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A3. Response to Comments from California Department of Fish and Wildlife, dated August 25, 
2023. 

A3-1 The California Department of  Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) explains their role as an agency 
that provides biological expertise during a public agency environmental review efforts, 
focusing specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely 
affect fish and wildlife resources. CDFW is submitting comments as a Responsible Agency 
under CEQA. CDFW has made these comments to assist the City of  Redding in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project’s impacts on biological resources. 

 The City of  Redding appreciate the CDFW comments and recommendations that may 
assist the City of  Redding in adequately analyzing and minimizing impacts to biological 
resources.  

A3-2 CDFW states that while 84 special-status species have been observed and reported, this 
number does not account for the total number of  species with the “potential to occur” 
because species can occur while not being observed. CDFW recommends that the 
statements made in the Biological Resources Section about special status species be 
revised to reflect that some species have documented occurrences and there are more 
species with potential to occur. 

 As mentioned in Appendix 5-4, Biological Resources Technical Memorandum, Section 1.2, 
Purpose, lists only species that fall into one of  the listed groups were considered for this 
assessment. Other species without special status that are sometimes found in the database 
or literature searches were not included in this analysis. No changes to the DEIR are 
required. 

A3-3 CDFW comments that the DEIR does not specifically address biological resources with 
potential to occur in the areas mapped as ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ growth areas. CDFW 
recommends more comprehensive biological studies be performed to identify impacts in 
these areas for the final EIR. 

 As noted on page 5.4-1 in Section 5.4, Biological Resources, the DEIR discloses that 
information and analysis focuses on the sphere of  influence (SOI). The referenced growth 
areas are contained within the existing SOI. Annexation and development within these 
growth areas will require more analysis as part of  the annexation, prezoning,  and 
development processes. Further,  the nature of  biological resources may change between 
the baseline and planning horizon therefore making any analysis now premature. No 
changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

A3-4 CDFW states the Crotch's bumble bee, a species whose range bisects  the city, is protected 
under the Fish and Game Code, §§ 2074.2 and 2085, and it is illegal to import, export, 
take, possess, purchase, or sell CESA-listed species or their parts or products. CDFW 
states that the area in and around the City of  Redding contains a potentially suitable habitat 
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for the Crotch bumble bee. CDFW comments that land modification, ground disturbance 
and habitat removal all have potential to significantly impact local bumble bee populations. 
CDFW states that there could be potentially significant impacts associated with activities 
included throughout the General Plan Update. CDFW recommends including Crotch’s 
bumble bee in the special-status invertebrate species lists and including methods for 
promoting native pollinator species throughout pertinent sections of  the DEIR. 

 Commenter’s recommendations have been incorporated into the DEIR via the revisions 
to Section 5.4, Biological Resources. These revisions do not change the determinations made 
as Impact BIO-1 starting on page 5.4-30 of  the DEIR that compliance with the policies 
and regulations under the ESA, MBTA, CESA, California Fish and Game Code, CWA, 
and CNPPA would reduce potential impacts to special-status species associated with new 
development allowed under General Plan to a less than significant level. See Section 3.2, 
DEIR Revisions in Response to Written Comments, in the FEIR. 

A3-5 CDFW recommends including Crotch's bumble bee in special-status invertebrate species 
lists and promoting native pollinator species in the DEIR. CDFW encourages using native 
trees, shrubs, and flowering plants for future revegetation to benefit California's insect 
pollinators. CDFW discourages using non-native vegetation in actions like development 
areas, city parks, public open spaces, and habitat revegetation. 

 See response to comment A3-4.  

A3-6 CDFW encourages the use of  the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) website to see 
the native species occur in a particular area. CDFW states that the CNPS has a tool called 
Calscape that generates a list of  native plants that grow in an area based on a specific 
address and can be used to develop a planning palate for landscaping plans. 

 As noted on page 11 in Appendix 5.4-1, Biological Resources Technical Memorandum, of  the 
DEIR the CNPS’ electronic Inventory of  Rare and Endangered Plants of  California was 
used as a resource to identify sensitive biological resources and/or special status species. 
No changes to the DEIR are necessary. 

A3-7 CDFW recommends the City include a policy to not only maintain linkages but strive to 
create additional connectivity corridors throughout the City, specifically east-west 
connectivity corridors. 

This comment is directed to the General Plan Update. As this comment does not describe 
any inadequacies of  the DEIR, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. This comment will 
be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration 

A3-8 CDFW states that while Impact BIO-4 identifies the Sacramento River, Churn Creek, and 
Stillwater Creek as providing north-south habitat connectivity within the City, the 
California Biogeographic Information System (BIOS) identified an Essential Connectivity 
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Area (ECA) west of  Redding. CDFW recommends there be a focus on east and west 
movement opportunities in order to create linkages specifically to the nearest ECA. 

 The nearest ECA appears to be near Whiskeytown Lake and the ridges connecting to that 
area are well outside of  the City of  Redding; however, the City maintains east-west 
linkages from the Sacramento River westward along Clear Creek, Olney Creek, Canyon 
Hollow Creek, and Canyon Creek. The sections of  all these streams located in the City 
are protected by the City’s Greenway policies that largely prohibit development, those 
helping to maintain habitat connectivity. Commenter’s recommendations have been 
incorporated into the EIR via the revisions to Section 5.4, Biological Resources, these changes 
do not change the determinations made in Impact BIO-4. See Section 3.2, DEIR Revisions 
in Response to Written Comments, in the FEIR.  

A3-9 CDFW states that there are at least three total fish barriers, several partial fish barriers, 
and numerous more unassessed crossings occur within the City limits. CDFW 
recommends incorporating policies that include assessing and planning for additional 
aquatic connectivity opportunities into the General Plan Update. 

 The proposed Natural Resources Element includes that policies that protect aquatic 
connectivity such as Policy NR4H, NR5A, and NR5B. No changes to the DEIR are 
necessary. 

A3-10 CDFW states that implementing wildlife crossings and infrastructure can reduce wildlife-
vehicle collisions, improving road safety for Redding citizens and local wildlife. 

 See response to comment A3-7. No changes to the DEIR are required. 

A3-11 CDFW states that the Primary Growth Areas have been classified as oak woodlands. 
Policy NR6A in the DEIR aims to preserve native oaks, particularly valley oaks, in 
development projects. However, CDFW believes that this policy and the City of  Redding's 
Tree Ordinance are not effectively conserving oak woodlands throughout the city. The 
significance determination in BIO-5 does not support the inefficiency of  policy 
implementation, as impacts would be less than significant. This inefficiency has been made 
prevalent through City project approvals that permanently remove oak woodland habitat 
without adequate avoidance, minimization, or mitigation proposed by the City. 

 The proposed General Plan’s Natural Resources Element indicates that areas designated 
as “Greenway” cover over approximately 11,000 acres within the City limits and the 
proposed “growth areas” , approximately  4,600 acres of  which are in the Open Space 
Zoning District and open space easements. These areas cover approximately 17 square 
miles within the City and its identified growth areas, primarily containing oak woodland 
habitat. No specific recommendations were identified by the commenter, and therefore 
no additional analysis or information is added to these sections. As this comment does 
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not describe any inadequacies of  the DEIR, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. This 
comment will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration. 

A3-12 CDFW recommends a review, assessment, and amendment of  the Tree Ordinance to 
assess current standards and programs for protecting, preserving, restoring, and 
replanting native trees. This should occur before finalizing the updated General Plan. The 
amendment should include specific mitigation strategies for permanent oak woodland 
removal and enforcement regulations to ensure effective conservation. Identifying specific 
mitigation areas and conservation methods, such as conservation easements, would 
strengthen local policies and goals for conserving oak woodlands in the City of  Redding. 

 This comment requests changes to policies in the Natural Resources Element and the 
Redding Municipal Code; however, this is not the purpose or within the power of  the 
DEIR. As this comment does not describe any inadequacies in the CEQA analysis or 
conclusion in the DEIR, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. This comment will be 
forwarded to decision makers for their consideration 

A3-13 CDFW recommends that there be a revision to all the policies about oak woodlands to 
include oak woodland habitats as a whole rather than individual trees. 

 As mentioned in Impact AG-3 starting on page 5.2-11 in Section 5.2, Agriculture and Forestry 
Resources, of  the DEIR although policies General Plan Update would help to minimize 
impacts to loss of  woodland and other habitat types, and result in the planting of  trees, 
the proposed project could potentially convert forested areas to non-forested uses to 
accommodate future demand. This impact was determined to be significant and 
unavoidable due to the future growth expected to occur under the proposed project. As 
this comment requests changes to the proposed project (General Plan Update) rather than 
inadequacies to the DEIR, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. This comment will be 
forwarded to decision makers for their consideration.  

A3-14 CDFW states that Policy NR6B requires the City to identify suitable areas for planting 
native trees to offset development impacts on woodland resources. CDFW suggests 
revising the policy to remove the word "consideration," as it is crucial for preserving native 
habitats and mitigating future impacts, as identified in BIO-6 of  the DEIR. 

 As this comment requests changes to the proposed project (General Plan Update) rather 
than inadequacies to the DEIR, no changes to the DEIR are necessary. This comment 
will be forwarded to decision makers for their consideration.  

A3-15 The DEIR states that no feasible mitigation measures exist as the City cannot control 
development or mitigation outside the City. CDFW disagrees, stating that the City can 
require mitigation for impacts within City limits, including land preservation, 
enhancement, and conservation. CEQA Guidelines require a lead agency to consider and 
describe all feasible mitigation measures to avoid significant impacts. CDFW recommends 
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incorporating feasible mitigation measures into the DEIR, as the City has a responsibility 
to prevent avoidable environmental damage by requiring alternative or mitigation 
measures. 

 The analysis in Impact BIO-6 starting on page 5.4-37 in Section 5.4, Biological Resources, of  
the DEIR presents a conservative analysis since this impact considers the proposed 
project, along with past, present, and foreseeable projects, and whether they would cause 
cumulative impacts on biological resources. Although the City can implement land 
preservations, enhancement, and conservation, the proposed project by nature is meant 
to guide the city into future growth which could result in the cumulative loss of  habitat 
and sensitive natural communities. Therefore, there are no feasible mitigation measures 
that would reduce this impact to less than significant unless development is prohibited 
which is not feasible or practical for a City’s General Plan Update.  

A3-16 CDFW is interested in collaborating with the City of  Redding and fostering a relationship 
that works to preserve Redding’s biological resources through the implementation of  local 
policies and ordinances. CDFW states that CEQA mandates incorporating environmental 
impact reports and negative declarations into a database for future environmental 
determinations. Report any special-status species and natural communities detected during 
Project surveys to the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) as per Policy 
NR4C of  the General Plan. 

 Policy NR4C requires updating data on significant biological value areas in Planning Areas 
to inform community, conserve resources, and manage development activities effectively. 
The City of  Redding appreciate the CDFW comments and recommendations that may 
assist the City of  Redding in adequately analyzing and minimizing impacts to biological 
resources. 

  




