CHAPTER 4

Minor Revisions to the Draft EIR

4.1 Introduction

This chapter contains revisions and additions to the Draft EIR, issued November 2012. These
changes clarify, amplify or make insignificant changes to the EIR. None of the changes identified
in this chapter constitutes significant new information or results in any new significant impacts.

Revisions are listed in the order they appear in the Draft EIR. New text is indicated by underline

and deletions are shown in strikethrough.

4.2 Changes to the Draft EIR

The County has made minor revisions to the Staff recommended goals, policies, and implementation
measures contained in the 2012 draft of the 2035 Plumas County General Plan Update. In many
instances these revisions have been made to incorporate the mitigation measures provided in the
Draft EIR/Final EIR (“Required Additional Mitigating Policies and Implementation Measures”),
to correct clerical errors, and in other instances the General Plan has been updated in response to
comments. Specific changes to the EIR are identified below and are organized by Draft EIR chapter.

Changes to Chapter 1.0 Introduction

Draft EIR page 1-2, last (full) paragraph is amended as follows:

Other agencies may also utilize this DEIR for their decisions. For example, the Plumas County
Local Agency Formation Committee may use the technical analysis in the Draft EIR for upcoming
Sphere of Influence updates. The extent to which the EIR is relied upon will depend upon whether
the actions are consistent with the 2035 Plumas County General Plan, there are new project-specific
impacts requiring additional CEQA review, and whether the other agency chooses to use the EIR.
There are no such proposed actions by other agencies currently known.

Changes to Chapter 3.0 Project Description

Draft EIR pages 3-9 through 3-15, Figures 3-2 through 3-8 are updated as shown in the

following figures. As described in Chapter 3 (response to Comment 18-5), an additional
countywide land use map is also provided. This figure is included as Figure 3-2, with the
existing planning area maps shown as Figures 3-3 through 3-9.

2035 Plumas County General Plan Update 4-1 ESA /208739
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2013



Shasta County

Tehama County

Butte County

Lassen County

Sierra County

Legend

~——+ Railroad

—{f)— State Highway

—@— County Route
Lake

[ Plumas County Boundary

[ Parcel

Public Land (State & Federal)

General Plan Designations

[ cityof Portola

[0 Agricultural Preserve

I Agricutture and Grazing

I significant Wetiands

[ Timber Resource Land
[ Mining Resource
I single-Family Residential
I Mutiple-Family Residential
I Rural Residential
Suburban Residential
Secondary Suburban Residential
I Limited Access Rural Residential
B commercial
B rustial
I Resort and Recreation
Lake

SOURCE: Plumas County, 2013; and ESA, 2013

State of
Nevada

2.5 5

10
S— \liles

Plumas County General Plan Update EIR . 208739

Figure 3-2

Plumas County Land Use Designations



Geographic Areas

ALMANOR

LEGEND

General Plan Designations
City of Portola
Agricultural Preserve
Agriculture and Grazing
Timber Resource Land \ 2
Significant Wetlands : 4 LakeJAlmanoeriPeninsulal/{Hamilton Branch
Rural Residential
Lake

Industrial

Lake Almanor
Mining Resource

Resort and Recreation
Commercial

Lassen County
Suburban Residential
Limited Access Rural Residential
Secondary Suburban Residential

Multiple-Family Residential

00 0 0000 000000

Single-Family Residential

Lake Almanor

Planning Area Boundaries and Other Features
[ Towns
[] communities
|:| Rural Places
|:| Master Planned Communities @2
B2 Expansion Areas
-+ Railroad
—@- State Highway Prattville
—@%- County Route
Lake
| ] Parcel
Public Land
™™ Portola Sphere of Influence

Plumas County Boundary

()

Miles

Plumas County General Plan Update EIR . 208739
SOURCE: Plumas County, 2011; and ESA, 2013 Figure 3-3

Almanor General Plan Designations and
Planning Areas



Geographic Areas

AMERICAN
VALLEY

R
e

S
R

LEGEND

General Plan Designations

.

IO
<3
<
o
5
3

X

%
R
]
a%a%!

9%
XXX
So%e

X

X
%
3

City of Portola
Agricultural Preserve //////II//II.

riculture an razin ////
:‘?mber“ResourdceGLandg { ///74//

Significant Wetlands 7

2 e
4

4

4

4

4

%S
X

oo
oss
5%
25

198
K
1
K5
198
KX

O
&
\
5
S

5
XY
S
X
S
%
09598
%
R
%
35
55

R
R
X
R
X
R
R
X
R

%
.
o
3
S5
28
%
ol

B

%

7
4
%
%
5
9
9
5

O
()
<
<
‘0’0
RN
oo
o5
oY%
ot
S
o205}
055

QRIS

o
KRR
%2
<5

K2

%
4
4
4
%

%

RRY
5

o
G55
5
25

SO
XXX
%
%55
R
X
s
XXX
S95%¢
55
S

29

RS
SRR
2900588
P90t
CIRERIN
RN

S
o
S
X
SRR
RIRRRS
e
SRS
CRRLRL
S
X IS RRKA
S
SESEEEK
X%

o
XXX
s
S5

Sod
%

o
&
6%

<
o
X

%2
o0¢

%S
@
s

e
292935
29202

Rural Residential
Lake

0958
&
RS
55
55
50595
505
botel
%

s

%08
XS
0’0
ot

XX
<55
%8

XX
R
008

55
%
%
9%
%
5
5
%

Industrial

2%
%
¥

04%%0 5%°
29o0t0otetets

Mining Resource

XX
%N
KN
SR
S XX KKK
S

%%
o%
09%4%

XX
SR

X
0%
53
o2ete%e!
02000
oS0
%4
]
0

Resort and Recreation

2%
OZ%

X

X XX

XX

oo
‘o%e%
%%
2%
5%

Commercial

X
55
XSS
o
05058
S
5
50
0%

%%
255
botes
S
2%
&

Suburban Residential

XRRK
R
Sotoreses
Q9
50, N
RXX
X R
BB
RIS
So%e?
o
%0
o
D07
o’
R
X
%!

&
058
%S
%
i
58
%
55
X
s
%,
so%
098
55
!
<

Limited Access Rural Residential

‘0‘
50555
L
%
0%
s
S
58
<3
5
K
o3ot
5
2%
5
5%

3
5

5
55
S5
o2
R

R
5
2900508
5%
oSodole
%%
9 0"
5
0598
35
%
535
b920%s
S9%0%
5
gt
o9
255
09
29598

Secondary Suburban Residential

0

09
%
O
NS
3%
(%!
9395
o%
o5 o
295550583
S
XX
5
A
5
¢
’00
X
<
S
%
XA
e
5 100038,
%%
<55

25
XXX
55
<
oo
%
255
S
K
25055
soo%%
%
7
o
X
9%
50505
5
o

2
%
<
K5
s
%
<8
%
XX
e
0‘00
0.0
555

o%

5
2
S
b3¢
LS
‘:
2

XX

%
%
X

S0 %%
S

N
%
SEKs
SO
5
098
%
S
o
55
%9098
%

908
o%e%

XX
%
$95%
XXX
0203

CX
s
%!
XX

o
]
2SS
XX
50505
e

o
o
oo
3
Sosese
S
o
58
totesstes
<SR

%
X
250
£

X X
s
R
R
o
i
5
09¢
039598
K
25
SR
K
otodeds
XX
So%0%?
25%3
3
%
X X
So%es

255
%5
355
S
XS
%
&L

<5
%02
e
&S
%3¢
S
2

X

% R

ERLLLERDOND
S

X
Bogesesese: :: '.’:c
GREHLLRRK
ORI
000 %

Multiple-Family Residential pOX

X
R
4%

S
s
5

X

X

XN
R
<555

%S

%

25

2%

202059
5%
2ot

a8
5

SRS
X X
K55
X

S

O
5
%
55
X
556
K>
%
£
2958
XX
5
b8
0998

XX
X%
o3

%
2K
XS
XS

%9

<R
Ses9%s

XS

o%
2908
%%
%
%
%

Single-Family Residential

<

R TI

XS
%5
X5
<RSI
Sasotesstes
2555

%
%% o% 4
5% 0000 % %% KX SN %%
K- 100000 %% 000809 %% RERRY
Planning Area Boundaries and Other Features s bsssoics Sy s
S RS SEE IISRSSEE RIS 00000000000 0.0.8; % %e% o’ UT0T000 00850504
X % 0000000 0 e e 00 00 0080 Y A X LSRR85 L %S |
‘ S s o S,
[ Towns RIS , S RS e R
5 < R 4 LSRRG L SSRARRIRKY
v J KOOOOOOOON R XXX % LLERKIGIEKLLKL
TN : S KR R \X050505056555
N NN OIS XORSKAEIK
Communities R Ry e
8 7 > 555 Kosoesiceed
p g
Rural Pl W2 ) X | S P e,
ura aces 4 220058 RRRLILS 2058 == RSXEAAAL ALY S
i 5 - e 8
iti 23 S5 RAKIEL L
Master Planned Communities o5 055 S
< o K

b
K
%

535
%

Expansion Areas

2

Railroad

State Highway

[RRRRS: ! —
. PO e
oSN LSS0
Lake
Parcel
Public Land

™1 Portola Sphere of Influence

Plumas County Boundary

Miles

Plumas County General Plan Update EIR . 208739

Figure 3-4
American Valley General Plan Designations and
Planning Areas

SOURCE: Plumas County, 2011; and ESA, 2013



Geographic Areas

AMERICAN
VALLEY

LEGEND
General Plan Designations
City of Portola
Agricultural Preserve 7
Agriculture and Grazing ,?f/?/ﬁ
. v 7%
Timber Resource Land
Significant Wetlands
Rural Residential
Lake
Industrial
Mining Resource
Resort and Recreation
Commercial
Suburban Residential
Limited Access Rural Residential
Secondary Suburban Residential

Multiple-Family Residential

-
L
L
L
L
L
L
[
D
L
L
L
L

Single-Family Residential

i
=

ning Area Boundaries and Other Features

Towns
Tollgqte’

Communities

Rural Places

Master Planned Communities

Expansion Areas

Railroad

State Highway

County Route

Lake

Parcel

Public Land 7 Bucks Lake

Portola Sphere of Influence

N eee 1 EOOO0

r

Plumas County Boundary

()

SOUF{CE.PIC12011.(“ESAQ(M—PIumas County General Plan Update EIR . 208739
: Plumas County, ;an , Figure 3-5

Meadow Valley, Bucks Lake, and Feather River Canyon
General Plan Designations and Planning Areas




Geographic Areas

INDIAN VALLEY

)
X5

%
KK

<35

s
Se%%s
betete

%

o

%

%
o

%

5

o

%

o9

%

%
<
%

<O

o
o%
%

o%

2

5%

<
%
X

0%
%

%

&

%
2%

25
S
X

-

5

2
%
.

2%
K
%
bt

00
2
X

9%

:.v/",
XXX
3%
datetete

2

5

<

L

%
S

55

0

JRRRRK
KK
o%

XX
222
P
Soges

Sovess

[

LEGEND

General Plan Designations

(> City of Portola

@ Agricultural Preserve

@D Agriculture and Grazing

@» Timber Resource Land

@ significant Wetlands

@P Rural Residential
Lake

@ Industrial

@ » Mining Resource

@D Resort and Recreation

@» Commercial

Suburban Residential

RSN
AR
N

SR
R

2%

KRR RN
SRIIIRIIIL
SRR
096999

SRKS

092959

0.'0
0Q§@

0%
%
SEKHKS

S
RSass
55
RRX
Sogess
do%ate!

3
S0

%

XXX
SRR
RL
QRS

KX
&
5
;

29585
X
XX
XX
%
oo
oo%

3
2
L
Q
%
20
s
e
3

okt

XX
T
K5

%
::: %
o%
9000
%%

%
b0
5
%%
55K

0%

]

o9
SRRELLLLL
SO

0000000%%
%%
2R

<

<
5
058
%S
5
Sassseses
XX
S
<5

500
o000l
2

)
S
&S
B
2
29098

55
]
29090,
XK
25
Soresels
999,
X0
Sotes
55
S

S
fete

<2
35
ks
%2
(S

S
2950
29393
<
53
5
b

XX
S
1~

o
KL
B
XX

0S
%
SoSototetetetete!
’0‘90‘0:3‘

¢
098
XKL
S

KK
S

<5
S
55

LS
SRS
IS
.0000‘0"
ootetetete!

% KK
1059:9,0,.9,0.0. 0.0,
R0 e 00 0,000
et

%%
Sl

S
fetetotetet

XX
10050
e 268
g
<]

0%
%

%%
<
é
00
o
”&f
5
55
S
pose

%
o%

S

%5
Siosesste

5

2%
<A

posgeset
2R
50K

30K
SRR

o%
05
o%
S9%9%
bosets
&5
.
%
e

%

o%

93
%
%ol

S8
%

%S
Sotoe%e%s
%
S

58
K8
%
%%
<KX
N0
o
‘,

35

R

3R
S5

&L
X"
555
X
5o

b6

S5

93
050

L HRRAR A

<5
(2R

s

S
Q5
5

09

<
<5
oo
=
505
<5
9
25

XX

1
V%
%
5

%

&2
4%
K
K
2585
oo
Josesstesetes

%%

s

%
X
&

<%
%5
%
o%
]

<

4

<

4

%
S
XS
5
25
5
S
<
q
<
%%
oo

%08
X

%’
A
095

ototl
<

‘0
00

&

K
o36%
R
£
o%
0%
%
039

los
&
%
29

b

%)
]
XX
X *

SRR
000000
(9200000,
OO 0000
KGR
< ISR
R
SLRRRLK:

%

55
055
bo%es
<

o
%
X
N
otols
oo%es
%

<

v

'
~
X
X
K0
[03%%
4%

5
2

2255

SR8
S
< KS5RL
SBES
ORREL

%
9%
098
¢
55
V.9

KOCRRARAKERIKAK
B OSSR K
KL

S

XX
533

X
%5
&gbooo
QR
Sootetese%s

o363

botes
S

5

2%
o

o,
%
&

5

0%
3%

%

5

o

<

LSS

o
&

R
<

-

<4

2

%

,v
<
5
LR

X0

XX KKK

o%

;
5
2
-

53

5%

%
X
%
SR
L
06263
2

%

%

g
&

255

0%

%%
e

%
o

K5
SIS
QK
%%,
XXX
255

of?’
155
<

SRR
o o5
el

9%
%

@D Limited Access Rural Residential
Secondary Suburban Residential
@» Multiple-Family Residential
@D Single-Family Residential
Planning Area Boundaries and Other Features
[ Towns
[] communities
|:| Rural Places
D Master Planned Communities
B2 Expansion Areas
-+ Railroad i??’f:f’:
—i— State Highway 3
—@%- County Route
Lake
| ] Parcel
7 Public Land
™1 Portola Sphere of Influence
|:| Plumas County Boundary

o
S atete!
26%020%%

%

%o
o

%

%
&

-
5
oot

<

X
2959%0¢

S

Soe%s
205020
XX

XK
IR
SRosest
% %%%%
P o]
250525]
50558
Jocsadt
-
% AT
/] XK
IR
BRSSSSS
5
X
K AN
XXX
S8
I
XX

202008 5
X SRS
s

VIS0 0.9.9.9

%
X
g

s
25 o

<P

o

boo
9%
K
4

%
5
X
Qy
<5
Ko<
o
<
]

v
%
%

o

XX
[
39018
o

o
%
£

o3

%
X
XX
S
s
0959588
355
X
0%
255
b9
5
e
o5
5
S
b9%%2
3
oS

%
S8
29508
s
X
5
]
[ X
2
6% %
26%0%
L
A
S
"' ’: \«
N
Q
9
s
20588
S
2
-
s
9530

!
o%
%

o2o%
o2

25
%3

¢
%

o9
o2l
o3l
555

%
g8
RS
k5
’0
%
%
ke
K
ks
o
9

%

095
%
5]
%5
5
9%
%!
So%el
%
o205
o\
3
)
Sa0tets,
ototetets!
%
Sat00e%
RS
S
S200%e!
SeSoeds
20
]
o
35
o
<
%
<
&
XX,
85
292009
K
9%

5% R
KKK
XK R

2

K

X

K

e® %

XRRXK
Do
29005
25055
XXX
A,
3355
025909
XK
oZedeles

29
2o

s
2

RS
s
PS>
f5cs
55
0
&
b5
RS,
422

%
o

>

Mile

Plumas County General Plan Update EIR . 208739
Figure 3-6

Greenville, Crescent Mills, and Taylorsville
General Plan Designations and Planning Areas

SOURCE: Plumas County, 2011; and ESA, 2013
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Figure 3-7
Mohawk Valley General Plan Designations and
Planning Areas

SOURCE: Plumas County, 2011; and ESA, 2013
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Little Grass Valley and La Porte
General Plan Designations and Planning Areas
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Figure 3-9
Sierra Valley General Plan Designations and
Planning Areas

SOURCE: Plumas County, 2011; and ESA, 2013
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3. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

Section 4.2 Traffic and Circulation

Draft EIR page 4.2-2, the following new paragraph is inserted between the existing third
and fourth paragraphs:

Caltrans oversees an ongoing process to allocate and prioritize funding of transportation improvements
throughout the state. This primarily uses federal highway trust funds, state fuel tax funds other
sources to fund the state highway account. This account is used to fund the State Highway Operation
and Protection Plan (SHOPP), Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP), Regional
Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), Local Assistance Program, as well as other supporting
functions. The RTIP funds are programmed through the local regional transportation planning
agencies (in Plumas County, the Plumas County Transportation Commission). This process
ensures a high degree of coordination between local and state decision makers with regards to
allocation of funds for local projects.

Draft EIR page 4.2-3, the sixth paragraph is amended as follows:

The 2010 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) produced by the Plumas County Transportation
Commission (PCTC) identifies the major transportation projects that are planned to occur throughout
Plumas County. The RTP was adopted in January of 2011 and-k provides a financially-constrained
list of projects through 2030, as well as an unconstrained list of desired projects beyond 2030. RTPs
are generally updated every three to five years. The 2010 RTP addresses the areas of transportation
planning, funding, and management to help the County attain its overall transportation goals:

Draft EIR page 4.2-22, the second paragraph is amended as follows:

Traffic operating conditions on study roadway segments were analyzed. The operations analysis
was conducted using the methodologies described above. Table 4.2-6 summarizes the operating
LOS based on capacity thresholds. As shown, all roadways would operate within acceptable LOS,
with the exception of SR 36 west of Chester and SR 36 east of Chester (unacceptable during peak
hour time periods for specific segments). For the western roadway segment, traffic growth associated
with future development would exacerbate the existing deficiency. While LOS grade would not
degrade, the addition of traffic would increase the percent time drivers must follow another vehicle
from 64 percent of the time to 72 percent of the time in the eastbound direction, and from 61 percent
of the time to 73 percent of the time in the westbound direction. For the section east of Chester,
LOS would degrade from LOS C to LOS D.

Draft EIR page 4.2-24, the footnote at the bottom of the page is amended as follows:

Development Agreement By and Between the County of Placer Plumas and Lake Almanor
Associates LP, a California Limited Partnership Relative to the Development Known as Lake
Front at Walker Ranch, April 10, 2012 Effective Date.

2035 Plumas County General Plan Update 4-11 ESA /208739
Final Environmental Impact Report July 2013



2035 Plumas County General Plan Update

Section 4.9 Public Services, Recreation Resources, and
Utilities
Draft EIR page 4.9-3, title amended as follows:

Plumas County Local Agency Formation Commission - Municipal Services
Review and Spheres of Influence

Draft EIR page 4.9-3, second and third paragraphs amended as follows:

To assist with these functions, California Government Code Section 56425 requires LAFCOs to
prepare and update Spheres of Influence and amend as necessary every five years for agencies
subject to its jurisdiction. A Sphere of Influence is defined as a plan for the probable physical
boundaries and service area of a local agency, as determined by the LAFCO Commission. In
order to update a Sphere of Influence, Government Code Section 56430 requires LAFCOs to
conduct Municipal Services Reviews (MSRs) that describe the municipal services provided by
the agencies that are subject to LAFCO authority. MSRs are comprehensive studies designed to
collect and analyze information about the governance structures and efficiencies of service
providers, to estimate their ability to meet current and future service needs, and to identify
opportunities for greater coordination and cooperation between providers.

LAFCO may include one or more services in the review, and the study area may be the whole
county, a single agency, or any subarea as determined by LAFCO. In addition to the statutory
requirement to support a local agency’s Sphere of Influence,Fthe goals of the MSR are to
determine, the location and characteristics of any disadvantaged unincorporated communities
within or contiguous to the Spheres of Influence, infrastructure needs or deficiencies, growth and
population projections for the affected area, financing constraints and opportunities, opportunities
for shared facilities, and government structure options. MSRs can therefore provide useful
information in evaluating in a variety of public service issues.

Draft EIR page 4.9-4, the sixth paragraph is amended as follows:

Ambulance (including emergency medical response) providers serving Plumas County include
Peninsula Fire District, Chester Fire Department, First Responder Emergency Medical Services (EMS),
South Lassen EMS, Sierra Emergency Medical Services Alliance and Plumas District Hospital.
The Eastern Plumas Healthcare District also provides ambulance service within its boundaries.

Draft EIR page 4.9-5, the fifth row in Table 4.9-2 is amended as follows:

Graeagle FPD 26 firefighters per 1,000 residents. Identified fire protection infrastructure
needs include an additional fire station
(Station #2) and replacement fire fighting
vehicles/equipment. A Special Use Permit
has been approved for the future
#2-Gracagle-Station-Geod-condition—1Type-l  construction of the fire station.

#1 Graeagle Station: Good condition - 1 Type |
engine, 1 Type lll engine, 1 Type 5 ALS Rescue,
and 1 Type 1 water tender.
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3. Response to Comments on the Draft EIR

Section 4.10 Agricultural and Timber Resources

Draft EIR page 4.10-2, the third full paragraph is amended as follows:

California Timberland Productivity Act (TPA)

The California Timberland Productivity Act (TPA) of 1982 (Government Code Sections 51100 et
seq.) was enacted to help preserve forest resources. Similar to the Williamson Act, this program
gives landowners tax incentives to keep their land in timber production. Centracts-irvelving

Fimber-Production-Zones-(FPZ)-are-on-10-year-cyeles:
Draft EIR page 4.10-3, the third full paragraph is amended as follows:

The land area of Plumas County is approximately 1.64 million acres, primarily composed of
Sierra Mixed Coniferous Forest comprised of Ponderosa Pine, Jeffery Pine and Red Fir. The
Plumas County Planning Department identifies approximately 87 percent of Plumas County’s
land area as “important timber.” Of this, most is owned by the federal government. In 1994
almest-40 20 percent of Plumas County timber harvest was on public land. In 2007, only 10
percent of the County’s timber harvest was on public land.

Draft EIR page 4.10-3, the fifth full paragraph is amended as follows:

Over the last 15 years, forest production in Plumas County has varied significantly. In 1994,
timber production was about 205;600-146.2 million board feet. By 20118, production was about

89,000 77.7 million board feet. 1a-the-intervening-yrears,production-was-as-high-as-176-million
board feet-in1999-and-aslow-as-80-millionin-2002.

Chapter 5 Alternatives

Draft EIR page 5-20, the second full paragraph is amended as follows:

Therefore, the Flexible Growth Alternative would ultimately provide additional growth and
development opportunities outside of defined Planning Areas and result in the additional rural
development (leading to additional conversion/fragmentation) ef on open space lands (those
designated as TPZ lands) te-mere-urbanized-uses;. Consequently, biological resource impacts
would be greater under this alternative (compared to the proposed project).

Chapter 8 References

Draft EIR page 8-5, the following references are updated for Section 4.9 as follows:

Policy Consulting Associates, LLC. 2011. Final Eastern Plumas Municipal Service Review,

Adopted on October 3, 2011-Public- Review DraftJuby-2011. Prepared for the Plumas Local

Agency Formation Commission.

Policy Consulting Associates, LLC. 2012. Adopted Lake Almanor Area Municipal Service
Review, Adopted on October 15, 2012 Public-Review Draft-September2012. Prepared for the

Plumas Local Agency Formation Commission.
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The true amount of fertilizer N put on fields is unknown, but these estimates are closer to real numbers than 140 |bs N/ac figure from the Sacramento County
GHG Inventory that consultants used for Plumas and Sierra Counties. | worked with UCCE colleagues to come up with figures then consulted with a few local
growers as well as two major fertilizer salesmen who have serviced the area for years. It is important that nitrogen use efficiency be looked at, not just rate.

—Holly George, University of California Cooperative Extension, Plumas-Sierra Counties, April 2013.

Agriculture Sector Notes for Plumas and Sierra County 2005 Community-Wide GHG Inventory Reports

. . Estimated
#AC in #ACin
CROP . Average #/ac Notes
Plumas County * | Sierra County* .
N fertilizer **
N amount from fertilizers is estimate of the annual application of P fertilizers
Alfalfa Hay 6,000 1,200 10 (across all fields) with 11-52-0 being applied. Not applied every year to all
fields, with many fields receiving zero for many years. (Range 0-25 #N/ac/yr)
Most (~¥90%) of this acreage isn’t fertilized as it is low quality forage; estimate
Meadow Hay 3,000 1,600 10 ]
~10% of acreage receives 100#N/ac (Range 0-100#N/ac/yr)
Grain Hay 1,000 700 70 Range 0-150#N/ac/yr
Some improved irrigated pastures (~10%) are fertilized; but much of the
Irrigated Pasture 35,000 11,445 25 acreage is a grass/sedge/rush mixture with the majority of the acreage (~90%)

not being fertilized. ~ (Range 0-80#N/ac/yr)

*Source of figures is 2005 Crop & Livestock Report prepared by Plumas-Sierra County Department of Agriculture

** Source of Estimated fertilizer application, UCCE Intermountain Farm Advisors (Holly George-Plumas-Sierra Counties, Steve Orloff-Siskiyou County, Rob Wilson-

Intermountain Research and Extension Center-Tulelake) and Dan Putnam, Statewide Alfalfa-Forage Specialist, UC Davis.

Footnotes

1. These estimates may be high due to the widespread lack of inputs on some of these more marginal grounds, common practice for economic reasons.
2. Rate is only one of the factors when it comes to either water quality impacts or atmospheric gas emissions. Timing (single vs multiple), method of

application (surface, knifing in, etc.), and source of fertilizer, plus use of nitrification inhibitors are at least as important if not more important. This is an
important message for the water regulators as well as the air boards.
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