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the meeting.

attachment: Calendar Item 18.

et

CALEINDAR PAGE
MINUYE PACE




FALENDAR ITEM
1 18 01/22/87
- W 23854
1 Lane

CONSIDERATION OF AN APPLICATION FOR USE OF SOVEREIGN LANDS

APPLICANT: Dennis Sheridan
) p. O. Box 844
Lakeview, Oregcn 97630
AREA, TYPE LAND AND LOCATION:
A 5,428+~acre parcel of sovereign land, Jocated
ih the bed of Goose Lake, Modoc County.

LAWD USE: Cattle grazing.

BACKGROUND :

This item is to consider a rerpplication filed by an applicant
for use of State lands. The prirr lease was approved by the
State Lands Commission at ity June 26, 1985 meeting. That
lease 'uas set aside at a hearing in tne State Superior Court.
sacramento pursuant to an irjunction filed by the

Bank of fmerica.

TERMS OF ORIGINALLY APPROVED LEASE:
Initial period: Ten years beginning July 1,
1985.

Public liabilicy insurance: Combined §in91e
1imit coverage of $30C,000.

Consieration: $5./428 per annum; filve-year
rent review.

AB 884%: 02/11/87.

Concurrently with the approval of the above grazing lease, a
public agency permit was appraved (PRL 6859) and issued to
california Department of Fish and Game over the same lands for

wildlife management and control. Because an important aspect

(ADDED 01/13/87)
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CALENDAR ITEM NO. 18 (SONT'D)

b of California Department of Fish and Game's managemsnt program
is controlled grazing, a requirement of the grazing lease was &
couperative agreement betuween the Lessee and that State agency.

N The subject lands are the object of a cwnership dispute with 395
t. iitigation perding against the State in the Modoc County
S Superior Court. Bank of America is the petitioner.

OTHER PERTINENT INFORMATION:
1. This activity involves lands identified as
poisessing significant environmental ualues
pursuant to P.R.C. 6370, et seq. Based N
upon the staff's consultaticn with the RS
persons nominating such Jaends and through ’
the CEQA review process, it is the staff'e
opinion that grazing of cattle is S
consistent with its uge classification.

e g o

b 2. Pursuant to the Commission's delsgation of B
I authority and the Stateé CEQA Guidelines s

. (14 Cal. Adm. Code 15025%, the staff has .
prepared a Proposed Wegaktive Declaration, T
State Clearinghouse No. 3609150%2. Such Q

- Proposed Negative Declaration was prepared
o and circulated for public review pursuant

' to the provisions of CEQR.

e Based upon the Initial Study, the Proposed

] Negative Declaration, and the comments
received in response thereto, there is no
substantial evidence that the project as
amended will have a significant effect o .
the environment. (14 Cal. Adm Code h
15074(b})

\
:
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Legal Description,
Ltecation Map.
Negative Declaration.

EXHIBITS:

(ADDED 01/13/87)
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“EXHIBIT A"
LAND DESCRIPTION W 23557
Those porticns of the California State owned lakebed of

Goose Lake, Hodoc County, california, lying within the
followirng described projected sectional areas:

T 458, RL3E, MOM. _
Sactions 1, 2, - 6, 7. 8 1i, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19,

20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, 29.

T 45N, R14E, MDM.
.§ection €.

T 46N, RIJE, WO,
Ssctions. 28, 29, 32, 33.

T 46N, R14E, MDM.
ssotions 31, 32.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM any portion thareof lying landward of
the U.S. Meander Line around Goose Lake. AFSO EXCEPTING
THEREFROM any portion zhereof lying within State Lands
Commission L.ease PRC 6733. ALSOC EXCEPTING TBEREFROM any
portion thereof lying waterward of the January 30, 198S,
water level line. )

END DESCRIPTION

PREPARED JUNE 13, 1985 BOUNDARY SERVICES UNIT, M.L. SHAFER,
SUPERVISOR.
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EXHIBIT B
W 23557
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EXHIBIT C g .
W 23557 GEORGE GEUKMEJIAN, Governor

STATE GF £ UEOBLI<STATE LANDS COMMISSION

STATE LANDS COMMISSION - | @
1807 ¥3TH STREET .
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 395814 -

PROPOSED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

EIR ND 407
File Ref.: W 23557-% 23854
scufs: 86091509

Project Title:s GOOSE LARE CATTLE GRAZING .
Project Proponent: Bank of America National Trust and Savings Association/Dennis Sheridan

Project Location: In the bed of Goose Lake within portions of Sections 1, 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11,
14, 15, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 27, 28, & 29, T45 Ney R.13 E., Section 6, T.4S No§
9.14 E., Secticans 28, 29, 32, & 33, T.46 les Rel3 Eeyp and Secticus 31 & 32, To46 Ne»
B.14 Eo, 211 of M.DiMe, Modoc Countys (5,428% acres)
Project Descripticnsd Skeasonal cattle grazing within fencred lease use ares, subjest to agree=
ment betwsen appiicant and the Department of Fish & Game for wildlife

habitat contyrols ;

Contact Person? DAN COHEN Telephone: ~ (916) 322-6877
- A

>

This document is prepared pursuant to the requiresents of the California Eavironmental
Qualicy Act(Section 21000 =t seq., Public Rasources Code), the State CEQA Guidalines(Sectiow R¥
15000 et seqe«, Title 14, California Administrative Code), ad the State Lmnds Commission e~

gulations(Section 2901 et 8¢Q., Title 2, Californis Administrative Code).
.

Basad upcn the attached Initial Study, it has been found that:
1:7 the project will pot have a significant effect on the environment.

E sitigation measures included in the project will aveid ¢ -entially significant effeces.
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Bl ;TATE LANDS COMMISSION

e :NVIRINMENTAL lM\‘Aﬁl’ ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST — PART Ul
‘orm 13.20 (7782}

-

Fie Ret.: W 23557 and

SCH #86091509
1. BACKGROUNG INFORMATION

A Agplicant: ~ Dennis bhern._c_l;a__n_,_ P.0. Box 94, Davis fCreek, CA 96108 P
- Bank of Amg}_cg._yat_i%al_’f:uat_ and Savings Association,
Agricultural OREC! Dept. 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 230N,

... Sacramento, CA 95825, ATIN: Russell Cremer

ChecklistCate: 8/ 27 | 86 .
Contact Person: Dan_Cohen, State Lands Commission
Telephone: { 93;5.4._495'_258.2 .
Purpose: Cattle grazing
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Lecation: 3, 428-!- acres in_ the bed_of Goosa _LQB,Q‘ Ho»égq cnmzy.,,loruegs 0!
’ Sec. 1,2,5,6,7,8,11,14,15,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,26,27,2§,2%_T.45N,~
Descripuon: Sea-onal cattle grazing within fenced lease us_g_grna._l_p,gliw
to enter in - agreement with Depert. of Figh & Game for wildiiZe
habitat cont.ol. e I R

. Persons Contacted: Don Weidlein and 'I'o" .Stone,_Wiidlife Biomgists , Dept. of _
Fish and Game; Pam Townsend, Pianner ‘Madoe Co. Plannmg Dept.
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1. ENVIRCNMENTAL IMPALTS. (Explain sll “yes” and “maybe” answeis)
A. Earth. Will thé proposal result in:
1. Unstable earth conditions or changes in genlogic substructures?
2. Disruptions, displacemsnts, cc.  ~**n, or overcovering of the soi
3. Change in topograghy or ground surti ce relief feature
4. The destruction,.covenng, 6 modific: tron of any unique geologic or physicai festures?
5. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off the sife?

6. Changes in deposition or erosien of beach sands, or changes in siltation, deposition or erosion which may
wiodify the channe! of a river or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet,orlake? . ...........

TN Oh"‘l CCPCR7'Q7 098] ‘AhT'W ¢

7 E&xposure of all people or property to geologlc hazards. such as earthquakes, landsud
favlure, or similar hazards?.
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B.

.{ir. \{ill the proposal resulr-in:
1. Substantia! air-emmissionis or detenoration of ambient air quality?

2. The creation of cbjectionable odors?. . . .

3. Alterati. n of 3ir movement, moisture of temperature.or any change in climate, aither iocally-or regonaily?

Water. Will the proposal result in:

1. Changes in the currents, or the course or direction of water movements, in sither manene Cf fresh waters? .

2. Changes in absorption rates, drainage patierns, or the rate and amount of surfac watarrynoft?. . ... ...

3.Aiterationstotheoourseortlc\woffloodwaters?...... RN

4, Changoiﬁ~thearnauntgfsurfacewasrinanywaterbody?.. tesecesasmrassass s

§. Discharge into surface waters, or in any alterauon of surface water quality, including but not limited to

temperature; dissolved ¢ xygen or turbidity? ve e v

&. Alteration of the direct on or rate of tiow of ground veaters? . ke

NI I BTN

7. Change in the Guantity of ground waters, either through Zirect additions or withdrawrsls, 0F thirougy inter-

ception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? . .. .

8. Suastantial reduct:on v the amount of watzr otherwise available for public watersupplies? . ....

8. Exposure of people or property 10 water-related hazards such as flooding or tdal waves? . . .

10. Significant chang;s in tha temperature, flow or chemical content of surface thermal springe?. . . .

Plant Life. Vi) the proposal resultin:

1. Chiange in the divers. . of sgrecies, or number of any species of plants lincluding tress, shrubs, gr8es, cropt.

and aquatic plants)?.

2. Reduction-of the numbess of any unique, 7ase or endangerad species of plants?. . .. ..

x

3. Introduction of new species of plants into an area, or In Y Barrier 10 the normat replenishment of existiry

Awimal Life Wilt the proposal result in:

1. Change i the diversity of species, or rumbers of any species of N
reptiles, fish ang-shelifish, benthic orgamisms, or insects)? ... ...

2. Raduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endsngered spacies of animaisY

3. Introduction of éw spacies of animals.:nto an-ares, or rasult in 3 barrier 10 the AR50 r Mevemnt of
animals? v . e

4. Deterioration to existiny fish or wil@life habitat?

Nnise, Wiil the proposal resultin:

1. Incréase in existing noisa levels?

2. Zxposure of people to severe noise levels? . . . .

Ligit and Clare. Will the prrsose “esult in:

1. The praduction of new light or glare: . .

Land Use. Will the proposai resultin:

1. A substantial alteration of the presc  w fanned land use of anaran? .
Nararal Resonrees. Will the preposal ressitn

1. Increase in the rate of vse of any natural fesources?

2. Substantial depietion of any nonrenewable resources?

imals ibicds, 1and smimbls Cding

5.
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STATE LANOS COMMISSION

ENVIRGNMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT CHECKLIST — PART 1l Fie Ret: W 23557 and

ol Farm 13.20 (7/82)
~ SCH #860?152639854 @
e 1. BACKGROUND INFORMATION
g. A. fpoticant: - Dennis Sheridan, P.0. Box 94, Davis Creek, CA 96103 “ €
3 - Bank of America National Trust and Savings Associationm, ] f;¢
Agricultural OREO Dept. 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 250N, .;
i __ Sacramento, CA 95825, ATTN: Russell Cremer ‘ :
B. CheckiistDate: 8 [ 27/ 8% . .
©. ContactPerson: Dan_Cohen, State Lands Commissicn ) ot
iy Tetephons: { 916_)_445-2682 . . ’
3 D. Purpose: _ . Cattle grazing e —— | i
:;x E. Location: 5,428+ acres in thé bed of Goose Lake, Modoc County. Portions of “’f
. Seq,_}Lglg,QLZJshl;J;@L;§J"zij§u;2ngigi,22,23,26,27,28,29 T.45N,-- B
E. Description: Sea-onal cattle grazing within fenced lease use area; applicant 3. % ,
to enter in:- agreement with Depart. of Fish & Game for wildlife . __ _~& [
L habitat comt-ol. __ . . _. _._ _. N
G. Persons Contacted:, Don Weidlein and Tor: Stone, Wildlife Biologists, Dept. of . ‘
N Fish and Game; Pam Townsend, Planner, Modoc Co. Planning Dept. _ . - o
S _ &
f e e 2 ;
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1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS. (Explain all “yes” and “maybe” answers)
A. Earth. Wilt the proposal result in:

¥
¥

1. Unstable earth conditions or changes in geclogic substructures? . .. ........ S e verecenacene e .

2. Disruptions, displacements, cG. «*on, or overcoveringof thesoil?. . .. .. .. ccevrceieiieaanen

BIE s &

NaL'T CC7CCA74R7 C08 ‘ART N NGH'T

3. Change in topography or ground surrzce refief feature > .. ... ... et

4. The destruction, covening, or madific: tion of any unique geologic or physical features? . . ... hees eeee
5. Any increase in wind or water erosion of soils, either on or off thesite?. . ....... ceeececcracweans

6. Changes in deposition or erosion of beach sands, or changes in siitanon, depesition or erosion which may
modify the channel of a niver or stream or the bed of the ocean or any bay, inlet,orfake? . ......... .

O DOooo §
0 00000
:
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fThT N

. Exposure of all people or property
faiure, or simuilar hazards?. . . . . s s aesemeeas i e anercerceansaedeisanecanoenane " J
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J. Risk of Upset. Does the proposal result in:

1. A risk of an explosion or the relsase of hazardous substances (inciuding, but not limited.to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals, or radiation) in the evefit of an accident or upsetconditions? . .. .....ccvnvronoereecnn

2. Passibleinterference with emergency response plan or an emergency evacuation [+11-1: Y
Populaiion. Will the proposal result in:
1. Thealteration, distribution, density, or growth rate of thz human population of thearea? . ..........

Iousing, Will the proposal result in: .

O 0 o
{0 I R
I I

1. Affecting existing housing, or create a demand for adg fionalhousing? .. ..cocoeevercrrcesnsonne
Trmspormtion/(.’ircuina’on. will d}_c proposal result in:

1. Genarstion of substantial additional vehicularmovement?. . . ... ..o cecsoncecacrsoracasovsenne
2. Affecting existing parking facilities, or create a demand for new parking?. . .. et at et eareveons
3, Substantial.impact upon existing transportation systerns? . . s eesecaeras eseen
4. Alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of people and/or goods? . ...c.ceccanann

5. Alterations to waterborne, rail, or air traffic?’ Ceesescceasavenans

minlninnin
R R R

8. increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or pedestrians? . . ..o eecvancnvoncaecces

N. Public Services. " Wil the proposal:have 3n effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental
sarvices in any of the following areas:

1. Fire protection? TR
2. Police protection? . . . . Ceeseeseecsusasascasasasanan
4. Parks and other:recreational facilities?, . .. c .o cecir it rectterretitrtstototansnoen
5. Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?. . . .
G.Othergovernmentaiser\;ices? .
Energy. Will-the proposal result in:

1. Use of substantial amounts of fuel or energy? ceeesesescertoeccssrensosnse
e .

HE RBEEEREE

2. Subsiantial increase in demand upon existing sources of energy, or require tha development of newscurces? .
"y .

Usilities. Will theé proposa! result in a need for new systems, or substantiai-alterations to the following utilities:

1. Power grnaturalgas?. . .... Heosesvsosasssosssasansarsoasosasasasns

2. Communication systems? . .

S Water?. ..t hiai e Ceceesesceseersesssserasssasanan
. »*
4. Sewer or septictanks? ...... B R R R R

5. Storm water drainage? . . .. .....

-

6. Sofid waste and disposal? . et eeeeceensesessnsesrsartseccasennsens

.OO0DO0O0 00 oooooco oooodaf

o~y
%
»
e
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Q. Human-Heaith. ‘Will the proposai resultin:
1. breat:’on of:any health-hazard or potential health hazard {excludingmental healthj? . .. ...........n

FAE REBEBRRE

2. Exposure of people topotential healthhazards? . . . .. .. .ovvireerenrcntareserenssceeneen
‘R. Aesthetics. Will the proposal result in: ) . 27

1. The obstruction of any scenic vista or view open to the public, or will:tha pror'.sal result in the creation of
qnmtheticallyoffen:imsiteop&ntopublicview? et eecsenecsstescmETI s 00 e nenas s
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Recreation. Will the proposal result in:

1. An impact upon-the quality or quantity of existing recreaticnal opportunities?. . ... ... g
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T. Cultural Rescurces, Yes Maybe No
Wil the proposal rasult in the-alyaration of o tha destruction of a pratisworic o historic archeological site?. O G x S
2. Wil the proposal rasult in adverse physical or assthetic effects to @ prehistoric or histonc building,

SUUCTUTS, OF OLHCE. « v e e v savnsncrnonss s ... OG Eo

3. Does the proposal have the potential to cause:a physical.change which would.affsét umque ethnic cultural

K2 'i‘-'iﬁ tha propossl restrict existing raligious or sacred uses within the potential impact area? D D 2(_:
Mandatory Findings o) Siemificance.

1. Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environmsnt, raduce the habitat ofa fish or
yildlife spacies, cause a-fish or wildlife pep.dlation to drop below self-sustaining {evels, threaten.10 eliminate
A plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or .
animal oF ekminate impurant examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory? D @ D

2. Does the project hava the potential to achisve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental

3. Does the project hay? impacts which are individually limited, but cumulaiively considerable? .. ... ... [:J D @

4. Does the project have snvircnmaental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,
cither directly OF ISTBEHY? « o .o ooneseecseero .. oo

13, LISCUSHOM.OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION (See Commaents Attached)

E.3. Grazing activity has historically occurred in the area.

E.4. V.1 See Addeydum
P.3 ° No new wate< systems required for this act;vir.y.

-

‘)«
s \(

g - V. PRELIMINABY DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

- N
EJL find the groposed praject CCULD NQT havea significant ef{ect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE DEC ZARATION will
, S’Wl’!d- B

@ i find that slthough the proposed praject could have a significant effect on the anvironment, there wili notbe 2 significant effect

in ttus cass because the mitigalicn measures describsd on an attached sheet have been added to the project. A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prapared.

L] 1 find the-proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environmant, anc, :

B

AL IMPACT nepomu !

=3 &—v
Dan Cohen
Date: 8 ¢ 27_ 86 o Envir. Specialist
For the State Lands Conprertssion, -
CALENDAR PAGE 8 3
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T. Cultural Resources.
1. Will the proposal result i the alteration of or the destruction of a prehistoric or historic archeological site? . O .4

2. Wil the proposal result in adverse physical or aestheuc effects to a prehistoric or historic building,
structurg, orobject?. .. .. L. ..l e, R T R TIPS D D [}f}

3. Coes the proposal have the potential to cause a physical chinge which would affect unique ethaic culturas

e N N ¢

4. Will the proposaf rastrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential impactarea?. ... ...... . D D B’_g
Mondatory Findings of Significance. i

1. Does. the project have the potantial to degrade the quality of the environment, reduce ths hatit_: of a fish or
wildiife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate
a plant cr animél community, raduce tive number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or . .
animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history orprehistory?. . ... ... _j Eﬂ D

2. Dzzstha project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disedvantage of long-term, environmental

3. Doss s project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? . . . . . ceaes D G @

4. Does the préjact Huve environmental effects which will cause substantiz! adversa effzcts on human beings,
mﬁthcrdircctivocindirecﬁy?.....................,,..............................

ill. DISCUSSION OF ENVIROMMENTAL EVALUATION {Ses Comments Attached)

E.3. Grazing activity has historically occurred in the area.

E.4, V.1 See Addendum
?.3 No newr water systems required for thkis activity.

V. PRELIMINARY DETERMINATION
On the basis of this initial evaluation:

m !Ix:indi the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the envirunmaent, and a NEGATIVE DEC JABATION: will
3 pranared.

(‘a ¥ find that althiough the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be asigmficant effect
in this case beause the mit:gation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the.project. A NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

L:] I fines the propesed project MAY have a significant effect om the environment_ ant 10

O i3 e,

Date: 8 , 27_, 86 . Envir. Specialist

CALENDAR PAGE __@8;3 g
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File Ref.: W 23557
W 23854
SCH #86091509

ADDENDUM TO ENUVIRONMENTAL IMPACT RSSESSMéNT

In order t9 mitigate any aduerse dimpact this
propesed grazing lease may have on wildlife habitat,
the prospective lessee will be required under terms
of the lease to enter into an agreement with the
Department of Fish and Game (DFG). The DFG will be
authorized under this agreement to eliminate acreage
from grazing use by erecting fence enclosures around
selected 100-acre parcels to control foliage growth
for wildlife habitat mz agement.

Furthermore, DFG, by terms of a lease authorized by
the State Lands Commission or June 26, 1985, may
take whatever reasonable steps necessary to exorcise
wildli¥e control and managcement on the lands
involved in the proposed grazing activity.
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