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Section 2.1, Scoping Comments on Agriculture

Also, in tabular form, please identify acres of each land use designations placed
on Williamson Act Contract lands for the project description and the alternatives, similar

to similar to the table EDAW produced for the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan FIR,

seen below.

Fable 3.2-6

Land Use Designations of Willizmson Act Contract Lands by Equal-Weight Alternative

Geasral Plan Designution No h;ﬁﬂ;‘zf:}mui :?::;GEP‘E::?‘;:::; C:::::::'z::;)
Agricultural Land © NA N/A 39,768
Adopted Plan | NA 0 2
Low-Density Residential 4,168 167 185
Medium-Density Residential 509 5 o
Natural Resm:rcejs _ 5,480 54,551 7.458
Open Space 87 87 867
Rural Residential/Rucal Lands? 51,704 6,999 1,297
Tourist Recreatonal® 103 105 105
Total 41,853 41,853 41,853

The Agricnltural Eands destgnation is used only in the Envizonmentally Constrained Alternative.

The Rural Lands designation is nsed in the Readway Constrained 6-Lane “Flus” and Environmentally Constramed

aMernatives: the Rural Revidental dosignation is used it the No Project and 1006 General Flan altermatives.

% The Bacchi Randh, which is under Williamson Act concract, includes 2 98-acre portion that is separated from the
bulk of the property by SR 49 and. in addition to baing medasgmzing!and&mﬁngxg&nﬁer.inmdbyﬁverra&ing
companies under special use permics. For ¢his reason, this portion of the property and the adjoining portion of SR
40 are designated Tourist Recreational. ’

Notes: Numbers may not toal due to rounding, N = This designation is not nsed with this alternative.

Moo

Source: EDAW 2003

4) Mitigation Measures

The proposed Agriculture Element is plagued by provisions that are phrased in
optional and promotional language rather than in mandatory and enforceable language.
As yet, there are no quantified objectives or standards, in the Genperal Plan Update to
protect agricultural lands. Asa result, many of these provisions cannot be relied upon for
CEQA mitigation. To make these general goals and vague policies effective, itis
essential for the General Plan Update to set quantified Ag. Land conservation objectives,
and to select feasible implementation programs to achieve those objectives, and to
mitigate Ag. land loss. Two to one mitigation for Ag. land conversion, or 200-foot
setbacks for conflicting uses from Ag. lands, are good examples of quantified
implementation measures. Such measures could be combined with others to form the

open space action plan required in the general plan.
|
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Section 2.1, Scoping Comments on Agriculture

With regard to the Ag. land conservation policies in the general plan project
description; we again encourage you to strengthen the policy language to give county

- government, Ag. land owners, nonprofit conservancies, real estate speculators, and land

developers clear direction regarding their roles, rights and responsibilities.

In addition| to the above modifications to the project description draft general plan
policies, we also encourage the County to follow the suggestions of our member group
the Foothill Conservancy. Although originally drafted for use in Amador County, they

may have similar uiility in Calaveras County.

Ag preservation principles
(Drafted January 1, 2007)

¢ Preserve agricultural lands for their economic, social, scenic, wildlife,
watershed, and other values.

. Promo}e policies and programs that help keep land in agricultural use, both
pow and in the future.

e Avoid land use planning policies and practices that encourage, or facilitate
conversion of agricultural lands to other uses.

e  Avoid infrastructure extensions or improvements that encourage or facilitate
conversion of agricultural lands to other uses. '

e« Adopt/mitigation policies for conversion of agricultural Jand to other uses to
ensure no net Joss of agricultural land.

e Ensure that increased commercial uses allowed on agricultural lands serve the
preservation of agricultyre rather than allowing or encouraging the conversion
of agricultural lands or areas to other uses.

o Ensure that increased commercial uses allowed on agricultural lands do not
require urban levels of s;ervice and infrastructure.

As seen below, many of the proposed General Plan Update policy strategies are
well known and commonly used in other communities. However, their effectiveness
depends on the implementation tools selected to give effect to the policies. The General
Plan Update needs to select the type of implementation tools the County will employ to

‘make the policies|effective, and to mitigate Ag. land loss.

Policy Strategies: ' .

. Direct Growth to Urban Centers i
« Restrict Residential Development in rural areas K
« Economic Incentives ' X
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! Section 2.1, Scoping Comments on Agriculture

Boosting Liocal Farm Economies
Agriculture Flement in General Plan
Reducing Conflicts at Farm-Urban Edge
Higher Density and Infill development

« New Towns not on Ag. Land

)

. L - -

Implementation Tools:
Agricultural Zoning
Williamson Act Contracts -
Right to Farm Ordinances |
Mitigation for Farmland Loss
LESA — Land Evaluation & Site Assessment
Ag. Buffers
Counservation Easements
Monitoring Farmland Conversion
Resource Incentives to Landowners
- Urban Limfit Lines '
LAFCO Arnnexation Reviews
City & County Tax Revenue Sharing
City & County Development Project Standards
& Review Cooperation ?

L] ] L] . - L} [ ] a

(From: UC Extension, Optional Policies and Tools for Farmland and
Open Space Protection in California, 2004.)

)

Case studies indicate that communities that include more than one strategy for
Ag. land conservation are more likely to be successful:

)
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Section 2.1, Scoping Comments on Agriculture

Gy
h i@ﬁ%
s

: _Case Study

Marin Agricuiturs! Land Truat & County Zoning

Momarey County Agrivuftord & Historcal Land Corsarancy
Ventura "Save {ur Agricultural Gassurces” inithative

Hapa Cousty Agrcuiturst Land Prasaation inftiafive

- ‘Tulare County Hural Valley Lands Plan,

iYaba City Sphete of influence Mjustméni

'South Livermote Agriculiurat Miligation Pian

“Yolo Davis Devglopment Cortrel & Tax iShanng

‘Visalia Concentfic Grovth Boundaries
Gilroy-Santa Clara Joint Growth Boundary Agreemnent
Sonoma Agricuftural & Open Space District

San Diego Coupty Plar for the Future iof Agriculiure
Fresno Landscdpe of Choice ! X
iSutter County Hanchette Zoning ' X
[Dais Famnland|Mifigation Ordinance

Fairfield Meflo-Foos Community Facilifies Districts
‘Martis Vailey Feal Estate Conveyance Fees
‘Farmiand Mitigatian in San Joaquin Connty

NKHKMM'&
L AR AT

o ok | e [ P | 3 e o

i
o

Fadhad
by

)

bkt tadtal

(Case Studies in Ag. Land Protection, From American Farmland Trusy)

There are|a number of keys to a successful program Ag. ]and conservation
program.: :

+  The program must be adopted by the County and/or City.
(No adoption = No progrant)

» The progrgam needs to inspire participation.
(No partigipants = No program)

« The progiam needs an Ag.‘anchor.
(Protectirig land for trails, and habitat, and value added stores may not be enough
to keep the land in Ag. production.) '

Multiple financing methods are best.
(Le. Privgte conservation easements, and mitigation fees, and public grants.}

))
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Section 2.1, Scoping Comments on Agriculture

« For mitigation: actual easements are better than in lieu fees.
(You can’t raise cattle in a bank account.) '

» Your program needs management.
(No staff = No program. There is no such thing as a “self-implementing”

program.)

We encoutage the County staff and consultants to gather both the proponents and
opponents of the Ag. Element, along with representatives of the Planning
Commission and the Board of Supervisors, to try to work out Ag. goals, policies, and
implementation programs that all can support. This may involve both deleting policies or
programs that the|County has reconsidered, and adding other policies or programs that
may work better in Calaveras County. Good ideas can be gleaned from the surrounding
counties that have included or proposed Ag. land conservation policies in their general
plans. This process may also involve locating some Ag. land conservation policies and
programs to more suitable elements of the General Plan Update (e.g. Land Use, Housing,
Conservation, Oplen Space, Safety, Noise, Economic Development) and cross referencing
them in the Ag. Element. We believe this would be a fruitful process to achieve effective:
Ag. land conservation in Calaveras County. :
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Resource Production Element Comments

«“The Calaveras County Department of Agriculture, Planning Department, and the Agricultural
Advisory Committee shall establish a consistent methodology for evaluating the potential
significance of agricultural land conversions to non-agricultural uses pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for use in conjunction with evaluating proposals requiring a
discretionary entitiemfzt subject to CEQA (page-RP 9).”

To meet the objectives of RP 1.1 and RP 2-A, we suggest the General Plan incorporate the
Agriculture Coalition’s Agricultural and Forest Land Conversion Guidelines, which is Appendix
B in the Coalition’s djaft Agricultute, Forestry and Mineral Element which the Board of
Supervisors voted in 2009 to use as the base document for the development of an optional
element addressing agriculture, foresiry, and rminerals. It makes litfle sense to ignore the existing
Guidelines, especially given that non-specific implementation measures cannot be relied upon as
mitigation for the impacts of the General Plan. At least incorporate the Appendix B Conversion

Guidelines into the General Plan as an interim measure until such time as the County can
develop a final version.

Similarly, we ask that the County include Appendix C, Agricultural and Forest Land Mitigation
Guidelines, of the Aﬁriculhne Coalition’s element to address RP 1.1 and RP 2-B, Mitigation for ...
Agricultural Land Conversions, which says, “The Calaveras County Department of Agriculture,
Planning Department, and the Agricultural Advisory Committee shall establish consistent
mitigation standards for the conversion of agricultural lands to non-agricultural uses (page-RP

9).93

Policy RP 1.4 says, “Buffer Resource Production Lands through setbacks or other measures o
prevent non-compatible uses from impacting resource production uses (page-RP5).”
Implementation RP 1-A says to « Amend the County Code to: Incorporate guidelines and
standards for the development and maintenance of setbacks or other measures designed to
minimize conflicts between activities conducted on Resource Production Lands and the
encroachment of inc&)mpatible uses (page-RP 9).” Until such time as the County Code can be
amended, please include Appendix A, Buffer and Setback Guidelines, from the Agriculture
Coalition’s draft element in the General Plan to meet the objective of minimizing the
encroachment of incompatible uses on or adjacent to Resource Production Lands.

We at the CPC embrace the purpose and intent of Appendices A, B, and C and are in substantial
agreement with the conversion, mitigation, and setback guidelines themselves. Please strengthen
the policies and implementations of the Resource Production Element by including these
important guidelines. As the Agriculture Coalition’s draft element so aptly maintains, “Resource
Production Lands are key to the preservation of the County's rural character, which has been
identified as being of primary importance to its residents.” We would go even farther and say
that they are the key|to the preservation of rural character.

8) Net Open Space?

On page RP 5, Policy RP 1.8 defines actively harvested timberlands and actively mined mineral
lands as not “open space”. We would like the County to explain the contexts in which this

definition applies. For example, we would agree that if a residential developer wants a planned
RPEC-5




Resource Production Element Comments

sfoper should not get open space credit for clear-cut lands or an un-
€.

development, the deve
reclaimed surface miy

9) Alternative Beneficial Uses

«_..provide for multiple or alternative beneficial uses of agricultural lands
se, RP 3.4 says to “...provide for multiple or alternative beneficial uses of
P 7).” In the General Plan, please define or provide some examples of what
Je beneficial uses” might be. For example, are you talking about ecosystem
or something else?

Policy RP 2.4 says to
(page-RP 6).” Likewi
timber lands {page-R
“multiple or alternati’
services, agritourism,

10) Clustering

Resource Production
clustering residential
guidelines for cluster
Zoning District inclu
Element, “COS-A:

Create an Open

Program 1-A says, “Amend the County Code to: Incorporate guidelines for
development on Resource Production Lands (page-RP 9).” We assume the
ing on Resource Production Lands will be included in the Open Space

ded as an implementation measure in the Conservation and Open Space

Space Zoning District, or equivalent, as a tool for preserving

and/or managing unihue, important, or significant natural and cultural resources.”

We make this assumption based upon the fact that Randall Arendt, who

zoning in the United

conservation subdivision design interchangeably. For example,
of “clustering,
and Why It Works,” From Issue 5

upon the technique
Zoning: What It Is
we recommend you ]
and explain how of
especially since the |

pioneered open space
and other planners use the terms open space zoning, clustering, and
“As ‘open space zoning’ is based
* these two terms are used interchangeably... (“Open Space

of the PCJ, July/August 1992). For clarity,
nclude a definition of open space zoning in the Glossary of the General Plan

States,

£ RP 1-A and COS-A differ in regard to Resource Production Lands,

ntroduction tells us that “all implementation programs are stated only once

in the Genera! Plan {page-INT 6).”

The CPC supports

¢ idea of open space zoning in principle, but we foresee some issues with

clustering on Resource Production Lands, especially those which are under Williamson Act

contracts and/or conservation easements as

the Act and the terms of individual easements restrict

residential development. We foresee potential infrastructure issues associated with isolated

islands of resicientiaj
incompatible with r

residential development that could be created through

development and potential conflicts due to residential needs which are

source production land uses. We would want some limits on the size of the

clustering. We would also want the

designated open space area to be perpetually protected with an appropriate conservation

cascment,

Nevertheless, we support adequate worker and family housing on Resource Production Land to

help ensure its contipued viabili
Agriculture Coalition’s element,

Housing,” its attend
resoutce production

ty. In the General Plan, please include Objective 1.2.4 from the =
“To Provide For Adequate Resource Production Related
“Encourage efficient and continued management of local
development of adequate amounts of

RPEC-6
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Resource Production Element Comments

worker and family housing that will support resource production operations” and implementation
measurel.2.4.1.1, “When a parcel in Resource Production Lands is deemed adequate, allow for the
placement of additional housing structures upon said parcel to help accommodate the housing needs
for workers and/or family members.” :

11) Agritourism

Resource Production Program 1-A says, “Amend the County Code to: Expand the types of
agricultural tourism and other compatible non-traditional activities allowed on Resource
Production Lands to dnhance their economic viability (page-RP 9).” The CPC supports
agritourism as defined in the County Code (17.06.0151 — Agritourism). We cannot support the
expansion of that definition or “other compatible non-traditional activities” if they will result in
significant and unavoidable impacts. —

For example, the CPC would not support driving ranges or golf courses on Resource Production
Lands, because of the potentially significant and unavoidable impacts on roads and groundwater.
We are concerned that the County intends io amend its Code to allow the clustering of residential
development on Resource Production Lands and expand non-traditional activities on those lands.
We cannot support activities that would tend to induce leap-frog type growth and development.
In the General Plan, f)lease define or give examples of expanded agritourism and “other
compatible non—tradi‘}ional activities.” Also, please clarify if compatible non-traditional activities

include clustering. |

We can support the provisions of RP 2-G Agritourisp, which will “Update the County Code to:
‘o Allow seasonial., small-scale produce sales in the Residential Agriculture (RA) zoning
district; j : ‘ - '

e Support the development of small-scale and/or mobile processing facilities for locally
produced foods;

o Allow temporary use of vacant buildings for agricultural purposes (e.g., indoor farmer’s
markets) or using barns for limited ag-related events :

s Support the d;eveiopmcnt of new and existing agricultural marketing and tourism
programs and integrate them with County economic development efforts to attract
business through agricultural/ecological tourism (page-RP 10-11).”

However, we find the fourth provision to be rather vague, especially with reference to ecological
tourism, which doesn’t exist in the County Code. Please define “ecological tourism” in the

- Glossary or in the element. While we recognize existing agricultural marketing and tourism
programs like Calaveras Grown and the Visitors Bureau, we are unsure of what constitutes
County economic development efforts. Do you mean County government? Please clarify.

12) Miscellaneous

Here are two more pirovisi_ons from the Agriculture Coalition’s element not previously mentioned
that we would like to see included in the Resource Production Element. _

In order to better prcjtect food safety, please include the following from the Agriculture L
Coalition’s element: '
RPEC-7



Resource Production Element Comments

e Policy 1.2.6.1, which says, “The, County shall continue to work with local, state, and federal
agencies as well as producers, to ensure the safety of food produced in Calaveras County and
to maintain a local regulatory framework that ensures the” economic viability of resource
production operations/activities while promoting environmental safety” and include its
implementation measures, 1.2.6.1 and 1.2.6.2.

Implementation Programs COS-3C, COS-3D, and COS 3E intend to “establish target reductions
in GHG emissions to achieve year 1990 emission levels by the year 2020,” develop “a GHG
reduction plan outlining the strategies, goals, and actions for reducing municipal and community-
wide greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as necessary to meet the mandates of California’s Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32),” and “Adopt an ordinance discouraging the removal of
native vegetation in anticipation of new development requiring a discretionary entitlement...
(page-COS 17).” In order to better utilize Resource Production Lands in addressing greenhouse gas
emissions and to help implement COS-3C, COS-3D, and COS 3E, please include the following from
the Agriculture Coalition’s draft element:

e Policy 1.2.7.1, which says, “Priority for off-site mitigation of greenhouse gas emissions shall |
be given to Resource Production Lands that serve to sequester carbon. Management activities
that sequester carbon also provide additional public benefits such as protection for watershed
processes, plant and wildlife habitats, and reduced soil erosion.”

If you prefer, you could place this policy in under Goal 3 in the Conservation Element that deals with
greenhouse gases.

13) Implementat;ion Programs related to Forest Lands

The programs/implementations that are proposed start with amending the County Code to permit
compatible uses on TPZ lands such as fuels reduction, mineral extraction, wildlife habitat,
energy production, agriculture/grazing, and recreation. Other Code changes involve mostly TPZ
conversions and compatible uses.

RP 3-A includes a provision calling for the immediate rezoning of Timber Preserves. We caution f
the County against rushing any such decisions associated with the ill-conceived rezones of
isolated lands with substandard roads, limited utilities, far from emergency and other public
services, in high and very high risk fire zones. Such rezones have the potential for irreparable
mistakes of a catastrophic nature. These rezones need to be carefully evaluated and considered,
just like any other.

RP 3-A also directs developers to get Timberland Conversion Permits for removing timber prior
to development. In addition, we encourage the County to condition developments so that the
timber removal occurs after the other necessary conditions on the tentative map are met (¢.g.
water capacity, sewer capacity, etc.). This would avoid the circumstance in which the timber is
removed early in the development process, and the scarred landscape remains idle for years
while the other map conditions remain unmet. Such prematurely scarred landscapes detract from
the atiractiveness of the County to residents and tourists alike.

RPEC-8
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Resource Production Element Comments

The section also includes:

«Rp 3-B: Review of Timber Harvest Plans

Continue to review and provide input to CAL FIRE on timber harvest plans to ensure that
measures are included to protect water quality, control erosion and flooding, and
preserve the viewshed.”

As this is an implementation measure, it should be noted whose responsibility this is.

Other THP-related implementations we recommend:

Where applicable, comment on timber harvest plans in support of increased protection
of Class Hl streams.

Review timber harvest plans adjacent to designated Riparian Corridors and request that
clear cutting not occur within streamside conservation areas. Where clear cutting is
approved by the applicable State or Federal agency along designated Riparian Corridors,
ensure that at least 50 percent of the overstory canopy and at least 50 percent of the
understory vegetation be retained. :

Additional implementation measures could focus on encouraging value-added activities to enable
the County to be more than just the location of a resource that is extracted and taken elsewhere.
We propose this measure from the Economic Development Element that was not included in this

Draft General Plan: -

The County will work with the Amador-Calaveras Consensus Group and other
organizations to expand regional support for value-added markets for natural resources,
including manufacture of furniture, wood pellets, post and pole products, and biomass.
[1dentify what department or official with do this — probably Agricuiture]

The County will pursue grants for feasibility studies addressing expansion of other
activities such as carbon markets, ecbsystem management, and restoration services (i.e.
mitigation banks) to help develop a new forest economy. [Also needs person or
department responsible]

On page RP-11, RP 3-C calls for the development of a timberland conversion gvaluation
methodology after consultation with “affected parties™. Will groups like Ebbetts Pass Forest
Watch and CSERC be among those consulted? What if anything is wrong with the provisions
proposed in the Agriculture and Forestry Element (2009 Draft, Section 1.4, pp. 16 and 17).
Considet using these as interim standards, pending the County getting around to putting the final
standards in place.

RPEC-9




Resource Production Element Comments

On page RP 12, Program RP 4-D calls for the County to identify “criteria for development of
designated mineral reserves in close proximity to existing or proposed residential developments.”
The CPC discourages new residential developments in close proximity to designated mineral
reserves, as these have resulted in conflicts in other foothill counties. Instead, consider a
provision like Measure A in El Dorado County.

On page RP 13, Program RP 6-A calls for the County to identify “standards for gvaluating land
use proposals with the potential to adversely affect geothermal resources.” Please include the
CPC among those the Count will consult when preparing these standards. Please amend the plan
to provide some specificity regarding which County department will be working on this, and
when the County intends to start the process.

In general, the CPC is disappointed that so much of the Agriculture Coalition’s Agriculture,
Forestry and Mineral Element did not make it into the draft General Plan. We suggest you return
to their element and incorporate more of it into the General Plan to improve the detail and clarity
of the Resource Production Element.
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FINAL EiR
CALAVERAS COUNTYDRAFT (GENERAL PLAN
APRIL 2019
Letter 11
5, Cont’d

Section 4.2 Agriculture

11-5 4 adverse “edge effect”? Unless decision:makers and the public know whete these problem
Ly changes are, we ozn’i consider ways to reduce their impaots. Please locate these problem areas
Cont’d on 2 map in the Final EIR.

P, 4.2-18 “Instead, this EIR focuses on potential impacty assa'ciabed with conversion of -
agricultaral, forest, and mineral tesources that would not be protested by the Resource
Production ot Working Lands designations in the Draft General Plan.”

This analysis leaves ou the potential under the gekieral plan for the conversion of lands initially
included in the Resource Production or Working Lands designation, but that are allowed to be
converted, without specified impact mitigatio, ander the terms of the genetal plan and the
zoming ordinance, Mere inclusion in the Resource Production or Werking Lands designation, in
the absence of same other protection, does not guargnty the long-term protection of agricultural
and forest Tands. '

11-55 . As previously pointed out, over the years, many agricaltural tands have boen converted 0
Cont’d | developed uses. Inmany ciroumstances, development approvals are nol on lands initially
designated for developed use under the 1996 General Plan, but are the result of general plan
amendments from natural resource lands to developed fands. This iz n foreseeable impact of the
Gengral Plan Update that does little to restrict these impacts and does ot specify mitigation for
ihese impacts. :

Thus, in the Existing Setting Section of the Final EIR, identify the proportion of past agricultural
land conversion that are a result of general plan amendments, and the proportion of toial
development that resulted from the conversion of agricultoral land. In the Impacts and
Mitigation Section, the Final EIR should consider the impacts if a similar proportion of total
development in the future resulted from similar general plan amendments. Then, the Final EIR
should consider ways to mitigate that impact. To fail to do so would be fo ignore the most likely
means of conversion of agricultural and forestry tand to developed uses as & result of the General
Plasi Update. CEQA is violated when an EIR contains no discussion of a potentially significant
environmental consideration, (California Clean Energy Committee v. City of Woodland (2014),
225 Cal.App.4th 173, 213.) ' oo

P 4.2-18 “The Draft Genetal Plan inctodes policies and associated programs that are intended to
11-56 retain agticuftural lands within the County. The Land Use Element of the Draft General Plan
- | includes the following goals, policies, and implementation measnres (M) related to protection
of agricultural, fofest, and mineral resources” ‘ : ‘
5| “The Final EIR needsto-cxplain to decision makess and e public that the County is not legally
bound by the broad goals iri the-general plan; nor by policy or iriyplementation measures that are
optional rather than mandatory.’ Asa fesult, e goals and optional provisions of the general plan

‘L . 426
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FINAL EIFR

CAI AVERAS COUNTY DRAFT GENERAL FLAN
APRIL 20713

Letter 11
Cont’d

Section 42 Agriculture

Jisted bielow in the EIR cannot be relied upon.ag mitigz;tim measures. If this is not made clear to
the public and decision makers, they may get the incotrect impression that these general plan
provisions provide more legal protection for agricultural and foxestry resources than is the case.

For example, the existing provisions in the draft general plan were all in place at the time the
Planving Commission decided to designate an additional 5,000 acres of agriculinrat land for
developed Yand uses in 2016. Thus, these policies did not effectively protect those agricultural
lands from being made available fox developed uses. ‘ :

. In addition, non-mandatory provisions of the General Plan do ot gualify as Imitigation measures.
{CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.4, subd. (2)(2).) This makes this EIR confusing. CEQA requires -
11-56 an EIR fo distinguish between mitigation measures that are part of the proposed project, and
Cont’d these that are stifl under consideration by the Lead Agency. (CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126,
subd. ()(1)(A).) Instead, this BIR lists provisions of the proposed general plan “intended to
retain agricultural Jands.” "This list is 2 mix of mandatory mitigation measures, and optional
non-mitigation measures. In the Final EIR, the County needs to eliminate this confusion, The '
best way is to convert optional policies lo mandatory ones to make them mitigation measures.

“I'he Final EIR should #lso consider the impacts on agricultoral lands as a yesult of by-right and
ministerial approvalé that do not get reduced by impact mitigation, and that are not required to
.comply with the General Plan. Without this evaluation, there i no ‘way for the public or the
decision makers to determine if the proposed general plan needs to include policy directing that -
some of these by-right or ministerial approvals be changed to discretionary, or have agricultural

" land impact mitigations built into them. CEQA is violated when an ETR. contains no discussion of
a potentially significant environmental consideration. {Cutifornia Clean Energy Committee v.
City of Woodland (2014), 225 Cal. App-4th 173, 213.}

P 4212 “IM LU-2A Title 17 of the Calaveras County Code — Update the Zoning Ordinance,
Title 17 for consistency with the General Plan.” What portions of the County Code are not
consistent with the new General Plan, and will have to be amended to become consistent? What
agricultural, forest or minerat related impacts may resuft while development coitinues under the
chsolete code? Are there ways to mitigate these impacts by restricting certain developments

11-57 pending the update of the code, or by identifying interim standards in the general plan that will

apply to such development pending the code updaie?

Amendment of Title 17 to malce it consistent with the General Plan is not specific epough an
implementation fo qualify as a mitigation measure. In the Final EIR, explain what specific
aspects of Title 17 will be amended fo reduce conversion impacts on agricultaral, forest, and
minersd lands. Title 17 conld just as well be amended to increase conversion of these lands,
consistent with the properiy rights.objectives of the General Plan.

K27
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" prevent non-cormpatible uses from irmpacting resoutee production uses. {IM RP-1A, RP-1B,

FiNAL EIR L

CALAVERAS COUNTY DRAFT GENERAL PLAN
ApriL 2019

- Letter 11
Cont’d

Saction 4.2 Agricultura

P. 4.2-18 “Policy RP 1.1 Limit the intrusion and encroachment of incompatible uses that may
affect Resource Production Lands. (IM RP-1A, RP-1B, RP-1C, RP-1D and RP-1E)

. “Policy RP 1.2 Require newly creatid of lot linc adjustsd parcels adjoining Resource Production '

Lands be of adequate size and compatibly zoned:io minimize potential conflict between the uses
or potential uses on Resource Production Lends, (M-RP-14, RP-1B, RP-iD and RP-1E)”

What ate the compatible uses adjacent fo Resource Production Lands, and what ave the
incompatible uses? Utlless these are defined, the decision makers and the public cannot

determine the effectiveness of these policies in reducing impacts, and the need to improve their -
effectiveness. A general plan is expected to be clear and not vague. :

Nhatis t.lie approptiate size of lots for incompatible uses adjacent to Resource Production

Yands? Usless invesiors know, they canot property participate in the matket. Unless decision
wmiakers and the public know, they cantiot be sure that the policy will be effective, or whether it
needs clarification. A general plan is expected to have such standards, and there is nothing that

prevents their use. (Gov. Code, sec.65302.)

P. 4.2-19 “Policy RP 1.3 Buffer resource produttion lznds through setbacls or other measures to

RP-1D and RP-1E)”

What are appropriate setbaols to prevent-irpact to resource production areas? What other-
rneasores would be used to prevent jmpact from incompatible uges? Please inciude these in the
Finat EIR.

P. 4.2-19 “Policy RP 1.7 Provide for the protestion of resource production operations and
activities and their economic viability. (TP RP-1A, RP.1B, RP-1D and RP-1E)”

This is too vague. Please incinde specific actions to be taken for the protection of resource
production operations in the Final EIR. ' :

P. 4.2-19“Goal R¥- 2 Long term viability and economic productivity of agricelural lands and
cesources within the County recoguizing their econotaic; aesthetic, cultural, and other values.™
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With approximately 7,500 acres of farmland and 3,000 acres of rangeland dropping out of

" production per year betweert 2004 and 2012 {as notediin the Background Volume of the

Decernber 2014 Draft General Plan), it would be appropriate fo recognize the riced to siop the
bleeding of agricultural lands when declaring the long-ferm viahility and economic productivity
of agricultural lands as'a goal.

P.4.2-19 “Policy RP 2.7 Solat energy installations shalt be compatible with agricultural

aciivities and such facilitiés shall not be located on pritiie-agricultura] land and shall not reduce
the preduction of the primaty agricultural product(s). (IM RP-2AY" :

Is ontesolar panet yunning a pump asolar energy installation? Please provide a clear definition of
“golar energy installations™ in the Final EIR. .

P, 4.2.26 “Poticy RP 3.1 Continuc supporting landowner participation in the CalFire Forest
Lepacy Program, USDA Forest Legacy Program, the California Forest Improvement Programn,
and other long term forest conservation programs, (BM RP-34)"

Please. in¢iude how landowner participation in these forest conservation programs iz suppotied in
the Final EIR.

P. 4.2-26 “Policy RP 3.3 Recognize and encoutage the well-managed use of timber resources for
toultiple beneficial purposes. (IM RP-1A)"

This policy is oo vague. Please include specifics on bow the well-managed use of timber
resotrees will be recognized and encouraged in the Final EIR.

P.4.2-22 “Mitigation Measure(s)
“Feasible mitigation measures do not exist beyond the goals and policies includad in the Draft

General Plun, Therefors, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable.”

The Calaveras Planning Coafition provided cotments on the 2014 Draft General Plan. Those
comnents recommended including the Calaveras Ag. Coalition’s agricaltural and forest land
conversion gridelines, mitigation guidelines, and interim sethack standards in the General Plan.
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{CPC, Comments on the Calaveras Connty 2014 Draft General Plan, March 20, 2013, p.
RPEC-5.)

The CPC also submitted scoping comments. Those scoping comments identified agricultural
land conservation tools and listed other juisdictions that are using them. These tools are feasible
means $o mitigate the potential impacts.of agriculiural land conversion. {CPC, Scoping
Comments in Response to the NOP for the General Plan Update DEIR, 2/16/17, pp. 2.1-11 to
2.1-15)) '

. Attached to those comments we provided agricultural policics and elements from El Dorado,

1 1-62 Monterey, Mariposa, Marin, Napa, Placer, Sacramenta, Staniglaus, and Yolo Countms, anda
) summnary of their use of mitigation ratios, mininmen, parcel, sizes, specific setbacks, agricultaral
Cont’d land conversion limitations, and congervation casement fanding oppornmities.

If you persist in rejecting these cornmon place mitigation measures, please provide substantial

" avidence in the Final EIR demonstrating that they ave infeasible. (Sierra Club v. County of San
Diego (2014 231 Cal App4th 1152, 1175-1176 [Jt is an abuse of discretion to reject altematives
or mitigation measures that would reduce adverse impacts without supporting substantial
evidencel; Masonite Corp. v. County of Mendocino (2013) 218 Cal App.4th 230, 238-241
[Agnculturai tand congervation easements are legally feasible mitigation measures for the
conversion of agricultaral land to otheg developed uses].} It is unbelievable that the DEIR

* dismisses 21l of these proven mitigation options with a one-sentence bald assertion that they are /

all infeasible. (Sierra Club v. County of San Diego {2014) 231 Cal.App.4th 1152, 1173 [When
provided examples of mitigation measures implemented elsewhere, and agency roust gither
imaplement them of explain why not])

As we said in our scoping conunents, we strongly encourage the County to gather proponents . S
~ and opponents of the Agricaltural Element to work out goals, pohcms and implementation ’
measures that all can support.

4.2-10

! CHAPTER 2 — RESPONSES TO COMMENTS




