4.2 Agriculture, Forest, and Mineral Resources
Agricultural Resources
On page 4.2-1, the Preliminary Draft Calaveras County General Plan Update Environmental Impact Report Existing Setting Section (PDSS) includes the Calaveras General Plan Update Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element as one of the sources utilized for this chapter.  Though listed as a source in the chapter introduction, the draft Element is not listed in the endnotes.  Please include it in the endnotes of the draft EIR.  In fact, of the four sources cited in the first paragraph of the introduction, two are listed in the endnotes, and two are not.  Please be consistent in the draft EIR in listing the source material for the chapter in the endnotes.  Remember, an EIR “shall cite all documents used in its preparation including, where possible, the page and section number."  (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15148.)

As noted on the Central Sierra University of California Cooperative Extension website, “In the Spring of 2008 Calaveras Grown members worked with other Agricultural Coalition of Calaveras County members to draft the Agriculture and Forestry Element to the General Plan. The draft element and a letter of support were presented to the Calaveras County Board of Supervisors on August 5, 2008. The board voted unanimously to forward the element to Planning Department staff for review, revision and eventual adoption of the Agriculture and Forestry Element (see Exhibit 4.2-1, Central Sierra UC Cooperative Extension, Calaveras Grown).”  
Is the Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element cited in this chapter based on the Agriculture and Forestry Element posted on the UC Extension website?  Is the Element with the page footer, “11-8-11 Calaveras Co. Agriculture Coalition,” previously posted on the County website but subsequently removed (see Exhibit 4.2-2, Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element), the source document for this chapter?  In the draft EIR, please indicate where the draft Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element being used as a source for this chapter may be accessed.
Presumably, the Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element is a draft which hasn’t received public comment, and its goals, policies, and implementation measures have not yet been adopted.  It doesn’t seem appropriate to use it as a source for the draft EIR.  The Element is a draft within a draft.  Please clarify the standing of the draft Element in the draft EIR.  Has the Element been reviewed and revised by staff in preparation for its adoption, or is the Element as written by the Agriculture Coalition being used as the source document?  Please clarify the authorship of the draft Element and its staff review status in the draft EIR.      
On pages 4.2-1 and 4.2-2, what appear to be verbatim excerpts from the draft Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element should be attributed as such in the draft EIR.
The PDSS could minimize the confusion if it were to cite the Agriculture Coalition as a source for this chapter and describe their mission and membership.  Their opinions could be obtained, for example, through personal interview, and, if appropriate, the PDSS can cite the Agriculture, Forestry, and Mineral Element the Coalition drafted (and which has received the support of the Board of Supervisors) as representative of their expert opinion.  The valuable contribution of the Agriculture Coalition in describing the current agricultural setting in Calaveras County is not in question.
On page 4.2-1, the PDSS says, “resource production lands are key to the preservation of the County’s rural character, which was identified as being of primary importance to its residents.  These resource production lands maintain the rural character of Calaveras County…”  The Calaveras Planning Coalition (CPC) agrees that resource production lands are key in preserving rural character, however, as noted in our comments on Chapter 4.1, Aesthetics, we believe rural character consists of more than ranching, mining, and forest landscapes, and it appears that the PDSS agrees when it points out “the role resource production lands play in providing the County and its residents with open space, wildlife habitat, watershed protection, oak woodlands, recreational opportunities and food security.”  

This above list of attributes provided by resource production lands is also more consistent with the rural character described by residents during the General Plan Update public workshops (see Exhibit 4.1-4, General Plan Update Phase I Community Workshops Report).  Presumably, it is these workshop results that are being referenced when the PDSS says rural character “was identified as being of primary importance” to Calaveras County residents.  The CPC is gratified that the PDSS acknowledges and incorporates what residents expressed during those workshops.  In the draft EIR, please indicate how and when rural character was identified as being of primary importance to residents.

On page 4.2-2, the PDSS says, “The economic viability of many segments of agriculture in the County is directly related to the success of agritourism and the economic benefits it provides.”  This statement may be true, but it needs support and clarification.  What are some of the “many segments of agriculture” that benefit from agritourism?  What is the amount of annual revenue generated by agritourism and what are some existing examples in Calaveras County?  If there is a direct relationship between the economic viability of agriculture and the success of agritourism, it should be easy to illustrate.  Please do so in the draft EIR. 

On page 4.2-3, under “Regional Trends in Farmland Use and Conversion,” the PDSS says, “The County consists of approximately 663,000 acres of total land within the planning boundaries and farmland consists of approximately 30 percent of this land.”  However, the definition of farmland, which should follow this statement, is relegated to an asterisk in Table 4.2-2 which says, “the ‘farmland’ category includes rangeland, irrigated pasture, and fruit and nut crops.  Rangeland comprises the majority of the farmland category in Calaveras County.”  In the draft EIR, please make the definition of farmland part of the body of the text, so it will not be overlooked.  Also, there is a vast difference between rangeland and crop land in terms of aesthetics, wildlife habitat, oak woodland, etc., and rangeland far exceeds crop land in annual production value.  Please highlight the major use of Calaveras farmland in the draft EIR.

The CPC is aware of thousands of acres of resource production land in Calaveras County that is protected by perpetual conservation easements, for example, Stackpole Ranch (Department of Fish and Game, 1981), South Lake Ranch (Department of Fish and Game, 1990), Touch the Earth Ranch (California Rangeland Trust, 1999), Orvis Ranch (California Rangeland Trust, 2006), and Campstool Ranch (Pacific Forest Trust, 2012).  The owners of the 700-acre Rana Ranch near Double Springs are currently attempting to secure a perpetual conservation easement.  Such easements might be considered a “trend” in the preservation and use of resource production land.  In the draft EIR, please address the growing number of conservation easements in Calaveras County.

Also under “Regional Trends in Farmland Use and Conversion,” there is no mention of the 7,580 acres of Williamson Act land (i.e., agricultural preserves) that is in non-renewal (PDSS, page 4.2-8).  Reason dictates that the property owners are relinquishing the property tax breaks associated with the Williamson Act, because they no longer intend to use the land for agriculture.  Conversion to a use other than agriculture or open space seems inevitable.  In the draft EIR, please discuss the conversion potential for the 7,580 acres that is non-renewal for Williamson Act contracts.
The Public Review Draft Baseline Report (January 2008) discusses a broad array of conversion issues (see Exhibit 4.2-3, Preliminary Draft Baseline Report, Chapter 9, Natural Resources).  On page 9.4, under “Major Findings: Agricultural Resources,” the Baseline Report says:
· “Agricultural lands produce commodities that generate various economic benefits, contribute to the aesthetic value of an area, and create a variety of foraging habitats for wildlife species. In addition to the loss of these key benefits, the conversion of agricultural land has hydrological implications, as loss of open space changes the existing watershed and may reduce groundwater recharge areas. 

· “Development in the Planning Area could eliminate or modify important agricultural and soil resources, and also fragment some existing agricultural areas. Fragmentation of existing agricultural lands may increase the likelihood of increased nuisance effects resulting from urban expansion into agricultural areas. These conflicts may increase costs to the agricultural operation, and combined with rising land values for residential development, encourage the additional conversion of additional farmland to urban uses.”
In the draft EIR, please expand your discussion of the conversion of agricultural lands to include the issues mentioned in the 2008 draft Baseline Report.

In the second paragraph under “Regional Trends in Farmland Use and Conversion,” the PDSS says, “The amount of farmland in the County has remained consistent, as shown below in Table 4.2-2.”  However, this table only covers the four years between 2008 and 2011, which ignores the five-year cycle of the Census of Agriculture last conducted by the U.S.D.A. National Agricultural Statistics Service (see Exhibit 4.2-4, National Agricultural Statistics Service, Agency Overview) in 2002 and 2007.  It is the Agricultural Statistics Service which provides the “All Farmland” acreage in Calaveras County’s Reports of Agriculture and, hence, in Table 4.2-2 (see Exhibit 4.2-5, 2007 Census of Agriculture, County Data, California).  
According to the 2007 Census of Agriculture, “All Farmland” in Calaveras in 2002 amounted to 260,865 acres, and in 2007, it was 201,026 acres. It appears the amount of farmland in the County has not remained consistent.  It decreased by 59,839 acres during one five-year period in the seventeen years since the last general plan update.  In the draft EIR, please address this loss of farmland and include more than a four-year span to determine the consistency of the amount of farmland in the County.  If the EIR does not acknowledge this critical aspect of the environmental setting, it will fail to evaluate a significant impact of the General Plan Update “in the full environmental context.”   (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15125, sub. (c).) 
On page 4.2-5, under “Important Farmland,” the PDSS notes that “Calaveras County does not have important farmland data mapped by the California Department of Conservation (DOC).”  It is true Calaveras County is not yet included in the DOC’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) survey area, but the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) has been testing soil in the County since 2006 and completed their survey in 2012.  The NRCS expects to release their soil data this year (see Exhibit 4.2-6, Union Democrat, 5/26/11). The FMMP is based on the NRCS soil surveys.  In the draft EIR, please note that information on soils and Important Farmland in Calaveras County is forthcoming.

Forest Resources

On page 4.2-8 the PDSS says, “The eastern portion of the County contains approximately 145,641 acres of land with a zoning designation that allows timber production.”  Forestry is a permitted use in the following Calaveras County zones: General Forest, Timber Production, General Agriculture, Agriculture Preserve, and Residential Agriculture (Calaveras County Code of Ordinances, Title 17).  In the draft EIR, please include the amount of acreage in the entire County that allows timber production, not just the “eastern portion.”  (However, it is appropriate for the PDSS to point out that the greatest amount of commercial timber production occurs in the higher elevations of the east county, largely because Sierra Pacific Industries owns 74,000 acres of forest land in that area.)  Please identify the boundaries of the “eastern portion” and include a map that shows where timber production is allowed in Calaveras County.
According to the Sierra Business Council (see Exhibit 4.2-7, Sierra Business Council, Forests and Timber Production), “well-managed forests help maintain healthy water quality and plant biodiversity, and contribute to forest fire prevention.”  Additionally, “In terms of gross revenue, timber is one of the Sierra Nevada’s most valuable products.  Timber is also one of the largest net contributors to county government funds through forest reserve revenue and timber yield taxes.”  The “decline in timber output from public lands in response to past management activities combined with global market forces has led to an increase in harvesting on private lands in the Sierra Nevada.”  In the draft EIR, please include a broader discussion of forest resources and the timber industry.
Mineral Resources 

On page 4.2-9, the Mineral Resources section describes some of Calaveras County’s minerals and mentions commercial mineral production but does not list quantities produced.  Specifically, the PDSS says, “At least 26 minerals were produced commercially within the County. Gold, copper-zinc, limestone, and limestone products account for the greatest contribution towards the County’s total mineral production.”  If it is known that these minerals “account for the greatest contribution towards the County’s total mineral production,” then the total mineral production must be known.  How many tons of minerals are produced? What are the dollar values of our minerals? In the draft EIR, please include quantitative data on Calaveras County minerals.
Mineral locations are also not shown—only briefly described in the text. Where are our mineral resource areas? The 1996 Calaveras County General Plan contains two maps showing the locations of minerals and Mineral Resource Areas (see Exhibit 4.2-8, Mineral Resources and Exhibit 4.2-9, Mineral Resource Areas). Please include maps of our mineral resource areas in the draft EIR.
On page 4.2-11 it says that Asbestos was historically produced in Calaveras County...seven miles southeast of Copperopolis.  It should say one of the largest Asbestos mines in the United States, the Jefferson Lake Mine, is located seven miles southeast of Copperopolis.  It now serves as an Asbestos disposal site.  The open pit is 1400 Ft X 1800 Ft X 325 Ft deep.  It is located several hundred feet from the Stanislaus River. The existing setting section needs to have enough detail to ensure that the “EIRs analysis of significant effects, which is generated from this description of the environmental context, is as accurate as possible.”  Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859, 874.)

On page 4.2-13, Figure 4.2-2, “Calaveras County Mine Locations,” shows little useful information, only generic mine symbols in vague locations at a large scale.  The scale and size of the map should be zoomed in, mines identified, and more detail shown. The Office of Mining and Reclamation (OMR) On Line Database (used as the PDSS map source) has detailed information such as name of mine, ID, active/inactive, and product, which should be shown on the map in order to correlate the Mine Location map with the information on the same 21 mines in Table 4.2-8 (the Table does not list mine locations).  Please show more detailed information on the OMR mine location map in the draft EIR.

Additionally, there are many abandoned, inactive, and historic mines in Calaveras County which still contain mineral resources.  Based on the U.S. Geological Survey, californiamaps.org (http://californiamaps.org/map.php?county=Calaveras&type=mine) lists 230 mines in Calaveras County (see Exhibit 4.2-10, Mines in Calaveras County).  The 1996 Calaveras County General Plan contains a map called “Mine Locations” that shows approximately 76 mine locations and the minerals produced (see Exhibit 4.2-11, Mine Locations).  The California Department of Conservation, California Geological Survey website also has a map of historic gold mines (http://www.conservation.ca.gov/cgs/Pages/Index.aspx). With the increase in prices for gold and other minerals, historic mines in Calaveras County may re-open (see Exhibit 4.2-12, “Gwin Mine May Reopen,” by Joel Metzger, December 14, 2012, The Calaveras Enterprise). In the draft EIR, please include information on and a map of the great number of mines located in Calaveras County.

On page 4.2-14, Table 4.2-8 “Calaveras County Mine Information” is incorrect.  The “Commodity” column lists “Lode Gold” for all 21 mines.  According to the OMR website (cited as the source), many of the mines listed produce other commodities: Snyder Clay Pit: Clay; Royal Mountain King: Silver and Gold; Redhill Mine: Talc; Hertzig: Sand & Gravel; etc.  In the draft EIR, please correct the Commodities column in the Table.  In addition, the Jefferson Lake Asbestos mine is not listed in the table.  It should be.  
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