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M E M O R A N D U M  

DATE  May 2, 2008 

TO  Planning Commission 

FROM  DC&E 

RE  Alternatives Evaluation Report Errata 

This memo describes errors in the Alternatives Evaluation Report that have been identified 
since the Report’s publication on March 13, 2008.  These errors are listed below.  Please 
take note of them as you prepare for the upcoming study sessions. 
 
Score Corrections 

♦

♦

♦

 The summary table for Study Area 15 on page 58 includes incorrect scores for schools 
for Alternatives 2 and 3.  Alternative 2 should receive a C and Alternative 3 should 
receive a D.  The text within the analysis chapter for this study area is correct.  

 In the water supply evaluation for Study Areas 16 and 17, the Durham Mutual Water 
company was identified as a possible water service provider for development under 
the alternatives.  The text should have noted that this water district currently only 
provides agricultural water; it does not provide municipal or industrial water.  Because it 
would not be feasible to expand this service in the future to serve non-agricultural 
users, the score for the water supply analysis for Alternative 3 in Study Area 16 should 
be changed a D because it allows a significant amount of development without an 
identified water supply.  There would be no new development under Alternatives 1 
and 2 in Study Area 16, so water supply is not an issue. 

In Study Area 17, the Durham Irrigation District serves the western portion of the 
study area, and does provide water for municipal purposes.  Therefore, the B score for 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 is still accurate.   

 The Executive Summary tables for Study Areas 23 and 25 have incorrect scores for 
Flooding Hazards (pages 73 and 77).  All three alternatives for Study Area 23 should 
receive a D for Flooding Hazards.  All three alternatives for Study Area 25 should 
receive an A for Flooding Hazards.  The text within the analysis chapters for both of 
these study areas is correct. 
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♦ The Potential Loss of Agricultural Land analysis did not include the farmland category of 
“Unique Farmland.”  According to the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, this 
category applies to the following: 

Lesser quality soils used for the production of the state's leading agricultural 
crops.  This land is usually irrigated, but may include non-irrigated orchards or 
vineyards as found in some climatic zones in California.  Land must have been 
cropped at some time during the four years prior to the mapping date. 

The Unique Farmland category has been added to the Agricultural Land map (Figure 
11 of the Alternatives Evaluation Report), and the revised map is attached to this 
memorandum for your review.  You will note that in the majority of the study areas, 
there is little to no Unique Farmland.  However, in Study Area 23, there are 
approximately 880 acres of Unique Farmland. 

 Furthermore, Study Area 23’s Potential Loss of Agricultural Land analysis incorrectly 
stated that there is no Grazing Land or Farmland of Statewide Importance in this study 
area.  To correct this error and to include the Unique Farmland category, the 
agricultural evaluation for Study Area 23 (page 409) is hereby revised to the following: 

Of the approximately 10,030 acres in Study Area 23, there are approximately 
65 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance, 880 acres of Unique Farmland 
and 1,465 acres of Grazing Land.   

Under Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, a significant amount of farmland would be 
designated for non-agricultural uses.  Specifically, all alternatives designate 
approximately 865 acres of Unique Farmland and 1,420 acres of Grazing Land 
for non-agricultural uses.  In addition, Alternatives 1 and 3 designate 
approximately 45 acres of Farmland of Statewide Importance for non-
agricultural uses, and Alternative 2 designates approximately 15 acres of 
Farmland of Statewide Importance for non-agricultural uses.  Therefore, 
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 receive a D. 

Please note that this change in the text changes the scores for the three alternatives; all 
three previously received an A due to the erroneous finding that there is no agricultural 
land within this study area.  The Summary Table for Study Area 23 is hereby revised to 
show a grade of D for all three alternatives in the category “Agriculture.” 

♦ In the water supply evaluation for Study Areas 31, 33 and 34, the Biggs-West Gridley 
Water District and the Butte Water District were identified as possible water service 
providers for development under the alternatives.  The text should have noted that 
these water districts currently only provide agricultural water; they do not provide 
municipal or industrial water.  Because it would not be feasible to expand this service in 
the future to serve non-agricultural users, the scores for the water supply analysis 
should be changed to the following: 

o Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 for Study Area 31 should receive a D because 
they allow a significant amount of development without an identified 
water supply. 
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o Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 for Study Area 33 should receive a D because 
they allow a significant amount of development without an identified 
water supply. 

o Alternative 1 for Study Area 34 should receive a C because it allows a 
small amount of development (approximately 300 new homes) without 
an identified water supply.  Alternatives 2 and 3 should receive a D 
because they allow a significant amount of development without an 
identified water supply. 

 
 
Alternatives Descriptions Errors 

♦

♦

 The description of Alternative 1 for Study Area 15 on page A-26 incorrectly indicates 
that the alternative follows the existing General Plan by designating the entire study 
area for Agriculture.  Although the majority of the study area is currently designated for 
Agriculture, a 52-acre parcel in the southwest corner of the study area along Highway 
99 is currently designated for Industrial. 

 The buildout projections for Study Areas 5, 17 and 29 were incorrect.  The correct 
projections are as follows: 

o Study Area 5 (Magalia/Paradise Pines) 

 Alternative 1 allows ~5,300 new homes 

 Alternative 2 allows ~3,400 new homes 

 Alternative 3 allows ~3,800 new homes 

o Study Area 17 (Durham) 

 Alternative 1 allows ~500 new homes 

 Alternative 2 allows ~800 new homes 

 Alternative 3 allows 950 new homes 

o Study Area 29 (Palermo) 

 Alternatives 2 and 3 allow ~400 new homes 
 
 
Typographical Errors 

♦ The Cultural Resources text for Study Area 8, Berry Creek, contains an incorrect 
reference to the “North Chico Specific Plan Area.”  The text of this paragraph is in fact 
referring to Berry Creek, not North Chico.  The corrected text should read:  

To date, a total of 32 cultural resources sites have been recorded in the North 
Chico Specific Plan  Berry Creek study area.  

♦ The description of Alternative 1 for Study Area 11 (page 239), includes a typographical 
error.  The number of new homes allowed under this alternative is approximately 100 
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♦

new homes.  The text incorrectly indicates that the alternative would allow 1,000 new 
homes. 

 The land use table for Study Area 23 in Appendix A, Alternatives Descriptions, includes 
a typographical error (page A-39).  The number of acres of Resource Conservation 
under Alternative 1 should be 820.  The table incorrectly indicates that there are 8,202 
acres of Resource Conservation under this alternative. 

 




