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24 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE DRAFT HCP/NCCP 
AND COMMENTS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT 

HCP/NCCP AND DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

24.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter first provides an analysis of the potential environmental effects (or lack thereof) of changes to 
the Draft Yolo Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan (HCP/NCCP) proposed by 
the Yolo Habitat Conservancy (Conservancy). The proposed changes are identified, and then an evaluation is 
provided determining whether any of these changes would alter the impact conclusions provided in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). This analysis is followed by the 
comments received on the Draft HCP/NCCP and Draft EIS/EIR, and responses to these comments.  

24.2 EVALUATION OF PROPOSED MODIFICATION TO THE DRAFT HCP/NCCP 

As described in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives, the Conservancy has proposed a number of 
changes to the HCP/NCCP since the release of the Draft on June 1, 2017. These changes are described and 
Characterized in Section 2.3.2, Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative (Permit Issuance/Plan 
Implementation), of Chapter 2.  

These proposed changes fall into several categories: 

 copy edits such as correction of spelling errors; 

 minor text clarifications and corrections such as providing or correcting cross references to other parts of 
the document; 

 minor numeric corrections, such as small adjustments to acreages of particular land cover types; 

 providing updated information since publication of the Draft HCP/NCCP such as including information 
from the City of Woodland General Plan Update 2035, which was adopted after the Draft HCP/NCCP was 
published; 

 clarifications or enhancements to particular plan elements such as new or updated Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures (AMMs); 

 increased details on plan implementation such as providing additional information on the content of the 
Implementation Handbook; and 

 updated cost and funding information. 

These proposed changes are analyzed below to determine whether they would result in any changes to the 
impact analysis or conclusions reached in the Draft EIS/EIR or otherwise trigger recirculation under NEPA 
and/or CEQA. In particular, the analysis examines whether the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would 
constitute substantial changes to the project that would result in new significant environmental effects not 
previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR (see State CEQA Guidelines Section 15162). 
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Changes to the HCP/NCCP in the categories of copy edits and minor text clarifications and corrections have 
no potential environmental effects and are not considered further in this analysis. 

24.2.1 Biological Resources 

Some of the proposed changes to the Yolo HCP/NCCP would have no effect on biological resources, such as 
inclusion of updated policies from the most recent City of West Sacramento and City of Woodland General 
Plans and further specifying content to be included on the public website for the Yolo HCP/NCCP (see the 
description of HCP/NCCP changes provided in Section 2.3.2, Alternative B – Proposed Action Alternative 
(Permit Issuance/Plan Implementation)). All other measures either clarify the intent of the HCP/NCCP, such 
as the clarification on the application of buffers for bank swallow provided in AMM20, or result in the 
HCP/NCCP being more protective of biological resources, such as adding AMM14 for western pond turtle. 
The Draft EIS/EIR identifies all impacts to biological resources to be less than significant or beneficial or 
both NEPA and CEQA. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not alter these impact conclusions. 
The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would 
result in new significant biological resources effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or 
substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.2 Land Use 

The land use impact analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project would physically 
divide an established community (Effect LAND-1), conflict with an applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted with the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental affect (Effect LAND-2), or 
conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan (Effect LAND-
3). The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects LAND-1 and LAND-2 are less than significant for both NEPA and 
CEQA, and Effect LAND-3 is less than significant after mitigation for both NEPA and CEQA. The proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only minor alterations to the footprint of any covered activity or 
conservation activity. The potential to divide an established community would remain less than significant. 
Similarly, the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not alter the plan’s consistency with local land use 
plans, policies, and regulations, and the inclusion of goals and policies from the updated City of West 
Sacramento and City of Woodland General Plans could be argued to maintain or improve consistency with 
local land use plans. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little effect on the footprint of 
any covered activity or conservation activity, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to conflict with the Solano 
Multi-Species HCP is not changed, and Mitigation Measure LAND-1 remains equally as effective at reducing 
this impact to a less than significant level. In addition, proposed text has been added to the Final HCP/NCCP 
to coordinate with the County of Solano prior to the Conservancy initiating any easement acquisition in 
Solano County. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the 
project that would result in new significant land use effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or 
substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.3 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

The agriculture and forestry resources analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project 
would convert farmland to a non-agricultural use (Effect AG-1), conflict with existing zoning for agricultural 
use or conflict with a Williamson Act contract (Effect AG-2), or conflict with existing zoning, cause rezoning, or 
result in conversion of forest land to a non-forest use (Effect AG-3). The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effect 
AG-1 is less than significant under NEPA, but significant and unavoidable under CEQA due to the potential 
conversion of over 900 acres of agricultural land to a non-agricultural use as a result of habitat restoration 
activities. Effect AG-2 is less than significant under both NEPA and CEQA, and Effect AG-3 is considered 
beneficial under both NEPA and CEQA. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only minor 
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alterations to the footprint of any covered activity or conservation activity. Therefore, there could only be very 
minor changes, if any, to effects on agricultural and forestry resources. Various changes to plan 
implementation elements related to reserve system management could alter slightly agricultural practices 
on reserve lands, but would not result in any more conversion of agricultural land or forest land or conflicts 
with zoning or Williamson Act contract. The addition of 200 acres of temporary effects would not result in the 
conversion of agricultural land to another use as any disturbance to agricultural land would be temporary 
and the land would be returned to its original use after the temporary effect is concluded. Because the 
proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little effect on the footprint of any covered activity or conservation 
activity or on the potential for conflicts with agricultural or forest lands, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP 
to affect these resources is not changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute 
substantial changes to the project that would result in new significant agricultural and forestry resources 
effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant 
effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR.  

24.2.4 Public Services and Utilities 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. None of the changes have any effect on demand for, or provision of public services and 
utilities. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects on public services and utilities are less than significant for 
both NEPA and CEQA. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have no effect on demand for or 
provision of public services and utilities, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect these resources is not 
changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project 
that would result in new significant effects on public services and utilities not previously identified in the 
Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. 

24.2.5 Recreation and Open Space 

The recreation and open space impact analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project 
would increase use of, or demand for, recreational opportunities such that substantial degradation of 
existing facilities would occur (Effect REC-1) and whether the proposed project would result in the 
construction or expansion of recreational facilities (Effect REC-2). The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects 
REC-1 and REC-2 are beneficial for both NEPA and CEQA, in part because the HCP/NCCP provides 
recreational opportunities. Although some of the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP relate to recreational 
facilities, such as the describing measures to be implemented by the City of Woodland for the protection of 
palmate-braced bird’s-beak in Woodland Regional Park, the HCP/NCCP changes overall would have little to 
no effect on demand for recreational opportunities or existing recreational facilities. Because the proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on recreation and open space, Effects REC-1 and REC-2 
would remain beneficial. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes 
to the project that would result in new significant recreation and open space effects not previously identified 
in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the 
Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 

All hydrology and water quality effects evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR are less than significant or beneficial 
for both NEPA and CEQA. Although some of the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP relate to aquatic 
resources, such as providing additional criteria for locating ponds intended to be used by California tiger 
salamander, the HCP/NCCP changes overall would have little to no effect on hydrology and water quality. 
Some changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP would result in Plan implementation being more protective of 
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hydrology and water quality, such as clarifying limitations on the uses of pesticides. Because the proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on hydrology and water quality, effects on these resources 
would remain less than significant or beneficial. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not 
constitute substantial changes to the project that would result in new significant hydrology and water quality 
effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant 
effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.7 Population and Housing 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. None of the changes have any effect on population growth or housing. Although the 
removal of the Dunnigan Specific Plan in effect, removes planned housing and employment land uses from 
the County General Plan, the HCP/NCCP continues to retain the area as a potential covered activity as the 
area remains a possible location for future development. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects on 
population and housing are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA. Because the proposed changes to 
the HCP/NCCP have no effect on population growth or housing, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect 
these resources is not changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial 
changes to the project that would result in new significant effects on population and housing not previously 
identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified 
in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.8 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. None of the changes alter effects identified in the Draft EIS/EIR on socioeconomics and 
environmental justice. Although changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP include modifications to the HCP/NCCP 
cost and funding calculations, these relate purely to HCP/NCCP implementation and would not cause or 
contribute to substantial changes in economic activity within the Plan Area, substantial effects on property 
tax revenue, or disproportionate environmental effects on minority or low-income populations. The Draft 
EIS/EIR concludes that effects on socioeconomics and environmental justice are beneficial or less than 
significant under NEPA. These issues are only required to be analyzed under NEPA and no impact analysis 
under CEQA is considered. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on 
socioeconomics and environmental justice, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect these resources 
are not changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the 
project that would result in new significant effects on socioeconomics and environmental justice not 
previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects 
previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.9 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

The cultural and paleontological impact analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project 
would adversely affect known or newly discovered historic resources (Effect CUL-1), adversely affect known 
or newly discovered archeological resources or human remains (Effect CUL-2), or adversely affect known or 
newly discovered paleontological resources (Effect CUL-3). The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that all three of 
these effects are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA. The potential for effects on these resources 
is based in large part on the location and extent of ground disturbance as earth moving and excavation has 
the potential to disturb or damage cultural and paleontological resources on and below the ground surface. 
The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only minor alterations to the footprint of any 
covered activity or conservation activity, and therefore would have little to no potential to alter effects on 
surface and subsurface cultural and paleontological resources. Because the proposed changes to the 
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HCP/NCCP have little effect on the footprint of any covered activity or conservation activity, the potential for 
the Yolo HCP/NCCP to adversely affect cultural and paleontological resources remains less than significant. 
The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would 
result in new significant cultural or paleontological effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or 
substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.10 Transportation 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. None of the changes have any effect on traffic generation, traffic patterns, or transportation 
infrastructure. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects on transportation are less than significant for both 
NEPA and CEQA. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have no effect on traffic and 
transportation, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect these resources is not changed. The proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would result in new 
significant effects on transportation not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase 
the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.11 Noise 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. These changes have little to no effect on the type, location, or intensity of noise generating 
or groundborne vibration generating activities resulting from implementation of the HCP/NCCP. The Draft 
EIS/EIR concludes that noise effects are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA. Because the 
proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on the type, location, or intensity of noise 
generating and groundborne vibration generating activities, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to result in 
noise effects is not changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial 
changes to the project that would result in new significant noise effects not previously identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.12 Air Quality 

The air quality analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project would result in pollutant 
or odor emissions that would exceed established thresholds. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that all air quality 
effects are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA. The potential for pollutant and odor emissions 
from HCP/NCCP implementation is based in large part on the location and extent of ground disturbance as 
earth moving and excavation has the potential to result in pollutant emissions from construction equipment 
and dust emissions from ground disturbance. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only 
minor alterations to the footprint of any covered activity or conservation activity, and therefore would have 
little to no potential to alter air quality effects. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little 
effect on the footprint of any covered activity or conservation activity, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to 
generate pollutant or odor emissions in excess of established thresholds remains less than significant. The 
proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would 
result in new significant air quality effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially 
increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.13 Climate Change 

The climate change analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evaluates whether the proposed project would result in 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions that exceed established thresholds (Effects CC-1 and CC-2), result in 
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inefficient and wasteful consumption of energy, or require now or expanded energy facilities (Effect CC-3), or 
be susceptible to adverse effects from climate change (Effect CC-4). The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that all 
climate change effects are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA, with the exception of susceptibility 
to adverse effect from climate change, where the Proposed Action is considered to have a beneficial effect 
because the larger, more connected reserve system under the HCP/NCCP would be more resilient to 
adverse effects from climate change. The potential for GHG emissions and energy usage from HCP/NCCP 
implementation is based in large part on the location and extent of ground disturbance as the operation of 
earth moving equipment requires the burning of fossil fuels. The proximity of reserves and the management 
regime for the reserve system also influences vehicle miles travelled and consequently GHG emissions and 
energy usage. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only minor alterations to the footprint 
of any covered activity or conservation activity, and therefore would have little to no potential to alter GHG 
emissions from earth moving equipment or vehicle miles travelled for reserve system management. The 
reserve system would also remain equally resilient to potential adverse effects of climate change. Because 
the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little effect on the footprint of any covered activity or 
conservation activity, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to result in adverse climate change effects 
remains less than significant. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial 
changes to the project that would result in new significant climate change effects not previously identified in 
the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. 

24.2.14 Geology, Soils, and Mineral Resources 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. None of the changes have an effect issues addressed in the analysis of geology, soils, and 
mineral resources: seismic risk, the potential for substantial erosion or loss of topsoil, risks to structures 
from unstable or expansive soils, and loss of availability of known mineral resources. The Draft EIS/EIR 
concludes that effects on geology, soils, and mineral resources are less than significant for both NEPA and 
CEQA. Because the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have no effect on geology, soils, and mineral 
resources, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect these resources is not changed. The proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would result in new 
significant effects on geology, soils, and mineral resources not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or 
substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.15 Visual Resources 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. The proposed changes have little to no effect on issues addressed in the analysis of visual 
resources: views of scenic vistas and other scenic resources, degradation of visual character and quality, 
and generation of substantial light and glare. The Draft EIS/EIR concludes that effects on visual resources 
are less than significant or beneficial for both NEPA and CEQA. Because the proposed changes to the 
HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on visual resources, the potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to affect these 
resources is not changed. The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes 
to the project that would result in new significant effects on visual resources not previously identified in the 
Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft 
EIS/EIR. 

24.2.16 Hazardous Materials 

The proposed changes to the Draft HCP/NCCP focus on biological resources and HCP/NCCP 
implementation. The proposed changes have little to no effect on issues addressed in the analysis of 
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hazardous materials: use, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials; potential disturbance of sites with 
known or potential hazardous materials contamination; generate safety hazards due to proximity to public 
airports or private air strips; impair implementation of, or interfere with an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan; or expose people or structures to severe wildfire risk. The proposed 
changes to the HCP/NCCP have no effect on the potential for the use, transport, or disposal of hazardous 
materials, implementation of emergency response plans, or exposing people or structures to wildfire risk. 
The proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would result in only minor alterations to the footprint of any 
covered activity or conservation activity, resulting in little to no change in the potential for disturbance of 
existing contaminated sites or hazards associated with airports or private air strips. The Draft EIS/EIR 
concludes that all hazardous materials effects are less than significant for both NEPA and CEQA. Because 
the proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP have little to no effect on hazardous materials and hazards, the 
potential for the Yolo HCP/NCCP to generate adverse effects related to these issues is not changed. The 
proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would 
result in new significant effects related to hazardous materials not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, 
or substantially increase the severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.2.17 Conclusion 

As described in the analyses above, for all environmental issue areas evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR, the 
proposed changes to the HCP/NCCP would not constitute substantial changes to the project that would 
result in new significant effects not previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR, or substantially increase the 
severity of significant effects previously identified in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

24.3 LIST OF COMMENTS 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Conservancy received 32 “letters” commenting on 
the Draft HCP/NCCP and/or the Draft EIS/EIR during the comment period (June 1, 2017 to August 30, 
2017), including several that were received after the comment period. In this case the term “letters” 
includes hard copy letters, e-mails, comment cards provided at public meetings, and compilations of oral 
comments received at nine separate public meetings provided as meeting transcripts or meeting 
summaries. Eight members of the public provided oral comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP and/or Draft 
EIS/EIR during the public meetings held on June 6, 8, 12, 15, 19, 27, 28, 29, and August 1, 2017. In all, 
comments were provided by three federal agencies, four State agencies, nine local agencies (all oral 
comments provided during public meetings), two Native American Tribes, nine non-governmental 
organizations, and nine members of the public. The list of comments on the two documents is presented in 
Table 24-1. The list is provided in the order that comments were received. 

During the public meetings on June 19, June 27, and June 29, a court reporter was present to prepare a 
transcript of the meeting and record comments received. At the remaining meetings, comments were 
recorded in meeting summaries prepared by Conservancy staff. 

Table 24-1 List of Comments 
Letter 

No. 
Comment 

Type Comment Date 
Received 

1 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the Woodland City Council Meeting (Agenda Item 13): Council Member 
Tom Stallard, Council Member Skip Davies, Mayor Angel Brajas 

6/6/2017 

2 F Phil Hogan, Natural Resources Conservation Service, District Conservationist 6/7/2017 
3 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the Yolo County Planning Commission Meeting (Agenda Item 13): 

Commissioner Jack Kasbergen, Commissioner Trini Campbell 
6/8/2017 

4 F Doug Felix, Federal Aviation Administration 6/12/2017 
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Table 24-1 List of Comments 
Letter 

No. 
Comment 

Type Comment Date 
Received 

5 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the West Sacramento Environment and Utilities Commission Meeting 
(Agenda Item 4): Commissioner Brendan Leonard, Commissioner Laura Sheridan, Commissioner Sam Bivins 

6/12/2017 

6 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the West Sacramento Planning Commission Meeting (Agenda Item 4): 
Commissioner Russell Liebig, Commissioner Andrea Lepore, Commissioner Franciso Castillo, Commissioner Bernadette 
Austin 

6/15/2017 

7 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the Conservancy Board Meeting (Agenda Item 7): Michael Perrone (Yolo 
Audubon Society), Chairman Jim Provenza 

6/19/2017 

8 O1a Gene Whitehouse, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, Chairman (To USFWS) 6/21/2017 
9 O1b Gene Whitehouse, United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria, Chairman (To Conservancy) 6/22/2017 

10 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the Yolo County Board of Supervisors Meeting (Agenda Item 37): 
Supervisor Oscar Villegas, Supervisor Jim Provenza, Erich Linse, Glen Holstein, Dr. Steven Greco 

6/27/2017 

11 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the West Sacramento City Council Meeting (Agenda Item 20): Mayor 
Cabaldon, Council Member Chris Ledesma, Council Member Mark Johannessen, Council Member Beverly Sandeen  

6/28/2017 

12 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the public meeting hosted by City of Davis staff: Glen Holstein, John Hopkins 6/29/2017 
13 S Stephanie Tadlock, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board, Environmental Scientist 7/18/2017 
14 S Scott Morgan, Governor's Office of Planning and Research, Director 7/20/2017 
15 O Marilyn Delgado, Yocha Dehe, Cultural Resources Director 7/25/2017 
16 PM Individuals that provided oral comment during the Winters City Council Meeting (Agenda Item 4): Glen Holstein, Roberto 

Valdez, Mayor Pro-Tempore Bill Biasi, Council Member Pierre Neu, Council Member Jesse Loren, Council Member Harold 
Anderson, City Manager John Donlevy, Mayor Wade Cowan  

8/1/117 

17 I Jesse Loren, Winters resident and city council member 8/2/2017 
18 O Putah Creek Council Board 8/8/2017 
19 S Cassandra Enos-Nobriga, Delta Stewardship Council, Deputy Executive Officer 8/29/2017 
20 F Kathleen Martyn Goforth, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9, Environmental Review Section Manager 8/29/2017 
21 I Anonymous 8/29/2017 
22 I Rachel Silva, Folsom Resident 8/29/2017 
23 O John Hopkins, Institute for Ecological Health 8/30/2017 
24 O Judith Lamare and James Pachl, Friends of the Swainson's Hawk, Co-Chairs 8/30/2017 
25 O Michele Clark, Yolo Land Trust, Executive Director 8/30/2017 
26 O Nancy Lea, Yolo County Farm Bureau, President 8/30/2017 
27 O Chris Norem, North State Building Industry Association, Government Affairs Director 8/30/2017 
28 O Mark Young, Westervelt Ecological Services, Restoration Design Manager 8/30/2017 
29 O Kate Wheatley, Taylor & Wiley, representing Teichert Aggregates 8/30/2017 
30 I Bruce Guelden, Winters resident 8/30/2017 
31 S Erik Vink, Delta Protection Commission, Executive Director 8/31/2017 
32 I Steve Greco, Professor in the Dept. of Human Ecology, UC Davis and Conservancy Advisory Committee member 8/31/2017 

24.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This section includes all written and oral comments received on the Draft HCP/NCCP and Draft EIS/EIR and 
responses to those comments. Below are all comment letters and public meeting transcripts and public 
meeting summaries prepared by the Conservancy, reproduced in their entirety. Each letter and comment has 
been assigned a number based on when the letter was received and a designation for cross-referencing 
purposes (for example, the first “letter” received [the June 6 public meeting input] is 1, and the first 
comment in the “letter” is 1-1).  
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1 
Woodland City Council Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 6, 2017 

 

1-1 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 1) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

1-2 The comment was a statement about the City’s role in the HCP/NCCP and is not a comment on the 
Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No response is necessary. 

1-3 The comment includes statements of appreciation and identifies that general funding needs for the 
HCP/NCCP may be a topic for further discussion. These public meeting statements are not 
comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No response is necessary. 
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2 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
Phil Hogan, District Conservationist  
June 7, 2017 

 

2-1 Thank you for submitting comments. The comment describes Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) procedure regarding the conversion of Important Farmland. The Conservancy will 
follow all applicable procedures and regulations and will coordinate with the NRCS prior to any 
conversion of Important Farmland undertaken by the Conservancy. The Conservancy will also convey 
this information to the member agencies. The comment does not address the content, analysis, or 
conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 
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3 
Yolo County Planning Commission Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 8, 2017 

 

3-1 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary.  

3-2 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

3-3 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

3-4 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

3-5 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

3-6 The comment suggests adding language to the HCP/NCCP calling for use of plants of Sacramento 
Valley genetic origin for restoration efforts implemented as part of the HCP/NCCP. This language has 
been added in proposed Final HCP/NCCP Section 6.4.2.3.2, Restoration Plans.  

3-7 A concern was expressed at the public meeting and responses to the input was provided at that 
time. Please see the meeting summary (i.e., Letter 3) for the comment and response. No additional 
response is necessary. 

3-8 The comment consists of a statement of appreciation and noting benefits of the HCP/NCCP. These 
public meeting statements are not comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No 
response is necessary. 
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4 
Federal Aviation Administration 
Doug Felix 
June 12, 2017 

 

4-1 Thank you for submitting comments. The comment describes the federal procedure for projects that 
would affect navigable airspace. Neither the Service, the Conservancy, nor the member agencies 
anticipate that implementation of the HCP/NCCP would affect navigable airspace; however, the 
Conservancy will follow all applicable procedures and regulations and coordinate with the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) prior to any actions which could fall under FAA authority. The comment 
does not address the content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR 
and no further response is necessary. 

 

  



Responses to Comments  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

April 2018 Yolo HCP/NCCP Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
24-20  

 

  



U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Yolo Habitat Conservancy  Responses to Comments 

Yolo HCP/NCCP Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report April 2018 
 24-21 

 

  



Responses to Comments  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

April 2018 Yolo HCP/NCCP Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
24-22  

5 
West Sacramento Environment and Utilities Commission Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 12, 2017 

 

5-1 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 5) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

5-2 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 5) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

5-3 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 5) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

5-4 A comment was raised regarding language translation assistance. The Conservancy is open to 
providing language translation services if any are requested. To date, no requests have been 
received. 

5-5 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 5) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

5-6 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 5) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 
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6 
West Sacramento Planning Commission Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 15, 2017 

 

6-1 The comment expresses a desire to have fish species covered and notes that West Sacramento has 
multiple aquatic species that could be impacted by work on projects along levees, the waterfront, 
and adjacent floodway areas. The HCP/NCCP provides state and federal Endangered Species Act 
permits for covered activities, but other permits may be necessary to implement projects (e.g. a 404 
or 408 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The HCP/NCCP does not cover fish 
species because of the complexity of developing conservation strategies for these species. If 
agencies that compose the membership of the Conservancy desire, the Conservancy could seek to 
amend the HCP/NCCP in the future to include fish species, requiring authorization from the National 
Marine Fisheries Service for anadromous fish species, and pursue a regional 404 permit from the 
USACE. Such efforts would require a significant amount of additional time and local resources. 

6-2 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-3 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-4 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-5 The comment asked how the decision was made between the draft plan and current plan to reduce 
the number of species from 32 to 12 and which ones were chosen to be kept or removed. As stated 
during the meeting (see the meeting summary [i.e., Letter 6]), the Yolo Habitat Conservancy reduced 
the number of species included in the HCP/NCCP from 32 to 12 based on the need of the member 
agencies for permit coverage and the likelihood the state and federal government would list the 
species under the state and federal Endangered Species Acts.  

6-6 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-7 A question was asked at the public meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-8 The comment expressed appreciation for the certainty and streamlining benefits of the HCP/NCCP. 
The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP 
or the Draft EIS/EIR and no additional response is necessary. 

6-9 The comment echoes the input provided in comment 6-8. A question was asked at the public 
meeting and answered at that time. Please see the meeting summary (i.e., Letter 6) for the question 
and response. No additional response is necessary. 

6-10 The comment makes a general observation on the Bay Area and how conservation easements were 
used to preserve lands. This public meeting statement is not a comment on the Draft HCP/NCCP or 
the Draft EIS/EIR. No additional response is necessary. 
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7 
Public Meeting at the Conservancy Board Meeting 
Woodland, CA 
June 19, 2017 

 

7-1 This comment from Michael Perrone (Yolo Audubon Society) expresses his support for the project. 
The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP 
or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary.  

7-2 This comment from Conservancy Board Chair Jim Provenza expresses gratitude to those who 
contributed to preparation of the HCP/NCCP and EIS/EIR and closes the meeting agenda item. The 
comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or 
the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 
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8 
United Auburn Indian Community 
Gene Whitehouse, Chairman 
June 21, 2017 

 

8-1 Thank you for submitting comments. This comment letter represents one of two letters with 
comments from the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC); Letter 8 was submitted to the USFWS 
pursuant to NEPA. This comment indicates that the UAIC area of interest is El Dorado, Nevada, 
Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, and Yuba counties. The comment goes on to express interest in the 
geographic area of the HCP/NCCP and a request to consult. Please see response to Comment 8-3 
below. 

8-2 The comment request copies of archeological reports and recommends that UAIC representatives 
observe and participate in cultural resource surveys. No specific archeological reports or cultural 
resource surveys have been prepared at this time because individual project locations are not yet 
defined (beyond the definition of the Plan and Permit Area). The proposed action under 
consideration by the USFWS pursuant to NEPA includes issuance of a section 10(a)(1)(B) incidental 
take permit (ITP) based on implementation of the proposed Yolo HCP/NCCP. Implementation of the 
HCP/NCCP would be carried out by the individual permittees over a proposed 50 year permit term, 
which is a programmatic action affecting an area of over 650,000 acres.. Issuance of the proposed 
ITP by the USFWS would allow for planned development and specified conservation actions to occur 
over the next 50 years. Details about each individual development activity and/or conservation 
action, such as precise location and site conditions, are not known at the time of this programmatic 
action. Future development activity and conservation actions assumed within the HCP/NCCP will be 
subject to CEQA and each local lead agency must comply with the requirements of Assembly Bill 52 
(AB 52, Tribal Cultural Resources, 2014) which will ensure that the coordination requested by the 
comment will occur at the time projects are proposed and site-specific details are known.  

8-3 This comment requests a meeting with the USFWS and requests to begin consulting. These requests 
were communicated to the USFWS Tribal Liaison and the Service has undertaken appropriate 
coordination and communication. As stated above in response to Comment 8-2, future development 
activity and conservation actions assumed within the HCP/NCCP will be subject to CEQA and each 
local lead agency must comply with the requirements of AB 52. AB 52 establishes a consultation 
process with recognized California Native American tribes to coordinate regarding cultural resources 
and interests, consider tribal cultural values, determine project impacts in these areas, and establish 
appropriate mitigation.  Eligible tribes that request notice are provided the opportunity to coordinate 
with CEQA lead agencies on issues such as survey methodologies, monitoring, and treatment of 
known and newly discovered Tribal Cultural Resources, and other related aspects of meaningful 
consultation. Compliance with AB 52 will ensure that the coordination described by the commenter 
will occur at the time projects are proposed and site-specific details are known.   
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9 United Auburn Indian Community 
Gene Whitehouse, Chairman 
June 22, 2017 

 
9-1 Thank you for submitting comments. This comment letter represents one of two letters with 

comments from the United Auburn Indian Community (UAIC); Letter 9 was submitted to the 
Conservancy pursuant to CEQA. This comment indicates that the UAIC area of interest is El Dorado, 
Nevada, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, and Yuba counties. The comment goes on to express interest in 
the geographic area of the HCP/NCCP and a request to consult. Please see response to Comment 9-
3 below. 

9-2 The comment request copies of archeological reports and recommends that UAIC representatives 
observe and participate in cultural resource surveys. As noted in May 22, 2016 correspondence from 
the Conservancy to UAIC responding to an earlier letter, no archeological reports have been prepared 
because project locations are not yet defined. Please see responses to Comments 8-2 and 8-3. As 
stated in response to Comment 8-3, future development activity and conservation actions assumed 
within the HCP/NCCP will be subject to CEQA and each local lead agency must comply with the 
requirements of AB 52. Eligible tribes that request notice are provided the opportunity to coordinate 
with CEQA lead agencies on issues such as survey methodologies, monitoring, and treatment of 
known and newly discovered Tribal Cultural Resources, and other related aspects of meaningful 
consultation. Compliance with AB 52 will ensure that the coordination described by the commenter 
will occur at the time projects are proposed and site-specific details are known.   

  

9-3 This comment requests a meeting with the Conservancy and requests to begin consulting on the 
proposed project. The CEQA Notice of Preparation (NOP) and NEPA Notice of Intent (NOI) for the 
HCP/NCCP were circulated October 21 through December 2, 2011, therefore this project precedes 
and is not subject to the AB 52 (2015, Tribal Cultural Resources) consultation requirements. Nor is 
the HCP/NCCP subject to SB 18 (2004, Local Government General Plan Consultation) for either the 
Conservancy or member agency actions as no general plan amendments are involved. However, 
future development activity will be subject to the requirements of AB 52. Please refer to responses to 
comments 8-2, 8-3, and 9-2.  
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10 
Yolo County Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 27, 2017 

 

10-1 The comment discusses the average Yolo County resident’s connection to the HCP/NCCP and 
expressed appreciation for the team’s work. The comment does not address any specific content, 
analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is 
necessary. 

10-2 This comment is an extension of Comment 10-1. See above. The comment does not address any 
specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further 
response is necessary. 

10-3 The comment identifies that implementation of the HCP/NCCP would permanently protect 17,000 
acres of farmland and identifies the agricultural land and habitat preservation elements of the 
HCP/NCCP as key elements. The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or 
conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 

10-4 The comment discusses the element of local control provided by the HCP/NCCP. The comment does 
not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft 
EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 

10-5 The comment identifies the partnerships among local, State, and federal partners during the 
HCP/NCCP process and expresses appreciation for the collaboration. The comment does not 
address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR 
and no further response is necessary. 

10-6 This comment notes that the Yolo County Board of Supervisors has removed the Dunnigan Specific 
Plan from the Yolo County General Plan. The Draft HCP/NCCP included development of the Dunnigan 
Specific Plan area as a covered activity, and addressed impacts from development of the Dunnigan 
Specific Plan in the analysis of effects on covered species. In February of 2017, the Yolo County 
Board of Supervisors approved removal of the Dunnigan Specific Plan from the Yolo County General 
Plan but, it was too late at that point to rerun the effects analysis and make modifications to the 
HCP/NCCP. As a result of the Yolo County’s action, Conservancy staff propose to remove references 
to the Dunnigan Specific Plan as a part of the covered activities; however, the analyzed acreage will 
remain in the HCP/NCCP since it remains a possible location for future development within the next 
50 years, which is the term for the requested permits. 

10-7 The comment requests review of the different crop types used by different species. This information 
is provided in Appendix A of the HCP/NCCP which describes the crop types that provide habitat value 
for covered species, including Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, tricolored blackbird, and giant 
garter snake, among others. 

10-8 The comment is a continuation of Comment 10-7 regarding the need for information of crop types 
used by species. Please refer to response to Comment 10-7. 

10-9 The comment states that the commenter has never seen California tiger salamanders in the 
Dunnigan area, and suggests that further study of California tiger salamander in the Dunnigan area 
is needed. Page A-18 of Appendix A, Species Accounts, provides records of California tiger 
salamander in Yolo County, including the Dunnigan area. Draft HCP/NCCP Section 6.5.6.3.3, 
California Tiger Salamander, describes surveys the Conservancy will conduct on reserve system 
lands during HCP/NCCP implementation. 
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10-10 The comment consists of a statement of expressed appreciation and noting benefits of the 
HCP/NCCP. The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the 
Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 

10-11 The comment lists benefits of the HCP/NCCP. The comment does not address any specific content, 
analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is 
necessary. 

10-12 This comment is on the Local Conservation Plan (LCP), which is not a part of the HCP/NCCP. The 
comment is expressing support for this effort. The Conservancy is preparing a voluntary conservation 
strategy called a Local Conservation Plan/Regional Conservation Investment Strategy (Yolo 
LCP/RCIS), which identifies the conservation needs of special-status species and natural 
communities throughout Yolo County. The LCP component is currently under development by the 
Conservancy Advisory Committee. The RCIS component is a document developed by a public agency 
and approved by CDFW for the purpose of informing science-based nonbinding and voluntary 
conservation actions and habitat enhancement actions that would advance the conservation of focal 
species and provide voluntary nonbinding guidance for conservation activities as authorized by 
Assembly Bill 2087 (2016). The combined LCP and RCIS is intended to provide a comprehensive 
Yolo County-wide conservation strategy that goes beyond the 12 species covered by the HCP/NCCP. 
The LCP/RCIS is voluntary and non-regulatory. The LCP/RCIS and HCP/NCCP are intended to 
complement one another and collectively provide a comprehensive habitat conservation strategy for 
Yolo County. Both the LCP/RCIS and the HCP/NCCP have benefitted from extensive public 
involvement and comment from a variety of stakeholders including the developers, conservation 
organizations, landowners, and farmers. 
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11 
West Sacramento City Council Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 28, 2017 

 

11-1 Mayor Cabaldon asked for clarification regarding covered activity acreage south of the City. West 
Sacramento Community Development Director Charline Hamilton replied this it was likely acreage 
related to the flood control project. Please see the meeting summary (i.e., Letter 11) for the 
comment and response. No additional response is necessary. 

11-2 The comment consists of a statement of expressed appreciation and noting benefits of the 
HCP/NCCP. The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or conclusions of the 
Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 

11-3 The comment consists of a statement of expressed appreciation and a concern regarding the 
viability of the program. The response to that concern was provided at the time. Please see the 
meeting summary (i.e., Letter 11) for the comment and response. No additional response is 
necessary. 

11-4 The comment consists of a statement of expressed appreciation and a question regarding the public 
comment process. The question was answered during the public meeting. Please see the meeting 
summary (i.e., Letter 11) for the comment and response. No additional response is necessary. 

11-5 This comment asks about potential future federal actions which might modify the Endangered 
Species Act and implications for the HCP/NCCP. Congress has amended the Act in the past 
(including allowing the USFWS to issue incidental take permits associated with HCPs in 1982) and 
could amend it again in the future at any time. It is also possible that the USFWS could promulgate 
revised or new regulations that implement the Endangered Species Act. However, whether or not an 
amendment to the Act or changes in regulations or policies would impact the Permittees ability to 
implement the HCP/NCCP would depend on the specific nature of the change. Should a change 
occur that causes the Conservancy and its member agencies to conclude the permit no longer 
provides overall benefit to the region, the Conservancy and member agencies would have at least 
two options: 1) pursue amendment of the HCP/NCCP and accompanying permits, or 2) surrender the 
federal permit altogether, as long as the HCP/NCCP mitigation obligations are up to date. However, 
at this time, the Conservancy remains of the belief that the HCP/NCCP is in alignment with long held 
local values regarding habitat conservation and agricultural preservation, and recommends 
completion and adoption of the HCP/NCCP to secure the interim take permits from the state and 
federal governments. 

11-6 The comment includes statements of appreciation. These public meeting statements are not 
comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No additional response is necessary. 
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12 
City of Davis Staff-Hosted Public Meeting 
Public Oral Comment 
June 29, 2017 

 

12-1 The comment includes statements of appreciation. These public meeting statements are not 
comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No additional response is necessary. 

12-2 The comment includes statements of appreciation and statements about the importance of long-
term monitoring and management. These public meeting statements are not comments on the Draft 
HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. No additional response is necessary. 

12-3 The comment describes the importance of the LCP. These public meeting statements are not 
comments on the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR. However, see response to Comment 10-12 
for further information on the LCP. No additional response is necessary. 
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13 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Stephanie Tadlock, Environmental Scientist 
July 18, 2017 

 

13-1 Thank you for submitting comments. The comment provides background information on Basin Plans 
pursuant to Section 13240 of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and provides a website 
address where more information on the Water Quality Control Plan for the Sacramento and San 
Joaquin River Basins can be found. The comment does not address any specific content, analysis, or 
conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further response is necessary. 
However, please note that The Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act and the Basin Plan are both 
described on pages 9-9 and 9-10 of the Draft EIS/EIR and the EIS/EIR concludes that 
implementation of the HCP/NCCP would not result in any significant adverse water quality impacts.  

13-2 The comment provides background information on State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) 
Antidegradation Policy and provides a website address where more information on the 
Antidegradation Policy can be found. The comment identifies the need for water quality analysis, 
identifies the nexus between the antidegradation analysis and the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permitting process and implementation of land discharge Waste 
Discharge Requirements (WDRs), and concludes with a statemen that “The environmental review 
document should evaluate potential impacts to both surface and groundwater quality.” 

 Section 9.2.2, Regulatory Setting, in the Hydrology and Water Quality chapter of the Draft EIS/EIR 
describes the Antidegradation Policy, the NPDES permit program, and WDRs. Potential impacts to 
surface water and groundwater quality are both evaluated in this chapter and implementation of the 
HCP/NCCP was found to result no significant adverse effects on water quality. Water quality is also 
considered in Chapter 19, Hazardous Materials, and implementation of the HCP/NCCP was found to 
result no significant adverse effects on water quality via the impact mechanisms considered in this 
chapter. 

13-3 The comment provides a summary of various permitting programs administered by the SWRCB and 
the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and locations where more 
information on these permit programs can be found. The comment does not address any specific 
content, analysis, or conclusions of the Draft HCP/NCCP or the Draft EIS/EIR and no further 
response is necessary. However, the Conservancy and its member agencies will obtain all necessary 
permits from the SWRCB and RWQCB when implementing actions as part of the HCP/NCCP. 
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14 
Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
Scott Morgan, Director 
July 20, 2017 

 

14-1 Thank you for submitting comments. This comment is a cover letter which references comments 
received by the State Clearinghouse from State agencies in regards to the Draft EIS/EIR. The 
comment “acknowledges that [the Conservancy has] complied with the State Clearinghouse review 
requirements for draft environmental documents”. This is not a comment on the Draft HCP/NCCP or 
the Draft EIS/EIR. No additional response is necessary. The State Clearinghouse did transmit the 
comment letter from the RWQCB with their cover letter, and the RWQCB letter is responded to above 
as Letter 13. The RWQCB transmitted this comment letter both through direct mailing to the 
Conservancy and through the State Clearinghouse review and comment process.  
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