BUTTE COUNTY FOREST ADVISORY COMMITTEE

August 26, 2019—5:00 P.M. Meeting
ITEM NO.
1.00

Call to order – Butte County Public Works Facility, 44 Bellarmine Ct, Chico, CA

2.00

Pledge of allegiance to the Flag of the United States of America

2.01

Roll Call – Members: Nick Repanich, Thad Walker, Teri Faulkner, Trish Puterbaugh, Dan Taverner,
Alternates: Vance Severin, Bob Gage, Frank Stewart, Carolyn Denero
Invited Guests: Thibault Hoppe-Glosser (Butte County Fire Safe Council Timber and Biomass Project Manager)
Russell Nickerson,(District Ranger, Almanor Ranger District, Lassen National Forest), David Brillenz (District
Ranger, Feather River Ranger District (FRRD), Plumas National Forest), Clay Davis (NEPA Planner, FRRD) Peggy
Moak (Butte County)

2.02

Self-introduction of Forest Advisory Committee Members, Alternates, Guests, and Public – 5 Min.

3.00

Consent Agenda

3.01

Review and approve minutes of 7-22-2019 – 5 Min.

4.00

Agenda

4.01

Economic/Tourism Management Alternate – Welcome aboard Carolyn Denero of Explore Butte! Reminder: We have
another Alternate vacancy: Watershed Environment – Peggy has reached out to Sac/River Watershed group for
referrals

4.02

Tree Removal Plans and Grant Updates - Butte County Fire Safe Council – Thibault Hoppe-Glasser 20 Min.

4.03

Forest Projects Review – Current Quarter: Discussion & required FAC action for USFS projects affecting Butte
County residents’ forest management, recreational, environmental, socio-economic interests(Chair)
-

Plumas NF Feather River Ranger District, Clay Davis (District Planner): Report and Q & A on pending,
proposed and modified projects, SOPA and Non-SOPA and Collaborator’s Meeting Update – 20 Min.

-

Lassen NF Almanor Ranger District- Russell Nickerson (District Ranger): Report and Q & A on
prescribed fire plans, pending, proposed and modified projects, SOPA and Non-SOPA – 20 Min.

4.04

Plumas National Forest OSV Decision – Objection Period – Discussion – 10 Min.

4.05

USFS and SPI Potential Land Swap: Maps and Roads identified thus far – Sharing and Discussion – 45 Min

4.06

New Business – Considerations for upcoming meeting agendas: Next meeting is September 23, 2019 - Chico, 5:00
PM
•
•
•
•
•

4.07

CA Mechatronics Center FRoomba!! (Nick R.)
Access to evacuation routes, traffic studies, in the event of wildfire (CalFire, PW, BCFSC, Nick R.)
South Feather Water & Sewer District - Recreation and Water Projects
Fish & Wildlife
Bill Smith – Retired Forester – and panel on forest management

Public Comment (THE COMMITTEE IS PROHIBITED BY STATE LAW FROM TAKING ACTION ON ANY ITEM
PRESENTED IF IT IS NOT LISTED ON THE AGENDA.)

Logo

Department Name
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Organization Address Information

Pacific Southwest Region
Plumas National Forest

File Code:
Date:

159 Lawrence Street
Quincy, CA 95971
530-283-2050
TDD: 530-534-7984
Fax: 530-283-7746

1950
August 16, 2019

Dear Interested Participant,
The Plumas National Forest (PNF) proposes to designate National Forest System (NFS) trails
and open areas for public over-snow vehicle (OSV) use, and has prepared a Final Environmental
Impact Statement (FEIS) and draft Record of Decision (draft ROD) for this designation. You are
receiving this letter because you submitted comments during the scoping or comment periods of
this process, and the PNF is providing an opportunity to file an objection to the proposed
decision. The objection period begins the day after Wednesday, August 21, 2019, when the
opportunity to object legal notice is published in the Feather River Bulletin. For more details
about the objection process please see the enclosure.
This draft ROD selects alternative 2 - modified, which designates approximately 858,436 acres
(74 percent) of NFS lands in the PNF for cross-country OSV use. Alternative 2 – modified
reduces available NFS lands by 25 percent. Designating NFS lands within open areas includes
2,753 miles of undesignated, unmarked, ungroomed, underlying roads and trails within
designated OSV-use areas, which are primarily above 3,500 feet elevation.
Currently, the PNF allows OSV use on approximately 1.15 million acres of NFS land. Of these
acres, 115,527 are at an elevation below 3,500 feet and not regularly available for OSV use due
to lack of snow. Removing acres of NFS land below 3,500 feet from the existing condition
results in 1,032,298 acres regularly available for OSV use. Selection of alternative 2 - modified
would result in a functional reduction of 173,862 acres (17%) from the existing condition
regularly available for OSV use. Alternative 2 – modified also retains 100 percent of currently
groomed OSV trails and increases ungroomed OSV trails by approximately 370 percent.
The draft ROD designates approximately 226 miles of OSV trails, including approximately 143
miles of trails available for grooming and 83 miles of trails not available for grooming.
Approximately 67 additional miles of non-NFS trails are managed for OSV under the
jurisdiction of Plumas and Sierra Counties, including approximately 60 miles of trails available
for grooming (County roads) and 7 miles of trails not available for grooming (County roads).
The NFS also manages approximately 1.4 miles of OSV trails that cross private lands and are
available for grooming.
The FEIS and draft ROD can be found at:
http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_exp.php?project=47124. Please contact Katherine
Carpenter, Environmental Coordinator and Project Leader, at (530)-283-7742 or
katherine.carpenter@usda.gov for more information or to request specific materials.
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Printed on Recycled Paper

G

2

Thank you for your continued interest in the Plumas National Forest; we appreciate your help
managing our forests to benefit our communities, visitors, and future users.
Sincerely,

CHRISTOPHER CARLTON
Forest Supervisor
Plumas National Forest
Enclosure – Administrative Appeal or Objection Opportunities Information

Enclosure – Administrative Review or Objection Opportunities
Administrative Review or Objection Opportunities - The proposed project is an activity
implementing a land management plan and not authorized under HFRA, there for it is subject to
36 CFR §218, Subparts A and B only.
Who May File an Objection - Objections will only be accepted from those who have previously
submitted specific written comments regarding the proposed project during scoping or other
designated opportunities for public comment in accordance with 36 CFR §218.5(a). Issues raised
in objections must be based on previously submitted, timely project specific written comments
unless the issue is based on new information arising after the designated comment opportunities.
Required Content for an Objection - The objection must meet the content requirements of 36
CFR §218.8(d), and include the following information: (1) the objectors’ name and address, with
a telephone number or email address, if available; (2) a signature or other verification of
authorship upon request (a scanned signature for email may be filed with the objection; (3) when
multiple names are listed on an objection, identification of the lead objector as defined in 36
CFR §218.2 (verification of the identity of the lead objector shall be provided upon request); (4)
the name of the project being objected to, the name and title of the responsible official
(Christopher Carlton, Forest Supervisor), and the name of the national forest (Plumas National
Forest) on which the project will be implemented; (5) a description of those aspects of the project
addressed by the objection, including specific issues related to the project and, if applicable, how
the objector believes the environmental analysis or draft decision specifically violates law,
regulation, or policy; suggested remedies that would resolve the objection; and supporting
reasons for the reviewing officer to consider; and (6) a statement that demonstrates the
connection between prior specific written comments on the particular project or activity and the
content of the objection, unless the objection concerns an issue that arose after the designated
opportunity for formal comment. With certain exception (36 CFR §218.8(b)), all documents
referenced in the objection must be included with the objection.
When to File an Objection - Any objections, including attachments, must be filed with the
appropriate reviewing officer within 45 calendar days following publication of this legal notice.
The date of publication in the newspaper of record is the exclusive means for calculating the time
to file an objection. Objectors should not rely upon dates or timeframe information provided by
any other source. It is the objector’s responsibility to ensure timely filing of a written objection
with the reviewing officer pursuant to 36 CFR §218.9. All objections are available for public
inspection during and after the objection process. Responses that do not adhere to these
requirements make review of an objection difficult and are conditions under which the reviewing
officer may set aside an objection pursuant to 36 CFR §218.10.
Where to File an Objection - The Regional Forester is the reviewing officer for objections for
this project filed under the 36 CFR §218 regulations. Objections must be submitted to: Regional
Forester, USDA Forest Service; Pacific Southwest Region; Attn: Plumas OSV Objection; 1323
Club Drive, Vallejo, California 94592. Objections may be submitted via mail, FAX (707-5629229), or delivered during business hours (M-F 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.). Electronic objections, in
common formats (.doc, .pdf, .rtf, .txt), may be submitted to: objections-pacificsouthwestregional-office@usda.gov with the subject: “Plumas OSV Objection”.
Page 1 of 2

Enclosure – Administrative Review or Objection Opportunities

Page 2 of 2

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nick Repanich
Moak, Peggy
Thad Walker; Vance Severin; Teri Faulkner; Schmidt, Dennis
Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Monday, August 19, 2019 10:39:10 AM

Here are the discussion maps. It is also super easy to have this mapping program up on a screen if the public has more input. They are coming in three emails.

On Aug 14, 2019, at 12:51 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
Nick, how many MB are the files in size? Alternatively, could you put the maps on a thumb drive?
We could get together on Friday morning if you are available at 10:30 in Chico. I have an 8-10 meeting that morning in Chico.
Let me know your thoughts, thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick G Repanich <NRepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:24 AM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis <DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
I finished the maps. How do you prefer to proceed in review? Post them somewhere? Just present them? Email them (large files).
On Aug 9, 2019, at 1:25 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
That sounds good, Nick.
Thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis
<DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Good. I’ll finish them all up, and them we can discuss them at the next meeting (I think this loose format shows attendees that the maps are still drafts, which is
better than if we came to the next meeting with all fancy maps that seemed more set in stone), and that will save the GIS resources. They won’t have to do any
interpretation as they make them more presentable.

NR
On Aug 6, 2019, at 4:47 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
I dont believe anyone except you and I and Doug Laurie are working on mapping roads. I think these types of maps would be useful in preparation
for putting them into GIS.
Steve Roberts mentioned to me an interest in looking at lands from Kimshew Point going East. That was not official, but it was his comment.
I believe we will need to seek OHV Grant's for maintenance and/or development.
24N04 has been a focus for years and is only graded to ML3 conditions where SPI did so. I believe it would be ML2. That is an area of discussion,
for sure.
We could try for NEPA funding through the CA OHV as well. Not sure if the acquisition issue would be a concern to the state but I think opening
up the roads to regain traditional OHV access could be a compelling project.
Hope that answers your questions. Dennis, once we have a good list of roads, can we use County GIS resources or would we need to find another
way?
Thanks,
Peggy

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
-------- Original message -------From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Date: 8/6/19 2:44 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Moak, Peggy" <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>, Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>, Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>, "Schmidt, Dennis"
<DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Those were just samples, and there are a few more to come if you all think I should take the time to finish it up. Yes? No - go straight to GIS? Is
anyone else working on the mapping so we don't duplicate effort? I also think we need to clarify with SPI what they mean when they say "out past
Kimshew", if that was ever in writing or a real guideline. I understand that area is where roads are the most sensitive due to the nature of the
decomposed granite, so I wonder if that was their justification. Then the next thing we need to deal with is whose budget and $$ to maintain these
roads. Then someone probably has to pay for NEPA to bring these roads into the PNF/LNF system, or at least we can check their needed process
ahead of time. And finally, are we going to do all this and then have the PNF say that 24N04 is an ML3 road and no OHV allowed? it is not
included in the 5-County Planning to my knowledge.
Nick
On Aug 6, 2019, at 10:24 AM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>> wrote:
Nick, thanks for taking this on : - ) Could you enlarge the area bordered in red to include the Big Kimshew Creek area and Keyser Creek to the
degree sufficient to allow access to Concow Road off the R-Line going to Bald Mountain? Also low enough to incorporate Kimshew Falls? And
Doug Laurie will be submitting his list with justification prior to the 19th, at which time I will be attempting to get the spreadsheet (requested by
Dave Brillenz) completed. I think it would be advantageous to put this in GIS format so that we can see the whole spectrum (less detail but better
idea of parcels) and also zoom in to get good resolution on specific areas.
Thanks again,
Peggy
From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu<mailto:nrepanich@csuchico.edu>>
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org<mailto:thad@bcrcd.org>>; Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>>; Vance
Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net<mailto:mrshred@sbcglobal.net>>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com<mailto:terifa@ix.netcom.com>>
Subject: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Hi all,
Just FYI, I am taking the feedback from the last meeting and making some rudimentary maps that will help show where the parcels are in the big
County-wide picture, and well as individual maps that we can use in the next meeting. As soon as I have them, the plan was to work through them
with you all and then see if we need to use Thad RCD GIF resources, or whether these served the purpose for the next meeting. After these areas
are generally approved, I guess that is when we would get serious about acerage, or whatever SPI and PNF/LNF need to proceed.
Additional?
Attached are some samples - not complete. Right idea?<image001.jpg><image002.jpg><image003.jpg>
Nick

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Second set...

Nick Repanich
Moak, Peggy
Thad Walker; Vance Severin; Teri Faulkner; Schmidt, Dennis
Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Monday, August 19, 2019 10:39:47 AM

On Aug 14, 2019, at 12:51 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
Nick, how many MB are the files in size? Alternatively, could you put the maps on a thumb drive?
We could get together on Friday morning if you are available at 10:30 in Chico. I have an 8-10 meeting that morning in Chico.
Let me know your thoughts, thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick G Repanich <NRepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:24 AM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis <DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
I finished the maps. How do you prefer to proceed in review? Post them somewhere? Just present them? Email them (large files).
On Aug 9, 2019, at 1:25 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
That sounds good, Nick.
Thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis
<DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Good. I’ll finish them all up, and them we can discuss them at the next meeting (I think this loose format shows attendees that the maps are still drafts, which is
better than if we came to the next meeting with all fancy maps that seemed more set in stone), and that will save the GIS resources. They won’t have to do any

interpretation as they make them more presentable.
NR
On Aug 6, 2019, at 4:47 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
I dont believe anyone except you and I and Doug Laurie are working on mapping roads. I think these types of maps would be useful in preparation
for putting them into GIS.
Steve Roberts mentioned to me an interest in looking at lands from Kimshew Point going East. That was not official, but it was his comment.
I believe we will need to seek OHV Grant's for maintenance and/or development.
24N04 has been a focus for years and is only graded to ML3 conditions where SPI did so. I believe it would be ML2. That is an area of discussion,
for sure.
We could try for NEPA funding through the CA OHV as well. Not sure if the acquisition issue would be a concern to the state but I think opening
up the roads to regain traditional OHV access could be a compelling project.
Hope that answers your questions. Dennis, once we have a good list of roads, can we use County GIS resources or would we need to find another
way?
Thanks,
Peggy

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
-------- Original message -------From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Date: 8/6/19 2:44 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Moak, Peggy" <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>, Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>, Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>, "Schmidt, Dennis"
<DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Those were just samples, and there are a few more to come if you all think I should take the time to finish it up. Yes? No - go straight to GIS? Is
anyone else working on the mapping so we don't duplicate effort? I also think we need to clarify with SPI what they mean when they say "out past
Kimshew", if that was ever in writing or a real guideline. I understand that area is where roads are the most sensitive due to the nature of the
decomposed granite, so I wonder if that was their justification. Then the next thing we need to deal with is whose budget and $$ to maintain these
roads. Then someone probably has to pay for NEPA to bring these roads into the PNF/LNF system, or at least we can check their needed process
ahead of time. And finally, are we going to do all this and then have the PNF say that 24N04 is an ML3 road and no OHV allowed? it is not
included in the 5-County Planning to my knowledge.
Nick
On Aug 6, 2019, at 10:24 AM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>> wrote:
Nick, thanks for taking this on : - ) Could you enlarge the area bordered in red to include the Big Kimshew Creek area and Keyser Creek to the
degree sufficient to allow access to Concow Road off the R-Line going to Bald Mountain? Also low enough to incorporate Kimshew Falls? And
Doug Laurie will be submitting his list with justification prior to the 19th, at which time I will be attempting to get the spreadsheet (requested by
Dave Brillenz) completed. I think it would be advantageous to put this in GIS format so that we can see the whole spectrum (less detail but better
idea of parcels) and also zoom in to get good resolution on specific areas.
Thanks again,
Peggy
From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu<mailto:nrepanich@csuchico.edu>>
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org<mailto:thad@bcrcd.org>>; Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>>; Vance
Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net<mailto:mrshred@sbcglobal.net>>; Teri Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com<mailto:terifa@ix.netcom.com>>
Subject: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Hi all,
Just FYI, I am taking the feedback from the last meeting and making some rudimentary maps that will help show where the parcels are in the big
County-wide picture, and well as individual maps that we can use in the next meeting. As soon as I have them, the plan was to work through them
with you all and then see if we need to use Thad RCD GIF resources, or whether these served the purpose for the next meeting. After these areas
are generally approved, I guess that is when we would get serious about acerage, or whatever SPI and PNF/LNF need to proceed.
Additional?
Attached are some samples - not complete. Right idea?<image001.jpg><image002.jpg><image003.jpg>
Nick

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nick Repanich
Moak, Peggy
Thad Walker; Vance Severin; Teri Faulkner; Schmidt, Dennis
Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Monday, August 19, 2019 10:40:06 AM

Last set of three maps...

On Aug 14, 2019, at 12:51 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
Nick, how many MB are the files in size? Alternatively, could you put the maps on a thumb drive?

We could get together on Friday morning if you are available at 10:30 in Chico. I have an 8-10 meeting that
morning in Chico.
Let me know your thoughts, thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick G Repanich <NRepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2019 10:24 AM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner
<terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis <DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
I finished the maps. How do you prefer to proceed in review? Post them somewhere? Just present them? Email
them (large files).
On Aug 9, 2019, at 1:25 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
That sounds good, Nick.
Thanks.
Peggy Moak
Special Projects
Butte County Forest Advisory Committee
25 County Center Drive, Suite 213, Oroville, CA 95965
T: 530.552.3737 | M: 530.370.2933
Twitter | Facebook | YouTube | Pinterest
-----Original Message----From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Sent: Friday, August 9, 2019 1:05 PM
To: Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>; Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>; Teri Faulkner
<terifa@ix.netcom.com>; Schmidt, Dennis <DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Good. I’ll finish them all up, and them we can discuss them at the next meeting (I think this loose
format shows attendees that the maps are still drafts, which is better than if we came to the next
meeting with all fancy maps that seemed more set in stone), and that will save the GIS resources. They
won’t have to do any interpretation as they make them more presentable.
NR
On Aug 6, 2019, at 4:47 PM, Moak, Peggy <pmoak@buttecounty.net> wrote:
I dont believe anyone except you and I and Doug Laurie are working on mapping roads. I
think these types of maps would be useful in preparation for putting them into GIS.
Steve Roberts mentioned to me an interest in looking at lands from Kimshew Point going
East. That was not official, but it was his comment.
I believe we will need to seek OHV Grant's for maintenance and/or development.

24N04 has been a focus for years and is only graded to ML3 conditions where SPI did so.
I believe it would be ML2. That is an area of discussion, for sure.
We could try for NEPA funding through the CA OHV as well. Not sure if the acquisition
issue would be a concern to the state but I think opening up the roads to regain traditional
OHV access could be a compelling project.
Hope that answers your questions. Dennis, once we have a good list of roads, can we use
County GIS resources or would we need to find another way?
Thanks,
Peggy

Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone
-------- Original message -------From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu>
Date: 8/6/19 2:44 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Moak, Peggy" <pmoak@buttecounty.net>
Cc: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org>, Vance Severin <mrshred@sbcglobal.net>, Teri
Faulkner <terifa@ix.netcom.com>, "Schmidt, Dennis" <DSchmidt@buttecounty.net>
Subject: Re: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Those were just samples, and there are a few more to come if you all think I should take
the time to finish it up. Yes? No - go straight to GIS? Is anyone else working on the
mapping so we don't duplicate effort? I also think we need to clarify with SPI what they
mean when they say "out past Kimshew", if that was ever in writing or a real guideline. I
understand that area is where roads are the most sensitive due to the nature of the
decomposed granite, so I wonder if that was their justification. Then the next thing we
need to deal with is whose budget and $$ to maintain these roads. Then someone probably
has to pay for NEPA to bring these roads into the PNF/LNF system, or at least we can
check their needed process ahead of time. And finally, are we going to do all this and then
have the PNF say that 24N04 is an ML3 road and no OHV allowed? it is not included in
the 5-County Planning to my knowledge.
Nick
On Aug 6, 2019, at 10:24 AM, Moak, Peggy
<pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>> wrote:
Nick, thanks for taking this on : - ) Could you enlarge the area bordered in red to include
the Big Kimshew Creek area and Keyser Creek to the degree sufficient to allow access to
Concow Road off the R-Line going to Bald Mountain? Also low enough to incorporate
Kimshew Falls? And Doug Laurie will be submitting his list with justification prior to the
19th, at which time I will be attempting to get the spreadsheet (requested by Dave Brillenz)
completed. I think it would be advantageous to put this in GIS format so that we can see
the whole spectrum (less detail but better idea of parcels) and also zoom in to get good
resolution on specific areas.
Thanks again,
Peggy
From: Nick Repanich <nrepanich@csuchico.edu<mailto:nrepanich@csuchico.edu>>
Sent: Monday, August 5, 2019 1:53 PM
To: Thad Walker <thad@bcrcd.org<mailto:thad@bcrcd.org>>; Moak, Peggy
<pmoak@buttecounty.net<mailto:pmoak@buttecounty.net>>; Vance Severin
<mrshred@sbcglobal.net<mailto:mrshred@sbcglobal.net>>; Teri Faulkner
<terifa@ix.netcom.com<mailto:terifa@ix.netcom.com>>
Subject: maps for SPI Land Interchange project
Hi all,
Just FYI, I am taking the feedback from the last meeting and making some rudimentary

maps that will help show where the parcels are in the big County-wide picture, and well as
individual maps that we can use in the next meeting. As soon as I have them, the plan was
to work through them with you all and then see if we need to use Thad RCD GIF
resources, or whether these served the purpose for the next meeting. After these areas are
generally approved, I guess that is when we would get serious about acerage, or whatever
SPI and PNF/LNF need to proceed.
Additional?
Attached are some samples - not complete. Right idea?<image001.jpg><image002.jpg>
<image003.jpg>
Nick

