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: HYDRO-i, HYDRO-j, etc; add
rows as needed]

[a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact HYDRO-a
Impact HYDRO-b
Impact HYDRO-c-f
Impact HYDRO-g
Impact HYDRO-h
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 11 LAND USE AND PLANNING
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR 1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact PLAN-a: Physically
divide an established
community?

Impact PLAN-b:  conflict with
any land use plan or policy?

NI

4.11.2(a)

NI

4.11.2(b)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Land Use and Planning Impacts: Would the treatment result in
other impacts related to conflicts with land use and planning that are not
evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: PLAN-c, PLAN-d, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact PLAN-a
Impact PLAN-b
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 12 MINERAL RESOURCES
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR 1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact MIN-a,b: Make

NI

4.12.2(a,b)

unavailable a regionally
valuable mineral resource
or a mineral recovery site
delineated on a local land
use plan?
Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Mineral Resources Impacts: Would the treatment result in other
impacts related to mineral resources, not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: MIN-c, MIN-d, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact MIN-a

Impact MIN-b
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 13 NOISE AND VIBRATION
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact NOISE-a: Cause noise
in excess of standards in local
noise ordinance?

NI

4.13.2(a)

Impact NOISE-b: result in
generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or
groundborne noise levelss

NI

4.13.2(b)

Impact NOISE-c: near an
airport (within SOI or 2
miles), expose people residing
or working in the project area
to excessive noise levels?

LTS

4.13.2(c)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Noise and Vibration Impacts: Would the treatment result in other
noise/ vibration-related impacts that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) here, if applicable; label them: NOISE-d, NOISE-e, etc; add
rows as needed]

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

(a) Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact NOISE-a
Impact NOISE-b
Impact NOISE-c
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4.14 POPULATION AND HOUSING
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR 1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact POP-a: Induce
substantial unplanned
population growth?

Impact POP-b: Displace
substantial numbers of people,
requiring construction of
replacement housing
elsewhere?

NI

4.14.2(a)

LTS

4.14.2(b)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Population and Housing Impacts: Would the treatment result in
other impacts related to population and housing that are not evaluated in
the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: POP-c, POP-d, etc; add rows as
needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact POP-a

Impact POP-b
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 15 PUBLIC SERVICES
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR 1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact SERV-a: cause adverse
impacts from providing or
needing to provide new
municipal services?

LTS for
fire and
parks, NI
for all
others

4.15.2(a)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Public Services Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts
related to public services that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: SERV-b, etc; add rows as needed]

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

(a)

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact SERV-a

(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 16 RECREATION
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact REC-a: Increase
use of recreational
facilities, causing their
physical deterioration ?

NI

4.16.2(a)

Impact REC-b: Harm the
environment by building new
or expanded recreational
facilities?

NI

4.16.2(b)

Impact REC-c: Would the

LTS

4.16.2(c)

project close recreational
facilities temporarily or
permanently, reducing the
public’s ability to access the
park or conflicting with
applicable Parks plans or
regulations?
Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Recreation Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts
to recreation that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impact(s) below, if any, number them: REC-d, etc; add rows as needed]

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

(a)

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact REC-a
Impact REC-b
Impact REC-c
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 17 TRANSPORTATION
Environmental Impact
Covered In the
PEIR

Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Impact
Significance Analysis in
1
in the PEIR the PEIR

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact 3.15-1:conflict with
a program, plan, ordinance
or policy addressing the
circulation system,
including transit, roadway,
bicycle and pedestrian
facilities?
Impact TRANS-2:
Result in a locally
significant or sustained
increase in vehicle miles
traveled?
Impact TRANS-4:
substantially increase
hazards due to a
transportation system use
incompatible with current
uses (e.g., farm equipment
on a bike path)?
Impact TRANS-4:
Result in inadequate
emergency access?

LTS

4.17.2(a)

LTS

4.17.2(b)

NI

4.17.2(c)

LTS

4.17.2(d)

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Transportation Impacts: Would the treatment result in other impacts
to transportation that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

[identify new impacts below, if applicable; number them: TRANS-e, TRANS-f, etc;
add rows as needed]

(a)

No

Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact TRANS-a

Impact TRANS-b
Impact TRANS-c
Impact TRANS-d
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 18 TRIBAL CULTURAL RESOURCES: All impacts/checklist items have
been moved into A. 4. 5, above
A. 4. 19 UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the PEIR the PEIR
1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact UTL-a: cause
relocation/construction of
new/expanded water,
wastewater treatment, storm
water drainage, or
utility/communications
facilities?

NI

4.19.2(a)

NI

4.19.2(b)

Impact UTL-c: increase
demand for wastewater
treatment beyond current
treatment capacity?

NI

4.19.2(c)

Impact UTL-d: generate solid
waste in excess of State or
local standards/capacity, or
otherwise impair the
attainment of solid waste
reduction goals, including AB
1383?

LTS

4.19.2(d)

Impact UTL-e: comply with
federal, state, and local
management and reduction
statutes and regulations related
to solid waste?

NI

4.19.2(e)

Impact UTL-b: have sufficient
water supplies including in
droughts?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Utilities/Solid Waste/Green Waste Impacts: Would the treatment
result in other waste-related impacts not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?

Yes

[identify new impacts below, if applicable; label them: UTL-f, UTL-g, etc; add rows as
needed]

No

Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Page 199

(a)

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact UTL-a
Impact UTL-b
Impact UTL-c
Impact UTL-d
Impact UTL-e

(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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4. 20 WILDFIRE
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR1
LTS

4.20.2(a)

LTS

4.20.2(b)

Impact FIRE-c: require
installation or maintenance of
infrastructure (such as roads,
fuel breaks, emergency water
sources, power lines or other
utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk?

NI

4.20.2(c)

Impact FIRE-d: expose
people or structures to
significant risks, including
downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a
result of runoff, post-fire
slope instability, or drainage
changes?

LTS

4.20.2(d)

Impact FIRE-a:  substantially
impair an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency
evacuation plan?
Impact FIRE-b: exacerbate
wildfire risks and thereby
expose people to hazards?

Would this be
Does the
List SPRs
Identify
a Substantially
List
MMs
Is this
Impact Applicable to
Impact
More Severe
Applicable
Impact
Apply to
the
Significance
Significant
to the
Within the
the
Treatment
for
Impact
than
Treatment
Scope of
2
Treatment
Treatment
Project
2
Identified in the PEIR?
Project
Project?
Project
the PEIR?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Wildfire Impacts: Would the treatment result in other wildfire
impacts that are not evaluated in the VFMP PEIR?
[identify new impacts below, if applicable; number them: FIRE-e, FIRE-f, etc.; add
rows as needed]

(a)

Yes

No
Potentially

Significant

If yes, complete row(s)
below and discussion
Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact FIRE-a
Impact FIRE-b
Impact FIRE-c
Impact FIRE-d
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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A. 4. 21 MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Identify
Identify
Location of
Impact
Environmental Impact
Impact
Covered In the PEIR Significance Analysis in
in the
the PEIR
PEIR 1

Does the
List SPRs
Identify
Impact Applicable to List MMs
Impact
Applicable Significance
Apply to
the
to the
the
Treatment
for
Treatment Treatment
2
Treatment
Project
2
Project
Project?
Project

Would this be a
Substantially
Is this
More Severe
Impact
Significant
Within the
Impact than
Scope of
Identified in the PEIR?
the PEIR?

Would the project:
Impact MAND-a:

LTS

4.21.2(a)

LTS

4.21.2(b)

NI

4.21.2(c)

substantially degrade the
quality of the environment,
cause a fish or wildlife
population to drop below
self- sustaining levels,
threaten to eliminate a plant
or animal community, or
eliminate important
examples of the major
periods of California
history or prehistory?
Impact MAND-b: Have

impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively
considerable?
Impact MAND-c: Cause

substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either
directly or indirectly?

Impact levels: NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant LTSM = Less than significant with Mitigation SU = Significant
and unavoidable 2 None: there are no SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for this impact. N/A: there are SPRs and/or MMs identified in the PEIR for
this impact, but none are applicable to the treatment project.
1

New Findings of Mandatory Significance: Would the treatment result in
other impacts that must be analyzed under findings of mandatory
significance that were not part of the CEQA code when the VFMP PEIR
was written?

Yes

Potentially

[identify new impact(s) below, if applicable; number them: MAND-d, MAND-e, etc;
add new rows if necessary]

(a)

If yes, complete
row(s) below and
discussion

No

Significant

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less than
Significant

Discussion of impacts listed in the PEIR that also apply to this treatment activity, if applicable

Impact MAND-a

Impact MAND-b
Impact MAND-c
(b)

Discussion of any new impacts from New Impacts table above, if applicable
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