
CITY OF CHICO MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: April 24, 2008  FILE: P-GP-22.D 
 
TO: Tim Snellings, Butte County Development Services Director 
 
FROM: Steve Peterson, Planning Services Director   
 
SUBJECT: City of Chico Initial Comments on County Alternatives Evaluation Report  
  
City staff provides the following initial comments on the Butte County General Plan 
Alternatives Evaluation Report (the “Report”) dated March 13, 2008.  The Report 
evaluates three land use alternatives (Alternative 1: Existing General Plan; Alternative 2: 
Concentrated Growth; Alternative 3: Rural Extension) for 34 county study areas in terms 
of their ability to accommodate future growth in Butte County by 2030.  Six of the study 
areas (2, 3, 6, 9, 14 and 16) lie within the City of Chico’s planning area, either adjacent to 
the city limits or sphere of influence boundary.   We offer the following comments as part 
of an ongoing partnership with the county to address regional planning issues as part of 
the City and County General Plan update process.  Please distribute these comments to 
the Butte County General Plan Citizen Advisory Committee for consideration at its April 
24th meeting on growth alternatives. 

     
General Comments: 
 
1. Pursuant to the County’s General Plan Guiding Principles and the Memorandum of 

Agreement (MOA) approved by the Butte County Board of Supervisors and the 
Chico City Council (see attached), and to encourage cooperative planning between 
our jurisdictions, the City respectfully requests that a final decision on the selection 
of growth alternatives within the City of Chico’s Planning Area be considered 
within the context of the Chico General Plan Update.  It is anticipated that the City 
Council will select growth alternatives as part of the City’s General Plan Update by 
September 2008.   At least one growth alternative should be consistent with both 
plans to address CEQA compliance and other issues. 

 
2. The link between the study areas surrounding Chico, and each of the respective 

alternatives, and meeting projected City and unincorporated County population 
growth through the year 2030 is unclear.  Based on BCAG projections for the year 
2030, the City of Chico is planning for additional growth of 49,000, and the County 
for unincorporated population growth of 24,000 countywide.  While only a portion 
of the County’s projected growth needs to be accommodated in the Chico area, all 
of Chico’s growth needs to be met within our existing sphere of influence or in 
adjacent unincorporated areas.  According to the Report, the existing City limits can 
support development of an additional 10,000 units (pg. 95), which would house a 
population of approximately 24,000 new residents.  That leaves a population of 
25,000 residents that the City alone needs to accommodate outside of the existing 
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City limits, not including a portion of the 24,000 unincorporated County residents 
anticipated.  Only by assuming the maximum density alternative for each of the 
Chico study areas (32,880 population, see attached) can this projected city demand 
begin to be met.  That scenario does not seem realistic given that several areas are 
constrained by critically designated habitat, endangered species and other service 
considerations.  Further, no consideration has been made for providing some 
amount of surplus land to allow the land market to operate efficiently.  Unless the 
city designates additional land to meet anticipated growth demand, there is little 
chance of providing an adequate land supply to accommodate countywide (city and 
county) projected growth.   

 
3. To the extent that the study areas are intended to address County (unincorporated 

area) and City growth projections, mutual planning decisions on these areas should 
be guided by City growth policies and development standards, particularly in areas 
contiguous to the City that will require annexation and full municipal services. 

 
4. Alternative 2 (Concentrated Growth) is most consistent with the City of Chico's 

overall vision for a compact, sustainable community because it reinforces focusing 
urban growth in and adjacent to cities.  Specific comments on the different 
alternatives are provided below.  Alternative 3 (Rural Extension) would perpetuate 
a rural residential land use pattern on the edge of the City that creates rural and 
urban conflicts and is inefficient to service.  

 
5. The evaluation of public services should comply with the Butte County Local 

Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) requirements, including principles to 
consider orderly growth and development, discourage urban sprawl, promote 
logical boundaries and formations and support the provision of efficient movement 
services.   

 
6. The Report should clarify that the concentrated growth alternative would result in 

development at intensities that would require annexation to the City of Chico for the 
provision of wastewater and other public services.    

 
7. The Report should provide an overall assessment of each of the countywide growth 

alternatives and their ability to accommodate projected growth.   What is the overall 
density and housing/commercial mix for the concentrated growth alternative and 
other alternatives?   Does the concentrated growth alternative perform better from a 
fiscal and service delivery standpoint 

 
County Study Areas 
 
Section 65300 of the California Government Code provides that in addition to planning 
for the area inside of the city, cities my plan for areas outside of their city limits, when, 
the opinion of the agency, such planning bears a relationship to its Planning Area.  The 
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following comments do not represent a specific recommendation but preliminary 
comments on each of the study areas that lie within the Chico Planning Area.  Once the 
city completes its’ assessment of future growth and alternatives analysis additional 
comments will be provided.   
 
North Chico Specific Plan Area (Study Area 2) 
 
This study area has both environmental and airport compatibility considerations that 
would likely affect potential build-out.  Further, given the significant amount of single 
family development that has already occurred in the area, the densities that would need to 
be achieved in the Village Core in order to meet the proposed residence count proposed 
under Alternative 2 seems highly unrealistic.  While the City is supportive of 
concentrated and mixed-use development, the more likely development scenario in this 
study area is Alternative 1 (Existing General Plan Designations). 
 
Bell Muir (Study Area 3) 
 
Alternative 2 with its mix of residential uses and a neighborhood commercial core 
adjacent to the City is the best option for this study area.  This area currently has a wide 
range of lot sizes with little viable agricultural use and few environmental constraints.  
However, due to fractured parcelization and the many individual landowners in the area, 
extending infrastructure could prove difficult, and due to the infill nature of the area 
development may likely be characterized as piecemeal and controversial.  Consistent with 
City Council direction to staff 4 years ago, the City is including the adjacent Mud Creek 
Area (Growth Area 1) as a potential growth area for consideration as part of the City’s 
General Plan Update (see attached figure).  Development of Growth Area 1 has a clear 
link to developing the Bell-Muir study area.  It would serve as the economic engine to 
bring infrastructure (i.e., sewer) to the Bell-Muir study area, and it would result in the 
construction of an important circulation link for the area --- the SR 32/Eaton Road 
bypass.  Further, including Growth Area 1 for consideration now has the potential to 
reduce growth inducement in the future as Mud Creek has the potential to serve as a 
clear, long-term natural urban/rural boundary.  Regardless, under any alternative, 
agricultural mitigation will be a key factor.   
 
Upper Stilson Canyon (Study Area 6)  
 
This study area is not adjacent to either the existing or proposed built environment of the 
City, and therefore is not consistent with the notion of compact urban form or orderly 
phased development adjacent to urban centers.  This is especially of concern as it relates 
to Alternative 3, which in addition to 600 new homes call for 30 acres of retail use.  The 
most realistic development scenario for this study area is Alternative 1 (Existing General 
Plan) as it retains hillsides and viewshed in rural open space. 
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Doe Mill/Honey Run (Study Area 9) (Schuster) 
 
This study area is adjacent to the City limits, and while there are environmental 
considerations, they are not as significant as others potential growth areas located along 
the City’s eastern edge.  Further, the varying topography of this area provides an 
opportunity to site development in a manner that protects the valley viewshed.  Extension 
of infrastructure is a potential limiting factor, but a hybrid of Alternatives 2 and 3 could 
provide a balance of resource conservation and a mix of housing and retail opportunities 
to help meet the City’s and County’s anticipated population growth.  
 
Nance Canyon/Highway 99 (Study Area 14) (Swartz) 
 
Previous iterations of this study area have been focused directly adjacent to the Highway 
99 corridor.  The study area as portrayed in the County’s Report now stretches from the 
southern end of Chico all the way to the Town of Paradise.  This is a major concern as it 
has a huge potential to result in unwanted sprawl and congestion.  Both Alternatives 2 
and 3 would need to address adequate buffering for the adjacent landfill and site design 
and mitigation for environmental constraints identified on site.  Alternative 3 does not 
propose any residential component, which would further reduce the ability of the 
County’s study areas to meet the projected population needs of the City and County for 
the year 2030. 
 
Oroville Highway/Highway 99 (Study Area 16) (Blakely) 
 
It is unclear if the approximately 140 acres of industrial use proposed under Alternative 3 
would require hook-up to the City’s sewer system, or if a separate system would be 
developed in the County.   If the goal is to focus urban type development in or adjacent to 
existing urban areas, then it would be appropriate to retain the existing the General Plan 
designation for this site and allow this development to occur in closer proximity to the 
City services. 
 
Attachments: 
City of Chico Boundary, Sphere of Influence and Planning Areas 
MOA between Chico and Butte County Regarding Cooperative Planning in the Chico  
Butte County Growth Projections 
Chico Growth Projections  
Population Projections for Butte County Growth Alternatives, Chico Study Areas 
Growth Area 1 Figure 
 
Distribution: 
Council/City Clerk (18)  
CM/ACM (2) 
 












