CHAPTER 5.0

Report Preparation

5.1 Introduction

CEQA Guidelines Section 15129 requires that an EIR identify the persons, firm, or agency preparing
the DEIR, by contract or other authorization. The following chapter identifies those firms and
individuals that prepared the Draft and Final EIR.

5.2 Report Authors
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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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