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Chapter 1

Introduction

Overview

The County of Placer is preparing an ambitious, large-scale habitat and wetland
conservation plan in order to achieve a number of environmental, economic, and
administrative objectives. The "Placer County Conservation Plan" (PCCP) will
combine state and federal regulatory requirements into a cOf!lprehensive locally
controlled program that will streamline permitting under State and Federal
Endangered Species acts and other state and federal environmental laws. The PCCP
includes two integrated programs: 1) a joint Natural Community Conservation Plan
(NCCP) and Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) that will protect fish and wildlife and
their habitat, and 2) a County Aquatic Resources Program (CARP) that will protect
streams, wetlands and other water resources.

The joint NCCPIHCP is intended to:

• conserve threatened and endangered species in western Placer County;

• avoid or resolve potential conflicts between species conservation and the
construction of new urban, suburban and rural infrastructure and development;
and

• fulfill the requirements of state and federal endangered species acts.

The CARP is intended to:

• protect streams, wetlands and other water resources;

• avoid or resolve potential conflicts between water resources protection and the
construction of new urban and rural infrastructure and development;

• fulfill the requirements of the federal Clean Water Act and analogous state
laws.

Purpose

This Conservation Strategy Report is intended to outl ine basic principles, standards
and guidelines that can be used to develop a land conservation strategy for Western
Placer County and to complete the PCCP. This report summarizes the Conservation
Strategy component of the NCCP/HCP as recommended by the PCCP Ad Hoc
Committee.

Placer county Conservation Plan Conservation Strategy Summary #2
November 2009

Page 14 of 64



While the NCCP/HCP and CARP will be separate programs within the PCCP, they
will be managed within the same institutional framework and will share common
biological goals and objectives. Basic tenets of conservation biology as
recommended by a panel of independent scientific advisors have informed the
development of each program and are the basis of much of the following discussion.
The CARP and the NCCP/HCP are thus combined in the PCCP and are presented
together in this summary document.

The purposes of this document are:

• To provide the County Board of Supervisors, City Council of Lincoln, the
Resource Agencies and the interested public with a summary of certain
proposed key elements of the PCCP conservation strategy.

• To respond to the June 2005 Resource Agency comment letter on the Agency
Review Draft Conservation Strategy for the PCCP.

• To update the Biological Working Group (BWG) members on the
development of the PCCP.

Participating Entities and Permitting Agencies

Permittees are the entities that will receive permits under the ESA, the NCCPA,
Section 404 of the CWA, and Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. Because
they will receive the state and federal permits, Permittees will have the ultimate
responsibility for implementing the PCCP. The two chief responsibilities of the
Permittees wi II be to ensure that the PCCP's conservation program is implemented
successfully and to ensure that projects covered by the PCCP fulfill PCCP mitigation
and conservation requirements. The Participating Entities are:

• Placer County

• City of Lincoln

• Placer County Water Agency (PCWA)

• Placer County Transportation Authority (PCTPA) on behalfofthe South
Placer Regional Transportation Authority for the Placer Parkway project

The permitting agencies are the state and federal regulatory agencies that will review
the Participating Entities' permit applications. The permitting agencies involved
with the PCCP program are:

• The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

• The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

• The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

• The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
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• The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)

• Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (CVRWQCB)

Regulatory Compliance

One of the PCCP's main purposes is to create a simplified, streamlined environmental'
review process for a wide range of land development and infrastructure activities and
other covered activities that result in impacts to state and federally protected plants
and animals and habitat. When the PCCP is approved by the permitting agencies,
they will each issue to the Permittees a permit that authorizes implementation of the
PCCP and projects covered by the PCCP. To ensure that each covered project
conforms to the PCCP, the Permittees will conduct an environmental review of the
project and identify appropriate mitigation measures derived from the PCCP.
Permittees will consult informally with the permitting agencies as needed. If a
covered project conforms to the PCCP, it will be authorized under the state and
federal permits ifand when the Permittees approves it. The PCCPwil1 thus enable
the Permittees to provide "one-stop shopping" for environmental permits and to
integrate such permits in the local entitlement processing of applications including
environmental impact assessments that comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act.

The environmental permits and auth6rizations that will be issued to Participating
Entities and extended to projects covered by the PCCP are:

• A renewable, 50-year, incidental take permit for 29 species issued by the
USFWS under the FESA;

• A renewable, 50-year, incidental take permit for 2 species issued by the
NMFS under the FESA;

• A renewable, 50-year, incidental take authorization for 34 species issued by
the CDFG under the NCCPA (which also fulfills the requirements of the
California Endangered Species Act);

• A renewable, 5-year, Programmatic Section 404 permit issued by the USACE
under the Clean Water Act (CWA);

• A renewable, 5-year, Section 401 certification for the Section 404 permit
issued by the CVRWQCB under the Clean Water Act;

• "Joint Procedures" approved by the USACE that may be used by the
Participating Entities for aquatic resource permit processing under the CWA;
and

• A 50-year, programmatic master streambed alteration agreement issued by the
CDFG.
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Public Review and Participation

Throughout the development of the PCCP conservation strategy, the Permittees
sought public involvement through regularly scheduled Biological Stakeholder
Working Group (BWG) meetings. Input from the BWG, as well as other public input
will continue to playa key role in the development of the draft PCCP. In addition,
opportunities for public participation wiII be provided during the environmental
review ofthe draft PCCP and PCCP Finance Plan.

Covered Activities

Covered activities include actions implemented by the Permittees, urban, suburban,
including rural infrastructure and development approved Placer County and the City
of Lincoln, and conservation actions necessary to implement the PCCP. A draft,
comprehensive list ofthe activities covered under the PCCP is provided in Appendix
A:

Permit Term

The PCCP and State and Federal permits issued in connection with the PCCP would
have a 50-year term (permits associated with wetland fills may be for 5-years with a
rollover provision) but could be renewed at the end of that term if desired by the
Permittees. Lands used for species or wetlands conservation purposes under the
PCCP would be protected in perpetuity.
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Chapter 2

Environmental Setting

Land Use and Jurisdictions

The proposed PCCP plan area lies within the larger Western Placer County area that
consists ofthe agricultural and other natural lands extending north and east from the
boundaries with Sacramento and Sutter counties, through the suburban subdivisions
and urbanized centers of Roseville, Rocklin, and Lincoln into the rural residential
development and woodlands marking the foothills up to Auburn. .

Today, within this Western Placer County area, about 58,000 acres ofland (20
percent of the total land area) lie within the boundaries of incorporated cities
Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville. The balance of the land area is
under the land use jurisdiction of Placer County. In addition, Auburn, Lincoln,
Rocklin, and Roseville have adopted Spheres oflnfiuence (SOl) on unincorporated
land. In Western Placer County, city SOls collectively cover about 27,000 acres
about 10 percent of the unincorporated area.

The City of Lincoln and the unincorporated County (Western Placer area only) are
proposed for permit coverage under the PCCP. The Cities of Auburn, Rocklin,
Roseville and the Town of Loomis are collectively referred to as Non-Participating
Cities (NPC). Excluding the land within the existing city limits of these jurisdictions
and the land in their spheres-of-infiuence leaves about 225,000 acres in the PCCP
plan area-about 350 square miles. The PCCP plan area covers about one-quarter of
the total land area of Placer County.

Current land use in the PCCP plan area is a mixture of urban, suburban and rural
residential; agriculture, rangeland, and other natural land (see Table 2-1).

Table 2-1. Current Land Use in Plan Area

Land Use Type Area % of Total
(acres)

Urban and Rural Residential 52,075 23%
Agriculture, Cropland 43,869 20%
Rangeland 64,673 29%
Forested 56,424 25%
Open Water and Other 7,569 3%

Total 224,610 100%
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The Valley portion of the PCCP area includes some unincorporated development at
an urban scale in the Dry Creek/West Placer area west of Roseville and in the Sunset
Industrial Area, as well as the town center and suburban subdivisions of the growing
City of Lincoln. The dominant land use in the Valley is cropland and rangeland,
where almost all of the remaining Valley Grassland and vernal pool ecosystems are
found. In this area, most of the parcels are large and are zoned agriculture, with 80
acre minimum lot sizes.

The dominant land uses in the Foothill portion of the PCCP area (including the 1-80
Corridor) are very low density rural residential (typically one dwelling per 5-20 acres)
or agriculture (both orchards and rangeland). Higher density unincorporated areas
can be found in North Auburn, the Penryn Parkway and Newcastle. Most ofthe 1-80
Corridor and the adjoining portion ofthe North Foothills area are already subdivided
into 20 acre or smaller parcels.

Natural Communities

The PCCP uses a habitat classification system called the California Wildlife Habitat
Relationship ("WHR") system, which has been modified slightly to reflect conditions
in Placer County. WHR was selected over other habitat classification systems
because it is widely used by land managers and wildlife biologists throughout
California, and it is the system most easily understood by decision makers and the
general public. It also provides a sufficient level of detail for landscape-level
planning without the burden of having to identify natural communities at a very
refined level of detail that can't be mapped without access to private properties.

In the PCCP landscape, the WHR makes up several major ecosystem types or
"natural communities" including stream systems (which contains the rivers and
associated aquatic habitats, riparian woodland and non-vernal pool wetlands), valley
grassland and valley grassland vernal pool complexes, foothill hardwood (blue oak)
woodland, and agricultural lands.
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Covered Species

The PCCP proposes coverage for the following State and Federal special status
species and other species of special concern:

Common Name Scientific Name Federal Status State Status and

"
CNPS List (for
plantst

Bald eagle Haliaeetus Delisted Endangered & Fully
leucocephalus Protected

Swainson's hawk Buteo swainsoni None Threatened
American peregrine Falco peregrinus Delisted Endangered
falcon
California black rail Laterallus Species of Threatened and

jamaicensis Conservation Fully Protected
coturniculus Concern

Bank swallow Riparia riparia None Threatened
Burrowing owl Athene cunicularia Species of Species of Special

Conservation .Concern
Concern

Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperii None Watch List
Loggerhead shrike Lanius ludovicianus Species Of Species of Special

Conservation Concern
Concern

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus None Species of Special
Concern

Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis Species of Watch List
Conservation
Concern

Yellow warbler Dendroica petechia None Species of Special
(brewsteri) Concern

Yellow-breasted lcteria virens None Species of Special
chat Concern
Modesto song Melospiza melodia None Species of Special
sparrow mailliardi Concern
Grasshopper Ammodramus None Species of Special
sparrow savannarum Concern
Tricolored blackbird Agelaius tricolor Species of Species of Special

Conservation Concern
Concern

Conservancy fairy Branchinecta Endangered None
shrimp conservatio
Vernal pool fairy Branchinecta lynchi Threatened None
shrimp
Vernal pool tadpole Lepidurus packardi Endangered None
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shrimp
Valley elderberry Desmocerus Threatened None
longhorn beetle califomicus

dimorphus
Bogg's Lake hedge- Gratiola None Endangered; CNPS
hyssop heterosepala 1B.2
Dwarf downingia Downinf;ia pusilla None CNPS 2.2
Legenere Lef;enere limosa None CNPS 1B.1
Ahart's dwarf rush Juncus leiospermus None CNPS 18.2

var. ahartii
Red Bluff dwarf Juncus leiospermus None CNPS 1B.I
rush var. leiospermus
Western spadefoot Spea hammondii None Species of Special

(formerly Concern
Scaphiopus
hammondii)

Giant garter snake Thamnophis f;if;as Threatened Threatened
Central Valley Oncorhynchus Threatened None
steelhead - mykiss irideus
evolutionarily
significant unit
Central Valley Oncorhynchus None Species of Special
fall/late fall-run tshawytscha Concern
Chinook salmon
Foothill yellow- Rana boylii None Species of Special
legged frog Concern
California red- Rana aurora Threatened Species of Special
legged frog draytonii Concern
Western pond turtle Actinemys None Species of Special

marmorata Concern

a The California Native Plant Society's (CNPS) List Criteria:
lAo Presumed extinct in California
1B. Rare or Endangered in California and elsewhere
2. Rare or Endangered in California, more common elsewhere
3. Plants for which we need more information - Review list
4. Plants of limited distribution - Watch list
Threat Code extensions and their meanings:
.1 - Seriously endangered in California
.2 - Fairly endangered in California
.3 - Not very endangered in California
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Chapter 3

Growth Projections and Land Conversion

Introduction

The majority of the impacts to covered species over the life of the PCCP will be the
result of conversion of natural or agricultural land to accommodate population and
economic growth. Placer County's population could more than double by the year
2060 (In 2008, the State of California Department of Finance esti!nated Placer
County's population at about 339,000 people.) Most of this growth will occur in the
cities and unincorporated areas of Western Placer. Projected population and
employment growth requires land for urban/suburban residential, commercial, office
and industrial uses, and associated infrastructure and public support facilities (e.g.,
roads, wastewater treatment plants, libraries, landfills, etc.). Based on plans and
proposals for development in the cities and the unincorporated area and on planning
level assumptions about development density, updated estimates indicate that about
69,000 acres of land conversion would accommodate this growth, ofwhich 57,000
acres would be in the area covered by the PCCP. The balance would be in the Non
Participating Cities of Auburn, Loomis, Rocklin, and Roseville. This chapter
presents the growth projections and land conversion associated with covered activities
over the 50-year permit term.

The projections and associated land conversion estimates represent one possible
scenario for long-term growth in Placer County, assuming continuation of regional
growth trends and planned development patterns, combined to some extent with
implementation of the smart growth principles outlined in the Blueprint vision for
growth adopted by Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG). The PCCP
long-term growth scenario reflects assessments of future economic and population
growth potential and development plans and proposals under consideration in Placer
County and in cities in the county as of August 2008. Among other factors,
transportation cost, climate change, and potential market responses to those changes
will alter the 50-year growth scenario.

Furthermore, over the 50-year planning horizon, a number of factors will influence
whether or not and how such development actually occurs on the Placer County
landscape. Relevant factors include local planning policies and development
regulations, development costs (land, materials, financing, infrastructure and public
facilities), availability of private capital, levels of public investment, local and
regional economic activity, and market preferences. The estimates are intended as a
starting point for the PCCP analysis and represent a reasonable scenario given
generally accepted economic and planning assumptions.
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Employment, Population, and Housing Growth

The projections prepared for the PCCP represent a scenario of demand for urban
development based on analysis of economic factors, demographic trends, regional
growth potential, and development patterns. The projections consider Placer
County's role in the regional economy and housing ml1rket and link population
growth tojob growth through analysis of labor force participation and the growth of
jobs relative the growth of employed residents. The projections represent a scenario
of expected growth based on the assumption that a high quality of life continues to
attract economic activity and new residents and that appropriate infrastructure
development occurs to accommodate growth. Table 3-1 presents the projections
developed for Placer County, as well as regional projections that provide a context for
the Placer County estimates.

The projections show Placer County capturing about 25 percent of regional job
growth between 2007 and 2060. The increase in the share of regional employment
located in Placer County is consistent with trends of the last two decades and with
assumptions in SACOG's Blueprint Scenario. Total employment in Placer County is
projected to reach 459,000 by 2060, an increase of 302,000 jobs between 2007 and
2060. The employment growth rate for Placer County slows over time; the overall
rate for the long-term future (an annual rate of2.0 percent) is about 40 percent of the
job growth rate experienced in the County over the last 30 years (5.7 percent on an
annual basis between 1970 and 2000).

Placer County captures about one-quarter of regional population growth, accounting
for about 20 percent of the regional total in 2060-an increase in the share over time.
This is consistent with past trends in the distribution of regional population growth
and with assumptions in SACOG's Blueprint scenario. Using these assumptions,
total population in Placer County is projected to reach 811,000 by 2060, an increase
of 484,000 people between 2007 and 2060, at an annual growth rate of 1.7 percent.

The 2060 projection shows a total of 322,000 housing units in Placer County in 2060,
an increase of 178,000 from 2007. Placer County captures about one-quarter of the
housing units added in the region between 2007 and 2060, as the County's share of
the region's housing inventory increases over time-from 16 percent in 2007 to 19
percent in 2060.
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TABLE 3-1
Projections of Employment, Population, and Housing for the Sacramento Region

and Placer County: 2007 - 2060

2007 - 2060

Annual Growth
2007 2060 Net Growth Rate

Placer County
Jobs by Place of Work I 157,000 459,000 302,000 2.0%
Total Population 327,000 811,000 484,000 1.7%
Household Population 323,000 802,000 479,000 1.7%
Housing Units 144,000 322,000 178,000 1.5%

Six County Sacramento Region Z

Jobs by Place of Work I 1,065,000 2,226,000 1,160,000 1.4%
Total Population 2,270,000 4,354,000 2,085,000 1.2%
Household Population 2,228,000 4,268,000 2,039,000 1.2%
Housing Units 904,000 1,677,000 773,000 1.2%

Placer Share of Regional Total

Jobs by Place of Work 15% 21% 26%
Total Population 14% 19% 23%
Household Population 15% 19% 23%
Housing Units 16% 19% 23%

NOTE: These projections represent one possible scenario for long-term growth in the Sacramento region and in
Placer County. assuming continuation of regional growth trends and planned development patterns, combined
to some extent with implementation of smart growth principles outlined in SACOG's Blueprint vision for
growth. The projections renect assessments of future economic and population growth potential and
development plans and proposals under consideration in Placer County and in cities in the county as of August
2008. Among other factors, trans'portation costs, climate change, and potential market responses to those
changes will alter the 50-year growth scenario.

I Estimates of jobs (employment) by place of work include wage and salary employment, the self-employed.
and proprietors.

2 In addition to Placer County, the six county region includes EI Dorado, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba
counties.

SOURCE: Hausrath Economics Group for the purposes of the Placer County Conservation Plan economic
analysis.

Estimates of employment, housing, households, and population growth for the PCCP
area are based on generalized assumptions about the western Placer share of total
Placer County employment and population. Table 3-2 presents projections for the
PCCP area, with the assumptions about the PCCP area percentage of the county total
indicated below.
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TABLE 3-2
Projection of Employment, Population, Housing Units and Households for the

PCCP Area: 2007 - 2060

Net GrowthPCCP Area Projections 2007 2060

2007-2060
Annual

Growth Rate
Jobs by Place of Work I

Housing Units
Total Population
Household Population
Households
Persons-per-household

PCCP Area Percentage of County Totals
Jobs by Place of Work
Housing Units
Total Population
Household Population

149,000
118,000
294,000
291,000
116,000

2.51

95%
82%
90%
90%

445,000
290,000
748,000
740,000
276,000

2.68

97%
90%
92%
92%

296,000
172,000
454,000
449,000
160,000

98%
97%
94%
94%

2.1%
1.7%
1.7%
1.8%
1.6%

NOTE: The projections include growth in the Non-Participating Cities (Auburn, Loomis, Rocklin, and
Roseville), as well as the growth in the City of Lincoln and unincorporated Placer County proposed to
be covered by the PCCP. The projections represent one possible scenario for long-term growth in Placer
County, assuming continuation of regional growth trends and development patterns. The projections reflect
current assessments of future economic and population growth potential and development plans and proposals
under consideration in Placer County and in cities in the county as of August 2008. Among other factors,
transportation costs, climate change, and potential market responses to those changes will alter the 50-year
growth scenario.

I Estimates of jobs (employment) by place of work include wage and salary employment, the self-employed,
and proprietors.

SOURCE: Hausrath Economics Group for the purposes of the Placer County Conservation Plan economic
analysis.

Growth Allocation and Land Conversion Estimates

The allocation of growth within western Placer County is based on assessment of land
uses and development potential represented in existing adopted general plans of
Placer County and the cities in the county and in the Lincoln 2008 General Plan
update, as well as on planning assumptions for other potential growth areas. The
analysis also relies on the SACOG Blueprint scenario land use allocation for Placer
County. Figure 1 highlights the basis for the land use and development potential
assumptions used to develop the PCCP growth alloc·ation.
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Figure 1
Land Use and Development Potential

PCCP Participating Jurisdictions

Placer County unincorporated General Plan, Placer Vineyards Base Plan (approved),
area Regional University (approved), Riolo Vineyard,

Brookfield, Curry Creek, Sunset Industrial Area,
including non-residential development in the area
generally west of Fiddyment designated Agriculture
80-acre minimum (AG-80).

City of Lincoln 2008 General Plan, city limits and existing sphere-of-
influence, plus proposed Villages and Special Use
Districts

Non-Participating Cities

City of Auburn General Plan city limits, Baltimore Ravine Specific
Plan

Town of Loomis General Plan town limits

City of Rocklin General Plan city limits and sphere-of-influence,
Downtown Plan

City of Roseville General Plan city limits, plus Sierra Vista, Creekview,
and proposed increase in residential holding capacity
for Fiddyment Ranch

The PCCP Area is divided into subareas based on jurisdictional boundaries and PCCP
conservation objectives. These PCCP Subareas, reflected in Figure A, are
summarized as follows:

• Existing Developed and Future Growth Area - This subarea consists of
existing developed parts of unincorporated western Placer County and the
City of Lincoln, as well as areas where land use entitlements from Placer
County and the City of Lincoln allow future development. Any land
designated for urban use in the general plans of those jurisdictions or that is
already developed or is subdivided into 20-acre or smaller parcels is included
in this category. Also included are other parts of unincorporated western
Placer County and the City of Lincoln planning area (outside current city
limits and sphere-of-influence) that are currently in the jurisdiction of Placer
County and designated under the County General Plan for agricultural use.
Although not currently entitled for urban or suburban development, some of
this land is the subject of on-going long-range planning proposals in both the
County and the City of Lincoln that would allow urban development. This
subarea as a whole would receive a significant portion of regulatory relief
through the implementation of the PCCP. There would be some natural
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community avoidance in this subarea, including conservation of the stream
corridors as well as some vernal pool grasslands.

• Reserve Acquisition Area - This land in both the Valley and Foothills is under'
the jurisdiction of Placer County. The Placer County General Plan designates
this land for agricultural use, with 10 to 80 acre minimum lot sizes. Over the
50 year term of the PCCP a large portion of the Reserve Acquisition Area
would be permanently protected by conservation easements or by fee title
acquisitions. The Reserve Acquisition Area would accommodate currently
allowed forms of development as authorized by the General Plan Land Use
Diagram and the Placer County Zoning Ordinance. In general the Reserve
Acquisition Area landscape is 'comprised of lands in agricultural production
and some amount of rural residential development. Over time, it wou Id be
anticipated that there would be continued improvements to the Reserve
Acquisition Area's transportation network and the development of agricultural
support facilities and recreational land uses. A number of existing preserves
are currently established within this subarea as a result of past development
projects and conservation activities (e.g., Placer Legacy, USDA funded
conservation easements, Placer Land Trust, etc.) and would provide the
foundation of the PCCP preserve.

• Non-Participating Cities (NPC) - These areas consist of cities not
participating in the PCCP: the Cities of Rocklin, Roseville, and Auburn and
the Town of Loomis. Although infill and urban expansion in these cities
would not be covered by PCCP permits, the PCCP growth and land
conversion analysis account for future development in these areas, providing
an indication of the amount of future growth that could be accommodated
within these jurisdictional boundaries through 2060.
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Table 3-3 summarizes the PCCP growth scenario according to the subareas described
above.

TABLE 3-3
PCCP Area Jobs and Housing Growth by Subarea: 2007 - 2060

Subarea Jobs Housing Units

73,900

37,500

200

60,400

. .t_n9!J.Q_

93,100

67,000

o
135,900

.~9.6,.000 _

Existing and Future Growth Area - County

Existing and Future Growth Area - Lincoln
Reserve Acquisition Area I

Non-Participating Cities

Total- - - - -. -. - - - '. -.. -. -....- -. --_._ .. - ,-,..... - -_.. - -..- - - - --- - - - _.- - .. - - _.- ... '.'-..... '- '_ .....- -..... -..~ ..- -. -- . - - - - -- - - - - -

p..t:r~ell~o.( I(j!£ILby_ ~_l!~.~~~£I_. . .. . __ ".. "" ..... " _
Existing and Future Growth Area - County 31%

Existing and Future Growth Area - Lincoln 23%

Reserve Acquisition Area 0%

Non-Participating Cities 46%

Total 100%

43%

22%

< 1 %

35%

100%

NOTE: These projections represent one possible scenario for long-tenn growth and the distribution of growth in Placer
County, assuming continuation of regional and county growth trends and development patterns. The scenario reflects
current assessments of future economic and population growth potential and development plans and proposals under
consideration in Placer County and in cities in the county as of August 2008.

I Represents continuing rural residential development on parcels zoned for agricultural use in the Foothills. While much
of the existing Foothills rural residential development and land already in smaller parcels is categorized as Existing
and Planned Urb,ln, about half of the land in the Foothills Reserve Acquisition Area is zoned Agriculture - IO-acre or
20-acre minimum.

SOURCE. Hausrath Economics Group for the purposes of the Placer County Conservation Plan economic analysis.

Almost half of the job growth would occur in the Non-Participating Cities (primarily
Roseville and Rocklin). The rest of the job growth would be split between
unincorpprated Placer County (primarily the Sunset Industrial Area and Placer
Vineyards) and the City of Lincoln. Housing growth would be somewhat more
evenly distributed. The unincorporated area claims the largest most units, followed
by the Non-Participating Cities, then the City of Lincoln.

Land Conversion Scenario

Table 3-4 summarizes the estimates of the land conversion to accommodate this
projected growth in western Placer County between 2007 and 2060. The acreage
estimates include land for residential and non-residential development and associated
infrastructure and public facilities.
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Table 3-4. Projected Land Conversion 2007 -2060 (Measured in Acres)
Percent of

Subarea Acres total
Existing and Future Growth Area - County 32,300 46%
Existing and Future Growth Area - Lincoln 12,200 18%
Rural Residential-County 12,200 18%
Non Participating Cities 12,500 18%

Total PCCPArea 69,200 100%
PCCP area excluding non-participating cities 56,700

A fundamental requirement of the PCCP is to determine how to mitigate the impacts
of the urban development and other covered activities on the 3 I species covered by
the PCCP. To do this, it is first necessary to determine the extent of the impact (i.e.,
the take) that will be caused by the covered activities. Take occurs when an activity
converts habitat that is necessary to support viable populations of endangered species.
Because of this, take is usually measured in terms of acres of habitat converted.

About 69,000 acres of land would be converted for urban development and associated
infrastructure to accommodate projected growth in western Placer County from 2007
through the year 2060. Most of that conversion would occur in the areas covered by
the PCCP (areas outside the Non-Participating Cities); 57,000 acres-80 percent of
the total-would be converted due to development in unincorporated Placer County
and the City of Lincoln, including the Lincoln Planning Area defined in the City's
2008 General Plan update.

The total area amount ofland proposed to be subject ofthe PCCP permit is
approximately 225,000 acres (Table 2-1). The projected land conversion represents
approximately 25 percent of that total land area. This estimate ofland conversion
includes existing and planned urban areas that will experience infill over time. It also
includes continued fragmentation of an existing fragmented landscape in the rural
residential areas of the county, mostly dominated by a range of oak woodland and oak
woodland savannah habitats. The indirect impacts (such as water quality impacts on
stream systems) cover a larger area. .

The Existing Developed and Future Growth areas ofthe County and the City of
Lincoln would account for the largest share ofland conversion-the scenario shows
60 percent of total land conversion occurring in those areas. This represents primarily
the large amount ofland conversion associated with planned and approved suburban
development. In addition, continued low-density rural residential development in
unincorporated Placer County results in a disproportionate share of land conversion in
these areas, relative to the amount of population growth accommodated there. The
Non-Participating Cities would account for about 20 percent of the land conversion
between 2007 and 2060. Particularly during the latter part of the projection period,
these cities would accommodate more population and employment growth with
reinvestment and higher density infill in areas that do not require new land
conversion.
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The estimates of land conversion reflect development types and development
intensities (dwelling units per acre and floor-area ratios for non-residential
development) that are envisioned in City and County general and specific plans,
planning studies, and planning proposals active in August 2008. The estimates also
assume intensification of development density over time for some greenfield
development and for infill development, consistent with both observed trends and
Blueprint principles for growth in the Sacramento region. Listed below are the most
important estimating assumptions for the land conversion analysis.

Important Land Conversion Assumptions

Residential density (dwelling uni'ts per acre) Range based on plans and permitted
densities: 0.1 (1 unit per 10 acres) up to
13 units per acre

Average: 3 units per acre, indicative of
the wide range encompassed by
permitted and planned development
from rural residential to small lot
subdivisions and medium-high density
townhouses

Employment density Gobs per acre) Range based on plan assumptions: 18-
43 jobs per acre

Average: 25 jobs per acre

Infrastructure and public facilities factor 15 percent in the Existing Developed
(additional land conversion beyond direct and Future Growth areas
residential and non-residential 10 percent in the Non-Participating
development) Cities

Share of 2007 - 2060 housing unit increase 15 percent
that is rural residential, unincorporated area
infi II

Share of2007 - 2060 housing unit increase 14 percent
that is redevelopment/reinvestment in cities
with no new land conversion

Share of 2007 - 2060 job growth through 12 percent
redevelopment/reinvestment in cities with
no new land conversion

Placer County Conservation Plan Conservation Strategy Summary #2
November 2009

Page 30 of 64

90



Chapter 4

Conservation Strategy Summary

Overview

The following discussion summarizes the PCCP conservation strategy. The full and
complete conservation strategy for the PCCP will be comprehensive and detailed and
will contain specific goals and objectives for each of the natural communities in the
plan area and for each species covered under the PCCP. The following key elements
of the conservation strategy developed through a deliberative process that included
elected officials, a scientific advisory panel, stakeholders, the permitting agencies
and County and City staff.

Draft PCCP Reserve Map

A map identifying the areas where potential conservation could occur and where
future growth could occur is presented in Figure B. The map delirieates areas in
which the goal of the PCCP would be to conserve species and natural communities
(shown in dark green) and other areas in which the PCCP assumes urban
developmentwill ultimately be the dominant form of the landscape (shown in cream).
Existing preserved properties which contribute to the :PCCP reserve system are
depicted in light green. These existing conserved lands would not provide
compensatory habitat for new impacts but instead represent existing protected areas,
with intact resources, that serve as building blocks to a larger reserve system. The
non-participating cities are depicted in gray. Table 4-1 provides an acreage
breakdown for each of these areas. These boundaries are not fixed at this time and
may be adjusted once the conservation plan is refined.

The conservation principles, standards, and guidelines presented herein are intended
to be applied within the conservation lands in the Reserve Acquisition Areas.

For properties within the Reserve Acquisition Area, the use and development of
property can continue consistent with the adopted General Plan and current zoning.
The PCCP does not change any zone district or prohibit any activity authorized under
County Code today.
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TABLE4-1
Reserve Map Categories

Map Category

Reserve Acquisition Area

Existing Preserves

Development Opportunity Area

Non-participating Cities

Non-participating Cities

Total

Acres

71,441

12,407

111,101

44,955

3,640

243, 544 11

Baseline Data Assumptions

Placer County has collected a substantial amount of data to inform the development
of the PCCP. There are two key data sources: aerial photography and associated
vegetative mapping and numerous reports and studies that supplement existing
published reports. The County will use relevant new data when it is available and
would substantively improve the PCCP. However, the existing vegetative mapping
and land cover mapping is of a suitable level of resolution for decision-making.
Furthermore, the existing background data collection for the PCCP is adequate for
decision making. The Science Advisors Report provides an adequate scientific
foundation for the developmentofthe conservation strategy.

The current baseline data assumptions were used to develop the standards and acreage
objectives contained in this report. Any subsequent changes to the baseline data
could result in a modification to standards and acreage objectives.

Background Objectives

The following biological principles and conservation objectives form the foundation
of the PCCP conservation strategy.

Natural Community Values

There are many reasons to conserve the County's natural communities. Natural
communities of native plants, animals, and insects provide many benefits to the
residents of Placer County. These benefits include controlling floods, improving
local climate, carbon sequestration, preventing soil erosion, maintaining soil fertility,
and controlling agricultural pests and disease vectors. Natural communities also
contribute to the scenic quality of the county's landscapes, support a multitude of
wildlife species, provide recreational opportunities for fishing, hiking, horseback
riding and other activities, and generally enhance the community's quality of life in
the County.
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Importance of Natural Communities

Western Placer supports important natural communities including vernal pool
grasslands, creeks, riparian corridors, and valley oak and blue oak woodlands. Some
of the species associated with these natural communities have been designated by the
State or Federal government as threatened or endangered species, and some are
species of concern that may be listed in the future. Retention of these natural
communities, their natural processes, and the species that live in them in a system of
connected, ecologically viable lands will be the overarching conservation goal and
focus of the PCCP. Western Placer still contains valuable biological resources,
however the reduced extent of, and the fragmentation ofthe natural communities in
Western Placer of today exhibit the effects ofland use practices beginning with
Spanish-colonial era grazing and placer mining impacts on creeks of 150 years ago
and continuing to the present with farming, urban development and rural residential
fragmentation.

Classificationof Natural Communities

Natural communities are classified by their characteristic vegetation or land cover
type (e.g., blue oak woodlands, vernal pool grasslands and freshwater emergent
wetlands). Continuous patches of vegetation or land cover types larger than 10 acres
are defined as "large patch communities." Small (less than 10 acres), isolated,
communities that are biologically important, unique, or have rare species associated
with them are defined as "small patch communities." On maps, these may appear as
point locations within large-patch communities. Small- and large-patch communities
together with agricultural, commercial, and residential lands, form a mosaic at a
landscape scale. The Western Placer County Natural Resources Report describes the
natural communities within each watershed in Western Placer County. All patches of
vegetation and land cover types 0.1 acre or larger have been mapped in the PCCP
plan area. All lands below 200 feet in elevation were re-mapped in 2009 (utilizing
2008 aerial photography) to account for changes in the landscape.

Broad Conservation Goals

The goals for this PCCP are to: 1) sustain all present natural community types in the
Western Placer County landscape, 2) partially restore or enhance certain natural
communities, 3) for certain individual species covered under the Plan ensure
population stability and sustainability, and contribute to the species' recovery, and 4)
address cumulative impacts of intensive land use and urbanization in Placer County,
5) conserve landscape connectivity and 6) conserve and restore ecosystem processes
and functions. The projected time frame for the PCCP will be for 50 years. Western
Placer County's natural communities now exist along hundreds of mi les of creeks and
on tens of thousands of acres of the landscape, although habitat degradation and
fragmentation provides an unknown degree of stress upon the sustainability of these
natural ecosystems in their current status. The present extent of the resources is
nonetheless so limited compared with its former distribution that essentially all of the
present biological value, but not necessarily all of the present land acreage, will need
to be conserved in order to meet the conservation goals and regulatory requirements
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of the Plan. In other words, the size or range of existing natural communities may be
reduced somewhat, but it will be necessary to maintain or increase the overall health
of those communities.

Biological Values

Biological value is a measure of the Western Placer County landscape's capacity to
achieve the Plan's conservation goals. The natural communities present in Western
Placer often respond well if they are actively managed. The PCCP can be based on
conservation of biological values achieved from a combination of natural land
preservation, enhancement of biological value by active management ofland, or by
maintenance of values on lands with compatible uses. Agriculture and public
recreation are often compatible with the conservation of natural communities and can
be a component of the management effort required to sustain their biological values.
Some agricultural activities help fulfill certain biological needs of natural
communities and native species. For example, properly managed grazing can
enhance vernal pool grasslands, and rice production can provide valuable benefits to
waterfowl and other wildlife. Conservation of agricultural lands and provision of low
intensity public recreation has broad public support in the County and will be
included in the PCCP and considered along with conservation of the natural
communities themselves.

Flexible Preserve Designs

There are arguably few places in such pristine condition that preservation of just a
few large parcels ofland is enough for the PCCP to be successful. Except for a few
small patch ecosystems, there are few areas of such high resource value that they
must be part ofthe ultimate PCCP. There is no large public ownership that can serve
as a nucleus of reserve design. The resources to be protected (e.g., vernal pool
grasslands, riparian areas and blue oak woodlands) are, however, amenable to both
preservation and restoration/enhancement, and thus there is a wide range of possible
geographic strategies that could accomplish that objective. This preserve design
flexibility makes planning more difficult, but may make implementation easier. The
flexibility in preserve design must be based upon scientifically sound principles of
conservation biology, incorporating both our current understanding of the natural
resources of Western Placer and new information to be developed during the course
of the development ofthe PCCP.

Certainty Gained

A long-term conservation plan must provide greater certainty for public and private
projects that impact the natural landscape. The PCCP will include a comprehensive
environmental mitigation strategy that will be incorporated into the County and City's
land use approval process. In addition, Permittees will incorporate measures
prescribed in the mitigation strategy into projects that they implement. The strategy
will be designed to fulfill the requirements of the California Environmental Quality
Act, the National Environmental Policy Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act, the
Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act, the Clean Water Act, and state
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laws protecting streams and rivers. Once approved by the appropriate state and
federal agencies, the mitigation strategy must simplify the environmental review of
public and private projects, make mitigation requirements consistent and predictable,
and ensure that the mitigation provided contributes to the overall goals of the PCCP
and the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricultural Conservation Program (Placer
Legacy Program).

Implementation

Habitat Conservation

Acomprehensive, long range PCCP will require preservation and/or management of
tens of thousands of acres of habitat. Because of the extent oflands to be integrated
into the PCCP habitat preserve, implementation of the Plan will be costly, even with
flexibility in geography and management options. Important progress can be made
with available' public funds such as grants and locally funded acquisitions, but public
funds alone will be inadequate to fully implement the necessary components of a
successful PCCP. Therefore, funding for habitat preservation, monitoring, and
adaptive management will come primarily from the entitlement process for covered
activities, but.other funding sources must be considered.

The majority, but not all, of the PCCP preserve will have to be assembled through
land or conservation easement dedications or acquisition of land or conservation
easements from willing sellers. The most likely source offunding for this acquisition
would be "in-lieu" fees as mitigation for urban/suburban development and other
activities that could result in impacts to natural communities, agricultural land, or
protected species. In a "pay-as-you-go" mitigation fee program, implementation of
conservation actions (such as land acquisition or easements and implementation of a
specific management and monitoring strategy) will need to keep pace with and
precede development impacts. Additional funding from local, state or federal sources
will be critical to ensure that implementation of the PCCP does not depend entirely on
funding determined by the rate or number of development projects. A critical funding
component of the finance plan will be the development ofa permanent ongoing
funding source to cover all ofthe annual costs associated with in perpetuity
management of the PCCP reserve areas.

An approved conservation program will likely attract financial support from state and
federal funding programs and private conservation organizations, thereby defraying
implementation costs. This will help to achieve conservation goals and benefits that
could not be achieved using only a mitigation-based funding source.

Preserve Monitoring Program

Since the PCCP process provides onlyan estimate of the ecological and conservation
requirements of most of the covered species, the PCCP will rely heavily on the
process of monitoring and adaptive management for its execution. The PCCP will
include an efficient and effective monitoring program including both implementation
and biological monitoring. Implementation monitoring will track changes in land use
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and assure that mitigation requirements or other conservation measures are fully
executed. The biological monitoring program will become the basis for decisions
concerning management of conservation lands to meet the goals and the objectives of
the PCCP. The link between management activities and the integrity of natural
communities and the status of covered and listed species is only as strong as the
ability of the biological monitoring plan to measure change and make
recommendations on how to respond to change. This is part of an adaptive
management program described below.

Adaptive Preserve Management

Preserve management should adapt as more knowledge is available. Present
knowledge of biological resources ecology and population biology in Placer County
is sufficient to support the PCCP process in general. Less is known about practical
land management and compatible agriculture and other land use effects, so the PCCP
will need to be adaptable based on monitoring information learned through Plan
implementation. Adaptive management is to be part of the Participating Entities'
ongoing responsibility to: 1) gauge the effectiveness of the PCCP's conservation
measures and techniques, and 2) to propose alternative or modified conservation
measures as the need arises. The PCCP will also include measures to address
reasonably foreseeable changed circumstances that could occur over the duration of
the PCCP and that could impact PCCP Preserves.

Changes Required to Existing Land Use PoliciesfRegulations

Implementation will require new or amended land use policies and land use
regulations. As a result of the PCCP, the general plans of the County and any
participating cities will likely be supplemented by policy amendments, specific
implementing ordinances, and procedural requirements for development permitting
and CEQA compliance. No changes are proposed to local land use and zoning
designations. A primary goal in creating the process for project review under the
PCCP will be to increase simplicity and, as much as possible, to fulfill the
requirements of all applicable local, state and federal environmental requirements
using one process (in other words, to provide "one-stop shopping" for environmental
permits).

Mitigation Tools Available

A range of tools may be used to ensure that the mitigation component of the PCCP
will be successful and will be equitable to landowners. These tools are not mutually
exclusive and could be used in a variety of combinations.

• Land dedication. Landowners needing to provide mitigation for proposed
development could be given the option of dedicating other land they own (or
purchase) to fulfill the mitigation requirement. The size and location of the
land necessary for mitigation and requirements for restoration and
management of the land would be determined based on the PCCP.
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• Conservation easements. As an alternative to acquiring or dedicating land
outright, landowners could be given the option of dedicating a conservation
easement on their own land, or acquiring and dedicating an easement on land
owned by another, which would protect the natural values of the land in
perpetuity. The size and location of the conservation easement and
requirements for management ofthdand would be determined based on the
PCCP.

• PCCP fmpactfees. Landowners could be given the option of paying an
impact fee in lieu of dedicating land or a conservation easement. As
explained above, a fee assessed for development activities could partly fund
implementation of the PCCP. A fee'could be assessed based on the size ofthe
project site, the number of acres developed,or on the number of units
constructed, and could vary depending on the value or rarity of the natural
resources impacted by development. In the context of the PCCP, payment of
the fee couid be the principal means of fulfilling the requirements of local,
state and federal environmental laws and regulations.

• Mitigation and conservation banking. The PCCP could support the creation of
mitigation and conservation banks or the use of existing banks. Landowners
who own land containing valuable natural resources, and who do not intend to
develop the land, could establish mitigation and conservation banks to sell
credits to landowners who do intend to develop their land. The PCCP could
ease the creation of banks and establish a system for credit sales.

Institutional Framework for Long-term Implementation

Preserve lands, protected in perpetuity, will need to be administered by one or more
entities capable of overseeing management, monitoring, and adaptive management.
Formation of a lPA (i.e., the Placer Conservation Authority) with a local land trust or
other similar organizations as partners may assist long-term implementation. To
provide increased capacity and capability for long-term implementation of important
elements of the PCCP, ajoint powers authority consisting of the Plan Participants, a
partnership with a local land trust, or both, could be established.

Plan Amendments

The PCCP can be amended and implementation actions adjusted consistent with its
original intent. Implementing ordinances and general plan elements may need to be
changed over the course ofthe PCCP. The PCCP would not limit the County's or the
City of Lincoln's land use authority, including their authority to adopt ordinances or
revise their general plans. However, amendments to the PCCP itself will require the
approval of the state and federal regulatory agencies that must approve the Plan (e.g.,
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine Fisheries Service
and the California Department ofFish and Game). Ifa new or revised ordinance or
amendment to a general plan would conflict with the pcep, the County or City
would have to consult with the state and federal regulatory agencies about the
possibility of amending the PCCP in order to insure that the new ordinance or
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General Plan amendment wouldnot lead to the revocation of the state and federal
permits.

Conservation Strategy Guiding Principles

The following guiding principles are intended to reflect key goals and assumptions
underlying the discussions between the Permitting Agencies and the Permittees and to
identify what the Permitting Agencies and the Permittees expect will be key elements
·of a successful conservation plan for western Placer County. These general principles
are intended to assist the Permitting Agencies and the Permittees in the development
of specific biological resources goals and objectives, a detailed conservation strategy,
a conservation reserve map, and other elements of a complete Habitat Conservation
Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan. The principles are not
comprehensive; they focus on key issues and elements of the plan that are particularly
challenging or are particularly important to the success of the PCCP.

Landscape-Level Conservation Standards

Stream System

The PCCP conservation strategy will minimize take of species within the stream
system by establishing stream and riparian setbacks. Setbacks are variable, but the
primary objectives are to: prevent impacts within 300 feet from the edge of riparian
vegetation, or the extent of the 100-year FEMA floodplain (whichever is greater) in
developing areas, and to prevent impacts within 600 feet from edge of riparian
vegetation, or the extent of the 100-year FEMA floodplain (whichever is greater)

. within areas with limited or no development (e.g., agricultural areas andPCCP
reserve lands). These setbacks are an essential component ofthe CARP, minimizing
and avoiding impacts to Federally-regulated waters of the United States, ensuring
avoidance of non-wetland critical resources, contributing to water quality integrity,
and ensuring connectivity among sensitive aquatic resources.

Oak Woodlands

For blue oak woodlands, development projects will be required to mitigate for
woodland canopy loss and habitat fragmentation. Smaller projects (e.g., <2 acres of
canopy loss) will be mitigated at the project level pursuant to existing and future tree
ordinances. Priority will be given to land conservation over onsite/offsite
compensatory replacement or restoration activities unless onsite conditions clearly
provide opportunities for compensatory replacement. Habitat fragmentation that
results from rural residential subdivision activity (where minimal or no canopy loss is
predicted) will be addressed through a graduated scale of mitigation based upon the
degree offragmentation associated with the project. At some scales (e.g., > 40 acres)
the anticipated losses due to fragmentation will be considered negligible and little or
no mitigation would be required.

Valley oak woodlands are rarer in Placer County and consequently onsite/offsite in
kind replacement, including compensation for temporal losses is expected in addition
to conservation of existing resources.
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Vernal Pool Grasslands

For vernal pool grasslands, the emphasis is to preserve vernal pool complexes within
an ecosystem context rather than preserving individual pools or small clusters of
pools as isolated fragments in larger ecosystems. Protecting existing high value
resources is a higher priority than restoring degraded habitats. In order to minimize
irreversible impacts before the benefits of conservation are established, the PCCP
places a cap on the amount of vernal pool conversion that can take place.

In order to determine the amount of area to be conserved and/or restored it is
necessary to understand the overall biological goals and objectives for vernal pools in
the PCCP. While no fixed ratios have been identified, for planning purposes a
minimum preservation ratio of 50% (I: I) is being utilized to evaluate the western
Placer County I~ndscape. A compensatory replacement requirement will also be
required at a I: I ratio in order to replace wetland functions.

Mehrten vernal pool grasslands should be conserved under all circumstances,
regardless of parcel size, unless future hydrologic, land use or other
characteristics eliminate the viability of an acquisition. The Conservation Strategy
will contain biological goals and objectives that consist offour components for
vernal pool ecosystems: (I) landscape level-biological goals, (2) measurable
landscape-level biological objectives, (3) measurable species-specific biological
objectives, and (4) adaptive management and monitoring activities.

These landscape-level biological goals include the following:

• Vernal pool habitat quality within the Reserve Area will be maintained and
managed generally in similar or better condition as at the time lands are
conveyed to the PCCP Reserve Area.

• No urban/suburban development can be placed within 250' from the outer
edge of any vernal pool wetland or swale. This buffer distance may increase
or decrease provided that optimal hydrologic conditions are maintained.

• An area considered for conservation must have onsite/offsite hydrologic
conditions that insure that vernal pool resources can be protected in
perpetuity. Offsite hydrological conditions that detrimentally impact the
preserve site must be mitigated before an acquisition can be considered.
Maintenance ofthe existing hydrologic regime should occur.

• No outfall or similar storm drainage facilities can be directed to, or
constructed within, preserved vernal pool complexes unless such facilities are
directed to intermittent or perennial streams or storm drainage facilities and
where such discharges do not affect the hydrology of protected vernal pools
and swales. The goal is to insure that the existing vernal pool hydrology is not
impacted by perennial or long-term seasonal inundation that would result in
impacts to vernal pool habitat.
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• Preserved vernal pool wetlands and uplands must have the ability to be
grazed, burned or some other viable means must be available and appropriate
given adjacent land uses to control noxious weeds and to insure ecological
integrity.

Vernal Pool Restoration

In addition to vernal preservation, the PCCP proposes to restore vernal pool habitat as
part of the conservation objectives for this important resource. In this regard, vernal
pool grassland restoration differs from the compensatory replacement of vernal pool
wetlands to satisfy the Federal Clean Water Act "no net loss" wetlands policy. The
vernal pool grassland restoration objective is intended to improve those grasslands
where vernal pool wetland habitat is not present or the functions have diminished as a
consequence of human-caused activities over time (typically agricultural operations
that have disrupted or disturbed the hydrology and topographic conditions that
support vernal pool wetlands). Because this objective is intended to help meet the
preservation objective of I :I, only certain lands are to be considered viable for
restoration. The following criteria have been used to identify viable restorable lands:

• The property has not been laser-leveled for rice production.

• The property has the appropriate soils (e.g., claypan) to restore the appropriate
conditions for vernal pool wetland restoration.

• There is past evidence of vernal pool wetlands (e.g., 1937 aerial photographs
available to the County or other sources) on the site.

• The property is located in or adjacent to the draft Reserve boundary including
the CARP corridors.

• A parcel considered for restoration must be a minimum of200 acres in size
consistent with the Science Advisors recommendations.

• The focus is on lands that show a moderate to high disturbance level (without
being laser-leveled) and which have vernal pool wetlands at a density that is
less than 1% of the area ofthe site.

Valley Grasslands

Development projects will be required to mitigate for the loss ofgrasslands if
impacts are greater than 20 acres. Reasonably large (> 20 acres) grassland parcels
have value for avoidance if they are near established reserve areas or if they have
high restoration potential for vernal pool complex. Grassland patch sizes should
support pairs of burrowing owl and grasshopper sparrow.

Agriculture/Open Lands

Development projects will be required to provide mitigation for impacts greater than
20 acres in size. A priority will be given to the preservation of cropland that has
higher habitat value for covered species and to the restoration of some biologically
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lower valued cropland to appropriate natural habitats. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) will be incorporated to minimize the effects of development on adjacent
agricultural croplands and rice fields.

Key Standards for Habitat Lands in the PCCP Preserve System:

Acquisition and management oflands as part of the PCCP Preserve System should
adhere to the following general standards:

• Upland habitat quality within the Reserve Area will be maintained and
managed generally in similar or better condition as at the time lands are
conveyed to the PCCP Conservation A.rea.

• Rapid assessment surveys of wildlife and plant species are to be conducted
prior to any acquisition. Covered species are the highest priority. Reserve
design biological objectives for non-vernal pool, landscape-dependent species,
such as Swairison's hawk (requires large patches of undisturbed foraging
habitat) must be considered. Similarly, riparian habitat that provides
important wildlife corridors and provides habitat for a range of important
species, must be considered.

• The interface between urban/suburban land uses and preserve lands should be
minimized (i.e., minimize edge effects). Reserve acquisitions should
emphasize connectivity with other reserve lands and minimize the interface
between urban/suburban and reserve lands. Buffers should be required of new
development projects that have an interface with reserve lands. The overall
goal is to insure that incompatible land uses and indirect effects are avoided.

• Properties protected through an acquisition are to be buffered from
incompatible uses including long term/short term changes to the surrounding
environment

• Habitat contiguity and conservation of large, intact habitat blocks

• Consideration of "directional" influences such as migration/dispersal patterns,
rain, wind, fire and the nature and frequency of relevant disturbances

• Identification of perch sites/trees for hawks and loggerhead shrike

• Minimum dispersal patches for target bird and amphibian species

• The minimum parcel size for an acquisition is 200 acres if the acquisition area
is not contiguous with other reserve lands including CARP areas. There is no
minimum lot size for parcels adjacent to other reserve lands or CARP areas

• Identification of environmental corridors of sufficient width and with
appropriate buffering
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Other Key Elements of the Conservation Strategy

The following is a list of additional key elements which will contribute to the
development ofa successful PCCP conservation strategy.

• Mitigation to occur in advance of take.

• The PCCP will sustain all present natural communities within the Western
. Placer County landscape.

• The PCCP will restore or enhance certain natural communities and ecosystem
processes and functions.

• The PCCP will ensure population stability and sustainability of covered
species and contribute to the species' recovery.

• The PCCP will insure/maintain landscape connectivity.

• The PCCP will address cumulative impacts of intensive land use and
urbanization in Placer County.

• In order to meet conservation objectives, including no net loss of wetlands and
contribution to recovery of species, the PCCP must show how Western Placer
County will retain the same level of biological resource values that it has now,
even though the extent or range of existing biological resources will be
reduced.

• The PCCP conservation strategy will incorporate low impact development
(LID) standards to mitigate impacts on water quality associated with
stormwater runoff. The goals of PCCP LID program will be to preserve open
space and minimize land disturbance to the extent necessary to protect water
quality; protect natural systems and processes (drainage ways, vegetation,
soils, sensitive areas); reexamine the sizing oftraditional site infrastructure
(lots, streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks); incorporate natural site elements
(wetlands, stream corridors, mature forests) as design elements; and
decentralize storm water at its source.

• The PCCP conservation reserve map and accompanying conservation strategy
and aquatic resource program are collectively intended to be the least
damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) for CWA 404 permitting for the
unincorporated area and the City of Lincoln in the PCCP boundary.

• The PCCP will include a finance plan to be prepared after a review of the
agency comments on the Agency-Review Draft Conservation Strategy.
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Fire Management

Implementation ofthe Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) will result in the
permanent protection of approximately 50,000 acres in conservation reserves by the
year 2060. Preservation of these lands in perpetuity will require that they be managed
to reduce their susceptibility to wild fire. In the event that a fire occurs within a
conservation reserve, there is also a concern to reduce potential damage due to
suppression activities.

The PCCP will contain policies, procedures and prescriptions for managing wild fire
risk in conservation reserves primarily thro~gh treatment of fuels. Further, it
recommends that each reserve have a fire management component included within a
PCCP-mandated management plan. The fire management component will describe
site-specific conditions and actions required to: 1) reduce existing fuel loads; 2) re
introduce fire as a natural process of the ecosystem (ifrelevant); 3) minimize
environmental impacts and protect sensitive resources; and 4) enhance and/or restore
natural community characteristics. The emphasis of this document will be on fuels
treatments. The PCCP will also discuss the impacts that fire suppression actions can
have once a fire starts and how to minimize those impacts in conservation reserves.

Regional "LEDPA"

One of the key elements of the PCCP is to identify a reserve system-design that can
serve as a regional "least environmentally damaging practicable alternative" (or
LEOPA) for purposes of avoiding impacts to federally-regulated wetlands caused by
urbanization. .

If the PCCP reserve system meets the federal guidelines of a regional LEOPA, a
wetland-permitting program that meets federal requirements under the Clean Water
Act would be managed by the Plan Participants, creating a savings in time, an
increase in certainty, an increase in PCCP utility, and an assurance that wetland
resources are protected in perpetuity within the reserve system.

Status Quo

For individual projects, the required mitigation for wetland impacts is made on a
case-by-case basis by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers independent of the local
land use authority's discretionary review and approval of the project. The individual
permit process under section 404 of the Clean Water Act consists of a series of steps:
submission of a permit application; public notice (and in some cases a public
hearing); compliance with a variety of legal provisions outside of section 404 (such as
state water quality certification, NEPA, ESA, etc.); and the issuances of a record of
decision or statement of findings and permit, as appropriate. A key part of this
process is determining whether the proposed discharge activity wou Id comply with
the guidelines promulgated by EPA pursuant to CWA section 404(b)(1).
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Generally speaking, the Guidelines provide that activities resulting in the discharge of
dredged or fill material will not be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the
proposed discharge that would have a less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem,
so long as the alternative does not present other significant environmental
consequences. The Corps must analyze a range of alternatives and determine that the
proposed activity is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative or
"LEDPA" before it can grant a permit authorizing the discharges. Among the
alternatives that the Corps may consider is relocating the project to an area not owned·
by the project applicant, but which the applicant could reasonably obtain to satisfy the
basic purpose of the proposed activity. Unless clearly demonstrated otherwise, the
Corps will assume that there are practicable alternatives to activities that wi II impact
wetlands but are not dependent upon being in or having access to wetlands.

With the PCCP

The PCCP will be analyzed in ail environmental impact statement (EIS) that could
include an alternatives analysis that satisfies the Corps's alternative analysis
obligations under the Guidelines as well as NEPA. Instead of conducting an
alternatives analysis project-by-project, the Corps could rely on the alternatives
analysis conducted for the entire PCCP. When reviewing subsequent individual
permit applications for projects that are covered by the PCCP, the Corps would use
the PCCP alternatives analysis to determine, among other things, whether an
alternative off-site location should be considered for the project. This would
essentially eliminate the need for additional off-site alternatives analysis and, in many
cases, make project-level EISs unnecessary for such projects, which will significantly
reduce processing times for individualpermit applications. The Corps and the
County can further streamline permitting for larger projects by developing joint
procedures that will ensure that the substantive requirements of the CWA individual
permitting process are fulfilled while avoiding duplicative public notice and comment
procedures and the like.

In addition, the Corps should have considerably more flexibility in dealing with
questions of onsite avoidance for projects that meet the PCCP and the CARP's
avoidance and mitigation parameters. One of the premises ofthe PCCP and the
CARP is that it is environmentally preferable to establish reserves to protect larger
areas of vernal pools and other aquatic resources rather than requiring avoidance of
small vernal pools. If the Corps finds that the PCCP/CARP avoidance and mitigation
standards satisfy the Guidelines' requirements regarding avoidance of significant
degradation of waters and minimization of impacts, the Corps should be able to adopt
a flexible approach to onsite mitigation for individual projects.

The regional LEDPA is the best available option to streamline permitting under both
the federal Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act. The staff for the Corps
and U.S. EPA have been supportive of the development of this concept and their
ongoing support is essential if it is to be successful. Additionally, both Corps and
U.S. EPA management have been briefed on this approach and strongly support the
County's efforts.
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Failure to design the PCCP reserve map alternative as a regional LEOPA would result
in a significant missed opportunity to streamline environmental permitting in the
County and would diminish the overall value of the PCCP. The importance of
obtaining a regional LEOPA to the success of the PCCP cannot be overstated.
Proceeding with a PCCP reserve design that can function as the LEOPA is an
essential component of the PCCP.
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Chapter 5

Plan Costs and Financing

Impiementation of the PCCP involves both one-time and on-going annual costs.
One-time costs are capital costs for acquiring land or easements and restoring or
enhancing habitat to meet the plan's 50-year conservation goals. On-going annual
costs include the costs of program administration, land management, monitoring, and
adaptive management to ensure that the PCCP meets its species, ecosystem, and
resource conservation goals during the permit-term and in perpetuity. This chapter
presents planning-level estimates of the implementation budget for the PCCP, .
discusses the components ofPCCP cost, how those costs might be allocated, and
presents conceptual estimates of mitigation costs that would be assigned to new
development.

The PCCP Cost Model produces estimates of cumulative one-time and on-going costs
for use in economic analysis of the PCCP, including fiscal analysis and financial
analysis of plan costs, potential revenues, and financing strategies. The cost input
assumptions and results will continue to change as the PCCP develops. Further
review of cost assumptions may result in changes to cost factors, and refinement of
the PCCP will result in the need to verify and possibly revise cost assumptions.
The cost estimates contained in this chapter are based upon an analysis completed in
2006 for a range of reserve map alternatives under consideration at that time. This
cost analysis will be updated to reflect the final conservation strategy and the
measurable quantified objectives that result from the conservation plan (measured in
acres acquired and restored). The estimates presented in this chapter (based on the
2006 analysis, updated to 2008 dollars using an inflation index) provide an
approximation ofthe level of one-time and on-going costs to implement the PCCP.

One-time acquisition and restoration costs

Habitat conservation will be achieved on reserve lands acquired and habitat restored
according to PCCP standards. There are costs to acquire and restore land. These
one-time costs for land acquisition and restoration would be assigned to the activities
seeking coverage for species impacts under the PCCP.

The Implementing Entity will assemble PCCP reserves by accepting dedicated land
or conservation easements and by acquiring reserve land or conservation easements.
Fees "in-lieu" of land dedication would be established to enable covered activities to
satisfy mitigation requirements. Impact fees would also be established-to cover
restoration requirements.
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Total one-time costs could be in the range of $1.3 billion over 50 years. The total
includes acquisition cost of about $1 billion, restoration costs of about $150 million,
and a 10 percent contingency budget. Conceptual acquisition cost estimates are based
on a generalized assessment ofthe location and characteristics of properties that
would satisfy the mitigation requirements and conservation goals of the PCCP. The
estimates conservatively assume that the majority of acquisition would be fee title
purchases of land from willing sellers. The alternative of conservation easements
could, on average, reduce the acquisition costs for anyone property by approximately
50 percent.

On-going implementation costs

The annual costs to implement the PCCP include costs to administer the program,
manage reserve lands, and monitor progress toward biological goals and objectives.
The cost estimates are based on assumptions about staffing and/or contracting needed
to accomplish the following: identifying and executing land acquisitions; collecting
and managing impact fee and other revenue; preparing applications for state and
federal funding; developing annual budgets and financing strategies; preparing
reports to wildlife agencies; managing public participation; implementing land
management, restoration, and biological monitoring programs; tracking program
compliance; and maintaining required records. While these tasks would be the
responsibility of the Implementing Entity, the PCCP implementation budget would be
supported by a multiple-source funding plan.

The annual costs are a function of the types of activities required and the amount of
land managed. To begin, at start-up, total costs of $2 - 3 million per year average
about $600 per acre managed. By the mid-point ofPCCP implementation, it would
cost about $200 per acre to manage PCCP lands. This would amount to total annual
costs of $ 6 million per year when Yz or more of planned reserves wou ld be under
management. By the end of the permit term, per-acre land management costs would
be lower (about $170 per acre) and the on-going annual costs to implement the
program, including managing 40,000 - 50,000 acres of reserve lands, would be about
$8 million per year.

Costs increase over time as more reserve land is acquired and more staffing is
required to manage program implementation and manage the'growing reserve land
base. Costs per acre decline over time, however, as the level of activity decreases
after initial start-up, acquisition, and restoration are completed and the managing
entity gains experience and begins to realize efficiencies and economies of scale.

The annual costs are the responsibility of the local government implementing entity
and cover the costs of staff, contractors, equipment, and overhead. The cost estimates
provide for an administrative staff and a field and technical staff, and an operating
contingency. Costs also cover contractors providing some land management services
as well required legal, financial, real estate, and biological monitoring services. Costs
for public safety services provided to reserve lands (law enforcement and fire
protection costs) are also included in PCCP budget.
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Although a financing plan has not been determined, these costs are expected to be
funded by covered activities and other new funding sources. The details of the PCCP
financing plan will determine the extent to which PCCP costs might ultimately
require some commitment from the Placer County General Fund.

Estimating the costs of a complex program such as the PCCP involves numerous
assumptions and the use of average cost estimating factors for a variety of
administrative, land management, and monitoring activities. The costs estimates for
such a long-term planning program are by nature not precise; adding a significant
contingency factor provides a hedge against underestimates. The estimates are
nevertheless subject to evaluation to indicate their utility and validity for the purposes
of program and financial planning.

Operating costs for agencies that manage open space lands are sensitive to the
number of acres managed and the degree of public access and recreational use as well
as the degree of habitat management obligations. Research conducted for the PCCP
cost analysis indicates that, although costs are uncertain, these estimates appear to be
in an appropriate range when compared to those incurred by other land management
entities. The estimated average annual costs per acre managed for the PCCP are,
therefore, valid estimates for planning purposes.

Monitor costs to improve implementation budget over time

The detailed cost estimating exercise conducted for the PCCP provides up-front
insights into aspects of program implementation that might require more resources
than estimated. The process of acquiring reserve lands is one area in particular where
there might be extraordinary costs associated with any protracted negotiations or
complicated real estate transactions. Other areas of concern regarding potential
sources of on-going cost escalation are financial management and providing adequate
financial reserves to cover remedial measures indicated by adaptive management
findings or changed circumstances.

Offsetting revenues and land management efficiencies

By contrast to the ad hoc, case-by-case mitigation program currently in place,
however, the PCCP provides the additional capacity to generate offsetting revenues
and implement generalized land management policies to minimize on-going public
agency cost exposure. Income-generating agricultural operations could continue on
much PCCP reserve land, either through leaseholds or by re-selling easement
encumbered land back to the private sector. Hunting clubs might also be compatible
with some PCCP reserves. These management options available to the PCCP
implementing entity would provide a cushion against General Fund exposure.
Furthermore, one-time fees or annual assessments on covered activities to fund PCCP

. management costs could be set to cover costs of public safety services to PCCP
reserves, thereby reducing what would otherwise be a General Fund obligation.
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Principles for a PCCP Financing Plan

The PCCP Permitee will be responsible for ensuring that mitigation is accomplished
for private development activity and public projects, and that funding sources are
adequate to manage and monitor conservation lands and conservation activities in
perpetuity. The PCCP financing plan must identify funding sources and financing
mechanisms that will cover the one-time costs associated with local mitigation and
public conservation, as well as on-going costs for land management and plan
administration. The financing plan will identify and estimate new revenue specific to
the PCCP, such as habitat mitigation or development impact fees, special taxes, or
benefit assessments, in addition to state and federal funds and plan-generated
revenues such as lease revenue. The intent throughout the planning process has been
to design a financing plan that does not rely on existing County General Fund
revenues.

This can be accomplishe.~ by adhering to the following principles:

• Allocate local mitigation costs to private and public development in
proportion to impacts

• Adjust mitigation or impact fee amounts to keep pace with changes in costs

• Accept appropriate dedication of reserve land

• Assess on-going costs to covered activities using a combination of impact fees
for an endowment, annual assessments, or special taxes.

• Include mitigation cost obligations in project budgets for County-sponsored
covered activities and seek to cover these costs through new revenue sources
(e.g., include PCCP compliance costs in facility cost estimates used to derive
countywide capital facilities fees and traffic impact fees, and earmark funds
from a proposed transportation sales tax to cover habitat mitigation costs).

• Pursue new broad-based special revenue sources to fill funding gaps.

• Maximize private management of conservation lands through grazing and
other agricultural leases, re-sale of easement-encumbered conservation land,
and partnership with conservation banks, mitigation banks, and other potential
land management partners such as the Placer Land Trust.

• Encourage state and federal acquisition and management of public
conservation lands.

Cost sharing and cost allocation

One of the significant benefits oJthe PCCP over status quo conditions for mitigating
impacts to species and habitat would be the ability of the public agency implementing
entity to tap diverse sources of public funding. This is evident in state and federal
agency commitments to the public conservation component of the PCCP. Placer
County has been successful to date in competitive funding for both land acquisition
and planning funds offered by state and federal sources, attracting over $5.2 million
in state and federal grant funds. Accounting for 40 percent of total costs to date, th is
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outside funding has leveraged local sources to achieve natural resource goals and
objectives that might otherwise languish for lack of funding. State and federal dollars
have funded planning and acquisition for both Placer Legacy and the PCCP. Because
a comprehensive approach to habitat planning and protection has broadly recognized
benefits to species, natural communities, and the general public, allocations of state
and federal taxpayers dollars are available. This type of cost sharing is not possible
with individual players acting in isolation.

Furthermore, the PCCP has the potential to be a vehicle for allocating the costs of
habitat conservation more broadly, both over time and over a more diverse local
funding base. The public financing mechanisms outlined in the financing options
memorandum could have several cost benefits. Public debt financing would allow
up-front land acquisition, limiting the impact of land value escalation over time on
overall costs. Other forms of public financing would allow costs to be spread over
time and over a broader funding base, thereby reducing the up-front obligations of
land developers. In some plans, a portion of local mitigation cost is explicitly
assigned to taxpayers more generally. The rationale for a broader cost allocation can
be compelling:

• Existing development has contributed to the decline in habitat values and the
need for species listings and should bear some ofthe cost associated with
species conservation and recovery efforts.

• Many of the quality of life and economic benefits associated with large-scale
habitat conservation accrue generally to all residents, businesses, and visitors.

• Spreading some of the costs beyond new development benefits the consumers
of new development: newcomers (both residents and businesses), as well as
those moving within the county-especially the new households formed by
children of existing residents and older households seeking more affordable
housing options.

PCCP FINANCE PLAN

It is anticipated that most of the local mitigation costs of the PCCP will be borne by
the new development and infrastructure projects receiving incidental take coverage
for impacts to species and habitat under the PCCP permit. The greatest percentage of
participation will come from new development in unincorporated western Placer
County and the City of Lincoln. Projections prepared for the PCCP indicate long
term growth from 2007-2060 of about 112,000 housing units, and 160,000 additional
jobs in unincorporated western Placer County and the City of Lincoln.

The summary above describes estimates of PCCP costs for the Phase 1 area of the
PCCP. PCCP consultants and staff wi II prepare a draft finance plan for the Board's
consideration once the draft conservation strategy has been agreed to. The plan will
address the funding that would need to be obtained from funding partners such as
state and federal agencies as well as from parties benefiting from the PCCP.
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Cost AllocationlFees for One-Time Costs

New residential and non-residential development in the unincorporated area of
western Placer County and the City of Lincoln will bear much of the cost of the local
mitigation for impacts attributable to covered activities, largely proportional to the
conversion of land from non-urban to urban uses. For example, since non-residential
development would represent about 15 percent ofthe total conversion to urban uses,
it is likely that non-residential development would bear a share ofthe PCCP local
mitigation cost ,proportionate to that impact. Other covered activities such as public
agency projects including major infrastructure projects (e.g., Placer Parkway), will
also contribute to these costs.

A full range of options for cost allocation will be outlined in the complete financial
alternatives analysis. For illustrative purposes at this stage of the pecp evaluation, a
preliminary scenario allocates all local mitigation costs to new development
proportional to the acres ofland converted? irrespective of the specific natural
communities and/or species that wou ld be impacted. The resultant fee per acre is
translated to a fee per dwelling unit or a fee per 1,000 square feet of non-residential
development. The incentives to reduce the footprint and increase densities are logical
in that less land required for development will result in less conversion of land that
harbors sensitive species. For example, a high-density project (20 units per acre) with
a small development footprint has 10 percent of the per unit obI igation of a project
that is at a very low suburban density (2'units per acre).

Assuming one-time acquisition and restoration costs indicated above (about $1.3
billion over the 50-year term of the PCCP), development representative ofthe
average density of residential development in the greater Sacramento area today
(about 4 units per acre) would incur a PCCP fee of about $6,000 per unit.
Alternatively, development at the residential densities proposed by the SACOG
Blueprint project (about 12 units per acre) would incur a fee of about $2,000 per unit.
By utilizing Blueprint densities, development projects would reduce the PCCP fee
per-unit by a factor of 3 when compared to traditional suburban development
patterns.

Ongoing Costs

The ongoing costs are more difficult to specifically identify on a per unit basis
because such costs could be spread through a variety of finance mechanisms. If an
endowment only alternative was considered, a very significant amount of funding
would have to be set aside in a non-wasting account in order to generate sufficient
revenue on an annual basis to support the ongoing costs in perpetuity. Because such
an account may be difficult to establish and protect in perpetuity (over $400M would
be necessary) other alternatives are to be examined and presented in the financial
analysis.
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SUMMARY

The following is a summary of the overall budget and financial considerations for the
peep:

• Acquiring 40,000 to 50,000 acres of land - fee title and conservation easement
- and restoring significant habitat: $1.3 billion over 50 years funded by state
and federal contributions and contributions of land, easements, or funding
from covered activities

• Actual costs would be lower to the extent significant mitigation land were
provided through land dedications by new development

• Start up operating costs: $2 - 3 million per year

• On-going annual costs at 2060: $8 million per year

• Offsetting revenues and alternative financing options have not yet been
estimated

• The average peep fee per dwelling unit at 4 units per acre could be about
$6,000. The fee per unit would be less at higher development densities.
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Appendix A

PCCP Covered Activities

A. Urban development and related infrastructure, and conservation actions, within the
unincorporated portions of the County through 2060, including:

• Transportation Facilities
• Residential, Commercial, Public Facility, and Industrial Construction
• Infill land development
• Pipeline Installation and Maintenance
• Land Management Activities
• Recreational Activities and Facilities, including multi-purpose trails
• Stormwater Management Activities
• HabitatfLand Restoration Activities
• Waste Management Activities
• Flood Control Activities
• Placer Legacy Implementation Activities

B. Urban development and related infrastructure, and conservation actions, within the City
of Lincoln growth through 2060 including:

• Transportation Faci Iities
• Residential, Commercial, Public Facility, and Industrial Construction
• Infilliand development
• Pipeline Installation and Maintenance
• Land Management Activities
• Recreational Activities and Facilities, including multi-purpose trails
• Stormwater Management Activities
• HabitatfLand Restoration Activities
• Waste Management Activities
• Flood Control Activities

C. Indirect and cumulative impacts associated with the Sacramento River diversion for the
Placer County Water Agency (PCWA)

D. Direct impacts associated the construction of new water conveyance facilities and the
operations and maintenance of existing and new facilities (PCWA)

E. Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts for corridor acquisition, construction, and
maintenance of the Placer Parkway (SPRTA).
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Conservation Strategy Report #2 - Figure A
PCCP Analysis Zones
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Conservation Strategy Report #2 - Figure B
Ad Hoc Committee Recommended

Conservation Reserve Map
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