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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
INTRODUCTION
This Draft EIS Traffic Study analyzes the transportation and circulation impacts associated with
development of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, including roadways, transit services and
bicycle facilities. The traffic analysis is conducted under cumulative (2025) conditions.
This section is organized to include three parts. The first two parts are the environmental and
regulatory settings. The Environmental Setting describes the existing transportation system and
relevant characteristics of the proposed project. The Regulatory Setting describes the applicable
transportation policies (including County General Plan policies), standards and regulations that
apply to the Specific Plan. The third part describes the impact analysis and identifies specific
proposed mitigation measures.
TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS SCENARIOS
The traffic associated with full development of the proposed Specific Plan was estimated under
existing and future (2025) conditions. The following conditions and scenarios of development
were defined and evaluated:
EXISTING CONDITIONS
•

Existing No Project scenario

CUMULATIVE CONDITIONS
•
•

Cumulative No Project scenario
Cumulative Plus Project scenarios
o Proposed Action
o Blueprint Alternative
o Alternative “A” (Ownership 1B)
o Alternative “B” (Ownership 3)
o Alternatives “C” and “D” (Ownership 16 and 17)
o Alternative “E” (Ownership 23)
o “No Action” Alternative

Comparing traffic conditions under these conditions and scenarios provides a comprehensive
basis for determining the traffic impacts of the proposed Specific Plan. To determine the traffic
impacts, the traffic associated with full development of the Specific Plan area was compared to a
No Project scenario for the same time frame, as follows:
•

The traffic impacts under the Cumulative Plus Project alternatives scenarios were determined
by comparing its traffic operations to the Cumulative No Project scenario.
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ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
Evaluation of the operating characteristics of the existing circulation system in the vicinity of the
Specific Plan area is the initial task in defining the transportation impacts of the Specific Plan.
The following sections discuss existing roadway functions, traffic volumes, and traffic Levels of
Service, as well as transit services and bicycle facilities. Figure 1 shows the location of the
Proposed Project and area roadways.
STUDY AREA ROADWAY SYSTEM
The traffic analysis covers an area from north of Baseline Road to Elverta Road on the south, and
from Hwy 65 on the east to Hwy 70/99 on the west. The study area for this traffic impact
analysis covers portions of five jurisdictions: Placer County, Sutter County, Sacramento County,
the City of Roseville, and Caltrans.
The Circulation Plan Diagram in the Placer County General Plan depicts the circulation system
for unincorporated Placer County by use of a set of roadway classifications. The roadway
classification system has been developed to guide Placer County’s long range capital
improvement planning and programming. Roadways are classified in this system based on the
linkages they provide and their function, both of which reflect their importance to the land use
pattern, traveler, and general welfare. The County’s functional classification system recognizes
differences in roadway function and standards between urban/suburban areas and rural areas.
The roadway classifications are as follows:
•

Local streets provide direct access to abutting land and access to the collector street system.
The public uses these streets for local circulation. They carry little, if any, through traffic,
and generally carry very low traffic volumes.

•

Collector roadways are intended to “collect” traffic from local streets and carry it to
roadways higher in the street classification hierarchy (e.g., arterials). The public uses these
roadways as secondary circulation routes, and they generally carry light to moderate traffic
volumes. Access to abutting land is normally permitted, but may be restricted to certain
locations dependent upon future traffic volumes. In urban/suburban areas, major collector
roadways will generally carry higher traffic volumes than minor collectors, and thus require
more right-of-way and have more access restrictions.

•

Arterial roadways are fed by local and collector roadways and provide linkages to the state
highway system, as well as linkages to and between communities and major activity centers.
The public uses these roadways as primary circulation routes for through traffic, and they
carry higher volumes of traffic than local streets and collector roadways. In urban/suburban
areas, major arterials will generally carry higher traffic volumes than minor arterials, and
thus require more right-of-way and have more access restrictions. Rural arterial roadways
may or may not carry high traffic volumes, but do provide primary access routes for through
travel in rural areas of the county.
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Figure 1
Project Location

The existing roadway network in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area consists of state highways,
arterials, collectors and local roadways. The key roadways shown in the study area are described
below.
•

Baseline Road is an east-west rural arterial that runs along the northern boundary of the
Specific Plan area. This roadway extends from the Sutter County line to Foothills Boulevard
in the city of Roseville. Within Sutter County, this roadway becomes Riego Road, while east
of Foothills Boulevard this roadway becomes Main Street. Baseline Road and Riego Road
connect Roseville, west Placer County and south Sutter County with Hwy 70/99. East of
Watt Avenue, Baseline Road carries about 12,600 vehicles per day, while west of Watt
Avenue, Baseline Road carries 10,400 vehicles per day.

•

Watt Avenue is a north-south arterial that crosses the Specific Plan area. This roadway runs
from Baseline Road south to Florin Road in Sacramento County. Watt Avenue connects west
Placer County with Interstate 80 and extends across the American River to provide access to
U.S. 50. The roadway becomes South Watt Avenue at Jackson Road (Hwy 16), and becomes
Elk Grove-Florin Road at Florin Road. Elk Grove-Florin Road continues south to Stockton
Boulevard at Hwy 99 in the community of Elk Grove. Within Placer County, Watt Avenue
has two travel lanes and carries about 7,100 vehicles per day.

•

PFE Road is an east-west rural arterial that extends from Watt Avenue west to the city of
Roseville, where it becomes Atkinson Street. East of Watt Avenue, this roadway carries
about 4,700 vehicles per day.

•

Walerga Road is a two-lane rural arterial that extends from Baseline Road south to Roseville
Road in Sacramento County. It provides access between western Placer County and the
Antelope area of Sacramento County. Walerga Road carries about 14,900 vehicles per day
near Baseline Road.

•

Fiddyment Road is a two-lane north-south rural arterial that extends north from Baseline
Road along the western boundary of the city of Roseville to Moore Road, southwest of the
city of Lincoln. North of Baseline Road, Fiddyment Road carries about 19,600 vehicles per
day.

•

Brewer Road is a two-lane north-south rural collector that extends from Baseline Road north
across western Placer County. It terminates just south of the Bear River, which is the Yuba
County line.

•

Locust Road is a two-lane north-south rural collector that extends from the Sacramento
County line north to Sunset Boulevard West. In Sacramento County this roadway becomes
Elwyn Avenue.

•

Pleasant Grove Road is a two-lane north-south rural arterial that runs along the Placer
County/Sutter County line from Baseline Road south to the Sacramento County line, where it
becomes Sorrento Road. Pleasant Grove Road also extends north of Riego Road, beginning
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about one-quarter mile west of its southern section, and runs north to the Yuba County line
where it becomes Forty Mile Road. Pleasant Grove Road carries about 1,600 vehicles per day
south of Baseline Road.
Palladay Road, 16th Street, Dyer Lane, Tanwood Avenue, Colburn Street, Newton Street, and
Straight Road are two-lane rural local roadways that provide access to private properties within
the Specific Plan area.
EXISTING TRAFFIC LEVELS OF SERVICE
The PVSP EIR was certified in 2007 by the Placer County Board of Supervisors. A
comprehensive existing conditions section was included in that EIR and was based on existing
roadways and traffic volumes in 2004. Because of the economic downturn that has taken place
in recent years, traffic volumes have not been rising annually as has traditionally been the case.
A comparison of traffic counts from 2004 and 2009 (where available) was conducted to
determine if the 2004 counts used in the EIR would be adequate for reporting existing conditions
in this document. For daily, a.m. peak, and p.m. peak counts, nearly all of the 2004 counts were
higher than their 2009 conterparts. Therefore, to be consistent with the adopted EIR, and
because 2004 counts do not appear to be understated, the 2004 existing conditions analysis
contained within the EIR serves as the basis foor this EIS.
Determination of traffic impacts of the proposed project is based upon projected roadway
volumes and comparisons to roadway capacities. Roadway operating conditions are described
using the concept of “Levels of Service.”
Level of Service (LOS) is a qualitative measure of the effect of a number of factors which
include speed and travel time, traffic interruptions, freedom to maneuver, safety, driving comfort
and convenience, and operation costs. Levels of Service are designated “A” through “F,” from
the best to worst, which cover the entire range of traffic operations that might occur. Level of
Service “E” describes conditions approaching or at maximum capacity.
Under the Placer County General Plan, the County has established a standard of LOS “C” for all
roadways and intersections except those for within one-half mile of state highways, where the
standard is LOS “D”. Two types of Level of Service analyses were conducted in the
unincorporated Placer County portion of the study area: peak hour intersection analysis and daily
segment-based Level of Service analysis. Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 summarize the Level of Service
criteria used for these analyses.
The daily segment-based analysis criteria used to evaluate these roadways are consistent with the
methodologies used in the Placer County General Plan EIR. Arterial roadways were evaluated
using the criteria for “moderate access control arterials”, while the criteria for “low access
control arterials” were used for collector roadways. Table 5 contains the daily segment-based
analysis for existing conditions.
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Table 1
Level of Service Definitions - Signalized Intersections (Circular 212)
LOS

V/C

Description
Free Flow/Insignificant Delays: No approach phase is fully utilized by traffic and no
A
0.00-0.60
vehicle waits longer than one red indication.
Stable Operation/Minimal Delays: An occasional approach phase is fully utilized.
B
0.61-0.70
Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted.
Stable Operation/Acceptable Delays: Major approach phases fully utilized. Most
C
0.71-0.80
drivers feel somewhat restricted.
Approaching Unstable/Tolerable Delays: Drivers may have to wait through more
D
0.81-0.90
than one red signal indication. Queues may develop but dissipate rapidly, without
excessive delays.
Unstable Operation/Significant Delays: Volumes at or near capacity. Vehicles may
E
0.91-1.00
wait through several signal cycles. Long queues form upstream from intersection.
Forced Flow/Excessive Delays: Represents jammed conditions. Intersection operates
F
>1.00
below capacity with low volumes. Queues may block upstream intersections.
Note: V/C = Volume/Capacity
Sources: Circular 212, Transportation Research Board, 1981.

Table 2
Level of Service Criteria - Signalized Intersections (Highway Capacity Manual)
Level of
Service
(LOS)
A

Control Delay Per
Vehicle (seconds)
< 10.0

Description
Very low control delay. Occurs when progression is extremely favorable and
most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Most vehicles do not stop at all.
Short cycle lengths may also contribute to low delay.
B
> 10.0 and < 20.0
Generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both. More
vehicles stop than with LOS “A,” causing higher levels of average delay.
C
> 20.0 and < 35.0
These higher delays may result from fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or
both. Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level. The number of
vehicles stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the
intersection without stopping.
D
> 35.0 and < 55.0
The influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may
result from some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, or
high V/C ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping
declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable.
E
> 55.0 and < 80.0
These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths,
and high V/C ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent occurrences.
F
> 80.0
This level, considered to be unacceptable to most drivers, often occurs with over
saturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of the intersection.
It may also occur at high V/C ratios below 1.0 with many individual cycle
failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also be major
contributing causes to such delay levels.
Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, Special Report No. 209, Washington, D.C., 2000.
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Table 3
Level of Service Definitions - Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service (LOS)
Average Delay per Vehicle (sec/vehicle)
A
0 to 5.0
B
5.1 to 10.0
C
10.1 to 20.0
D
20.1 to 30.0
E
30.1 to 45.0
F
> 45.0
Source: Highway Capacity Manual, Transportation Research Board, 1994.

Table 4
Level of Service Definitions - Daily Segment Based Analysis
Maximum Daily Traffic Volume Per Lane for Each
Level of Service Designation
Roadway Capacity Class
A
B
C
D
E
1) Arterial – High Access Control
6,000
7,000
8,000
9,000
10,000
2) Arterial – Moderate Access Control
5,400
6,300
7,200
8,100
9,000
3) Arterial and Collector – Low Access Control
4,500
5,250
6,000
6,870
7,500
4) Expressway1 – Level Terrain
4,050
6,620
9,450
12,150
13,500
5) Freeway – Level Terrain
6,300
10,620
13,680
16,740
18,000
1
Capacity assumes one-half minimum spacing between access points, grade separations at high volume
intersections and signalization at low volume intersections. Used for portions of Baseline Road west of Watt
Avenue under certain analysis scenarios.
Source: Placer County General Plan Update, Countywide General Plan, Draft Environmental Impact Report,
Placer County, 1994, except expressway.

Table 5
Existing Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County
Roadway
Segment
Baseline Road
East of County Line
Baseline Road
East of 16th Street
Baseline Road
East of Country Acres
Baseline Road
East of Watt Avenue
Baseline Road
East of Walerga Road
Walerga Road
South of Baseline Road
Watt Avenue
South of Baseline Road
PFE Road
East of Watt Avenue
PFE Road
East of Walerga Road
South of Baseline Road
South of Baseline Road
Locust Road
North of county line
South of Baseline Road
Palladay Road
Palladay Road
North of county line
Note: ADT = average daily traffic
Source: DKS Associates, 2006.
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2
2
2
2
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
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ADT
10,100
10,400
10,400
12,600
15,100
14,900
7,100
4,700
7,200
1,000
1,000
500
500

LOS
A
A
B
B
A
D
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
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Placer County uses the Transportation Research Board Circular 212 (critical movement)
method to evaluate Levels of Service at its signalized intersections. Analysis of Level of Service
at unsignalized intersections is based upon the methodology found in the Transportation
Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual. This method calculates Level of Service based on
the delay on each of the stop-sign controlled movements at the intersection. For this Revised
Draft EIR, the Level of Service for stop-sign controlled intersections is based on the average
delay for all movements in the intersection. Table 6 summarizes existing peak hour conditions
for key study intersections in unincorporated Placer County.
Table 6
Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service - Unincorporated Placer County
Intersection

LOS Criteria
Signalized
Intersections
(V/C Ratio)

East-West
Level of
Unsignalized
North-South Roadway
Roadway
Service
Intersections (Delay)1
Locust Road
Baseline/Riego Rd
E
46.8
Brewer Road
Baseline/Riego Rd
A
0.6
Watt Avenue
Baseline Road
E
0.94
Fiddyment Road
Baseline Road
D (F)2
0.87 (>1.00)2
Watt Avenue
PFE Road
C
16.3
Walerga Road
PFE Road
E
0.93
Cook Riolo Road
PFE Road
B
10.2
1
Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed
controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, but typically impact a limited number of vehicles.
2
Observed long queues indicate intersection operates at LOS “F”.
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

The study area also covers the western portion of Roseville. Under Cumulative conditions, an
analysis of all signalized intersections in the city of Roseville using the City’s Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) analysis methodology was conducted at the City’s request. The
study area also covers a portion of Sacramento County south of the Specific Plan area and a
portion of south Sutter County that is west of the Specific Plan area. Levels of Service in these
portions of the study area were calculated using the methodologies and policies of those
jurisdictions as outlined below.
The City of Roseville General Plan states that it should strive to maintain LOS “C” on its
roadway system. The City’s Level of Service policy allows the City Council to take an action to
accept degradation in the Level of Service of one or more of its signalized intersections from the
levels identified in the 2020 CIP as long as 70% or more of the total signalized intersections in
the city would operate at LOS “C” or better.
Roseville uses a modified version of the Circular 212 (critical movement) method that was
adopted as part of Roseville’s CIP to evaluate its intersections. This modified method assumes
intersection capacities that are approximately 7% higher than the Circular 212 method used by
Placer County. Table 7 summarizes existing peak hour intersection conditions for study
intersections in Roseville.
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Table 7
Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – City of Roseville
Intersection
North-South Roadway
East-West Roadway

1 Fiddyment Road
2 Fiddyment Road
3 Junction Boulevard
4 Woodcreek Oaks Blvd
5 Woodcreek Oaks Blvd
6 Woodcreek Oaks Blvd
7 Foothills Boulevard
8 Foothills Boulevard
9 Foothills Boulevard
10 Foothills Boulevard
11 Foothills Boulevard
12 Riverside Avenue
13 Washington Boulevard
14 Fiddyment Road2

Blue Oaks Blvd
Pleasant Grove Blvd
Baseline Road
Blue Oaks Blvd
Pleasant Grove Blvd
Baseline Road
Blue Oaks Blvd
Pleasant Grove Blvd
Junction Boulevard
Baseline Road
Cirby Way
Cirby Way
Pleasant Grove Blvd
Baseline Road

LOS

C
B
A
B
C
B
D
C
F
D
E
F
C
C

Existing Conditions
LOS Criteria
V/C
Delay

14.3
0.62
0.48
0.65
0.75
0.64
0.89
0.73
1.03
0.81
0.99
1.08
0.76
0.76

Notes:
1
Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay in some stop-sign
controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles.
2
This intersection is also analyzed under the Placer County methodology (see Table 6). The volume-to-capacity
ratio and level of service standards differ due to different lane capacity assumptions.
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Unlike Placer, Sacramento and Sutter counties, Roseville does not use a daily segment-based
analysis to evaluate impacts on its roadway system.
The portion of Sacramento County north of Elkhorn Boulevard was included in the traffic
analysis study area. Sacramento County uses a LOS “E” standard for urban areas and a LOS “D”
standard for rural areas. All of the roadways in the study area are located in an urban area. Like
Placer County, Sacramento County uses a daily segment-based analysis to evaluate its roadways.
Sacramento County’s criteria for the segment-based analysis are the same as those used by
Placer County. Table 8 contains the daily segment-based analysis for existing conditions on these
roadways.
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Table 8
Existing Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Roadway
Segment
Elverta Road
East of Hwy 70/99
Elverta Road
East of Rio Linda Boulevard
Elverta Road
East of 16th Street
Elverta Road
West of Watt Avenue
Watt Avenue
North of Elverta Road
Watt Avenue
North of Antelope Road
Watt Avenue
North of Elkhorn Boulevard
Watt Avenue
North of Air Base Drive
Watt Avenue
North of Roseville Road
Watt Avenue
North of I-80
Walerga Road
North of Elverta Road
Walerga Road
North of Antelope Road
Walerga Road
North of Elkhorn Boulevard
Sorento Road
North of Elverta Road
Elwyn Road
North of Elverta Road
Palladay Road
North of Elverta Road
16th Street
North of Elverta Road
16th Street
South of Elverta Road
Dry Creek Rd
North of Elkhorn Boulevard
Dry Creek Rd
South of Elkhorn Boulevard
Elkhorn Boulevard
East of Watt Avenue
Elkhorn Boulevard
East of Walerga Road
Note: ADT = average daily traffic
Source: DKS Associates, 2006.

No. of Lanes
2
2
2
2
4
4
4
6
5
5
4
4
4
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
4
4

ADT
5,000
8,000
10,400
19,000
19,400
28,900
37,900
46,700
49,200
62,600
24,700
40,300
31,100
1,200
1,000
500
400
400
8,600
9,000
25,700
50,300

LOS
A
A
A
F
A
D
F
D
F
F
B
F
D
A
A
A
A
A
A
A
C
F

Sacramento County uses a modified version of the Circular 212 (critical movement) method to
evaluate its signalized intersections. This modified method assumes intersection capacities that
are about 10% higher than the Circular 212 method that is used by Placer County. Table 9
summarizes existing peak hour intersection conditions for study intersections in Sacramento
County.
Traffic forecasts indicate that the roadways in Sutter County that would experience significant
changes in traffic volumes due to assumed development of the South Sutter County Specific Plan
area are Riego Road and Hwy 70/99. Thus, these roadways are included in the traffic analysis
study area. Sutter County has set a standard of LOS “D” for its roadway system in the Sutter
County General Plan 2015. Table 10 contains the daily segment-based analysis for existing
conditions on these roadways using the same criteria as Placer and Sacramento counties.
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Table 9
Existing Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service– Sacramento County
A.M. Peak Hour
P.M. Peak Hour
Intersection
LOS Criteria
LOS Criteria
North-South
East-West
Roadway
Roadway
LOS
V/C
Delay
LOS
V/C
Delay
1 Hwy 70/99
Elverta Road
A
8.4
A
8.3
2 16th Street
Elverta Road
A
1.6 1
A
2.3 1
3 Watt Avenue
Elverta Road
A
0.56
A
0.60
4 Walerga Rd
Elverta Road
D
0.86
C
0.76
5 Watt Avenue
Antelope Road
C
0.73
C
0.77
6 Walerga Rd
Antelope Road
C
0.73
D
0.89
7 Watt Avenue
Elkhorn Blvd
C
0.76
B
0.70
8 Walerga Rd
Elkhorn Blvd
B
0.68
D
0.89
9 Watt Avenue
Don Julio Blvd
A
0.51
C
0.74
10 Watt Avenue
Air Base Drive
B
0.63
E
1.00
11 Watt Avenue
Roseville Rd
D
0.88
E
0.97
12 Watt Avenue
I-80 WB
B
16.6
B
14.1
Notes:
1
Average delay for all movements at an unsignalized intersection, including uncontrolled movements.
Delay on some stop-signed controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, but typically impacts a
limited number of vehicles.
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Table 10
Existing Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sutter County
Roadway
Segment
Hwy 70/99
South of Riego Road
Hwy 70/99
North of Riego Road
Riego Road
East of Hwy 70/99
Pleasant Grove Road
North of county line
Note: ADT = average daily traffic
Source: DKS Associates, 2006.

No. of Lanes
4
4
2
2

ADT
32,000
29,000
9,900
1,000

LOS
A
B
A
A

Intersection Levels of Service in Sutter County were evaluated using the Circular 212 method.
Table 11 summarizes existing peak hour intersection conditions for study area intersections in
Sutter County.
Two types of Level of Service analyses were conducted on the Caltrans facilities in the study
area: peak hour intersection analysis and daily segment-based Level of Service analysis. Tables
2, 3 and 4 summarize the Level of Service criteria used for these analyses.
Table 12 shows the existing daily traffic volumes on Caltrans roadways in the vicinity of the
Specific Plan area. Hwy 70/99 north of Elverta Road was evaluated using the criteria for
“expressway”, while the criteria for “freeways” were used for the other freeways. Table 12
contains the daily segment-based analysis for existing conditions.
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Table 11
Existing P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service– Sutter County
Existing Conditions
LOS Criteria
Signalized
Unsignalized
Intersection
Intersection
(Delay)
(Delay)1
13.6
16.3 (50)2
20.9 (50)2
28.9 (50)2

Intersection

Level of
North-South Roadway
East-West Roadway
Service
Hwy 70/99
Riego Road
B
Natomas Road
Riego Road
C (F)2
Pleasant Grove North
Riego Road
C (F)2
Pleasant Grove South
Riego Road
D (F)2
Notes:
1
Average delay for all movements at intersection, including uncontrolled movements. Delay on some stop-signed
controlled left-turn movements may be substantial, but typically impacts a limited number of vehicles.
2
Observed delay is greater than the calculated delay.
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Table 12
Existing Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways
Lanes1
4
4
4
4
4
10
12
8
6
6

Roadway
Segment
Hwy 70/993
North of Riego Road
Hwy 70/993
South of Riego Road
Hwy 70/99
South of Elverta Road
Hwy 65
North of Pleasant Grove Blvd
Hwy 65
South of Pleasant Grove Blvd
I-80
West of Watt Avenue
I-80
East of Auburn Boulevard
West of Riverside Avenue
I-80
I-80
East of Riverside Avenue
Business 80
West of Watt Avenue
1: Excluding carpool lanes.
2: ADT = average daily traffic, excluding HOV traffic
3: Evaluated as expressway, not as a freeway
Source: DKS Associates, 2005.

Existing Conditions
ADT2
29,000
32,000
40,500
76,000
83,400
145,000
240,000
184,200
165,000
133,000

LOS
C
C
B
F
F
D
F
F
F
F

Caltrans uses the Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual method to
evaluate Levels of Service at its signalized intersections. This method calculates Level of Service
based on the average intersection delay.
EXISTING TRANSIT SERVICE
Local transit service in Placer County is currently provided by local governments and social
service agencies. Most of the services are oriented towards senior citizens, disabled persons and
other transit dependents, and are not geared towards commuters or congestion relief. Fixed-route
service providers in south Placer County include Placer County Transit, Lincoln Transit,
Roseville Fixed Route and Roseville Commuter Service. However, none of these transit routes
serves the Specific Plan area. The Sacramento Regional Transit District (RT) provides fixedPlacer Vineyards Specific Plan
Draft EIS Transportation Analysis

12

January, 2012

route transit service in Sacramento County. The closest RT bus routes to the Specific Plan area
are Routes 19, 84 and 101, which do not serve areas north of Watt Avenue and Black Saddle
Drive (just north of Elverta Road, about one mile south of the Specific Plan area).
The vicinity of the Specific Plan area is not served by “dial-a-ride” transit services. Consolidated
Transportation Services Agency, an independent provider of demand responsive transportation
services to the elderly and disabled, provides services in portions of Placer County, but they do
not serve the vicinity near the Specific Plan.
EXISTING BICYCLE FACILITIES
Bicycle facilities in Placer County are classified as follows:
•

Class I: Off-street bike trails or paths which are physically separated from streets or roads
used by motorized vehicles.

•

Class II: On-street bike lanes with signs, striped lane markings and pavement legends.

•

Class III: On-street bike routes marked by signs and shared with motor vehicles and
pedestrians. Optional four-inch edge lines painted on the pavement.

There is a very limited bikeway system in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area.
Placer County adopted a Bikeway Master Plan in 1988. That plan covered much of Placer
County, but not areas west of Watt Avenue.
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REGULATORY SETTING
A number of County standards, plans and programs apply to the evaluation of transportation
impacts of the proposed project. These standards cover the primary aspects of the transportation
system (operations and design).
PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN POLICIES
The Placer County General Plan policies addressing transportation and circulation are identified
below. A separate discussion is provided for Policy 3.8.7 at the end of this section.
3.A.2 Streets and roads shall be dedicated, widened, and constructed according to the roadway
design and access standards generally defined in Section I of this Policy Document and,
more specifically, in community plans and the County's Highway Deficiencies Report.
Exceptions to these standards may be necessary but should be kept to a minimum and
shall be permitted only upon determination by the Public Works Director that safe and
adequate public access and circulation are preserved by such exceptions.
3.A.3 The County shall require that roadway rights-of way be wide enough to accommodate the
travel lanes needed to carry long-range forecasted traffic volumes (beyond 2010), as well
as any planned bikeways and required drainage, utilities, landscaping, and suitable
separations. Minimum right-of-way criteria for each class of roadway in the county are
specified in Part I of this Policy Document.
3.A.6 The County shall require all new development to provide off-street parking, either on-site
or in consolidated lots or structures.
3.A.9 The County shall work with neighboring jurisdictions to provide acceptable and
compatible levels of service and joint funding on the roadways that may occur on the
circulation network in the Cities and the unincorporated area.
3.A.10 The County shall strive to meet the level of service standards through a balanced
transportation system that provides alternatives to the automobile.
3.A.12 The County shall require an analysis of the effects of traffic from all land development
projects. Each such project shall construct or fund improvements necessary to mitigate
the effects of traffic from the project. Such improvements may include a fair share of
improvements that provide benefits to others.
3.A.14 The County shall assess fees on new development sufficient to cover the fair share
portion of that development's impacts on the local and regional transportation system.
Exceptions may be made when new development generates significant public benefits
(e.g., low income housing, needed health facilities) and when alternative sources of
funding can be identified to offset foregone revenues.
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3.B.2 The County shall promote the provision of high quality transit service in transit corridors
designated in Figure I-7 in Part I of the Policy Document.
3.B.3 The County shall consider the need for future right-of-way in reviewing and approving
plans for development. Rights-of-way may be either exclusive or shared with other
vehicles.
3.D.5 The County shall continue to require developers to finance and install pedestrian
walkways, equestrian trails, and multi-purpose paths in new development, as appropriate.
3.D.7 The County shall, where appropriate, require new development to provide sheltered
public transit stops, with turnouts.
PLACER COUNTY GENERAL PLAN POLICY 3.A.7 AND DRY CREEK/ WEST PLACER COMMUNITY
PLAN LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS
Under Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.7, the County has established a standard of LOS
“C” or better for its roadway system, or as otherwise specified in a community plan or specific
plan. The Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan also sets a LOS “C” standard. Consequently,
LOS “A”, “B”, and “C” are considered acceptable, while “D”, “E” and “F” are unacceptable.
Within one-half mile of a state highway, LOS “D” is considered acceptable under the Placer
County General Plan. In addition, community plans and specific plans may set standards that
differ from LOS “C” for roadways and intersections within the plan boundaries. Exceptions are
also allowed based on the following considerations:
•

The number of hours per day that the intersection or roadway segment would operate at
conditions worse than the standard.

•

The ability of the required improvement to significantly reduce peak hour delay and improve
traffic operations.

•

The right-of-way needs and the physical impacts on the surrounding properties.

•

The visual aesthetics of the required improvement and its impact on community identity and
character.

•

Environmental impacts including air quality and noise impacts.

•

Construction and right-of-way acquisition costs.

•

The impacts on general safety.

•

The impacts of the required construction phasing and traffic maintenance.

•

The impacts on quality of life as perceived by residents.
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•

Consideration of other environmental, social or economic factors on which the County may
base findings to allow an exceedance of the standards.

The Specific Plan has established a standard of LOS “D” or better for its roadway system. This
covers all roadways and intersections both internal to the project and on the project boundaries,
including Baseline Road.
PLACER COUNTY IMPROVEMENT STANDARDS
Roadway improvements within Placer County must conform to a set of standard plans that detail
County standards for pavement width, lighting, drainage, sewer, and other roadside facilities.
Roadway facilities associated with the proposed Specific Plan must meet or exceed these
standards.
PLACER COUNTY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM (CIP)
The Placer County CIP identifies roadway improvements that are needed to meet the County’s
Level of Service standards. The County has established eleven benefit districts, each of which
has a separate CIP and associated traffic impact fee. The CIP identifies roadway improvements
and facilities within each district needed as a result of future development. The CIP also
provides details on funding sources for each project, including amounts to be collected through
the Traffic Impact Fee Program. Traffic impact fees are based on Dwelling Unit Equivalents and
are charged on all new development within a district, regardless of type or location. Traffic
impact fees are indexed to construction costs and are adjusted annually. The CIP and fees are
periodically updated as conditions change to account for approvals to major land use projects and
reflect completed roadway improvements or updates to local community plans.
PLACER COUNTY BIKEWAY MASTER PLAN
The Placer County General Plan calls for the development of a comprehensive bikeway system
that would provide connections between the major urban areas of the county, with linkages to
bikeway systems in other jurisdictions. The County adopted the Placer County Regional
Bikeway Plan in 2002 to provide guidelines for the development of a countywide network of
bicycle facilities and design standards (based on Caltrans standards) for new bicycle facilities.
PLACER COUNTY TRUCK ROUTES
Placer County has not developed a system of truck routes for the unincorporated area. However,
trucks are prohibited from using specific bridges and roadways.
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IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
This section identifies and discusses the transportation-related environmental impacts resulting
from the proposed Specific Plan, and suggests mitigation measures to reduce the level of
significance of impacts. The discussion begins by describing the thresholds for determining
when an impact is considered significant (standards of significance). This is followed by a
description of the analysis methodology, the presentation of specific impacts and proposed
mitigation measures.
STANDARDS OF SIGNIFICANCE
Based on Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, Placer County has determined that a project will
have a significant effect on the environment if it will cause a substantial increase in traffic in
relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system. For this analysis, Levels of
Service will be used as the basis for determining significant impacts.
Potential significant impacts associated with traffic have been evaluated using the following
specific criteria:
•

In unincorporated Placer County outside of the Dry Creek/ West Placer Plan Area, the
Specific Plan would increase congestion on County roadway segments and/or at County
intersections to the extent that one or more roadway or intersections would deteriorate from
LOS “C” or better to levels below LOS “C,” or would increase congestion by more than 5%
on a roadway or at an intersection already operating at an unacceptable Level of Service.

•

Within the Dry Creek/ West Placer Plan Area (including adjacent roadways and
intersections), the Specific Plan would cause a roadway or intersection to operate at LOS “E”
or “F”, or would increase congestion by more than 5% on a roadway or at an intersection
already operating at LOS “E” or “F”. There are noted exceptions to this policy, which are
identified in the appropriate tables in this document.

•

In Roseville, the Specific Plan would increase congestion to the extent that one or more
signalized intersections previously identified in Roseville’s CIP as functioning at LOS “C” or
better (volume-to-capacity [V/C] ratio of 0.81 or better) would deteriorate to LOS “D” or
worse (V/C ratio of 0.82 or worse); or, at a signalized intersection previously identified in
Roseville’s CIP as functioning at LOS “D” or “E” conditions, the increased congestion
causes operations to deteriorate to a worse standard level. This criterion requires an analysis
based on the City of Roseville’s buildout development forecasts.

•

In Roseville, the Specific Plan would increase congestion to the extent that the number of
signalized intersections operating at LOS “C” or better conditions would be reduced to less
than 70% of the total number of signalized intersections in the city. This criterion requires an
analysis based on the City of Roseville’s buildout development forecasts.
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•

In Sacramento County, the Specific Plan would increase congestion to the extent that one or
more intersections would deteriorate from LOS “E” or better to LOS “F”. For facilities that
are or will be (cumulative condition) operating at unacceptable Levels of Service without the
project, an impact is considered significant if increased congestion due to the Specific Plan
would:


Increase the average delay at one or more unsignalized intersections by more than five
seconds, or



Increase the V/C ratio by 0.05 or more on a roadway or at one or more signalized
intersections.

•

In Sutter County, the Specific Plan would increase congestion to the extent that intersection
operations would deteriorate to levels below Sutter County’s LOS “D” standard.

•

The Specific Plan would increase congestion to the extent that operations on a state highway
would deteriorate to levels below those identified in Caltrans’ Transportation Concept Report
(TCR). The TCRs for Hwy 65, Hwy 70/99 and I-80 indicate that these state highways have a
LOS “E” standard.

•

Planned transit services do not meet the additional transit demand generated by the Specific
Plan, which includes helping the County meet its Level of Service standard, transportation
systems management standards and air quality goals.

•

Planned bicycle facilities do not provide adequate capacity for the additional bicycle trips
generated by the Specific Plan, and the policies and guidelines of Placer County’s Bikeway
Master Plan.

METHODOLOGY
OVERVIEW
Transportation system needs and impacts are based on the Placer County Travel Demand Model,
which was originally developed by DKS Associates in 1993 and has since been updated and
revalidated to 2004 conditions. The model translates land uses into roadway volume projections.
Its inputs are estimates of development (i.e., the number of single-family and multi-family
dwelling units and the amount of square footage of various categories of non-residential uses)
and a detailed description of the roadway system. The model covers the portions of Placer
County west of Colfax, as well as the entire Sacramento region, including Sacramento, Yolo and
south Sutter counties. For areas outside Placer County, the model uses the trip generation
estimates from the regional model used by the Sacramento Area Council of Governments
(SACOG). The Placer County model also maintains a general consistency with the trip
distribution and mode choice estimates from SACOG’s regional model for the entire region.
For intersections within the Specific Plan area, this analysis assumes the intersection geometries
shown in the traffic appendix to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan and Blueprint Specific Plan.
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To evaluate Specific Plan impacts, two types of roadway Level of Service analyses were
conducted in the study area. A roadway segment analysis based on average daily traffic volumes
and capacities was conducted following the same methodology used in the Placer County
General Plan EIR. In addition, an intersection Level of Service analysis was performed for p.m.
peak hour traffic conditions. This analysis addressed the major intersections in the vicinity of the
Specific Plan area. Placer County assesses traffic impacts based on p.m. peak hour conditions as
the p.m. peak hour is typically the worst one-hour period during that day. As individual
development projects within the Specific Plan area are proposed, additional traffic analysis may
reveal the need for additional improvements to provide acceptable operations for a.m. peak
period operations as well.
SPECIFIC PLAN ALTERNATIVES TRIP GENERATION
Table 13 summarizes the trip generation of the Specific Plan and the Blueprint alternative. The
trip generation rates used in this analysis reflect those contained in the Placer County Travel
Demand Model. These trip rates were validated by applying them in the Travel Demand Model
using 2004 land use data from throughout Placer County and comparing the model’s resulting
traffic volumes to extensive 2004 traffic count data from throughout Placer County.
Table 13
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
Blueprint Alternative
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use

PVSP
Approved
Units
Trips

Blueprint Alternative
Units
Trips

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

Single Family

9

per DU

9,040

81,360

11,967

107,703

+ 26,343

Multi-Family

6.5

per DU

3,750

24,375

7,878

51,207

+ 26,832

Age-Restricted

3.3

per DU

931

3,072

1,375

4,538

+ 1,466

9

per DU

411

3,699

411

3,699

+0

SPA
Total DU
Commercial

14,132

21,631

35

per KSF

2206.1

77,214

2,211.0

77,385

+ 171

Office

17.7

per KSF

1,346.8

23,838

1,483.2

26,252

+ 2,414

Public

25

per KSF

307.1

7,678

276.6

6,915

-763

Church

9.3

per KSF

766.8

7,131

1,006.3

9,359

+ 2,228

per Student

8,005

8,005

11,963

11,963

+ 3,958

per Acre

210.0

462

257.7

567

+ 105

299,588

+ 62,754

K-12 School
Park

1
2.2

Total Daily Trip Ends

236,834

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation

+ 26.5 %

Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, Multi-Family includes CMU, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Table 13 shows that buildout of the entire proposed Specific Plan would generate about 237,000
daily vehicle trip ends on an average weekday. It should be noted that this number represents all
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vehicle trips generated by the project and includes trips that may begin in one portion of the
project and terminate somewhere else in the project. Because this project contains a mixture of
residential and non-residential uses, and because the project covers a very large area of land, it
can be assumed that a fairly large number of vehicle trips remain within the boundaries of the
project. The travel demand model has estimated this to be over 20% of the project generated
trips.
Table 13 also shows that buildout of the Blueprint alternative would increase trip generation to
approximately 300,000 daily vehicle trip ends on an average day. This represents an increase of
approximately 26.5% over the proposed project. As with the propsed Specific Plan, it is
assumed that a large number of trips (over 20%) would likely remain within the project
boundaries.
Table 14
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
Alternative “A”
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use

Property 1B
Approved
Acres
Units Trips

Alternative A
Acres Units Trips

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

Single Family

9

per DU

28

255

2,295

22

222

1,998

-297

Multi-Family

6.5

per DU

6

94

611

8

127

826

+215

0

-567

2
2,826

-2

Total DU
Church

349

349

9.3

per KSF

9

61.0

567

Park
2.2
Total Daily Trip Ends

per Acre

2

2.0

4
3,477

1

1.0

-651
-19%

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation

-0.3%

Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Alternative “A” represents a modification of Property 1B, located west of East Dyer Lane. The
modification consists of an increase in open space and resultant decrease in residential and
church acreage. Table 14 shows that implementation of Alternative “A” would represent a
decrease of approximately 650 daily trip ends. This represents approximately 19% of trips
generated by Property 1B and approximately 0.3% of trips generated by the entire Specific Plan.
Alternative “B” represents a modification of Property 3, located south of Baseline Road and west
of Watt Avenue. The modification consists of changing the land use designation of Property 3
from a combination of general commercial, single and multi-faily residential, and a park to
commercial “Power Center” and open space. “Power Center” commercial is assumed to have a
higher trip generastion rate than general commercial and for this  nalysis, it is assumed that the
residential dwelling units assumed under the Specific Plan for Property 3 would still be located
on the property. Because this would be a mixed use property, all 259 dwelling units are assumed
to be multi-family units. Table 15 shows that implementation of Alternative “B” would
represent an increase of approximately 14,000 daily trip ends. This represents over a doubling of
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trips generated by Property 1B and an increase in approximately 6.0% of trips generated by the
entire Specific Plan.
Table 15
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
Alternative “B”
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use

Property 3
Approved
Alternative B
Acres
Units Trips Acres Units
Trips

Single Family

9

per DU

27

146

1,314

Multi-Family

6.5

per DU

7

113

735

Total DU

259

259

Commercial

35

per KSF

25

Power Center

40

per KSF

Church

9.3

per KSF

4

Park
2.2
Total Daily Trip Ends

per Acre

4

272.3

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

0

-1,314

1,684

+949

0

-9,531

259
9,531
0

56

609.8

24,394

+24,394

52.3

486

2

22.7

211

-275

4.0

9
12,075

0
26,289

-9
+14,214
+118 %
6.0%

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation
Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Table 16
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
Alternative “C/D”
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use
Single Family

per DU

83

358

3,222

9.3

per KSF

6

47.9

445

Park
2.2
Total Daily Trip Ends

per Acre

4

4.0

9
3,676

Church

9

Property 16/17
Approved
Alternative C/D
Acres
Units Trips Acres Units Trips
43
2

358
2.0

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

3,222

0

0

-445

4
3,226

-5
-450
-12%

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation

-0.2%

Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Alternative “C” and “D” represent modifications of Property 17, located south of West Dyer
Lane. The modifications consist of an increase in open space and resultant decrease in
residential and church acreage. Because one modification is basically dependent upon the other,
both are analyzed together. Table 16 shows that implementation of Alternative “C” and “D”
would represent a decrease of approximately 450 daily trip ends. This represents approximately
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12% of trips generated by Property 17 and approximately 0.2% of trips generated by the entire
Specific Plan.
Table 17
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
Alternative “E”
Property 23
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use
Single Family
Church

9

per DU

9.3

per KSF

Park
2.2
Total Daily Trip Ends

per Acre

Approved
Acres

Alternative E

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

Units

Trips

Acres

Units

Trips

59

214

1,926

43

214

1,926

0

5

5.0

11
1,937

2

2.0

4
1,930

-7
-7
- 0.0%
0.0%

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation
Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Table 18
Land Use and Trip Generation Changes
No Action Alternative
Daily
Trip
Rate

Land Use

PVSP
Approved
Units
Trips

No Action
Units
Trips

Change
in Daily
Trip Ends

Single Family

9

per DU

9,040

81,360

4,964

44,676

-36,684

Multi-Family

6.5

per DU

3,750

24,375

2,147

13,956

-10,419

Age-Restricted

3.3

per DU

931

3,072

919

3,033

-39

9

per DU

411

3,699

411

3,699

0

SPA
Total DU
Commercial

14,132

8,441

35

per KSF

2206.1

77,214

1,572.9

55,052

-22,162

Office

17.7

per KSF

1,346.8

23,838

567.1

10,038

-13,800

Public

25

per KSF

307.1

7,678

204.5

5,113

-2,565

Church

9.3

per KSF

766.8

7,131

567.6

5,279

-1,852

per Student

8,005

8,005

5,400

5,400

-2,605

per Acre

210.0

462

123.8

272

-190

146,518

-90,316

K-12 School
Park

1
2.2

Total Daily Trip Ends

236,834

% Change in Total Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Trip Generation

-38.1%

Note: Single Family cosnsists of LDR and MDR, Multi-Family includes CMU, KSF equals 1,000 square feet

Alternative “E” represents a modification of Property 23, located west of Locust Road. The
modification consists of an increase in open space and resultant decrease in residential acreage,
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however the same number of dwelling units is assumed. The only difference is a reduction in
park acreage. Table 17 shows that implementation of Alternative “A” would represent a
decrease of 7 daily trip ends. Because this change is so minor, this alternative is assumed to be
the same as the proposed project for analysis purposes.
The No Action alternative represents a complete redesign of the Specific Plan based on input
from the USACE. The alternative modifies the land use plan, along with the circulation plan,
eliminating or changing a number of project roadways. Table 18 shows that the No Action
Alternative would decrease Specific Plan trip generation by approximately 90,000 daily trip
ends, a decrease of approximately 38%.
Table 19
Trip Generation Changes: All Alternatives
Alternative
Proposed Project
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
No Action Alternative

Total Specific Plan
Daily Trip Ends
236,834
299,588
236,183
251,048
236,389
236,827
146,518

Change

%
Change

+62,754
-651
+14,214
-445
-7
-90,316

+26.5%
-0.3%
+6.0%
-0.2%
-0.0%
-38.1%

Source: DKS Associates, 2012

Table 19 shows that all but two of the alternatives result in lower trip generation. The Blueprint
Alternative results in an increase of 26.5% while Alternative “B” results in an increase of 6%.
Alternatives “A,” “C/D,” and “E” all result in decreases of less than one percent, while the No
Action Alternative results in a decrease of 38.1%.
PLANNED TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS
Future transportation improvements have been identified by the Placer County General Plan and
CIP, the general plans and CIPs for the City of Roseville, Sacramento County and Sutter County,
and SACOG’s Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). New roadways needed to serve
proposed development areas assumed in the 2025 scenario were based on discussions with local
jurisdictions. For the purposes of this traffic analysis, the following key improvements to the
transportation system were assumed under existing and future conditions:
•

Existing Conditions Roadway Improvements. The Existing No Project conditions assumed
only the existing roadway network. The analysis of the Existing Plus Project conditions
assumed that all the internal roadways in the proposed Specific Plan area would be fully
implemented, including the widening of Baseline Road and Watt Avenue to six lanes, but no
off-site improvements were assumed other than the widening of Baseline Road to east of
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Fiddyment Road and Watt Avenue south of the Specific Plan area. The internal roadway
network of the Specific Plan is discussed later in this section.
•

Roadway Improvements under Cumulative No Project Conditions. The analysis of the No
Project Alternative under Cumulative conditions assumed roadway improvements that are
planned to be constructed by 2025, including all the new roadways and roadway
improvements in the Placer County General Plan EIR, Placer County CIP and SACOG MTP
that would be implemented by 2025.
The Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan calls for the eventual closure of PFE Road west
of Cook Riolo Road. However, based on discussions with Placer County, the analysis of
Cumulative conditions assumed that this roadway would remain open.
For Sacramento County, improvements contained in SACOG’s MTP were assumed. This
includes the widening of Elverta Road from two lanes to four lanes from Rio Linda
Boulevard to Watt Avenue. This also includes the widening of Watt Avenue and Walerga
Road from two lanes to four lanes from Elverta Road to the Placer County line.
Under Cumulative No Project conditions, about half of the potential 17,500 dwelling units
that could be constructed in the South Sutter County Specific Plan area under the County’s
recently passed Measure M were assumed. That level of development would require
improvements to local roadways, including Riego Road. Under Cumulative No Project
conditions, those improvements contained in SACOG’s MTP were assumed, including an
interchange at Riego Road and Hwy 70/99, and the widening of Riego Road from two lanes
to six lanes from Hwy 70/99 to the Placer County line. Federal and State regulations require
that the MTP be “financially constrained” and contain a set of transportation improvements
that have realistic funding sources. SACOG’s MTP assumed that improvements to Riego
Road and other roadways in south Sutter County would be funded primarily by development
in that area.
As discussed later in this section, the City of Roseville has requested that traffic impacts
under Cumulative conditions within the city of Roseville be evaluated using their 2020
Travel Demand Model, which was used for the development of the City’s CIP. Therefore, the
analysis of the Cumulative No Project scenario in the City of Roseville assumed the
improvements contained in Roseville’s CIP. The City of Roseville has adopted a Traffic
Mitigation Fee that, in conjunction with other identified funding sources, will fully fund
these improvements.
A planning level signal warrant analysis was conducted for the Cumulative (2025) No
Project scenario to define the locations where traffic signals should be assumed. This
analysis indicates that the following intersections should be signalized by 2025:



Watt Avenue and PFE Road
Baseline Road and new roadway in proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan area (across from
9th Street in Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area)
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Baseline Road and new roadway in proposed Sierra Vista Specific Plan area (across from
East Dyer Lane in Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area)
Locust Road and Baseline Road
Brewer Road and Baseline Road
Palladay Road and Baseline Road
Pleasant Grove Road (S) and Baseline/Riego Road
Pleasant Grove Road (N) and Riego Road
Hwy 70/99 interchange ramps and Riego Road
Hwy 70/99 interchange ramps and Elverta Road
16th Street and Elverta Road

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT ASSUMPTIONS
Future development assumptions were prepared through discussions with the staffs of Placer
County and the cities of Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln. Cumulative conditions were based on
estimates of 2025 development levels in Placer County and the remainder of the region. Table 20
shows the assumptions for the Cumulative No Project scenario.
Table 20
Development Assumptions in Key Areas – 2025 No Project Alternative
Dwelling
Units
2611
60,002
14,154
28,606
22,123
15,000
6,758
0
4,387
949
8,750
160,990

Floor Area
(1,000 square feet)
Retail
Office
Industrial
0
0
0
14,400
15,319
17,401
780
584
0
4,586
2,848
6,494
2,948
3,622
8,161
1,875
4,000
0
900
2,213
1,387
357
912
7,851
215
75
0
88
0
0
1,094
750
1,500
27,243
30,323
42,794

College
Area
Enrollment
0
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Area
Roseville
General Plan Area
MOU Remainder Area
Rocklin
General Plan Area
23,000
Lincoln
General Plan Area
5,000
SOI Expansion Area
Placer Ranch
25,000
Remainder Sunset Industrial Area
Regional University
6,000
Riolo Vineyards
South Sutter Specific Plan Area
Total
59,000
Notes:
1
The No Project land use assumptions used in this traffic analysis vary slightly from those shown in Chapter
Three of this Final EIR because the traffic analysis was conducted for a prior version of the Specific Plan. The
differences would not affect the outcome of the analysis.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES
CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT CONDITIONS
Cumulative conditions were based on the best estimates of 2025 market levels of development
throughout the region. The 2025 No Project Alternative assumes 2025 development levels, but
only includes the very limited amount of existing development on the project site. The 2025
development assumptions and how they were estimated are described under the Methodology
discussion earlier in this section. The regional roadway improvements assumed under 2025
conditions are described earlier in this section, and are depicted in Figure 2.
The traffic impacts of fully developing the proposed Specific Plan under Cumulative conditions
were determined by comparing its traffic operations to the Cumulative No Project Alternative
described previously under Methodology.
The Placer County Travel Demand Model was used to estimate and distribute project-related
trips. The estimated trip generation of these conditions is outlined in Tables 13 through 19. To
provide the best estimate of the project’s impact on traffic volumes, the model’s estimated traffic
volume under Existing No Project conditions was subtracted from the model’s traffic volume
estimate under the Cumulative Plus Project conditions for each roadway segment and each
intersection turning movement. These differences were then added to existing traffic count data
to provide a refined estimate of traffic volumes under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.
The analysis of Cumulative Plus Project conditions assumed that the only improvements to the
Cumulative No Project roadway network (described earlier in this section) would be the internal
roadways to the Specific Plan area, including the widening of Baseline Road and Watt Avenue to
six lanes. Figure 3 shows the roadway network and lanes in the vicinity of the Specific Plan area
that were assumed in the traffic analysis.
It should be noted that the traffic volume forecasts are not based on a simple layering/adding of
assumed project-generated traffic volumes onto existing traffic counts. Rather, the County’s
Travel Demand Model is used to predict how travel patterns would change if the Specific Plan
land uses are added to existing or buildout land uses. The model redistributes trips and can cause
traffic on some roadways to decrease and cause changes in critical traffic movements at
intersections, sometimes at intersections some distance from the Specific Plan area.
The five jurisdictions in the study area (Placer County, Sacramento County, Sutter County, the
City of Roseville, and Caltrans) have different Level of Service policies. Therefore, the traffic
impacts of development of the Specific Plan area are discussed separately for each jurisdiction.
Impact 1:

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase daily traffic volumes on roadways in unincorporated Placer County.

It should be noted that the new roadways in the Specific Plan area would provide new travel
routes for existing traffic and change some travel patterns. For example, the extension of Dyer
Lane from Watt Avenue to the northeast to connect to Baseline Road would divert some existing
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traffic from Watt Avenue north of Dyer Lane and from Baseline Road east of Watt Avenue. The
new roadways in the Specific Plan area would also divert some existing traffic from portions of
PFE Road and Walerga Road. These traffic diversions would offset some of the increase in
traffic from the proposed Specific Plan.
The proposed project would increase volumes on many Placer County roadways. While the EIR
analysis looked at all roadway segments in the study area, this EIS analysis focuses on the
roadways that were either impacted by or close to being impacted by the Proposed Project.
A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for Placer County roadways based on the daily
traffic volumes is presented in Table 21. This analysis indicates that full development of the
Specific Plan area under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase congestion at a
number of locations throughout the study area. The following segments are projected to degrade
from acceptable to unacceptable levels with the project and/or are new segments that would
operate at unacceptable levels.
Baseline Road east of Dyer Lane
The Dry Creek/ West Placer Community Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS F as the
policy for Baseline Road between Watt Avenue and Fiddyment Road, however it also
identifies a significant impact where a project increases the volume to capacity ratio by 0.05 or
more if the roadway already operates at LOS E or F. Without the Proposed Project, the
roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS B. The addition of the Proposed Project, as
well as Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would result in LOS E at this location. The addition of
the Blueprint Alternative would result in LOS F at this location. All of these represent a
volume-to-capacity ratio increase of much more than 0.05. These volume increases represent a
significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception of the No
Action Alternative.
Locust Road north of the Placer/ Sacramento County Line
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS B. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would result in LOS
E at this location. The addition of the Blueprint Alternative would result in LOS F at this
location. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact
for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception of the No Action Alternative.
Palladay Road north of the Placer/ Sacramento County Line
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS A. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as the Blueprint Alternative and Alternatives A, B,
C/D, and E would result in LOS E at this location. These volume increases and resultant LOS
changes represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the
exception of the No Action Alternative.
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Dyer Lane (East) west of Watt Avenue
This roadway segment would be constructed as part of a new roadway with the development of
the Proposed Project and project alternatives. The Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A,
C/D, and E would result in LOS D conditions, which is within the County’s LOS policy. The
Blueprint Alternative and Alternative B would result in LOS E. These volume increases and
resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for these two alternatives.
Dyer Lane (East) south of Baseline Road
This roadway segment would be constructed as part of a new roadway with the development of
the Proposed Project and project alternatives, with the exception of the No Action Alternative.
The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A, C/D, and E would result in
LOS E at this location. The Blueprint Alternative and Alternative B would result in LOS F.
These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception of the No Action Alternative.

Table 21
Roadway Segment Levels of Service Impacts – Unincorporated Placer County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
Baseline Rd: east of Dyer Lane
LOS “F” Policy
6 Lane Roadway

ADT
36,600

ADT
50,200
51,800
49,600
51,100
50,400
50,200
40,700

V/C
0.93
0.96
0.92
0.95
0.93
0.93
0.75

LOS
E
F
E
E
E
E
C

Locust Road: north of county line
LOS “D” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

12,500

17,100
18,200
17,200
17,100
17,100
17,100
16,000

0.95
1.01
0.96
0.95
0.95
0.95
0.89

E
F
E
E
E
E
D

Palladay Road: north of county line
LOS “D” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

10,200

16,600
17,800
16,600
16,800
16,600
16,600
13,200

0.92
0.99
0.92
0.93
0.92
0.92
0.73

E
E
E
E
E
E
C

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
Draft EIS Transportation Analysis

V/C
LOS
0.68
B
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project

0.69
B
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
0.57
A
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
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Table 21
Roadway Segment Levels of Service Impacts – Unincorporated Placer County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
Dyer Lane (East): west of Watt Ave
LOS “D” Policy
4 Lane Roadway

ADT
32,300
35,600
32,000
32,800
32,300
32,300
5,300

V/C
0.90
0.99
0.89
0.91
0.90
0.90
0.15

LOS
D
E
D
E
D
D
A

n/a
n/a
35,400
Blueprint Alternative
36,400
Alternative “A”
34,600
Alternative “B”
40,600
Alternative “C/D”
35,500
Alternative “E”
35,400
“No Action” Alternative
n/a
Note: ADT = average daily traffic. Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
New impact identified with alternative(s)
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012.

0.98
1.01
0.96
1.13
0.99
0.98
n/a

E
F
E
F
E
E
n/a

Dyer Lane (East): south of Baseline Rd
LOS “D” Policy
4 Lane Roadway

Impact 2:

ADT
n/a

V/C
LOS
n/a
n/a
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project

n/a

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in unincorporated
Placer County.

The proposed project would increase volumes on many Placer County roadways. While the EIR
analysis looked at all intersections in the study area, this EIS analysis focuses on the intersections
that were either impacted by or close to being impacted by the Proposed Project.
AM Peak Hour
Table 22 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the a.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. This analysis indicates that development
of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project and alternatives conditions would increase
congestion at a number of locations throughout the study area. The following intersections are
projected to degrade with the project and/or are new intersections that would operate at
unacceptable levels.

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
Draft EIS Transportation Analysis

31

January, 2012

Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road
The Dry Creek/ West Placer Community Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS F as the
policy for the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road, however it also identifies a
significant impact where a project increases the volume to capacity ratio by 0.05 or more if the
intersection already operates at LOS E or F. Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is
projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio of 1.27. The addition of the Proposed Project, as
well as Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would all result in a v/c increase of less than 0.05 at this
location. The addition of the Blueprint Alternative would result in a v/c increase of greater
than 0.05 at this location. The volume increase under the Blueprint Alternative represents a
significant impact, while the other alternatives have less than significant impacts.
East Dyer Lane and Baseline Road
Without the Proposed Project, this intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would result in
LOS F at this location. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a
significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception of the No
Action Alternative.
Walerga Road and Town Center Drive
This intersection would be constructed with the development of the Proposed Project and
project alternatives. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A, B, C/D,
E, and No Action would result in LOS F at this location. The Blueprint Alternative would
result in LOS E. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Dyer Lane
This intersection would be constructed with the development of the Proposed Project and
project alternatives. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A,
B, C/D, E, and No Action would result in LOS F at this location. These volume increases and
resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all
alternatives, with the exception of the No Action Alternative.
PM Peak Hour
Table 23 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. This analysis indicates that development of
the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project and alternatives conditions would increase
congestion at a number of locations throughout the study area. The following intersections are
projected to degrade with the project and/or are new intersections that would operate at
unacceptable levels.
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Table 22
A.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road
LOS “F” Policy

LOS
F

V/C
1.28

F
F
F
F
F
F

1.39
1.27
1.29
1.29
1.28
1.26

F

1.09

Blueprint Alternative

F

1.05

Alternative "A"

F

1.09

Alternative "B"

F

1.10

Alternative "C/D"

F

1.10

Alternative "E"

F

1.09

"No Action" Alternative

D

0.89

n/a
n/a
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"

F
E
F

1.03
0.99
1.02

Alternative "B"

F

1.02

Alternative "C/D"

F

1.03

Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

F
F

1.03
1.04

F

1.08

Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"

F
F
F

1.25
1.08
1.07

Alternative "C/D"

F

1.07

Alternative "E"
F
"No Action" Alternative
C
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
New impact identified with alternative(s)
Source: DKS Associates, 2007

1.08
0.72

East Dyer Lane & Baseline Road
LOS “D” Policy

Walerga Rd & Town Center
LOS “D” Policy

Watt Avenue & Dyer Lane
LOS “D” Policy
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LOS
V/C
F
1.27
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project

D

0.81

n/a

n/a
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Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road
The Dry Creek/ West Placer Community Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS F as the
policy for the intersection of Baseline Road and Fiddyment Road, however it also identifies a
significant impact where a project increases the volume to capacity ratio by 0.05 or more if the
intersection already operates at LOS E or F. Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is
projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio of 1.12. The addition of the Proposed Project, as
well as Blueprint, Alternatives A and E, and No Action would all result in a v/c increase of less
than 0.05 at this location. The addition of Alternatives B and C/D would result in a v/c
increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. The volume increase under Alternatives B and
C/D represents a significant impact, while the other alternatives have less than significant
impacts.
Walerga Road & PFE Road
The Dry Creek/ West Placer Community Plan Circulation Element identifies LOS F as the
policy for the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road, however it also identifies a
significant impact where a project increases the volume to capacity ratio by 0.05 or more if the
intersection already operates at LOS E or F. Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is
projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio of 1.42. The addition of the Proposed
Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c increase of greater than 0.05 at this location.
The volume increase under all of the alternatives represents a significant impact.
East Dyer Lane and Baseline Road
Without the Proposed Project, this intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as all of the alternatives would result in LOS F at this location.
These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Walerga Road and Town Center Drive
This intersection would be constructed with the development of the Proposed Project and
project alternatives. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all of the alternatives
would result in LOS F at this location. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes
represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Dyer Lane
This intersection would be constructed with the development of the Proposed Project and
project alternatives. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A,
B, C/D, and E would result in LOS F at this location. These volume increases and resultant
LOS changes represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with
the exception of the No Action Alternative.
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Table 23
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Unincorporated Placer County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Fiddyment Rd & Baseline Rd
LOS “F” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
LOS
F
1.12
F
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Walerga Road & PFE Road
F
1.42
F
LOS “F” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
East Dyer Lane & Baseline Road
D
0.84
F
LOS “D” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Walerga Road & Town Center
n/a
n/a
F
LOS “D” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Watt Avenue & Dyer Lane
n/a
n/a
F
LOS “D” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
C
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
New impact identified with alternative(s)
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012
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V/C
1.16
1.14
1.16
1.18
1.18
1.16
1.10
1.62
1.71
1.62
1.64
1.63
1.62
1.56
1.05
1.10
1.03
1.07
1.06
1.05
1.06
1.07
1.08
1.07
1.07
1.07
1.07
1.15
1.06
1.10
1.07
1.09
1.07
1.06
0.71
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Impact 3:

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase daily traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sacramento County.

The proposed project would increase volumes on many Sacramento County roadways. While
the EIR analysis looked at all segments in the study area, this EIS analysis focuses on the
segments that were either impacted by or close to being impacted by the Proposed Project.
A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for Sacramento County roadways based on these
daily traffic volumes is presented in Table 24. This analysis indicates that full development of
the Specific Plan and its alternatives under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase
congestion on the following Sacramento County roadway segments that would already operate at
LOS “F” and/or cause the segment to operate at LOS “F”:
Watt Avenue: County Line to Antelope Road
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in a v/c ratio increase
of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue: Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would
result in a v/c ratio increase of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes
represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception
of the No Action Alternative.
Walerga Road: County Line to Antelope Road
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E would
result in a v/c ratio increase of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes
represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception
of the No Action Alternative.
Sorento Road: County Line to Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives B, C/D, and E would result
in a v/c ratio increase of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes
represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the exception
of Alternative A and the No Action Alternative.
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Elwyn Road: County Line to Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in a v/c ratio increase
of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.

Table 24
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
Watt Ave: Co Line to Antelope
LOS “E” Policy
4 Lane Roadway

ADT
56,500

ADT
63,100
64,400
62,900
63,300
63,100
63,100
61,600

V/C
1.75
1.79
1.75
1.76
1.75
1.75
1.71

LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Watt Ave: Antelope to Elkhorn
LOS “E” Policy
6 Lane Roadway

65,700

68,800
69,900
68,900
68,700
68,900
68,800
67,800

1.27
1.29
1.28
1.27
1.28
1.27
1.26

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Walerga Rd: Co Line to Antelope
LOS “E” Policy
4 Lane Roadway

45,000

46,900
47,300
46,900
47,000
46,800
46,900
46,200

1.30
1.31
1.30
1.31
1.30
1.30
1.28

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Sorento Road: Co Line to Elverta
LOS “E” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

18,500

19,500
20,300
19,300
19,400
19,400
19,500
18,600

1.08
1.13
1.07
1.08
1.08
1.08
1.03

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
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V/C
LOS
1.57
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project

1.22
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
1.25
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
1.03
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
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Table 24
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
Elwyn Road: Co Line to Elverta
LOS “E” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

ADT
16,800

V/C
LOS
0.93
E
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

16th Street: Co Line to Elverta
LOS “E” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

9,000

Dry Creek Road: North of Elkhorn Blvd
LOS “E” Policy
2 Lane Roadway

21,000

0.50

A

Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
1.17
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project
ADT
19,900
20,700
20,000
19,800
19,800
19,900
19,200

V/C
1.11
1.15
1.11
1.10
1.10
1.11
1.07

LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

22,300

1.24

F

23,100
22,200
22,500
22,300
22,300
21,200

1.28
1.23
1.25
1.24
1.24
1.18

F
F
F
F
F
F

25,700
27,100
25,600
25,700
25,700
25,700
23,900

1.43
1.51
1.42
1.43
1.43
1.43
1.33

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Note: ADT = average daily traffic
Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012.

16th Street: County Line to Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in a v/c ratio increase
of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Dry Crek Road: North of Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, this roadway segment is projected to operate at LOS F. The
addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in a v/c ratio increase
of over 0.05. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
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Impact 4

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sacramento
County.

The proposed project would increase volumes on many Sacramento County roadways. While
the EIR analysis looked at all intersections in the study area, this EIS analysis focuses on the
intersections that were either impacted by or close to being impacted by the Proposed Project.
AM Peak Hour
Table 25 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the a.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. This analysis indicates that development of
the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project and alternatives conditions would increase
congestion at a number of locations throughout the study area. The following intersections are
projected to degrade with the project and/or are new intersections that would operate at
unacceptable levels.
Sorento Road & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.13. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A, B, C/D,
and E would all result in a v/c increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. These volume
increases represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the
exception of the No Action Alternative.
16th Street & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS B. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would all result in LOS F at this location.
These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Walerga Road & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.33. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of 0.05 or greater at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.02. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as Blueprint, Alternatives A, B, C/D,
and E would all result in a v/c increase of 0.05 or greater at this location. These volume
increases represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the
exception of the No Action Alternative.
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Table 25
A.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Sorento Rd & Elverta Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
LOS
F
1.13
F
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
16th St & Elverta Rd
B
0.64
F
LOS “E” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Walerga Rd & Elverta Rd
F
1.33
F
LOS “E” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Watt Ave & Elkhorn Bl
F
1.02
F
LOS “E” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

V/C
1.26
1.21
1.26
1.25
1.27
1.26
1.13
1.04
1.07
1.04
1.06
1.05
1.04
1.05
1.38
1.39
1.42
1.44
1.43
1.38
1.41
1.07
1.10
1.08
1.08
1.07
1.07
1.05

PM Peak Hour
Table 26 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the p.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions. This analysis indicates that development of
the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project and alternatives conditions would increase
congestion at a number of locations throughout the study area. The following intersections are
projected to degrade with the project and/or are new intersections that would operate at
unacceptable levels.
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Elwyn Avenue & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.01. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Palladay Road & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.16. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
16th Street & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in LOS F at this location. These
volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Elverta Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.11. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Dry Creek Road & Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.25. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of greater than 0.05 at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.22. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of 0.05 or greater at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Walerga Road & Elkhorn Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS E. The addition
of the Proposed Project, Alternative A, and Alternative E would result in LOS F at this
location. These volume increases and resultant LOS changes represent a significant impact
for the Proposed Project and two of the alternatives.
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Watt Avenue & Airbase Drive
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.31. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives would all result in a v/c
increase of 0.05 or greater at this location. These volume increases represent a significant
impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Watt Avenue & Roseville Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS F, with a v/c ratio
of 1.34. The addition of the Proposed Projectand all alternatives (except the Blueprint
Alternative) would all result in a v/c increase of 0.05 or greater at this location. These volume
increases represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with the
exception of the Blueprint Alternative.

Table 26
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Elwyn Ave & Elverta Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Palladay Rd & Elverta Rd
LOS “E” Policy

16th St & Elverta Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Watt Ave & Elverta Rd
LOS “E” Policy
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LOS
V/C
F
1.01
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
F
1.16
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
D
0.84
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
F
1.11
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
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Cumulative Plus Project
LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

V/C
1.16
1.16
1.17
1.16
1.16
1.16
1.14
1.34
1.43
1.36
1.36
1.36
1.34
1.28
1.06
1.10
1.07
1.10
1.08
1.06
1.11
1.28
1.31
1.28
1.27
1.28
1.28
1.23
January, 2012

Table 26
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Watt Ave & Antelope Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Walerga Rd & Antelope Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Dry Creek Rd & Elkhorn Blvd
LOS “E” Policy

Watt Ave & Elkhorn Blvd
LOS “E” Policy

Walerga Rd & Elkhorn Blvd
LOS “E” Policy

Watt Ave & Airbase Dr
LOS “E” Policy
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LOS
V/C
E
0.95
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
E
0.95
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
F
1.25
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
F
1.22
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
E
0.94
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
F
1.31
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative
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Cumulative Plus Project
LOS
F
F
F
F
E
F
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
F
E
F
E
E
F
E
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

V/C
1.00
1.01
1.02
1.02
0.99
1.00
0.99
0.98
1.00
0.97
1.00
0.96
0.98
0.98
1.37
1.39
1.38
1.37
1.38
1.37
1.33
1.28
1.33
1.29
1.29
1.29
1.28
1.27
1.02
0.97
1.00
0.99
0.99
1.02
0.95
1.36
1.38
1.43
1.42
1.41
1.36
1.37
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Table 26
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sacramento County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Watt Ave & Roseville Rd
LOS “E” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
LOS
F
1.34
F
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

Impact 5:

V/C
1.55
1.34
1.57
1.59
1.55
1.55
1.54

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways in Sutter County.

Under Cumulative No Project conditions, about half of the potential 17,500 dwelling units that
could be constructed in the South Sutter County Specific Plan area under the County’s recently
passed Measure M were assumed. That level of development would require improvements to
local roadways, including Riego Road. Under Cumulative No Project conditions, those
improvements contained in SACOG’s MTP were assumed, including an interchange at Riego
Road and Hwy 70/99, and the widening of Riego Road from two lanes to six lanes from Hwy
70/99 to the Placer County line. Federal and State regulations require that the MTP be
financially constrained and contain a set of transportation improvements that have realistic
funding sources. The MTP assumed that improvements to Riego Road and other roadways in
south Sutter County would be funded primarily by development in that area.
A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for Sutter County roadways based on daily traffic
volumes is presented in Table 27. This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific
Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would increase congestion at the roadway
segment in Sutter County shown in the table, which already operates at an unacceptable level.
Because the roadway segment would operate at an acceptable LOS “F”, this impact is considered
significant and unavoidable for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
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Table 27
Roadway Segment Levels of Service – Sutter County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
Pleasant Grove Road: North of county line
LOS “D” Policy

ADT
18,200

V/C
LOS
1.01
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative “A”
Alternative “B”
Alternative “C/D”
Alternative “E”
“No Action” Alternative

Cumulative Plus Project
ADT
19,100
20,000
18,900
19,000
19,000
19,100
18,300

V/C
1.06
1.11
1.05
1.06
1.06
1.06
1.02

LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

Impact 6:

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Sutter County.

AM Peak Hour
Table 28 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at Sutter County intersections for the
a.m. peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.
There will be several new signals along Riego Road between Hwy 70/99 and Pleasant Grove
Road (North) as part of the South Sutter Specific Plan. However, there are no details on how
many signalized intersections there will be or the proposed lane geometry. Therefore a detailed
intersection analysis was not conducted for intersections in that segment of Riego Road.
This analysis indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions would increase congestion at the following study area intersections that already
operate at unacceptable levels.
Pleasant Grove Road (North) & Riego Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E, as well as the No Action
Alternative would all result in LOS E at this location. These volume increases and resultant
LOS change represent a significant impact for the Proposed Project and all alternatives, with
the exception of the Blueprint Alternative.
Pleasant Grove Road (South) & Riego Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Proposed Project and all alternatives would all result in LOS E or F at this location.
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These volume increases and resultant LOS change represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Table 28
A.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sutter County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Pleasant Grove Rd (North) & Riego Rd
LOS “D” Policy

Pleasant Grove Rd (South) & Riego Rd
LOS “D” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
D
0.89
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

LOS
E
D
E
E
E
E
E

V/C
0.95
0.90
0.96
0.96
0.96
0.95
0.92

D
0.89
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

F
F
F
F
F
F
E

1.02
1.10
1.03
1.03
1.03
1.02
0.98

Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

PM Peak Hour
Table 29 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at these intersections for the a.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.
This analysis indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions would increase congestion at the following study area intersections that already
operate at unacceptable levels.
Pleasant Grove Road (North) & Riego Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS E. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would all result in LOS F at this location.
These volume increases and resultant LOS change represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
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Table 29
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – Sutter County
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Pleasant Grove Rd (N) & Riego Rd
LOS “D” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
LOS
E
0.98
F
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
F
Alternative “B”
F
Alternative “C/D”
F
Alternative “E”
F
“No Action” Alternative
F
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

Impact 7:

V/C
1.11
1.12
1.11
1.11
1.11
1.11
1.10

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area intersections in Roseville.

PM Peak Hour
Table 30 presents the intersection Level of Service analysis at Roseville intersections for the p.m.
peak hour under Cumulative Plus Project conditions.
This analysis indicates that development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project
conditions would increase congestion at the following study area intersections that already
operate at unacceptable levels.
Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as Alternatives A, B, C/D, and E, as well as the No Action
Alternative would all result in LOS E at this location. The Blueprint Alternative would result
in LOS F. These volume increases and resultant LOS change represent a significant impact
for the Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Foothills Boulevard & Junction Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in LOS D at this location.
These volume increases and resultant LOS change represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
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Table 30
P.M. Peak Hour Intersection Levels of Service – City of Roseville
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Intersection/
LOS Policy
Baseline Rd & Junction Blvd
LOS “C” Policy

Cumulative Plus Project

LOS
V/C
LOS
A
0.57
C
Blueprint Alternative
C
Alternative “A”
C
Alternative “B”
C
Alternative “C/D”
C
Alternative “E”
C
“No Action” Alternative
B
Fiddyment Rd & Basline Rd
C
0.78
E
LOS “C” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
F
Alternative “A”
E
Alternative “B”
E
Alternative “C/D”
E
Alternative “E”
E
“No Action” Alternative
E
Foothills Blvd & Junction Blvd
C
0.81
D
LOS “C” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
D
Alternative “A”
D
Alternative “B”
D
Alternative “C/D”
D
Alternative “E”
D
“No Action” Alternative
D
Foothills Blvd & Baseline/ Main
D
0.85
D
LOS “C” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
E
Alternative “A”
D
Alternative “B”
D
Alternative “C/D”
D
Alternative “E”
D
“No Action” Alternative
D
Washington Blvd & Junction Blvd
C
0.76
D
LOS “C” Policy
Blueprint Alternative
D
Alternative “A”
D
Alternative “B”
D
Alternative “C/D”
D
Alternative “E”
D
“No Action” Alternative
D
Notes: Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
New impact identified with alternative(s)
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012
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V/C
0.75
0.74
0.73
0.73
0.74
0.75
0.67
0.99
1.04
0.99
0.97
0.96
0.99
0.98
0.87
0.90
0.88
0.86
0.86
0.87
0.85
0.89
0.91
0.90
0.89
0.90
0.89
0.87
0.85
0.88
0.83
0.85
0.86
0.85
0.82
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Foothills Boulevard & Baseline Road, Main Street
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS D. The addition
of the Blueprint Alternative would result in LOS D at this location. This volume increase and
resultant LOS change represent a significant impact for the Blueprint Alternative only.
Washington Boulevard & Junction Boulevard
Without the Proposed Project, the intersection is projected to operate at LOS C. The addition
of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would result in LOS D at this location.
These volume increases and resultant LOS change represent a significant impact for the
Proposed Project and all alternatives.
Impact 8:

Buildout of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus Project conditions would
increase peak hour traffic volumes on study area roadways that are part of the state
highway system.

A roadway segment Level of Service analysis for State Highway facilities is presented in Table
31. This analysis indicates that full development of the Specific Plan under Cumulative Plus
Project conditions would increase congestion on the following state highway segments that
would operate at LOS “F” without the project:

Hwy 70/99 South of Riego Road
This four lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
Hwy 70/99 South of Elverta Road
This four lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
Hwy 65 North of Pleasant Grove Boulevard
This four lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
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Hwy 65 South of Pleasant Grove Boulevard
This four lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
I-80 West of Watt Avenue
This ten lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.

Table 31
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Roadway
Segment
Hwy 70/99 North of Riego Rd
LOS E Policy
4 Lanes

ADT
LOS
68,600
E
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

ADT
69,000
69,600
69,000
69,100
69,000
69,000
68,600

% Increase
+ 0.6%
+ 1.5%
+ 0.6%
+ 0.7%
+ 0.6%
+ 0.6%
+ 0.0%

LOS
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

Hwy 70/99 South of Riego Rd
LOS E Policy
4 Lanes

100,200
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

101,600
103,100
101,800
101,900
101,800
101,600
100,800

+ 1.4%
+ 2.9%
+ 1.6%
+ 1.7%
+ 1.6%
+ 1.4%
+ 0.6%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Hwy 70/99 South of Elverta Rd
LOS E Policy
4 Lanes

96,000
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

98,700
99,300
98,900
98,800
98,700
98,700
98,100

+ 2.8%
+ 3.4%
+ 3.0%
+ 2.9%
+ 2.8%
+ 2.8%
+ 2.2%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
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Table 31
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project

Cumulative Plus Project

Roadway
Segment
Hwy 65 North of Pleasant Grove
LOS E Policy
4 Lanes

ADT
LOS
127,300
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

ADT
127,700
128,300
127,700
127,600
127,900
127,700
127,500

% Increase
+ 0.3%
+ 0.8%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.2%
+ 0.5%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.2%

LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

Hwy 65 South of Pleasant Grove
LOS E Policy
4 Lanes

127,200
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

128,100
128,600
128,100
128,000
128,100
128,100
127,700

+ 0.7%
+ 1.1%
+ 0.7%
+ 0.6%
+ 0.7%
+ 0.7%
+ 0.4%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

I-80 West of Watt Ave
LOS E Policy
10 Lanes

194,400
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

195,100
194,600
195,300
195,700
195,000
195,100
195,200

+ 0.4%
+ 0.1%
+ 0.5%
+ 0.7%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.4%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

I-80 East of Auburn Blvd
LOS E Policy
12 Lanes

307,700
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

308,200
308,300
308,100
308,900
308,000
308,200
308,200

+ 0.2%
+ 0.2%
+ 0.1%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.1%
+ 0.2%
+ 0.2%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

I-80 West of Riverside Ave
LOS E Policy
8 Lanes

241,200
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

243,400
244,600
243,300
243,400
243,300
243,400
242,200

+ 0.9%
+ 1.4%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.9%
+ 0.4%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F
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Table 31
Freeway Segment Levels of Service – State Highways
Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative No Project
Roadway
Segment
I-80 East of Riverside Ave
LOS E Policy
8 Lanes

ADT
LOS
246,600
F
Blueprint Alternative
Alternative "A"
Alternative "B"
Alternative "C/D"
Alternative "E"
"No Action" Alternative

Business 80 West of Watt Ave
LOS E Policy
6 Lanes

Cumulative Plus Project
ADT
247,600
248,500
247,400
247,700
247,600
247,600
246,900

155,000
F
154,700
Blueprint Alternative
155,500
Alternative "A"
155,200
Alternative "B"
155,600
Alternative "C/D"
154,900
Alternative "E"
154,700
"No Action" Alternative
154,500
Notes: ADT and Lanes exclude HOV (carpool) lanes
Significant impacts are highlighted in bold.
Alternative(s) significantly worse than the Proposed Project are in italics.
New impact identified with alternative(s)
Source: DKS Associates, 2006, 2012

% Increase
+ 0.4%
+ 0.8%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.4%
+ 0.1%

LOS
F
F
F
F
F
F
F

-0.2%
+ 0.3%
+ 0.1%
+ 0.4%
-0.1%
-0.2%
-0.3%

F
F
F
F
F
F
F

I-80 East of Auburn Boulevard
This twelve lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions
without the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives
would cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any
increase in volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for
the Proposed Project and all of the alternatives.
I-80 West of Riverside Avenue
This eight lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
I-80 East of Riverside Avenue
This eight lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without
the Proposed Project. The addition of the Proposed Project, as well as all alternatives would
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cause small increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in
volume to a location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the Proposed
Project and all of the alternatives.
Business 80 (SR 51) West of Watt Avenue
This six lane highway is projected to operate at LOS F under cumulative conditions without the
Proposed Project. The addition of the Blueprint and Alternatives A and B would cause small
increases in daily traffic at this location. Since Caltrans considers any increase in volume to a
location operating at LOS F, this represents a significant impact for the three of the
alternatives. The Proposed Project does not impact this location.
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PVSP EIR MITIGATION MEASURES
The Placer Vineyards EIR (certified in 2007) identified a number of mitigation measures for
transportation related impacts. A comprehensive list of these mitigation measures is included
below. It should be noted that this complete list of mitigation measures includes mitigation
measures for both Existing plus Project and Cumulative plus Project conditions. This EIS
analysis only includes Proposed Project and Project Alternatives impact analysis under
Cumulative conditions. Therefore not all of the specific mitigation measures mentioned below
correspond to Cumulative impacts. With a few exceptions, the impacts identified for the six
alternatives in this EIS are the same or less than the Cumulative impacts identified in the EIR.
Below is a summary of the mitigation measures identified in the EIR, which should offer similar
results for thre alternatives analyized in this EIS.
MM 4.7-1

Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans for on-site and offsite construction activities for all development projects, including coordination
with appropriate agencies, and implement a community relations program during
construction period. The purpose of the construction traffic management plan is
to minimize adverse Level of Service or neighborhood traffic impacts during the
various phases of construction.

MM 4.7-2a

Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall be
responsible for the project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements
necessary and available to reduce the severity of the project’s significant
transportation-related impacts, as identified in this traffic analysis, consistent
with the policies and exceptions set forth in the Transportation and Circulation
Element of the 1994 Placer County General Plan as amended. The project’s
contribution toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be
sufficient to mitigate all transportation-related impacts to less than significant
levels, may take any, or some combination, of the following forms:
1. Construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the
boundaries of the Specific Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits
and/or reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying
development projects with respect to roads or other facilities that would also
serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards;
2. Construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation
facilities outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan area but within
unincorporated Placer County, subject in some instances to future
reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying development
projects where the roads or improvements at issue would also serve fee-paying
development projects other than Placer Vineyards;
3. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the
Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation
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facilities to be built or improved within unincorporated Placer County,
consistent with the County’s CIP;
4. The payment of impact fees to the South Placer Regional Transportation
Authority (SPRTA) in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share
contribution to the construction of transportation facilities funded through fees
collected by the SPRTA for Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 projects;
5. The payment of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide
improvements to roadways, intersections and/or interchanges that are affected
by multiple jurisdictions (e.g., Walerga/Fiddyment/Baseline);
6. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the
Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation
facilities and/or improvements within the City of Roseville, Sacramento County
and/or Sutter County needed in whole or in part because of the Specific Plan,
to be made available to the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, and/or
Sutter County, if and when those jurisdictions and Placer County enter into
an enforceable agreement consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy
3.A.15(c). At the time of issuance of building permits for individual
development projects within the Specific Plan area, the County shall collect
fair share fee payments for improvements or facilities addressed by its CIP as
it exists at that time;
7. Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall
pay impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific Plan’s
fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or
improvements on federal or State highways or freeways needed in part because
of the Specific Plan, to be made available to Caltrans if and when Caltrans and
Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement consistent with State law
and Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.15; and
1. In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of
Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer County
shall negotiate in good faith with these other jurisdictions to enter into fair
and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving, within a
reasonable time period after approval of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan,
commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments
from the Specific Plan for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts
on federal and State freeways and highways.
MM 4.7-2b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the widening of Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline
Road to PFE Road to provide LOS “A” (V/C 0.43).

MM 4.7-3a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
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MM 4.7-3b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements:
i. Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, a right turn
lane to the eastbound approach and construct a second left turn lane on both
the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection of
Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80).
ii. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound
approaches, to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to
LOS “D” (V/C 0.80).

MM 4.7-4a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

MM 4.7-4b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
fees toward the following improvements, which are part of the City of Roseville’s
2020 CIP:

•

A second through lane on the eastbound approach, to improve the intersection of
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “A” (V/C 0.57).

•

A second left turn lane on both the northbound, southbound and westbound
approaches, a third through lane to the northbound approach and fourth through
lane to the southbound approach to improve the intersection of Foothills
Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.71).

•

A second left turn lane on all of the approaches, a second through lane on both
the northbound and southbound approaches, and a third through lane on the
eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Woodcreek
Oaks Boulevard and Pleasant Grove Boulevard to LOS “A” (V/C 0.50).

•

A second left turn lane on the westbound approach, a third left turn lane on the
southbound approach, and second through lane on both the northbound and
southbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and
Cirby Way to LOS “B” (V/C 0.70).
Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-3(b)(ii), which would result in LOS “C” (V/C
0.78) at the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road using the
Roseville methodology.

MM 4.7-5a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

MM 4.7-5b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
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1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road
to provide LOS “D” (0.87).
2. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elverta Road to Antelope Road to
provide LOS “C” (0.71).
3. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard to
provide LOS “D” (0.90).
4. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elkhorn Boulevard to Don Julio
Boulevard to provide LOS “D” (0.87).
5. Widen Elkhorn Boulevard to six lanes from Walerga Road to I-80 to provide
LOS “E” (0.96)
MM 4.7-6a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

MM 4.7-6b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following intersection improvements in Sacramento
County:
1. Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of Elwyn Avenue and
Elverta Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.74) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “D”
(V/C 0.82) in the p.m. peak hour.
2. Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta
Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.90) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.87)
in the p.m. peak hour.
3. Construct a second exclusive left turn lane on the southbound approach to
improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road to LOS “E” (V/C
0.93) in the p.m. peak hour.
4. Construct a second exclusive right turn lane on the westbound approach to
improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard to LOS
“D” (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak hour.
5. Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt
Avenue and Don Julio Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak
hour.
6. Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt
Avenue and Air Base Drive to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) in the a.m. peak hour and
LOS “D” (V/C 0.86) in the p.m. peak hour.
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7. Construct a second westbound left turn lane to improve the intersection of
Watt Avenue and Roseville Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92) in the p.m. peak
hour.
MM 4.7-8a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

MM 4.7-8b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
1. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road to
provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.62).
2. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road
(North) to provide LOS “B” (V/C 0.64).
3. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road
(South) to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.74).

MM 4.7-9a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

MM 4.7-9b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements:
1. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard.
2. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Riverside Avenue.
3. Widen Interstate 80 to eight lanes from Riverside Avenue to Douglas
Boulevard.
4. Widen Business 80 to eight lanes from Fulton Avenue to Watt Avenue.
5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn
Boulevard to Madison Avenue, or other improvements.

MM 4.7-10a A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be established to fund the cost of transit
services listed in this section, and any related capital costs for buses, passenger
amenities, and facilities.
MM 4.7-10b Bus shelters shall be placed along major roadways at one-half-mile intervals
serving Medium-Density, High-Density, Commercial and Office land use
designations.
MM 4.7-12

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
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A number of transportation improvements have been identified that, in various
combinations, could reduce anticipated congestion levels on major roadways
within or near the Specific Plan area. Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a would provide
the proposed project’s fair share contribution toward the combination of
improvements ultimately selected by the County and other affected jurisdictions
as best able to provide a County roadway network that serves existing and new
development at Levels of Service consistent with the County’s General Plan. In
order to determine the extent to which a set of identified improvements could
reduce cumulative traffic congestion, a Mitigated Transportation Network was
modeled. This Mitigated Transportation Network is just one of a number of
possible roadway improvements that could be implemented. General evaluation
of these improvements was conducted to determine their acceptability and
feasibility and whether they should be included in a Mitigated Transportation
Network. The roadway lanes in the Mitigated Transportation Network are shown
in Figure 4.7-19. These potential improvements are summarized below:
1. Widening Baseline Road to eight lanes from Brewer Road to Fiddyment Road.
This widening would improve the Level of Service along this section of
Baseline Road. The widening could also have some undesirable effects
including:
•

Such a widening may not promote pedestrian and bicycle circulation since
wide roadways can be barriers for walking and cycling. The widening
could discourage walking near Baseline Road by lengthening the distance
for pedestrians and bicycle to cross Baseline Road to an unacceptable
level.

•

Such a widening would not be consistent with the County’s General Plan
roadway standards that call for a maximum of six lanes on arterials and
thoroughfares.

•

The widening would further increase traffic volumes on roadways in
western Roseville, some of which are projected to operate at LOS “D”,
“E” or “F” conditions under Cumulative Plus Project conditions and
cannot be further mitigated.

•

There may be concerns about visual aesthetics of an eight-lane roadway
and its impact on community character.

For these reasons, and because Placer Parkway (discussed below) would also
provide substantial east-west traffic capacity, the widening of Baseline Road
to eight lanes was not included in the Mitigated Transportation Network.
2. Constructing Placer Parkway.
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The Concept Report for Placer Parkway calls for a new controlled-access
highway that would connect Hwy 65 to Hwy 70/99. This new facility would
decrease traffic volumes on a number of existing and planned roadways in
western Placer County, including Baseline Road, and numerous roadways in
the city of Roseville. This regional facility would help mitigate traffic impacts
of not only the proposed Placer Vineyards project but the traffic impacts from
other proposed developments in western Placer County as well, and thus was
considered a key improvement in the Mitigated Transportation Network.
3.

Extending Watt Avenue from the proposed Regional University development
north to Blue Oaks Boulevard.
This extension would divert some traffic from Fiddyment Road and Baseline
Road east of Watt Avenue and was considered a key improvement in the
Mitigated Transportation Network.

4. Widening the Watt Avenue Extension from Baseline Road to Pleasant Grove
Boulevard to six lanes.
This extension was assumed to have four lanes in the Cumulative No Project
scenario but would need six lanes to have an acceptable Level of Service.
Therefore, six lanes were assumed in the Mitigated Transportation Network.
5. Constructing a new north-south roadway from the proposed Regional
University to Baseline Road at 12th Street.
This improvement would run parallel to, and west of, the Watt Avenue
Extension and connect to Baseline Road at 12th Street, which is a new
roadway in the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. Coupled with a new
east-west roadway (discussed in #6 below) and the extension of Watt Avenue
to Blue Oaks Boulevard, this new roadway would allow some traffic to divert
around the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road. However, it would
extend into vacant land north of Blue Oaks Boulevard and west of Watt
Avenue that was not considered developed under Cumulative (2025)
conditions and thus it was not included in the Mitigated Transportation
Network.
6. Constructing a new east-west arterial roadway north of Baseline Road from
Watt Avenue to the new north-south roadway described in #4 above. Coupled
with that new north-south roadway and the extension of Watt Avenue to Blue
Oaks Boulevard, this new roadway would allow some traffic to divert around
the intersection of Watt Avenue and Baseline Road. However, it would extend
into vacant land north of Blue Oaks Boulevard west of Watt Avenue that was
not considered developed under Cumulative (2025) conditions and thus was
not included in the Mitigated Transportation Network.
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7. Widening PFE Road to four lanes between Watt Avenue and Walerga Road.
This widening would help divert traffic from Baseline Road between Watt
Avenue and Walerga Road and was considered a key improvement in the
Mitigated Transportation Network.
8. Widening Walerga Road to six lanes from south of Baseline Road to the
Sacramento County line.
This widening would increase the capacity of this segment of Walerga Road
but it would also increase traffic volumes on this segment, as well as on
portions of Walerga Road in Sacramento County. Since widening Walerga
Road in Sacramento County to six lanes may not be feasible, the widening of
Walerga Road to six lanes in Placer County was not included in the Mitigated
Transportation Network except near its intersections with Baseline Road and
PFE Road.
9. Widening Dyer Lane to six lanes from 16th Street east to Baseline Road.
While the segment-based Level of Service analysis indicates that widening this
entire segment may be needed, the analysis of peak hour operations at
intersections along Dyer Lane indicates that six through lanes are only
required near its intersection with Watt Avenue and its eastern intersection
with Baseline Road. The widening to six lanes near these intersections was
included as part of proposed Specific Plan.
10. Construct triple lefts and/or fourth through lanes
The project includes extensive improvements to intersections. At some
locations, these improvements include what is termed maximum conventional
intersections. This term is defined as an intersection consisting of three
through lanes, double left turn lanes, and free right turn lanes on all
approaches. An example of this type of intersection is the one located in
Roseville near the Galleria Mall at Galleria Boulevard and Roseville
Parkway. The resulting roadway includes 10 lanes, and with shoulders is 140
feet wide.
Despite utilizing the maximum conventional intersection configuration,
several intersections are projected to operate at LOS “F”.
These
intersections include 1) Baseline Road and Watt Avenue, 2) Baseline Road
and Fiddyment/Walerga Road, 3) Cook Riolo Road and PFE Road, and 4)
Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane. One alternative would be to add additional
lanes such as triple left turn lanes or four through lanes. The addition of
triple left turn lanes and/or four through lanes (in various combinations) at
these intersections could improve to LOS E”. These additional lanes, while
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technically improving the level of service at an intersection tend to create
other problems including:
•

Such roadways can become barriers to pedestrians and bicyclists, who
may be discouraged from trying to cross such facilities. For some
pedestrians, it is difficult to cross such a wide street.

•

The long time devoted to pedestrian crossing movements can also
adversely affect traffic signal coordination efforts, frustrating efforts to
facilitate the smooth flow of traffic.

•

The additional capacity added with each new lane is reduced due to
inefficiencies in lane utilization. As an example, triple left turn lanes do
not provide 50% more capacity as compared to double left turn lanes.

•

There are traffic safety implications to such a wide facility. Motorists may
have difficulty staying within lanes with a triple left turn configuration. In
the case of four through lanes it can be difficult to cross so many lanes to
reach the left turn lanes.

•

Very large intersections tend to divide neighborhoods, so that
communities on one side of such intersections feel little or any connection
to the neighborhoods on the other side. By discouraging pedestrians and
bikes it contributes to more vehicle trips and poor air quality. This result
is at cross purposes to the goals of the Specific Plan to encourage
walkable communities.

•

Before such large intersections are considered, other mitigations should
be explored including interchanges, reduced land use near the
intersections and parallel roadways. In addition, the overall corridor
Level of Service should be evaluated. Under this procedure a series of
intersections are examined; in some cases one intersection has high delay
but the delay in the overall corridor is acceptable.

•

The Level of Service at intersections is based upon traffic during the peak
hour. The additional lanes would be unnecessary and underutilized the
remainder of the day with all the negatives described above.

Periods of LOS “F” at a few intersections during peak hour tends to encourage
alternate forms of transportation, ride-sharing and transit usage. In addition
residents are encouraged to work and shop closer to home with resulting benefits
to air quality. For the above reasons, County staff believes that this mitigation
measure, at these three intersections, is not feasible and is at odds with the goals
of the Specific Plan. Overall, the negatives, in staff’s judgment, outweigh the
benefits of a small reduction in travel delay. Some of the negative effects on
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pedestrian and bicycle circulation could be addressed by construction of
connecting facilities, such as grade separated crossings for bicycle and
pedestrian paths.
11. A substantial increase in the transit system serving the project site.
A robust transit service plan for the Specific Plan could help reduce traffic
volumes on the roadway system serving the project site. The proposed Specific
Plan states that “the Plan Area will include systems and facilities to promote
public transit use” and would include the following:
•

Bus rapid transit lanes will be dedicated on Watt Avenue from Baseline
Road to the Specific Plan’s southern limits and a transit center at Watt
Avenue and Town Center Drive.

•

Rights-of-way for a future streetcar system will be provided along the
northern side of Town Center Drive, extending from the transit center on
Watt Avenue to the Town Center, ending at 16th Street.

•

An internal transit system will be planned and implemented as the project
is constructed that connects the Village Centers with the Town Center and
other areas as deemed appropriate.

•

An ADA dial-a-ride service will be provided.

•

Commuter service will be provided to downtown Sacramento.

•

Placer Vineyards will participate in regional service with connection to
light rail transit on Watt Avenue in Sacramento County, Regional
University, Galleria Mall and other Regional Centers.

MM 4.7-13a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-13b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements:
i. A third northbound and southbound through lane, a second eastbound and
westbound through lane, a second northbound, an eastbound and westbound
left turn lane and a free eastbound right turn lane to improve the intersection
of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS “F” (V/C 1.19).
ii. A third northbound and southbound through lane to improve the intersection
of Walerga Road and Town Center Drive to LOS “C” (V/C 0.73).
iii. Make the eastbound right turn lane a free right turn to improve the
intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane to LOS “F” (V/C 1.05).
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MM 4.7-14a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-14b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward construction of a third southbound and northbound through
lanes to the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to improve
operations from LOS “E” to LOS “D.”
MM 4.7-14c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, participate in the City of Roseville
ITS/TDM program on a fair share basis as determined by the County in
consultation with the City of Roseville.
MM 4.7-15a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-15b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Antelope
Road, to reduce the V/C from 1.75 to 1.17 (LOS “F”).
2. Widen Watt Avenue to eight lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Blvd, to
provide LOS “E”.
3. Widen Sorento Road to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta
Road, to provide LOS “A”.
4. Widen Elwyn Avenue to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta
Road, to provide LOS “A”.
5. Widen 16th Street to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road,
to provide LOS “B”.
6. Widen Dry Creek Road to four lanes from the U Street to Ascot Avenue, to
provide LOS “C”.
MM 4.7-16a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-16b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
1. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the
intersection of Sorento Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions (V/C
1.11) during the a.m. peak hour.
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2. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the
intersection of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to LOS “E” conditions (V/C
0.94) during the p.m. peak hour.
3. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the
intersection of Palladay Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions
(V/C 1.07) during the p.m. peak hour.
4.

Construct a second through lane on the northbound and southbound
approaches, and a right turn lane on the eastbound and westbound
approaches to improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road to
LOS “B” conditions (V/C 0.66) during the a.m. peak hour and to LOS “C”
conditions (V/C 0.77) during the p.m. peak hour.

5. Construct a third through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches
at the Watt Avenue and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F”
conditions (V/C 1.11) during the p.m. peak hour.
6. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound
approaches at the Walerga Road and Elverta Road intersection to provide
LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.16) during the a.m. peak hour.
7. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound
approaches, and second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the
Watt Avenue and Antelope Road intersection to provide LOS “C” (V/C
0.80) conditions during the p.m. peak hour.
8. Construct a second through lane on the northbound approach at the Dry
Creek Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E”
conditions (V/C 0.99) during the p.m. peak hour.
9. Construct a fourth through lane on the northbound and southbound
approaches at the Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to
provide LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “F” conditions
(V/C 1.14) during the p.m. peak hour.
10. Construct a second left turn lane and a second right turn lane on the
westbound approach at the Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard
intersection to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.94) during the p.m. peak
hour.
11.Construct a third through lane on the northbound approach and a second
westbound right turn lane at the Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive
intersection to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.91) during the p.m. peak
hour.

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
Draft EIS Transportation Analysis

65

January, 2012

12.Construct a second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt
Avenue and Roseville Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions
(V/C 1.24) during the p.m. peak hour.
MM 4.7-17a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-17b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
1. Widen Pleasant Grove Road to four lanes from Riego Road to the Placer
County line, to provide LOS “A”).
MM 4.7-18a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-18b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
i. Construct a second left turn lane on the southbound approach, to improve the
intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road to LOS “D”
conditions (V/C 0.87).
ii. Construct a second left turn lane on the northbound and westbound
approaches, to improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and
Riego Road to LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87).
MM 4.7-19a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
MM 4.7-19b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute
its fair share toward the following improvements on state highways.
1. Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Riego Road to Elkhorn Boulevard.
2. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard.
3. Widen Interstate 80 to twelve lanes from Longview Drive to Watt Avenue.
4. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas Boulevard.
5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn
Boulevard to Madison Avenue or other improvements.

MM 4.7-21

Placer County shall coordinate with the City of Roseville, Sacramento County,
Sutter County and Caltrans to ensure that roadway improvements implemented in
whole or in part as mitigation for the proposed project are designed to minimize
impacts on existing and future roadways and intersections.
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ALTERNATIVE IMPACTS BEYOND PROPOSED PROJECT
While most of the alternatives analyzed in this document represent a decrease in trip generation
when compared to the Proposed Project, two of the alternatives (Blueprint and Alternative B)
represent an increase in trip generation. The following list documents all alternative impacts
above and beyond the Proposed Project under Cumulative Conditions. The impacts are listed by
alternative and are shown in all of the tables as white text on a black background.
New CumulativeAlternative Impacts
Blueprint Alternative
• Dyer Lane west of Watt Avenue (daily)
• Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road (a.m. peak hour)
• Foothills Boulevard & Baseline/ Main (p.m. peak hour)
• Business 80 west of Watt Avenue (daily)
Alternative A
• Business 80 west of Watt Avenue (daily)
Alternative B
• Dyer Lane west of Watt Avenue (daily)
• Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road (p.m. peak hour)
• Business 80 west of Watt Avenue (daily)
Alternative C/D
• Fiddyment Road & Baseline Road (p.m. peak hour)
Alternative E
• None identified
No Action Alternative
• None identified
In addition to these new impacts, a number of impacts are exacerbated by implementing one or
more of the alternatives. This represents a situation where the v/c ratio for the alternative is 0.05
or greater than the Proposed Project or the LOS for a location degrades beyond that of a location
already impacted by the Proposed Project. These are shown in all of the tables in italics and are
not listed in detail here.
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APPENDIX 3.5
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Calculations

Page: 1
3/5/2012 2:13:30 PM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction GHG.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2

2013 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)

29,449.51

2013 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated)

29,449.51

Percent Reduction

0.00

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

59,343.84

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

354,902.27

Page: 2
3/5/2012 2:13:30 PM
SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

414,246.11

Page: 1
3/5/2012 2:14:34 PM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction Blueprint GHG.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2

2013 TOTALS (tons/year unmitigated)

40,053.41

2013 TOTALS (tons/year mitigated)

40,053.41

Percent Reduction

0.00

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

83,011.71

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

444,246.42

Page: 2
3/5/2012 2:14:34 PM
SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

527,258.13

Summary Results
Project Name: PV Base Operational
Project and Baseline Years:
2030

N/A
Transportation:

Results

Mitigated Project‐
Unmitigated Project‐
Baseline CO2e (metric Baseline CO2e (metric
tons/year)
tons/year)

Transportation:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

Baseline is currently: OFF
Baseline Project Name:
Go to Settings Tab to Turn On Baseline

279,851.49
15,901.01
49,045.74
29,464.43
2,476.55
33,031.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
409,770.64

279,851.49
15,901.01
49,045.74
29,464.43
2,476.55
33,031.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
409,770.64

15,901.01
15,901.01

Area Source:

49,045.74
49,045.74

Electricity:

29,464.43
29,464.43

Natural Gas:
2,476.55
2,476.55

Water & Wastewater:

33,031.42
33,031.42

Solid Waste:
Agriculture:

0.00
0.00

Off‐Road Equipment:

0.00
0.00

Refrigerants:

0.00
0.00

Sequestration:

0.00
0.00

Purchase of Offsets:

0.00
0.00

0.00

50,000.00

100

Detailed Results
Unmitigated
Transportation*:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

CO2 (metric tpy)

CH4 (metric tpy)

N2O (metric tpy)

14,682.00
48,967.37
29,389.10
2,472.59
229.69
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

56.38
0.41
2.77
0.02
1,561.99
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.11
0.23
0.06
0.01
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

CO2e (metric tpy)
279,851.49
15,901.01
49,045.74
29,464.43
2,476.55
33,031.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
409,770.64

% of Total
68.29%
3.88%
11.97%
7.19%
0.60%
8.06%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
N/A
N/A
100.00%

* Several adjustments were made to transportation emissions after they have been imported from URBEMIS.
After importing from URBEMIS, CO2 emissions are converted to metric tons and then adjusted to account for the "Pavley"
regulation. Then, CO2 is converted to CO2e by multiplying by 100/95 to account for the contribution of other GHGs (CH4, N2O, and HFCs [from leaking air condit
Finally, CO2e is adjusted to account for th low carbon fuels rule.

Mitigated
Transportation*:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

CO2 (metric tpy)

CH4 (metric tpy)

N2O (metric tpy)

14,682.00
48,967.37
29,389.10
2,472.59
229.69
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

56.38
0.41
2.77
0.02
1,561.99
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.00
0.23
0.06
0.01
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

CO2e (metric tpy)
279,851.49
15,901.01
49,045.74
29,464.43
2,476.55
33,031.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
409,770.64

% of Total
68.29%
3.88%
11.97%
7.19%
0.60%
8.06%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%

Summary Results
Project Name: PV Blueprint Operational
Project and Baseline Years:
2030

N/A
Transportation:

Results

Mitigated Project‐
Unmitigated Project‐
Baseline CO2e (metric Baseline CO2e (metric
tons/year)
tons/year)

Transportation:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

Baseline is currently: OFF
Baseline Project Name:
Go to Settings Tab to Turn On Baseline

342,068.95
24,323.74
60,945.63
39,478.71
3,373.18
39,475.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
509,665.52

342,068.95
24,323.74
60,945.63
39,478.71
3,373.18
39,475.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
509,665.52

24,323.74
24,323.74

Area Source:

60,945.63
60,945.63

Electricity:

39,478.71
39,478.71

Natural Gas:
3,373.18
3,373.18

Water & Wastewater:

39,475.30
39,475.30

Solid Waste:
Agriculture:

0.00
0.00

Off‐Road Equipment:

0.00
0.00

Refrigerants:

0.00
0.00

Sequestration:

0.00
0.00

Purchase of Offsets:

0.00
0.00

0.00

50,000.00

100,000.00

Detailed Results
Unmitigated
Transportation*:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

CO2 (metric tpy)

CH4 (metric tpy)

N2O (metric tpy)

22,458.81
60,848.24
39,377.78
3,367.79
274.50
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

86.30
0.51
3.71
0.03
1,866.70
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.17
0.28
0.07
0.02
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

CO2e (metric tpy)
342,068.95
24,323.74
60,945.63
39,478.71
3,373.18
39,475.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
509,665.52

% of Total
67.12%
4.77%
11.96%
7.75%
0.66%
7.75%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
N/A
N/A
100.00%

* Several adjustments were made to transportation emissions after they have been imported from URBEMIS.
After importing from URBEMIS, CO2 emissions are converted to metric tons and then adjusted to account for the "Pavley"
regulation. Then, CO2 is converted to CO2e by multiplying by 100/95 to account for the contribution of other GHGs (CH4, N2O, and HFCs [from leaking air condit
Finally, CO2e is adjusted to account for th low carbon fuels rule.

Mitigated
Transportation*:
Area Source:
Electricity:
Natural Gas:
Water & Wastewater:
Solid Waste:
Agriculture:
Off‐Road Equipment:
Refrigerants:
Sequestration:
Purchase of Offsets:
Total:

CO2 (metric tpy)

CH4 (metric tpy)

N2O (metric tpy)

22,458.81
60,848.24
39,377.78
3,367.79
274.50
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

86.30
0.51
3.71
0.03
1,866.70
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

0.00
0.28
0.07
0.02
N/A
0.00
0.00
N/A
N/A
N/A

CO2e (metric tpy)
342,068.95
24,323.74
60,945.63
39,478.71
3,373.18
39,475.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
509,665.52

% of Total
67.12%
4.77%
11.96%
7.75%
0.66%
7.75%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100.00%

Page: 1
2/17/2012 1:15:04 PM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Operational GHG.urb924
Project Name: PV Base Operational
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

61,523.04

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

408,015.48

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

469,538.52

Page: 1
2/17/2012 1:11:10 PM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)
File Name:
Project Name: PV Base Operational
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

85,190.91

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

498,726.75

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

583,917.66

Page: 1
2/17/2012 11:18:38 AM
Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Annual Emissions (Tons/Year)
File Name:
Project Name: PV Base Operational
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

61,523.04

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

410,806.93

SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION
ESTIMATES
CO2
TOTALS (tons/year, unmitigated)

472,329.97

Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives Analysis for
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan

Updated: 8/28/2008

Wetlands Outside
Record of Survey
Boundary

01a

Doyle

01b

Doyle Total
Hodel

02

Hodel Total
Mourier 135

03

Mourier 135 Total
Watt x Baseline

04a

Watt x Baseline Total
PV 179a

04b

PV 179a Total
PV 179b

06

PV 179b Total
PV C

07

PV C Total
PV 356

08

PV 356 Total
PV B

09a

PV B Total
PV A(a)

09b

PV A(a) Total
PV A(b)

10

PV A(b) Total
Dyer Lane

11

Dyer Lane Total
PGG

12a

PGG Total
PV 290a

12b

PV 290a Total
PV 290b

14

PV 290b Total
DF 80

15

DF 80 Total
PV 200

16

PV 200 Total
PV 88

17

PV 88 Total
Gully 20

19

Gully 20 Total
PV 815

21

PV 815 Total
Pan de Leon

23

Pan de Leon Total
Capri

24

Capri Total
Fong

Fong Total
Total

Channel
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Creek
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Intermittent Drainage
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Intermittent Drainage
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Riverine Seasonal Marsh
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Intermittent Drainage
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Creek
Drainage Canal
Riverine Perennial March
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Drainage Canal
Pond
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Drainage Canal
Pond
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Drainage Canal
Pond
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Ephemeral Drainage
Seasonal Wetland
Ephemeral Drainage
Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Creek
Drainage Canal
Seasonal Wetland
Drainage Swale
Ephemeral Drainage
Pond
Seasonal Wetland
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Seasonal Wetland Swale
Vernal Pool
Drainage Canal
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Marsh
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Creek
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Drainage Canal
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool
Ephemeral Drainage
Pond
Riverine Seasonal Wetland
Seasonal Wetland
Vernal Pool

0.003
0.000
0.000
0.003
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.067
0.000
0.067
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.002
0.004
0.000
0.000
0.083
0.089
0.002
0.000
0.000
0.001
0.004
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.003
0.000
0.003
0.168

Fill Impact*
0.07
0.78
3.54
4.40
0.24
2.38
2.62
0.04
2.26
0.52
2.82
2.31
1.24
3.55
0.08
1.17
0.31
1.56
0.00
1.74
0.68
2.42
0.17
0.15
0.00
0.32
0.94
8.69
2.15
1.63
13.41
0.33
0.01
0.00
0.09
5.34
5.77
0.04
0.07
0.12
8.73
0.05
9.01
0.01
0.17
0.00
0.18
1.11
0.13
1.24
0.08
0.00
0.23
0.28
0.32
0.91
2.29
0.29
2.57
0.40
0.09
0.55
1.78
2.82
0.14
0.11
0.33
0.58
1.37
0.90
0.33
0.45
3.06
0.15
0.68
3.65
4.48
0.02
0.42
0.44
0.03
9.89
0.21
2.28
9.09
21.50
0.07
0.01
0.09
0.16
0.33
0.00
2.06
0.01
0.65
2.72
0.00
0.00
0.96
0.70
0.07
1.73
88.45

Proposed Project
Preserve
Impact
Enhancement/
Impact
Indirect Preserve
Restoration
Total
Impact
0.00
0.08
0.74
0.65
0.00
0.78
2.37
0.00
0.09
3.64
1.09
0.00
0.10
4.50
4.20
0.65
0.30
0.54
0.01
0.00
0.00
2.38
0.00
0.00
0.30
2.92
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.04
0.44
0.00
2.26
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.52
0.22
0.00
0.00
2.82
0.26
0.44
0.61
2.92
0.42
0.00
0.11
1.36
0.13
0.00
0.73
4.28
0.55
0.00
1.15
1.23
0.67
1.14
0.08
1.25
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.52
0.04
0.00
1.43
2.99
0.71
1.14
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.36
2.10
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.70
0.01
0.00
0.39
2.80
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.04
0.43
0.00
0.15
0.26
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.12
0.00
0.00
0.32
0.42
0.43
1.51
2.45
2.02
10.27
0.22
8.91
0.13
0.00
0.66
2.81
0.09
0.00
0.00
1.63
0.00
0.00
2.39
15.80
2.24
10.27
0.00
0.33
0.22
4.72
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.49
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.77
0.32
5.21
0.04
0.07
0.02
0.01
0.00
0.07
0.93
4.22
0.00
0.12
0.01
0.00
0.26
8.99
0.01
0.00
0.16
0.21
0.00
0.03
0.46
9.47
0.99
4.22
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.17
0.74
4.68
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.18
0.74
4.68
0.00
1.11
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.13
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.24
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.10
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.12
5.06
0.00
0.23
0.04
0.21
0.00
0.28
0.15
0.00
0.00
0.32
0.24
0.00
0.01
0.93
0.56
5.27
0.00
2.29
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.29
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.57
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.78
0.00
0.00
0.15
2.97
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.14
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.11
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.33
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.58
0.02
0.00
0.63
1.99
0.09
0.00
0.12
1.03
0.23
0.00
0.06
0.39
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.00
0.00
0.81
3.86
0.39
0.00
0.09
0.24
0.11
0.12
0.03
0.72
0.24
0.00
0.78
4.43
0.49
0.00
0.91
5.39
0.84
0.12
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.44
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.09
9.99
1.40
7.89
0.00
0.21
0.00
0.00
0.04
2.31
0.35
0.00
0.25
9.35
2.16
0.00
0.38
21.88
3.91
7.89
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.33
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.06
0.29
2.35
0.19
0.70
0.00
0.01
0.02
0.00
0.15
0.80
0.85
0.01
0.44
3.16
1.07
0.77
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.06
0.00
0.00
0.01
2.00
0.17
1.13
0.04
0.42
0.01
0.71
0.25
0.04
0.31
0.38
1.04
0.04
0.50
2.23
1.35
2.56
8.98
97.43
18.62
43.63

Alternative B
Preserve

Alternative A
Preserve
Total

Total

1.38
1.46
2.37
3.15
1.09
4.73
4.84
9.34
0.01
0.55
0.00
2.38
0.01
2.93
0.48
0.52
0.00
2.26
0.22
0.74
0.70
3.52
0.42
3.34
0.13
1.49
0.55
4.83
1.80
3.03
0.00
1.25
0.04
0.56
1.85
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.00
2.10
0.01
0.71
0.03
2.84
0.47
0.64
0.26
0.42
0.12
0.12
0.85
1.17
12.29 14.75
0.13
9.03
0.09
2.90
0.00
1.63
12.51 28.31
4.94
5.27
0.00
0.01
0.58
0.58
0.00
0.09
0.00
5.34
5.52 11.29
0.03
0.10
5.14
5.22
0.01
0.12
0.01
9.00
0.03
0.24
5.22 14.68
0.00
0.02
5.42
5.59
0.00
0.00
5.42
5.61
0.00
1.11
0.00
0.13
0.00
1.24
0.01
0.10
5.18
5.18
0.25
0.48
0.15
0.43
0.24
0.56
5.83
6.76
0.00
2.29
0.00
0.29
0.00
2.57
0.00
0.50
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.60
0.00
1.78
0.00
2.97
0.02
0.16
0.00
0.11
0.00
0.33
0.02
0.60
0.09
2.09
0.23
1.26
0.06
0.45
0.00
0.45
0.39
4.25
0.22
0.47
0.24
0.96
0.49
4.91
0.95
6.34
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.44
0.00
0.03
9.29 19.27
0.00
0.21
0.35
2.66
2.16 11.51
11.79 33.68
0.00
0.07
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.33
0.07
0.07
0.89
3.25
0.02
0.03
0.85
1.66
1.84
5.00
0.07
0.08
2.01
2.01
0.46
1.59
0.29
1.00
1.08
1.46
3.91
6.14
62.25 159.67

Impact
Total
0.14
1.51
0.00
1.65
0.19
0.00
0.19
0.52
0.00
0.38
0.90
0.46
0.00
0.46
1.15
0.00
0.06
1.21
0.00
0.00
0.19
0.19
0.32
0.00
0.00
0.32
9.28
0.00
1.43
0.00
10.71
4.26
0.00
0.58
0.05
0.00
4.89
0.01
2.93
0.04
0.00
0.00
2.98
0.00
4.88
0.00
4.89
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.04
2.36
0.05
0.00
0.00
2.45
1.00
0.00
1.00
0.40
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.55
0.14
0.06
0.00
0.20
1.31
0.67
0.24
0.00
2.22
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.76
0.00
0.00
0.00
6.76
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.58
0.00
0.00
0.58
0.00
1.17
0.01
0.00
0.00
1.18
43.35

Indirect Preserve
0.03
1.62
0.00
1.65
0.34
0.00
0.34
0.00
0.00
0.36
0.36
2.23
0.00
2.23
0.07
0.00
0.41
0.48
0.00
0.00
0.44
0.44
0.16
0.00
0.00
0.16
1.29
0.00
1.44
0.00
2.73
0.54
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.55
0.01
0.65
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.68
0.00
0.27
0.00
0.27
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.00
0.92
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.96
0.09
0.00
0.09
0.04
0.00
0.41
0.00
0.46
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.02
0.78
0.11
0.13
0.00
1.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.72
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.73
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.37
0.00
0.00
0.37
0.00
0.39
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.40
15.04

Total

Total

1.29
1.32
1.46
0.02
1.65
3.16
4.73
4.73
4.73
6.04
7.70
9.34
0.03
0.37
0.55
2.38
2.38
2.38
2.40
2.74
2.93
0.00
0.00
0.52
2.26
2.26
2.26
0.00
0.36
0.74
2.26
2.62
3.52
0.66
2.89
3.34
1.49
1.49
1.49
2.15
4.38
4.83
1.82
1.89
3.03
1.25
1.25
1.25
0.08
0.49
0.56
3.15
3.62
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.03
2.10
2.10
2.10
0.07
0.52
0.71
2.20
2.64
2.84
0.15
0.31
0.64
0.42
0.42
0.42
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.68
0.85
1.17
4.18
5.47 14.75
9.03
9.03
9.03
0.03
1.47
2.90
1.63
1.63
1.63
14.87 17.60 28.31
0.46
1.00
5.27
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.58
0.04
0.04
0.09
5.34
5.34
5.34
5.85
6.40 11.29
0.07
0.09
0.10
1.63
2.28
5.22
0.07
0.09
0.12
9.00
9.00
9.00
0.24
0.24
0.24
11.02 11.70 14.68
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.43
0.71
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.72
5.61
1.11
1.11
1.11
0.00
0.10
0.13
1.11
1.21
1.24
0.06
0.07
0.10
1.91
2.82
5.18
0.39
0.43
0.48
0.43
0.43
0.43
0.56
0.56
0.56
3.35
4.31
6.76
1.19
1.28
2.29
0.29
0.29
0.29
1.48
1.57
2.57
0.06
0.11
0.50
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.03
0.44
0.60
1.78
1.78
1.78
1.96
2.42
2.97
0.01
0.02
0.16
0.04
0.05
0.11
0.33
0.33
0.33
0.38
0.40
0.60
0.00
0.78
2.09
0.48
0.59
1.26
0.08
0.21
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.45
1.01
2.03
4.25
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.96
0.96
0.96
4.91
4.91
4.91
6.34
6.34
6.34
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.42
0.42
0.42
0.44
0.44
0.44
0.02
0.03
0.03
10.79 12.51 19.27
0.21
0.21
0.21
2.66
2.66
2.66
11.51 11.51 11.51
25.19 26.92 33.68
0.06
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.32
0.33
0.33
0.07
0.07
0.07
2.30
2.67
3.25
0.03
0.03
0.03
1.66
1.66
1.66
4.06
4.42
5.00
0.08
0.08
0.08
0.45
0.84
2.01
1.57
1.58
1.59
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.46
1.46
1.46
4.56
4.96
6.14
101.28 116.32 159.67

Impact
Total
0.14
0.00
0.39
0.53
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.52
2.26
0.74
3.52
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.64
0.42
0.12
1.17
0.09
4.45
0.10
0.00
4.65
5.27
0.01
0.58
0.09
5.34
11.29
0.10
5.22
0.12
9.00
0.24
14.68
0.02
5.59
0.00
5.61
1.11
0.13
1.24
0.10
5.18
0.26
0.36
0.23
6.13
2.29
0.29
2.57
0.46
0.09
0.00
1.57
2.13
0.16
0.05
0.33
0.55
2.09
1.26
0.45
0.45
4.25
0.03
0.14
1.74
1.90
0.00
0.10
0.10
0.00
5.08
0.00
0.14
0.84
6.07
0.07
0.00
0.09
0.13
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.13
0.68
0.00
0.83
67.50

Alternative C
Preserve

Indirect Preserve Total
0.00
0.50
2.06
2.56
0.00
1.73
1.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.95
0.67
1.62
0.00
0.28
0.03
0.31
0.00
0.85
0.10
0.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.98
0.58
0.00
2.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.08
0.32
0.42
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.00
0.37
0.17
0.58
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.56
2.06
2.71
0.02
0.32
0.34
0.02
0.47
0.00
0.50
3.46
4.46
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.03
0.04
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.86
0.89
0.00
0.09
0.49
0.26
1.09
1.93
20.62

1.32
2.66
2.28
6.26
0.55
0.64
1.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.39
0.82
3.21
3.03
0.97
0.52
4.52
0.03
1.25
0.61
1.88
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
14.20
3.60
2.22
1.63
21.65
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.22
0.04
0.26
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.35
0.27
1.11
1.73
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
13.72
0.21
2.01
7.20
23.15
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.07
3.22
0.03
0.80
4.11
0.07
1.89
0.97
0.06
0.38
3.38
71.56

Total

1.32
1.46
3.16
3.16
4.34
4.73
8.82
9.34
0.55
0.55
2.38
2.38
2.93
2.93
0.00
0.52
0.00
2.26
0.00
0.74
0.00
3.52
3.34
3.34
1.49
1.49
4.83
4.83
3.03
3.03
1.25
1.25
0.56
0.56
4.83
4.83
0.03
0.03
2.10
2.10
0.71
0.71
2.84
2.84
0.00
0.64
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.12
0.00
1.17
14.65 14.75
4.58
9.03
2.80
2.90
1.63
1.63
23.66 28.31
0.00
5.27
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.58
0.00
0.09
0.00
5.34
0.00 11.29
0.00
0.10
0.00
5.22
0.00
0.12
0.00
9.00
0.00
0.24
0.00 14.68
0.00
0.02
0.00
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
0.00
1.11
0.00
0.13
0.00
1.24
0.00
0.10
0.00
5.18
0.22
0.48
0.08
0.43
0.32
0.56
0.63
6.76
0.00
2.29
0.00
0.29
0.00
2.57
0.04
0.50
0.00
0.09
0.60
0.60
0.20
1.78
0.84
2.97
0.00
0.16
0.05
0.11
0.00
0.33
0.05
0.60
0.00
2.09
0.00
1.26
0.00
0.45
0.00
0.45
0.00
4.25
0.44
0.47
0.83
0.96
3.18
4.91
4.44
6.34
0.02
0.02
0.32
0.42
0.34
0.44
0.03
0.03
14.19 19.27
0.21
0.21
2.52
2.66
10.66 11.51
27.61 33.68
0.00
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.09
0.03
0.16
0.04
0.33
0.07
0.07
3.25
3.25
0.03
0.03
1.66
1.66
5.00
5.00
0.08
0.08
1.99
2.01
1.46
1.59
0.32
1.00
1.46
1.46
5.31
6.14
92.17 159.67

Impact
Total
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.53
0.00
0.53
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10
5.22
0.12
8.80
0.24
14.48
0.02
5.59
0.00
5.61
0.57
0.00
0.57
0.10
5.18
0.48
0.43
0.56
6.76
1.65
0.24
1.89
0.50
0.09
0.60
1.78
2.97
0.16
0.00
0.33
0.49
1.83
1.13
0.00
0.45
3.42
0.47
0.96
4.91
6.34
0.02
0.42
0.44
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.39
0.00
0.39
44.22

Indirect Preserve
0.04
0.08
0.77
0.89
0.00
1.30
1.30
0.04
0.12
0.05
0.20
0.95
0.66
1.61
0.00
0.28
0.03
0.31
0.00
0.43
0.14
0.58
0.14
0.38
0.12
0.63
0.43
0.93
0.28
0.00
1.64
0.12
0.01
0.04
0.00
4.17
4.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.20
0.00
0.20
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.51
0.08
0.58
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.25
0.05
0.00
0.00
0.30
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.66
0.00
0.37
3.42
4.48
0.03
0.00
0.07
0.14
0.24
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.57
0.59
0.00
0.00
0.40
0.27
0.40
1.09
19.03

Alternative D
Preserve
Total

Total

1.41
1.46
1.46
3.08
3.16
3.16
3.96
4.73
4.73
8.46
9.34
9.34
0.55
0.55
0.55
1.07
2.38
2.38
1.63
2.93
2.93
0.48
0.52
0.52
2.14
2.26
2.26
0.70
0.74
0.74
3.32
3.52
3.52
2.39
3.34
3.34
0.82
1.48
1.49
3.21
4.82
4.83
3.03
3.03
3.03
0.97
1.25
1.25
0.52
0.56
0.56
4.52
4.83
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.03
1.14
1.58
2.10
0.56
0.71
0.71
1.73
2.31
2.84
0.50
0.64
0.64
0.04
0.42
0.42
0.00
0.12
0.12
0.54
1.17
1.17
14.32 14.75 14.75
8.10
9.03
9.03
2.62
2.90
2.90
1.63
1.63
1.63
26.67 28.31 28.31
5.15
5.27
5.27
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.54
0.58
0.58
0.09
0.09
0.09
1.17
5.34
5.34
6.95 11.29 11.29
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.00
5.22
0.00
0.00
0.12
0.00
0.20
9.00
0.00
0.00
0.24
0.00
0.20 14.68
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
0.03
0.54
1.11
0.05
0.13
0.13
0.08
0.67
1.24
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.00
5.18
0.00
0.00
0.48
0.00
0.00
0.43
0.00
0.00
0.56
0.00
0.00
6.76
0.61
0.63
2.29
0.05
0.05
0.29
0.65
0.68
2.57
0.00
0.00
0.50
0.00
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.00
0.60
0.00
0.00
1.78
0.00
0.00
2.97
0.00
0.00
0.16
0.10
0.11
0.11
0.00
0.00
0.33
0.10
0.11
0.60
0.00
0.25
2.09
0.08
0.13
1.26
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.00
0.00
0.45
0.53
0.83
4.25
0.00
0.00
0.47
0.00
0.00
0.96
0.00
0.00
4.91
0.00
0.00
6.34
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.00
0.44
0.00
0.03
0.03
18.33 18.99 19.27
0.21
0.21
0.21
2.29
2.66
2.66
8.09 11.51 11.51
28.92 33.40 33.68
0.04
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.07
0.09
0.00
0.14
0.16
0.05
0.29
0.33
0.07
0.07
0.07
3.22
3.25
3.25
0.03
0.03
0.03
1.09
1.66
1.66
4.41
5.00
5.00
0.07
0.08
0.08
2.01
2.01
2.01
1.18
1.59
1.59
0.34
0.61
1.00
1.06
1.46
1.46
4.66
5.74
6.14
96.42 115.45 159.67

*Note: Impacts include approximately one acre of Waters of the US within the Open Space - Active Use areas based on the assumption that at the site's average wetland density of 4.3%, the 30 acre OS-AU area would yield 1.3 acres of wetlands and that these areas will be impacted by the construction/installation of bike/pedestrian trails, landscaping, and other structures related to recreational uses.

Impact
Total
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Indirect Preserve
0.00
3.16
4.73
7.89
0.55
2.38
2.93
0.00
2.26
0.74
3.00
3.34
1.49
4.83
0.00
1.25
0.56
1.80
0.00
2.10
0.71
2.81
0.00
0.42
0.12
0.53
0.00
9.03
2.90
1.63
13.57
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.34
5.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
9.00
0.24
9.24
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.11
0.13
1.24
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.43
0.56
0.99
0.00
0.29
0.29
0.00
0.09
0.60
1.78
2.47
0.00
0.00
0.33
0.33
2.09
0.00
0.00
0.45
2.54
0.00
0.96
4.91
5.87
0.02
0.42
0.44
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.66
11.51
14.17
0.00
0.00
0.07
0.16
0.24
0.00
0.00
0.03
1.66
1.68
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
1.46
2.47
84.68

Alternative E
Preserve
Total

Total

1.46
1.46
1.46
0.00
3.16
3.16
0.00
4.73
4.73
1.46
9.35
9.35
0.00
0.55
0.55
0.00
2.38
2.38
0.00
2.93
2.93
0.52
0.52
0.52
0.00
2.26
2.26
0.00
0.74
0.74
0.52
3.52
3.52
0.00
3.34
3.34
0.00
1.49
1.49
0.00
4.83
4.83
3.03
3.03
3.03
0.00
1.25
1.25
0.00
0.56
0.56
3.03
4.83
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.03
0.00
2.10
2.10
0.00
0.71
0.71
0.03
2.84
2.84
0.64
0.64
0.64
0.00
0.42
0.42
0.00
0.12
0.12
0.64
1.17
1.17
14.75 14.75 14.75
0.00
9.03
9.03
0.00
2.90
2.90
0.00
1.63
1.63
14.75 28.31 28.31
5.27
5.27
5.27
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.58
0.58
0.58
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.00
5.34
5.34
5.95 11.29 11.29
0.10
0.10
0.10
5.22
5.22
5.22
0.12
0.12
0.12
0.00
9.00
9.00
0.00
0.24
0.24
5.44 14.68 14.68
0.02
0.02
0.02
5.59
5.59
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
5.61
5.61
0.00
1.11
1.11
0.00
0.13
0.13
0.00
1.24
1.24
0.10
0.10
0.10
5.18
5.18
5.18
0.48
0.48
0.48
0.00
0.43
0.43
0.00
0.56
0.56
5.77
6.76
6.76
2.29
2.29
2.29
0.00
0.29
0.29
2.29
2.57
2.57
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.00
0.09
0.09
0.00
0.60
0.60
0.00
1.78
1.78
0.50
2.97
2.97
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.00
0.33
0.33
0.27
0.60
0.60
0.00
2.09
2.09
1.26
1.26
1.26
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.00
0.45
0.45
1.71
4.25
4.25
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.00
0.96
0.96
0.00
4.91
4.91
0.47
6.34
6.34
0.00
0.02
0.02
0.00
0.42
0.42
0.00
0.44
0.44
0.03
0.03
0.03
19.27 19.27 19.27
0.21
0.21
0.21
0.00
2.66
2.66
0.00 11.51 11.51
19.51 33.68 33.68
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.02
0.09
0.09
0.00
0.16
0.16
0.09
0.33
0.33
0.07
0.07
0.07
3.25
3.25
3.25
0.00
0.03
0.03
0.00
1.66
1.66
3.32
5.00
5.00
0.08
0.08
0.08
2.01
2.01
2.01
1.59
1.59
1.59
0.00
1.00
1.00
0.00
1.46
1.46
3.67
6.14
6.14
75.00 159.67 159.67

Impact
Total
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Indirect Preserve
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

Alternative F
Preserve
Total

Total

1.46
1.46
1.46
3.16
3.16
3.16
4.73
4.73
4.73
9.34
9.34
9.34
0.55
0.55
0.55
2.38
2.38
2.38
2.93
2.93
2.93
0.52
0.52
0.52
2.26
2.26
2.26
0.74
0.74
0.74
3.52
3.52
3.52
3.34
3.34
3.34
1.49
1.49
1.49
4.83
4.83
4.83
3.03
3.03
3.03
1.25
1.25
1.25
0.56
0.56
0.56
4.83
4.83
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.03
2.10
2.10
2.10
0.71
0.71
0.71
2.84
2.84
2.84
0.64
0.64
0.64
0.42
0.42
0.42
0.12
0.12
0.12
1.17
1.17
1.17
14.75
14.75 14.75
9.03
9.03
9.03
2.90
2.90
2.90
1.63
1.63
1.63
28.31
28.31 28.31
5.27
5.27
5.27
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.58
0.58
0.58
0.09
0.09
0.09
5.34
5.34
5.34
11.29
11.29 11.29
0.10
0.10
0.10
5.22
5.22
5.22
0.12
0.12
0.12
9.00
9.00
9.00
0.24
0.24
0.24
14.68
14.68 14.68
0.02
0.02
0.02
5.59
5.59
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
5.61
5.61
1.11
1.11
1.11
0.13
0.13
0.13
1.24
1.24
1.24
0.10
0.10
0.10
5.18
5.18
5.18
0.48
0.48
0.48
0.43
0.43
0.43
0.56
0.56
0.56
6.76
6.76
6.76
2.29
2.29
2.29
0.29
0.29
0.29
2.57
2.57
2.57
0.50
0.50
0.50
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.60
0.60
0.60
1.78
1.78
1.78
2.97
2.97
2.97
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.11
0.11
0.11
0.33
0.33
0.33
0.60
0.60
0.60
2.09
2.09
2.09
1.26
1.26
1.26
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.45
0.45
4.25
4.25
4.25
0.47
0.47
0.47
0.96
0.96
0.96
4.91
4.91
4.91
6.34
6.34
6.34
0.02
0.02
0.02
0.42
0.42
0.42
0.44
0.44
0.44
0.03
0.03
0.03
19.27
19.27 19.27
0.21
0.21
0.21
2.66
2.66
2.66
11.51
11.51 11.51
33.68
33.68 33.68
0.07
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.01
0.09
0.09
0.09
0.16
0.16
0.16
0.33
0.33
0.33
0.07
0.07
0.07
3.25
3.25
3.25
0.03
0.03
0.03
1.66
1.66
1.66
5.00
5.00
5.00
0.08
0.08
0.08
2.01
2.01
2.01
1.59
1.59
1.59
1.00
1.00
1.00
1.46
1.46
1.46
6.14
6.14
6.14
159.67 159.67 159.67

Impact
Total
0.01
0.52
2.98
3.51
0.00
0.35
0.35
0.00
2.26
0.73
2.99
0.12
0.55
0.67
0.00
0.75
0.26
1.02
0.00
1.49
0.51
2.00
0.60
0.42
0.12
1.13
0.61
8.08
2.09
1.61
12.39
0.00
0.01
0.58
0.09
5.34
6.02
0.10
5.22
0.12
9.00
0.24
14.68
0.02
5.59
0.00
5.61
1.11
0.13
1.24
0.10
5.18
0.48
0.43
0.56
6.76
1.09
0.26
1.36
0.48
0.09
0.60
1.78
2.95
0.16
0.11
0.33
0.60
2.06
0.32
0.00
0.45
2.83
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
66.12

Alternative G
Preserve

Indirect Preserve Total
0.04
2.61
1.74
4.38
0.41
1.98
2.39
0.04
0.00
0.01
0.05
3.06
0.81
3.87
0.00
0.49
0.26
0.75
0.00
0.43
0.19
0.63
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.52
0.83
0.77
0.02
2.14
0.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.19
0.03
1.22
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.02
0.94
0.35
0.00
1.32
0.06
0.51
2.79
3.36
0.00
0.25
0.25
0.02
0.73
0.00
0.42
4.21
5.38
0.03
0.00
0.09
0.16
0.28
0.00
0.03
0.00
0.57
0.59
0.00
0.00
0.40
0.69
0.40
1.50
28.53

1.41
0.03
0.02
1.46
0.15
0.04
0.19
0.48
0.00
0.00
0.48
0.16
0.13
0.29
3.03
0.00
0.03
3.06
0.03
0.17
0.01
0.21
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
13.66
0.13
0.04
0.00
13.82
4.87
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.87
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.10
0.00
0.10
0.41
0.45
2.11
2.97
0.02
0.17
0.19
0.00
18.55
0.21
2.24
7.30
28.30
0.04
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.05
0.07
3.22
0.03
1.09
4.41
0.07
2.01
1.18
0.31
1.06
4.63
65.02

Total

1.45
1.46
2.64
3.16
1.75
4.73
5.84
9.34
0.55
0.55
2.03
2.38
2.58
2.93
0.52
0.52
0.00
2.26
0.01
0.74
0.53
3.52
3.22
3.34
0.94
1.49
4.16
4.83
3.03
3.03
0.49
1.25
0.29
0.56
3.82
4.83
0.03
0.03
0.61
2.10
0.20
0.71
0.83
2.84
0.04
0.64
0.00
0.42
0.00
0.12
0.04
1.17
14.14 14.75
0.95
9.03
0.81
2.90
0.02
1.63
15.92 28.31
5.27
5.27
0.00
0.01
0.00
0.58
0.00
0.09
0.00
5.34
5.27 11.29
0.00
0.10
0.00
5.22
0.00
0.12
0.00
9.00
0.00
0.24
0.00 14.68
0.00
0.02
0.00
5.59
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
0.00
1.11
0.00
0.13
0.00
1.24
0.00
0.10
0.00
5.18
0.00
0.48
0.00
0.43
0.00
0.56
0.00
6.76
1.19
2.29
0.03
0.29
1.22
2.57
0.02
0.50
0.00
0.09
0.00
0.60
0.00
1.78
0.02
2.97
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.11
0.00
0.33
0.00
0.60
0.02
2.09
0.94
1.26
0.45
0.45
0.00
0.45
1.42
4.25
0.47
0.47
0.96
0.96
4.90
4.91
6.33
6.34
0.02
0.02
0.42
0.42
0.44
0.44
0.03
0.03
19.27 19.27
0.21
0.21
2.66
2.66
11.51 11.51
33.68 33.68
0.07
0.07
0.01
0.01
0.09
0.09
0.16
0.16
0.33
0.33
0.07
0.07
3.25
3.25
0.03
0.03
1.66
1.66
5.00
5.00
0.08
0.08
2.01
2.01
1.59
1.59
1.00
1.00
1.46
1.46
6.14
6.14
93.55 159.67

Impact
Total
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.05
0.00
0.34
0.34
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.09
0.10
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.60
0.42
0.12
1.13
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.00
0.28
0.00
0.01
0.58
0.09
5.34
6.02
0.10
5.22
0.12
9.00
0.24
14.68
0.02
5.59
0.00
5.61
1.11
0.06
1.16
0.10
5.18
0.48
0.43
0.56
6.76
0.99
0.26
1.26
0.34
0.09
0.60
1.78
2.81
0.16
0.11
0.33
0.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.01
0.01
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.03
14.16
0.21
2.47
10.66
27.53
0.07
0.01
0.09
0.16
0.33
0.07
3.25
0.03
1.66
5.00
0.08
2.01
1.59
1.00
1.46
6.14
80.00

Indirect Preserve Total
0.04
0.03
0.86
0.93
0.00
0.97
0.97
0.04
0.20
0.05
0.29
1.04
0.58
1.62
0.00
0.09
0.03
0.12
0.00
0.96
0.14
1.10
0.04
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.44
5.13
0.54
0.00
6.11
0.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.08
0.08
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.29
0.03
1.32
0.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.89
0.02
0.00
0.32
1.23
0.06
0.38
1.68
2.11
0.00
0.05
0.05
0.00
0.19
0.00
0.15
0.82
1.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
17.69

Total

1.41 1.46
1.46
3.08 3.11
3.16
3.87 4.73
4.73
8.36 9.29
9.34
0.55 0.55
0.55
1.07 2.04
2.38
1.63 2.59
2.93
0.48 0.52
0.52
2.06 2.26
2.26
0.70 0.74
0.74
3.23 3.52
3.52
2.29 3.33
3.34
0.82 1.40
1.49
3.11 4.73
4.83
3.03 3.03
3.03
0.97 1.06
1.25
0.52 0.56
0.56
4.52 4.65
4.83
0.03 0.03
0.03
1.14 2.10
2.10
0.57 0.71
0.71
1.73 2.84
2.84
0.00 0.00
0.64
0.00 0.00
0.42
0.00 0.00
0.12
0.00 0.00
1.17
14.30 14.75 14.75
3.62 8.75
9.03
2.37 2.90
2.90
1.63 1.63
1.63
21.92 28.03 28.31
4.87 5.27
5.27
0.00 0.00
0.01
0.00 0.00
0.58
0.00 0.00
0.09
0.00 0.00
5.34
4.87 5.27 11.29
0.00 0.00
0.10
0.00 0.00
5.22
0.00 0.00
0.12
0.00 0.00
9.00
0.00 0.00
0.24
0.00 0.00 14.68
0.00 0.00
0.02
0.00 0.00
5.59
0.00 0.00
0.00
0.00 0.00
5.61
0.00 0.00
1.11
0.00 0.08
0.13
0.00 0.08
1.24
0.00 0.00
0.10
0.00 0.00
5.18
0.00 0.00
0.48
0.00 0.00
0.43
0.00 0.00
0.56
0.00 0.00
6.76
0.00 1.29
2.29
0.00 0.03
0.29
0.00 1.32
2.57
0.00 0.16
0.50
0.00 0.00
0.09
0.00 0.00
0.60
0.00 0.00
1.78
0.00 0.16
2.97
0.00 0.00
0.16
0.00 0.00
0.11
0.00 0.00
0.33
0.00 0.00
0.60
1.20 2.09
2.09
1.24 1.26
1.26
0.45 0.45
0.45
0.13 0.45
0.45
3.02 4.25
4.25
0.41 0.47
0.47
0.58 0.96
0.96
3.22 4.90
4.91
4.21 6.33
6.34
0.02 0.02
0.02
0.37 0.42
0.42
0.39 0.44
0.44
0.00 0.00
0.03
4.93 5.11 19.27
0.00 0.00
0.21
0.04 0.19
2.66
0.02 0.84 11.51
4.99 6.15 33.68
0.00 0.00
0.07
0.00 0.00
0.01
0.00 0.00
0.09
0.00 0.00
0.16
0.00 0.00
0.33
0.00 0.00
0.07
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3.25
0.00 0.00
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0.00 0.00
5.00
0.00 0.00
0.08
0.00 0.00
2.01
0.00 0.00
1.59
0.00 0.00
1.00
0.00 0.00
1.46
0.00 0.00
6.14
61.99 79.67 159.67
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Summary of Dry Creek habitat types, distance and percent of habitat, Placer Vineyards, 2006
Total Distance
Percent
Habitat
Code
N
Backwater pool-log
BPL
1
5.0
0.2
Backwater pool-rootwad
BPR
1
10.0
0.3
Corner Pool
CRP
7
230.0
7.6
DPL
3
54.0
1.8
Dammed Pool - log
Glide
GLD
4
74.0
2.4
1
20.0
0.7
Low Gradient Riffle
LGR
LSL
2
37.0
1.2
Lateral Scour Pool - log
10
387.0
12.7
Lateral Scour Pool - rootwad
LSR
Main Channel Pool
MCP
17
428.0
14.1
PLP
1
12.0
0.4
Plunge Pool
Run
Run
35
1732.0
56.9
Secondary Channel Pool
SCP
5
54.0
1.8
87
3043.0
100.0

2001-196 Dry Creek Fish Habitat Assessment/Placer Vineyards Dry Creek Mapping Data/Hab Type sum table

Physical Parameters of Stream Habitat Units within Dry Creek, Placer Vineyards
Habitat Unit
No.
31
30
29
28
27
26
24a
25
24
23
22
21a
21
20
19a
19
18
17
16
15
14a
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
32
33
34
35
35a
36
37
38
39
40
41
41a
42
43
43a
44
45
46
47
48
49

Type
Run
LSR
Run
MCP
Run
MCP
GLD
Run
LSL
MCP
MCP
GLD
Run
CRP
BPL
Run
LSR
MCP
MCP
Run
BPR
PLP
DPL
Run
LSR
Run
MCP
Run
LSR
MCP
LSR
Run
LSR
Run
MCP
Run
LSR
Run
LGR
SCP
Run
MCP
DPL
GLD
Run
Run
Run
LSR/MCP
MCP
SCP
Run
LSR
Run
CRP
CRP
Run

Characteristics

Length (m) Avg Width (m)
42.0
8.0
23.0
10.0
34.0
8.0
Clay Formed/downed ash tree
21.0
8.0
39.0
11.5
Tree Formed
12.0
11.5
24.0
1.5
51.0
6.5
Tree From bank
25.0
8.0
Clay Formed
23.0
12.0
10.0
10.0
Side Channel
15.0
5.0
Split by Clay Bar
21.0
6.0
35.0
13.0
5.0
5.0
20.0
8.0
21.0
8.0
Bedrock/Clay Formed
8.0
8.0
w Tree Branches
13.0
16.0
16.0
7.0
10.0
4.5
12.0
18.0
4 Trees from Banks
15.0
20.0
56.0
8.0
22.0
8.0
minimal side chanel AVG 2.0 m shallow (0.05), max 0.
47.0
7.5
4 trees
17.0
12.5
Gravel bar in middle
23.0
13.0
Tree in Stream
33.0
12.0
Log Formed
6.0
15.0
44.0
10.0
Split by sand bar
35.0
7.5
30.0
12.0
56.0
10.0
Riprap weir
28.0
16.0
Watt Bridge
35.0
12.0
20.0
12.0
40.0
12.0
20.0
10.0
12.0
5.0
20.0
10.0
Log Enhanced
80.0
10.0
Backwater Pools on Both Edges of Tree Dam
24.0
12.0
18.0
12.0
50.0
12.0
Split Channel
21.0
6.0
21.0
7.0
Log Enhanced
55.0
12.0
Log Enhanced
18.0
11.0
10.0
5.0
25.0
12.0
Series of Pools on Meanders
66.0
10.0
17.0
9.0
w downed valley oak
15.0
9.0
30.0
8.0
Big Meander
86.0
9.0

Depth (Meters)
Max
Avg
0.6
0.3
1.2
0.5
1
0.4
0.9
0.5
0.7
0.4
0.8
0.3
0.4
0.75
0.7
0.4
0.9
0.7
0.9
0.5
0.8
0.5
0.4
0.25
0.7
0.35
0.9
0.4
0.5
0.3
0.7
0.4
0.9
0.5
0.8
0.4
0.5
0.2
0.7
0.4
0.7
0.5
1.5
0.6
1.3
1
0.9
0.5
0.9
0.6
0.6
0.3
1.4
0.8
0.4
0.3
0.9
0.4
1.2
0.5
0.8
0.5
0.6
0.4
2
1
0.6
0.25
1
0.7
0.7
0.25
1
0.4
0.65
0.3
0.35
0.2
0.8
0.4
0.7
0.3
1.2
0.6
0.9
0.4
0.4
0.25
0.7
0.5
0.8
0.4
0.3
0.2
1.1
0.5
1.4
0.6
1.15
0.4
0.6
0.4
1
0.7
0.5
0.3
0.9
0.6
1
0.7
0.9
0.4

Substrate (%)
Cover (%)
Silt Sand Gravel Cobble Boulder Bedrock Clay Canopy Instream Object Cover Undercut Banks Turbulence Overhanging Veg.
30 35
10
25
40
2
1
1
1
1
28 70
2
75
3
2
1
1
3
15 70
5
10
20
2
1
1
1
5
45
50
5
2
2
1
2
30 50
5
15
10
1
1
1
1
20 60
10
10
30
4
4
3
3
30 30
40
70
1
1
1
20 40
10
30
10
1
1
1
2
20 40
30
10
20
3
3
2
2
10 50
10
30
25
2
1
2
5
30
45
20
5
1
1
25 30
23
2
20
0
1
1
1
5
35
35
5
20
0
1
1
1
15 40
5
40
10
3
2
1
2
1
80 20
5
1
1
1
30 35
20
15
0
1
1
1
1
1
30 50
10
10
0
3
3
2
2
1
5
50
28
2
15
5
1
1
1
1
5
35
40
20
30
2
1
2
1
5
35
25
35
25
2
1
2
1
30 15
20
35
35
3
3
3
1
5
55
40
10
4
4
1
3
1
40 55
5
15
5
5
2
2
1
20 30
25
25
30
2
2
1
1
1
15 55
30
50
2
2
1
2
1
30 35
35
15
2
1
2
1
35 60
5
20
4
4
1
1
1
25 65
10
35
2
1
1
1
1
38 60
2
40
3
3
1
2
45 50
5
20
3
3
2
35 65
65
3
2
2
1
1
25 70
5
85
1
1
1
1
40 60
40
4
3
2
1
1
30 65
5
20
1
1
1
1
20 70
10
10
2
1
1
2
10 75
5
10
70
1
1
1
18 80
2
5
2
2
1
1
2
78
20
5
1
1
1
1
40
50
5
5
0
1
1
1
30 70
80
1
1
10 60
24
1
5
65
1
1
1
1
1
30 60
5
5
15
2
2
2
5
70
19
1
5
10
2
2
1
1
1
15 74
10
1
5
1
1
1
1
15 75
10
20
1
1
1
1
1
15 65
20
5
1
1
1
1
15 65
20
5
1
1
1
1
10 75
15
60
2
1
1
1
1
35 65
10
3
2
1
1
1
70 30
0
2
1
10 85
5
20
1
1
1
1
20 70
10
60
3
2
2
1
1
15 80
5
15
2
1
1
1
19 80
1
5
3
3
1
19 80
1
80
3
2
2
1
1
5
80
15
5
2
1
1
1
1
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Physical Parameters of Stream Habitat Units within Dry Creek, Placer Vineyards
Habitat Unit
No.
Type
Characteristics
50
CRP
51
Run
52 CRP-LSR
53
Run
Man made wier in middle
53a
SCP
54
CRP
Split Channel Oak in Creek
55
Run
Woody debris throughout
56
GLD
56a
SCP
57
Run
has depressions from veg/stumps
58
LSL
59
Run
60
MCP
Log enhanced
61
Run
62
MCP
extended due to veg root systems
63
Run
64
MCP
log enhanced also LSR
65
Run
woody debris in spots
66
LSR
gravel bar enhanced
67
Run
68
CRP
woody debris
69
CRP
70
MCP
log/rootwood enhance
71 MCP/CRP meander pools
71a
SCP
72
Run
73
MCP
logs enhanced
74
Run
w cutoff side channel / gravel bar
75
DPL
trees/timbers enhanced - bass habitat
76
Run
lots of woody debris
77 CRP/LSR meanders w island split channel
77a
Run
78
Run
woody debris in spots

Length (m) Avg Width (m)
31.0
11.0
27.0
10.0
10.0
15.0
87.0
14.0
16.0
4.0
31.0
8.0
125.0
11.0
17.0
9.5
10.0
6.0
57.0
9.0
12.0
9.0
64.0
8.0
10.0
12.0
60.0
10.0
24.0
10.0
83.0
7.5
51.0
12.0
223.0
10.0
36.0
10.0
37.0
12.0
22.0
8.0
21.0
13.0
24.0
10.0
60.0
9.0
6.0
6.0
50.0
10.0
23.0
9.0
35.0
8.0
15.0
15.0
20.0
12.0
35.0
6.0
10.0
6.0
99.0
18.0

Depth (Meters)
Max
Avg
0.8
0.6
0.7
0.4
0.8
0.4
0.7
0.3
0.8
0.5
1.2
0.5
0.75
0.3
0.4
0.3
0.8
0.5
1.1
0.5
0.9
0.6
1
0.4
0.8
0.3
0.6
0.3
0.7
0.4
0.6
0.4
1.1
0.5
0.8
0.4
0.9
0.5
0.6
0.4
1
0.5
1.3
0.6
1.4
0.8
1
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.9
0.4
1.4
0.6
0.8
0.3
1.1
0.6
0.6
0.4
1
0.6
0.6
0.2
0.6
0.3

Substrate (%)
Cover (%)
Silt Sand Gravel Cobble Boulder Bedrock Clay Canopy Instream Object Cover Undercut Banks Turbulence Overhanging Veg.
5
85
5
5
20
2
1
1
1
1
10 80
10
40
2
1
1
1
2
25 70
5
95
1
1
1
1
15 55
25
5
10
2
2
1
1
1
50 50
90
3
3
1
3
15 75
10
10
4
3
1
2
1
10 60
25
5
35
2
1
1
1
2
2
85
10
3
40
1
1
90
10
60
1
1
8
70
20
2
20
2
1
1
1
1
8
80
10
2
50
3
3
1
2
7
75
15
3
35
2
1
1
1
1
3
80
15
2
20
2
2
1
1
5
65
20
10
35
2
1
1
1
1
75
14
10
70
3
3
1
1
2
1
65
25
9
75
3
2
1
1
3
2
75
15
8
80
4
3
1
2
3
2
58
30
10
50
2
2
1
1
2
5
65
25
5
50
3
3
1
1
2
2
53
40
5
65
2
1
1
1
2
2
68
20
10
55
2
1
1
1
75
15
10
50
3
3
2
1
3
1
64
25
10
60
3
2
1
2
1
2
57
25
1
15
70
3
2
1
1
2
80 10
10
90
2
2
1
1
64
25
10
50
3
1
1
1
2
5
65
30
50
3
3
1
2
1
2
63
30
5
55
2
1
1
2
1
5
73
20
2
75
4
3
2
2
1
2
63
30
5
50
3
3
2
2
2
2
63
30
5
55
4
3
3
2
2
5
70
20
5
50
2
1
1
2
5
65
25
5
65
2
1
1
1
1
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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this Biological Assessment is to review the proposed Placer Vineyards Specific
Plan project (Project), including off-site infrastructure elements, in sufficient detail to allow the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to determine the impact of proposed actions on federally
protected species of interest (listed below).

This Biological Assessment is prepared in

accordance with legal requirements set forth under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act [16
U.S.C. 1536 (c)].
A map depicting the location of the Project and a description of the proposed Action Area are
provided in section 5.0, below.

2.0

SPECIES LIST

A list of federally listed, proposed and/or candidate species was created for the proposed Action
Area and Vicinity (i.e., within a 10-mile radius of the site), based on the following sources:
•

The USFWS official species list for the “Citrus Heights, CA,” “Rio Linda, CA,” “Pleasant
Grove, CA,” and “Roseville, CA,” 7.5-minute quadrangles (Attachment A);

•

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Report, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Revised
Draft EIR) (Quad Knopf 2006); and

•

California Department of Fish and Game's (CDFG) Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)
record search for the “Citrus Heights, CA,” “Rio Linda, CA,” “Pleasant Grove, CA,” and
“Roseville, CA,” 7.5-minute quadrangles (CDFG 2003) (Attachment B).

•

USFWS letter of April 13, 2007 reporting Branchinecta conservatio in western Placer
County (USFWS 2007).

Species of regulatory interest to USFWS are reported below according to their legal status.
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2.1

Federal Endangered Species
•

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi)

•

Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida)

•

Hartweg’s golden sunburst (Pseudobahia bahiifolia)

•

Conservancy fairy shrimp (Branchinecta conservatio)

2.2

Federal Threatened Species
•

California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense)

•

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi)

•

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus)

•

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)

•

Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus)

•

Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis)

•

California red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonii)

•

Giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas)

2.3

Federal Candidate Species
•

2.4

Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus occidentalis)
Anadromous Fish Species

In addition to those species reported above, the following anadromous fish species may be
affected by the proposed project:
•

Central Valley Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss)

•

Central Valley fall/late fall run Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha)
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The scope of this Biological Assessment is to address federally protected plants and animals for
consultation with USFWS. As such, all discussion of anadromous fish and their habitat within
the Specific Plan Area, Specific Plan Area vicinity and off-site infrastructure areas will be
addressed in a separate Biological Assessment prepared for the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS).

3.0

CRITICAL HABITAT

No Critical Habitat units are located within the proposed Action Area. Four Critical Habitat units
were identified from the above-listed sources as occurring within the vicinity (i.e., within 10
miles) of the proposed Action Area. These are:
•

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle

•

Vernal pool fairy shrimp (as identified by USFWS in the 2006 Critical Habitat Final Rule)

•

Spring-run Chinook Salmon, and

•

Central Valley Steelhead.

As discussed above, the scope of this Biological Assessment is to address federally protected
plants and animals for consultation with USFWS. As such, all discussion of Critical Habitat for
anadromous fish will be addressed in a separate Biological Assessment prepared for the NOAA,
NMFS. The nearest Critical Habitat designated for vernal pool fairy shrimp is approximately nine
miles north of the Action Area (CDFG 2003). The nearest Critical Habitat unit designated for
the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is approximately eight miles southeast, along the
American River (CDFG 2003).

4.0

CONSULTATION TO DATE

This document is intended to support the reinitiation of consultation with the USFWS, pursuant
to Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act. Formal consultation was initiated by the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on 01 February 2008. That consultation (Service File No. 814202008-TA-0983-1) was suspended on 07 March 2008, although informal consultation continued,
and is ongoing.
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5.0

DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

5.1

Project Location

The proposed Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) area encompasses approximately 5,230
acres in unincorporated southwestern Placer County, approximately 15 miles north of
Sacramento.

It is bounded on the north by Baseline Road, on the south by the

Sacramento/Placer County line, on the west by the Sutter/Placer County line, and Pleasant
Grove Road, and on the east by Dry Creek and Walerga Road.

East to west, it spans

approximately six miles. North to south, at its widest point, it spans approximately two miles.
Surrounding land uses include agricultural land with cultivated crops, irrigated pastures, rice
fields, and scattered rural residences.

Land to the east (City of Roseville) and southwest

(Natomas Basin) are currently being developed for residential and commercial uses.
Coordinates for the approximate center of the area are 38° 45’ 00” N and 121° 24’ 30” W. The
area coincides with portions of Township 10 North, Range 4 East, Section 1, Township 10
North, Range 5 East, Sections 1-12, and Township 10 North, Range 6 East, Sections 6-10 of the
“Citrus Heights, CA,” “Rio Linda, CA,” “Pleasant Grove, CA,” and “Roseville, CA” 7.5-minute
quadrangles (U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, photo revised 1992, 1981,
1992, and 1992, respectively; Figure 1. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Area and Properties with

Active Applications). The PVSP area includes portions of the Lower American River Watershed
and the Lower Sacramento River Watershed (#18020111 and #18020109, U.S. Department of
Interior, Geological Survey 1978).
Within the PVSP area separate permit applications were submitted by each of 23 property
owners.

Those property owners (or their current successors) are identified in Section 5.2,

below.

At the direction of the Corps of Engineers, in order to support public notice and

analysis of cumulative impacts, these applications were bundled together, along with an
application for jointly-required backbone infrastructure elements to be constructed both within
and outside the PVSP area. These bundled applications were originally submitted in May 2006.
One is no longer active. Each of the properties with an active application is depicted on Figure
1.
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Infrastructure improvements, both within the PVSP area and off-site, would be necessary to
support the proposed development.

These infrastructure improvements include road

improvements (e.g., widening of lanes and the addition of intersection controls), the addition of
utility lines and routes for trunk sewer and water lines, and recycled water storage facilities and
transmission lines. Regarding off-site infrastructure improvements, where possible, utility lines
would be placed within existing roadways or other disturbed areas, so as to minimize
environmental impacts.

Due to then-uncertainties regarding the precise path/alignment for

each of these off-site infrastructure elements, six different scenarios were presented in the
2006 bundled Clean Water Act, Section 404 Permit Application package.

Scenario #3 was

identified as the most likely to be implemented, and was incorporated into the bundled permit
application package. Since that time, uncertainties have been removed. The location of the
off-site infrastructure elements are identified in Figure 2. Off-Site Area for Infrastructure

Elements.

The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area and the area for off-site infrastructure

elements together constitute the basis for the Action Area defined at Section 5.4, below.
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5.2

Project Proponents

Project proponents and contact information for active permit applications within the Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan area are listed below, in Table 1.
Table 1. Project Proponents and Contact Information
Property
No.
Infrastructure

Name
Infrastructure

Regulatory
No.
PN 199900737

1A.

Doyle

200500090

1B.

Hodel

200500089

2.

Mourier 135

200600578

3.

Watt x
Baseline

200501181

4A.

Placer
Vineyards
179a

200501073

4B.

Placer
Vineyards
179b

200600578

Owner / Applicant
Placer Vineyards Development Group, LLC.
c/o: Kent MacDiarmid
The MacDiarmid Company
1079 Sunrise Avenue, Suite B-317
Roseville, California 95661
Phone: 916-772-3680
kent@macdiarmidcompany.com
PLACER 400 INVESTORS, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Ron Bertolina, Esq.
AKT Investments, Inc.
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 101
Sacramento, California 95826
Hodel Family Enterprises, LP.,
a California limited partnership
c/o: Christine Jordon and Rebecca Beach
Hodel Family Enterprises, LP
7314 Quail Road
Fair Oaks, California 95628
Phone: 916-927-1126
John L. Mourier III, a Trustee of the
Mourier Family Revocable Lifetime Trust,
UTA dated April 13, 1978
c/o: Steve Schnable
John Mourier Construction, Inc.
1430 Blue Oaks Boulevard, Suite 190
Roseville, California 95747
Phone: 916-969-2842
sschnable@jmchomes.com
Baseline & Watt, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Phillip Harvey
Petrovich Development
5046 Sunrise Boulevard, Suite 1
Fair Oaks, California 95628
Phone: 916-768-1238
phil@petrovichdevelopment.com
B and W 60, L.P.,
a California limited partnership
c/o:Ted Messner
Evergreen Commercial
1755 Creekside Oaks Drive, Suite 290
Sacramento, California 95833
Phone: 916-648-1100
tmessner@theevergreencompnay.com
Placer 536,
a California limited partnership
c/o: Jack Sioukas and Sotiris Kolokotronis
JAS Development
2277 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 295
Sacramento, California 95825
Phone: 916-761-6431
jack@sioukas.com
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Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Karen Shaffer
Gibson & Skordal, LLC
2617 K Street, Suite 175
Sacramento, California 95816
Phone: 916-822-3230
kshaffer@gibsonandskordal.com
Karen Shaffer
Gibson & Skordal, LLC
2617 K Street, Suite 175
Sacramento, California 95816
Phone: 916-822-3230
kshaffer@gibsonandskordal.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Karen Shaffer
Gibson & Skordal, LLC
2617 K Street, Suite 175
Sacramento, California 95816
Phone: 916-822-3230
kshaffer@gibsonandskordal.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com

2001-196: Re-Draft USFWS BA/2013/
FINAL/2013 Revised USFWS BA 3.27.13

Property
No.
6.

7.

8.

Name
Placer
Vineyards C

Placer
Vineyards 356

Placer
Vineyards B

Regulatory
No.
200500598

200500088

200500597

9A.

Placer
Vineyards A(a)

200500535

9B.

Placer
Vineyards A(b)

200600582

Owner / Applicant
Frances E. Shadwick, a married woman as
her sole and separate property; Ellen G.
O’Looney and John P. O’Looney, as
Trustees of the John P. O’Looney and Ellen
G. O’Looney 1991 Living Trust, dated
October 9, 1991; and Susan K. Pilarsky, a
married woman as her sole and separate
property, each as to an undivided onethird (1/3) interest, as tenants in common
c/o: Fran Shadwick
7811 Feldspar Court
Citrus Heights, California 95610
Phone: 916-725-1807
Susan Pilarski
1272 Palmerston Loop
Roseville, California 95678
BHT II NORTHERN CAL 1,
a Delaware limited liability company
c/o: Steven J. Kessler
West Coast Housing Partners, LLC
3027 Townsgate Road, Suite 250
Thousand Oaks, California 91361
BHT II Northern Cal 1, LLC
c/o: Rick Langdon
West Coast Housing Partners, LLC
3130 W. Main Street, Suite A-2
Visalia, California 93291
Spinelli Investments, LLC, a California
limited liability company, as to an
undivided 50% interest and
c/o: Donna Miller
2250 Coronet Drive
San Jose, California 95124
Millspin Investments, LLC, a California
limited liability company, as to an
undivided 50% interest
c/o: Joan Williams
Millspin Investments
2318 Starbright Drive
San Jose, California 95124
Phone: 408-371-2846
Placer 1 Owners’ Receivership
c/o: Elli M. A. Mills
Court Appointed Receiver
5401 Longley Lane, Suite 42
Reno, Nevada 89511
Phone: 775-424-2805
EMillsPV@aol.com
Placer 1 Owners’ Receivership
c/o: Elli M. A. Mills
Court Appointed Receiver
5401 Longley Lane, Suite 42
Reno, Nevada 89511
Phone: 775-424-2805
EMillsPV@aol.com
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Agent
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com

Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com

Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com

Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
ken@foothill.com
Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
ken@foothill.com
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Property
No.
10.

Name
Dyer 240

Regulatory
No.
200500018

11.

PGG
Properties

200500044

12A.

Placer
Vineyards
290, Parcel 1

200500230

12B.

Placer
Vineyards
290, Parcel 2

200500230

14.

D.F. 80

200400893

15.

Placer
Vineyards 200

200500233

16.

Placer
Vineyards 88

200600581

17.

Gulley 20

200500025

Owner / Applicant
Frank Stathos,
individual
c/o: Frank Stathos
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95826
P.G.G. Properties,
a General Partnership
c/o: Gus Galaxidas
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95826
Phone: 916-425-6897
ggalaxidas@metroproperties.com
IL Centro, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Robert or Mike Musolino
8775 Sierra College Boulevard, Suite 400
Roseville, California 95661
rmusolino@surewest.net
mmusolino@surewest.net
PLACER 102, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Gus Galaxidas
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95826
Phone: 916-425-6897
ggalaxidas@metroproperties.com
DF Properties,
a California corporation
c/o: Ken Denio and Jeff Ronten
D.F. Properties, Inc.
2013 Opportunity Drive, #140
Roseville, California 95678
Phone: 916-782-704
JRonten@surewest.net
Palladay Greens, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Tony Gallas
11448 Ski Slope Way
Truckee, California 96161
Phone: 916-769-6787
tgallas@pacbell.net
Placer Vineyards Development Group, LLC,
a California limited liability company
c/o: Bob Shattuck
Lennar Communities
1420 Rocky Ridge Drive, Suite 320
Roseville, California 95661
Phone: 916- 746-8500
J.A. Sioukas Family Partnership, L.P.,
a California limited partnership
c/o: Jack Sioukas
JAS Developments, Inc.
2277 Fair Oaks Boulevard, Suite 295
Sacramento, California 95825
Phone: 916-648-1100
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Agent
Karen Shaffer
Gibson & Skordal, LLC
2617 K Street, Suite 175
Sacramento, California 95816
Phone: 916-822-3230
kshaffer@gibsonandskordal.com
Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
ken@foothill.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com
Karen Shaffer
Gibson & Skordal, LLC
2617 K Street, Suite 175
Sacramento, California 95816
Phone: 916-822-3230
kshaffer@gibsonandskordal.com
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Property
No.
19.

Name
Placer
Vineyards 815

Regulatory
No.
200300670

21.

Pan de Leon

200500754

23.

Fong

200500042

24.

Capri

200500091

Owner / Applicant
Lennar Winncrest, LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company
c/o: Bob Shattuck
Lennar Communities
1420 Rocky Ridge Drive, Suite 320
Roseville, California 95661
Phone:916-746-8500
bob.shattuck@Lennar.com
Baseline A&B Holding, LLC,
A California limited liability company
c/o: Julie Hanson
1700 Eureka Road, Suite 150C
Roseville, California 95667
Phone: 916-774-6622
jmrhanson@gmail.com
John Petros Pandeleon and Nicholas
Pandeleon and Contilo K. Pandeleon, as
Joint Tenants
c/o: Gus Galaxidas
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95826
Phone: 916-425-6897
ggalaxidas@metroproperties.com
PMF5C, LLC
Candace Fong
3009 65th Street
Sacramento, California 95820
Nicolas Pandeleon and Contilo K.
Pandeleon, as Trustees of the Pandeleon
Family Trust dated May 18, 1999, as to an
undivided 25% interest; Nick J. Pantis, as
Trustee of the Nick J. Pantis Revocable
Trust dated July 1, 2003, as to an
undivided 25% interest; Nick Galaxidas, a
married man as his sole and separate
property, as to an undivided 12.5%
interest; Constantino Galaxidas and
Stelene D. Galaxidas, as Trustees of The
Galaxidas Family Trust dated May 21,
2007, as to an undivided 25% interest;
and Anna Galaxidas, as Trustee of the
Anna Galaxidas Living Trust, UTA dated
July 5, 2007, as to an undivided 12.5%
interest.
c/o: Gus Galaxidas
7700 College Town Drive, Suite 201
Sacramento, California 95826
Phone: 916-425-6897
ggalaxidas@metroproperties.com
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Agent
Hal Freeman
ECORP Consulting, Inc.
2525 Warren Drive
Rocklin, California 95677
Phone: 916-782-9100
Fax: 916-782-9134
hfreeman@ecorpconsulting.com

Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
ken@foothill.com
Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
ken@foothill.com
Ken Whitney
Foothill Associates
590 Menlo Drive, Suite 1
Rocklin, California 95765
Phone: 916-435-1202
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5.3

Project Purpose and Description

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has determined that the project purpose is:
“to construct a large-scale, regional mixed-use residential project in western Placer
County.”
The Applicants’ stated need for the Proposed Action is described as follows:
“The project is proposed as a large scale residential community because the primary
purpose of the Project is to accommodate projected population growth in Placer County
and provide a coordinated development envelope consisting of residential, commercial,
recreational, public/quasi-public land uses, required infrastructure and open space to
accommodate a population of approximately 30,000 to 50,000 persons. The project is
intended to assist in meeting the region’s future needs for residential opportunities
through comprehensive planning.”
The purpose of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) is to establish a coordinated and
comprehensive approach towards land use development consisting of residential, employment,
commercial, recreational and public/quasi-public land uses, and required infrastructure, as well
as open space.

The properties with currently active individual permit applications total

approximately 3,746 acres within the PVSP area. The projects have independent utility so that
if any of the current bundle of permits become inactive, the remaining applicants will continue
to pursue permits for development. Similarly, it is anticipated that the entire PVSP area will
ultimately be developed over a period of many years and that future individual permits will be
pursued as required for the remaining properties.

The remaining 1,484 acres consist of those

development parcels whose owners are not pursuing permits at this time, and a 979-acre
“Special Planning Area” (SPA) that is predominated by existing rural residential development. .
An estimated 35 acres of those remaining 1484 acres would by impacted by major roadways
constructed to serve the PVSP area.
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Additional elements addressed in this Biological Assessment include the off-site infrastructure
elements, (i.e., two sewer lines, a potable water line/tank, a recycled water line, and
road improvements) (see Figure 2, above).

Other integral elements of the proposed actions

include the compensatory and construction-related conservation and minimization measures
proposed to reduce potential impacts to biological resources within the Placer Vineyards Specific
Plan area (Section 5.7).
In its environmental review of the PVSP, Placer County evaluated a range of development
densities, from 14,132 dwelling units up to 21,631 dwelling units within the 5230-acre PVSP
area. The “bookends” of this range are represented by the lower density “Base Plan” and a
higher density version known as the “Blueprint Scenario”, due to its consistency with the 2005
Sacramento Area Council of Governments’ (SACOG’s) “Preferred Blueprint Scenario.” Under this
higher density scenario, the development footprint would remain essentially the same, but the
density of residential and commercial land uses would be increased to accommodate an
estimated population of approximately 49,000 people (increased from approximately 33,000 at
the lower end of the density range). The higher density scenario would also result in minor
land use shifts within the plan to accommodate the higher densities. There is some potential
that, during the 20-to 30-year buildout of the PVSP, local policy makers may determine that the
plan area is suitable for the higher densities. Accordingly, the applicants have requested that
the EIS evaluate, and the Corps’ 404 permits reflect, the potential for development throughout
the continuum between low and high densities analyzed in the Specific Plan EIR. That is, the
Corps’ permits and NEPA review will allow local policy makers to adjust the densities of the
plan, within these “bookends,” without the need for further Corps permitting or environmental
review, as long as the development footprint remains unchanged.
At full build-out at the lower end of the density range, the PVSP area would support a
population of 33,000 persons in 14,132 dwelling units. The newly-developed 4,251-acre area1
would include approximately 2,382 acres of residential uses, 309 acres of commercial uses, 640
acres of quasi-public (public facilities/services, religious facilities, schools, and major roadways)
land uses, and 211 acres of park and 709 acres of open space land (Figure 3. Placer Vineyards

Specific Plan –Approved Development Plan). There would be approximately 13,982 new
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dwelling units2.

The 709 acres of open space would include corridors with drainage

infrastructure elements to be constructed as part of the plan. The PVSP is expected to develop
over a 20 to 30-year time frame.
All of the proposed development that would be allowed under the currently-pursued permit
actions would occur within approximately 3,746 acres.

When complete, this portion of the

development would consist of approximately 2,005.5 acres of residential uses; 277.7 acres of
office/business park/commercial uses; 50.5 acres of public facilities and services uses; 74 acres
of religious facilities; 167 acres of elementary, middle, and high school uses; 199 acres of park
(neighborhood, community and “mini” parks, as well as a recreational center); 296.5 acres of
major roadways; and 675.5 acres of open space. Consistent with the Placer County General
Plan, the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan allocates 11,585 of the 14,132 allowable dwelling units
to these 3,746 acres. As discussed above, build-out is anticipated to occur over a 20 to 30-year
period.
At full-buildout at the higher end of the density range, the development footprint would remain
the same, but the density of residential and commercial land uses would increase to
accommodate 21,631 dwelling units and an estimated population of 49,000 people. Like at the
lower end of the density-range, there would be new development of approximately 4,251 acres
within the 5,230-acre Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area. The remaining 979 acres are within a
Special Planning Area (SPA) where there is existing rural residential land use, and only very
limited additional development (i.e., 261 new dwelling units) would occur.

1

The “newly-developed” area is the portion of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area not designated as “Special
Planning Area”, which is predominated by existing rural residential development.
2
The total dwelling unit count for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is 14,132 which is the total of 13,721 new
dwelling units within the newly-developed 4,251 acres, plus an allowance for 150 existing dwelling units and 261 new
dwelling units in the 979-acre Special Planning Area.
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Higher density would require minor land use shifts within the plan area, but the development
footprint would remain the same with 709 acres of open space at full-buildout, regardless of
density.

There would be a maximum of approximately 21,4813 new dwelling units and a

population of approximately 49,000 persons that would develop over a 20 to 30-year time
frame. As with the low end of the density range, the 709 acres of open space would include
corridors with drainage infrastructure elements to be constructed as part of the plan.
5.4

Action Area

The proposed Action Area includes the 3,746 acres of properties with active permit applications
within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) area, the footprint of infrastructure elements
(both within the properties without active applications and completely outside the PVSP area),
and a 250-foot buffer zone (Figure 4. Action Area).
The Action Area has been defined to include a 250-foot buffer in order to assess potential
indirect impacts to adjacent habitats that may support federally listed species. Most of the
adjacent properties (outside of the PVSP area) that could support special aquatic habitats,
however, are either hydrologically disconnected, from the PVSP area or are already part of a
different development plan area.

The northern boundary of the PVSP area is functionally

defined by Baseline Road which serves as a hydrological barrier to adjacent isolated seasonal
wetlands within the Action Area. Similarly, Dry Creek provides a hydrological barrier along the
southeastern boundary.

In addition, much of the Action Area is bordered by Plan Areas for

existing and/or proposed developments, including the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area, the Curry
Creek Community Plan Area, the Elverta Specific Plan Area, the Dry Creek Community Plan
Area, and the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan Area (Figure 5. Adjacent Existing and/or Proposed

Developments and Plan Areas). Direct impacts to special aquatic habitats in these areas would
be permitted through separate Federal Actions (Section 7 or 10) specific to each area/project,
and should not require assessment of indirect impacts.

3
The total dwelling unit count for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Blueprint Scenario is 21,631 which is the total of
21,220 new dwelling units within the newly-developed 4,251 acres, plus an allowance for 150 existing dwelling units
and 261 new dwelling units in the 979-acre Special Planning Area.
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5.4.1 Active Development Area
The properties within the PVSP area with active permit applications comprise 3,746 acres of
currently-proposed development and open space areas (see Figure 3). Development of the
3,746 acres will consist of approximately 11,585 dwelling units on 2,005.5 acres of residential
uses; approximately 277.7 acres of office/business park/commercial uses; 50.5 acres of public
facilities and services uses; 74 acres of religious facilities; approximately 167 acres of
elementary, middle, and high school uses; 199 acres of park (neighborhood, community and
“mini” parks, as well as a residential center); approximately 296.5 acres of major roadways; and
approximately 675.5 acres of open space. For this discussion, we will describe this area as the
Active Development Area.

5.4.2 Secondary Development Area
Major roadways would also cover an estimated additional 35 acres on properties within the
PVSP area, but without active permit applications. Development of these roadways would be
permitted under the infrastructure permit. For the purposes of this discussion, we will describe
this area as the Secondary Development Area.

5.4.3

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is the area required for implementation of four
infrastructure elements (i.e., two sewer lines, a potable water line, a recycled water line, and
road improvements). The off-site infrastructure elements would be constructed outside of the
boundary of the 5,230-acre PSVP area
5.5

Existing Site Conditions

5.5.1

Development Area

The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) area, including both the active and Secondary
Development Areas is located on level to gently rolling terrain that slopes primarily southwest,

14

2001-196: Re-Draft USFWS BA/2013/
FINAL/2013 Revised USFWS BA 3.27.13

except for a smaller area in the east which drains towards Dry Creek. It is situated at an
elevational range of approximately 40 to 100 feet above mean sea level. Current land uses
include active agriculture (pasturelands and farmlands), rural residences, transmission line
corridors, and paved and unpaved roadways.
The PVSP area supports a variety of habitat types (Figure 6 – Existing Habitat Types within the

Active Development Area), and is dominated by a mixture of cultivated agricultural land and
non-native annual grassland (grazed and non-grazed), with scattered seasonal wetlands,
including vernal pools, stock ponds, ephemeral (and formerly ephemeral) drainages. Runoff
from the irrigated pastures and rice fields has altered the hydrology of the site, as several
historically ephemeral drainage features are currently intermittently, or even perennially, wet.
Where changed, these watercourses typically support emergent marsh vegetation and scattered
stands of scrub riparian habitat. There is a mature riparian corridor along Dry Creek at the
southeastern edge of the PVSP area, two discrete stands of oak woodland, and scattered oak
savannah.
The following is a general description of the habitat types found within the in the PVSP area.
Acreages reported in the text and in Table 2, below relate only to the Active Development Area.
Table 2. Summary of Habitat Types
Habitat Type
Seasonal Wetlands
Vernal Pools
Drainage/Pond
Marsh/Riparian
Oak Woodland/Oak Savannah
Grassland
Agricultural Land
Roads/Other Surfaces
Total:
1

Acres within the Active Development Area
81.5
32.5
49.3
39.1
65.5
2,123.7
1,330.3
22.0
3,743.91

This number represents the acreage for the 3,746-acre Active Development Area.
overlap results in minor acreage discrepancy.
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As discussed above, an estimated additional 35 acres of major roadways are to be constructed
in the Secondary Development Area. The majority of this would be upon land classified as
agricultural (described below). An estimated 0.72 acres of wetlands, along with an estimated
0.19 acres of wetlands within the Special Planning Area, associated with this construction would
be permitted under the infrastructure permit.
5.5.1.1 Seasonal Wetlands
Seasonal wetlands (including seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland swales, drainage swales, and
riverine seasonal wetlands) occur throughout the area.

They are typically associated with

shallow drainages, swales or other depressions, and typically support wetland vegetation
including grasses such as Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp. gussoneanum),
perennial ryegrass (Lolium perenne), curly dock (Rumex crispis), annual bluegrass (Poa annua),
and annual rabbits-foot grass (Polypogon monspeliensis).
Because the wetland delineations compiled for the development area were conducted by
different consultants, the wetlands are described using different nomenclature.

These

differences in nomenclature are most evident in the classification of seasonal wetlands, some of
which are typically considered by USFWS to constitute potential habitat for federally-listed
aquatic invertebrates such as the vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) and vernal pool
tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi). Because the wetland delineations have been verified, and
to avoid introducing potential confusion to the discussion, ECORP will not change the
nomenclature used on the different properties, but will attempt to estimate what USFWS might
consider to represent potential habitat for listed aquatic invertebrates.

Since the proposed

mitigation makes no distinction between occupied and unoccupied habitat, the estimate
reported in Table 3, below has been made without regard for negative survey results which
were obtained through surveys conducted according to USFWS-promulgated protocols on some
properties. It is important to emphasize that the values reported represent only our estimate of
the type of habitat which appears typical of that which, in the absence of negative survey data,
would likely be considered by USFWS to represent habitat for those listed species.
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Table 3. Estimate of Potential Aquatic Invertebrate Habitat in Seasonal Wetlands
Potential Aquatic
Wetland Type
Wetland Acreage
Invertebrate Habitat
Seasonal
Wetlands
(Basin39.9
39.9
Type)
Seasonal
Wetlands
(Basin1.5
1.5
Type, Non Jurisdictional)
Seasonal Wetland Swales
12.7
12.1
Drainage Swales
2.1
2.1
Riverine Seasonal Wetlands
25.3
21.4
Total
81.5
77.0

Altogether, the Active Development Area contains approximately 81.5 acres of seasonal
wetlands within the participating properties, 77.0 acres of which are of the type typically
considered (in ECORP’s experience) by USFWS to represent potential habitat for federally-listed
aquatic invertebrates.
5.5.1.2 Vernal Pools
Vernal pools are shallow depressions underlain by a hardpan layer causing them to inundate.
These wetland features support typical vernal pool plant species found in the Sacramento
Valley.

Plant species observed in these habitats include Vasey’s coyote-thistle (Eryngium

vaseyi), popcorn flower (Plagiobothrys stipitatus), tricolored monkeyflower (Mimulus tricolor),
and downingia (Downingia spp.). The Active Development Area contains approximately 32.5
acres of vernal pools.
5.5.1.3 Drainage/Pond
Several drainage types are mapped within the PVSP area. These include canal/ditch, creek,
ephemeral drainage, intermittent drainage, and channel.

These features typically have a

defined bed and bank, and are mostly devoid of vegetation. Most of these drainages remain
dry most of the time, carrying water only during and/or shortly after rain events. The ponds
and stock ponds on-site support a narrow fringe of perennial vegetation dominated by cattail
(Typha latifolia), bulrush (Scirpus acutus), and common rush (Juncus effusus). The remainder
of pond surface acreage is open water.

There are approximately 30.8 acres of ephemeral
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drainage features mapped within the Active Development Area.

Ponds and stock ponds

represent approximately 18.5 acres.
5.5.1.4 Marsh/Riparian
Where water remains in an intermittent drainage long enough, emergent vegetation can
become established and riparian vegetation may be supported in the adjacent upland. Mature
riparian habitat occurs along the southeastern edge of the property adjacent to Dry Creek.
Another small, sparse stand of riparian habitat occurs in association with an intermittent
drainage in the southwestern portion of the PVSP area. Riparian trees such as arroyo willow
(Salix lasiolepis), Goodding’s black willow (Salix goodingii), and Fremont’s cottonwood (Populus

fremontii) occur in these areas. The associated understory consists of woody and herbaceous
plant species such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus discolor), dallis grass (Paspalum dilatatum),
and Johnson grass (Sorghum halepense). Just upstream to the east, across Palladay Road,
there is a 0.6-acre stand of eucalyptus planted around a stock pond (mapped as riparian nonnative). There are, approximately 0.2 acre of depressional seasonal marsh, 0.6 acres of riverine
seasonal marsh, 0.6 acres of riverine perennial marsh, and approximately 38 acres of riparian
vegetation within the Active Development Area.
5.5.1.5 Oak Woodland/Oak Savannah
Two stands of blue oak woodland totaling approximately 44.1 acres occur within the Active
Development Area. The blue oak woodland is dominated by blue oaks (Quercus douglasii) with
a non-native herbaceous understory typical of non-native grassland habitat. The savannah is
an open community with several scattered oaks. Approximately 21.4 acres of oak savannah
habitat have been identified in the Active Development Area.
5.5.1.6 Agricultural Land
Cultivated agricultural land makes up a large portion of land use throughout the PVSP area.
Typically, these lands are actively maintained (disced or tilled) throughout the year for
cultivated grain crops such as wheat. Other areas are leveled and flooded for rice production,
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or irrigated for cattle grazing. Upland herbaceous vegetation primarily consists of non-native
grass species such as wild oats (Avena sp.), foxtail (Hordeum murinum), annual ryegrass
(Lolium multiflorum), and annual bluegrass (Poa annua). Additional weedy herbaceous species
include yellow star-thistle (Centaurea solstitialis), filaree (Erodium sp.), and wild radish
(Raphanus sativus). There are approximately 1,330 acres of agricultural lands within the Active
Development Area.
5.5.1.7 Annual Grassland
Annual grassland is used for grazing (or lies fallow) and occurs throughout the region. This
herbaceous vegetation community is dominated by non-native grasses and forbs, such as those
found in the aforementioned agricultural land. Other species found in this community include
Fitch’s tarweed (Hemizonia fitchii) and soft chess (Bromus hordeaceus).

There are

approximately 2,124 acres of grassland within the Active Development Area.

5.5.2

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Existing land uses within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements include active agriculture
(pasturelands and farmlands), rural residences, transmission line corridors, and developed and
undeveloped roadways.
Vegetation communities mapped within the off-site infrastructure area include annual grassland,
riparian woodland, oak woodland, seasonal wetland and vernal pool complexes, and
landscaped areas associated with industrial, commercial, rural, and residential development. In
addition, there are other waters, such as creek and small drainage crossings. Aquatic features
in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements have been estimated based on aerial
photograph interpretation, since access to these off-site areas has not yet been secured.
Furthermore, the upland resources have not been quantified, since construction-related
disturbances to these resources are expected to be temporary and minor in nature. Additional
detailed information, with respect to off-site impacts can be found in Section 7.0 of this report.
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5.5.3

Soil Types

According to the Soil Survey of Placer County, Western Part, California (U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service 1980), 18 soil units, or types, have been mapped within
the Action Area (Figure 7. Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Types). These are:
(104) Alamo-Fiddyment Complex, 0 - 5 percent slopes; (123) Cometa Loam, 0 – 2 percent
slopes, (140) Cometa sandy loam, 1 - 5 percent slopes; (141) Cometa-Fiddyment Complex, 1 5 percent slopes; (142) Cometa-Ramona sandy loams, 1 - 5 percent slopes; (145) Fiddyment
fine sandy loam, 1 - 8 percent slopes, (146) Fiddyment loam, 1 - 8 percent slopes; (147)
Fiddyment-Kaseberg loams, 2 - 9 percent slopes; (158) San Joaquin sandy loam, 0 – 2 percent
slopes, (160) San Joaquin-Arents-Durochrepts complex, 0-1 percent slopes, (172) Live Oak
sandy clay loam, 0 – 2 percent slopes, occasionally flooded, (174) Ramona sandy loam, 0 - 2
percent slopes;, (175) Ramona sandy loam, 2 - 9 percent slopes, (182) San Joaquin-Cometa
sandy loam, 1 - 5 percent slopes; (193) Xerofluvents, occasionally flooded; (194) Xerofluvents,
frequently flooded; (194) Xerofluvents, frequently flooded, (195) Xerofluvents, hardpan
substratum; and (198) water.
5.6

Surveys Conducted in the Active Development Area

5.6.1

Waters of the United States

Wetland delineations have been conducted for each of the properties with permit applications,
however verification for the Placer Vineyards C property (#6) was never completed. The
request for verification was withdrawn (by the Corps) on 31 October 2006. Figure 8.Composite

Wetland Delineation is a composite map of all of these individual wetland delineations. Table 4
is a summary of each property’s status regarding verification.

Aquatic features within the

Secondary Development Area, and Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements were visually
assessed through aerial photograph interpretation (Figure 9. Wetland Assessment- Off-Site Area

for Infrastructure Elements). Delineations in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements will
be conducted and submitted to the Corps for verification as access rights are secured.
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Table 4. Summary of Wetland Delineation Status
Ownership # / Name
1a. Doyle
1b. Hodel
2. Mourier 135
3. Watt X Baseline
4a. Placer Vineyards 179a
4b. Placer Vineyards 179b
6. Placer Vineyards C
7. Placer Vineyards 356
8. Placer Vineyards B
9a. Placer Vineyards A(A)
9b. Placer Vineyards A (B)
10. Placer Vineyards 239/Dyer Lane
11. PGG Properties
12a. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 1
12b. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 2
14. D.F. 80
15. Placer Vineyards 200
16. Placer Vineyards 88
17. Gulley 20
19. Placer Vineyards 815
21. Pan De Leon
23. Fong
24. Capri

Consultant
Gibson and Skordal
Gibson and Skordal
ECORP
Gibson and Skordal
ECORP

Report Date
1/28/2004
1/28/2004
8/21/2006
3/25/2005
10/26/2005
10/26/2005
2/15/2006
11/26/2004
2/13/2006
7/7/2005
7/7/2005
October 2009
6/21/2005
1/19/2005
1/19/2005
3/14/2008
2/9/2005
4/27/05
8/18/2004
2/7/2005
6/22/2005
6/24/2005
6/24/2005

ECORP

ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates
Gibson and Skordal
Foothill Associates
ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
Foothill Associates
Gibson and Skordal
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates
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Verified
4/21/2006
4/28/2006
12/1/2006
2/14/07
11/15/2006
11/15/2006
Withdrawn
3/15/2005
10/7/2007
10/11/2007
10/11/2007
3/25/20012
2/14/2006
1/24/2006
1/24/2006
2/11/2009
1/24/2006
7/2/2007
10/4/2005
5/31/2007
9/27/2005
11/15/2006
11/15/2006

Regulatory Branch
No.
200500090
200500089
200600584
200501181
200501073
200600578
200500598
200500088
200500597
200500535
200600582
200500018
200500044
200500230
200500230
200400893
200500233
200600581
200500025
200300670
200500754
200500042
200500091

5.6.2

Plants

Surveys for federally listed, proposed, and/or candidate plant plants potentially occurring within
the Active Development Area were conducted in 2004, 2005, and 2006 and have been
completed on approximately 3,502.3 acres. To date, no federally listed plants species have
been identified on-site. Plant surveys for the remaining 242 acres of remaining in the Active
Development Area, Secondary Development Area, and for the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements have yet to occur, but are planned prior to project implementation. Table 5 shows
the results of plant surveys for each of the properties, and Figure 10. Surveyed Properties –

Potentially-Occurring Federally-Listed Proposed and/or Candidate Plants is a depiction of the
surveyed properties for plants.

Table 5. Summary of Surveys for Potentially Occurring Federally Listed Proposed
and/or Candidate Plants
Federally Listed,
Proposed or
Year of
Candidate
Ownership # / Name
Consultant
Survey
Species Found
1a. Doyle
Williams
2005/2006
None
1b. Hodel
Williams
2005/2006
None
2. Mourier 135
ECORP
2005
None
3. Watt X Baseline
ECORP
2006
None
4a. Placer Vineyards 179a
M. Green & ECORP
2006
None
4b. Placer Vineyards 179b
M. Green & ECORP
2006
None
6. Placer Vineyards C
ECORP
2006
None
7. Placer Vineyards 356
ECORP
2004
None
8. Placer Vineyards B
ECORP
2005
None
9a. Placer Vineyards A (a)
Foothill Associates
2005
None
9b. Placer Vineyards A (b)
Foothill Associates
2005
None
10. Placer Vineyards 239/Dyer Lane
Gibson and Skordal
----11. PGG Properties
Foothill Associates
2005
None
12a. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 1
ECORP
2004
None
12b. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 2
ECORP
2004
None
14. D.F. 80
ECORP
2005
None
15. Placer Vineyards 200
ECORP
2004
None
16. Placer Vineyards 88
ECORP
2005
None
17. Gulley 20
M. Green
2005/2006
None
19. Placer Vineyards 815
ECORP
2004
None
21. Pan De Leon
Foothill Associates
2005
None
23. Fong
Foothill Associates
2005
None
24. Capri
Foothill Associates
2005
None
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5.6.3

Invertebrates

5.6.3.1 Vernal Pool Branchiopods
The approach used in this document’s assessment of vernal pool branchiopod presence is
consistent with the approach taken in the Draft Placer County Conservation Plan, as approved
by the Biological Working Group (Feb. 1, 2011 Agency Review Draft Document) (“Draft PCCP”)
and the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy (Nov. 2012). Under that approach, vernal pool
branchiopod habitat is assumed to be directly impacted by urban and rural development, if such
development is projected to occur, based on the growth projection model and on the modeled
habitats for vernal pool branchiopods.

This method uses habitat models that identify the

location and amount of specific land-cover types assumed to be suitable for each covered
species.

As noted in the Draft PCCP, these estimates of suitable habitat are likely to be

somewhat inflated because habitat models may overestimate the actual extent of suitable
habitat, and not all suitable habitat is occupied by the species. Thus, species habitat (modeled
as land-cover types) is used as a proxy for species occurrence because of the limitations of
survey data.
The Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy assumes that all land within the Active Development
Area (not including the Special Planning Area) is included in the calculation of take, with the
exception of land that will be maintained in or restored to a natural or semi-natural condition as
required by the County and/or any state or federal permitting agency.

Figure 11. Placer

Vineyards Specific Plan, Open Space Plan and Table 6. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, Open
Space Summary show the take area and take calculation by property based upon the proposed
land use and avoidance required for compliance with County standards through adoption of the
Specific Plan, prior to consideration of any additional avoidance that may be required by a
permitting agency.
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Table 6. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Open Space Summary
Gross Parcel Area
Open Space Area
Property ID No.
(Acres)
(Acres)
1A
402.0
88.0
1B
56.0
4.0
2
138.0
19.0
3
100.5
26.0
4
179.2
20.0
5A
106.5
5B
51.0
5.0
5C
241.5
6.5
6
39.0
18.0
7
357.0
63.0
8
120.0
24.5
9
326.0
61.5
10
242.0
30.0
11
79.0
27.5
12A
196.0
20.0
12B
102.0
6.5
13
80.0
13.0
14
80.0
20.0
15
202.0
23.0
16
94.0
16.0
17
19.5
18
3.5
2.5
19
816.5
159.5
20
0.3
21
10.5
22
22.5
6.5
23
92.5
22.5
24
94.0
26.5
TOTAL:
4,251.0
709.0

Remaining Area
(Acres)
314.0
52.0
119.0
74.5
159.2
106.5
46.0
235.0
21.0
294.0
95.5
264.5
212.0
51.5
176.0
95.5
67.0
60.0
179.0
78.0
19.5
1.0
657.0
0.3
10.5
16.0
70.0
67.5
3,542.0

As discussed in the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy, the take acreage may only be reduced
below that shown on Figure 11 and Table 6 to the extent that additional avoidance is required
by the County and/or any state or federal permitting agency. Similarly, the take acreage and
corresponding mitigation requirements will be increased to the extent that the County and the
state and federal permitting agencies allow future development of any area not included in the
take calculations as shown in Figure 11 and Table 6.
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Wet and/or dry season surveys for vernal pool branchiopods have been completed on
approximately 2,520 acres of participating properties.

Both vernal pool fairy shrimp

(Branchinecta lynchi) and vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) have been identified
from scattered locations within the Active Development Area.

Wet season surveys were

conducted during the 2004-2008 seasons. Dry season surveys spanned the period from 2003 to
2007. Surveys for listed aquatic invertebrates in the Secondary Development Area and Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements have yet to be initiated (because access has not yet been
secured). Figure 12 is a depiction of the surveyed properties for aquatic invertebrates, and
Table 7 reports the results of aquatic invertebrate surveys for each of the properties.
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Table 7. Summary of Surveys for Potentially Occurring Vernal Pool Branchiopods
Ownership # / Name
1a. Doyle
1b. Hodel
2. Mourier 135
3. Watt X Baseline
4a. Placer Vineyards 179a
4b. Placer Vineyards 179b
6. Placer Vineyards C
7. Placer Vineyards 356
8. Placer Vineyards B
9a. Placer Vineyards A(A)
9b. Placer Vineyards A (B)
10. Placer Vineyards 239/Dyer Lane
11. PGG Properties
12a. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 1
12b. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 2
14. D.F. 80
15. Placer Vineyards 200
16. Placer Vineyards 88
17. Gulley 20
19. Placer Vineyards 8151
21. Pan De Leon
23. Fong
24. Capri

Consultant
Helm
Helm
ECORP
Helm
Helm
Helm
ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
Ecoanalysts/Foothill
Ecoanalysts/Foothill
Helm
Foothill Associates
ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
ECORP
Helm
Helm
ECORP
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates
Foothill Associates

Surveys Conducted and Report Date
Dry season (12/04), Wet season (6/05)
Dry season (12/04), Wet season (6/05)
Wet season (7/07), Wet season (07/08)
Dry season (10/03), Wet season (date unknown)
Dry season (10/05), Wet season (7/06)
Dry season (10/05), Wet season (7/06)
--Wet season (8/06), Wet season (7/07)
Dry season, Wet season (9/06)
Dry season (8/06), Wet season (7/06)
Dry season (8/06), Wet season (7/06)
Dry season (11/04), Wet season (8/04)
--Dry season (10/05), Wet season (1/07)
Dry season (10/05), Wet season (1/07)
Dry season (9/06), Wet season (9/06)
Dry season (3/07), Wet season (3/07)
Dry Season (7/07)
Dry season (9/05), Wet season (6/06)
Dry assessment (12/06), Wet assessment (12/06)
-------

Federally Listed
Species Found
vernal pool tadpole shrimp
None
None
vernal pool fairy shrimp
None
None
--None
None
None
None
vernal pool fairy shrimp
--vernal pool fairy shrimp
None
None
None
vernal pool fairy shrimp
None
vernal pool fairy shrimp
-------

Assessment surveys conducted on Property #19 (Placer Vineyards 815) were not full-protocol surveys (i.e., focused on specific subset of potential habitat and terminated after
positive results were obtained).

1
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5.6.3.2 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
To date, no elderberry shrubs have been observed in the Action Area. However, they may
occur in previously unsurveyed areas within the Active Development Area, within the Secondary
Development Area and/or Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. Valley Elderberry Longhorn
Beetle surveys have been conducted for parcels totaling approximately 934.2 acres (see Table 8
and Figure13).
Table 8. Summary of Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle Habitat Surveys
Ownership # / Name
Consultant Year of Survey Elderberry Shrubs
Found
1a. Doyle
Pending
Pending
Pending
1b. Hodel
Pending
Pending
Pending
2. Mourier 135
Pending
Pending
Pending
3. Watt X Baseline
Pending
Pending
Pending
4a. Placer Vineyards 179a
ECORP
2007
None
4b. Placer Vineyards 179b
ECORP
2007
None
6. Placer Vineyards C
Pending
Pending
Pending
7. Placer Vineyards 356
ECORP
2007
None
8. Placer Vineyards B
Pending
Pending
Pending
9a. Placer Vineyards A(A)
Pending
Pending
Pending
9b. Placer Vineyards A (B)
Pending
Pending
Pending
10. Placer Vineyards 239/Dyer Lane
Pending
Pending
Pending
11. PGG Properties
Pending
Pending
Pending
12a. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 1
ECORP
2007
None
12b. Placer Vineyards 290, Parcel 2
Pending
Pending
Pending
14. D.F. 80
Pending
Pending
Pending
15. Placer Vineyards 200
ECORP
2007
None
16. Placer Vineyards 88
Pending
Pending
Pending
17. Gulley 20
Pending
Pending
Pending
19. Placer Vineyards 815
Pending
Pending
Pending
21. Pan De Leon
Pending
Pending
Pending
23. Fong
Pending
Pending
Pending
24. Capri
Pending
Pending
Pending
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5.7

Project Impacts, Avoidance, and Mitigation

The proposed Project would impact a variety of vegetation communities and habitats including
oak woodland/oak savannah, agricultural land, grassland, wetlands, and other aquatic features
such as drainages and ponds. Except where negative survey results indicate, the vernal pools,
a portion of the seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales are considered occupied
habitat for federally-listed aquatic invertebrate species (e.g., vernal pool tadpole shrimp and
vernal pool fairy shrimp).

As detailed in Section 5.5.1.1, above, and disregarding negative

survey results, there are an estimated 116.9 acres of potential habitat for listed aquatic
invertebrates in the Action Area.
Wetland delineations have been conducted for each of the properties in the Active Development
Area. However, the delineation for the Placer Vineyards C (#6) property has not been verified.
To date, approximately 164.74 acres of waters of the United States (U.S.) have been delineated
within the Active Development Area (see Figure 8). Of the 164.74 acres mapped within the
Active Development Area, development (i.e., both land use and infrastructure) will result in
direct impacts to approximately 103.82 acres of waters of the U.S. The remaining 60.92 acres
of wetlands occur and would be avoided within the 675.5 acres of open space to remain onsite.
An estimated 0.91 acre of wetland impacts are anticipated to occur due to infrastructure
development in the Secondary Development Area, and the Special Planning Area.
An estimated additional 4.12 acres of waters of the U.S. would be directly impacted by off-site
infrastructure elements.
Thus, the combined total for all wetland impacts within the Development Area and the
estimated impacts in the Area for Off-Site Infrastructure elements is 108.85 acres.

This

estimate is partially based on aerial photograph interpretation, since access to the off-site areas
has not been secured (see Figure 9), and does not include estimates of indirect impacts.
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As discussed above, irrespective of negative survey results, potential listed aquatic invertebrate
habitat consists of vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales typically
considered by USFWS to be potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool branchiopods.
Vernal pool fairy shrimp have been identified in some wetlands within the Active Development
Area and one vernal pool tadpole shrimp cyst was reported from one wetland on-site. Of the
108.85 total wetland acres to be directly impacted, approximately 95.21 acres (i.e., wet acres)
may be described as potential aquatic invertebrate habitat and approximately 13.64 acres (i.e.,
wet acres) are other types of wetlands/waters.

5.7.1 Minimization and Conservation Measures
The project proponents have developed and committed to the implementation of several
conservation measures that will serve to minimize potential effects to biological resources in the
Action Area, and to compensate for the effects of the proposed action on federally listed
species.

The proposed conservation strategies and mitigation measures were developed in

consultation with Placer County, the Sierra Club and Audubon Society. They are compatible
with the Conservation Strategy being proposed for the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP),
but they are not dependent upon its adoption. Summaries of the proposed compensatory
conservation/mitigation strategies and the construction-related mitigation measures are
presented below.
5.7.1.1. Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy
In addition to providing substantial and protected open space areas, the intent of the Placer
Vineyards Mitigation Strategy (“Mitigation Strategy” or “Strategy”, Attachment C) is to approach
the mitigation needs of the Plan through a more holistic approach that better responds to the
regional landscape.

The Mitigation Strategy will provide a single, all-inclusive mitigation

program that can simultaneously mitigate for all biological resources of concern, including
mitigation requirements for unavoidable impacts to Specific Plan area endangered species
habitats, wetlands and other waters of the U.S. The Mitigation Strategy, is compatible with the
Conservation Strategy proposed in the Draft PCCP, as submitted by the County and approved
by the Biological Working Group, and like the Draft PCCP,
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regionally important expanse of contiguous private and public land that will continue to support
agricultural use, meet species needs in the long term and aid recovery objectives outlined in the
Draft PCCP. This regional approach to conservation of agricultural land, wetlands and habitat is
designed to complement efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts on site for key components of
the aquatic system, rare habitat, and individual species.
Regardless of whether the PCCP is adopted, the Mitigation Strategy represents the most sound
approach towards mitigation of a very large plan area such as Placer Vineyards. If the PCCP is
adopted during the build out of Placer Vineyards, development projects within the Specific Plan
could fulfill mitigation requirements by compliance with the terms of the adopted PCCP in lieu of
the Mitigation Strategy, creating a relatively seamless transition.

Such compliance would

obviate the need to comply with measures found in the Mitigation Strategy. Subsequent
changes to the draft PCCP will not affect the mitigation proposal presented in this Biological
Assessment.
The Mitigation Strategy mitigates for irreversible land conversion through permanent
conservation of large tracts of land with similar land cover, habitat, and agricultural value
strategically located off-site in the area described on Figure A-1 of the Mitigation Strategy (the
“Reserve Acquisition Area” or “RAA”). The RAA was selected in collaboration with Placer County,
the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG), the Sierra Club and the Audubon
Society, based upon the best available information as the area with the greatest opportunity to
create a regionally important expanse of private and public land that will continue to support
aquatic functions and meet species’ needs in the long term with minimal edge effect and
fragmentation from urbanization.
It is the goal of the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy to achieve a mixed mosaic of habitats
within acquired preserve areas to achieve ecosystem and preserve stability to support and
conserve biological resources. The Mitigation Strategy includes three key elements including
Site-Specific Avoidance and Minimization, Land Cover Mitigation, and Wetland Mitigation.
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5.7.1.1.1 Site-Specific Avoidance and Minimization
The Applicants’ proposed on-site avoidance and conservation strategy emphasizes maintaining
the connectivity and integrity of drainage corridors from east to west through the Specific Plan
Area.

The Specific Plan design incorporates measures for preserving and enhancing critical

aquatic resources on site. The Specific Plan Area incorporates a 709-acre open space area
which also provides for historic habitat linkages and habitat quality through the Plan Area.
Specific areas that exhibit habitat degradation due to historic land use were identified and will
be enhanced. Large contiguous areas that exhibited habitat integrity have been preserved with
adequate buffers to protect aquatic function. The Specific Plan incorporates minimization and
low impact development strategies to minimize long-term habitat degradation within avoided
open space areas.

Restoration, enhancement, and creation would compensate for the

anticipated loss of wetland areas and the replacement of impacted wetland functions.
The Placer Vineyards Avoidance and Open Space Plan was designed to avoid and minimize
impacts to key on-site aquatic resources and was based on plan and field-level investigations of
existing wetlands and wetland/swale corridor configurations and proposed adjacent land uses.
Of 675.5 acres of open space designated within the Active Development Area, the Avoidance
and Open Space Plan incorporates 640 acres of resource-related open space preserves, with a
further goal of establishing interconnected preserves. The Specific Plan level avoidance and
minimization is reflected in Figure A2 of Attachment C.

The resource-related open space

preserves include significant wetland/swale corridors identified within the Specific Plan. These
corridors, which are central to the open space design, promote connectivity of waters and
watersheds, avoid isolating wetlands and drainages, avoid natural occurring wetlands over
those created artificially through agricultural manipulation, and are designed to promote
avoidance efficiency by maximizing wetlands avoided per total open space area. Additional onsite avoidance of habitat is not encouraged and is generally considered to be inconsistent with
the core strategy of creating large scale preserves located in areas that can be more readily
linked and expanded to create a sustainable ecosystem at a landscape level.
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5.7.1.1.2 Land Cover Mitigation
Most of the natural communities represented in the Plan Area require large, continuous and
intact habitat to retain maximum biological function.

Avoidance of small patches of

communities such as vernal pool grassland may result in short-term avoidance of take of
species present, but is generally inconsistent with long-term maintenance of stable species
populations due to multiple factors such as reduced population size, loss of contributing
hydrology, edge effects, increased non-native species, lack of management oversight, inability
to implement management activities due to adjacent land uses etc. (Placer County 2011).
Similarly, compatible agriculture that is important for long-term management of preserved lands
is best served by large contiguous blocks of land that can minimize edge effects from
surrounding urbanization. For this reason, impacts to agricultural land and biological resources
at the natural community level are addressed by designating large areas for conservation
outside of the area planned for future growth

The Mitigation Strategy contemplates the

conservation of sensitive habitats within Western Placer County. These efforts are focused on
the conservation of land in the Reserve Acquisition Area . The Placer Vineyards Mitigation
Strategy provides that for each acre converted to urban use by development, 1.35 acre of land
will be conserved, consistent with the regional planning goals.
Impacts to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture lands shall be mitigated on
existing or restorable grassland (see Figure A-4b of Attachment C).

For the purpose of

establishing mitigation for Placer Vineyards, this will include those dry-framed, fallow and
irrigated pasture lands designated as agriculture on Figure 6 of this document. Thus, all of the
3,746 acres in the Active Development Area, along with the 35 acres in the Secondary
Development Area would be mitigated on existing or restorable grassland.

Vernal pool

grassland would be mitigated by conservation of any (restorable) grassland, without regard to
existing wetted area density, and including wetted acres.

Mitigation sites for vernal pool

grasslands would be a minimum of 200 acres in size, unless located adjacent to other
conservation properties (thereby increasing the effective size of the regional preserve system)
or the “Stream System” (as identified in Figure A5 to Attachment C), or unless otherwise
specifically approved by the County due to especially high resource value or strategic value to
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the County’s overall conservation strategy. In some cases, this may include mitigation sites
outside of Placer County.
As explained in the Placer Vineyard Mitigation Strategy, the vast majority of land targeted for
conservation in the Reserve Acquisition Area is suitable for agriculture and continued
agricultural use will be encouraged by the conservation easements required pursuant to this
mitigation. Thus, no additional agricultural mitigation will be required beyond the 1.35 to 1.0
requirement for the take of land cover. Likewise, the land cover mitigation criterion is such that
it will also provide suitable foraging habitat mitigation for Swainson’s hawk. No additional land
mitigation will be required beyond the 1.35 to 1.0 requirement for the take of land cover.

5.7.1.1.3 Wetland Mitigation
Due to their regulatory status and biological significance, wetlands are accounted for separately
through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and/or restoration of a set number of wetted
area calculated as a proportion of wetland take. These wetted acres, along with any upland
area that is conserved in association with the wetted acres, are fully credited towards the
required land cover mitigation. In other words, it is intended that all of the wetland mitigation
will be counted towards land cover mitigation requirements.

Likewise, all wetted acres

contained within land cover mitigation shall be counted towards wetland mitigation.
Due to their particular importance to endangered and/or threatened species, vernal pools
(which, for the purpose of this discussion is deemed to include any seasonal depressional
wetland habitat, without regard for the composition of its plant community) receive particular
consideration. For the purpose of establishing mitigation for Placer Vineyards, this will include
77.0 acres of seasonal wetland habitat, as detailed in Section 5.5.1.1 of this document. Under
the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy, the take/conversion of each acre of wetted vernal pool
habitat would be mitigated by the preservation of an acre of vernal pool. For each acre of
vernal pool take/conversion, 1.25 acres of compensatory wetlands will be restored, enhanced or
created, including a minimum of 0.75 acre of vernal pool and no more than 0.50 acre of other
wetlands. In order of preference, restoration would precede both enhancement and creation,
which would only be undertaken with specific approval of Placer County.
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For take/conversion of each wetted acre of other wetland types, one acre of wetland (of any
type) would be preserved, along with the restoration, enhancement, or creation of 1.25 acre of
any wetland type, without regard for “in-kind” mitigation. Similarly, take/conversion of each
acre of open water would require the preservation of an acre of open water or any type of
wetland; along with the restoration, enhancement, or creation of 1.25 acre of open water or
any type of wetland.

Again, in order of preference, restoration would precede both

enhancement and creation, which would only be undertaken with specific approval of Placer
County. These mitigation ratios are outlined in Table 2 of Attachment C. For convenience, they
are summarized below, in Table 9.
Table 9. Summary of Wetland Mitigation Ratios
Impacted
Wetland Type
Vernal Pool

Other Wetland
Open Water

Mitigation
Ratio
1:1
0.75:1
0.50:1
1:1
1.25:1
1:1
1.25:1

Mitigation Wetland Type
Preserved Vernal Pool
Restored, Enhanced, Created Vernal Pool
Restored, Enhanced, Created Wetland
Preserved Wetland (any kind)
Restored, Enhanced, Created Wetland (any kind)
Preserved Open Water or Wetland (any kind)
Restored, Enhanced, Created Open Water Wetland (any
kind)

The goal of restoration is to return natural wetland functions to areas where historic wetland
landscapes and features have been converted or heavily degraded. Restoration of prior-existing
and/or degraded wetlands will be preferred. However, in some cases, enhancement of existing
wetland habitat may add greater wetland function and value than restoration. The goal of
enhancement is to improve wetland functions and values in areas where they have been
degraded, but not entirely lost. Creation is the construction of wetland features where none
has existed historically.

In some circumstances, creation of new wetland features may be

appropriate and beneficial. Although there is an established hierarchy in the Placer Vineyards
Mitigation Strategy which ranges from the most-preferred restoration to the least-preferred
creation, both preservation and other mitigation credits from agency-approved mitigation banks
with appropriate service areas may be used to satisfy the requirements of the strategy.
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5.7.1.1.4 Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan
The project proponents will prepare Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans for
mitigation sites to assure the implementation of the preservation, enhancement, restoration,
and creation of wetlands and other habitat in accordance with the compensatory mitigation
requirements described above. As stated in the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy, project
applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation banks to meet all or a part
of the wetland mitigation required.
The Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy anticipates that, depending on the density of wetlands
on land conserved to meet the land cover mitigation requirement, some projects within the
Specific Plan may provide wetland mitigation in excess of the acreage required by the Strategy.
Excess mitigation may be freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the
Specific Plan.

Such assignment will be documented and tracked by the County.

Project

applicants may apply excess mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet
all or a part of the wetland mitigation required by the Strategy provided proof of assignment be
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the County.
5.7.1.2 Construction-Related Mitigation Measures
In addition to compensatory mitigation, a variety of mitigation measures have been designed to
minimize impacts to biological resources resulting from construction and other Project-related
activities.
Mitigation measures designed to protect potential water quality impacts will serve to minimize
impacts to biological resources that occur in aquatic habitats within the Action Area (e.g., vernal
pool branchiopods). These measures include, but are not limited to, the proposed mitigation
requirements of the project’s Master Project Drainage Study, the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, and the California Stormwater Quality Association
Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction Activity, and the Placer
County Department of Public Works and Flood Control water quality requirements. Among these
mitigation requirements, the Applicant is required to submit a site-specific Best Management
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Practices Plan (BMP) Plan showing the on-site locations and effectiveness of the BMP facilities
designed for the treatment and control of runoff.

Implementation of these proposed BMPs

would minimize impacts to aquatic habitats in the Action Area that may be affected by water
quality degradation as a result of construction and other related activities.
Several additional conservation measures will be implemented to minimize the potential effects
of the proposed action from construction and other related activities that may result in impacts
to biological resources. The construction-related mitigation measures are primarily designed to
educate construction personnel of the on-site resources at risk and the measures required to
minimize impacts to these resources. Many of the proposed measures are standard measures
typically required by the Service, and would require:
•

that an on-site biological monitor (approved by the USFWS) be present during
construction-related activities within 250 feet of designated habitat. The monitor would
be required to ensure that construction conservation measures are implemented and to
report on compliance of the conservation measures to the USFWS

•

that the on-site approved biological monitor would conduct mandatory environmental
awareness training for all construction personnel.

The training would include a

discussion of the measures imposed on construction personnel (e.g., trash disposal
requirements, speed limit requirements, no pets or firearms allowed), and would include
distribution

of

training

materials

that,

at

minimum,

describe

the

biological

resources/species at risk, species habitat requirements, and the conservation measures
developed to protect those species
•

that exclusion fencing, flagging, staking, and signage be placed to limit encroachment
by construction personnel and equipment into sensitive areas

•

that construction staging areas be clearly identified and monitored by the approved
biological monitor
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•

that a hazardous spill-response plan be developed and measures implemented (e.g.,
restricted equipment refueling and maintenance practices)

•

that BMPs, including those for water quality (above), dust control, erosion reduction and
sediment control are implemented (e.g., use of silt screens, sediment fences, weed-free
straw bales, sand bags, and water bars)

•

that measures to prevent introduction of invasive nonnative plants species are
implemented including development of an invasive species control program, and

•

that enforcement of the said mitigation measures is required (written in to) construction
contracts prior to project approval.

In addition to these general compensatory and construction-related mitigation measures,
detailed species-specific mitigation measures have been developed to minimize potential
impacts to federally listed species. They are described in Section 7.2.

6.0

DESCRIPTION OF THE SPECIES AND THEIR HABITAT

The following is a summary of federally listed, proposed and/or candidate species that may be
affected by the proposed action, and it includes a description of species’ distribution, habitat,
life-cycle, threats to species’ population, and current habitat conservation efforts.

These

species were identified in the USFWS list as occurring within the vicinity of the Action Area
(USFWS 2012), the California Natural Diversity Database (CDFG 2003) (Attachment B) (Figure
14. California Natural Diversity Database Federal Special-Status Species Occurrences), and/or
the Revised Draft EIR (Quad Knopf 2006).
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6.1

Plants

6.1.1

Slender Orcutt Grass

Slender Orcutt grass is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act.
Prior to the mid-1980s, slender Orcutt grass was only known to occur from 18 locations in Lake,
Sacramento, Shasta, and Tehama Counties.

Subsequently, additional populations were

discovered throughout the Northern Sacramento Valley. A total of 90 occurrences are known,
of which 88 are presumed to be extant (CDFG 2003). In addition to the counties listed in its
historic range, slender Orcutt grass is also known from Lassen, Modoc, Butte, and Plumas
Counties (USFWS 2005a). The highest concentration of slender Orcutt grass occurs in Tehama
County where 31 natural occurrences are found (CDFG 2003).
Threats to slender Orcutt grass are habitat loss and fragmentation resulting from urbanization,
agricultural conversion, and mining (USFWS 1997a).

Other origins of habitat loss include

changes in hydrological regime, competition with invasive species, overgrazing, erosion, and
off-road vehicle use (USFWS 1997a).
The nearest documented population of slender Orcutt grass is approximately 13 miles southeast
of the Action Area (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). This species was identified in the Revised Draft
EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) as a species potentially occurring within the Project, Project vicinity, or
in the off-site infrastructure areas. However, it was also stated that slender Orcutt grass was
considered unlikely to occur, due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal
pools in the Action Area.

Protocol-level surveys for slender Orcutt grass within the Active

Development Area were conducted on approximately 3,503.3 acres during 2004, 2005, and
2006 with negative results.

Critical Habitat for vernal pool species including slender Orcutt

grass was designated in August 2003 by USFWS (2003a) and revised in 2005 (USFWS 2005b)
and 2006 (USFWS 2006a). The nearest Critical Habitat Unit for slender Orcutt grass is located
approximately 13 miles southeast of the Action Area near Mather Air Force Base (CDFG 2003).
Additionally, the USFWS has produced a Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California

and Southern Oregon (Recovery Plan) which includes efforts for slender Orcutt grass
conservation (USFWS 2005a).

Portions of Western Placer County, including portions of the
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Action Area, is within the Southeastern Sacramento Vernal Pool Region (as identified within the

Recovery Plan), and is a “Priority 2” recovery priority area. The recovery plan recommends
protection of 85% of the suitable vernal pool habitat within the Core Area, but it does not
specify regulatory limits or requirements. This species, however, has not been documented as
occurring within any Core Areas within the Southeastern Sacramento Valley Vernal Pool Region.

6.1.2

Sacramento Orcutt Grass

Sacramento Orcutt grass is listed as endangered pursuant to the federal Endangered Species
Act. The earliest collection of this species was in 1936 near Phoenix Field; however, by 1990,
Sacramento Orcutt grass was known from 11 natural occurrences and one introduction (CDFG
2003).

The current distribution of the species is restricted to 10 extant populations in

Sacramento County.

One additional population was discovered after 1990; but one known

population and a portion of another have been extirpated (USFWS 2005a).

The highest

concentration of occupied habitat occurs within a 2.3-square mile area near Rancho Cordova
(USFWS 2005a).
Threats to Sacramento Orcutt grass include loss of habitat through urbanization, especially in
the Rancho Cordova area (USFWS 2005a, USFWS 1997a). Other origins of habitat loss include
changes in hydrological regime, overgrazing, competition from other plants, fertilization from
adjacent areas, and off-road vehicle use (CNPS 2001, USFWS 2005a, USFWS 19997a).
The nearest documented population of Sacramento Orcutt grass is approximately seven miles
southeast of the Action Area (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). This species was identified in the
Revised Draft EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) as a species potentially occurring within the Project,
Project vicinity, or in the off-site infrastructure areas.

However, it was also stated that

Sacramento Orcutt grass was considered unlikely to occur, due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Action Area. Protocol-level surveys for Sacramento
Orcutt grass within the Active Development Area were conducted on approximately 3,503.3
acres during 2004, 2005, and 2006 with negative results. Critical Habitat for vernal pool species
including Sacramento Orcutt grass was designated in August 2003 by USFWS (2003a) and
revised in 2005 (USFWS 2005b) and 2006 (USFWS 2006a). The nearest Critical Habitat Unit for
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Sacramento Orcutt grass is approximately 7 miles southeast of the Action Area within the
Phoenix Field vernal pool complex (CDFG 2003).

Additionally, the USFWS has produced a

Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (Recovery Plan),
which includes efforts for Sacramento Orcutt grass conservation (USFWS 2005a). Portions of
Western Placer County, including portions of the Action Area, is within the Southeastern
Sacramento Vernal Pool Region (as identified within the Recovery Plan), and is a “Priority 2”
recovery priority area. The Recovery Plan does not specify regulatory limits or requirements,
but it recommends the protection of 85% of the suitable vernal pool habitat within the Core
Area. This species, however, has not been documented as occurring within any Core Areas
within the Southeastern Sacramento Valley Vernal Pool Region.

6.1.3

Hartweg’s Golden Sunburst

Hartweg’s golden sunburst is listed as endangered pursuant to the federal Endangered Species
Act.

This species was once a locally common grassland species in the Central Valley in

California (USFWS 1997b), and it may have existed throughout the Central Valley from Yuba
County south to Fresno County (Stebbins 1991, as cited in USFWS 1997b).

Currently, the

species is restricted to 27 populations in the eastern San Joaquin Valley in Merced, Stanislaus,
Madera, and Fresno Counties (CDFG 2003).
Hartweg’s golden sunburst is an annual herb that is endemic to grasslands and grassland/blue
oak woodland communities (USFWS 1997b).

It tends to grow on the north and northeast

facing slopes of “Mima” mounds where grass cover is minimal (Stebbins 1991, as cited in
USFWS 1997b). Furthermore, it seems to be strongly correlated with the shallow, well-drained,
medium textured soils typical of the Amador and Rocklin soils series, neither of which occurs in
the Action Area (Stebbins 1991, as cited in USFWS 1997b). Mima mound topography, which is
characterized by raised mounds interspersed with shallow basins that may pond water during
the rainy season, is often found in vernal pool/grassland landscapes.
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Threats to Hartweg’s golden sunburst are development, agriculture, overgrazing, and trampling
(CNPS 2001, USFWS 1997b). Furthermore, a variant of one of the two soil series preferred by
Hartweg’s golden sunburst contains large quantities of pumice, which is mined for making
concrete (Chesterman and Schmidt 1956 as cited in USFWS 1997b).
There are no documented occurrences of Hartweg’s golden sunburst within the Action Area or
its vicinity (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). This species was identified in the Revised Draft EIR
(Quad Knopf 2006) as a species potentially occurring within the Project, Project vicinity or in the
off-site infrastructure areas; however, it was also stated that Hartweg’s golden sunburst has low
potential to occur, due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool and grassland landscape in
the Action Area. Furthermore, the Action Area is outside the known range of this species (CNPS
2001). The nearest documented occurrence of this species is approximately 27 miles north of
the Action Area. There is no Critical Habitat designation for Hartweg’s golden sunburst, nor has
any been proposed.

However, a recovery plan for southern Sierran foothill plants, which

addresses this species, is currently under development by USFWS.
6.2

Invertebrates

6.2.1

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp

The vernal pool fairy shrimp is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal Endangered Species
Act. Historically, the range of vernal pool fairy shrimp extended throughout the Central Valley
of California.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp populations have been found in several locations

throughout California, with habitat extending from Stillwater Plain in Shasta County through the
Central Valley to Pixley in Tulare County, and along the Central Coast range from northern
Solano County to Pinnacles National Monument in San Benito County (Eng et al. 1990, Fugate
1992, Sugnet and Associates 1993). Additional populations occur in San Luis Obispo, Santa
Barbara, and Riverside counties.

The historic and current ranges of vernal pool fairy shrimp

are very similar in extent; however, the remaining populations are more fragmented and
isolated than during historical times (USFWS 2005a).
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The life cycle of vernal pool fairy shrimp is adapted to seasonally inundated features such as
vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales. Fairy shrimp embryos survive
the dry season in cyst form. Cysts “hatch” soon after pools become inundated during the wet
season. Fairy shrimp complete their life cycle quickly and feed on small particles of detritus,
algae, and bacteria (Eriksen and Belk 1999).
Threats to vernal pool fairy shrimp include agricultural conversion and development that result
in habitat loss. Habitat loss also occurs through changes in natural hydrology, incompatible
livestock grazing, pollution by storm water, and disturbance from recreational activities (USFWS
2005a).
According to the CNDDB, there are several documented occurrences of vernal pool fairy shrimp
within 10 miles of the Action Area, and two of these occurrences are located within the Action
Area (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). To date, determinate surveys for vernal pool fairy shrimp
have been conducted on 2,521.9 acres within the Active Development Area. Positive findings
for vernal pool fairy shrimp have been reported on 5 parcels within the Active Development
Area (Placer Vineyards 815, Placer Vineyards 239/Dyer Lane, Watt/Baseline, Placer Vineyards
88, and Placer Vineyards 290 Parcel 1, see Figure 12). Critical Habitat for vernal pool species
was designated in August 2003 by USFWS (2003a) and revised in 2005 (USFWS 2005b) and
2006 (USFWS 2006a). The nearest Critical Habitat Unit for vernal pool fairy shrimp is located
approximately nine miles north of the Action Area (CDFG 2003). This Critical Habitat Unit is
located south of the City of Lincoln, north of the City of Roseville, and northeast of the City of
Rocklin (USFWS 2003a). Additionally, the USFWS has produced a Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool

Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (Recovery Plan), which includes efforts for vernal
pool fairy shrimp conservation (USFWS 2005a). Portions of Western Placer County, including
portions of the Action Area, are situated within the Southeastern Sacramento Vernal Pool
Region (as identified within the Recovery Plan), which is a “Priority 2” recovery priority area.
The Recovery Plan recommends the protection of 85% of suitable habitat within the Core Area,
but it does not specify regulatory limits or requirements.
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6.2.2

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is listed as endangered pursuant to the federal Endangered Species
Act.

The historic range of the vernal pool tadpole shrimp likely extended throughout the

Central Valley of California, and has been documented from east of Redding in Shasta County
south to Fresno County, and from the San Francisco Bay Wildlife Refuge in Alameda County.
The historic and current ranges of vernal pool tadpole shrimp are very similar in extent;
however, the remaining populations are more fragmented and isolated than during historical
times (USFWS 2005a).
This species is associated with low-alkalinity seasonal pools in grasslands throughout the
northern and eastern portions of the Central Valley. Suitable vernal pools and seasonal swales
are generally underlain by hardpan or sandstone. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp are adapted to
seasonally inundated features such as vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland
swales. Tadpole shrimp embryos survive the dry season in cyst form. Cysts “hatch” soon after
pools become inundated during the wet season. Sexually mature adults may persist three to
four weeks after habitat inundation (Sugnet and Associates 1993).
The largest threats to vernal pool tadpole shrimp are loss of habitat through urbanization.
Other threats include encroachment of nonnative annual grasses, agricultural conversion, and
parasitism by flukes (Trematoda) of an undetermined species (Ahl 1991). Some populations
are also threatened by pesticide drift from adjacent farmlands (USFWS 2005a).
There are several documented occurrences of vernal pool tadpole shrimp within 10 miles of the
Action Area (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). To date, determinate surveys for vernal pool tadpole
shrimp have been conducted on 2,521.9 acres within the Active Development Area.

There has

been one positive finding of vernal pool tadpole shrimp in the Active Development Area. This
finding represents one cyst from one wetland feature.

Critical Habitat for vernal pool species

was designated in August 2003 by USFWS (2003a) and revised in 2005 (USFWS 2005b) and
2006 (USFWS 2006a).

The nearest Critical Habitat Unit for vernal pool tadpole shrimp is

located approximately 11 miles southeast of the Action Area near Mather Air Force Base (CDFG
2003). Additionally, the USFWS has produced a Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of
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California and Southern Oregon (Recovery Plan), which includes efforts for vernal pool tadpole
shrimp conservation (USFWS 2005a). Portions of Western Placer County, including portions of
the Action Area, are situated within the Southeastern Sacramento Vernal Pool Region (as
identified within the Recovery Plan), which is a “Priority 2” recovery priority area. The Recovery
Plan recommends 85% of the suitable vernal pool habitat, but it does not specify regulatory
limits or requirements.

6.2.3

Conservancy Fairy Shrimp

The Conservancy fairy shrimp is listed as endangered pursuant to the federal Endangered
Species Act. This fairy shrimp is endemic to California, and is found in grasslands in the northern
two thirds of the Central Valley (Eriksen and Belk 1999). The historic distribution of Conservancy
fairy shrimp is not known, but it likely occurred throughout a large portion of the Central Valley
and Southern Coastal regions of California (USFWS 2005). Until recently, this species has only
been known from a few disjunct populations in California, including four clustered populations in
the Vina Plains area in Tehama and Butte Counties, Jepson Prairie Preserve in Solano County,
The Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge in Glenn County, the Tule Ranch Unit of CDFG’s Yolo
basin Wildlife Area in Yolo County, the Grasslands Ecological Area in Merced County, one location
in Stanislaus County, three locations in the Southern Sierra Foothills Vernal Pool Region, and two
locations near the Santa Barbara Vernal Pool Region (USFWS 2003a, USFWS 2006a). In April of
2007, the USFWS reported that a single Conservancy fairy shrimp in one vernal pool was
documented within the Mariner Conservation Bank in Placer County, near the town of Lincoln,
California.
Like vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp, the life cycle of Conservancy fairy
shrimp is reliant on the ephemeral conditions of its vernal habitat.

It inhabits a variety of

different landforms and soil types, and is often found in large, turbid pools with low conductivity,
total dissolved solids, and alkalinity (USFWS 2005).
The largest threat to Conservancy fairy shrimp is loss of habitat through urbanization. Other
threats include water supply/flood control projects and agricultural conversion (USFWS 1994).
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There are no documented occurrences of Conservancy fairy shrimp within 10 miles of the Action
Area, according to the CNDDB (CDFG 2003). However, the USFWS reported in April 2007 that a
single Conservancy fairy shrimp in one vernal pool was documented approximately 11 miles
northwest of the Action Area within the Mariner Conservation Bank in Placer County, near the
City of Lincoln, California (CDFG 2003).

This finding represents the only occurrence of this

species from Placer County. To date, determinate surveys for vernal pool branchiopods have
been conducted on 2,521.9 acres within the Active Development Area. Conservancy fairy shrimp
has not been identified on-site. Critical Habitat for vernal pool species was designated in August
2003 by USFWS (2003a) and revised in 2005 (USFWS 2005b) and 2006 (USFWS 2006a). There
is no Critical Habitat for Conservancy fairy shrimp within the vicinity of the Action Area.
Additionally, the USFWS has produced a Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California

and Southern Oregon (Recovery Plan), which includes efforts for Conservancy fairy shrimp
conservation (USFWS 2005a). The Vernal Pool Recovery Plan does not include western Placer
County as a Core Area for this species.

6.2.4 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
The Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal
Endangered Species Act.

The historic range of this beetle is limited to moist Valley oak

woodlands along margins of rivers and streams in the lower Sacramento and lower San Joaquin
Valleys (USFWS 1984).

At the time of its listing, the beetle was known from less than 10

localities in Merced, Sacramento, and Yolo Counties (USFWS 1980). Its current distribution is
patchy throughout California’s Central Valley and associated foothills (USFWS 1999b).
The Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is completely dependent on its host plant, elderberry
(Sambucus species), which occurs in riparian and other woodland communities in California’s
Central Valley and the associated foothills (USFWS 1999b). Female beetles lay their eggs in
crevices on the stems or on the leaves of living elderberry plants. When the eggs hatch, larvae
bore into the stems. The larval stages last for one to two years. The fifth instar larvae create
emergence holes in the stems and then plug the holes and remain in the stems through
pupation (Talley 2003). Adults emerge through the emergence holes from late March through
June. The short-lived adult beetles forage on leaves and flowers of elderberry shrubs.
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The largest threat to Valley elderberry longhorn beetle is the loss of riparian habitat through
agricultural conversion and urban development (USFWS 2006d).

Habitat loss is also

attributable to extensive flood control activities such as the construction and maintenance of
levees. However, protection of existing habitat and creation of new habitat have increased the
prevalence of this beetle in the Central Valley (USFWS 2006d). A five-year review by USFWS
has concluded that the increased number of sightings and the reduction of threats warrant that
the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle be delisted (USFWS 2006d).
There are several documented occurrences of Valley elderberry longhorn beetle within 10 miles
of the Action Area (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14).

Determinate-level surveys have been

conducted on approximately 934.6 acres of the participating parcels.
shrubs have been detected within the Action Area.

So far, no elderberry

Critical Habitat for this species was

designated along the American River in 1980 by USFWS (1980). This Critical Habitat unit is
approximately eight miles southeast of the site. A recovery plan, Valley Elderberry Longhorn

Beetle Recovery Plan, was established by USFWS in 1984 (USFWS 1984).
6.3

Delta Smelt

Delta smelt is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act. The historic
range of this species extended from Suisan Bay upstream to the city of Sacramento on the
Sacramento River. However, currently it is only known to occur in the lower reaches of the
Sacramento River below Isleton, the San Joaquin River below Mossdale, throughout the Delta and
into Suisun Bay (Moyle 1976). It is most abundant in the fresher waters of the Delta and Suisun
Bay (Ganssle 1966; Messersmith 1966).
Delta smelt spawn is a small, slender-bodied fish that is found in freshwater from late winter to
early summer. Optimal spawning conditions occur during high outflow events that flood
vegetated areas of the Delta and Suisun Bay. Female Delta smelt produce between 1000 and
2600 eggs that sink and attach to the bottom substrate, primarily in sandy and hard-bottom
substrates (Wang 1986). Larvae hatch between 10-14 days, and float downstream to areas
near the entrapment zone (where salt and fresh water mix). This zone fluctuates depending on
outflow, and occurs anywhere from the lower Delta, near Antioch, westward to Carquinez

46

2001-196: Re-Draft USFWS BA/2013/
FINAL/2013 Revised USFWS BA 3.27.13

Straights, near San Pablo Bay. Delta smelt forage on zooplankton and crustaceans, which are
abundant in the area near the entrapment zone. Delta smelt grow rapidly and generally die in
their first year following spawning. Some Delta smelt, however, survive to a second year.
Threats to Delta smelt include the introduction of exotic fish species, competition and predation,
toxicity, hybridization with similar species. Other threats include entrainment in water diversion
facilities, unsuitable water flows (outflow), and disease and parasites.
The nearest occurrence of Delta smelt is approximately 29 miles southwest of the Action Area
(CNDDB 2003). Except for the small portion of Dry Creek, there is no suitable habitat for Delta
smelt within the Action Area. Furthermore, no occurrences of Delta smelt are reported from the
Dry Creek watershed.

Critical Habitat for Delta smelt was established by USFWS (1994) in

Suisan Bay, Goodyear, Suisun, Cutoff, First Mallard (Spring Branch), and Montezuma sloughs,
and in the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta.

The Action Area is not within designated

Critical Habitat for this species.
6.4

Amphibians

6.4.1

California Tiger Salamander

The Central Population of California tiger salamander is listed as threatened pursuant to the
federal Endangered Species Act. The historic and current range of California tiger salamander
in the Central Valley extends from Yolo County south through the Central Valley to Kern County
(USFWS 2003b).

Two other distinct population segments (along the Central Coast and in

Sonoma County) are not considered in this assessment.
California tiger salamanders are typically associated with the annual grassland community, but
may also occur within open woodland areas of low hills and valleys.

Necessary habitat

components include suitable underground retreats and breeding ponds.

Tiger salamanders

spend most of their adult life within suitable underground refugia, such as California ground
squirrel (Spermophilis beecheyi) or pocket gopher (Thomomys sp.) burrows. Suitable breeding
sites include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, stock ponds, or slow-moving streams that do not
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support fish, although streams are rarely used for reproduction.

This species may use

permanent man-made ponds, if predatory species (e.g., fish, crayfish) are absent.
Adult tiger salamanders, which are generally nocturnal, may migrate over long distances (up to
one mile) from underground refuges to breeding ponds (USFWS 2003b). Breeding and egg
laying typically occurs between November and February (Shaffer and Fisher 1991) following
relatively warm rain events. Eggs are laid singly or in clumps on both submerged and emergent
vegetation and submerged debris in shallow water (Stebbins 1972, Shaffer and Fisher 1991,
Barry and Shaffer 1994, Jennings and Hayes 1994). Adult females will usually remain at the
pond for only a few days following egg laying, whereas adult males may stay for several weeks.
Larvae feed upon various planktonic aquatic invertebrates and occasionally larvae of other
amphibian species. The salamander larvae metamorphose during late spring or early summer,
usually by the first week of July. The minimum length of time required for egg laying through
metamorphosis (continuous inundation) is 10 weeks, extending into April. However, 12 weeks
is more typical (Range = three to six months).
Threats to California tiger salamanders include the loss and fragmentation of habitat from
human activities (USFWS 2004). Human activities responsible for habitat loss include urban and
agricultural development, and land conversion. Another threat to both adult and larval tiger
salamanders is the encroachment of predators, especially non-native ones, into the vernal pools
of California. Predators include bullfrogs, crayfish, and introduced fish, which prey upon adult
or larval salamanders.
There are no documented occurrences of California tiger salamander within the Action Area or
its vicinity (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14). According to the Revised Draft EIR (Quad Knopf 2006),
this species is not expected to occur, due to the disturbed nature and degraded condition of the
habitat in the Action Area. Critical Habitat has been designated for the Central Population of
California tiger salamanders by USFWS in August 2005 (USFWS 2005c). The Action Area does
not fall within California tiger salamander Critical Habitat, and the nearest Critical Habitat unit is
located approximately 28 miles southeast of the Action Area.
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6.4.2

California Red-Legged Frog

The California red-legged frog is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal Endangered
Species Act. The historic range of this species extends through Pacific slope drainages from
Shasta County, California, to Baja, Mexico. This area includes the Coast Ranges and the west
slope of the Sierra Nevada Mountains at elevations below 1,548 meters (5,000 feet).

The

current range is reduced, with most remaining populations occurring along the coast from Marin
County to Ventura County, and in isolated locations in the Sierra Nevada foothills.
California red-legged frogs occur in different habitats depending on their life stage, the season,
and weather conditions.

Breeding habitat includes coastal lagoons, marshes, springs,

permanent and semi-permanent natural ponds, and ponded and backwater portions of streams.
These frogs also breed in artificial impoundments including stock ponds, irrigation ponds, and
siltation ponds. Creeks and ponds with dense growths of woody riparian vegetation, especially
willows (Salix spp.) are preferred (Hayes and Jennings 1988), although the absence of
vegetation at an aquatic site does not rule out the possibility of occupancy. Adult frogs prefer
dense, shrubby or emergent riparian vegetation near deep [≥ 0.6 to 0.9 meters (2 to 3 feet)],
still or slow moving water, especially where dense stands of overhanging willow and an
intermixed fringe of cattail (Typha sp.) occur adjacent to open water. California red-legged
frogs breed from November through April (Jennings and Hayes 1994), and larvae generally
metamorphose by mid to late summer.
Upland and riparian areas provide sheltering habitat during summer when this species is known
to aestivate in dense vegetation, mammal burrows, and leaf litter. They often disperse from
breeding habitat to forage and seek summer habitat, and are often found within close proximity
to a pond or deep pool in a creek where emergent vegetation, undercut banks, or semisubmerged rootballs afford shelter (USFWS 2005d). The diet of California red-legged frogs is
highly variable.

Larvae probably eat algae, and adults most commonly eat invertebrates.

Vertebrates, such as Pacific treefrogs (Hyla regilla) and California deer mice (Peromyscus

californicus), are frequently eaten by larger frogs. Juvenile frogs are active both during the day
and at night, whereas adult frogs are largely nocturnal.
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The subspecies has experienced a 70 percent reduction in its range in California due to habitat
alteration, excessive harvest, and introduction of non-native predators, especially bullfrogs
(Rana catesbeiana) and introduced fish species. Current information suggests that this species
has been extirpated from most of its Sierra Nevada range (Jennings 1996).

Although

considered extirpated in the Central Valley, a limited number of drainages in the foothills of the
Sierra Nevada are known to support California red-legged frog (USFWS 2005d).
There are no documented occurrences of California red-legged frog within the Action Area or its
vicinity (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14).

California red-legged frog was not identified in the

Revised Draft EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) as a species that could potentially occur within the
Project Area; however, this species is included on the USFWS list for the four U.S. Geological
Survey (USGS) quadrangles associated with the Action Area.

Critical Habitat has been

designated for California red-legged frog (USFWS 2006b); however, the Action Area does not
fall within any Critical Habitat units. The nearest Critical Habitat unit is located approximately
35 miles east of the Specific Plan Area. The USFWS has developed a recovery plan, Recovery

Plan for the California Red-legged Frog (Rana aurora draytonii), to address preservation of this
species (USFWS 2002).
6.5

Giant Garter Snake

Giant garter snake is listed as threatened pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act. The
historic range of giant garter snake extended from the vicinity of Sacramento and Contra Costa
Counties southward to Buena Vista Lake, near Bakersfield in Kern County (Fitch 1940, as cited
in USFWS 1993); however, by the 1950s, agricultural conversion appeared to have resulted in
the extirpation of the species from the southern one-third of its range (Hansen and Brode 1980,
Hansen 1980, as cited in USFWS 1993). Currently, the range of this species is restricted to rice
production zones of Sacramento, Sutter, Butte, Colusa, and Glenn Counties, portions of Yolo
County, and along the eastern fringes of the Sacramento-San Joaquin River delta (USFWS
1993).
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Giant garter snakes inhabit marshes, sloughs, ponds, small lakes, low gradient streams, and
other waterways and agricultural wetlands such as irrigation and drainage canals and rice fields
(Fitch 1941, Hansen 1980, and Hansen 1988, as cited in USFWS 1993).

Several habitat

requirements for giant garter snake include adequate water during the snake’s active period
(early-spring to mid-fall), emergent herbaceous wetland vegetation for cover and foraging,
grassy banks and openings for basking, and higher elevation uplands for cover and refuge from
flood waters in the winter (Hansen 1988, as cited in USFWS 1993). This species is typically
absent from larger rivers and other water bodies that have been highly channelized and support
predatory fish (USFWS 1993).
Threats to giant garter snakes include urbanization, flooding, contaminants, agricultural and
maintenance activities, and introduced predators (USFWS 1993, USFWS 2006c). Urbanization
has caused the direct loss of natural habitat for giant garter snake, thus requiring this species to
rely heavily on rice fields in the Sacramento Valley (USFWS 2006c).
The nearest documented occurrences of giant garter snake is approximately 1.2 miles west of
the Action Area (CDFG 2003, See Figure 14). This species was identified in the Revised Draft
EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) as a species potentially occurring within the Project Area, Project
vicinity, or in the off-site infrastructure areas; however, it was also stated that giant garter
snake had low potential to occur in the Project area, due to the lack of suitable habitat.
Potentially suitable habitat may occur within the off-site infrastructure alignments For road
improvements along Riego Road.

Road improvements at a single intersection are proposed

within the Natomas Basin, which is an area generally considered to provide habitat for this
species.

No Critical Habitat has been designated for giant garter snakes; however a Draft

Recovery Plan was proposed in 1999 by USFWS (1999a).
6.6

Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is a candidate to be proposed for federal listing. Historically,
the breeding range of the yellow-billed cuckoo included most of North America from southern
Canada to the Greater Antilles and northern Mexico (AOU 1957, AOU 1998, as cited in USFWS
2001). In the west, the distribution of the species has declined significantly. In California, the
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northern limit of breeding is the Sacramento Valley, and in the western interior states, the
northern breeding limit is southern Idaho (AOU 1998, Hughes 1999 as cited in USFWS 2001).
The western yellow-billed cuckoo requires large blocks of riparian habitats (particularly
woodlands with cottonwoods and willows).

Along the Sacramento River, home ranges for the

western yellow-billed cuckoo range from 25 to 99 acres or more of riparian habitat (USFWS
2001). In addition to large riparian habitats, a dense understory appears to be an important
factor in nest site selection, while cottonwood trees provide foraging habitat (Laymon et al.
1993, as cited in USFWS 2001). Nesting occurs almost exclusively close to water, probably due
to humidity requirements for hatching and rearing of young (USFWS 2001).
Threats to western yellow-billed cuckoos include loss and modification of breeding habitat in
North America and wintering habitat in the tropics. This occurs through urban development,
flood control practices, clearing of land for agriculture, and overgrazing by livestock.
Furthermore, the spread of the non-native tamarisk throughout riparian areas in the west has
also facilitated the decline of native riparian forests.
There are no documented occurrences of western yellow-billed cuckoo within the Action Area or
its vicinity (CDFG 2003, see Figure 14).

This species was not identified in the Revised Draft

EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) as a species potentially occurring within the Project area or vicinity;
however, this species is included on the official USFWS list for the four U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) quadrangles associated with the Specific Plan Area. No Recovery Plan or Critical Habitat
has been designated for this species.

7.0

DIRECT AND INDIRECT EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

7.1

General Effects of the Proposed Action

95.21 acres of occupied and/or potential habitat for listed vernal pool branchiopods (i.e., vernal
pools and a portion of seasonal wetlands, as determined in Section 5.5.1.1 and reported in
Section 5.7) will be eliminated by the Proposed Action, and potential habitat for other listed
species, such as giant garter snake, and Valley elderberry longhorn beetle may be affected by
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development within the Action Area. This section addresses the potential effects of the
proposed actions in the Action Area.

A discussion of species-specific effects follows.

The

species-specific effects from each potential effect are summarized in the Potential Effects
Analysis Tables (Attachment D).

Development of the Action Area could result in a variety of

effects on biological resources.

Specific types of direct and indirect effects are presented

below.

7.1.1 Construction-Related Effects
During construction, uncontrolled trespass of construction equipment and personnel into
adjacent vernal wetland habitats could result in disturbance of the habitats and their
watersheds as well as in take of individuals of listed species. Other construction-related effects
could include dust emissions, erosion, sedimentation, hazardous material spills, and introduction
of invasive non-native plant species. These potential effects could result in injury or direct
mortality of biological resources within the Action Area.
Several conservation measures, however, have been developed to and will be implemented to
minimize the potential effects of the proposed action from construction activities (5.7.1.2), and
include:
•

Presence of an on-site biological monitor (approved by the USFWS) during constructionrelated activities within 250’ of suitable habitat to be preserved

•

Mandatory worker environmental awareness training for all construction personnel

•

Exclusion fencing, flagging, staking, and signage be placed to limit encroachment by
construction personnel and equipment into sensitive areas

•
•

Demarcating and monitoring of construction staging areas
Development of a hazardous spill-response plan and implementation of the said
measures (e.g., restricted equipment refueling and maintenance practices)
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•

Implementation of construction BMP’s, including those for water quality, dust emissions,
and erosion reduction and sediment control

•

Implementation of measures to prevent introduction of invasive nonnative plants,
including development of an invasive species control program, and

•

Enforcement of the said avoidance and minimization measures through development
contracts.

7.1.2 Altered Hydrology and Nonpoint Source Pollution
Impervious surfaces (e.g., concrete, asphalt, rooftops) decrease water infiltration into soil,
thereby increasing the amount and concentrating the duration of stormwater runoff. These
alterations can disrupt normal patterns of vernal pool inundation and desiccation, thereby
affecting the life cycles of vernal-pool dependent species. Moreover, runoff from urbanized
areas can carry sediment and pollutants (e.g., fertilizers, pesticides, oil, and fuel) into
surrounding habitat and water bodies.
Avoidance and minimization measures designed to protect potential water quality impacts will
serve to minimize impacts to biological resources that occur in aquatic habitats within the Action
Area (e.g., vernal pool branchiopods).
These measures include, but are not limited to:
•

Implementation of the proposed requirements of the Project’s Master Project Drainage
Study

•

Implementation of the proposed BMP’s mandated within the National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit

•

Implementation of the proposed requirements of the California Stormwater Quality
Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbooks for Construction Activity
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and New Development/Redevelopment; and the Placer County Department of Public
Works and Flood Control water quality requirements; and
•

Controlling and redirecting runoff from adjacent properties, as needed, to minimize
potential impacts to wetlands in the on-site preserve areas.

7.1.3 Human Disturbance
Without proper controls, management, and enforcement, increased human activity in the Action
Area could disturb open space habitat within the Action Area.

Potential human uses could

include bicycling, off-highway vehicle (OHV) use, hiking, and plant collection. Such activities
could results in trampling of vegetation and soil compaction, inadvertent introduction of nonnative invasive plant species, disturbance of wildlife species, introduction of litter and debris,
and recruitment of opportunistic wildlife species that can compete with, or prey upon, native
species.
Potential human disturbance of sensitive areas during construction will be avoided and
minimized by measures that would minimize potential encroachment of construction personnel
in these areas including:
•

Presence of an on-site biological monitor (approved by the USFWS) during constructionrelated activities within 250’ of suitable habitat to be preserved

•

Mandatory worker environmental awareness training for all construction personnel

•

Exclusion fencing, flagging, staking, and signage will be placed to limit encroachment by
construction personnel and equipment into sensitive areas, and

•

Marking and monitoring of construction staging areas.

Measures to protect potential long-term effects to the on-site preservation area and adjacent
sensitive habitats will be developed within and implemented through the project’s Operations
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and Management Plan (O&M Plan). The O&M Plan will detail measures to be minimized and
avoid potential impacts to remaining and adjacent resources, and would include public
education, signage, fencing, litter cleanup, exclusion and enforcement of unauthorized uses,
careful control of authorized uses of habitat areas, and monitoring and managing protected
areas.

7.1.4 Introduction of Non-Native Species
Construction of the proposed action could result in the introduction of nonnative plant and
animal species in adjacent habitats.

Nonnative plant species could be introduced during

ground-disturbing activities associated with construction, and could then disperse to adjacent
habitats.

Also, use of nonnative species for ornamental landscaping associated with the

proposed action could create a source for invasion by such species.
Urbanization also may favor generalist wildlife species, such as raccoon, coyote, feral pig, and
bullfrog that may prey upon or compete with listed species. In addition, domestic dogs and
cats can disturb and prey upon native wildlife species, and feral populations can become
established in undeveloped areas.
Measures to prevent introduction of invasive non-native plant species will be developed through
an invasive species control program as part of the O&M Plan for the Project. Avoidance and
minimization requirements developed within the O&M plan would include measures such as the
use of weed-free materials in erosion control during construction and removal of seed sources
from earth moving construction equipment. Measures to limit, monitor, and manage incursions
of domestic or feral dogs and cats will also be addressed in the Project’s O&M Plan, and may
include measures such as placement of restrictive fencing and mandatory leash laws.

7.1.5 Fragmentation of Habitat
Habitat fragmentation can occur when lands, habitats, or species become isolated as a result of
urban development that creates a barrier between previously contiguous habitats or
populations.

Such isolation can increase the risk of stochastic extinction, decrease genetic
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diversity, and reduce suitability of habitat to support species that are particularly susceptible to
fragmentation.
When considered on a regional basis, development of the PVSP area, while eliminating habitat,
would not further contribute to fragmentation of remaining similar habitat. As discussed above,
portions of the Action Area are located within the Western Placer County Core Area of the
southeastern Sacramento Valley vernal pool region. However, the PVSP area is located at the
extreme southeastern end of that Core Area. The PVSP area is effectively surrounded on the
east, south, and west by rural residential development and active agricultural use, which was
likely considered by USFWS when the boundary of the Core Area was drawn. There is no
practical opportunity to significantly expand vernal pool habitat in those directions. As such,
although vernal pool habitat would be eliminated within the PVSP area, its development would
not fragment remaining habitat, or introduce new limitations to the establishment of significant
expanses of similar habitat outside of the Core Area.
Portions of the Action Area are already separated from one another by agricultural land,
developed areas (e.g. residences and other structures), and roads.

Although habitat

fragmentation within the PVSP area would occur as a result of the proposed action,
compensatory conservation measures will be implemented to reduce the effects of this action.
As discussed above, under 5.7.1.1.1, The Placer Vineyards Avoidance and Open Space Plan was
designed to avoid and minimize impacts to key on-site aquatic resources and was based on plan
and field-level investigations of existing wetlands and wetland/swale corridor configurations and
proposed adjacent land uses.

Further, landscape level mitigation, consistent with regional

planning as expressed in the Placer County Conservation Plan is incorporated into the Placer
Vineyards Mitigation Strategy (discussed under 5.7.1.1 and 5.7.1.1.2, above).

Under this

strategy, impacts to biological resources at the natural community level would be addressed by
designating large areas for conservation outside of the area planned for future growth.

7.1.6 Thatch/Fuel Build-up
Thatch/fuel build-up may result from long-term build-out and subsequent lack of maintenance
(e.g., grazing) of plant material in open space areas. Thatch build-up may affect federally listed
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species in remaining/adjacent habitats (e.g., vernal pool branchiopods) by increasing vegetation
density that may interfere with the use of these habitats by these species. Thatch may also
increase the risk of fire damage that could affect federally listed species and/or their habitat,
and reduce the value of preserved on-site habitats.
Measures to minimize thatch buildup will be developed as part of the O&M Plan for the project.
Mitigation requirements developed within the O&M plan would include measures to manage
vegetation densities and fire associated risks that could affect federally listed species and their
habitat. These measures may include grazing and/or prescribed burns, where compatible with
adjacent land use.
7.2

Species-Specific Effects

7.2.1 Effects on Federally Listed, Proposed and/or Candidate Plants
Three plant species were identified in the Revised Draft EIR (Quad Knopf 2006) to have the
potential to occur (however, unlikely) within and in the vicinity of the Action Area. These are
slender Orcutt grass, Sacramento Orcutt grass, and Hartweg’s golden sunburst.

All three

species occur within vernal pool landscapes. Sacramento Orcutt grass and slender Orcutt grass
occur in vernal pools and Hartweg’s golden sunburst is an upland species that typically occurs
on Mima mounds associated with vernal pools.
7.2.1.1 Slender Orcutt Grass and Sacramento Orcutt Grass
There are no documented occurrences of either of these species within the Action Area (CDFG
2003).

The nearest documented occurrences of slender Orcutt grass and Sacramento Orcutt

grass are approximately 13 miles and seven miles (respectively) southeast of the Action Area
(CDFG 2003). Both Orcutt grasses are highly unlikely to occur within the majority of the Action
Area due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools (Quad Knopf 2006).
Furthermore, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass and slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3,503.3 acres within the Active Development Area, and none have
been observed (see Figure 10). Surveys for the remaining parcels in the Active Development
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Area, the Secondary Development Area, and for Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements are
planned to occur, but are expected to likely also yield negative results.

If either of these

species is found within the un-surveyed portions of the Action Area, appropriate measures will
be taken for avoidance, minimization, and protection in consultation with the USFWS.

In

addition, measures developed to minimize potential impacts to biological resources resulting
from construction-related activities (see Section 5.7.2.6) will be implemented, thereby further
reducing the potential to impact this species. However, because the presence/absence of these
species has yet to be determined throughout the Action Area, the proposed action may affect

and is likely to adversely affect these species.
7.2.1.2 Hartweg’s golden sunburst
There are no documented occurrences of Hartweg’s golden sunburst within the Action Area
(CDFG 2003). The nearest documented occurrence of this species is approximately 27 miles
north of the Action Area (CDFG 2003). Hartweg’s golden sunburst is highly unlikely to occur
within the majority of the Action Area due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape
within the Action Area. Furthermore the Action Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2007), and does not contain species-favored soil
types (i.e., Amador and Rocklin series). In addition, measures developed to minimize potential
impacts to biological resources resulting from construction-related activities (see Section
5.7.2.6) will be implemented, thereby further reducing the potential to impact this species. As
such, the proposed action may affect, and is not likely to adversely affect Hartweg’s
golden sunburst.

7.2.2 Effects on Federally Listed Proposed and/or Candidate Invertebrates
Four federally listed invertebrates have the potential to be affected by the proposed project.
These include three vernal pool branchiopod species (vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool
tadpole shrimp, and Conservancy fairy shrimp) and the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
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7.2.2.1 Vernal Pool Branchiopods
Although vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and Conservancy fairy shrimp
exhibit slightly differing habitat requirements and life cycles, they often inhabit the same vernal
pool landscapes. Furthermore, these species are known to co-occur within the same pools.
These species are supported by similar habitat types, including vernal pools, seasonal wetlands,
seasonally ponded areas within vernal swales, and other depressions that hold water of similar
volume, depth, area, and duration. Therefore, all three species are subject to a common set of
threats and considerations.
Surveys have been completed with negative results on 1,583.2 acres in the Active Development
Area. Because remaining portions of the Action Area have not been surveyed, and because
determination of presence/absence is not relevant to the implementation of the Placer
Vineyards Mitigation Strategy vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp are
assumed to be present in all potential habitat (i.e., vernal pools and certain seasonal wetlands,
as determined in Section 5.5.1.1, above) reported in Section 5.7. Therefore, construction within
any portion of the Action Area that supports potential habitat may affect and is likely to

adversely affect 95.21 acres of habitat supporting populations of vernal pool fairy shrimp, and
vernal pool tadpole shrimp.
Surveys for listed branchiopod species have occurred on 2,521.9 acres within the Active
Development Area, and vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp have been
found in scattered locations (See Figure 12). Conservancy fairy shrimp is not documented to
occur within the Action Area, and the nearest documented occurrence of this species is over 10
miles away, near the City of Lincoln. This observation near Lincoln represents the only known
occurrence of this species from Placer County. Therefore, construction within the Action Area
that supports potential habitat may affect and is considered not likely to adversely affect
conservancy fairy shrimp.
Direct effects (i.e., habitat conversion) to vernal pool branchiopods would result in mortality of
individuals and destruction of cysts. Development within the Action Area is estimated to result
in the loss of approximately 95.21 acres of potential aquatic invertebrate habitat (i.e., vernal
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pools, seasonal wetlands, and seasonal wetland swales) within the Action Area. This may also
result in indirect adverse effects including habitat fragmentation, altered hydrology, non-point
source pollution, human disturbance, establishment of invasive non-native plants, and possible
effects of habitat enhancement, restoration, and creation activities.
Indirect effects include the alteration of natural topography and drainage patterns within the
remaining open space within the Action Area, and perhaps wetlands on adjacent parcels. An
increase in paved and other impermeable surfaces, summer irrigation, and changes in the rates
of soil infiltration could potentially alter the hydrology of the open space area and adjacent
parcels.

Changing the average duration of inundation in seasonal wetlands adjacent to

developed areas may adversely impact these areas. Runoff from the surrounding developed
area could cause reduction in water quality. In addition, runoff from developed areas may
result in contaminants and increased sedimentation in adjacent wetlands and/or waterways.
Because quantification of such indirect effects is not relevant to the implementation of the
Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy, they are not estimated or reported here. Direct impacts to
potential vernal pool branchiopod habitat will be mitigated through preservation and/or
restoration of wetland acreages based on an acreage ratio for each acre of impacted wetlands
The applicants will be securing off-site mitigation areas consistent with regional planning
principles consistent with the Draft Placer County Conservation Plan (per the Placer Vineyards
Mitigation Strategy, provided as Attachment C). Acquisition, preservation, and enhancement of
these mitigation areas will provide compensatory mitigation for impacts to vernal pool
branchiopod species resulting from the proposed action
Potential effects to remaining/adjacent vernal pool branchiopods resulting from constructionrelated impacts will be avoided and minimized by implementation of several conservation
measures designed to protect biological resources in the Action Area (see Section 5.7.1.2).

In

particular, conservation measures designed to minimize potential impacts to water quality from
erosion, sedimentation, and non-point source pollution will minimize the potential for
construction-related impacts to these areas.
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7.2.2.2 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
The potential effects of the proposed action on Valley elderberry longhorn beetle depends on
the existence of elderberry shrubs within the Action Area.

Focused surveys for elderberry

shrubs have occurred for approximately 934.6 acres with negative (i.e., no elderberries
identified) results. However, shrubs could occur in the un-surveyed portions of the Action Area.
Surveys prior to the start of construction activities will be required to determine the
presence/absence of elderberry shrubs. If shrubs are found, they will be considered potential
habitat for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and, if they are to be impacted, a detailed
mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of Valley
elderberry longhorn beetle habitat will be developed. Mitigation may include the replacement
and/or translocation of elderberry shrubs into mitigation areas that are suitable for elderberry
and the beetle. Because the presence/absence of elderberry shrubs has not been determined
throughout the Action Area, the proposed action may affect, and is likely to adversely

affect the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle.
The following avoidance and minimization measures are included to reduce the loss or
disturbance to Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat on properties requiring more detailed
resource identification:
•

Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans for any property within the Specific Plan
Area, a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall be conducted to determine the
presence/absence of the shrubs. The survey shall be completed by a qualified biologist
anytime throughout the year.

If elderberry shrubs are found, locations of these

occurrences shall be mapped. If these resources can be avoided, no further studies are
required. However, if projects within the Action Area will likely adversely affect these
shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-term strategies
to ensure no net loss of Valley elderberry longhorn beetle habitat shall be developed.
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7.2.3 Effects on Delta Smelt
Delta smelt generally occurs in open surface waters and shoal areas of fresh water rivers.
Except for the small portion of Dry Creek, there is no potential habitat for Delta smelt within the
Action Area.
watershed.

Furthermore, no occurrences of Delta smelt are reported from the Dry Creek
The nearest documented occurrence of the species is approximately 29 miles

southwest of the Action Area (CDFG 2003). Thus, this species is not considered to be directly
impacted by the proposed project.
affect this species.

Potential indirect impacts to water quality and supply could

Measures designed to minimize construction-related impacts to water

quality from erosion, sedimentation, and non-point source pollution (5.7.1.2) and those
additional measures mandated to protect salmon and steelhead resources potentially impacted
in the vicinity of the Action Area will minimize potential downstream water quality impacts to
Delta smelt. Potential water supply impacts to the Sacramento River and Delta resulting from
the proposed actions are expected to be negligible ((Quad Knopf 2006), and are therefore not
expected to affect Delta smelt.

As such, the proposed action is not likely to adversely

affect this species.
7.2.4 Effects on Federally-Listed Proposed and/or Candidate Amphibians
7.2.4.1 California Red-Legged Frog
Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry Creek, this
species has not been observed within the Action Area.

Furthermore, it is unlikely to occur

because the Action Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations of California
red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003, see Figure 14).

In addition,

reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of
the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As a
result, the likelihood of this species occurring within the Action Area is extremely low. The
nearest documented occurrence of this species is approximately 13 miles east of the site (CDFG
2003). The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect this species.
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7.2.4.2 California Tiger Salamander
Although marginally suitable habitat for California tiger salamander occurs within the Action
Area, this species has not been observed within the Action Area. Furthermore, this species is
unlikely to occur because the Action Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003, see Figure 14).

The

nearest documented occurrence of California tiger salamander is approximately 20 miles
southwest of the Action Area (CDFG 2003). The proposed action is not likely to adversely

affect this species.
7.2.5 Effects on Giant Garter Snake
The majority of the Action Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
giant garter snake, and none have been found within the Action Area. The nearest documented
occurrence of this species is located approximately one mile west of the site in the Natomas
Basin (CDFG 2003, Figure 14). As such, the only element of the proposed action that may
affect giant garter snake is the anticipated infrastructure development (i.e., roadway and
intersection improvements) to Base Line/Riego Road.
Most infrastructure construction is temporary and surface conditions would generally be
returned to their original condition.

However, roadway and intersection improvement is

expected to result in a small amount of potential habitat conversion. Direct effects to giant
garter snake due to the proposed action could include loss of both potential breeding and
aestivation habitat. The development of upland habitat could also cause direct mortality to
aestivating snakes by the crushing and collapsing of burrows by construction machines.
Indirect effects include increased sedimentation to their aquatic habitats, reduction in the
quality of water, and changes in water temperature that may prohibit giant garter snake
activity.

In addition, increased human activity in the area may increase the likelihood of

predators and other human-related disturbances (e.g., increased traffic-related mortalities) to
giant garter snakes that may occur in the Action Area and adjacent areas.
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The following measures to reduce take of giant garter snake, identified in The Natomas Basin

Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) (City of Sacrament et al. 2003) will be implemented:
•

All construction activity involving disturbance of habitat, shall be restricted to the period
between May 1 and September 30. This is the active period for giant garter snake and
direct mortality is lessened, because snakes are expected to actively move and avoid
danger.

•

24-hours prior to construction activities, the project area shall be surveyed for giant
garter snakes. Survey of the project area shall be repeated if a lapse in construction
activity of two weeks or greater has occurred.

If a snake is encountered during

construction, activities shall cease until appropriate corrective measures have been
completed or it has been determined that the snake will not be harmed. Any incidental
take and any sightings shall be reported to the USFWS immediately.
•

Movement of heavy equipment shall be confined to existing roadways to minimize
habitat disturbance.

•

Construction personnel shall (to the extent practical) receive USFWS-approved worker
environmental awareness training.

This training instructs workers to recognize giant

garter snakes and their habitat(s), and what to do if a giant garter snake is encountered
during construction activities.
•

No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion control mating that could entangle
snakes will be placed on a project site when working within 200 feet of snake aquatic or
rice habitat.

Substitutions include coconut coir matting, tactified hydroseeding

compounds, or other material approved by the Wildlife Agencies.
•

Between April 15 and September 30, all irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic
habitat shall be completely dewatered, with no puddle water remaining, for a least 15
consecutive days prior to the excavation or filling in of the dewatered habitat. Make
sure dewatered habitat does not continue to support giant garter snake prey, which
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could detain or attract snakes into the area. If a site cannot be completely dewatered,
netting and salvage of prey items may be necessary.
•

Confine clearing to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction activities. Flag
and designate avoided giant garter snake habitat within or adjacent to the project as
Environmentally Sensitive Areas.

This area shall be avoided by all construction

personnel.
•

If a live giant garter snake is found during construction activities, immediately notify the
USFWS and the project’s manager. The manager shall do the following:

o

Stop construction in the vicinity of the snake. Monitor the snake and allow the snake
to leave on its own. A monitor shall remain in the area for the remainder of the
work day to make sure the snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does not
return. Escape routes for giant garter snake should be determined in advance of
construction and snakes should always be allowed to leave on their own. If a giant
garter snake does not leave on its own within one working day, further consultation
with USFWS is required.

•

Fill or construction debris may be used by giant garter snakes as an over-wintering site.
Therefore, upon completion of construction activities, remove any temporary fill and
construction debris.

If this material is situated near undisturbed giant garter snake

habitat and it is to be removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be inspected by
a qualified biologist to assure that giant garter snake are not using it as a hibernaculum.
Wherever feasible, restore disturbed areas to pre-project conditions. Restoration work
may include such activities as replanting removed species.
With implementation of these provisions, the proposed action will avoid and minimize impacts
to giant garter snake. Nonetheless, because of the possibility that the anticipated in the offsite
area for infrastructure work may impact giant garter snake habitat, the proposed action may

affect, and is likely to adversely affect this species.
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7.2.6 Effects on Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo
Western yellow-billed cuckoo requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging.

The riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable

habitat for this species. Furthermore, the Action Area is located outside the known current
breeding range for this species.

The nearest documented occurrence of this species is

approximately 11 miles northwest of the Action Area (CDFG 2003, Figure 14). The proposed
action is considered not likely to adversely affect this species.

8.0

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

A number of proposed and/or approved development projects surround the Action Area,
including the Sierra Vista Specific Plan Area, the Curry Creek Community Plan Area, the Elverta
Specific Plan Area, the Dry Creek Community Plan Area, and the Riolo Vineyards Specific Plan
(see Figure 5).

Several additional projects are approved and/or proposed in the vicinity

including, West Roseville Specific Plan, Pleasant Grove Waste Water Treatment Facility,
Regional University and Community Plan, Creekview Specific Plan, Placer Ranch, Western
Regional Landfill, and Lincoln Crossing. Other potential projects include the 10,500-acre South
Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve in the southeastern corner of Sutter County
(Section 4.1 of the RDEIR, Quad-Knopf 2006). These projects will be subject to their own
Section 7 Consultation and/or Section 10 permitting efforts.
Seasonal wetland resources on-site (i.e., vernal pools, seasonal wetland swales, and other
seasonal wetlands) provide known and potentially suitable habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp
and vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Cumulative impacts to these species and their habitat would
arise from the regional loss of seasonal wetland habitats
For example, ongoing and routine agricultural activities such as road construction, road
maintenance, or intensive livestock grazing may limit or degrade habitat for these and other
species.

(However, as described in the Draft PCCP, ranching activities such as pond

maintenance and moderate livestock grazing are essential to the long-term survival of some
species, such as vernal pool species.) While cattle grazing is used as a tool to manage invasive
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species in vernal pools, overgrazing and inappropriately-timed grazing (e.g., during period when
plants flower or set seed) can result in adverse impacts to plant species and can impact vernal
pool ecosystems.

In addition, conversion of agricultural land that support uses that are

compatible with the sustainability of vernal pools and the species that support (e.g., rangeland)
to intensive forms of agriculture (e.g., row crops, laser-leveled rice) has caused widespread loss
and fragmentation of vernal pool habitat in the Central Valley, and continues to threaten vernal
pool habitat in the project area.
The Mitigation Strategy reflects the best available science regarding the aquatic resources and
associated habitat known to exist in the Plan Area and Southwest Placer County, including
biological information and conservation strategies developed in conjunction with the proposed
Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP). However, any such information utilized from the PCCP
planning effort was carefully reviewed and adapted for the specific purpose of providing
effective mitigation that meets all applicable regulatory requirements for development of Placer
Vineyards in the absence of an adopted PCCP. The Mitigation Strategy incorporates a variety of
compensatory wetland mitigation measures, including the acquisition and preservation of vernal
pool-occupied grasslands, restoration of previously existing wetlands, enhancement of existing
wetlands, and the establishment of new wetlands.
Impacts to seasonal wetland functions would be offset through preservation of existing
seasonal wetland habitats (at a 1:1 ratio), and, in order of preference, restoration and/or
enhancement of degraded seasonal wetland habitats, and or creation of new seasonal wetlands
(at a 1.25:1 ratio).
The preservation and enhancement measures developed through this program are intended
primarily to assure that there will be no net loss of wetlands function. The restoration and
creation components are primarily intended to compensate for the loss of wetland area, and to
result in the replacement of a portion of the impacted wetland functions.

The Mitigation

Strategy will be implemented in a way that specifically addresses mitigation habitat for vernal
pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp.
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The Mitigation Strategy will be based on a holistic watershed-level approach involving a variety
of aquatic habitats and their surrounding upland environments.

In selecting and securing

mitigation areas, the emphasis will be on securing large parcels encompassing intact
watersheds. Securing larger parcels allows for a more comprehensive ecosystem approach and
minimizes indirect impacts and disturbance from activities on adjacent lands.

In many

instances, these mitigation measures will serve a dual function in mitigating impacts to rare,
threatened, or endangered species.
As such, the cumulative effects resulting from loss of seasonal wetlands would be offset by the
acquisition of mitigation lands that provide contiguous seasonal wetland habitat habitats and/or
seasonal wetland preservation, creation, and restoration opportunities.
8.1

Recovery Plan Goals

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems of California and

Southern Oregon (“Recovery Plan” or “Plan”) covers 33 plant and animal species associated
with vernal pools within the Plan area. The overall goals of the Recovery Plan are to achieve
and protect in perpetuity self-sustaining populations of each species; de-list the 20 federally
listed plant and animal species; and ensure the long term survival of the 13 species of special
concern.

The over-arching recovery strategy for species covered by the Plan is habitat

protection and management. A central component of the recovery strategy is to establish
conservation areas and reserves that represent important vernal pool habitat within the Plan
area. To this end, the Recovery Plan designates “Core Area” for habitat preservation. Core
Area includes areas actually occupied by covered species (“occupied habitat”), as well as habitat
necessary to provide for corridors and dispersal habitat, population dynamics and
reintroduction/introduction sites, and to protect currently undiscovered populations (“suitable
habitat”). The Recovery Plan designates Core Area in each of 17 distinct vernal pool regions,
and over half of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.
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8.2

Recovery Criteria

The Recovery Plan identifies the following General Recovery Criteria:
•

Protect vernal pool habitat in the largest blocks possible from loss, fragmentation,
degradation and incompatible uses;

•

Manage, restore and monitor vernal pool habitat to promote the recovery of listed
species and the long-term conservation of the species of concern;

•

Conduct range-wide status surveys for all species addressed in the Recovery Plan;

•

Conduct research and use results to refine recovery actions and criteria, and guide
overall recovery and long-term conservation efforts; and

•

Develop and implement participation programs.

The Recovery Plan identifies several factors which should be considered when identifying areas
for conservation of vernal pool species, including size, quality, connectivity with other preserved
habitat, ease or feasibility of protection, ability to maintain and/or implement effective
management, and cost of protection and long-term management. Although the Recovery Plan
indicates a preference for protecting species occurrences and vernal pool habitat within the
Core Area, it recognizes that protection of species occurrences and vernal pool habitat outside
of Core Area (or even outside a vernal pool region) may contribute to conservation of the
species as required by the Plan. In addition, while large preserves are often preferred, the
Recovery Plan acknowledges that the network of conservation area will include small, large and
intermediate-sized preserves.
Compliance with the recovery criteria set forth in the Recovery Plan constitutes one specific
strategy for obtaining recovery of the covered vernal pool plant and animal species. However,
the Recovery Plan states that the Plan “is not the only mechanism through which recovery may
be obtained.” Habitat may be protected through new conservation agreements with willing
private landowners, or other protection mechanisms to promote the recovery and conservation
of the species addressed in the Recovery Plan. Moreover, alternative conservation mechanisms,
such as currently proposed or future Habitat Conservation Plan(s), may be deemed equivalent
to implementation of this Recovery Plan for the covered area.
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8.3

Summary of the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy

The Mitigation Strategy for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is intended to provide a single,
all-inclusive mitigation program that will simultaneously mitigate for all biological resources of
concern, including mitigation requirements for unavoidable impacts to the Specific Plan area
endangered species habitats, wetlands and other “waters.”

The Strategy will incorporate a

variety of compensatory wetland mitigation measures, including the acquisition and
preservation of vernal pool-dominated grasslands, restoration of previously existing wetlands,
restoration of degraded wetlands, enhancement of existing wetlands, and/or the establishment
of new wetlands. As part of the Strategy, impacts to vernal pool species (fairy shrimp and
tadpole shrimp) habitat will be mitigated through preservation of one acre for each wetted acre
of vernal pool habitat directly impacted, and restoration of 1.25 acre, (0.75 acre of which would
be vernal pool habitat) for each acre of wetted vernal pool habitat.
In selecting and securing mitigation areas, the emphasis would be on securing large parcels
encompassing intact watersheds.

Securing larger parcels allows for a more comprehensive

ecosystem approach and minimized indirect impacts and disturbance from activities on adjacent
lands.

To further minimize indirect effects to the preserve site, the County may impose

measures such as controlling and redirecting runoff from adjoining properties or the
construction of fences. Buffers of off-site mitigation lands are anticipated to be consistent with
the future requirements of the Placer County Conservation Plan (“PCCP”) if ultimately adopted
by the County (to the extent that the PCCP is adopted prior to the acquisition of preserve sites,
and to the extent feasible).

Restoration is intended to be construction of vernal pools at

densities within the range of historical levels as identified on 1937 aerial photograph, or other
valid historical evidence, for the proposed preserve site to be restored. The recreation and/or
restoration of vernal pools must include adequate upland areas to maintain the value of the
pools.
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8.4

The Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy is in Furtherance of the Recovery
Plan Objectives

The Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy is consistent with USFWS’ Recovery Plan for Vernal

Pool Ecosystems of California and Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005a). Although a portion of the
PVSP area is within the Western Placer County Core Area of the Southeastern Sacramento
Valley Vernal Pool Region, that portion is only 2,823 acres of that 33,036 acre Core Area. While
habitat conversion due to development of the Action Area would result in the loss of those
2,823 acres, much of that area and the wetlands contained therein have been degraded by
historical agricultural use. The overall average California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM)
score reported by ECORP (2010) for those types of wetlands typically considered by USFWS to
constitute habitat for listed aquatic invertebrates (i.e., using CRAM terminology, depressional
wetlands, individual vernal pools, and vernal pool systems) is 69.1. Further, as discussed above
at Section 7.1.5, the PVSP area is located at the extreme southeastern end of the Core Area.
As such, its conversion, while contributing to tolerable habitat loss within the Core Area, would
not contribute to regional habitat fragmentation because other land uses effectively preclude
the significant expansion of a Core-associated preserve area/system to the East, West, or
South. If some habitat conversion is tolerable within the Core Area, the PVSP area represents a
good place for that conversion to occur.
In addition, it is important to remember that lands within the Core Area are not automatically
protected from threat by development. Implementation of the Vernal Pool Recovery Plan relies
on voluntary participation from the private-sector. To encourage private participation in vernal
pool recovery, Placer County and other stakeholders have been working on development of the
Placer County Conservation Plan which, as recognized by the Recovery Plan, is intended to
provide an alternative vehicle to accomplish vernal pool recovery goals.

Because of the

compatibility of the Mitigation Strategy with the Draft PCCP, the Strategy supports vernal pool
recovery goals by incorporating the principles of the Draft PCCP. In fact, the PVSP mitigation
plan represents an important early building block for the overall conservation strategy.
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Finally with regard to wetlands, the implementation of the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy,
with its hierarchical preference for preservation and restoration over enhancement and creation,
ensures that wetland mitigation landscapes will enjoy a higher probability of long-term success,
as they would be based upon preserving existing natural systems, and restoring degraded
natural systems, as opposed to enhancing existing systems or creating new systems.

This

fundamental and underlying consistency with natural systems is inherently less risky than
reliance upon engineering solutions.
In summary, the Placer Vineyards Mitigation Strategy is consistent with the Vernal Pool
Recovery Plan in that it:
•

Incurs a tolerable amount of conversion of mediocre habitat in a strategically
acceptable location within the Core Area.

•

Yields a high probability that those converted lands within the Core Area are
exchanged for voluntary permanent protection, management, and monitoring of other
landscapes within or adjacent to the Core Area.

•

Ensures a higher probability of long-term success of mitigation wetlands within those
landscapes by favoring their establishment as based upon naturally-occurring systems.

9.0

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATE ACTIONS

The Corps and project proponents are in the process of evaluating alternatives to comply with
Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act and through the development of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). These
alternatives will consider other locations within southwestern Placer County that are available,
practicable and can achieve the applicants’ stated project purpose.

10.0

CONCLUSION AND DETERMINATION

The proposed action may affect, and is not likely to adversely affect Hartweg’s golden
sunburst, Delta smelt, California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, or western yellow-
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billed cuckoo. These species are considered unlikely to occur and be directly affected within the
Action Area or to be indirectly impacted by the proposed project.
Surveys for slender Orcutt grass and Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted within the
majority of the Action Area with negative results. However, because the presence/absence of
these species has yet to be determined throughout the Action Area, the proposed action may

affect, and is likely to adversely affect these species. If slender Orcutt grass or
Sacramento Orcutt grass are found within areas yet to be surveyed, appropriate mitigation
measures would be implemented to reduce any adverse effects to these species.
The host shrub for Valley elderberry longhorn beetle has not yet been observed within the
Action Area.

Because the presence/absence of elderberry shrubs has not been determined

throughout the Action Area, the proposed action may affect, and is likely to adversely

affect the Valley elderberry longhorn beetle. If the shrub is found within areas yet to be
surveyed, appropriate mitigation measures would be implemented to reduce any adverse
effects to this species.
Giant garter snake is not likely to occur within the Plan Area, but may occur within the off-site
area for infrastructure element within the Natomas Basin. Therefore, the proposed action may

affect, and is likely to affect this species. If the provisions set forth within the Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan are followed as outlined above, the proposed action is
considered not likely to adversely affect this species.
The proposed action is considered likely to adversely affect two federally listed branchiopod
species (i.e., vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool tadpole shrimp). However, the effects of
the action would likely be reduced to a level unlikely to jeopardize the continued existence of
these species through implementation of the Conceptual Conservation Strategy proposed by the
applicants.

The proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect

Conservancy fairy shrimp, due to the fact that invertebrate surveys within the Active
Development Area have not identified this species and the probability of this species occurring
in the Action Area is very low.
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Figure 3. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan - Approved Development Plan
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1

Project Boundary: ECORP Wetland Delineation

2

CDFG California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), April 2012 Update (GIS Shapefile)

3

Scale in Miles

USFWS Vernal Pool Species Final Critical Habitat, February 2006.

4

USFWS Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB) Final Critical Habitat, 1980

5

NOAA/NMFS Steelhead Final Critical Habitat, June 2005.

1
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1 " = 3.4 mi.

3

6

NOAA/NMFS Spring-run Chinook Salmon Final Critical Habitat, June 2005.
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PLACER VINEYARDS MITIGATION STRATEGY
NOVEMBER 2012

I.

Overview of Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological
Resource Mitigation Strategy

The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (the “Plan or “Plan Area”) is a very large plan
encompassing many properties under separate and distinct ownership that will be
developed independently over a period of decades in association with numerous
individual Clean Water Act permitting actions. Current ownership includes a diverse mix
of participating and non-participating developers, investors, and farmers, including many
who are unlikely to be involved in the physical development of the property. The
cumulative development of property within the Plan provides a substantial portion of the
long-term residential and employment growth envisioned for unincorporated Placer
County in both the County’s General Plan and SACOG’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy. Accordingly, mitigation planning for Placer Vineyards is an important
component of long-term conservation planning for both Placer County and the
Sacramento Region.
This Mitigation Strategy was developed in consultation with Placer County, SACOG, the
Sierra Club and the Audubon Society to mitigate for the development of individual
properties within the Plan Area in a manner that will also be cumulatively effective and
supportive of long-term conservation planning goals. The Mitigation Strategy reflects the
best available science regarding the aquatic resources and associated habitat known to
exist in the Plan Area and Southwest Placer County, including biological information and
conservation strategies developed in conjunction with the proposed Placer County
Conservation Plan (PCCP). However, any such information utilized from the PCCP
planning effort has been carefully reviewed and adapted for the specific purpose of
providing effective mitigation that meets all applicable regulatory requirements for
development of Placer Vineyards in the absence of an adopted PCCP. At the same time,
the proposed Mitigation Strategy is also intended to provide a relatively seamless
transition in the event that the proposed PCCP, County in-lieu fee, or other similar
conservation plan is adopted during the build-out of the Plan Area.
The cumulative development of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is expected to result
in substantial, irreversible conversion of the existing natural and semi-natural landscape
to urban and suburban use. Although elements of the existing landscape show varying
degrees of disturbance and are no longer functioning as a natural ecosystem, the mosaic
of open lands in the Plan area cumulatively provides habitat and connectivity for several
species. Even loss of intensively farmed land will diminish these regional values.
Most of the natural communities represented in the Plan Area require large contiguous
and intact habitat to retain maximum biological function. Avoidance of small patches of
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communities such as vernal pool grassland may result in short-term avoidance of take of
species present, but is generally inconsistent with long-term maintenance of stable
species populations due to multiple factors such as reduced population size, loss of
contributing hydrology, edge effects, increased non-native species, lack of management
oversight, inability to implement management activities due to adjacent land uses, etc.
(Placer County 2011). Similarly, compatible agriculture that is important for long-term
management of preserved lands is best served by large contiguous blocks of land that can
minimize edge effects from surrounding urbanization. For this reason, impacts to
agricultural land and biological resources at the natural community level are addressed by
designating large areas for conservation outside of the area planned for future growth.
Lands designated for conservation through this mitigation measure (the “open space,
agricultural land and biological resource mitigation strategy,” “mitigation strategy,” or
“strategy”) will include substantial amounts of agricultural land and habitat for affected
species, as well as natural communities important for maintaining regional biological
diversity. Land designated for conservation will be acquired from willing sellers in fee
title and/or protected through establishment of conservation easements.
This strategy mitigates for irreversible land conversion through permanent conservation
of large tracts of land with similar land cover, habitat, and agricultural value strategically
located off-site in the area described on attached Figure A-1 (the “Reserve Acquisition
Area” or “RAA”). The RAA was selected in collaboration with Placer County, SACOG,
Sierra Club and Audubon based upon the best available information as the area with the
greatest opportunity to create a regionally important expanse of private and public land
that will continue to support aquatic functions and meet species needs in the long term
with minimal edge effect and fragmentation from urbanization. The mitigation
obligations set forth in this Mitigation Strategy are intended to meet all regulatory
requirements while, to the greatest extent possible, advancing effective long-term
conservation planning. This approach to conservation of agricultural land, wetlands and
habitat complements efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts on-site for key
components of the aquatic system, rare habitat, and individual species and is strongly
encouraged by the responsible local planning agencies and environmental stakeholders.
The Reserve Acquisition Area where land will be preserved under this mitigation
measure is largely comprised of “Important Farmland,” as defined by the State of
California Department of Conservation. Most of this land is designated Farmland of
Local Importance or Grazing. Many ongoing agricultural activities are consistent with,
and essential to, the protection and enhancement of the natural communities that are
supported by this land. Accordingly, ongoing agricultural use will be an integral
component of the long-term management of preserved lands. The required conservation
easements recorded on such lands will specifically encourage compatible agricultural use.
As a result, the land preserved under this mitigation measure will also preserve
opportunity for agricultural use, thus mitigating for the impacts of lost agricultural land
and open space within the Project site, in addition to mitigating for impacts on vernal
pool complexes and other ecological features.
The grassland vernal pool land type is mitigated by any grassland without regard to
wetted area density. Actual wetted area is accounted for by the separate requirement for
wetland mitigation. The wetland mitigation described below can only be carried out if in
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fact much of the grassland acquired to mitigate land conversion does in fact have a high
density of preserved and restored vernal pool. Thus, application of the two measures –
land area and wetland area – will jointly provide for conservation of wetland-dependent
natural communities. The intent here is to approach the mitigation needs of the Plan
through a more holistic approach that better responds to the regional landscape. This
approach is similar to the landscape-level approach developed in connection with the
PCCP effort, which places emphasis on the value of these resources as an ecosystem,
rather than as individual features, while still addressing regulatory requirements for no
net loss. As such, this approach reflects the best available scientific evidence relative to
the mitigation of wetland impacts in Southwest Placer County. Given the large acreage
of the Placer Vineyards Plan Area and the broad impact assumptions that require
preservation of large amounts of vernal pool grassland regardless of the wetland density
of impacted sites, this approach will ensure acquisition of significant portions of the
RAA.
Under this strategy, mitigation to minimize impacts to natural and semi-natural
communities falls into three categories:
1. Mitigation Ratios for Land Cover. Off-site mitigation is accomplished mainly
through mitigation ratios requiring conservation or restoration of a set amount of
land calculated as a proportion of land cover conversion or “take.” The term
“land cover take” as used herein means the conversion of natural or semi-natural
lands to urban or suburban use.
2. Mitigation Ratios for Wetland Area. Because of their particular regulatory
status and their biological importance, wetlands are accounted for separately
through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and restoration or creation of a set
amount of wetted area calculated as a proportion of wetland “take.” It is intended
that all of the wetted area mitigation along with all associated upland will be
counted towards mitigation required for land cover “take.” Likewise, all wetted
acres contained within land cover mitigation shall be counted towards wetted area
mitigation.
3. Site Specific Avoidance and Minimization. Protection of existing resources on
site is accomplished through specific avoidance, restoration, and enhancement
measures incorporated into the Specific Plan. In addition, separate mitigation
measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize on-site impacts to individual
species.
The areas included in the RAA, described above, are similar to those targeted for
conservation in the proposed PCCP (Figure 5-3). The intent of this mitigation strategy is
to contribute towards a regionally-important expanse of contiguous private and public
land that will continue to support important aquatic functions, meet species needs in the
long term and aid recovery objectives for a broad variety of species, including those
targeted for conservation by the County’s Biological Working Group (stakeholder group
formed by the County to analyze biological information and make recommendations for
the conservation strategy of the PCCP) and included in the proposed PCCP (Table 1
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below). This regional approach to conservation of agricultural land, wetlands and habitat
complements efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts on site for key components of the
aquatic system, rare habitat, and individual species.
Regardless of whether the PCCP is adopted, this Mitigation Plan represents the most
sound approach towards mitigation of a very large plan area such as Placer Vineyards.
However, the Mitigation Plan has the added benefit of being compatible with the
Conservation Strategy being proposed for the PCCP. Thus, if the PCCP is adopted
during the build-out of Placer Vineyards, development projects within the Specific Plan
may fulfill mitigation requirements by compliance with the terms of the adopted PCCP in
lieu of this mitigation strategy, creating a relatively seamless transition. Such compliance
shall constitute sufficient mitigation that will obviate the need to comply with the
measures herein.

Table 1 – PCCP Covered Species Expected to Benefit from
Vernal Pool Grassland Complex and Grassland Conservation
Vernal Pool Species

Grassland Species

Vernal pool fairy shrimp

Swainson’s hawk

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp

American peregrine falcon

Conservancy fairy shrimp

Western burrowing owl

Western spadefoot

Loggerhead shrike

Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop

Northern harrier

Dwarf downingia

Ferrunginous hawk

Legenere

Grasshopper sparrow

Ahart’s dwarf rush

Tricolored blackbird

Red Bluff dwarf rush

Western spadefoot

This measure is intended to be compatible with all required state and federal permits
related to land conversion, or other regulated activity within habitat covered by state or
federal jurisdiction specifically including Federal Clean Water Act Section 404 permits,
federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 “incidental take statements,” state Endangered
Species Act compliance, state “stream bed alteration agreements” and state certification
under Clean Water Act Section 401. Any and all conservation, restoration, enhancement,
and creation of land cover, natural communities, and wetland features required by any
state or federal permitting agency, either in conformity with this strategy or in addition to
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it, shall be fully credited towards the obligations of this mitigation strategy, regardless of
whether such mitigation is achieved through the acquisition of land and/or conservation
easements or through the purchase of credits from an approved mitigation bank.
In order to preserve land for agriculture, compatible agricultural use that supports and
enhances wildlife value is encouraged on lands conserved under this measure. The goal
of conservation easements on farmlands will be to maintain viable agricultural operations
while also meeting the biological objectives of this mitigation measure.
This mitigation strategy shall serve as mitigation for all land conversion impacts,
specifically including impacts to vernal pools and other wetlands, vernal pool grasslands,
grasslands, Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, agricultural land, and open space. No
additional mitigation shall be required for these impacts. This strategy shall not apply to
the Special Planning Area (SPA) where no urban development is proposed.

II.

Land Cover Mitigation
A. Mitigation Ratio

For every 1.0 acres of land cover taken, 1.35 acres of land will be conserved. The take
area shall be calculated to the nearest one-tenth (0.1) acre. The total amount of required
acreage will be automatically reduced by any and all off-site conservation or mitigation
land required by any permitting agency, specifically including upland areas required in
association with wetland mitigation, whether acquired through mitigation bank credits or
other means.
B. Calculation of Land Cover Take
All land within the Specific Plan (not including the SPA area) is included in the
calculation of take, with the exception of land that will be maintained in or restored to a
natural or semi-natural condition as required by the County and/or any state or federal
permitting agency. Figure A-2 and Table A-3 show the take area and take calculation by
property based upon the proposed land use and avoidance required for compliance with
County standards through adoption of the Specific Plan, prior to consideration of any
additional avoidance that may be required by a permitting agency. For purposes of this
mitigation measure, the take acreage may only be reduced below that shown on Figure
A-2 and Table A-3 to the extent that additional avoidance is required by the County
and/or any state or federal permitting agency. Similarly, the take acreage and
corresponding mitigation requirements will be increased to the extent that the County and
the state and federal permitting agencies allow future development of any area not
included in the take calculations as shown in Figure A-2 and Table A-3.
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C. Mitigation Land Criteria
Land conserved under this measure shall, to the fullest extent feasible, be located within
the Reserve Acquisition Area (Figure A-1).
Impacts to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture lands shall be mitigated
on existing or restorable grassland (as identified in Figure A-4). All other land cover
impacts may be mitigated on any natural or semi-natural land within the RAA,
specifically including agricultural land. Vernal pool grassland is mitigated by any
grassland without regard to wetted area density. Actual wetted area is accounted for by
the separate requirement for wetland mitigation discussed below. The wetland mitigation
described below can only be carried out if much of the grassland acquired to mitigate
land conversion does in fact have a high density of preserved and restored vernal pool
habitat. Application of the two measures – land area and wetland area – will jointly
provide for conservation of wetland-dependent natural communities.
In general, the minimum area for a vernal pool conservation site is 200 acres if the site is
not contiguous with other reserve lands. Sites of less than 200 acres may be allowed if it
is determined that the proposed site has key strategic value for the County’s overall
conservation strategy or has especially high resource value that can be reasonably
protected from edge effects. The area may consist of one or more properties. There is no
minimum size for conservation sites that are adjacent to other reserve lands or the Stream
System (as identified in Figure A-5). There is also no minimum size for conservation
sites incorporating vernal pools that occur on Mehrten Formations. Mehrten vernal pools
will only be excluded from consideration if it is determined that existing or future
hydrologic, land use, or other characteristics threaten long-term viability.
The vast majority of land targeted for conservation in the RAA is suitable for agriculture
and continued agricultural use will be encouraged by the conservation easements required
under this mitigation measure. Accordingly, no additional agricultural mitigation will be
required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for the take of land cover noted above.
Likewise, the land cover mitigation criteria is such that it will also provide suitable
foraging habitat mitigation for Swainson’s hawk. No additional land mitigation will be
required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for the take of land cover noted above for
these impacts.
D. Conservation Easement / Management Plans
Conservation sites shall be subject to recorded conservation easements and management
plans with an identified funding source for long-term management of conserved lands.
The conservation easements and management plans are subject to approval and shall
provide for the long-term maintenance of biological functions and values while,
whenever feasible, also providing for compatible agricultural use.
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E. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits or In-Lieu Fees
Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation banks to
meet all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy. Specifically, the uplands
associated with any bank wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement or creation may
be applied towards the Land Cover mitigation requirement provided that the uplands are
subject to an appropriate conservation easement and the applicant can demonstrate that
the approved mitigation credits include both wetland and upland land cover. Similarly,
all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy may be met through an approved
in-lieu fee, including both wetland and upland acreage acquired through the in-lieu fee
program.
Mitigation and conservation banks must be approved. Credits can count toward
mitigation obligations if the banks are consistent with the requirements of state and
federal natural resource agencies. Any out-of-county bank must have a service area that
extends into the Plan area.
F. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned from Other Projects in Specific Plan
It is anticipated that, depending on the availability and relative parcel size of potential
conservation sites, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide land cover
mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation may be
freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan. Such
assignment will be documented and tracked. Project applicants may apply excess
mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or a part of the
land cover mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment can be
provided.
G. Out-of-County Mitigation
A limited amount of out-of-county mitigation may be allowed that meets the biological
intent of this mitigation strategy. In addition, credits from out-of-county conservation or
mitigation banks may be accepted towards full or partial compliance with this measure, if
the project is within the agency-approved service area for the credits. Such mitigation
will be fully credited towards any mitigation required by this mitigation strategy.
In order to receive credit towards the obligations of this Mitigation Strategy, any
conservation outside the RAA, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank,
must adhere to the criteria, below:
It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the
RAA. There are several places outside the RAA where conservation management
activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy.
Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also benefit the reserve system by
expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing contiguous reserve size, or
improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. Figure A-6 depicts the
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location where acquisition and management of conservation could occur. Lands that may
meet these needs are:


Land along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the
Coon Creek and Auburn Ravine.



Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek
watershed within Sutter County.



Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal,
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which
improve fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County.



Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the
ACOE that contain the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and
Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6.

III.

Wetland Mitigation

A. Overlap with Land Cover Mitigation
Because of their particular regulatory status and their biological importance, wetlands are
accounted for separately through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and/or
restoration of a set amount of wetted area calculated as a proportion of wetland take.
These wetted acres, along with any upland area that is conserved in association with the
wetted acres, are fully credited towards the required land cover mitigation. In other
words, it is intended that all of the wetland mitigation will be counted towards land cover
mitigation requirements. Likewise, all wetted acres contained within land cover
mitigation shall be counted towards wetland mitigation.
B. Calculation of Wetland Take
Wetland take is calculated as all wetland area that falls in the Land Cover take area as
defined in Section II.B. above.
In practice, certain wetland types are not easily distinguished and often intergrade. This
mitigation strategy minimizes the effect of field interpretation by applying the same ratios
for all wetland types and by allowing broad latitude for out-of-kind mitigation. For the
purposes of applying mitigation requirements, the definition of vernal pool wetland
habitat includes vernal pools and depressional areas within vernal swales, ephemeral
drainages, and other seasonal wetlands.
Any wetland area required to be avoided, restored, and/or enhanced on site by the County
and/or any permitting agency is automatically excluded from the take calculation.
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Mitigation at the time of impact will be subject to a finding of baseline consistency with
land cover conditions as of 2009/11 (based upon 2009 LIDR and 2011 air photos). If the
County suspects, based on inconsistency with this information or other similar
information, that wetland area may have changed from baseline conditions, it may require
that a baseline consistency analysis be prepared and submitted to the County for review
and approval. The baseline consistency finding requires all of the following:
a. Property land uses are essentially the same property land uses present in 2009/11
as determined by available data.
b. There is no evidence that the property has been mass-graded without proper
authorization.
c. The micro-topography and hydrology of the property are substantially unchanged
from 2009/2011conditions.
d. Creeks, swales and other drainage in same location (within 100 feet).
e. At least 70 percent of ponded water and/or other wetlands are still present on the
property.
f. The proportion of parcel area in a topographic depression (depressional index) has
not been diminished by more than 20 percent from the 2009/2011 index.
The baseline consistency finding establishes a comparison of resources. A finding of
non-consistency does not establish responsibility for changes to the land-cover type.
Foreseeable changes such as drought, arson fire or flood may result in non-consistency.
However, if an apparent significant change in baseline land-cover is detected, the changes
will be reviewed to determine if baseline land-cover information was inaccurate in
2009/11 or if land-cover conditions have in fact changed significantly. If land-cover
conditions have changed significantly, the baseline land-cover conditions will be used as
the basis for determining these mitigation strategy requirements. If a mapping error
occurred, then mitigation will be based on existing land cover type at the time the
consistency finding was requested.
C. Mitigation Ratio: Preservation
For each 1.00 acres of vernal pool take, 1.00 acres of vernal pool will be preserved. For
the purposes of both take and mitigation under this measure, vernal pools include
seasonal depressional wetlands. For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type,
the preservation requirement may be met by preserving 1.00 acres of any wetland type
without regard for in-kind mitigation. The preservation requirement for open water may
be met through preservation of 1.00 acres of open water or any wetland type for each
1.00 acres of take. The total amount of required wetland preservation under this strategy
will be automatically reduced by any and all wetland preservation required by any
permitting agency. For the purposes of calculating the amount of preservation, the take
calculation shall include any identifiable quantity of the resource affected.
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D. Mitigation Ratio: Restoration, Enhancement and Creation
As indicated in Table 2 below, for each 1.00 acres of vernal pool take, 1.25 acres of
compensatory wetlands will be restored, enhanced or created, including a minimum of
0.75 acres of vernal pool and no more than 0.50 acres of other wetlands. For the
purposes of both take and mitigation under this strategy, vernal pools include seasonal
depressional wetlands. For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type, the
compensatory restoration, enhancement and creation requirement may be met by
restoring, enhancing and/or creating 1.25 acres of any wetland type without regard for inkind mitigation. The compensatory requirement for open water may be met through
restoration, enhancement or creation of 1.25 acres of open water or any wetland type for
each 1.00 acres of take. The total amount of required compensatory wetland restoration,
enhancement, or creation under this strategy may be reduced by wetland preservation
required by a permitting agency greater than the wetland preservation amount required by
this mitigation strategy. However, in no event shall the compensatory requirement be
reduced to below 1.00 by excess preservation. For the purposes of calculating the
amount of restoration, enhancement, or creation, the take calculation shall include any
identifiable quantity of the resource affected.
In some circumstances, enhancement of existing wetland habitat may add greater wetland
function and value to the aquatic system and conserved natural communities than
restoration of previously existing or degraded features or creation of new wetland habitat.
Consistent with the criteria below, enhancement may be allowed to apply towards the
restoration requirement, provided that the enhanced features may not also be applied
towards the preservation requirement. In limited circumstances, creation of new wetland
features may also be appropriate and beneficial. If approved, created wetlands will apply
towards the restoration requirement.
Restored, enhanced and created wetland habitat can help expand and link existing high
quality vernal pool complexes that have been become fragmented in the landscape, losing
some of their native community value.

Table 2. Mitigation Ratios for Impacts to Wetlands: Valley and Foothills
Preservation
Ratio

Restoration
Ratio

Mitigation Community Type
Preservation: All vernal pool
Restoration:
0.75 minimum vernal pool
up to 0.50 may be any wetland
Open-water or
any wetland type

Vernal pool (1)

1:1

1.25:1

Open water

1:1

1.25:1

Fresh emergent wetland

1:1

1.25:1

Any wetland (2)

Other seasonal wetland
Spring and seep

1:1

1.25:1

Any wetland

1)
2)

54619\4206397v1

Vernal pools include seasonal depressional wetland.
California Black rail habitat must be mitigated in-kind where it occurs.

10

E. Restoration
Vernal pool complexes have been degraded in western Placer County and throughout
their range by direct disturbance, invasion of non-native species, or by alteration of
hydrological patterns, primarily due to agricultural use. For many complexes, habitat
restoration may be necessary to regain proper functioning of a vernal pool ecosystem
(USFWS 2005). Furthermore, vernal pools and other wetlands will be restored and
created to provide compensatory mitigation for take and to ensure no net loss of wetted
area. The goal of restoration is to return natural wetland functions to areas where historic
wetland landscapes and features have been converted or heavily degraded.
Vernal pool habitat will be restored where soils and hydrologic conditions will support
long-term viability, natural topography can be reproduced and evidence indicates the
historical presence of vernal pools. Restoration plans will use nearby, natural, highquality pools as well as historical evidence as models. Restoration plans will consider the
size and depth of pools to be constructed, hydrologic connections within complexes,
depth from soil surface to hardpan, and upland area to pool-area ratios (USFWS 2005).
Restoration of previously disturbed vernal pool complexes is to be based on whether
restoration is likely to increase vernal pool density (as measured in wetted-per-total acre)
without exceeding the density present in 1937 aerial photos or other information
approved by USFWS and/or CDFG and without harming existing vernal pools.
Additional criteria will include whether or not sites occur outside of the Stream System,
historically supported vernal pools (based on 1937 and 1938 aerial photos or other
information approved by USFWS and/or CDFG), have hydrological conditions that
ensure vernal pool complexes can be restored and protected in perpetuity, and have not
been laser-leveled for agriculture or other uses.
Clearly defined objectives will be identified for all restoration projects. Success criteria
will be established before each restoration plan is implemented. Monitoring of restored
and created vernal pools in Placer County indicates that future restoration in the proposed
locations has a high potential for success. It is essential that the Mitigation Strategy
require an effective monitoring and adaptive management program in order to ensure the
success of vernal pool restoration, enhancement and creation.
F. Enhancement
The goal of enhancement is to improve wetland functions and values in areas where they
have been degraded, but not entirely lost. Although qualifying enhancement actions will
be determined by the County on a case-by-case basis, they will be conducted to
ameliorate the specific threats that occur on each site. Specific threats to vernal pool
grasslands include modification to the duration of inundation and hydro-period due to
changes in the hydrology of surface flows and perched groundwater flows; non-native
vegetation (including annual grasses and noxious weeds); impacts from recreational use;
impacts to water quality; non-native predators; and decreased pollination and dispersal of
vernal pool species due to impacts to vernal pool uplands. Therefore, actions for
maintaining and enhancing preserves with vernal pool grasslands may include restoration
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of vernal pool topography; restoration of vernal pool isolation; re-introduction of vernal
pool cysts, seeds and/or plants; restoring and enhancing vernal pool water quality; and
invasive plant control.
G. Creation
Creation is generally considered more appropriate for other wetland types than for vernal
pools. In some cases creation of wetland habitat may be necessary to mitigate for lost
resources. Creation is the construction of wetland features where none have existed
historically (as compared to restoration which can include the construction of wetland
habitat in areas that historically contained wetlands).
Little data exists to assess the long-term success of the creation of vernal pools.
Preliminary results indicate that some created vernal pools have vernal pool fairy shrimp,
vernal pool tadpole shrimp and other invertebrates and plants native to vernal pools (De
Weese 1998; EcoAnalysts 2009). Creation of vernal pools within a vernal pool complex
of existing pools is not recommended by the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems
of California and Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005) because it may alter the hydrology of
the existing pool system and may have an adverse effect on ground nesting bees and
other upland plant and animal species. Therefore, the use of vernal pool creation as a
strategy to mitigate for lost resources will be minimized. Rather, conservation efforts
will focus on preservation and enhancement of existing high quality vernal pools, with
restoration serving to supplement preservation to protect and restore vernal pool
complexes at the levels of the landscape and local watershed and to mitigate for resources
lost. Creation of vernal pools must be approved by the appropriate resource agencies to
receive credit for mitigation under this measure. Vernal pool creation credits from an
approved mitigation bank may apply towards this mitigation requirement. The bank must
be acceptable and consistent with the requirements of state and federal natural resource
agencies. Any out-of-county bank must include a service area that extends into the
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.
H. Uplands and Buffer Requirements
Wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation shall be accompanied by the
associated uplands and hydrology necessary to sustain long-term viability in a natural or
restored environmental setting. To minimize edge effects from adjacent urban and
suburban land, vernal pools should be no closer than 250 feet from existing or planned
urban or suburban development or located such that adequate hydrology can be
maintained in the event of future development.
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I. Conservation Easements / Management Plans
It is anticipated that most wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation
will be accomplished on land conserved to meet the land cover mitigation requirement
and will be subject to the required conservation easements and management plans.
However, if additional lands are conserved to meet the wetland mitigation requirement,
the same requirements for conservation easements and management plans apply.
J. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits and In-Lieu Fee
Consistent with the requirements listed above, project applicants may use credits from
approved conservation or mitigation banks or in-lieu fees to meet all or a part of the
wetland mitigation required by this strategy.
K. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned from Other Projects in Specific Plan
It is anticipated that, depending on the density of wetlands on land conserved to meet the
land cover mitigation requirement, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide
wetland mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation
may be freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan.
Such assignment will be documented and tracked. Project applicants may apply excess
mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or a part of the
wetland mitigation required by this strategy provided proof of assignment can be
demonstrated.
L. Out-of-County Mitigation
A limited amount of out-of-county mitigation may be allowed that advances the
conservation goals and meets the biological intent of this mitigation strategy. In addition,
credits from out-of-county conservation or mitigation banks shall be accepted towards
full or partial compliance with this strategy, if the project is within the agency-approved
service area for the credits.
In order to receive credit towards the obligations of this mitigation strategy, any
conservation outside the RAA, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank,
must adhere to the criteria below.
It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the
RAA. There are several places outside the RAA where conservation management
activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy.
Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also benefit the reserve system by
expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing contiguous reserve size, or
improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. Figure A-6 depicts the
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location where acquisition and management of conservation could occur. Lands that may
meet these needs are:


Land along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the
Coon Creek and Auburn Ravine.



Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek
watershed within Sutter County.



Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal,
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which
improve fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County.



Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the
ACOE that contain the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and
Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6.

IV.

Site Specific Avoidance and Minimization

The Specific Plan design incorporates measures for preserving and enhancing critical
aquatic resources on-site. The Specific Plan Area incorporates a 709-acre open space
area that restores historic habitat linkages and habitat quality through the Plan Area.
Specific areas that exhibit habitat degradation through historic land use were identified
and will be enhanced under the Specific Plan. Large contiguous areas that exhibited
habitat integrity have been preserved with adequate buffers to protect aquatic function.
The Specific Plan incorporates minimization and low-impact development strategies to
minimize long-term habitat degradation within avoided open space areas. This Specific
Plan level avoidance and minimization is reflected in Figure A-2. Additional on-site
avoidance of habitat is not encouraged and is generally considered to be inconsistent with
the core strategy of creating large-scale preserves located in areas that can be more
readily linked and expanded to create a sustainable ecosystem at a landscape level.
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ATTACHMENT D
Potential Effects Analysis Tables:
− Potential Species Effects Analysis Summary Table
− Slender Orcutt Grass – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Sacramento Orcutt Grass – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Hartweg’s Golden Sunburst – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Conservancy Fairy Shrimp – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Delta Smelt – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− California Tiger Salamander – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− California Red-Legged Frog– Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Giant Garter Snake – Potential Effects Analysis Table
− Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo – Potential Effects Analysis Table

Potential Species Effects Analysis Summary Table
FEDERALLY LISTED STATUS SPECIES - OFF-SITE AREA FOR
INFRASTRUCTURE ELEMENTS

FEDERALLY LISTED SPECIES - PLAN AREA
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Slender Orcutt Grass - Potential Effects Analysis Table
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be killed/taken in the
Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. This
species is therefore considered likely to adversely affect to occur in the Plan
Area. Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the
potential for affects to this species resulting from hazardous spills. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
hazardous spills within the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. This
species is therefore considered likely to adversely affect to occur in the Plan
Area. Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the
potential for affects to this species resulting from sedimentation. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
sedimentation within the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. This
species is therefore considered likely to adversely affect to occur in the Plan
Area. Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the
potential for affects to this species resulting from erosion. As such, this
species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by erosion
within the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. This
species is therefore considered likely to adversely affect to occur in the Plan
Area. Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the
potential for affects to this species resulting from dust emmissions. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by dust
emmissions within the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. This
species is therefore considered likely to adversely affect to occur in the Plan
Area. Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the
potential for affects to this species resulting from uncontrolled trespass. As
such, this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
uncontrolled trespass within the Plan Area.

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Effect Type

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area and this species was not observed. As such, slender
Orcutt grass is considered likely to adversely affect to be killed/taken in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affected by grading/conversion in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area have not observed slender Orcutt grass. As such, this
species is considered likely to adversely affected by hazardous spills in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affected by a sedimentation event in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affected by an erosion event in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) due to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature
of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these areas. In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affected by dust emmissions in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment/personnel in the Plan Area.

NL = likely to adversely affect to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
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Slender Orcutt Grass - Potential Effects Analysis Table
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Specific Effect

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

1/10/2013

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by habitat
fragmentation in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by risk of
future hazardous spills in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
introduction of non-natives in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by longterm sedimentation in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by long
term erosion in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats to the Plan
Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by altered
hydrology.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by NonPoint Source Pollution (e.g., channel run-off).

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by
increased competition from non-natives in the Plan Area.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by thatch
build up/fuel in the Plan Area.

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Effect Type

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by risk of future hazardous spills in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by introduction of non-natives in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by long-term erosion in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by increased human/domestic animal activity
in adjacent habitats to the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by altered hydrology Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by Non-Point Source Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off) within Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements and none have been observed. As such, this species
is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by increased
competition from non-natives in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

Slender_Orcutt_Grass_Species_Effect_Analysis_Table Rev2.xls

Slender Orcutt Grass - Potential Effects Analysis Table
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Specific Effect

Air Pollution

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In addition, surveys
for slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by air
pollution in the Plan Area.

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Effect Type

Slender Orcutt
Grass

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and
disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass have been
conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and
none have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by air pollution in Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

NL = likely to adversely affect to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
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Sacramento Orcutt Grass - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Rationale

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be killed/taken in the Plan Area.

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

L

Hazardous Spills

L

Sedimentation Event

L

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

L

L

L

NL = likely to be adversely affect to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat in the
Plan Area.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. This species is therefore considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. In addition, measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from hazardous spills. As such, this
species is considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by
hazardous spills within the Plan Area.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. This species is therefore considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will be adopted
and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from sedimentation. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by sedimentation
within the Plan Area.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. This species is therefore considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will be adopted
and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from erosion. As such, this species is considered
likely to be adversely affect to be affected by erosion within the Plan
Area.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. This species is therefore considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will be adopted
and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from dust emmissions. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by dust
emmissions within the Plan Area.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. This species is therefore considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will be adopted
and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from uncontrolled trespass. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by uncontrolled
trespass within the Plan Area.
This Species

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Sacramento Orcutt
Grass

Effect Type

Sacramento Orcutt
Grass

Plan Area

L

L

L

Rationale

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass were conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As
such, this species is considered likely to be adversely affect to be killed/taken in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately
3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. As such, this
species is considered likely to be adversely affected by grading/conversion in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately
3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area have not observed Sacramento Orcutt grass.
This species is therefore considered likely to be adversely affect to occur in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements, and measures will be adopted and implemted to
reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from hazardous
spills. As such, this species is considered likely to be adversely affected by hazardous
spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately
3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. Measures will be
adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species
resulting from sedimentation. As such, this species is considered likely to be adversely
affected by a sedimentation event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for slender Orcutt grass were conducted on approximately
3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and none were observed. This species is
therefore considered likely to be adversely affect to occur in the Plan Area. In addition,
measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects
to this species resulting from erosion. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affected by an erosion event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-site Elements infrastructure elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the Specific Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by dust emmissions in the Plan
Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Elements infrastructure
elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) due
to the relatively shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the vicinity of these
areas. In addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass were conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the nearby Plan Area and none were observed, and
measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects
to this species resulting from uncontrolled trespass. As such, this species is considered
likely to be adversely affected by uncontrolled trespass in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt Grass - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Air Pollution

Rationale

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to occur and likely to be adversely affect to be affected
by habitat fragmentation in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area.
Surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. In addition, measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species
resulting from hazardous spills. As such, this species is considered likely
to be adversely affect to be affected by risk of future hazardous spills
in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by introduction of non-natives in the
Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Plan
Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by long term erosion in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by increased human/domestic animal
activity in adjacent habitats in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by altered hydrology in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by Non-Point Source Pollution (e.g.,
channel run-off).

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by increased competition from nonnatives in the Plan Area.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area.

L

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively
shallow and disturbed nature of the vernal pools in the Plan Area. In
addition, surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on
approximately 3503.3 acres within the Specific Plan Area and none
have been observed. As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by air pollution in the Plan Area.

L

NL = likely to be adversely affect to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Sacramento Orcutt
Grass

Effect Type

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Sacramento Orcutt
Grass

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to occur and be affected by habitat
fragmentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). Surveys for Sacramento
Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements and none have been observed. In addition, measures
will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from hazardous spills As such, this species is considered likely to be
adversely affect to be affected by risk of future hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements and none have been observed. As such,
this species is considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by introduction of
non-natives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. In addition,
surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this
species is considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. In addition,
surveys for Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3
acres within the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this
species is considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by long-term erosion in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by increased human/domestic
animal activity in adjacent habitats in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by altered hydrology Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by Non-Point Source Pollution
(e.g., channel run-off) in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by increased competition from
non-natives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Slender Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
slender Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within the
adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is considered
likely to be adversely affect to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements.
Sacramento Orcutt grass is unlikely to occur due to the relatively shallow and disturbed
nature of the vernal pools in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). In addition, surveys for
Sacramento Orcutt grass have been conducted on approximately 3503.3 acres within
the adjacent Plan Area and none have been observed. As such, this species is
considered likely to be adversely affect to be affected by air pollution in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

Hartweg's Golden Sunburst - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered not likely to be killed/taken in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area.

M-NL

M-NL

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

M-NL

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from hazardous spills. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
hazardous spills within the Plan Area.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from sedimentation. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
sedimentation within the Plan Area.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from erosion. As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by erosion within
the Plan Area.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from dust emmissions. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by dust
emmisssions within the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from uncontrolled tresspass. As such,
this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
uncontrolled trespass within the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by habitat
fragmentation in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from hazardous spills. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by future
hazardous spills within the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
introduction of non-natives in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from sedimentation. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by longterm sedimentation in the Plan Area.

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Hartweg's Golden
Sunburst

Effect Type

Hartweg's Golden
Sunburst

Plan Area

Rationale

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
not likely to be killed/taken in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). Measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from
hazardous spills. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely
affect by a hazardous spill in the Off-site infrastructure Elements Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). Measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from
sedimentation. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely
affect by a sedimentation event in the Off-site infrastructure Elements Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). Measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from
erosion. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
an erosion event in the Off-site infrastructure Elements Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). Measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from
uncontrolled trespass. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to
adversely affect by dust emmissions in the Off-site infrastructure Elements Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur in the Off-site Elements
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) due to the disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the vicinity of
these areas and because these areas are outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by uncontrolled trespass in the Off-site
infrastructure Elements Area.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

1/10/2013

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because the
M-NL
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by habitat fragmentation in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is therefore
M-NL
considered not likely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. Measures
will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this
species resulting from hazardous spills. As such, this species is considered may affect,
not likely to adversely affect by future hazardous spills within the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements, and
because the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of
M-NL
previously recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by introduction of non-natives in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements, and
because the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of
previously recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will be adopted and
implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects to this species resulting from
sedimentation. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely
affect by long-term sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Plan Area. Measures will
be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for
affects to this species resulting from erosion. As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by long-term
erosion within the Plan Area.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed
nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements,
and because the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of
previously recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). This species is
therefore considered not likely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Measures will be adopted and implemted to reduce or minimize the potential for affects
to this species resulting from erosion. As such, this species is considered may affect,
not likely to adversely affect by long-term erosion within the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats in the
Plan Area.

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because the
M-NL
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased human/domestic animal activity
in adjacent habitats in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
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Hartweg's Golden Sunburst - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Air Pollution

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

1/10/2013

Hartweg's Golden
Sunburst

Effect Type

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Hartweg's Golden
Sunburst

Plan Area

Rationale

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
altered hydrology.

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed
nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because
M-NL
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by altered hydrology.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by NonPoint Source Pollution (e.g., channel run-off).

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed
nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because
M-NL
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by Non-Point Source Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off) in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
increased competition from non-natives in the Plan Area.

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed nature
of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased competition from non-natives in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by thatch
build up/fuel in the Plan Area.

M-NL

M-NL

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the
disturbed nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Plan Area, and
because the Plan Area is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001).As such, this species
is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by air pollution in
the Plan Area.

M-NL

M-NL

Rationale

Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed
nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001). As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by thatch build up/fuel in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.
Hartweg’s golden sunburst has a very low potential to occur due to the disturbed
nature of the vernal pool landscape within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank), and because
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the known range of previously
recorded observations for this species (CNPS 2001).As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by air pollution in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.
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Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Rationale

Kill / Take of Individuals

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool fairy shrimp is likely due to grading and
conversion of habitat. This species is known to occur within the Plan
Area. As such, this species is considered likely to be killed/taken in the
Plan Area.

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool fairy shrimp is likely due to grading and
conversion of habitat. This species is known to occur within the Plan
Area. As such, this species is considered likely to be killed/taken in the
Plan Area by grading/conversion of habitat.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be
adversely affected by hazardous spills.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would be directly be affected if a sedimentation event occurred
in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize
the potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be
adversely affected by a sedimentation event.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would be directly be affected if an erosion event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be
adversely affected by an erosion event.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would be directly be affected if dust emmissions increased
sedimentation in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures
to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not
likely to be adversely affected by dust emmissions.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would directly be affected if uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access occurred
in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize
the potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented in the project's Open Space Mitigation Management Plans.
As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be adversely affected
by uncontrolled trespass.

Specific Effect

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Off-site Area Elements
Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp

Effect Type

Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool fairy shrimp is likely since the Off-site Elements Area
infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) may occur in suitable habitat for this species. As such, this species is
considered likely to be killed/taken in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Potentially suitable habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp occurs in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank) . As such, this species is considered likely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
This species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event occurred in habitat
that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this
potential affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by hazardous spills.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) .
This species would be directly be affected if a sedimentation event occurred in habitat
that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this
potential affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by a sedimentation event.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) .
This species would be directly be affected if an erosion event occurred in habitat that
supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential
affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may
affect, not likely to be adversely affected by an erosion event.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
This species would be directly be affected if dust emmissions increased sedimentation
in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for
this potential affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by dust emmissions.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within theOff-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
This species would directly be affected if uncontrolled trespass of equipment,
construction personnel, or long-term public access occurred in habitat that supports
this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect,
however, will be mandated and implemented in the project's Open Space Mitigation
Management Plans. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be adversely
affected by uncontrolled trespass.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp may be affected by conversion of habitat and associated
habitat fragmentation. This species is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered likely to be affected by
habitat fragmentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp may be affected by conversion of habitat and
associated habitat fragmentation. This species is known to occur within
the Plan Area. As such, this species is considered likely to be affected
by habitat fragmentation.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be
adversely affected by future hazardous spills.

M-NL

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect
remaining habitat that supports vernal pool fairy shrimp since this
species is known to occur within the Plan Area. As such, this species is
considered likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in
the Plan Area.

L

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would be directly be affected if a sedimentation event occurred
in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize
the potential for this affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely
to be adversely affected by long-term sedimentation in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species would be directly be affected if an erosion event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to be
adversely affected by long-term erosion.

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)
Altered Hydrology +/-

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). This species would be directly be affected if a sedimentation event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). This species would be directly be affected if an erosion event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As
such, this species is may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by long-term
erosion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by increased
human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats to the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). As such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by
increased human/domestic animal activity in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by altered
hydrology within the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). As such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by
altered hydrology within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by non-point
pollution within the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). As such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by nonpoint pollution within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

Indirect

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
This species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event occurred in habitat
that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this
potential affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
may affect, not likely to be adversely affected by future hazardous spills in the Off-site
Infrasructure Area Elements.
Introduction of non- native plant and animal species may affect remaining habitat that
supports vernal pool fairy shrimp since this species is known to occur within the
vicinity of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable
water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered
likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.
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Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Rationale

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect
remaining habitat that supports vernal pool fairy shrimp since this
species is known to occur within the Plan Area. As such, this species is
considered likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in
the Plan Area.

L

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
Mitigation measures to control thatch in preserve areas will be
mandated and implemented in the project's Open Space Mitigation and
Management Plans. As such, this species is considered may affect, not
likely to be adversely affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Air Pollution

M-NL

Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. This
species, however, is not expected to be affected by air pollution.

M-NL

Specific Effect

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp

Effect Type

Off-site Area Elements

Vernal Pool Fairy
Shrimp

Plan Area

Rationale

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect remaining habitat that
supports vernal pool fairy shrimp since this species is known to occur within the
vicinity of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable
water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered
likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.
Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). Mitigation measures to control thatch in preserve areas will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely
to be adversely affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.
Vernal pool fairy shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled
water line/tank). This species, however, is not expected to be affected by air
pollution.
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Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool tadpole shrimp is likely due to grading
and conversion of habitat. This species is known to occur within the
Plan Area. As such, this species is likely to be affected in the Plan
Area.

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool tadpole shrimp is likely due to grading
and conversion of habitat. This species is known to occur within the
Plan Area. As such, this species is likely to be affected in the Plan
Area.

Rationale

L

Direct kill/take of vernal pool tadpole shrimp is likely since the Off-Site Area
for the Infrastructure Elements infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) may occur in suitable
habitat for this species. As such, this species is considered likely to be
killed/taken in the Off-site Elements infrastructure Area.

L

Potentially suitable habitat for vernal pool tadpole shrimp occurs in the Offsite Elements infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) . As such, this species is considered
likely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat in the Off-site
Elements infrastructure Area

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to
minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not
likely to adversely affected by hazardous spills.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Off-site Elements
infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) . This species would directly be affected if a
hazardous spill event occurred in habitat that supports this species.
Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect,
however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may
affect, not likely to adversely affected by hazardous spills.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if a sedimentation event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to
minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not
likely to adversely affected by a sedimentation event.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Off-site Elements
infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be affected if a
M-NL sedimentation event occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation
measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by a sedimentation event.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if an erosion event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by an erosion event.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Off-site Elements
infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be affected if an
erosion event occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation
M-NL
measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by an erosion event.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would be directly be affected if dust emmissions increased
sedimentation in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation
measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however,
will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may
affect, not likely to adversely affected by dust emmissions.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access occurred
in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize
the potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented in the project's Open Space Mitigation and Management
Plans. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely
affected by uncontrolled trespass.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp may be affected by conversion of habitat
and associated habitat fragmentation. This species is known to occur
within the Plan Area. As such, this species is considered likely to be
affected by habitat fragmentation.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if a hazardous spill event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to
minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not
likely to adversely affected by hazardous spills.

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect
remaining habitat that supports vernal pool tadpole shrimp since this
species is known to occur within the Plan Area. As such, this species is
considered likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in
the Plan Area.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if a sedimentation event
occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to
minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not
likely to adversely affected by a long-term sedimentation.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species would directly be affected if an erosion event occurred in
habitat that supports this species. Mitgation measures to minimize the
potential for this potential affect, however, will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by long-term erosion.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within thevicinity of the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank,
and recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be affected if an
erosion event occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation
M-NL
measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by long-term erosion in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by increased
human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats to the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered
to potentially be affected by increased human/domestic animal activity in
adjacent habitats to Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by altered
hydrology within the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered
to potentially be affected by altered hydrology within the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area. As
such, this species is considered to potentially be affected by non point
pollution within the Plan Area.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species is considered
to potentially be affected by non point pollution within the Plan Area.

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect
Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Vernal Pool
Tadpole Shrimp

Effect Type

Vernal Pool
Tadpole Shrimp

Plan Area

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Off-site Elements
infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank). This species would be directly be affected if dust
emmissions increased sedimentation in habitat that supports this species.
M-NL
Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect,
however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may
affect, not likely to adversely affected by dust emmissions.
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Off-site Elements
infrastructure Area elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be affected if
uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or long-term
M-NL
public access occurred in habitat that supports this species. Mitgation
measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect, however, will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is may affect, not likely to
adversely affected by uncontrolled trespass.

L

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp may be affected by conversion of habitat and
associated habitat fragmentation. This species is known to occur within the
vicinity of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As such, this species
is considered likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be
affected if a hazardous spill event occurred in habitat that supports this
species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential
affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
may affect, not likely to adversely affected by hazardous spills.

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect remaining
habitat that supports vernal pool tadpole since this species is known to occur
within the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). As
such, this species is considered likely to be affected by the introduction of
non-natives in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). This species would directly be
affected if a sedimentation event occurred in habitat that supports this
species. Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential
affect, however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
may affect, not likely to adversely affected by long-term sedimentation event
in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Rationale

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect
remaining habitat that supports vernal pool tadpole shrimp since this
species is known to occur within the Plan Area. As such, this species is
considered likely to be affected by the introduction of non-natives in
the Plan Area.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
Mitigation measures to control thatch in preserve areas will be
mandated and implemented in the project's Open Space Mitigation and
Management Plans. As such, this species is considered may affect, not
likely to adversely affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the Plan Area.
This species is may affect, not likely to adversely affected by air
pollution.

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Air Pollution

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Vernal Pool
Tadpole Shrimp

Effect Type

Vernal Pool
Tadpole Shrimp

Plan Area

Rationale

L

Introduction of non native plant and animal species may affect remaining
habitat that supports vernal pool tadpole shrimp since this species is known
to occur within the vicinity of the Off-site Elements infrastructure elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
As such, this species is considered likely to be affected by the introduction
of non-natives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). Mitigation measures to control
M-NL thatch in preserve areas will be mandated and implemented in the project's
Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans. As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affected by thatch build up/fuel
in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is known to occur within the vicinity of the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). This species, however, is not
expected to be affected by air pollution in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Direct

Sedimentation Event

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Rationale

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may be killed/taken if elderberry shrubs
(with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are
removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may be killed/taken by
grading/conversion of habitat if elderberry shrubs (with one or more
single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by a
hazardous spill. Mitigation to minimize hazardous spills will be mandated
and implemented. As such, this speices is considered likely to adversely
affect to be affected by hazardous spills.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by a
sedimentation event. Mitigation to minimize sedimentation events will
be mandated and implemented. As such, this speices is considered
likely to adversely affect to be affected by a sedimentation event.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by an
erosion event. Mitigation to minimize erosion events will be mandated
and implemented. As such, this speices is considered likely to adversely
affect to be affected by erosion events.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by dust
emmissions. Mitigation to minimize dust emmissions will be mandated
and implemented. As such, this speices is considered likely to adversely
affect to be affected by dust emmissions.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by
uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or longterm public access. Mitigation to minimize uncontrolled trespass will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this speices is considered likely to
adversely affect to be affected by uncontrolled trespass.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan
Area, although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs
are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by
fragmentation of habitat.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected if elderberry
shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or greater
diameter) are damaged/removed as a result of a hazardous spill.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected if non native
plants outcompete/shade elderberry shrubs (with one or more single
stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter).

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected by a
potential sedimentation event if elderberry shrubs (with one or more
single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are removed.
Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect,
however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Plan Area.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may affected by long-term erosion if
elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or
greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may affected by increased
human/domestic animal activities if elderberry shrubs (with one or more
single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are
damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may affected by altered hydrology if
elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or
greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may affected by non-point source
pollution if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1
inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle

Effect
Type

Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle

Plan Area

Rationale

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle may be killed/taken if elderberry
shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter)
are removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by
grading/habitat conversion if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single
stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by
hazardous spills if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a
1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by a
sedimentation event if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems
having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by
erosion if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or
greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by
dust emmissions if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a
1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements, Valley elderberry longhorn beetle likely to adversely affected by
uncontrolled trespass if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems
having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely
affected by fragmentation of habitat.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank), although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely
affected if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch
or greater diameter) are damaged/removed as a result of a hazardous spill.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely
affected if non native plants outcompete/shade elderberry shrubs (with one
or more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter).

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely
affected by a potential sedimentation event if elderberry shrubs (with one or
more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are removed.
Mitgation measures to minimize the potential for this potential affect,
however, will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
considered likely to adversely affect to be affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species may affected by longterm erosion if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1
inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species may affected by
increased human/domestic animal activities if elderberry shrubs (with one or
more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are
damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species may affected by
altered hydrology if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having
a 1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species may affected by nonpoint source pollution if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems
having a 1 inch or greater diameter) are damaged/removed.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Air Pollution

Rationale

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely affected if non native
plants outcompete/shade elderberry shrubs (with one or more single
stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter).

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. If elderberry shrubs are
found to be on-site, this species may affected by thatch buildup if
elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch or
greater diameter) are damaged/outcompeted/shaded.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Plan Area,
although not all areas have been surveyed. This species is not expected
to be impacted by air pollution in the Plan Area.

NL = likely to adversely affect to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adersely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle

Effect
Type

Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle

Plan Area

Rationale

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species likely to adversely
affected if non native plants outcompete/shade elderberry shrubs (with one
or more single stems having a 1 inch or greater diameter).

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. If
elderberry shrubs are found to be on-site, this species may affected by thatch
buildup if elderberry shrubs (with one or more single stems having a 1 inch
or greater diameter) are damaged/outcompeted/shaded.

L

No habitat (elderberry shrubs) have been recorded within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements, although not all areas have been surveyed. This
species is not expected to be impacted by air pollution in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

Delta Smelt - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Direct

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

Delta Smelt

Effect Type

Rationale

NL

Delta Smelt is unlikely to be killed/taken since it is unlikely to occur in
the vicinity of the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50 miles
outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry
Creek watershed. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
killed/taken in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta Smelt is unlikely to be killed/taken since it is unlikely to occur in the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be killed/taken in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat
since it is unlikely to occur in the vicinity of the Plan Area. The Plan
Area is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's
designed to minimize potential water quality and supply impacts will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the vicinity of the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle
1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential
water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected
by grading/conversion of habitat in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by hazardous spills since it is
unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50
miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential
water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented.
As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by hazardous
spills in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by hazardous spills since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and
none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential water
quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by a sedimentation event since it is
unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50
miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by a sedimentation event in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by a sedimentation event since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and
none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential water
quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by a
sedimentation event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by an erosion event since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and
none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential water
quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
an erosion event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta Smelt is unlikely to be affected by dust emissions since it is unlikely to occur in the vicinity of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously
recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. As
such, this species is considered not likely to affected by dust emissions in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by affected by uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or long-term
public access since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site areas are approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access in
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

The Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are
approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for Delta smelt (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. This species is considered not likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in
the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by the risk of future hazardous spills since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle
1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential
water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected
by the risk of future hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

The proposed Offsite infrastructure elements would not contribute to the introduction of non-native species that could affect
Delta smelt.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by long-term sedimentation since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and
none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential water
quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
long-term sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements .

Erosion Event

NL

Dust Emissions

NL

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

NL

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

NL

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

NL

Introduction of NonNatives

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by an erosion event since it is
unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50
miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by an erosion event in the Plan Area.
Delta Smelt is unlikely to be affected by dust emissions since it is
unlikely to occur in the vicinity of the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. As such, this species
is considered not likely to be affected by dust emissions in the Plan
Area.
Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by affected by uncontrolled
trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public
access since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. As such, this species
is considered not likely to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access in the
Plan Area.

The Plan Area is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously
recorded observations for Delta smelt (Moyle 1976), and none have
been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. This species is
considered not likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Plan
Area.
Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by the risk of future hazardous
spills since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's
designed to minimize potential water quality and supply impacts will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by the risk of future hazardous spills in the Plan
Area.
The proposed Plan Area project would not contribute to the introduction
of non-native species that could affect Delta smelt.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by long-term sedimentation since it
is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50
miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by long-term sedimentation in the Plan Area.

Long-Term Erosion

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by long-term erosion since it is
unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately 50
miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by long-term erosion in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by long-term erosion since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Moyle 1976), and
none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize potential water
quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
long-term erosion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements .

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

NL

Increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats to the
Plan Area would not affect Delta smelt.

NL

Increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats to the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements would not affect Delta
smelt.

NL

The Plan Area is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously
recorded observations for Delta smelt (Moyle 1976), and none have
been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. BMP's designed
to minimize potential water quality and supply impacts resulting from
altered hydrology in the Plan Area will be mandated and implemented,
and will result in less than significant impacts to this species.

NL

The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are
approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for Delta smelt (Moyle 1976), and none have been
reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. BMP's designed to minimize potential water quality and supply impacts
resulting from altered hydrology in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements will be mandated and implemented, and will
result in less than significant impacts to this species.

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by non-point source pollution since
it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is approximately
50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent
Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and
implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by non-point source pollution in the Plan Area.

NL

Delta smelt is unlikely to be affected by non-point source pollution since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements is approximately 50 miles outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Moyle 1976), and none have been reported from the adjacent Dry Creek watershed. In addition, BMP's designed to minimize
potential water quality and supply impacts will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected bynon-point source pollution in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements elements.

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

NL

The proposed Plan Area project would not contribute to the increased
competition from non-native species that could affect Delta smelt.

NL

The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) project
would not contribute to the increased competition from non-native species that could affect Delta smelt.

NL
NL

Thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area would not affect Delta smelt.
Air pollution in the Plan Area is not expected to affect Delta smelt.

NL
NL

Thatch build up/fuel in the Offsite Infrastructure Elements Area would not affect Delta smelt.
Air pollution in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements is not expected to affect Delta smelt.

Long-Term Sedimentation

Indirect

Altered Hydrology +/-

Thatch Build-up / Fuel
Air Pollution
NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
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California Tiger Salamander - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site elements are outside the range of previously
recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be killed/taken in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank).
Thein Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements are outside the range of previously recorded observations for this
species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by hazardous spills since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements are outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and
Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to
minimize hazardous spills will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by a sedimentation event since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements area outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings
and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures
to minimize potential sedimentation events will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by sedimentation events in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by an erosion event since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site
Areas are outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG
2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize erosion
events will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by erosion
events in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by dust emmissions since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site
areas are outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG
2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize dust
emmisssions will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by dust
emmissions in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by ffected by uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction
personnel, or long-term public access since it is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site areas are outside the range of
previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access in Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable
water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Offsite Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements is outside the
range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been
reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by a future hazardous
spill in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by introduction of non-natives in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the
Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements is outside the range of previously
recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the
project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Off-site
Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan
Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003),
and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term erosion in
the Plan Area.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the
Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements is outside the range of previously
recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the
project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term erosion in the Off-site
Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by increased human/domestic
animal activity in adjacent habitats in the Plan Area.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by altered hydrology.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by altered hydrology.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by non-point source pollution in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by increased competition from non-natives in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan
Area.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by air pollution in the Plan Area.

NL

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements. The Off-site Infrastructure
Area Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by air pollution in the Off-site Infrastructure Area Elements.

NL

NL

NL

NL

Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

NL

NL

NL

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

NL

Introduction of NonNatives

NL

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

NL

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Long-Term Sedimentation

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

NL

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

NL

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

NL

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Air Pollution

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

California Tiger
Salamander

Effect Type

California Tiger
Salamander

Plan Area

Rationale

California tiger salamander is unlikely to be killed/taken since it is
unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported from the project
vicinity. As such, this species is considered not likely to be killed/taken
in the Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan
Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003),
and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be grading/conversion of habitat in
the Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by hazardous
spills since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize
hazardous spills will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by hazardous spills in the
Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by a sedimentation
event since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize
potential sedimentation events will be mandated and implemented. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
sedimentation events in the Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by an erosion
event since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize
erosion events will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by erosion events in the
Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by dust
emmissions since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The Plan Area
is outside the range of previously recorded observations for this species
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have been reported
from the project vicinity. In addition, mitigation measures to minimize
dust emmisssions will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by dust emmissions in the
Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by affected by
uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or longterm public access since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access in the
Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Plan
Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to is unlikely to occur in the Plan
Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003),
and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by a future hazardous
spill in the Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by introduction of non-natives in
the Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur in the Plan
Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations for this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003),
and none have been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Plan Area.

California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by non-point source pollution in the
Plan Area.
California tiger salamander is unlikely to occur in the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations for
this species (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003), and none have
been reported from the project vicinity. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by increased competition from nonnatives in the Plan Area.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
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Specific Effect

Rationale

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

California Tiger
Salamander

Effect Type

California Tiger
Salamander

Plan Area

Rationale
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California Red-legged Frog - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Rationale

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be killed/taken since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Off-site
Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable
water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of previously
recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG
2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside
the range of previously recorded observations of California red-legged
frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing
populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on
the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be killed/taken in the Plan Area due to grading/conversion of
habitat.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by grading/conversion of habitat since it is unlikely to occur
within or near the Off-site Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e.,
roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the
range of previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and
Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged
frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947,
and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by a hazardous
spill in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously
recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California
red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central
Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS
2000).

NL

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by a
sedimentation event in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing
populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on
the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). Also, mitigation measures to minimize
sedimentation events will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by sedimentation in the
Plan Area.

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by hazardous spills since it is unlikely to occur within or near
the Off-site Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by a sedimentation event since it is unlikely to occur within or
near the Off-site Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by an erosion
event in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously
recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California
red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central
Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS
2000). Also, mitigation measures to minimize erosion events will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by erosion events in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by an erosion event since it is unlikely to occur within or near
the Off-site Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by dust
emmissions in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings
and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of
California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the
Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). Also, mitigation measures to minimize dust emmissions
will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered
not likely to be affected by dust emmisssions in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by dust emmissions since it is unlikely to occur within or near
the Off-site Elements. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by by
uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or longterm public access in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing
populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on
the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction
personnel, or long-term public access in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek (spanned by Watt Ave. that will have associated road improvements), this species
is not likely to be affected by uncotrolled trespass since it is unlikely to occur within or
near the Off-site Element. Each Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads,
sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to occur within or near the
Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California redlegged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley
since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).
As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by habitat
fragmentation in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to occur within or near the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank). The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by risk of future
hazardous spills in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings
and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of
California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the
Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by a future hazardous spill in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is unlikely to occur in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
(i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank). The Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In
addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by a future hazardous spill in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by introduction
of non-natives since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations
of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003).
In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have
not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around
1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by introduction of nonnatives in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be killed/taken since it is unlikely to occur within or
near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of California redlegged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing
populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the
Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).
As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by introduction of nonnatives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

California
Red-legged
Frog

Effect Type

Rationale

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be killed/taken since it is
unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside
the range of previously recorded observations of California red-legged
frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing
populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on
the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be killed/taken in the Plan Area.

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event
Direct

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
California
Red-legged
Frog Effects
Analysis
Table

Plan Area

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives
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California Red-legged Frog - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Rationale

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by long-term
sedimentation in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings
and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of
California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the
Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by long-term sedimentation in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by long-term
erosion in the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings
and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of
California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the
Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by long-term erosion in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by increased
human/domestic animal activity since it is unlikely to occur within or
near the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously
recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California
red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central
Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS
2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats in the
Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be altered hydrology +/since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations of California redlegged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition,
reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by altered hydrology in the Plan
Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by non-point
source pollution since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations
of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003).
In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have
not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around
1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such,
this species is considered not likely to be affected by non-point source
pollution in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by increased
competition from non-natives since it is unlikely to occur within or near
the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994,
CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California redlegged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley
since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000).
As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by increased
competition from non-natives in the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by thatch buildup/fuel since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In
addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not
been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947,
and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in
the Plan Area.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs
along Dry Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by air pollution
since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations of California redlegged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition,
reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by air pollution in the Plan Area.

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
California
Red-legged
Frog Effects
Analysis
Table

Effect Type

California
Red-legged
Frog

Plan Area

Rationale

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is
outside the range of previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog
(Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of
California red-legged frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley
since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is unlikely to be affected by long-term erosion in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the
range of previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and
Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged
frog have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947,
and are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered
not likely to be affected by long-term erosion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by increased human/domestic animal
activity since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes
1994, CDFG 2003). In addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog
have not been documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and
are considered to be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by increased huma/domestic animal activity in adjacent habitats in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be altered hydrology +/- since it is unlikely to occur
within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition,
reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on the
floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by altered
hydrology in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by non-point source pollution since it is
unlikely to occur within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In
addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be
affected by non-point source pollution in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by increased competition from non-natives
since it is unlikely to occur within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In
addition, reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been
documented on the floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to
be extirpated (USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected
by increased competition from non-natives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by thatch build-up/fuel since it is unlikely
to occur within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition,
reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on the
floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by thatch
build up/fuel in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Although marginally suitable habitat for California red-legged frog occurs along Dry
Creek, this species is not likely to be affected by air pollution since it is unlikely to occur
within or near the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
California red-legged frog (Jennings and Hayes 1994, CDFG 2003). In addition,
reproducing populations of California red-legged frog have not been documented on the
floor of the Central Valley since around 1947, and are considered to be extirpated
(USFWS 2000). As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by air
pollution in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Air Pollution

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
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Giant Garter Snake - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Sedimentation Event

Rationale

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is not likely to be killed/taken since it is
unlikely to occur within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the
range of previously recorded observations of this species, and none
have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely killed/taken in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is
outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species,
and none have been observed within this area. As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area.

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

1/10/2013

L

Giant garter snake is not likely to be killed/taken in three of the 4 elements of the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) since
these elements are outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species. The road
element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road
may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
(NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species will be mandated and implemented. As such, this
species is considered may afffect, likely to adversely be killed/taken in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

L

Giant garter snake is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by grading/conversion of habitat in
three of the 4 elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water
line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously
recorded observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin
and improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species will be
mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered considered may afffect, likely to
adversely affected by grading/habitat conversion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by hazardous
spills of habitat within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by hazardous spills in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by a
sedimentation event within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the
range of previously recorded observations of this species, and none
have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by a sedimentation event in the
Plan Area.

Giant garter snake is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by a sedimentation event in three of
the 4 elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank,
and recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and
M-NL
improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species, and BMP's to
minimize sedimentation risks will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by a sedimentation event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by an erosion
event within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by an erosion event in the Plan
Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by dust
emmissions within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by dust emmissions in the Plan
Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to occur within the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations
of this species, and none have been observed within this area. As such,
this species is considered not affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

Rationale

Giant garter snake is not likely to be potentially affected by hazardous spills in three of the 4
elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and
M-NL
improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species, and BMP's to
minimize the risk of hazardous spills will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is
considered not likely to be affected by hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements.

Direct

Erosion Event

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Giant Garter Snake

Effect Type

Giant Garter Snake

Plan Area

M-NL

Giant garter snake is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by erosion events in three of the 4
elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and
improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species and BMP's to
minimize the potential for erosion events will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species
is considered not likely to be affected by an erosion event in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure
Elements infrastructure elements.

M-NL

Giant garter snake is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by dust emmissions in three of the 4
elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank, and
recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and
improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species and BMP's to
minimize dust emmissions will be mandated and implemented. As such, this species is considered
not likely to be affected by dust emmisssions in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Giant garter snake is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by unctrolled trespass in three of the
4 elements of the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., sewer, potable water line/tank,
and recycled water line/tank) since these elements are outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species. The road element, however, extends into the Natomas Basin and
improvements to Base Line/Rieggo Road may affect this species. Provisions set forth in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) to minimize impacts to this species and BMP's to
minimize the potential effects of uncontrolled trspass will be mandated and implemented. As such,
this species is considered not likely to be uncontrolled trespass of equipment/personnel in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is not likely to occur. The Plan Area is outside
the range of previously recorded observations of this species, and none
have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by habitat fragmentation in the
Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by a future
hazardous spill within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by a future hazardous spill in the
Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
introduction of non-natives since it is unlikely to occur within the Plan
Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded
observations of this species, and none have been observed within this
area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to
adversely affect by introduction of non-natives in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by long-term
sedimentation within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by long-term sedimentation in the
Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by long-term
erosion within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been
observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by long-term erosion in the Plan
Area.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank,
and recycled water line/tank) provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant Garter Snake, this
species is not likely to occur. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed within this area. As
such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by habitat fragmentation in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank,
and recycled water line/tank) provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant Garter Snake, this
species is unlikely to be affected by future hazardous spills within the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed within this area. As
such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by a future hazardous spill
in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by introduction of non-natives
since it is unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species, and
none have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely
to adversely affect by introduction of non-natives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by long-term sedimentation within the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range
of previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed within this area.
As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by long-term
sedimentation in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is is unlikely to be affected by long-term erosion within the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of
previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed within this area. As
such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by long-term erosion in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
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Giant Garter Snake - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Indirect

Rationale

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
increased human/domestic animal activity since it is unlikely to occur
within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously
recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed
within this area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not
likely to adversely affect by increased human/domestic animal activity
in adjacent habitats in the Plan Area.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
altered hydrology since it is unlikely to occur within the Plan Area. The
Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
this species, and none have been observed within this area. As such,
this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
altered hydrology.

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is not likely to be killed/taken since it is
unlikely to occur within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the
range of previously recorded observations of this species, and none
have been observed within this area. As such, this species is
considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by non-point source
pollution

Specific Effect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

M-NL

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

M-NL

Air Pollution

M-NL

Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
increased competition from non-natives since it is unlikely to occur
within the Plan Area. The Plan Area is outside the range of previously
recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed
within this area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely
to adversely affect by increased competition from non-natives in the
Plan Area.
Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
thatch build up/fuel since it is unlikely to occur within the Plan Area.
The Plan Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations
of this species, and none have been observed within this area. As
such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect
by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area.
Although the Plan Area provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by
air pollution since it is unlikely to occur within the Plan Area. The Plan
Area is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this
species, and none have been observed within this area. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by air
pollution in the Plan Area.

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements

Giant Garter Snake

Effect Type

Giant Garter Snake

Plan Area

Rationale

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased human/domestic
animal activity since it is unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of
this species, and none have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered
may affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased human/domestic animal activity in adjacent
habitats in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by altered hydrology since it is
unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species, and
none have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely
to adversely affect by altered hydrology in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is not likely to be killed/taken since it is unlikely to occur within the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the
range of previously recorded observations of this species, and none have been observed within this
area. As such, this species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by non-point
source pollution in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

M-NL

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased competition from
non-natives since it is unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this
species, and none have been observed within this area. As such, this species is considered may
affect, not likely to adversely affect by increased competition from non-natives in the Off-Site Area
for Infrastructure Elements.

Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by thatch build up/fuel since it
is unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
M-NL Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species, and
none have been observed within this Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by thatch build up/fuel in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Although the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements provides marginally suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snake, this species is may affect, not likely to adversely affect by air pollution since it is
unlikely to occur within the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. The Off-Site Area for
M-NL Infrastructure Elements is outside the range of previously recorded observations of this species, and
none have been observed within this Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements. As such, this
species is considered may affect, not likely to adversely affect by air pollution in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

1/10/2013
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Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Kill / Take of Individuals

Grading / Conversion of
Habitat

Hazardous Spills

Direct

Sedimentation Event

Erosion Event

Dust Emissions

Uncontrolled Trespass of
Equipment / Personnel

Rationale

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be killed/taken since
the Plan Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore,
this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be killed/taken in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat since the Plan Area is outside this species
known nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks
(25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the
riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat.
As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
grading/conversion of habitat in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by
hazardous spills since the Plan Area is outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+
acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the riparian
area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such,
this species is considered not likely to be affected by hazardous spills in
the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by a
sedimetnation event since the Plan Area is outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+
acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the riparian
area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such,
this species is considered not likely to be affected by a sedimentation
event in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by an
erosion even since the Plan Area is outside this species known nesting
range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of
riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the riparian area along
Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by an erosion event in the
Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by dust
emmisssions since the Plan Area is outside this species known nesting
range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of
riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the riparian area along
Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by dust emmissions in the
Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to be affected by
uncontrolled trespass of equipment, construction personnel, or longterm public access since the Plan Area is outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+
acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the riparian
area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such,
this species is considered to not be affected by uncontrolled trespass of
equipment, construction personnel, or long-term public access.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by a future hazardous spill in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur sincr the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by introduction of non-natives in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by long-term sedimentation in the Plan Area.

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Western Yellow-Billed
Cuckoo

Effect Type

Western Yellow-Billed
Cuckoo

Plan Area

Rationale

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be killed/taken in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
grading/habitat conversion in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
hazardous spills in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
sedimentation events in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by erosion
events in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by dust
emmissions in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur in the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements since the project's infrastructure elements (i.e., roads, sewer,
potable water line/tank, and recycled water line/tank) are outside this species known
nesting range. Furthermore, this species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian
vegetation for nesting and foraging. No such riparian habitat occurs within the Off-site
Area Elements. As such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by
uncontrolled trespass in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by habitat fragmentation in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements (i.e., roads, sewer, potable water line/tank, and recycled water
line/tank) is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this species
requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging and the
riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this
species is considered not likely to be affected by a future hazardous spill in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur sincr the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by introduction of non-natives
in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term sedimentation in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by long-term erosion in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by increased human/domestic
animal activity in adjacent habitats in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by altered hydrology in the OffSite Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

Habitat Fragmentation

Risk of Future Hazardous
Spills

Introduction of NonNatives

Long-Term Sedimentation

Long-Term Erosion

Indirect

Increased Human /
Domestic Animal Activity
in Adjacent Habitats (e.g.,
compaction, bicycling OHV use - hiking)

Altered Hydrology +/-

1/10/2013

NL

NL

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by long-term erosion in the Plan Area.
Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by increased human/domestic animal activity in
adjacent habitats in the Plan Area.
Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by altered hydrology in the Plan Area.
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Western Yellow-Billed Cuckoo - Potential Effects Analysis Table

Specific Effect

Rationale

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by non-point source pollution in the Plan Area.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur sincr the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by increased competition from non-natives in the
Plan Area.

Non-Point Source
Pollution (e.g., channel
run-off)

Increased Competition
from Non-Natives

Thatch Build-up / Fuel

NL

Air Pollution

NL

NL = Not Likely to Adversely Affect This Species
M-NL = May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect
L = Likely to Adversely Affect This Species

1/10/2013

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in the Plan Area.
Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Plan
Area is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for
nesting and foraging and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides
only marginally suitable habitat. As such, this species is considered not
likely to be affected by air pollution in the Plan Area.

Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements
Western Yellow-Billed
Cuckoo

Effect Type

Western Yellow-Billed
Cuckoo

Plan Area

Rationale

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by non-point source pollution in
the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur sincr the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As such,
this species is considered not likely to be affected by increased competition from nonnatives in the Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.

NL

NL

Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by thatch build up/fuel in the
Off-Site Area for Infrastructure Elements.
Western yellow-billed cuckoo is not expected to occur since the Off-Site Area for
Infrastructure Elements is outside this species known nesting range. Furthermore, this
species requires large blocks (25+ acres) of riparian vegetation for nesting and foraging
and the riparian area along Dry Creek provides only marginally suitable habitat. As
such, this species is considered not likely to be affected by air pollution in the Off-Site
Area for Infrastructure Elements.
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APPENDIX 3.4
Biological Resources Documentation

APPENDIX 3.3
Air Quality Emissions Calculations
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction GHG.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated)

23,457.28

472.37

1,439.80

2.26

10,023.59

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated)

23,457.28

472.37

1,439.80

2.26

10,023.59

PM10

PM2.5 Dust

PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5

21.15

10,044.74

2,094.76

19.02

2,113.78

21.15

10,044.74

2,094.76

19.02

2,113.78

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

744.87

166.69

239.46

0.01

0.70

0.70

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

1,355.80

1,685.88

14,861.88

16.94

2,933.13

565.18

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

Page: 2
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SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

2,100.67

1,852.57

15,101.34

16.95

2,933.83

565.88

Page: 1
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Urbemis 2007 Version 9.2.4

Detail Report for Summer Construction Unmitigated Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction Criteria Base Plan.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007
CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES (Summer Pounds Per Day, Unmitigated)
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Dust

PM10 Exhaust

PM10 Total

PM2.5 Dust

PM2.5 Exhaust

PM2.5 Total

7.95

64.40

35.58

0.00

512.61

3.08

515.69

107.06

2.84

109.89

Fine Grading 01/01/201302/11/2013

7.95

64.40

35.58

0.00

512.61

3.08

515.69

107.06

2.84

109.89

Fine Grading Dust

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

512.60

0.00

512.60

107.05

0.00

107.05

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

7.90

64.32

33.96

0.00

0.00

3.08

3.08

0.00

2.83

2.83

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips

0.05

0.08

1.62

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

Time Slice 1/1/2013-2/8/2013 Active
Days: 29
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Time Slice 2/11/2013-2/11/2013
Active Days: 1

17.71

116.00

129.07

0.12

513.16

6.48

519.64

107.25

5.93

113.18

3.91

18.80

11.85

0.01

0.02

1.52

1.54

0.01

1.40

1.41

Paving Off-Gas

1.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel

2.69

16.46

10.15

0.00

0.00

1.43

1.43

0.00

1.32

1.32

Paving On Road Diesel

0.16

2.30

0.79

0.00

0.02

0.08

0.10

0.01

0.08

0.08

Paving Worker Trips

0.03

0.05

0.90

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

Building 02/11/2013-12/30/2013

5.85

32.80

81.64

0.11

0.52

1.87

2.40

0.19

1.70

1.89

Building Off Road Diesel

3.19

19.04

13.34

0.00

0.00

1.26

1.26

0.00

1.16

1.16

Building Vendor Trips

0.86

10.69

8.55

0.03

0.11

0.41

0.52

0.04

0.37

0.41

Building Worker Trips

1.80

3.07

59.75

0.08

0.41

0.20

0.62

0.15

0.16

0.31

Fine Grading 01/01/201302/11/2013

7.95

64.40

35.58

0.00

512.61

3.08

515.69

107.06

2.84

109.89

Fine Grading Dust

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

512.60

0.00

512.60

107.05

0.00

107.05

Fine Grading Off Road Diesel

7.90

64.32

33.96

0.00

0.00

3.08

3.08

0.00

2.83

2.83

Fine Grading On Road Diesel

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Fine Grading Worker Trips

0.05

0.08

1.62

0.00

0.01

0.01

0.02

0.00

0.00

0.01

Time Slice 2/12/2013-5/10/2013
Active Days: 64

9.75

51.60

93.49

0.12

0.55

3.39

3.94

0.19

3.10

3.29

3.91

18.80

11.85

0.01

0.02

1.52

1.54

0.01

1.40

1.41

Paving Off-Gas

1.03

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Paving Off Road Diesel

2.69

16.46

10.15

0.00

0.00

1.43

1.43

0.00

1.32

1.32

Paving On Road Diesel

0.16

2.30

0.79

0.00

0.02

0.08

0.10

0.01

0.08

0.08

Paving Worker Trips

0.03

0.05

0.90

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.01

0.00

0.00

0.00

Building 02/11/2013-12/30/2013

5.85

32.80

81.64

0.11

0.52

1.87

2.40

0.19

1.70

1.89

Building Off Road Diesel

3.19

19.04

13.34

0.00

0.00

1.26

1.26

0.00

1.16

1.16

Building Vendor Trips

0.86

10.69

8.55

0.03

0.11

0.41

0.52

0.04

0.37

0.41

Building Worker Trips

1.80

3.07

59.75

0.08

0.41

0.20

0.62

0.15

0.16

0.31

Asphalt 02/11/2013-05/11/2013

Asphalt 02/11/2013-05/11/2013
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Time Slice 5/13/2013-11/29/2013
Active Days: 145

5.85

32.80

81.64

0.11

0.52

1.87

2.40

0.19

1.70

1.89

Building 02/11/2013-12/30/2013

5.85

32.80

81.64

0.11

0.52

1.87

2.40

0.19

1.70

1.89

Building Off Road Diesel

3.19

19.04

13.34

0.00

0.00

1.26

1.26

0.00

1.16

1.16

Building Vendor Trips

0.86

10.69

8.55

0.03

0.11

0.41

0.52

0.04

0.37

0.41

Building Worker Trips

1.80

3.07

59.75

0.08

0.41

0.20

0.62

0.15

0.16

0.31

1,306.09

33.36

92.58

0.13

0.60

1.91

2.51

0.21

1.73

1.94

Building 02/11/2013-12/30/2013

5.85

32.80

81.64

0.11

0.52

1.87

2.40

0.19

1.70

1.89

Building Off Road Diesel

3.19

19.04

13.34

0.00

0.00

1.26

1.26

0.00

1.16

1.16

Building Vendor Trips

0.86

10.69

8.55

0.03

0.11

0.41

0.52

0.04

0.37

0.41

Building Worker Trips

1.80

3.07

59.75

0.08

0.41

0.20

0.62

0.15

0.16

0.31

1,300.25

0.56

10.94

0.02

0.08

0.04

0.11

0.03

0.03

0.06

Architectural Coating

1,299.92

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Coating Worker Trips

0.33

0.56

10.94

0.02

0.08

0.04

0.11

0.03

0.03

0.06

Time Slice 12/2/2013-12/30/2013
Active Days: 21

Coating 12/01/2013-12/30/2013

Phase Assumptions
Phase: Fine Grading 1/1/2013 - 2/11/2013 - Default Fine Site Grading Description
Total Acres Disturbed: 102.52
Maximum Daily Acreage Disturbed: 25.63
Fugitive Dust Level of Detail: Default
20 lbs per acre-day
On Road Truck Travel (VMT): 0
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Excavators (168 hp) operating at a 0.57 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Graders (174 hp) operating at a 0.61 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Rubber Tired Dozers (357 hp) operating at a 0.59 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Scrapers (313 hp) operating at a 0.72 load factor for 8 hours per day
3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Water Trucks (189 hp) operating at a 0.5 load factor for 8 hours per day
Phase: Paving 2/11/2013 - 5/11/2013 - Default Paving Description
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Acres to be Paved: 25.63
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Pavers (100 hp) operating at a 0.62 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Paving Equipment (104 hp) operating at a 0.53 load factor for 8 hours per day
2 Rollers (95 hp) operating at a 0.56 load factor for 6 hours per day
Phase: Building Construction 2/11/2013 - 12/30/2013 - Default Building Construction Description
Off-Road Equipment:
1 Cranes (399 hp) operating at a 0.43 load factor for 7 hours per day
3 Forklifts (145 hp) operating at a 0.3 load factor for 8 hours per day
1 Generator Sets (49 hp) operating at a 0.74 load factor for 8 hours per day
3 Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes (108 hp) operating at a 0.55 load factor for 7 hours per day
1 Welders (45 hp) operating at a 0.45 load factor for 8 hours per day
Phase: Architectural Coating 12/1/2013 - 12/30/2013 - Default Architectural Coating Description
Rule: Residential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250
Rule: Residential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250
Rule: Nonresidential Interior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250
Rule: Nonresidential Exterior Coatings begins 1/1/2005 ends 12/31/2040 specifies a VOC of 250
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Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction Criteria Blueprint.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated)

2,052.35

140.92

176.09

0.20

780.68

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated)

2,052.35

140.92

176.09

0.20

404.90

PM10

PM2.5 Dust

PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5

7.48

788.17

163.17

6.85

170.01

7.48

412.38

84.69

6.85

91.53

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

74.83

14.39

28.53

0.00

0.10

0.10

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

107.66

132.32

1,172.24

1.33

230.36

44.41

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)
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SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

182.49

146.71

1,200.77

1.33

230.46

44.51
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Summary Report for Summer Emissions (Pounds/Day)
File Name: Z:\EBell\Placer Vineyards\Modeling\Construction Criteria Base Plan.urb924
Project Name: Placer Vineyards
Project Location: Placer County APCD
On-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: Version : Emfac2007 V2.3 Nov 1 2006
Off-Road Vehicle Emissions Based on: OFFROAD2007

CONSTRUCTION EMISSION ESTIMATES
ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10 Dust PM10 Exhaust

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day unmitigated)

1,306.09

116.00

129.07

0.13

513.16

2013 TOTALS (lbs/day mitigated)

1,306.09

116.00

129.07

0.13

266.14

PM10

PM2.5 Dust

PM2.5
Exhaust

PM2.5

6.48

519.64

107.25

5.93

113.18

6.48

272.61

55.66

5.93

61.59

AREA SOURCE EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

42.19

9.40

23.52

0.00

0.08

0.08

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

75.31

93.65

825.62

0.93

162.95

31.39

OPERATIONAL (VEHICLE) EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)
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SUM OF AREA SOURCE AND OPERATIONAL EMISSION ESTIMATES

TOTALS (lbs/day, unmitigated)

ROG

NOx

CO

SO2

PM10

PM2.5

117.50

103.05

849.14

0.93

163.03

31.47

APPENDIX 3.0
MITIGATION MEASURES
The following mitigation measures from the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan EIR were incorporated into
the PVSP project by Placer County.

Land Use
4.1.6

A minimum 100-foot setback shall be maintained between structures intended for permanent
residential habitation and the 115kV utility lines (as measured from the nearest utility line).
Similarly, a setback of 150 feet shall be maintained for the substation and 230kV utility lines.

4.1-13a

Comply with all applicable mitigation measures set forth in the Environmental Impact
Report, City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, certified by the City
of Lincoln City Council on March 9, 1999 during construction and operation of the recycled
water facility.

4.1-13b

Prior to construction of any facilities not within the area assessed by the Environmental
Impact Report, City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, such as
potential future downstream diversion structures, perform an initial study in accordance
with CEQA to determine subsequent environmental assessment needs. This should include
consideration of site-specific biological, wetland and cultural resource assessments.

4.1-13c

Compliance with mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR or similar measures
proposed by the City of Lincoln designed to reduce impacts to visual quality, water quality,
biological resources, soils, cultural resources, air quality, and the noise environment,
including Mitigation Measures 4.2-6a, 4.2-6b, 4.3.4-1c, 4.3.4-2a, 4.3.4- 2b, 4.3.4-2c, 4.3.4-3a,
4.3.4-3b, 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, 4.4-1c, 4.4-1d, 4.4-1e, 4.4-1f, 4.4-1g, 4.4-1h, 4.4-1i, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-16,
4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-20, 4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 4.4-26, 4.4-27, 4.4-29, 4.4-30, 4.5-1a, 4.5-2, 4.54a, 4.4-5b, 4.6-2a, 4.6-2b, 4.6- 2c, 4.6-2d, 4.6-2e, 4.6-2f, 4.6-2g, 4-6-2h, 4.6-3a, 4.6-3b, 4.8-1a, 4.81b, 4.8-1c, 4.8-1d, 4.8-1e, 4.9-2, and 4.9-3.

4.1-14

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a as it pertains to open space.

Aesthetics
4.2-3

Water storage tanks shall be subject to review and approval pursuant to the County’s Design
Review process. In concert with Design Review, a landscaping plan that softens the visual
appearance of the tanks from open space areas shall be submitted, and shall conform to the
standards contained in the Placer County Landscape Design Guidelines Manual.

4.2-6a

All areas containing natural vegetation or landscape material that are disturbed during utility
line and roadway construction shall be revegetated upon completion of work utilizing plant
materials similar to those disturbed. Revegetated areas shall be actively maintained until
fully established, in accordance with the standards and provisions contained in the County’s
Landscape Design Guidelines.

4.2-6b

All permanent utility line-related structures extending above ground shall be screened where
feasible using a combination of berms, mounds, landscape material, decorative fencing/
walls, or other screening feature approved by the Placer County Development Review
Committee, consistent with the Placer County Design Guidelines and the Placer County
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Landscape Design Guidelines. In addition, any proposed roadway and utility pump station
lighting shall be directed downward using cut-off fixtures to minimize lighting effects on
adjacent areas and the night sky.

Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality
4.3.2-1a

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage
report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project
drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works
Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement
plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered
Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially
responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project
drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential
increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage
easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall
demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.

4.3.2-1b

New development within the Specific Plan area shall reduce post-development stormwater
runoff peak flows and volumes to pre-development levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year
storm events through the construction of regional retention and detention facilities for the
Curry Creek and Steelhead Creek watersheds. Retention/detention facilities in the Steelhead
Creek watershed shall incorporate gates, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study,
to control flows during a Sankey Gap spill. A protocol shall be established by Placer County
in cooperation with the Sacramento Area Flood Control District for monitoring of the Sankey
Gap spill and for operation of the gates. Responsibility for the operation and maintenance of
the gates shall be assumed by the County Service Area that will serve the Specific Plan area.
Construction of regional retention and detention facilities shall be prior to or concurrent with
the initial development of the Specific Plan area. Runoff from development within the Dry
Creek watershed shall not be detained or retained. Retention and detention facilities shall be
designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works. Retention and detention facilities shall be designed to be
consistent with the Master Project Drainage Study for the Specific Plan.

4.3.2-1c

Drainage facilities, for purposes of collecting runoff on individual lots, shall be designed in
accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual
that are in effect at the time of submittal, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works. These facilities shall be constructed with subdivision improvements, and easements
provided as required by the Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these facilities
shall be provided by a new County Service Area (CSA), an expanded CSA #28, or other
responsible entity.

4.3.2-1d

The location, size and ownership of any canals in the Specific Plan area shall be described in
the project drainage report and shown on improvement plans. The Department of Public
Works shall be provided with a letter from the agency controlling the canal describing any
restrictions, requirements, easements, etc. relative to project construction. Said letter shall be
provided to the Department of Public Works prior to the approval of improvement plans.
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4.3.2-1e

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek watershed shall be subject
to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood control fees pursuant to the Dry
Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly
Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). The actual fees to be paid will be those in
effect at the time the payment occurs.

4.3.2-1f

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek Watershed shall be subject
to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees pursuant to the Dry
Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly
Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). The applicant shall cause the subject
property to become a participant in the existing Dry Creek Watershed County Service Area
for purposes of collecting these annual special assessments.

4.3.2-1g

New development shall not alter the post-development mitigated drainage shed boundaries
identified in the Master Project Drainage Study in a way that would increase the peak flow
runoff or runoff volume.

4.3.2-1h

Prior to any improvement plan approval (including plans for backbone infrastructure), the
Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer County Department of Public
Works for review and approval. The Master Project Drainage Study shall be in conformance
with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County
Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal. The report shall
be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall include all drainage elements outlined
in this Revised Draft EIR. The drainage facilities shall be designed for future, fullydeveloped,
unmitigated flows from upstream development. Regional detention and retention basis,
regional water quality basins, as well as regional drainage channel improvements shall be
incorporated with appropriate design information along with appropriate phasing
information.

4.3.2-1i

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) tributary
shall be subject to payment of fair share stormwater volume mitigation fees to the County of
Sacramento. The current fees range from $325.00 to $629.00 per acre. (Fee Schedule for Zone
11C) and are adjusted annually. The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time
the payment occurs. Prior to improvement plan approval, the applicant shall provide
evidence to the Placer County Department of Public Works that the fees have been paid to
Sacramento County.

4.3.2-2a

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage
report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project
drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works
Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement
plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered
Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially
responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project
drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential
increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage
easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall
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demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR and
adopted by the Board of Supervisors.
4.3.2-2b

New development within the Specific Plan area shall upsize any existing undersized culverts
within the Specific Plan area conveying increased flows from the proposed development. All
existing culverts conveying development flow shall be identified with pre- and postdevelopment flow quantities and capacities. All culvert analysis (existing and upsized) shall
be designed in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual to
accommodate the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storms. Flow consideration for debris clogging and
sediment transport shall be provided. In addition to the 100-year event, 200-year events shall
be evaluated for potential impacts to collector roadways, detention pond failure and other
life-safety impacts.

4.3.2-3a

No grading or other disturbance shall occur within the post-project 100-year floodplain limit
as identified in the Master Project Drainage Study except, as necessary to construct and
maintain drainage improvements. The post-project 100- year floodplain shall be designated
as a development setback line on improvement plans and final subdivision maps unless
greater setbacks are required by other mitigation measures or conditions of approval.

4.3.2-3b

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage
report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project
drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works
Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement
plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered
Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially
responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project
drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the
effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential
increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage
easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall
demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.

4.3.2-3c

New development applications within the Specific Plan area shall identify the limits of
existing and proposed floodplains in the site-specific project drainage report. Channel/swale
construction and/or improvements with new development shall be designed in accordance
with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and provide sufficient freeboard
for the 100-year event and shall be identified with floodplain delineations.

4.3.2-3d

The developer shall construct flood warning devices (e.g., rain gauges, stream gauges with
radio transmitters) within floodplains as indicated in the Placer County Storm Water
Management Manual and Placer County Code. The flood warning devices shall be shown on
the improvement plans.

4.3.2-3e

The Master Project Drainage Study shall demonstrate that the proposed development will
not increase the 100-year floodplain water surface elevation.

4.3.2-3f

The low dam, intake structure, pump and pipeline withdrawing water from Dry Creek shall
be removed in its entirety, and the streambed returned to a natural condition, at the time
irrigation of existing pasture land located within Property Group #5 of the Specific Plan area
ceases. Upon removal of the dam, an effective combination of erosion and sediment control
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shall be implemented which may include measures such as covering exposed areas with
mulch, temporary seeding, soil stabilizers, binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary
vegetation or permanent seeding. In addition, best management practices (BMPs) shall be
implemented during construction to reduce or eliminate sedimentation and reduce erosion in
result of dam removal activities. BMPs may include sediment control practices such as
filtration devices and barriers (e.g. fiber rolls, straw bale barriers and gravel inlet filters)
and/or settling devices (e.g. sediment traps or basins). BMPs shall be developed in
accordance with applicable federal, State and local agencies. Additionally, the dam removal
shall be done in accord with all applicable federal, State and local requirements and/or
permit conditions existing at the time of removal. Prior to removal of the structure, a
drainage report shall be prepared demonstrating that the removal of the structure will not
adversely increase flows downstream.
4.3.2-11a

Prior to any development pursuant to the Specific Plan within the Dry Creek Drainage Shed,
the developer shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works project-specific
drainage reports, calculations and plans addressing up-gradient and project flows within the
Dry Creek drainage shed for review and approval. Placer County Storm Water Management
Manual and the Placer County Code require developments to not cause adverse impacts to
upstream or downstream properties.

4.3.2-11b

The Master Project Drainage Study and project-specific drainage reports shall design for
conveyance of future, fully-developed, unmitigated flows from upstream development
outside of the Specific Plan area.

4.3.3-8a

Municipal wells constructed for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for development
under the Specific Plan shall not be constructed within 800 feet of any existing private well.

4.3.3-8b

Prior to operation of any municipal wells constructed for purposes of a backup groundwater
supply for development under the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, the developer/applicant
shall construct groundwater monitoring wells to monitor the impacts of the operation of the
municipal wells on local groundwater elevations and any groundwater contaminant
movement. The number, location and design of said monitoring wells shall be subject to the
approval of PCWA.

4.3.3-8c

To address potential scenarios in which, despite best efforts to avoid well failure, any of the
existing wells in the area fails as a result of the pumping for development under the Specific
Plan, the owners of failed wells, upon submission of proof of such failure, shall be
compensated through a well insurance program funded through development within the
Specific Plan area. No small lot tentative map shall be approved until the developer, working
with PCWA, puts in place a legal and financial mechanism for funding a Placer Vineyards
Well Insurance Program, to be administered by PCWA, to insure against failure for up to an
estimated replacement cost to be determined. Said Well Insurance Program shall include
payment of a fee at the issuance of a building permit. Such fee shall be determined based on
the number of private wells eligible for the program (existing wells within a two-mile radius
of each municipal well to be constructed) multiplied by the cost of a typical residential well
construction (to be determined) and divided by the total number of equivalent dwelling units
(edu) in the Specific Plan area. Additional components of the Well Insurance Program will be
developed prior to approval of the first small lot tentative subdivision map.

4.3.3-9

Prior to installation of any municipal wells for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for
development under the Specific Plan, the County, in consultation with PCWA and CDFG,
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shall determine the appropriate separation distances between wells and nearby surface water
bodies. In no case shall these municipal wells be constructed within 800 feet of the Dry Creek
riparian corridor, or any other on-site area where established riparian vegetation is observed.
4.3.3-10

Pumps required for any municipal wells for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for
development under the Specific Plan shall be located within soundattenuating acoustical
shelters to reduce generated noise levels below noise thresholds established by the Placer
County General Plan Noise Element for the affected sensitive receptors.

4.3.4-1a

Prior to submission of applications for new development within the Specific Plan area, the
precise location and preliminary design of the regional water quality
detention/sedimentation basins, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study shall be
submitted to Placer County for review and approval. This plan shall also include the method
or methods for funding the long-term maintenance of regional water quality maintenance
measures. Finally, the plan shall also include sanctions available to enforce the
implementation and maintenance of measures, should measures fail or not be maintained
over time.

4.3.4-1b

Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include construction of regional basins
in sequence and location determined by the Master Project Drainage Study required by
Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a.

4.3.4-1c

Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include SWPP plans prepared in
conformance with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b.

4.3.4-1d

Prior to improvement plan approval for new development other than that for backbone
improvements, each applicant shall include site specific plans for accomplishment of longterm reductions in water quality impacts. The applicant shall also propose a method of
financing the long-term maintenance of such facilities, such as a County Service Area or the
expansion of CSA #28, in conformance with Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a. Such plans shall
conform to all mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the
Board of Supervisors.

4.3.4-1e

New development shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site locations and
effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality impact reduction
during the Subsequent Conformity Review process and prior to improvement plan approval.
Storm drain inlet cleaning shall occur semi-annually (at a minimum) and parking lots shall
include the installation of oil/sand/grit separators or as otherwise approved by the Placer
County Department of Public Works. The plan shall include a method for financing the longterm maintenance of the proposed facilities and BMPs. The plan shall conform to the Master
Project Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a and the California
Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for
Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by
the Department of Public Works). BMPs shall reflect improvements in techniques and
opportunities made available over time and shall also reflect site-specific limitations. The
County shall make the final determination as to the appropriate BMPS for each project.

4.3.4-1f

Storm drainage from all new development impervious surfaces (including roadways) shall be
collected and routed through specially designed catch basins, vaults, filters, etc. for
entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases as approved by the Placer County
Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the project
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owners/permittees unless and until a County Service Area is created and said facilities are
accepted by the County for maintenance. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot
sweeping and vacuuming and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to the Placer
County Department of Public Works upon request. Prior to improvement plan or final
subdivision map approval, easements shall be created and offered for dedication to the
County for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County
maintenance.
4.3.4-1g

New development (including roadways) within the Specific Plan area shall design water
quality treatment facilities (BMPs) such that the treatment of runoff occurs, at a minimum,
before discharge into any receiving waters, or as otherwise determined by the Placer County
Department of Public Works.

4.3.4-2a

Projects with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that are subject to construction
stormwater quality permits of the NPDES program shall obtain such permits from the
SRWQCB and shall provide the Placer County Department of Public Works evidence of a
State-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number of filing of a Notice of Intent
and fees prior to start of construction.

4.3.4-2b

During the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement plan approval,
new development projects shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works, for
review and approval, an erosion control plan consistent with the County’s Grading, Erosion
and Sediment Control Ordinance (reference pages 4-3-9 through 4-3-12). The erosion control
plan shall indicate that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants will be
implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards. The plan
shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion and
water quality degradation. All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to County
specifications. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the construction process.

4.3.4-2c

All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be
developed in accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater
Best
Management
Practice
Handbook
for
Construction
and
New
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the Department of Public
Works) for the applicable type of development and/or improvement. Provisions shall be
included for long-term maintenance of BMPs.

4.3.4-3a

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage
report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project
drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Department of Public
Works during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement plan
approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil
Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management
Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all
stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project drainage report shall
include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of project
improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in
downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage easements, if
necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall demonstrate
compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.
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4.3.4-3b

New development shall submit a revegetation plan for disturbed swale and channel areas
and banks to the Placer County Department of Public Works for review and approval. The
revegetation plan shall be designed to minimize erosion potential while emphasizing use of
native or endemic species. The plan shall include provision for regular watering between
April 1 and October 1 to ensure continuous coverage of 95% of disturbed areas and survival
of species during the first year.

4.3.4-4

All existing groundwater wells within the Specific Plan area shall be abandoned and sealed
in accordance with Placer County Environmental Health Division standards upon
abandonment of use, prior to any project-related construction activity within one hundred
feet of any affected well. Wells that will remain within the SPA or other adjoining areas that
are within 100 feet of active development within the Specific Plan area shall, where
landowner permission is granted, be inspected and, if found to be improperly sealed,
properly sealed, or destroyed and replaced, in accordance with Placer County Environmental
Health Division Standards. Seals, inspections, and well destruction and construction shall be
at the expense of the Specific Plan area developer.

4.3.4-7a

Prior to approval of improvement plans for improvement projects of one acre or greater, the
developer/project proponent shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP),
obtain from the SWRCB a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit under the
NPDES and comply with all requirements of the permit to minimize pollution of stormwater
discharges during construction activities.

4.3.4-7b

Prior to construction of any off-site infrastructure within Placer County, the project
developer/project proponent shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works,
for review and approval, an erosion control plan consistent with the County’s Grading,
Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (reference pages 4-3-9 through 4- 3-12). The erosion
control plan shall indicate that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants
will be implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards. The
plan shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion
and water quality degradation. All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to Placer
County specifications. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the construction process. The
developer shall comply with all similar requirements within other affected jurisdictions.

4.3.4-7c

BMPs for construction shall be developed in accordance with the California Stormwater
Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and
New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the County
Department of Public Works.

4.3.4-9a

Install advanced treatment facilities (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-2).

4.3.4-9b

Institute metals source controls/pre-treatment (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation
Measure 7-3).

4.3.4-9c

Install cooling towers if necessary (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-4).

Biological Resources
4.4-1a

The following criteria shall be applied in accordance with the Mitigation Strategy to the
conversion of open space, including cultivated agricultural land, to urban uses within the
Specific Plan area. This measure shall not apply to the Special Planning Area (SPA) where no
urban development is proposed:
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Open Space/Agricultural Land Mitigation: One acre of open space will be preserved within
Placer County for each acre of open space impacted within the Specific Plan area. This is to be
accomplished through the approval and implementation of a series of Open Space Mitigation
and Management Plans that address the management of a specific property to be preserved
for mitigation of lost open space, agricultural land, and habitat (each, a “mitigation property”
or “preserve site” and collectively, “mitigation lands” or “preserve lands”). Open Space
Mitigation and Management Plans for individual preserve sites shall accompany each
proposed development project, or group of projects, within the Specific Plan area. For the
purposes of assessing impacts associated with a specific development project, “open space”
impacts shall include all land proposed to be developed for urban uses. For purposes of
mitigation for the specific development project, the term “open space” shall include any and
all undeveloped land proposed to be preserved or otherwise required by any governmental
agency to be preserved for any reason, specifically including all lands preserved for habitat
or agricultural mitigation as set forth below and lands in agricultural use. No additional
agricultural mitigation is required beyond the 1:1 open space requirement noted above, as
long as a substantial portion, as determined by the Planning Director, in consultation with
the County Agricultural Commissioner, of the mitigation lands acquired are: (1) in
agricultural production, or have the potential to support agriculture, (2) are undeveloped and
have an NRCS soils classification of the same or greater value than lands being affected
within the Specific Plan property at issue, , or (3) are undeveloped and have the same or
higher value CDC categorization than lands being affected within the Specific Plan property
at issue. In-kind mitigation is not required for agricultural land developed within the Specific
Plan area.
Initial Core Preserve Area: To address the fragmentation of open space in the Specific Plan
area, the applicant shall establish a core preserve area of approximately one thousand acres,
or minimum 200-acre areas will be added to an existing preserve that is at least one thousand
acres. This initial core preserve area shall be established with approval of the first final map
(excluding large-lot final maps that do not result in any disturbance of existing natural
conditions), and shall include acreage to mitigate loss due to backbone infrastructure
installation. The establishment of a core preserve area will partially mitigate for
fragmentation of the Specific Plan area and loss of agricultural land and biological function
and value associated with the installation of infrastructure and site development. To the
extent feasible and appropriate, the core preserve shall be surrounded by lands designated as
Agriculture within the Placer County General Plan. Preserve lands shall be suitable for
mitigation of project impacts and shall be evaluated for this purpose by Placer County. Each
proposal for a preserve project pursuant to the Specific Plan shall provide sufficient detail to
allow for adequate County review of site characteristics, potential values and the long-term
integrity of each proposed mitigation site. The County shall also consider the terms of any
existing or proposed conservation easements on properties within the proposed preserve
areas. Proposals for preserve lands to be encumbered with easements or purchased in fee
shall include adaptive management strategies allowing for appropriate management
modifications and access for monitoring.
Subsequent Projects: Subsequent Specific Plan projects (not including backbone
infrastructure) shall mitigate through the establishment of preserve areas that, to the extent
feasible and appropriate, are located adjacent to the core preserve or are associated with
other existing preserve sites currently under easement or fee title for purposes of wildlife
conservation and are surrounded by lands designated as Agriculture within the Placer
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County General Plan or are in areas deemed acceptable by the County Board of Supervisors.
Future preserve sites, if not contiguous to an existing designated open space area or a
preserve 200 acres or greater in size, shall be a minimum of 200 acres or greater in size. After
the establishment of the core preserve area, such land dedication need not include more land
than is necessary to mitigate for open space and habitat impacts associated with entitlements
being sought at that time. In determining whether it is feasible and appropriate to require
that mitigation lands for subsequent Specific Plan projects be consistent with the criteria
stated above, the County shall take into consideration both the overall objectives of the
proposed PCCP and the realities of the agricultural real estate market in south Placer County.
Habitat and open space areas available in the real estate market for purchase, either in fee or
through conservation easements, do not necessarily occur in contiguous pieces. Existing high
quality habitat and open space areas themselves are not always contiguous with each other,
as they have often been separated and disrupted by long-standing agricultural practices or
roads and other structures or landscape features.
4.4-1b

Habitat Mitigation: Applicants for projects developed under the Specific Plan shall obtain
applicable permits from the state and federal resource agencies, as needed. Land preserved to
meet the habitat mitigation requirements of this Mitigation Measure and/or any additional
habitat mitigation that is required by any governmental agency for any development project
undertaken pursuant to the Specific Plan shall be counted towards the required “open space”
mitigation set forth in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, provided that the mitigation land is within
Placer County. Preservation of mitigation land may occur through a permanent conservation
easement, fee title, or purchase of mitigation credits satisfactory to Placer County.
Applicants for projects developed under the Specific Plan are required to satisfy the Placer
County General Plan “no net loss of wetlands” standard in connection with proposed
development that impacts aquatic resources. To satisfy the “no net loss of wetlands”
standard, the applicants shall include a preservation component and a variety of wetland
enhancement, restoration and creation activities that are to be conducted on lands preserved.
The measures that follow describe ratios to be achieved to provide for preservation,
restoration, creation, and enhancement to offset impacts to wetland (nonvernal pool)
impacts, vernal pool impacts, and riparian impacts as shown in Table 4.4- 12.
Wetland (Non-Vernal Pool) Impacts: Impacts to “waters of the United States” (not including
vernal pools) and other non-jurisdictional wetlands identified in the Placer County General
Plan will be mitigated to provide “no net loss” through avoidance, minimization and/or
compensatory mitigation techniques. Buffers of such off-site mitigation lands will be
consistent with requirements of the PCCP as ultimately adopted by the County to the extent
that the PCCP is adopted prior to the acquisition of preserve sites and to the extent feasible.
Both the wetland and upland components of all wetland mitigation lands shall be credited
towards open space mitigation requirements and uplands shall count as wetland buffers
when appropriate. To minimize indirect effects to the preserve site, the County may impose
measures such as controlling and redirecting runoff from adjoining properties or the
construction or removal of fences.
Vernal Pool Habitat Impacts: Impacts to vernal pool (fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp)
habitat will be mitigated through preservation or restoration of acreage based on each acre
directly impacted (see Table 4.4-12 for mitigation ratios). In this context, restoration is
intended to be construction of vernal pools at densities within the range of historical levels as
identified on 1937 aerial photos, or other valid historical evidence, for the proposed preserve
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site to be restored. Required ratios are set forth in Table 4.4- 12. Buffers of such off-site
mitigation lands will be consistent with requirements of the PCCP as ultimately adopted by
the County to the extent that the PCCP is adopted prior to the acquisition of preserve sites,
and to the extent feasible. Both the wetland and upland components of all wetland mitigation
lands shall be credited towards open space mitigation requirements and uplands shall count
as wetland buffers when appropriate. To minimize indirect effects to the preserve site, the
County may impose measures such as controlling and redirecting runoff from adjoining
properties or the construction or removal of fences.
The re-creation/restoration of pools must include adequate upland areas to maintain the
value of the vernal pools. Additional acreage may be required to address impacts to nonvernal pool type wetlands that function as habitat for federally-listed species, and indirect
impacts to similar avoided habitat. The total required acreage shall be determined by the
County, except for determinations regarding purely federal obligations, which shall be made
by federal agencies working with project applicants. As an alternative, once the Placer
County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is adopted, project applicants may participate in the
PCCP, which is intended to provide for adequate mitigation of vernal pool habitat.
Riparian Impacts: For each riparian tree removed, one 15-gallon tree, one deepot-40 seedling
for each inch, and three 1-gallon shrubs will be planted within existing riparian or improved
drainage corridors in the Specific Plan area.
Oak Tree Impacts: For each oak tree greater than six inches DBH that is removed, one 15gallon planting, one deepot-40 seedling for each inch removed and three 1-gallon shrubs will
be planted. De minimus impacts to areas containing oak trees, not including actual tree
removal, associated with passive trail use shall not be considered an impact requiring
mitigation.
Swainson’s Hawk Foraging Impacts: Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be mitigated
according to California Department of Fish and Game Guidelines: one acre for each acre lost
within one mile of a nest, 0.75 acre for each acre lost within one to five miles of a nest, and 0.5
acre lost within five to ten miles of a nest, unless otherwise addressed through the PCCP.
Additionally, the applicant shall be required to obtain a CESA take permit for any nest tree
that may be removed as part of any proposed construction under the Specific Plan.
Additional mitigation measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include planting of
suitable nest trees at a 15:1 ratio on suitable foraging habitat areas within west Placer County.
4.4-1c

Out-of-County Habitat Mitigation: Out-of-County habitat mitigation shall only be used
when, as determined by the County, such lands are of equal or of higher value than those in
the Specific Plan area.

4.4-1d

“Out-of-Kind” Habitat Mitigation: “Out-of-kind” habitat mitigation shall only be used as
mitigation for loss of a particular habitat type after approval by the County. “Out-of-kind”
mitigation may be appropriate where the mitigation lands include areas with a mosaic of
riparian habitat, creek corridors, flood plains and upland areas, where an assemblage of
vernal pool complexes in fallow or grazed lands is in close proximity to such riparian habitat,
or where the County deems that the “out-of-kind” mitigation lands contain other unique or
desirable characteristics that provide a comparable level of open space and habitat
mitigation. Any “out-of-kind” mitigation that is allowed by the County shall be described in
an approved Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan.
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4.4-1e

Funding for Mitigation Land Acquisition (or Easement Establishment) and Monitoring and
Maintenance: Funding for mitigation land acquisition (or easement establishment) and
monitoring and maintenance may be financed, if acceptable to the County, through a MelloRoos CFD or other funding mechanism similar to the funding mechanism used to fund
Specific Plan infrastructure construction. The specific funding plan, including a method for
preserve acquisitions and for long-term preserve management, shall be described in an
approved Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan.

4.4-1f

Excess Open Space and/or Habitat: Excess open space and/or habitat (after taking into
account habitat mitigation requirements stated above) within mitigation lands acquired for
the mitigation of impacts associated with an approved development project within the
Specific Plan area may be used to mitigate for subsequent development projects within the
Specific Plan area. Transfer of excess open space and habitat shall be accomplished through a
private cost sharing agreement.

4.4-1g

Phasing of Mitigation: Implementation of Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans
shall occur commensurate with each development project or set of projects developed under
the Specific Plan. In order to ensure that Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans are
fully implemented, the applicant shall demonstrate compliance to the County prior to
improvement plan approval, recordation of a final subdivision map, (not including a largelot final map that results in no disturbance of any existing natural condition), or as a
condition of issuance of a project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses
that do not require a tentative subdivision map, as well as prior to development of any offsite infrastructure project associated with the Specific Plan. Each Open Space Mitigation and
Management Plan shall identify the specific mitigation lands that will be necessary to fully
mitigate impacts to habitat and special status species, and shall demonstrate control of said
property by option, fee title, permanent conservation easement or mitigation credits to the
satisfaction of the County and state and federal agencies to the extent required by applicable
state or federal permits. The Plan shall also identify the necessary funding mechanism for the
long-term maintenance and management of the mitigation lands or acquisition of required
habitat credits shall be identified in the Open Space Mitigation and Management Plans, and a
specific maintenance and management plan shall be included for perpetual conservation of
the mitigation lands, along with provisions for adaptive management.

4.4-1h

Dedication of Mitigation Lands for Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Projects: The mitigation
lands necessary to mitigate for the impacts of developing a project within the Specific Plan
area, as well as developing an off-site infrastructure project associated with the Specific Plan,
shall be dedicated to the County (or other County approved entity) prior to approval of
improvement plans, recordation of the first final map (excluding large-lot final subdivision
maps that do not result in any disturbance of existing natural condition), or as a condition of
issuance of a project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses that do not
require a tentative subdivision map. The administering entity shall hold, as grantee, all
conservation easements acquired for the mitigation lands or fee title for those lands acquired
in fee.

4.4-1i

Placer County Conservation Plan: As previously described, at the time of the release of this
Revised Draft EIR, Placer County was preparing a Natural Community Conservation Plan, a
Habitat Conservation Plan Programmatic Section 404/401 Compliance and a Master
Streambed Alteration Agreement to comply with the state and federal Endangered Species
Acts. Collectively, this planning effort is known as the Placer County Conservation Plan
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(PCCP). Once the approved PCCP is in place, open space and biological resource mitigation
measures shall be implemented in such a manner as to be consistent with the PCCP.
4.4-1j

Preserves for Agricultural or Open Space Mitigation Only: As an alternative to the
establishment of preserves that mitigate for one or more biological resources in addition to
mitigating for lost open space and agricultural lands, applicants for individual projects
within the Specific Plan area may instead establish preserves intended only to mitigate for
loss of open space or agricultural lands without a complementary wetland, Swainson’s hawk
or other significant biological mitigation purpose. In such cases, the preserve may occur in
any portion of western Placer County so long as the preserve is within an area designated for
agricultural or open space use on the Placer County General Plan. Such preserves are only
required to meet the minimum 80 acre parcel size requirement for parcels in the
Agricultural/Open Space land use category of the General Plan. In lieu of the above described
measures, the Specific Plan or subsequent phases of the Specific Plan may fulfill mitigation
requirements by compliance with the terms of the adopted PCCP. Such compliance, as
determined by Placer County, shall constitute sufficient mitigation that will obviate the need
to comply with this mitigation measure, to the extent that an affected agricultural and/or
biological resource is addressed in the PCCP.

4.4-1k

As a component of any Open Space Mitigation and Management Plan involving the
enhancement, creation, or restoration of wetlands, including vernal pools, the applicant shall
submit a wetland mitigation strategy that includes all of the following components:
•

The location of the proposed wetland habitat restoration/creation site(s) and a detailed
map showing the acreage, distribution, and location of the proposed wetland habitat
restoration/creation site(s) and a detailed map showing the acreage, distribution, and
type of wetlands to be created to ensure no net loss in wetland habitat acreage, values,
and functions. The compensation wetlands shall be designed, at minimum, to meet or
exceed the hydrophytic conditions and operating functions of the existing wetlands
proposed for impact.

•

A monitoring plan to assess whether the compensation wetlands are functioning as
intended. Specific standards for assessing the performance of hydrologic, floral, and
faunal parameters shall be proposed to determine success of the created wetlands. The
monitoring plan shall specify the corrective measures/modifications to be implemented
in the event that monitoring indicates that the performance standards are not being met.

•

A maintenance plan for the wetland preservation/mitigation areas describing the
measures to be implemented to assure that they are maintained as wetland habitat in
perpetuity.

•

During active construction periods, the installation of fencing around all existing
wetlands that are within fifty feet of any haul route, spoil zone, stockpile zone, creation
zone, or other construction area. The fencing shall be of high visibility material and limit
access to the project site. Unless construction of specific structures requires it, fencing
shall be placed no closer than 10 feet to the delineated, verified perimeter of existing
wetlands.

•

A qualified biological resources monitor, approved by the County, who shall monitor the
sites daily to ensure compliance with identified mitigation for the duration of all the
proposed activities.
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•

A survey of the wetland habitat restoration/creation site prepared by a qualified biologist
no more than 30 days prior to the onset of construction to determine the presence or
absence of nesting site for raptors or any federally-listed or state-listed endangered or
threatened birds, unless it is determined that construction will occur outside of the
breeding season for all species that are likely to occur on site or have been observed to be
present. If active nesting sites are observed to be present, all state and federal guidelines
pertaining to active nesting sites shall be strictly adhered to in consultation with a
qualified biologist.

•

Provision by the applicant of full access to the wetland habitat restoration/creation site to
the County for the monitoring of construction activities and mitigation compliance.
Access shall be granted during all construction activities and the County monitor may
issue stop work orders if mitigation non-compliance is identified.

•

Specified measures for the reuse or disposal of excavated material suitable for use at the
project site. The plan shall minimize the elapsed time between excavation and reuse and
should provide adequate stockpile coverage and protection from wind and water erosion
during the entire storage period. If excavated material is unsuitable for reuse at the
project site, the plan shall include specific information regarding the eventual reuse or
disposal site, transportation method(s) for hauling material to such a site, disposal reuse
management strategies, and a schedule for accomplishing reuse or disposal.

•

A spill prevention and response plan prepared to the satisfaction of the County.

•

A strategy for the revegetation of all disturbed areas, using the following methods:
hydroseeding, drill seeding, or spreading of upland seed bearing soil. The method of
revegetation shall be approved by a qualified wetland specialist and shall be prepared to
the satisfaction of the County.

•

The use of non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturer’s specifications to stabilize
inactive construction area during the rainy season (October through April).

•

Idling time restrictions for all construction vehicles of a maximum of 10 minutes.
Additionally, the County may reduce or curtail construction during high ambient
pollutant concentrations, including but not limited to, ceasing construction during peakhour vehicular traffic on adjacent or nearby roadways. Additionally, all land clearing,
grading, earth moving or excavation activities shall be suspended when winds exceed 20
mph.

•

The covering of all inactive storage/stock piles.

•

The covering, or the maintenance of two feet of freeboard, of all trucks hauling dirt, sand,
soil, or other loose materials.

•

An archaeologist and (if available) a representative of the United Auburn Indian
Community of the Auburn Rancheria shall participate in the preconstruction meeting(s)
to inform the participants of the sensitivity and location of any California Registereligible sites in the vicinity of the grading or construction (Mitigation Measure 4.6-2e).

•

In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of human remains, there shall be
no further grading, excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably
expected to overlie adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of
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Section 15064.5(e)(1) and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines has occurred (Mitigation Measure
4.6-2a).
•

If any artifacts or other indications of cultural resources 45 years old or older are found
once ground-disturbing activities are underway, the find shall be immediately evaluated
by a qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique
archaeological resource, contingency funding and a time allotment to allow for
implementation of avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation shall be made
available, as provided in Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Work may continue on
other parts of the site while historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes
place (Mitigation Measure 4.6-2c).

4.4-2

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to vernal pools. Additional steps shall be
taken as may be required through the state and federal permitting process for properties
requiring more detailed resource identification prior to development, including: wetlands
delineated and submitted to the USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species
determined to be or potentially be within the Specific Plan area with protocol surveys
conducted if required.

4.4-3

Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans for any property within the Specific Plan area,
a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall be conducted to determine the presence/absence
of the shrubs. The survey shall be completed by a qualified biologist anytime throughout the
year. If elderberry shrubs are found, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped. If these
resources can be avoided, no further studies are required. However, if projects within the
Plan area will likely adversely affect these shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation
plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of VELB habitat shall be
developed.
The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure could be partially or entirely
included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes
areas appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB.

4.4-4

Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle,
if feasible. If construction is required in areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey for
this species shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans. The survey is required
to determine the presence or absence of this species on the properties surveyed. If pond
turtles are found on the properties surveyed, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the
species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species on the
properties surveyed. If this species is not found on the properties surveyed, no further
studies are necessary.
The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure could be partially or
entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area
includes areas appropriate for western pond turtle.

4.4-5

When construction is proposed during the burrowing owl breeding season (AprilSeptember), a focused survey for burrows shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify any active
burrows. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five
hundred feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Burrows that must be removed as a
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result of Specific Plan implementation shall be removed during the non-breeding season
(October to March). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further
mitigation will be required.
If burrows are removed as a result of implementation and there is suitable habitat onsite, onsite passive relocation shall be required. Owls will be encouraged to move from occupied
burrows to alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impact
zone and that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each
pair of relocated owls. Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the nonbreeding season. On-site habitat shall be preserved in a conservation easement and managed
to promote burrowing owl use of the site.
If there is not suitable habitat on-site, off-site passive relocation shall be required. Offsite
habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat. Land shall be purchased and/or placed
in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to maintain suitable habitat. Off-site
mitigation shall use one of the following ratios:
1.

Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.6 (9.75) acres per pair
or single bird.

2.

Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat: 2
times 6.5 (13.0) acres per pair or single bird.

3.

Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 (19.5) acres
per pair or single bird.

The replacement of burrowing owl habitat required by this measure could be partially or
entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area
includes areas appropriate for burrowing owl.
4.4-6

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat and
nesting trees.

4.4-7

Prior to construction activities, a focused survey for non-raptor special status bird nests
and/or nesting colonies shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction activities in order to identify active nests within the construction
area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five hundred
feet of the nest and/or nesting colony until the young have fledged. The biologist shall
consult with the CDFG, particularly with respect to vegetation removal as a result of project
construction. If no active nests and/or nesting colonies are found during the focused survey,
no further mitigation will be required.
This measure would ensure that nests and/or nesting colonies are avoided when active, so
that eggs and young would be protected. Once the young have fledged their nests, the nests
can be removed without harm to the birds.

4.4-8

When construction is proposed during the raptor breeding season (March to early
September), a focused survey for raptor nests shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests
on-site. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five
hundred feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Trees containing nests shall be
removed during the non-breeding season (late September to March). If no active nests are
found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. This measure will
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ensure that active nests are not moved or substantially disturbed during the breeding season,
so that raptor eggs and young are not destroyed or abandoned as a result of construction.
4.4-9

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of
bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September or
October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion
methods will be used, as needed, during habitat removal.
The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat signs such as guano, urine staining,
and culled food parts, and will identify those specific locations that represent potential
habitat (i.e., which specific buildings, trees, bridges could support roosting bats). If no
potential habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be affected (i.e., removed), no
further measures are required.
Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done
outside of the hibernation season (November through March) and outside of the maternity
season (May through August). During the removal period, a roost exit survey shall be
conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are detected, standard humane exclusion methods
shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit
the roost but not return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal
and habitat removal shall occur immediately following implementation of these exclusion
measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion measures shall be repeated. During the
maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may occur following a roost exit
survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be
excluded until the end of the maternity season. During the hibernation season (November
through March), bats do not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence
and removal shall be delayed to the end of this time period.
If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to
determine if any additional steps (such as installation of alternative roost habitat in the form
of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular habitat. Determination of these additional
measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological
preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat
habitat or design of new project elements such as bridges to be “bat-friendly.”

4.4-10a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to oak trees.

4.4-10b

Trees that are not planned for removal shall be preserved and protected. These oak trees shall
be preserved and avoided by implementation of the following measures:
•

Trees that are not proposed for removal and that are within two hundred feet of grading
activities shall be protectively fenced five feet beyond the dripline and root zone of each
oak tree (as determined by a certified arborist). This fence, which is meant to prevent
activities that result in soil compaction beneath the canopies or over the root zone, shall
be maintained until all construction activities are completed. No vehicles, construction
equipment, mobile offices, or materials shall be placed within this fenced area.

•

Grade changes shall be minimized to the extent feasible within or adjacent to the drip
line of existing trees. No soil surface removal greater than one foot in depth shall occur
within the drip lines of oak trees to be preserved. No cuts shall occur within five feet of
their trunks. No earthen fill greater than one foot deep shall be placed within the drip
lines of preserved oak trees, or within five feet of their trunks.
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•

Paving shall not be placed in the drip lines of oak trees to be preserved.

•

Underground utility line trenching shall be not be placed within the drip lines of oak
trees to be preserved. If it is absolutely necessary to install underground utilities within
the drip lines of oak trees, the trench shall either be bored or drilled, but not within five
feet of the trunk.

•

For trees that will be removed, the project applicant shall submit a tree survey map of
oaks to be removed or disturbed during project construction. Within these impact areas,
an inventory of the location, number and health of oaks shall be prepared by a certified
arborist. A certified arborist shall also prepare a monitoring and management plan for
each project disturbing or removing oak trees. The plan shall address planting
techniques, proposed mitigation sites, monitoring requirements, management
recommendations, and minimization and avoidance measures.

•

Annual monitoring shall be included to ensure that an 80% survival rate is achieved over
a five-year period. During monitoring, the following information shall be evaluated:
average tree height, percent canopy cover, and percent survival. An oak tree mitigation
and monitoring plan shall be submitted that includes a description of irrigation methods
that will be used to ensure that saplings survive the first several years of growth. During
the revegetation process, tree survival shall be maximized by using gopher cages, deer
screens, regular maintenance, and replanting as needed. Monitoring reports shall be
submitted to Placer County on an annual basis.

4.4-11a

Since all potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S. will not be avoided in the Specific Plan
design, the wetland delineation shall be finalized and the results shall be mapped and
submitted to the Corps for verification through the section 404 permit process. Completion of
the delineation will ensure precise acreage of various wetland types occurring in within
properties surveyed.

4.4-11b

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to non-vernal pool wetlands. For every
acre of non-vernal pool wetland (jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional) lost directly to
development, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires replacement, re-creation, or restoration of
the appropriate amount of acreage necessary to meet the no net loss standard. Assuming that
the project will result in the direct loss of 29.7 acres of nonvernal pool complex habitat-type
wetlands, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would require the preservation and/or replacement, recreation or restoration of similar wetlands. Mitigation acreage amounts are reflected in Table
4.4-12 based on typical mitigation bank ratios. The total required acreage shall be determined
by the County.
Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource
identification prior to development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted to the
USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species determined to be or potentially be
within the Specific Plan area with protocol surveys conducted if required to the extent that
development is proposed on these properties that may be subject to 404 permit and FESA
requirements.

4.4-12a

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be
obtained from CDFG, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code,
for each stream crossing and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated
riparian vegetation of the stream. If required, the project applicant shall coordinate with
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CDFG in developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any
executed agreements. All stream crossings shall be performed using a “jack and bore”
construction technique, unless otherwise specified by CDFG. Streambed Alteration
Agreement measures to protect the channel bank of a stream from erosion and related effects
of construction shall be included in all related construction contracts.
4.4-12b

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to riparian habitat. Mitigation Measure 4.41 requires replacement of all riparian trees removed to accommodate development. New
trees and shrubs must be planted within existing riparian areas or improved drainage
corridors. The replacement ratios exceed 1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the
value of new riparian habitat equals or exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost. As an
alternative, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may
participate in the PCCP, to the extent that it provided adequate mitigation for impacts on
riparian areas.
Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource
identification prior to development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted to the
USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species determined to be or potentially be
within the Plan area with protocol surveys conducted if required.

4.4-13

If construction activities are proposed during the Loggerhead shrike breeding season (March
to July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests
within the construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take
place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged. Vegetation
that must be removed as a result of construction shall be removed during the non-breeding
season (March to July). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further
mitigation will be required.
This measure would ensure that Loggerhead shrike nests are avoided when active, so that
eggs and young would be protected. Once the birds have fledged, their nests can be removed
without harm to the birds.

4.4-15

Installation of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas shall be designed to avoid
impacts to potential special-status plant species habitat, if feasible. If special-status plant
habitat cannot be avoided, then a mitigation/conservation plan shall be prepared and
implemented. The plan shall include measures to ensure “no net loss” of special-status plant
species habitat.
If installation of infrastructure is required in areas of potential habitat, then a focused rare
plant survey for these species shall be conducted prior to approval of grading/engineering
plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of these species in these
areas. The survey shall be completed by a qualified botanist during the appropriate peak
blooming period for these species. If special-status plants are found, locations of these
occurrences shall be mapped. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes longterm strategies for the conservation of the species shall be developed upon confirming the
presence of these species. The plan shall provide for preservation and restoration at ratios
that would ensure “no net loss” of the affected plant habitat. If these species are not found,
no further studies will be necessary.
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The mitigation acreage required by this measure could be partially or entirely included
within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes vernal pools
that provide equal or greater habitat value for the affected special-status species plants.
Avoidance and/or loss of habitat for special-status plants outside of Placer County would be
regulated by the USACE, CDFG, Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of
Roseville, depending on the location of such plants and whether they are federal or state
listed species. These jurisdictions can and should implement similar measures to ensure “no
net loss” of special-status plant habitat.
4.4-16

Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be designed to avoid vernal pools, if feasible. If
pools will be filled or degraded by off-site infrastructure areas, implement Mitigation
Measure 4.4-2.
Under this mitigation, vernal pools in Placer County will need to be delineated if they fall
within the off-site infrastructure areas and cannot be avoided. Consideration shall also be
given to degradation of vernal pools that would be avoided, but that could be degraded due
to construction and other activities (due to, for example, contaminants in runoff if a road is
placed over the utility line). For vernal pools that would be filled or adversely affected,
preservation, re-creation, replacement and/or restoration would be required at ratios that
would ensure there would be “no net loss” of vernal pool habitat. See Mitigation Measure
4.4-2 for a more detailed discussion of the specific ratios.
The mitigation acreage required by this measure could be partially or entirely included
within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes vernal pools
similar in type and equal or greater in habitat value to those pools lost to the offsite
infrastructure areas.
Avoidance and/or fill of vernal pools outside of Placer County will be regulated by the
USACE, Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, depending on the
location and type of vernal pools that would be affected. Both federal policy (for
jurisdictional wetlands), Sacramento County policy and Sutter County policy all call for “no
net loss” of wetlands. These jurisdictions can and should implement measures similar to
those provided in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 to ensure “no net loss” of vernal pools.

4.4-17

Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans, a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall
be conducted to determine the presence/absence of the shrubs. The survey shall be completed
by a qualified biologist anytime throughout the year. If elderberry shrubs are found,
locations of these occurrences shall be mapped. If these resources can be avoided, no further
studies are required. However, if projects within the off-site infrastructure areas will likely
adversely affect these shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes longterm strategies to ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat shall be developed.
The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure could be partially or entirely
included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes
areas appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB.
This measure would ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat within Placer County. If elderberry
shrubs are present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter County, Sacramento County,
and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also require measures to ensure “no net
loss” of VELB habitat.
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4.4-18

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, which requires that construction be designed to avoid
impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle, if feasible. If installation is required in
areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to
approval of engineering plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence
of this species in the off-site infrastructure areas. If pond turtles are found in the off-site
infrastructure areas, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the
species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species in the
off-site infrastructure areas. If this species is not found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no
further studies are necessary.
The replacement of western pond turtle habitat, if necessary, could be partially or entirely
included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes
areas appropriate for western pond turtle. If western pond turtle is present in off-site
infrastructure areas in Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, these
jurisdictions could also require measures to ensure “no net loss” of its habitat.

4.4-19

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, which requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so
if burrowing owls establish nests in the off-site infrastructure areas, they would be detected.
This measure also prohibits construction activities within five hundred feet of a nest, so that
nesting owls would not be disturbed. Once the young have fledged, the nests can be
removed, because the owls would then establish nests in a new area. Therefore, with
implementation of this measure, the impact on nesting burrowing owls would be less than
significant. Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County,
and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting burrowing owls.

4.4-21

If installation of infrastructure is proposed in areas where identified non-raptor special status
bird species may occur, a focused survey for non-raptor special-status bird nests and/or
nesting colonies shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the
beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify nests within
the construction area. If active nests and/or nesting colonies are found, no construction
activities shall take place within five hundred feet of the nest and/or nesting colony until the
young have fledged and the biologist has consulted with the CDFG, particularly with respect
to vegetation removal as a result of installation of project infrastructure. If no active nests are
found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. This measure would
ensure that bird nests are avoided when active, so that eggs and young would be protected.
Once the birds have left their nests, the nests can be removed without harm to the birds.
Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the
City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting non-raptor special status bird species.

4.4-22

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-8, which requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so
if raptor nests are present in the off-site infrastructure areas, they will be detected. This
measure also prohibits construction activities within five hundred feet of a nest, so that
nesting raptors will not be disturbed. Once the young have fledged, the nests can be
removed, because the raptors would then establish nests in a new area. Therefore, with
implementation of this measure, the impact on nesting raptors would be less than significant.
Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the
City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting raptors.
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4.4-23

Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat
for California horned lizard, if feasible. If installation is required in areas of potential habitat,
a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans.
The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of this species in the off-site
infrastructure areas. If horned lizards are found in the off-site infrastructure areas, locations
of these occurrences shall be mapped.
A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the
species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species in the
off-site infrastructure areas. If this species is not found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no
further studies are necessary.
This measure would protect the California horned lizard, if present, from harm. Surveys of
proposed impact areas shall be conducted during the active season for the lizard (generally
April to October). During the spring, lizards are typically active during midday. During
summer, activity transitions to morning and late afternoon.
The replacement of habitat, if necessary, could be partially or entirely included within
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for
the affected habitat. If California horned lizard is present in off-site infrastructure areas in
Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also
require measures to ensure “no net loss” of its habitat.

4.4-24

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of
bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September or
October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion
methods will be used, as needed, during habitat removal.
The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat sign such as guano, urine staining,
and culled food parts and will identify those specific locations that represent potential habitat
(e.g., which specific buildings, trees, bridges could support roosting bats). If no potential
habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be impacted (i.e., removed), no further
measures are required.
Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done
outside of the hibernation season (November through March) and outside of the maternity
season (May through August). During the removal period, a roost exit survey shall be
conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are detected, standard humane exclusion methods
shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit
the roost but not return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal
and habitat removal shall occur immediately following implementation of these exclusion
measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion measures shall be repeated. During the
maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may occur following a roost exit
survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be
excluded until the end of the maternity season. During the hibernation season (November
through March), bats do not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence
and removal shall be delayed to the end of this time period.
If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to
determine if any additional steps (such as installation of alternative roost habitat in the form
of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular habitat. Determination of these additional
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measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological
preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat
habitat or design of new project elements such as bridges to be “bat-friendly.” Similar
measures to those described in this mitigation measure could be used by Sutter County,
Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville.
4.4-25

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-10a and 4.4-10b. Mitigation Measure 4.4-10a requires
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to oak woodland communities and
individual oak trees. The applicant is to provide a tree survey map of all trees that would be
removed or disturbed during construction of the off-site infrastructure areas. These trees
shall be replaced as specified in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. Replacement trees shall be
monitored annually to ensure that the new oaks and oak woodland are successful. Mitigation
Measure 4.4-10b specifies measures to be taken to protect remaining trees from damage
during construction. Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento
County, and/or the City of Roseville, if needed to protect oak woodland and individual trees.

4.4-26

Infrastructure installations shall be redesigned to avoid impacts to wetlands, and other
waters of the U.S., if feasible. If wetlands cannot be feasibly avoided, implement Mitigation
Measures 4.4-2, which requires delineation of all wetlands that could not be avoided.
Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 and 4.4-11 require preservation, re-creation, replacement and/or
restoration of vernal pools and other wetlands that would be filled due to construction of offsite infrastructure areas. Successful restoration of vernal pools and other wetlands under
Mitigation Measures 4.4-2 and 4.4-11 would result in more wetland acreage than would be
lost to development. Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the City of Roseville could
require similar measures to ensure “no net loss” of wetlands.
The mitigation acreage required by these measures could be partially or entirely included
within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes vernal pools
similar in type and equal or greater in habitat value to those pools lost to the off-site
infrastructure areas.

4.4-27

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-12, which requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement
from CDFG whenever a road (bridge) or utility line would be constructed across a stream.
The Agreement would include measures to protect the channel and bank of a stream from
erosion and related effects of construction. The measure also requires that Mitigation
Measure 4.4-1 be implemented as it pertains to riparian habitat. New trees and shrubs would
be planted to replace those removed for development. The replacement ratios would exceed
1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat equals or
exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost. Any stream crossings proposed in Sutter
County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville would also likely be required to
obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement.

4.4-28

All construction activity involving disturbance of habitat, shall be restricted to the period
between May 1 and September 30. This is the active period for Giant Garter snake and direct
mortality is lessened, because snakes are expected to actively move and avoid danger.
24-hours prior to construction activities, the project area shall be surveyed for Giant Garter
snake. Survey of the project area shall be repeated if a lapse in construction activity of two
weeks or greater has occurred. If a snake is encountered during construction, activities shall
cease until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it has been determined
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that the snake will not be harmed. Any incidental take and any sightings shall be reported to
the USFWS immediately.
Movement of heavy equipment shall be confined to existing roadways to minimize habitat
disturbance.
Construction personnel shall (to the extent practical) receive USFWS-approved worker
environmental awareness training. This training instructs workers to recognize Giant Garter
snakes and their habitat(s), and what to do if a Giant Garter snake is encountered during
construction activities.
No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion control matting that could entangle snakes
will be placed on a project site when working within 200 feet of snake aquatic or rice habitat.
Substitutions include coconut coir matting, tactified hydroseeding compounds, or other
material approved by the Wildlife Agencies.
Between April 15 and September 30, all irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic habitat
shall be completely dewatered, with no puddle water remaining, for at least 15 consecutive
days prior to the excavation or filling in of the dewatered habitat. Make sure dewatered
habitat does not continue to support Giant Garter snake prey, which could detain or attract
snakes into the area. If a site cannot be completely dewatered, netting and salvage of prey
items may be necessary.
Confine clearing to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction activities. Flag and
designate avoided Giant Garter snake habitat within or adjacent to the project as
Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This area shall be avoided by all construction personnel.
If a live Giant Garter snake is found during construction activities, immediately notify the
USFWS and the project’s manager. The manager shall do the following:
Stop construction in the vicinity of the snake. Monitor the snake and allow the snake to
leave on its own. A monitor shall remain in the area for the remainder of the work day to
make sure the snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does not return. Escape routes
for Giant Garter snake should be determined in advance of construction and snakes
should always be allowed to leave on their own. If a Giant Garter snake does not leave on
its own within one working day, further consultation with USFWS is required.
Fill or construction debris may be used by Giant Garter snake as an over-wintering site.
Therefore, upon completion of construction activities, remove any temporary fill and
construction debris. If this material is situated near undisturbed Giant Garter snake habitat
and it is to be removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be inspected by a qualified
biologist to assure that Giant Garter snake are not using it as hibernaculae. Wherever feasible,
restore disturbed areas to pre-project conditions. Restoration work may include such
activities as replanting species removed.
4.4-29

If installation of infrastructure is proposed during the Loggerhead shrike breeding season
(March to July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be conducted within 30 days prior to
the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active
nests within the construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall
take place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged.
Vegetation that must be removed as a result of installation shall be removed during the nonbreeding season (March to July). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no
further mitigation will be required.
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This measure would ensure that Loggerhead shrike nests are avoided when active, so that
eggs and young would be protected. Once the birds have left their nests, the nests can be
removed without harm to the birds. Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter
County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting
tricolored blackbirds.
4.4-30a

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 4.4-12b.

4.4-30b

A qualified fish biologist shall be present on-site during any dewatering activities at
construction sites to minimize impacts to special-status species (i.e., prevent stranding of
special-status species). Individual fish collected during dewatering shall be identified and
released in an uninterrupted waterway adjacent to the area of disturbance.

4.4-30c

Chinook salmon and steelhead resources shall be protected from potential constructionrelated activities by adherence to a construction window, whereby construction activities
would be precluded from October 15 through June 15. This window corresponds to the time
when both adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead are expected to migrate through
the area. Further measures to protect salmon resources include use of Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to minimize and localize siltation and other water quality impacts and to
provide for riparian restoration activities. Such BMPs may include the use of cofferdams and
other structures during dewatering and construction activities. Water quality monitoring
shall also be performed to ensure that state and federal water quality standards are met.

4.4-59

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as well as Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 4.4-4, 4.4-6, 4.410a, 4.4-11b, 4.4-11c, 4.4-12b, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-19, 4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24,
4.4-25, 4.4-26, 4.4-29, and 4.4-30.
Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would reduce the magnitude of the Specific Plan contribution to the
cumulative loss of biological habitat by requiring the off-site preservation of 3,520 acres of
open space, most of which is likely to provide a mosaic of habitats similar to the Specific Plan
area. The other measures identified above would further protect special-status plant and
wildlife from harm by requiring appropriate habitat and/or nesting surveys, avoidance of
habitat and/or nests, and compensation for loss of habitat. While individual members of
special-status species would be protected from harm, and required off-site open space would
not be developed, there would still be a net loss in land available for plant and wildlife
habitat as a result of the Specific Plan. Therefore, this mitigation would reduce, but would
not fully offset, the project’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative loss of
biological habitat.

Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources
4.5-1a

New development within the Specific Plan area shall submit a geotechnical report prepared
by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer to the Department of Public Works
for review prior to improvement plans approval. The report shall meet all relevant
requirements of the most recently adopted version of the Uniform Building Code and make
recommendations on the following:
•

Road, pavement, and parking area design,

•

Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable),

•

Grading practices,
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•

Erosion/winterization,

•

Special problems discovered on-site (i.e., groundwater, corrosiveness, expansive/unstable
soils), and

•

Slope stability.

If the geotechnical report indicates the presence of critically expansive or other soils problems
which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of the
requirements of the report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prior to
issuance of building permits. The certification may be completed on a lot-by-lot basis, tract
basis, or other defined project basis. This shall also be noted in the covenants, conditions and
restrictions and on the information sheet filed with the final subdivision map(s). It shall be
the responsibility of the developer to provide for engineering inspection and certification that
earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations contained in the report.
4.5-1b

For non-pad graded lots, prior to approval of improvement plans, a soil investigation of each
lot in the subdivision produced by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer
shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval (Sections
17953-17955 of the California Government Code). For pad-graded lots, prior to final
acceptance of project improvements or consideration of early building permits, and after
completion of pad grading for all lots, a soil investigation of each lot produced by a
California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted to the Department of
Public Works for review and approval (Sections 17953-17955 of the Government Code).
The soil investigations shall include recommended corrective action to prevent structural
damage to each proposed dwelling. In addition, any soil problems encountered on each
specific lot, as well as the recommended corrective actions, shall be included in a
Development Notebook.

4.5-4a

New development within the Specific Plan area shall prepare and submit to the Department
of Public Works a preliminary grading and erosion control (winterization)/ground instability
plan prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer. Erosion and ground instability
mitigation measures shall include conformance to the Uniform Building Code and Placer
County grading ordinances. The preliminary grading plan shall include methods to control
soil erosion and ground instability.

4.5-4b

A Notice of Intent (NOI) and supporting documents shall be submitted to the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB). A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall
be prepared for inclusion with the construction plans and for regulation of construction
activities. The SWPPP shall include Best Management Practices (BMPs) which address source
reduction and sediment capture and retention. BMPs shall be developed in accordance with
the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practices
Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source).
Uncemented silty soils are prone to erosion. According to requirements, as set forth in
Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act as amended in 1987, and as administered by the
SWRCB, erosion control measures (appropriate Best Management Practices) shall be
implemented during construction which conform to the National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards, and local standards, consistent with Best
Management Practices contained in the California Stormwater Quality Association
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Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook
Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source).

for

Construction

and

New

4.5-4c

The applicant shall prepare and submit improvement plans, specifications and cost estimates
(per the requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM] that are in effect
at the time of submittal) to the Department of Public Works for review and approval for each
new development phase within the Specific Plan. The plans shall show all conditions for each
phase, as well as pertinent topographical features both on/and off-site. All existing and
proposed utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project, that could be affected by
planned construction, shall be shown in the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities
within sight distance areas at intersections, shall be included in the improvement plans. The
applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees. The cost of the above-noted landscape
and irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees. It shall
be the applicant’s responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to
secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review process and/or Design Review
Committee review is required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process
shall be completed prior to submittal of improvement plans. Record drawings shall be
prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant’s expense and
shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works prior to acceptance by the County of
site improvements.

4.5-4d

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, and vegetation and tree removal shall be
shown on the improvement plans and all work shall conform to provisions if the Placer
County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, Placer County Code)
that are in effect at the time of submittal. No grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur
until the improvement plans are approved and all temporary construction fencing has been
installed and inspected by a member of the Design Review Committee. All cut/fill slopes
shall be at 2:1 (horizontal:/vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the
Department of Public Works concurs with said recommendation.
The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April 1 to
October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan
shall be provided with project improvement plans. It is the applicant’s responsibility to
assure proper installation and maintenance of erosion control/winterization during project
construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are to remain for more than one
construction season, proper erosion control measures shall be applied as specified in the
improvement plans/grading plans. Erosion control shall be provided where roadside
drainage is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
A letter of credit or cash deposit shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works in the
amount of 110% of an approved engineer’s estimate for winterization and permanent erosion
control work prior to improvement plan approval to guarantee protection against erosion
and improper grading practices. Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, and
satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said deposit
shall be refunded to the project applicant or authorized agent.
If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant
deviation from the proposed grading shown on the improvement plans, specifically with
regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or
pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed by the Design Review

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE #199900737

Apx 3.0-27

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Draft EIS
March 2013

Appendix 3.0

Committee/Department of Public Works for a determination of substantial conformance to
the project approvals prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the Design Review
Committee/Department of Public Works to make a determination of substantial conformance
may serve as grounds for appropriate punitive action by the appropriate hearing body,
including the revocation of a site-specific project approval in extreme circumstances. In
determining what constitutes appropriate punitive action in this context, the hearing body
shall be guided by the penalty options set forth in Article 15.48 and Article 17.62 of the Placer
County Code.
4.5-4e

Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified prior to any discretionary
entitlement and shown on improvement plans and located as far as practical from existing
dwellings and protected resources in the area.

4.5-4f

New development with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that is subject to construction
stormwater quality permit requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program shall obtain such permit from the State Regional Water Quality
Control Board (SRWQCB) and shall provide to the Department of Public Works evidence of a
state-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number or filing of a Notice of Intent
and fees prior to start of construction.

4.5-5a

Restore ground surface and topography.

4.5-5b

Require soil stockpiling and disposal standards.

4.5-5c

Prepare erosion and sedimentation control plan.

4.5-5d

Implement recommendations of geotechnical report.

4.5-5e

For the SRWTP, consult Division of Oil and Gas records prior to excavation, for excavation
depths greater than five feet below the surface.

Cultural Resources
4.6-1

Prior to any ground-disturbing activity within five hundred feet of historical resources and
unique archaeological resources,, archaeological surface inspections shall be completed to
determine if each respective site still exists and, if so, archaeological test excavations shall be
conducted to the extent necessary to determine if further mitigation is necessary. If
determined to be necessary, a data recovery plan, which makes provision for adequately
recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the archaeological
resources, shall be prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist and adopted by the
County prior to any excavation. The data recovery plan shall be deposited with the California
Historical Resources Regional Information Center.

4.6-2a

In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be
no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to
overlie adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Section 15064.5
(e)(1) and (2) of the CEQA Guidelines has occurred.

4.6-2b

If any artifacts or other indications of cultural resources 45 years old or older are found once
ground-disturbing activities are underway, the find shall be immediately evaluated by a
qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique archaeological
resource, contingency funding and a time allotment to allow for implementation of
avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation shall be made available, as provided in Section
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15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines. Work may continue on other parts of the project site while
historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.
4.6-2c

Prior to the issuance of any permits for construction, including demolition permits, for
properties that have not been previously inspected by an archaeologist or previously
inspected by an architectural historian, a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural
historian, as appropriate, shall be retained to identify and evaluate any cultural resources,
and determine if further mitigation, may be necessary, and recommend any such potential
mitigation to the County for its consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of any
proposed mitigation (e.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation
where feasible in light of Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions. The necessity of
inspection by an architectural historian includes any buildings potentially eligible for the
California Register of Historical Resources, but for which the identification and evaluation
process (the filling out of Primary, Building and Location record forms distributed by the
California Office of Historic Preservation) has not been completed.

4.6-2d

An orange construction fencing shall be placed around the California Register-eligible sites
located in open space, if construction, including trail and fire break building, is conducted
within one hundred feet of the archaeological resource. Placement of the fencing must be
done in consultation with an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s
Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric archaeology.

4.6-2e

An archaeologist shall participate in the preconstruction meeting(s) to inform the participants
of the sensitivity and location of any California Register-eligible sites in the vicinity of
grading or construction.

4.6-2f

Any California Register-eligible site located in the open space that will be within one
hundred feet or closer to public access (e.g., road, trail or firebreak), public facility or private
residence shall be enclosed with permanent fencing designed to help prevent trespass. Each
enclosure shall be constructed with a locked gate. A sign at each enclosure shall explain site
values, interpret site history (or prehistory), identify prohibited uses and warn of penalties
for violations.

4.6-2g

To help insure the long-term preservation of those California Register-eligible archaeological
resources located in the open space, the CC&Rs shall include a clause that prohibits the
collecting, digging or removal of any stone, artifact or other prehistoric or historic object from
the open space.

4.6-2h

If human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and
the County Coroner must be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health
and Safety Code. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner will notify the Native
American Heritage Commission, which in turn will inform a most likely descendant. The
descendant will then recommend to the landowner appropriate disposition of the remains
and any grave goods.

4.6-3a

Should paleontological resources be identified at a particular site, the project manager shall
cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation. Mitigation shall be
conducted as follows: 1. Identify and evaluate paleontologic resource by intense field survey
where impacts are considered high; 2. Assess effects on identified sites; 3. Consult with the
institutional/academic paleontologists conducting research investigations within the
geological formations that are slated to be impacted; 4. Obtain comments from the
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researchers; 5. Comply with researchers’ recommendations to address any significant adverse
effects where determined by the County to be feasible pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b.
4.6-3b

In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, County
Planning Department Staff shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in
light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and
land use assumptions, and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible,
other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on
other parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is carried out.

4.6-5

Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition work for intersection improvements, road
widenings and utilities construction, an on-the-ground inspection shall be conducted of the
areas outside existing public rights-of-way by a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural
historian, as appropriate. Such inspections will at a minimum include a field inspection, the
recording on forms distributed by the California Office of Historic Preservation of any
cultural resources 45 years old or older, an assessment of eligibility for the California Register
of Historical Resources and qualification as a “unique archaeological resource,” and a
technical report that follows California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines for contents
and format. The report shall contain any feasible mitigation measures to be implemented by
the applicant. In some cases, an updated records search by the appropriate information
center of the California Historical Resources Information System may be necessary if the
proposed routes change or if there is more than a year delay between the present study
(2005) and said field inspection(s).

4.6-6

Placer County shall coordinate with Roseville Public Cemetery District to facilitate the
reinterrment of any burials affected by the Watt Avenue road widening prior to any physical
disturbance of Cemetery frontage. Project applicants shall fully compensate the Cemetery
and County for any costs incurred during the grave site testing and reinterrment process. 4.610 If the Off-Site Gravity Sewer Alternative “A” is selected, then disturbance of the California
Register-eligible segment of CA-PLA-946-H, the Sacramento Northern Railroad grade, shall
be avoided by using jack and bore construction techniques under the railroad grade for
placement of the sewer line.

4.6-13a

Halt work if cultural resources are discovered. If concentrations of prehistoric or historic
period cultural materials are encountered, all work in the vicinity of the find(s) should halt
until a qualified archaeologist is retained, evaluates the material, and makes
recommendations for further action.

4.6-13b

Halt work if human remains are encountered. If human remains are encountered, all work
should stop in the vicinity of the bone and the County Coroner should be notified
immediately. The procedures outlined in the CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) should be
followed, if human burials are judged to be Native American origin.

4.6-13c

Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone, shell,
artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during any development
activities, work shall be suspended and the Department of Environmental Review and
Assessment (DERA) shall be immediately notified. At that time, DERA shall coordinate any
necessary investigation of the find with appropriate specialists as needed. The SRCSD shall
be required to implement any mitigation deemed necessary by DERA for the protection of
cultural resources. In the event of discovery of human remains, all work is to stop and the
County Coroner shall be immediately notified pursuant to Section 5097.97 of the California
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Public Resources Code and Section 70950.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.
4.6-14

Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition work for intersection improvements, road
widenings and utilities construction, an updated records search through the California
Historical Resources Information System shall be performed and on-the-ground inspection
will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural historian, as appropriate.
Such inspections will at a minimum include a field inspection, the recording on forms
distributed by the California Office of Historic Preservation of any cultural resources 45 years
old or older, an assessment of eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources
and qualification as a “unique archaeological resource,” and a technical report that follows
California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines for contents and format. The report shall
contain any feasible mitigation measures to be implemented by the applicant.

Traffic
4.7-1

Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans for on-site and off-site
construction activities for all development projects, including coordination with appropriate
agencies, and implement a community relations program during construction period. The
purpose of the construction traffic management plan is to minimize adverse Level of Service
or neighborhood traffic impacts during the various phases of construction.

4.7-2a

Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall be responsible for
the project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements necessary and available to
reduce the severity of the project’s significant transportation-related impacts, as identified in
this traffic analysis, consistent with the policies and exceptions set forth in the Transportation
and Circulation Element of the 1994 Placer County General Plan as amended. The project’s
contribution toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be sufficient
to mitigate all transportation-related impacts to less than significant levels, may take any, or
some combination, of the following forms:
1.

Construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the boundaries of the
Specific Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits and/or reimbursement,
coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying development projects with respect to
roads or other facilities that would also serve fee-paying development projects other than
Placer Vineyards;

2.

Construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation facilities
outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan area but within unincorporated Placer
County, subject in some instances to future reimbursement, coordinated by the County,
from other fee-paying development projects where the roads or improvements at issue
would also serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards;

3.

The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific
Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities to be built or
improved within unincorporated Placer County, consistent with the County’s CIP;

4.

The payment of impact fees to the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority
(SPRTA) in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share contribution to the
construction of transportation facilities funded through fees collected by the SPRTA for
Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 projects;
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5.

The payment of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide improvements to
roadways, intersections and/or interchanges that are affected by multiple jurisdictions
(e.g., Walerga/Fiddyment/Baseline);

6.

The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific
Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or
improvements within the City of Roseville, Sacramento County and/or Sutter County
needed in whole or in part because of the Specific Plan, to be made available to the City
of Roseville, Sacramento County, and/or Sutter County, if and when those jurisdictions
and Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement consistent with Placer County
General Plan Policy 3.A.15(c). At the time of issuance of building permits for individual
development projects within the Specific Plan area, the County shall collect fair share fee
payments for improvements or facilities addressed by its CIP as it exists at that time;

7.

Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall pay impact
fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific Plan’s fair share
contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or improvements on
federal or State highways or freeways needed in part because of the Specific Plan, to be
made available to Caltrans if and when Caltrans and Placer County enter into an
enforceable agreement consistent with State law and Placer County General Plan Policy
3.A.15; and

8.

In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Roseville,
Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer County shall negotiate in good
faith with these other jurisdictions to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with
the intention of achieving, within a reasonable time period after approval of the Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan, commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation
payments from the Specific Plan for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts
on federal and State freeways and highways.

4.7-2b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the widening of Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline Road to PFE Road to
provide LOS “A” (V/C 0.43).

4.7-3a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-3b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements:
i.

Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, a right turn lane to the
eastbound approach and construct a second left turn lane on both the eastbound and
westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline
Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) in the p.m. peak hour.

ii. Convert the southbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane, to improve the
intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the a.m.
peak hour.
iii. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound approaches, to
improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS “B” (V/C 0.66) in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.80) in the p.m. peak.
4.7-4a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.
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4.7-4b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute fees toward
the following improvements, which are part of the City of Roseville’s 2020 CIP:
•

A second through lane on the eastbound approach, to improve the intersection of
Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “A” (V/C 0.57).

•

A second left turn lane on both the northbound, southbound and westbound approaches,
a third through lane to the northbound approach and fourth through lane to the
southbound approach to improve the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Baseline
Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.71).

•

A second left turn lane on all of the approaches, a second through lane on both the
northbound and southbound approaches, and a third through lane on the eastbound and
westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and
Pleasant Grove Boulevard to LOS “A” (V/C 0.50).

•

A second left turn lane on the westbound approach, a third left turn lane on the
southbound approach, and second through lane on both the northbound and
southbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Cirby
Way to LOS “B” (V/C 0.70).

•

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-3(b)(ii), which would result in LOS “C” (V/C 0.78) at
the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road using the Roseville methodology.

4.7-5a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-5b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
1.

Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road to provide
LOS “D” (0.87).

2.

Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elverta Road to Antelope Road to provide LOS
“C” (0.71).

3.

Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard to provide
LOS “D” (0.90).

4.

Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elkhorn Boulevard to Don Julio Boulevard to
provide LOS “D” (0.87).

5.

Widen Elkhorn Boulevard to six lanes from Walerga Road to I-80 to provide LOS “E”
(0.96)

4.7-6a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-6b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following intersection improvements in Sacramento County:
1.

Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to
LOS “C” (V/C 0.74) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.82) in the p.m. peak hour.

2.

Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS
“E” (V/C 0.90) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak hour.
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3.

Construct a second exclusive left turn lane on the southbound approach to improve the
intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.93) in the p.m. peak
hour.

4.

Construct a second exclusive right turn lane on the westbound approach to improve the
intersection of Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the p.m.
peak hour.

5.

Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue
and Don Julio Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak hour.

6.

Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue
and Air Base Drive to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) in the a.m. peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.86)
in the p.m. peak hour.

7.

Construct a second westbound left turn lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue
and Roseville Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92) in the p.m. peak hour.

4.7-8a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-8b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
1.

Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road to provide LOS “A”
(V/C ratio 0.60) in the a.m. peak and LOS “B” (V/C 0.62) in the p.m. peak.

2.

Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road (North) to
provide LOS “C” (V/C ratio 0.70) in the a.m. peak and LOS “B” (V/C 0.64) in the p.m.
peak.

3.

Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road (South) to
provide LOS “C” (V/C ratio 0.77) in the a.m. peak and LOS “C” (V/C 0.74) in the p.m.
peak.

4.

At the intersection of Highway 99/77 and Riego Road, construct a third northbound and
southbound through lane (2,000 to 3,000 feet long) to provide LOS “D” (V/C ration of
45.5 seconds) in the a.m. peak Or Construct the Highway 77/99 interchange at Riego
Road.

4.7-9a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-9b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements:

4.7-10a

1.

Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard.

2.

Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Riverside Avenue.

3.

Widen Interstate 80 to eight lanes from Riverside Avenue to Douglas Boulevard.

4.

Widen Business 80 to eight lanes from Fulton Avenue to Watt Avenue.

5.

Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to
Madison Avenue, or other improvements.

A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be established to fund the cost of transit services
listed in this section, and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenities, and
facilities.
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4.7-10b

Bus shelters shall be placed along major roadways at one-half-mile intervals serving
Medium-Density, High-Density, Commercial and Office land use designations.

4.7-12

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-13a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-13b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements:
i.

A third northbound and southbound through lane, a second eastbound and westbound
through lane, a second northbound, an eastbound and westbound left turn lane and
a free eastbound right turn lane to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE
Road to LOS “F” (V/C 1.19 ) in the p.m. peak hour.

ii. A third northbound and southbound through lane to improve the intersection of
Walerga Road and Town Center Drive to LOS “B“ (V/C ratio 0.61) in the a.m. peak
hour and LOS “C” (V/C 0.73) in the p.m. peak hour
iii. Conversion of the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the
intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane to LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the a.m. peak
hour and LOS “F” (V/C 1.03) in the p.m. peak hour.
iv. Convert the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the
intersection of East Dyer Lane and Baseline Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92) in the a.m.
peak hour.
4.7-14a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-14b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward construction of a third southbound and northbound through lanes to the intersection
of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to improve operations from LOS “E” to LOS “D.” 4.714c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, participate in the City of Roseville ITS/TDM
program on a fair share basis as determined by the County in consultation with the City of
Roseville.

4.7-15a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-15b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
1.

Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Antelope Road, to reduce
the V/C from 1.75 to 1.17 (LOS “F”).

2.

Widen Watt Avenue to eight lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Blvd, to provide LOS
“E.”

3.

Widen Sorento Road to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to
provide LOS “A.”

4.

Widen Elwyn Avenue to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to
provide LOS “A.”

5.

Widen 16th Street to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to provide
LOS “B.”
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6.

Widen Dry Creek Road to four lanes from the U Street to Ascot Avenue, to provide LOS
“C.”

4.7-16a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-16b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:
1.

Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection
of Sorento Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.11) during the a.m. peak
hour.

2.

Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection
of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.94) during the p.m.
peak hour.

3.

Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection
of Palladay Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.07) during the p.m.
peak hour.

4.

Construct a second through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and a
right turn lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection
of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS “B” conditions (V/C 0.66) during the a.m. peak
hour and to LOS “C” conditions (V/C 0.77) during the p.m. peak hour.

5.

Construct a third through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches at the Watt
Avenue and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.11) during
the p.m. peak hour.

6.

Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the
Walerga Road and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.16)
during the a.m. peak hour.

7.

Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and
second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt Avenue and Antelope Road
intersection to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) conditions during the p.m. peak hour.

8.

Construct a second through lane on the northbound approach at the Dry Creek Road and
Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.99) during the p.m.
peak hour.

9.

Construct a fourth through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the
Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the
a.m. peak hour and LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.14) during the p.m. peak hour.

10. Construct a second left turn lane and a second right turn lane on the westbound
approach at the Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E”
conditions (V/C 0.94) during the p.m. peak hour.
11. Construct a third through lane on the northbound approach and a second westbound
right turn lane at the Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive intersection to provide LOS “E”
conditions (V/C 0.91) during the p.m. peak hour.
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12. Construct a second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt Avenue and
Roseville Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.24) during the p.m.
peak hour.
4.7-17a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-17b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
1.

Widen Pleasant Grove Road to four lanes from Riego Road to the Sacramento County
line.

4.7-18a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-18b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements in Sutter County:
i.

Construct a second left turn lane on the southbound approach, to improve the
intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road to LOS “D“ (VC ratio
0.83) in the a.m. peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak.

ii. Construct a second left turn lane on the northbound and westbound approaches, to
improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and Riego Road to LOS “C”
(VC ratio 0.78) in the a.m. peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the p.m. peak.
4.7-19a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.

4.7-19b

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share
toward the following improvements on State highway.
1.

Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Riego Road to Elkhorn Boulevard.

2.

Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard.

3.

Widen Interstate 80 to twelve lanes from Longview Drive to Watt Avenue.

4.

Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas Boulevard.

5.

Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to
Madison Avenue or other improvements.

4.7-21

Placer County shall coordinate with the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County
and Caltrans to ensure that roadway improvements implemented in whole or in part as
mitigation for the proposed project are designed to minimize impacts on existing and future
roadways and intersections.

4.7-22

Implement the following or similar Mitigation Measures:
•

4.3.2-2a and b, which require site-specific drainage studies and measures to ensure that
project flows can be accommodated by storm drainage infrastructure;

•

4.3.2-3e, which requires that new development demonstrate that there will be no increase
in the water surface elevation of the 100-year flood plain;

•

4.4-15, -16, -17, -18, -20, -21, -22, -23, -24, -25, and -26, which require surveys for special
status species and their habitat, habitat avoidance and compensation where needed, and
protection of nesting raptors;
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6.7-15a

•

4.6-2a-h, requiring archaeological surveys and appropriate treatment of cultural
resources encountered during construction;

•

4.9-3, which limits the hours during which noisy equipment can be used and requires
effective mufflers;

•

4.9-4, which requires site-specific acoustical analyses during roadway design and noise
attenuation features as needed; and

•

4.12-21a-f, which require Phase 1 Site Assessments to identify potential contamination,
and specify how to handle potential hazards to minimize the risk of exposure.

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct Watt Avenue to eight lanes (or a oneway couplet) from Antelope Road to Don Julio Boulevard, to provide LOS “D” (V/C 0.90).

Air Quality
4.8-1a

Construction contractors shall be required to submit a construction emission/dust control
plan for approval by the PCAPCD prior to any ground disturbance. At a minimum, this plan
shall include the following measures:
•

Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to eliminate visible dust emissions (at least
one water truck will be available for every three pieces of earthmoving equipment);

•

Suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds;

•

Pave, use gravel cover or spray a dust control agent on all haul roads;

•

Wash down all earthmoving construction equipment daily, and wash down all haul
trucks leaving the site;

•

Cover all trucks delivering or exporting soil, sand, and other loose materials to ensure
that all trucks hauling such materials maintain at least two feet of freeboard;

•

Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed;

•

Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public
roadways;

•

Provide graveled, paved or grass-covered areas for construction employee vehicle
parking; and

•

The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely perform Visible
Emissions Evaluations (VEE) to ensure compliance with Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. Fugitive
dust shall not exceed 40% opacity and shall not go beyond property boundaries at any
time. The designee’s duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may
not be in progress.

Immediately following any mass grading phase, the following dust control measures shall be
implemented:
•

Apply soil stabilizers or commence reestablishing ground cover to construction areas
within 96 hours of completing grading activities;

•

Develop and implement a wind erosion monitoring program for areas which will remain
inactive for extended periods; this program should at a minimum provide for weekly
monitoring of inactive sites to assess the effectiveness of wind erosion controls.
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4.8-1b

4.8-1c

Contractors shall be required to reduce NOx and ROG emissions by complying with the
construction vehicle air pollutant control strategies developed by the PCAPCD. Contractors
shall include in the construction contracts the following requirements or measures shown to
equally effective:
•

Construction equipment operators shall shut off equipment when not in use to avoid
unnecessary idling. Generally, vehicle idling should be kept below 10 minutes.

•

Contractor’s construction equipment shall be properly maintained and in good working
condition.

•

The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely evaluate project
related off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with Rule
202, Visible Emissions.

•

The prime contractor shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered
equipment used in the Specific Plan area do not exceed 40% opacity for more than three
minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed the 40% opacity shall be
repaired immediately, and the County of Placer and the PCAPCD shall be notified within
48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all inoperation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual
results shall be submitted to the County of Placer and the PCAPCD throughout the
duration of construction in the Specific Plan area, except that a monthly summary shall
not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The
monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the
dates of each survey. The PCAPCD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site
inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other
PCAPCD or state rules or regulations.

•

The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e. make,
model, year, emission rating) of all heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or
greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 hours or more for the construction project.
PCAPCD personnel, with assistance from the California Air Resources Board, will
conduct initial Visible Emissions Evaluations of all heavy duty equipment on the
inventory list.

The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the Placer County Air Pollution Control
District, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used for
any construction projects undertaken within the Specific Plan area over its planning lifetime,
including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleetaveraged 20% NOx reduction and 45% particulate reduction compared to the most recent
annual CARB off-road construction fleet average for western Placer County. Acceptable
options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other
options as they become available. Contractors can access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
Quality Management District’s web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the
requirements listed in this measure.
(See http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls)

4.8-1d

Construction contractors shall be required to use low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt
in compliance with District Rules and Regulations. Contractors shall also be required to fuel
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stationary construction equipment with low-sulfur fuels, and use existing power sources
(e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators in place of temporary diesel power generators
whenever feasible.
4.8-1e

4.8-3a

Construction contractors shall be required to provide management of construction traffic.
Contractors shall include in the construction contracts the following requirements:
•

Contractors shall provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction
activities to improve traffic flow (i.e. flag person);

•

Contractors shall configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;

•

Contractors shall endeavor to schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to
off-peak hours (e.g. between 7:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m. and between 10:00 a.m. and 3:00
p.m.);

•

Contractors shall reroute construction traffic off congested streets; and

•

Contractors shall provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction equipment
on- and off-site.

The following guidelines shall be used by the County during review of future project-specific
submittals for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in order to reduce
generation of air pollutants with intent that specified measures be required where feasible
and appropriate:
•

Include in all new parking lots tree plantings designed to result in 50% shading of
parking lot surface areas within 15 years. Incorporated by reference in this measure are
the City of Sacramento Parking Lot Tree Shading Design and Maintenance Guidelines
dated June 17, 2003 (see EIR Appendix U). Also, see Specific Plan Policy 6.25;

•

Equip HVAC units with a PremAir or similar catalyst system, if reasonably available and
economically feasible at the time building permits are issued. Catalyst systems are
considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10% of the base HVAC unit cost;

•

Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for every two loading docks;

•

Promote passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar
energy use (i.e., building orientation in a south to southwest direction where feasible,
encouraging planting of deciduous trees on western sides of structures, landscaping with
drought-resistant species, and including groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce
heat reflection). Landscaping plans shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and eucalyptus
trees that produce smog-forming compounds (high emission factors for isoprenes); and

•

Implement the following, or equivalent measures, as determined by the County in
consultation with the APCD:
� Establish building guidelines that encourage the use of low-absorptive coatings on all
building surfaces and Energy Star roofing products on all roofs, if reasonably available
and economically feasible, at the time building permits are issued;
� Establish paving guidelines that require businesses, if feasible, to pave all privatelyowned parking areas with a substance with reflective attributes (albedo = 0.30 or better)
similar to cement concrete. The use of a paving substance with reflective attributes
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similar to concrete is considered feasible under this measure if the additional cost is less
than 10% of the cost of applying a standard asphalt product; and
� Power all off-road equipment used at office, industrial, and commercial uses by the
lowest-emission technology reasonably available at the time building permits are issued.
4.8-3b

4.8-3c

The following measures shall be used singularly or in combination to accomplish an overall
reduction of 10 to 20% in residential energy consumption relative to the requirements of State
of California Title 24:
•

Use of air conditioning systems that that are more efficient than Title 24 requirements;

•

Use of high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking
equipment, refrigerators, and furnaces;

•

Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems; and

•

Establishment of tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant trees to shade
buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the buildings. Use of deciduous trees
(to allow solar gain during the winter) and direct shading of air conditioning systems
shall be included in the guidelines.

Promote a reduction in residential emissions through implementation of the following
measure:
•

Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, or similar wood-burning devices.
Homes may be fitted with UL rated natural gas burning appliances if desired. This
prohibition shall be included in any CC&Rs that are established.

4.8-3d

For all projects, use the lowest-emitting architectural coatings during construction. When
zero-VOC coatings are commercially available, they should be used. When only low-VOC
coatings are available, they shall be used in lieu of higher-emitting formulations. Design
review submittals shall include information concerning the coatings products proposed for
use in the project.

4.8-3e

Bicycle usage shall be promoted by requiring the following:
•

All non-residential projects shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks;

•

All apartment complexes or condominiums without garages shall provide at least two
Class I bicycle storage spaces per unit;

•

Require residential neighborhoods to be interconnected, with easy access to commercial
and recreational land uses. All neighborhoods shall have access to the Class I bicycle
trails without having to travel on an arterial street. All schools and public parks (except
neighborhood tot lots) shall be connected with a Class I bicycle trail through the open
space and greenbelts;

•

A pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) Master Plan shall be developed for the entire Specific Plan
area. This master plan shall be consistent with the guidelines established in the Placer
County Regional Bikeway Plan and in the Specific Plan; and

•

As each residential phase is constructed, each subdivision shall install its share of the
overall P/B network, and ensure that the layout of each residential phase does not
interfere with completion of the overall P/B network. Residential areas adjacent to open
space corridors shall provide reasonable access to the Class I P/B trails located in the
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corridors. These Class I corridors shall provide linkages with the comprehensive network
of other trails throughout the Specific Plan area. The P/B Master Plan shall provide
linkages from all residential neighborhoods to all commercial areas. Non-vehicular access
shall consist of a network of convenient linkages of Class I, II and III trails.
4.8-3f

Transit usage and ride sharing shall be promoted by requiring participation in the
development of a regional transit system at such time as a system is established and setasides
of land for park-and ride facilities. Fair share participation may consist of dedication of rightof-way, easements, capital improvements, and/or other methods of participation deemed
appropriate. In addition, future project design shall ensure that an adequate number of
developers in the Specific Plan area provide reservations for future installations of bus
turnouts and passenger benches and shelters, to be installed at such time as transit service is
established and as demand and service routes warrant. The two transit centers shall be
connected with the Class I bicycle trail. The Specific Plan shall provide for set-asides of land
for two separate park-and-ride facilities. Construction of the park-and-ride facilities shall be
phased over the buildout period of the project, with the first 50 spaces in place prior to
issuance of the 3,000th residential building permit. Prior to issuance of the 6,000th residential
building permit another 50 spaces shall be provided, followed by 50 more prior to the 9,000th
residential building permit. Forty-three more spaces shall be provided prior to issuance of
the 12,000 residential building permit for a total of 193 spaces to be constructed (equal to 0.1%
of the anticipated daily trip generation of the project). A public transit development fee shall
be required for all development projects. The amount of this fee shall be based upon the
traffic generation potential of each project. A dial-a-ride transportation system shall be
established to reduce individual vehicle trips and establish data for the eventual formation of
a transit system within the Specific Plan area.
An Air Quality and Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan shall be prepared for the
Specific Plan to implement all feasible means of reducing Specific Plan area emissions. This
plan shall provide for eventual public transit and implementation of trip reduction strategies
that coordinate with surrounding areas. A Transportation Management Association (TMA)
shall be established that shall be funded by the developer and all businesses located within
the Specific Plan area. The TSM plan shall be updated annually by TMA staff to demonstrate
compliance with all air quality requirements, and to incorporate the latest state-of-the-art
techniques and strategies to reduce emissions. Initially, the TMA shall provide each home
and business with an information packet that will contain, at a minimum, the following
information:

4.8-3g

•

Commute options: to inform Specific Plan area occupants of the alternative travel
amenities provided, including ridesharing and public transit availability/schedules;

•

Maps showing Specific Plan area pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian paths to community
centers, shopping areas, employment areas, schools, parks, and recreation areas;

•

Instructions on how to use TMA services that will facilitate trip reduction opportunities;
and

•

Information regarding PCAPCD programs to reduce county-wide emissions.

All projects requiring issuance of residential and non-residential building permits shall
participate in an off-site mitigation program coordinated through the PCAPCD to offset NOx
and ROG emissions not mitigated through on-site measures.
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The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will determine air quality mitigation fees using
calculation methodology established in practice and routinely applied to other, similar,
contemporaneous land use development projects. The off-site mitigation program,
coordinated through the PCAPCD, is designed to offset the project’s longterm ozone
precursor emissions. Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources of air pollutant
emissions within the project’s general vicinity that are not required by law to reduce their
emissions. Therefore, the reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the
1994 State Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program reduces emissions within
the region that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” the project’s increase
to regional emissions.
4.8-3h

4.8-3i

School districts shall be encouraged to incorporate the following measures into the design,
construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high school buildings and facilities: •
Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;
•

Post signage prohibiting the idling of diesel vehicles for longer than five minutes;

•

Construct at least one bus stop at a convenient location to be used for either fixed route
service within the Specific Plan area or commuter service;

•

Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about
community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;

•

Provide preferential parking for carpools and hybrid vehicles (vehicles with selfcharging
electric engines); and

•

Incorporate solar water heating systems and HVAC PremAir or similar catalyst systems
in building design.

The following measures shall be incorporated into the design, construction, and operation of
public park areas:
•

The pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) master plan shall provide at least one Class I linkage to all
school sites;

•

Additional Class I and II linkages shall be provided so as to provide convenient access
to/from the park sites;

•

Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;

•

Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about
community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;

4.8-3j

Prohibit open burning throughout the Specific Plan area. Include this prohibition in any
project CC&Rs that are established.

4.8-3k

The County may substitute different air pollution control measures for individual projects,
that are equally effective or superior to those proposed herein, as new technology and/or
other feasible measures become available in the course of buildout of the Specific Plan area.

4.8.5

Notice shall be provided in the recorded Covenants, Codes and Restrictions of all lots created
within 500 feet of the proposed lift station that there is the potential for odors to result from
lift station operations and maintenance.

4.8-6a

The operators shall obtain an Authority to Construct/NSR permit and a Permit to Operate
from the air district with jurisdiction prior to addition and operation of new facilities.
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4.8-6b

Potential odor effects shall be mitigated by installing or maintaining existing odor control
systems, including odor scrubbers or chemical addition, for all screening facilities and
grit/primary sedimentation facilities.

4.8.6c

The County shall ensure that notice is provided in the recorded Covenants, Codes and
Restrictions of all lots created within 500 feet of the proposed lift stations that there is the
potential for odors to result from lift station operations and maintenance.

Noise
4.9-2

When specific uses are proposed, they shall be reviewed for their potential to produce
significant noise impacts and, as required, noise studies shall be conducted to determine the
most effective and practical mitigation measures. Mitigation measures shall be applied to
assure that new stationary sources do not exceed adopted noise standards. Mitigation
measures shall be consistent with the Noise Element of the Placer County General Plan,
including use of setbacks, barriers, and other standard noise mitigation measures.

4.9-3

The hours of operation of noise-producing equipment shall comply with Placer County’s
“Standard Construction Noise Condition of Approval.” Effective mufflers shall be fitted to
gas- and diesel- powered equipment to reduce noise levels as much as possible.

4.9-4

Site-specific acoustical analyses shall be conducted when actual roadway design and
tentative subdivision map design are proposed and grading is established to determine
setbacks and any other measures (e.g. berms, site design, location of structures, noise
walls/barriers) required to reduce traffic noise to level that meet County and Specific Plan
noise standards, and Specific Plan design standards.

Population, Employment, and Housing
No mitigation measures

Public Services
4.11.2-1

The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-1 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area
during all phases of development concurrent with demand. The applicants shall be required
to establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure
adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance and operation of fire protection and related
services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential and commercial properties
within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy Placer
County Fire Department staffing requirements set forth above. The funding mechanism shall
be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the
affected landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. It shall be
maintained until such time as the County determines that property tax revenues are
adequate to maintain the required staffing.

4.11.2-2a

A minimum of two fire stations shall be provided to serve the Specific Plan area at buildout,
which shall be fully funded and equipped (i.e., desks, computers, telephones, radio systems,
beds, refrigerators and all other needs).

4.11.2-2b

The western fire station shall be constructed and equipped, at a location approved by the
Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first
dwelling unit located west of Watt Avenue. This first station may initially be located in a
temporary building or location; however, a permanent station shall be available for
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occupancy within 18 months of issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the first dwelling
unit located West of Watt Avenue. The eastern fire station shall be constructed and equipped,
at a location approved by the Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a building
permit for the 5,000th dwelling unit.
4.11.2-2c

Formation of a County Services Area (CSA), a Community Facilities District (CFD), or
expansion of CSA #28, including a landowner-approved special tax of an adequate amount or
other financing mechanism acceptable to the County, shall be required prior to recordation of
the first final subdivision map to ensure that a funding mechanism for fire protection
infrastructure and equipment is in place to provide adequate fire safety services in the
Specific Plan area during all stages of development. Required fire stations shall be completed
and fully staffed and equipped prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy. Fire stations
shall be located on sites readily accessible to service areas and final fire station locations shall
be subject to approval by the Placer County Fire Department.

4.11.2-3a

Development and subdivision design shall include adequate setbacks, as determined by the
Placer County Fire Department, between open space/corridor areas and structures. Fire presuppression and suppression access easements to utility corridors and open space areas shall
be required as part of the subdivision map process. Building envelopes or another method
shall ensure separation of structures, and shall ensure access, as deemed appropriate by the
Placer County Fire Department prior to approval of any tentative subdivision map.

4.11.2-3b

A County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or Zone of Benefit under
CSA #28, or other entity for sustainable park maintenance shall be formed for the Specific
Plan area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. Funds for a fuels reduction
program for open spaces and corridors shall be included in the financing arrangement by a
vote of the landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. The
maintenance entity shall establish and identify ongoing funding for a continuous
maintenance program for vegetation (both wildland and landscaped) in any and all open
space, vacant areas, and landscape trail, easement and corridor areas within the Specific Plan
area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.

4.11.2-3c

The developers shall fund a fire-safe plan for the subdivisions adjacent to wildland (natural,
landscape, and corridor) areas. The fire-safe plan shall include a fuels management plan, and
recommend building separations and distances from wildland areas, evacuation and access
routes, fire safety zones and maintenance schedule prior to approval of tentative subdivision
maps.

4.11.3-1

The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-2 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area.
The applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other
funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance and operation
of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential and
commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required
to satisfy the staffing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence
or as later amended. The funding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and
approval of Placer County.

4.11.3-2a

The project developer(s) shall comply with Placer County Policy 4.H.4, which requires that
all future development either fund or develop law enforcement facilities. The project
developer(s) shall dedicate land for development of a 19,000-square foot substation prior to
recordation of the first final subdivision map. Said development shall be consistent with the
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requirements of the County, the needs of the County Sheriff’s Department and the County
Facilities Services Department. Compliance with Policy 4.H.4 shall include formation of a
County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or expansion of CSA #28
for the construction of an equipped Sheriff’s substation prior to recordation of the first final
subdivision map.
4.11.3-2b

The project developer(s) shall enter into a Development Agreement with Placer County prior
to recordation of the first final subdivision map for facilities, staffing, and the purchase and
scheduled replacement of the number of equipped vehicles needed as determined by the
Sheriff in the same frequency and manner currently used by the County in its patrol vehicle
replacement program. All patrol vehicles shall include the necessary equipment to
accomplish the mission of the Placer County Sheriff’s Department or as otherwise required
by the Sheriff.

4.11.3-3

Law enforcement personnel shall have access to and visibility of schools, parks and open
spaces, pedestrian areas shall be well lighted and designed in such a manner as to maximize
the safety of pedestrians, and buildings shall be designed and sited to provide a safe
environment. Improvement plans submitted for review and approval by the Placer County
Planning Department shall be accompanied by a written explanation regarding the manner
in which the design of the improvements achieves compliance with these requirements.

4.11.5-1a

Contractors shall be required to provide on-site separation of construction debris to assure a
minimum 50% diversion of this material from the landfill.

4.11.5-1b

Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute a fair share amount toward expansion of the
MRF (including accommodation of a greenwaste program for Placer Vineyards) and landfill
to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority. A mechanism for ensuring that this is
implemented shall be described in the Development Agreement for the Specific Plan.

4.11.5-1c

A source-separated greenwaste program shall be implemented within the Specific Plan area,
subject to review and approval by the Western Placer Waste management Authority.

4.11.5-1d

The Specific Plan proponents shall present a plan for County approval that meets the
requirements of Placer County Code Section 8.16.080. The plan shall ensure the development
and continuous operation and maintenance of recycling centers within the Specific Plan area.
Recycling centers shall accept all types of recyclable waste, shall be fenced and screened from
view, and shall be located in commercial or industrial areas dispersed throughout the
Specific Plan area. The first recycling center shall be established upon issuance of the 1500th
residential building permit.

4.11.6-1a

Prior to recordation of any large-lot final subdivision map, all required steps shall be taken to
initiate formation of a new County Service Area (CSA, or expansion of CSA #28. Major core
backbone infrastructure as shown on Figure 3-17A or Figure 3-17B in Chapter Three of this
Revised Draft EIR shall be in place prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision
map. Other on-site collection and conveyance facilities shall be constructed as necessary to
serve actual development (except as required in Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-1g).

4.11.6-1b

All new commercial, industrial, institutional, and residential subdivisions in the Specific Plan
area shall install collection systems and connect to a public wastewater system.

4.11.6-1c

All new development in the Specific Plan area shall comply with General Plan Policy 4.D.2,
which requires written certification from the service provider that either existing services are
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available or needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater
demands of the Specific Plan.
4.11.6-1d

Approval of the Specific Plan shall be premised on concurrent County approval of a
financing plan that will provide for funding the necessary wastewater collection facilities
needed to serve the Specific Plan area, and implemented through approval for formation of a
County Service Area (CSA) or expansion of CSA #28 and a corresponding funding
mechanism.

4.11.6-1e

The Specific Plan proponents shall construct or participate financially in the construction of
off-site wastewater conveyance capacity, including lift stations, to accommodate projected
wastewater flows that would be generated by development of the Specific Plan.

4.11.6-1f

Adequately sized on-site collection facilities, including lift stations, shall be installed for each
subdivision in the Specific Plan area concurrent with road construction for individual
subdivisions. A “backbone” conveyance system sufficient to serve each subdivision shall be
installed prior to issuance of building permits for that subdivision.

4.11.6-1g

The Sewer Master Plan shall be revised prior to submission of any wastewater--related
improvement plans to include a detailed description of necessary lift station components onsite as well as off-site. The Master Plan shall include a plan for dealing with power and pump
failure, and pump maintenance. The plan shall identify how necessary pumping capacity will
be replicated in the event of pump failure or pump maintenance, and shall provide for on-site
back-up power sufficient to run pumps and any odor scrubbers, in the event of power failure.
Each lift station shall include a wastewater storage component in the form of an enclosed
reservoir or tank sufficient to deal with temporary emergency conditions while backup
systems are brought on line, in accordance with sizing standards utilized by the County
Department of Facility Services.

4.11.6-2a

Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows from the
Specific Plan area at the DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP shall be secured by Placer County
prior to County approval of improvement plans for wastewater collection and transmission
infrastructure. The County shall comply with General Plan Policy 4.D.2, which requires
written certification from the service provider that either existing services are available or
needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the
Specific Plan area.

4.11.6-2b

Specific Plan proponents shall participate financially through connection fees and other
financial mechanisms in the construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity
sufficient to accommodate projected flows and treatment at the DCWWTP and/or the
SRWTP. In addition, Specific Plan proponents shall prepare, or shall provide a fair share
contribution toward the preparation of any additional CEQA analysis that may be required
for plant modifications and/or expansions.

4.11.6-2c

For each increment of new development within the Specific Plan area, the County shall
confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for either the DCWWTP or the
SRWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts associated with the new
development. This shall include a determination that development timing will not impede
other development for which entitlements have been issued. The requirement for such a
showing shall be made a condition of any small lot tentative map approval associated with
the new development and shall be verified by the County prior to recordation any final map

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE #199900737

Apx 3.0-47

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Draft EIS
March 2013

Appendix 3.0

associated with the new development. Where no small lot tentative map and final map are
required prior to non-residential development having the potential to increase wastewater
flows, the requirement for such verification, to be demonstrated no later than the time of
issuance of building permits, shall be made a condition of approval of project-level
discretionary approvals analogous to issuance of small-lot tentative maps.
4.11.6-3a

Design of on- and off-site sewer pipelines shall have watertight joints and be in accordance
with design standards adopted by Placer County in order to minimize the potential for
accidental discharge.

4.11.6-3b

Paved access shall be provided to all sewer system access points to allow for pipeline
maintenance and repair.

4.11.6-6

Should expansion of the SRWTP treatment plant be pursued to serve the Specific Plan area, a
Treatment Plant Master Plan Update will be needed and additional analysis of water quality
impacts on the Sacramento River will be required in a cumulative context. This analysis shall
be performed in a manner similar to and at the same level of detail as the analysis contained
in the EIR for the current Master Plan, and shall be consistent with standards established by
RWQCB and SRCSD. All recommendations of the analysis shall be implemented utilizing a
fair share funding arrangement with Placer Vineyards project proponents.

4.11.7-1a

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed residential project
of more than five hundred dwelling units, the County shall comply with Government Code
Section 66473.7. Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed
residential project of 500 or fewer units, the County need not comply with Section 66473.7, or
formally consult with PCWA or other public water system, but shall nevertheless make a
factual showing or impose conditions similar to those required by Section 66473.7 in order to
ensure an adequate water supply for development authorized by the map. Prior to
recordation of any final small lot subdivision map, or prior to County approval of any similar
project-specific discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses, the
applicant shall demonstrate the availability of a long-term, reliable water supply from a
public water system for the amount of development that would be authorized by the final
subdivision map or project-specific discretionary nonresidential approval or entitlement.
Such a demonstration shall consist of a written certification from the water service provider
that either existing sources are available or that needed improvements will be in place prior
to occupancy.

4.11.7-1b

The Specific Plan proponents shall, comply with PCWA water conservation strategies as
described in PCWA’s Urban Water Management Plan.

4.11.7-1c

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map or similar project level
discretionary approval for land uses that do not require a tentative subdivision map, the
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) shall perform an analysis of the remaining wheeling
capacity in the City of Roseville's system. This analysis shall consider all of the previously
committed demand to Morgan Creek, Placer Vineyards, Regional University or other projects
within southwest Placer County that rely on water conveyed through City of Roseville
facilities and/or pursuant to the wheeling agreement between the City of Roseville and
PCWA, as amended from time to time. The analysis shall be submitted to both the County
and the City of Roseville. The County shall confirm with PCWA that uncommitted capacity
remains to wheel the required amount of PCWA-supplied water to the Specific Plan area
prior to approval of discretionary actions. In the event sufficient uncommitted capacity does
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not exist, the County shall not grant the proposed tentative subdivision map or other project
level discretionary approval until the County determines that a water supply not dependent
on water from PCWA that is wheeled thru the Roseville system becomes available for the
area at issue.
4.11.8-3a

Plans for site-specific recycled water storage facilities shall include provisions for emergency
storage, including redundant in-ground storage ponds or enclosed tanks capable of holding
one day peak demand for the area served. All recycled water storage ponds shall be bermed
to prevent inflow from surface sources and shall not be located where a direct discharge to a
drainage course or natural waterway could occur if the pond should experience a
containment failure. All storage ponds for recycled water shall be fenced to restrict access
and posted with warning signs to reduce the potential for direct human contact with recycled
water.

4.11.8-3b

The project applicants shall be responsible for completing the Engineering Report that is
required to be submitted to the State for the production, distribution and use of recycled
water. Recycled water shall not be used until the Engineering Report is approved by the
State.

4.11.8-3c

Adequate storage and pumping facilities must be provided prior to connection to the
recycled water system.

4.11.9-1a

The Master Project Drainage Study shall be incorporated as part of Specific Plan approval by
reference or other similar means.

4.11.9-1b

Individual project drainage reports consistent with the County’s Stormwater Management
Manual and Grading Ordinance shall be submitted for each development project, including
installation of backbone infrastructure. Drainage reports shall identify the proposed
detention/retention basins that will serve the new development area or submit an interim
detention basin design with supporting calculations subject to approval by County staff.

4.11.9-1c

Drainage reports for development projects within the Specific Plan area shall comply with
the current permit requirements of the NPDES Phase II (Attachment 4).

4.11.9-1d

The Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer County Department of
Public Works and reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the
recordation of the first large lot tentative map.

4.11.9-1e

Individual project drainage reports shall be consistent with the approved Master Project
Drainage Study.

4.11.9-2

Prior to recordation of the first small lot final subdivision map in the Specific Plan area, a
drainage service area under a new County Service Area (CSA), existing CSA #28, or a
Community Facilities District (CFD) shall be established for the Specific Plan area in
compliance with law. The CSA or CFD shall identify and establish ongoing funding for a
continuous drainage facility maintenance program.

4.11.10-1a

The Specific Plan applicants and subsequent developers shall work closely with PG&E and
SMUD to ensure that development of electrical and natural gas infrastructure with the
capacity to service the entire Specific Plan area is located and provided concurrently with
roadway construction and in accordance with PUC regulations. The applicant(s) shall grant
all necessary easements for installation of electrical and natural gas facilities, including utility
easements along existing and future on-site major arterial roads for the development of area-
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wide utility corridors. Coordination with SMUD and/or PG&E shall occur, and any required
agreements shall be established prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.
4.11.10-1b

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-3a through 4.8-3g as set forth in Section 4.8 of this
Revised Draft EIR.

4.11.10-2a

All locations and continuous maintenance access points for natural gas and electrical
infrastructure are to be clearly marked or noted on tentative subdivision maps. Dedicated
easements for utility maintenance equipment shall be recorded prior to or concurrent with
acceptance and recordation of final maps.

4.11.10-2b

Clear, unrestricted access shall be maintained beneath existing transmission lines that
traverse the Specific Plan area. This may include provision for unobstructed access to gates in
proposed fences that may surround such uses as the County corporation yard. Any
realignment of transmission line paths shall be negotiated with PG&E. Structures shall only
be allowed in those areas that do not restrict access and meet the requirements of PG&E.

4.11.12-1a

Formation of a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or
expansion of CSA #28, or other financing mechanism acceptable to the County shall be
required prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map to ensure that
immediate funding for adequate library infrastructure consistent with County standards is in
place. The Specific Plan developers shall enter into a Development Agreement to ensure a
fair share contribution to adequate library facilities, and that such facilities are available prior
to demonstrated need.

4.11.12-1b

Completion of one or more branch libraries to provide a minimum of 0.4 square feet per
capita, dedication of land, and stocking with books and other materials necessary for a
functioning library with a minimum of 2.2 volumes per capita and otherwise meeting the
standards of the Auburn-Placer County Library Long-Range Plan, including any subsequent
amendments, shall occur concurrent with demand.

4.11.12-1c

Project developers shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other
funding mechanism to ensure adequate funding of the Specific Plan’s fair share for the
ongoing operation and maintenance of library facilities. Such funding mechanism shall be
established prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map to ensure that immediate
funding for adequate library operations and maintenance is in place.

4.11.13-1

Project developers in the Specific Plan area shall comply with the requirements of the General
Plan by dedication and improvement of a minimum of 174 acres of active parkland and 174
acres of passive parkland. Project developers shall be responsible for dedicating and fully
developing parks and or portions thereof, concurrent with demand in accordance with
County levels of service. The County may require oversizing of neighborhood and larger
type recreation parks, trails and facilities on a subdivision basis when it is deemed necessary
and practical to serve the needs of future residents. In such cases, the County will enter into
reimbursement agreements whereby future developments will pay initial developers for
oversizing.
Concurrent with the construction of the community parks, project developers shall construct
a park maintenance building and yard and provide maintenance equipment. The design and
building materials, location and quantity of equipment shall be subject to the approval of the
Department of Facility Services.
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All plans and specifications shall be approved by the Department of Facility Services and/or
the managing agency prior to the recordation of each final small lot subdivision map. A
procedure or agreement to govern the acquisition of parklands and completed park
improvements acceptable to the County and/or managing agency, and in compliance with
applicable General Plan standards and policies, shall be in place prior to recordation of the
first final small lot subdivision map.
The specific park plans shall be submitted to the County for approval prior to the final
decision as to the number and location of facilities.
4.11.13-3

Project developers shall cause a new County Service Area (CSA) or Community Facilities
District (CFD) to be formed, or expand CSA #28 for sustainable park maintenance and
recreation programs for the Specific Plan area prior to recordation of the first final small-lot
subdivision map. A procedure or agreement to govern park maintenance and local recreation
programs shall also be finalized prior to recordation of the first final small-lot subdivision
map within the Specific Plan area. This entity would thus have the ability to participate in
design, inspection and acceptance of facilities, and determination of appropriate funding
levels necessary to maintain these facilities and operate recreational programs. A park
maintenance special tax or special assessment with a provision for increases indexed to the
CPI shall be approved by the landowners (voters) of the Specific Plan area, to be developed
prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map in the Specific Plan area. An indexing
formula for maintenance and operation of recreational facilities and programs shall be in
place prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.

4.11.13-4

As a condition of Specific Plan approval, proponents shall submit a phased schedule for
providing community recreation facilities for approval by the County Parks Division. This
phasing plan shall comply with County levels of service for parks and recreational facilities.
Funding for construction, operation and maintenance of these improvements shall be
provided in accordance with Mitigation Measures 4.11.13-1 and 4.11.13-3. 4.11.14-2 Project
developers shall establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to
ensure fair share funding for the ongoing operation and maintenance of general County
services serving the Specific Plan area. This funding mechanism shall be established prior to
recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map in the Specific Plan area to ensure that
immediate funding for adequate general County services is in place.

4.11.14-3

The Specific Plan proponents shall submit a phased schedule for providing the above
described general government facilities for approval by the County Executive Office.
Funding for construction, operation and maintenance of these improvements shall be
provided in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.11.14-2.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials
4.12-1

The two USTs shall be removed and soil samples shall be collected and analyzed. In the event
soil or water contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up thresholds, remediation
shall be performed consistent with State and County regulations. All required remediation
shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7
(now Properties #4 and #7).

4.12-2

If sampling during removal of the UST for the Hilltop site should confirm concentrations of
potential motor oil and/or TPH diesel contamination at or above the level of concern, the site
shall be remediated as described in Mitigation Measure 4.12- 1.
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4.12-3

Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now Property #4),
the open well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to California Well Standards,
California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County
Environmental Health Services requirements.

4.12-4

Additional sampling shall be performed at the Dyer Lane and Tanwood Avenue area of
illegal dumping. If test results show that the level of concern is exceeded, remediation shall
be required to meet State and County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior
to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property # 9.

4.12-5

Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #9, unused wells onsite shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of
Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of
Environmental Health Services requirements.

4.12-6a

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #10-1 and #10-2. If test results show that
regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and
County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final
small lot subdivision map on Property #10.

4.12-6b

Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #10, unused wells on-site shall be
destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources
Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health
Services requirements.

4.12-7a

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #11-1 and #11-2. If test results show that
levels of concern are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and County
regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot
subdivision map on Property #11.

4.12-7b

Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #11, unused wells on-site shall be
destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources
Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health
Services requirements.

4.12-8

Disposal of refrigerators, tires, batteries and similar materials by licensed waste haulers at
approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any final maps
on Property #15A (now Property # 22).

4.12-9

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #15-1, #15-2, #15-3, #15-4, #15-5, #15-6, #15-7,
#15-8, #15-9, #15-10, #15-11, #15-12, and #15-13. If test results show that levels of concern, or
regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and
County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final
small lot subdivision map on Property #15A (now Property # 22).

4.12-10

Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste
haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any
final small lot subdivision map on Property #19.

4.12-11a

Soil in the storage area and below the concrete slab in the workshop shall be inspected by a
California Registered Environmental Assessor II for indications of impacts to soil at the time
of the demolition of the site buildings and concrete slab. Recommendations for soil sampling
and analysis shall be determined at that time. If sampling results show that regulatory clean-
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up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and County
regulations. All demolition and remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any
final small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property #21).
4.12-11b

Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste
haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any
final small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property #21).

4.12-11c

The in-service well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to California Well Standards,
California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County
Environmental Health Services (EHS) requirements upon discontinuation of use.

4.12-12a

During construction, all grading shall be performed in a manner to prevent the occurrence of
standing water or other areas suitable for breeding of mosquitoes and other vectors.

4.12-12b

The Placer Mosquito Abatement District shall be granted access to perform vector control in
all common areas including drainage, open space corridor and park areas in perpetuity. Such
access shall be a condition of approval of all tentative maps approved within the Specific
Plan area.

4.12-13

Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be
conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area to identify surface indications
and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition of existing residences. Identified
septic tanks shall be destroyed according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health
criteria prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.
Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II
when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the structures, regarding the
possibility of previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials that could
have been disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal systems.
Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored by a California Registered Environmental
Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous materials disposal in the systems. Any
required remediation work shall be completed in accordance with State and County
regulations prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.

4.12-14a

Surveys of structures that are planned for demolition (that were not surveyed in the Phase II
ESA) during Specific Plan development shall be conducted by a Certified Asbestos
Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational Safety and Health to
determine if friable Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials or nonfriable asbestos
containing materials are present within the structure demolition areas. Any regulated
asbestos materials found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a
California licensed asbestos abatement contractor. All removal of asbestos material shall be
completed prior to recordation of Final Maps for the affected property.

4.12-14b

A California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be hired to remove the exterior wall
shingles prior to demolition of the abandoned radio beacon structure on Property #7.

4.12-15

Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for industrial/commercial
development, properties not previously evaluated with a current Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment may be required to complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as
determined by Environmental Health Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
shall be conducted by a qualified professional. If past commercial agricultural uses are
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disclosed that could have resulted in persistent contamination, such as orchards or vineyards,
then soil sampling shall be conducted within former commercial agriculture areas. In these
instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision or industrial/commercial development
soil investigation shall be conducted according to guidelines developed by the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and contained in the DTSC August 2002
“Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites”, or equivalent protocol.
Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California registered environmental
professional, performed with oversight from Placer County Environmental Health Services,
and with applicable permits.
As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may be
identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, remediation will be
required to meet State and County regulations and be completed prior to recordation of the
final small lot subdivision map or equivalent final Placer County approval for
commercial/industrial projects.
As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual concentrations of
agricultural chemicals may be identified at levels where they individually or in combination
meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening
levels, thereby indicating the need for risk assessment. Any indicated risk assessment shall be
completed prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk assessments shall
include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further action determination,
or equivalent.
Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified prior to
recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County
approval for commercial/industrial projects. Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial
Action Workplan, or equivalent, and can include a range of activities, including restrictions
on use, soil excavation and disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from
sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan area.
4.12-16

Any unused well encountered during subsequent exploration or development of the Specific
Plan area shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department
of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of
Environmental Health Services requirements.

4.12-17

Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for industrial/commercial
development, properties not previously evaluated with a current Phase I Environmental Site
Assessment may be required to complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as
determined by Environmental Health Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
shall be conducted by a qualified professional. If past commercial uses are disclosed that
could have resulted in persistent contamination then soil sampling shall be conducted within
former commercial areas. In these instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision or
industrial/commercial development soil sampling shall be conducted according to guidelines
developed by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Phase II
Environmental Site Assessment and/or Preliminary Endangerment Assessment with DTSC,
or equivalent protocol. Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California
registered environmental professional, performed with oversight from Placer County
Environmental Health Services, and with applicable permits.
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As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may be
identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, remediation will be
required to meet State and County regulations and be completed prior to recordation of the
small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County approval for
commercial/industrial projects.
As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual concentrations of
chemicals or other contaminants maybe identified at levels where they individually or in
combination meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent
screening levels, thereby indicating the need for risk assessment. Any indicated Risk
Assessment shall be completed prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk
assessments shall include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further
action determination, or equivalent.
Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified prior to
recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County
approval for commercial/industrial projects. Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial
Action Workplan, or equivalent, and can include a range of activities, including restrictions
on use, soil excavation and disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from
sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan area.
4.12-19a

The design of the substation shall implement no cost and low cost EMF reduction measures
on new and upgraded transmission, substation, and distribution facilities. These measures
shall reduce the magnetic field strength in the area by 15% or more at the fence line as
compared to traditional installations.

4.12-19b

PG&E proposes to prepare an EMF Field Management Plan that will specifically delineate the
no-cost and low-cost EMF measures to be installed as part of the final engineering design for
the substation. PG&E shall submit to the California Public Utilities Commission the EMF
Field Management Plan for the project, prior to construction activity on the substation.

4.12-19c

The site shall be graded to direct drainage to a pond that meets Federal Guidelines (40 Code
of Federal Regulations, Part 112) for the facility so that, in the event a transformer becomes
damaged and leaks oil, the oil would drain into the pond. The pond shall be designed to be
impermeable and designed to contain 100% of the largest transformer oil volume plus 10% to
contain rainwater and prevent discharge to surface water.

4.12-19d

Storage batteries shall be located inside a dedicated metal-enclosed compartment in the
switchgear.

4.12-19e

Access to the site shall be restricted by fencing and warning signs posted to alert persons of
the potential electrical hazards.

4.12-19f

The power lines shall be designed in accordance with California Public Utilities Commission
General Order 95 Guidelines for safe ground clearances that have been established to protect
the public from electric shock.

4.12-19g

The substation shall be fitted with an automated central alarm system that will immediately
alert PG&E to any change in equipment condition.

4.12-21a

Any USTs that are encountered during off-site utility line/roadway survey or construction, or
wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be removed and soil samples shall
be collected and analyzed. If a UST is subject to UST regulation, then a UST removal permit
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from Environmental Health Services shall be obtained. In the event soil or water
contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up thresholds, remediation shall be
performed consistent with State and County regulations.
4.12-21b

Prior to any utility, roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction on
properties not previously evaluated in a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a Registered Environmental Assessor.
If contaminant concentrations are found to be at or above regulatory clean-up thresholds, the
site shall undergo remediation in accordance with State and County standards.

4.12-21c

Any unused well encountered during construction of off-site utilities, roadways, or
wastewater treatment and storage facilities shall be destroyed according to California Well
Standards, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and local
requirements.

4.12-21d

Surveys of any structures that are planned for demolition during off-site utility line,
roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be conducted by a
Certified Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational
Safety and Health to determine if friable Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials or nonfriable asbestos containing materials are present within the structure demolition areas. Any
regulated asbestos materials found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed
of by a California licensed asbestos abatement contractor.

4.12-21e

Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be
conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area that may be affected by offsite utility line, roadway, or wastewater treatment and storage facility construction to
identify surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition of
existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed under permit of either the
County Environmental Health Services Division or the Public Works Department.. Surface
conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II when the
dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the structures, regarding the possibility of
previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials that could have been
disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal systems. Tank or cesspool destruction shall be
monitored by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II regarding the likelihood of
hazardous materials disposal in the systems. Any required remediation work shall be
completed in accordance with State and County regulations prior to recordation of final
small lot subdivision maps for the affected property.

4.12-21f

Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste
haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to any construction
within off-site utility corridors.

Climate Change
4.13-1a

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, establishing guidelines for County review of future
project-specific submittals for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in
order to reduce generation of air pollutants.

4.13-1b

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b, requiring implementation measures to accomplish an
overall reduction of 10 to 20% in residential energy consumption relative to the requirements
of Sate of California Title 24.
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Appendix 3.0

4.13-1c

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c, promoting a reduction of residential emissions.

4.13-1d

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3e, requiring measures to promote bicycle usage.

4.13-1e

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3f, requiring measures to promote transit usage and ride
sharing.

4.13-1h

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3h, encouraging school districts to incorporate energy
saving measures into the design, construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high
school buildings and facilities.

4.13-1i

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3i, requiring measures to promote bicycle use, ride
sharing, and commute alternatives to be incorporated into the design, construction and
operation of public park areas.

4.13-1j

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-3j, prohibiting open burning throughout the Specific Plan
Area and requiring this prohibition in any project CC&Rs that are established.

4.13-1k

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a-b; 4.7-5a-b, 4.7-6a-b; 4.7-12; and 4.7-13a-b, 4.7-15a-b,
4.7-16a-b, 4.7-17a-b, 4.7-19a-b, mitigating traffic impacts (see Recirculated RDEIR, July 2006).

4.13-1l

Implement mitigation measures 4.11.5-1a -4.11.5-1d, requiring waste diversion and recycling.

4.13-1m

Placer County and the project applicant shall work together to publish and distribute an
Energy Resource Conservation Guide describing measures individuals can take to increase
energy efficiency and conservation. The applicant shall be responsible for funding the
preparation of the Guide. The Energy Resource Conservation Guide shall be updated every 5
years and distributed at the public permit counter.

4.13-1n

The project applicants shall pay for an initial installment of Light Emitting Diode (LED)
traffic lights in all Specific Plan area traffic lights.

4.13-1o

The project applicants and Placer County shall jointly develop a tree planting informational
packet to help project area residents understand their options for planting trees that can
absorb carbon dioxide.

4.13-1p

Prioritized parking within commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles,
hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles.
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