CHAPTER 6
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

6.1 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
6.1.1 Regional Setting

The £47.3-acre project site is located 0.25 miles north of the Alpine Meadows Ski Resort, within
the Alpine Meadows General Plan area, which encompasses approximately 3,600 acres south of
Squaw Valley and west of the Truckee River, about 12 miles south of the Town of Truckee and 5
miles northwest of Tahoe City. The Alpine Sierra Subdivision (proposed project) site is located
in Bear Creek Valley and consists of five parcels.

The project site is within the Bear Creek Valley and Sierra Nevada ecoregion. As indicated in the
Biological Survey Report prepared for the project (Appendix D), the regional setting of the
proposed project is low-density residential development (single- and multi-family), with a major
ski resort less than 1 mile away, in a coniferous forest landscape. The project site lies in the
Sierra Nevada ecoregion (Level I11), Northern Sierra Upper Montane Forests (Level 1V).

The Sierra Nevada is approximately 400 miles long and consists of a diverse array of ecological
communities. Elevations throughout the Sierras range from 1,000 feet to higher than 14,000 feet;
oak woodland communities present in the lower elevations transition to subalpine conifer and
alpine communities at the highest elevations. There are considerable differences in the climates
on the west and east sides of the Sierras due to the rain shadow effect, under which the eastern
side receives less precipitation and supports biological communities adapted to more xeric
conditions. The project site is on the eastern side, with elevations that range from 6,600 to 7,100
feet (McGraw et al. 2001).

The Truckee River watershed, with an area of approximately 2,720 square miles, encompasses
the entire Lake Tahoe, Truckee River, and Pyramid Lake systems. However, the current study
area includes the portion of Watershed 2 extending from the outflow of Lake Tahoe to the
California/Nevada state line, or Hydrologic Unit 635.00. This includes 15 miles of channel
from Tahoe City in Placer County, through the Town of Truckee in Nevada County, to the
state line between Sierra and Washoe Counties. This area encompasses 428 square miles of
mountainous topography.

Characterized by mild summers and cold winters, the climate of the study area is classified as
humid continental (Convay et al. 1996, as cited in EcoSynthesis 2012 [see Appendix D to this
Draft EIR]). From 1990 to 2014, the average annual temperature (recorded at the Tahoe City
Cross SNOTEL (snowpack telemetry) site) was 44.1°F. Highs averaged 67.6°F during the
summer and 45.7°F during winter months. Lows averaged 54.8°F during the summer and 30.2°F
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during the winter (http://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/nwecc/site). Other climatic characteristics of the
project region are prevailing westerly winds, large temperature fluctuations, and infrequent but
severe storms (Garcia and Carmen 1986, as cited in EcoSynthesis 2012 [see Appendix D]).
Precipitation measured at the Tahoe City Cross SNOTEL site averaged 36.3 inches annually,
ranging from 11.4 inches to 64.3 inches from 1981 to 2014. Precipitation occurs predominantly
as snowfall during winter months, generally increasing with elevation. Snowpacks in the Sierra
Nevada have been observed year-round, and snowfall has occurred as late as July. Snowfall
averages 208.2 inches annually, but has been recorded as high as 401.4 inches at the Truckee
Ranger Station (www.wrcc.dri.edu).

Vegetation varies significantly throughout the project region. Mountain summits and peaks are
generally barren, and high alpine meadows are composed of grasses and wildflowers. Headwater
areas are distinguished by three different vegetative zones: (1) mountain hemlock (Tsuga
mertensiana), western white pine (Pinus monticola), and California red fir (Abies magnifica) in the
highest elevations; (2) white fir (Abies concolor), Jeffrey pine (Pinus jeffreyi), ponderosa pine (Pinus
ponderosa), sugar pine (Pinus lambertiana), and incense cedar (Calocedrus) in the mid-elevation
ranges; and (3) ponderosa pine and western juniper (Juniperus occidentalis) in the lower elevations.
Sagebrush, bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa), and various grasses
make up the lower elevations in the headwater areas. Riparian vegetation including quaking aspen
(Populus tremuloides), dogwood (Cornus sericea), willows, sedges, and grasses grows along the
Truckee River, some of its tributaries, and along the margins of wetland areas (Placer County 1968)

6.1.2 Project Site Setting
Elevations within the project site range from 6,600 to 7,100 feet above mean sea level.

The study area is mostly white fir forest with lesser acreages of montane chaparral, montane
riparian, and rocky forb-subshrub vegetation. Other than an underground water line and some
unsurfaced trails, the project site is undeveloped. A short segment of Bear Creek, an unnamed
seasonal stream, and some ephemeral tributaries cross the project site.

Identification of biological resources present on the project site is provided in the Biological
Survey Report prepared by EcoSynthesis (2012) and the Wetland Delineation prepared by North
Fork Associates (2002, 2010). Those reports are provided in Appendix D to this Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) and summarized below.

Vegetation on site is shown in Figure 6-1, Habitat Map. On-site habitat consists primarily of
white fir forest with lesser acreages of quaking aspens, montane chaparral, montane riparian,
and rocky forb—subshrub vegetation. Although the site is dominated by white fir and red fir,
numerous Jeffrey pine trees occur on the steep slopes of the project site, and lodgepole pine
(P. contorta ssp. murrayana) and ponderosa pine trees were identified near the Bear Creek
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drainage. Montane riparian habitat is generally associated with drainage ravines traversing
the site, with the largest areas of riparian habitat occurring along Bear Creek in the narrow
corridor comprising the western extent of the site and along a riverine feature located in the
east-central portion of the site. Four pockets of riparian habitat that are not immediately
adjacent to drainages also occur in the northeastern portion of the project site. Dominant
species identified in riparian areas include mountain alder (Alnus incana ssp. tenuifolia),
redosier dogwood (Cornus sericea), and Scouler’s willow (Salix scouleriana).

White Fir Forest

The most extensive vegetation type by far on the site is white fir forest, dominated by white fir and,
thus, meeting the California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System’s rules for inclusion in this type
(greater than 50% relative cover of white fir). On the steeper slopes, with volcanic substrate, the
forest includes numerous (but nowhere near co-dominant) Jeffrey pine trees. In the lower part of the
site, closer to Bear Creek and with alluvial (including granitic) substrate, the subdominant tree
species is lodgepole pine. The site includes a significant number of large-diameter (greater than 36
inches) live and dead trees; it is best characterized as mid- to late successional stage forest.

Understory is highly variable throughout the forest depending on microsite. Portions of the site
have sufficiently dense tree canopy that there is very little by way of shrub or herbaceous layer.
In areas close to the riparian corridors (see below), extensive understory vegetation of western
thimbleberry (Rubus parviflorus), purple-flowered honeysuckle (Lonicera conjugialis), and
mesic herbs (e.g., meadow rue [Thalictrum fendleri]) is present. On drier slopes, understory is
dominated by snowberry (Symphoricarpos mollis), coyote mint (Monardella odoratissima),
mule’s ear (Wyethia amplexicaulis), and/or mountain currant (Ribes nevadense). On some semi-
open forest areas on gentle slopes with presumably deeper and more mesic soils, the understory
is substantially herbaceous (Angelica breweri, Eucephalus breweri, Symphyotrichum ascendens
and campestre, meadow rue, and other species).

According to the Alpine Sierra Forest Health and Fire Assessment Report prepared for the
project (Appendix J), overall tree health varies throughout the site. Most of the white and red fir
trees appear healthy, but there is stand of young quaking aspens in the southwest portion of the
site that is in declining health due to competition from encroaching lodgepole pine trees. Due to
competition, there are a number of dead and dying trees visible throughout the site, including
large snags and down logs and trees. Although there are numerous vigorous and healthy trees
present throughout the site, the overall health of the forest on this parcel is in a state of decline.
The increased pressure for limited resources is causing stress and making the trees susceptible to
a greater risk of the spread of insect and disease.
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Montane Chaparral

Montane chaparral is applied to non-riparian shrubby vegetation on the site, composed primarily
of true chaparral species: tobacco brush (Ceanothus velutinus), Sierra whitethorn (C. cordulatus),
and greenleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos patula). Thinner-leaved shrubs such as bitter cherry
(Prunus emarginata) and Saskatoon serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia) are also present
alongside other chaparral species.

Understory is generally sparse or absent within montane chaparral, but this type does merge with
the rocky forb—subshrub community, described below.

Riparian Scrub

Riparian scrub habitat primarily occurs adjacent to the wetland swale in the eastern portion of the
project site. The riparian scrub areas support several species of willows, Himalayan blackberry
(Rubus armeniacus), and balsam poplar (Populus trichocarpa). These areas provide foraging and
nesting opportunities and cover for common wildlife such as raptors, songbirds, rodents, reptiles,
and amphibians.

Rocky Forb-Subshrub

This vegetation type is a distinctive feature of the study area, and is not accommodated by any
described California Wildlife Habitat Relationships System habitat type. It is distinguished by
the presence of sparse cover of mostly subshrubby or exposure adapted herbaceous vegetation on
thin, rocky (specifically volcanic) soils. At its most extreme (on and near the actual rock
outcrops), the overwhelmingly dominant species is Wright’s buckwheat, also known as bastard-
sage (Eriogonum wrightii var. subscaposum), mixed with needlegrass (Stipa occidentalis),
spreading phlox (Phlox diffusa), and sulfur buckwheat (E. umbellatum var. nevadense).

Farther from the exposed bedrock, this assemblage of species transitions into one dominated by
mule’s ear, coyote mint, angelica, Brewer’s aster (E. breweri), turpentine wavewing
(Cymopterus terebinthinus), and naked buckwheat (Eriogonum nudum).

Montane Riparian

Montane riparian habitat occurs along all of the major drainage ravines that cross the site,
including Bear Creek. The characteristic riparian plant species also occur in small patches not
adjacent to drainages, although these small patches lack either sufficient size or other special
elements, most notably surface water, that are fundamental aspects of riparian habitat values for
the species that depend on this habitat type. For completeness, these isolated patches are mapped,
even though they do not actually provide habitat for riparian-associated species.
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Montane riparian vegetation in the study area is primarily dominated by mountain alder, with
variable proportion of redosier dogwood and Scouler’s willow. Understory is essentially absent
in this habitat type in the study area. In particular, there are no wet meadow areas supporting
wetland Carex and Juncus species.

Riverine

Several riverine systems cross the study area. The only fully perennial feature is Bear Creek,
which extends across a narrow part of the site for a channel distance of approximately 75 to 80
feet. The river channel substrate in this small segment is composed of cobbles to large boulders,
with some small patches of coarse gravel. Other riverine features vary from ephemeral (flowing
only during major snowmelt or rain events) to seasonal (flow continuing through summer, with
increasing extent of reaches without surface flow as the season proceeds). In all cases, however,
the channel gradients are relatively steep and substrates are coarse (bedrock to patches of coarse
sand). In-channel wetlands are essentially absent.

Mapping of riverine features was based on digital survey methods, as documented in the
Wetland Delineation (Appendix D). Vegetation mapping was done by reference to an
imperfectly georeferenced aerial photograph, as documented in the Biological Survey Report
(Appendix D); therefore, the alignment of the two sources is not perfect.

Waters of the United States

The proposed project site consists of approximately 0.69 acres of waters of the United States,
including wetlands. A wetland delineation for the project site was conducted by North Fork
Associates and verified by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) in 2010 (North Fork
Associates 2010). The verified wetland delineation map is Figure 6-2. A small section of Bear
Creek that runs through the western extension of the site constitutes approximately 0.2 acres of
the site’s jurisdictional waters. Approximately 0.56 acres is seasonal creek that runs northwest to
southeast through the project site, and the remaining 0.11 acres is ephemeral drainage associated
with tributaries of the seasonal creek.

Special-Status Species

Research supporting the Biological Survey Report (Appendix D) included a query of the
California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) for reported occurrences of special-status
species in the proposed project region. The list of species and natural communities that resulted
from the CNDDB query for the nine quadrangles centered on Tahoe City is included in
Appendix B to the Biological Survey Report.
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For the purposes of this chapter, special-status species are those that fall into one or more of the
following categories:

e Listed as endangered or threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
(including candidates and species proposed for listing)

e Listed as endangered or threatened under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA)
(including candidates and species proposed for listing)

e Designated as rare, protected, or fully protected pursuant to California Fish and Game Code
e Designated a Species of Concern by the CDFW

e Defined as rare or endangered under Section 15380 of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA)

e Listed as California Rare Plant Rank 1, 2, 3 or 4 by the California Native Plant Society

In addition to the CNDDB query, biologists conducted a field survey to determine the
presence/absence of any special-status plant species, whether recorded from nearby quadrangles by
the CNDDB or not (EcoSynthesis 2012 [see Appendix D]). The site was studied on several dates in
August 2012, during the blooming time for the special-status plant species that have the potential to
occur. The survey involved identification of all plant species on site, birds, mammals, and incidental
observations of wildlife. Appendix A to the Biological Survey Report includes a list of 144 plants
and vertebrates that were observed directly or by sign. Further analysis determined that more than
140 plant species and four animal species occur or may occur within the project site.

Many of the special-status plants and wildlife identified in the CNDDB query require habitats,
including wetland and aquatic habitats with slow-moving or stationary water, or (in the case of
wetland species) nearly level wetland habitats with long seasonal saturation to or nearly to the
ground surface, that are not found on the project site. Also, many of the plant species that
resulted from the query are found only at higher or lower elevations, or are known only from
occurrences west of the Sierra Nevada crest (occurrences in Wentworth Springs and/or Granite
Chief quadrangle).

Relatively few special-status species are known from habitats such as those that occur within the
project site. With regard to plant species, the field survey was floristic, so special-status species
would have been detected regardless of CNDDB records or expected habitat associations (or lack
thereof). The Biological Survey Report indicates that the site supports suitable habitat for two
special-status plant species: Donner Pass buckwheat (Eriogonum umbellatum var. torreyanum)
and Munro’s desert mallow (Sphaeralcea munroana). However, neither species was found in
suitable habitats during the on-site field survey. Marginally suitable habitat was also identified
for Northern meadow sedge (Carex praticola); however, the species was not found on site.
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One special-status bird species, yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia), a California Department of
Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) species of special concern, was observed in a large alder thicket near
the center of the project site. Yellow warblers are generally found in riparian forest and
shrubland, and, in the region, nesting records are close to water.

The Biological Survey Report indicates that it is likely that other special-status wildlife species
could occasionally make use of the site, specifically Sierra marten (Martes americana sierrae),
Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare (Lepus americanus tahoensis), and long-legged myotis (Myotis
volans). However, given that there is existing development and constant human presence within
1,000 feet uphill and downhill of the site, it is unlikely that the site provides suitable
denning/nesting habitat for Sierra marten and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, but it may provide
occasional foraging habitat.

Long-legged myotis is one of the most geographically widespread bat species in western North
America. The site does not provide suitable hibernacula (caves, deep rock crevices, and other
such refuges with moderate temperature year round). However, maternity and/or day roosts
might be present seasonally in dead trees or under exfoliating bark of large trees. At least one
large tree with a hollow trunk is present within the site, and many trees that might have suitable
exfoliating bark are present. The limited extent of surface water reduces the foraging value of the
site somewhat (long-legged myotis prefers to forage over ponds).

The project site is located within the critical habitat extent for Sierra Nevada yellow legged frog
(Rana sierrae) (CDFW 2015). Sierra Nevada yellow legged frog is listed under the FESA as
threatened and is a candidate for listing under the CESA. However, the proposed Biological
Survey Report prepared for the project (Appendix D), identified that the project site itself does
not contain suitable habitat for the species, citing that there are no sources of stationary water.
Adults of the species have not been observed to undertake significant migratory movements, and
primarily maintain a home range of less than 30 feet (CWHR 2008). It is possible but unlikely
that the species could occur incidentally on the site.

6.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK
6.2.1 Federal Regulations
Federal Endangered Species Act

Projects that would result in impacts to federally listed threatened or endangered species are
required to comply with FESA, which is administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS). There are no federally listed threatened or endangered species with potential to occur
on the project site. The project is not expected to impact any federally listed threatened or
endangered species.
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Section 404 of the Clean Water Act

e The Corps and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency regulate the discharge of
dredged and fill material into waters of the United States under Section 404 of the Clean
Water Act. Waters of the United States are defined as “all waters which are currently
used, or were used in the past, or may be susceptible to use in interstate or foreign
commerce, including all waters which are subject to the ebb and flow of the tide.”

The Corps will typically exert jurisdiction over the portion of a project site that contains waters
of the United States. This jurisdiction includes approximately the bank-to-bank portion of a creek
up to the ordinary high water mark along its entire length, and adjacent wetland areas.

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act

The State Water Resources Control Board has authority over discharges of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States through Section 401 of the Clean Water Act, which
requires that an applicant for a Section 404 permit also obtain certification from the appropriate
state agency stating that the fill is consistent with the state’s water quality standards and criteria.
In California, the authority to either grant certification or waive the requirement for permits is
delegated by the State Water Resources Control Board to the nine regional boards. The Central
Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board is the appointed authority for Section 401
compliance in the project area. A request for certification or waiver must be submitted to the
Regional Water Quality Control Board at the same time that an application is filed with the
Corps. The Regional Water Quality Control Board has 60 days to review and act on the
application. Because no Corps permit is valid under the Clean Water Act unless certified by the
state, these boards may effectively veto or add conditions to any Corps permit.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. Section 703, Supp. I, 1989) regulates and
prohibits taking, Killing, possession of, or harm to migratory bird species listed in Title 50 Code
of Federal Regulations Section 10.13. This international treaty for the conservation and
management of bird species that migrate through more than one country is enforced in the
United States by USFWS. Additionally, as discussed below, Section 3513 of the California Fish
and Game Code states that it is unlawful to take or possess any migratory non-game bird as
designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This provides CDFW with enforcement authority
for project-related impacts that would result in the take of bird species protected under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The Migratory Bird Treaty Act was amended in 1972 to include
protection for migratory birds of prey (raptors).
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6.2.2  State Regulations
California Endangered Species Act

CESA, established under California Fish and Game Code Section 2050 et. seq., identifies
measures to ensure that endangered species and their habitats are conserved, protected, restored,
and enhanced. CESA restricts the “take” of plant and wildlife species listed by the state as
endangered or threatened, as well as candidates for listing. Section 86 of the Fish and Game
Code defines “take” as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch,
capture, or kill.” Under Section 2081(b) of the Fish and Game Code, CDFW has the authority to
issue permits for incidental take for otherwise lawful activities. Under this section, CDFW may
authorize incidental take, but the take must be minimal and permittees must fully mitigate project
impacts. CDFW cannot issue permits for projects that would jeopardize the continued existence
of state-listed species.

CDFW maintains lists for candidate endangered species and candidate threatened species.
Candidate species and listed species are given equal protection under the law. CDFW also lists
species of special concern based on limited distribution; declining populations; diminishing
habitat; or unusual scientific, recreational, or educational value. Designation of species of special
concern is intended by CDFW to be used as a management tool for consideration in future land
use decisions. These species do not receive protection under CESA or any section of the
California Fish and Game Code, and do not necessarily meet CEQA Guidelines Section 15380
criteria as rare, threatened, endangered, or of other public concern. The determination of
significance for California species of special concern must be made on a case-by-case basis.
CDFW typically requests that CEQA lead agencies give consideration to minimization of
impacts to California species of special concern when approving projects.

Nesting Birds, Raptors, and Migratory Birds

California Fish and Game Code Section 3503 states that it is unlawful to take, possess, or
needlessly destroy the nests or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or
any regulation made pursuant thereto. Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5 protects all birds
of prey (raptors) and their eggs and nests, and Section 3513 states that it is unlawful to take
or possess any migratory non-game bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
These regulations could require that vegetation removal or construction near nest trees be
reduced or eliminated during critical periods of the nesting cycle unless surveys by a
qualified biologist demonstrate that nests, eggs, or nesting birds will not be disturbed, subject
to approval by CDFW and/or USFWS.
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Fully Protected Species

California Fish and Game Code Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and
amphibians), and 5515 (fish) designate certain species as “fully protected.” Fully protected
species, or parts thereof, may not be taken or possessed at any time, and no provision of the
California Fish and Game Code or any other law may be construed to authorize the issuance of
permits or licenses to take any fully protected species.

Streambed Alteration Agreements

Fish and Game Code Sections 1600 through 1616 regulate activities by which a public or private
entity proposes to “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or
use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake, or deposit or
dispose of debris, waste, or other material containing crumbled, flaked, or ground pavement
where it may pass into any river, stream, or lake.” Section 1600 et seq. of the code defines the
responsibilities of CDFW and the requirements for public and private applicants to obtain an
agreement for the activities referenced above. In general, a Streambed Alteration Agreement is
necessary where any such proposed activity would “substantially adversely affect an existing fish
or wildlife resource.” The local CDFW warden or unit biologist typically has responsibility for
issuing Streambed Alteration Agreements. These agreements usually include specific
requirements related to construction techniques and remedial and compensatory measures to
mitigate for adverse impacts. CDFW may also require long-term monitoring to assess the
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation.

Sensitive Vegetation Communities

California Fish and Game Code Sections 1385-1391, the California Riparian Habitat
Conservation Act, identifies valley and foothill riparian habitat as a sensitive resource. This
habitat provides important habitat value for wildlife. This is the only sensitive plant community
on the project site. There are other sensitive plant communities, such as alkali meadow, alkali
seep, in the project region (CNDDB 2010, as cited in EcoSynthesis 2012 [see Appendix D]), but
none are located within the project site.

Z’berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act

The Z’Berg-Nejedly Forest Practice Act (Forest Practice Act) was enacted to ensure that logging
is conducted in a manner that will preserve and protect California fish, wildlife, forests, and
streams. Under the Forest Practice Act and the associated California Public Resource Code
(Division 4, Chapter 8), the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)
acts as the lead agency for timber harvest activities on non-federal land in the state. Removal of
commercial timber species from forested areas, regardless of zoning, may require a Timber
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Harvest Plan, a Timberland Conversion Permit, or another type of timber harvest plan exemption
or emergency document.

The California Forest Practice Rules (Title 14, California Code of Regulations) provide explicit
requirements by which Registered Professional Foresters prepare THPs and by which CAL FIRE
serves as the lead agency and reviews their completeness, adequacy, and enforceability. The
Forest Practice Rules address a wide range of operational concerns such as fire prevention; soil
erosion and water quality; watershed and flood control; stocking; protection of young growth;
soil productivity; control of insects, pests, and disease; protection of natural and scenic qualities;
stand density; reforestation methods; soil movement; debris disposal and treatment of slash and
debris; noise; hours of operation; and silvicultural methods.

When a THP is required, it must define:

e The decrease in timber base in the local jurisdiction as a result of the project,

e The cover type, including commercial species, density, age, and size composition,
e The ground slopes and aspects of the area affected by the project,

e The soil types affected by the project; and

e Any significant problems that may affect the conversion.
6.2.3 Local Regulations
Placer County General Plan

The Placer County General Plan Natural Resources element establishes goals, objectives, and
policies regarding water resources (including wetlands and riparian areas), fish and wildlife
habitat, and vegetation (Placer County 2013a). The goals listed below are applicable to the
biological resources found at the project site. Placer County General Plan policies require Placer
County (County) to identify and protect significant ecological resources and habitat, including
wetland areas, stream environment zones, habitat for special-status plants and animals, and large
areas of natural habitat. An analysis of the project’s consistency with General Plan policies
related to biological resource protection is provided in Appendix C to this Draft EIR.

Goal 6.A To protect and enhance the natural qualities of Placer County’s streams, creeks,
and groundwater.

Goal 6.B To protect wetland communities and related riparian areas throughout Placer
County as valuable resources.
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Goal 6.C

Goal 6.D
Goal 6.E

To protect, restore, and enhance habitats that support fish and wildlife species so
as to maintain populations at viable levels.

To preserve and protect the valuable vegetation resources of Placer County.

To preserve and enhance open space lands to maintain the natural resources
of the County.

Alpine Meadows General Plan

The Alpine Meadows General Plan (adopted in 1968) provides guidance for future development
within the Alpine Meadows area. The general concepts relevant to the analysis of impacts related
to biological resources for the proposed project are as follows (Placer County 1968) [lettering
and numbering per the original]:

B. Specific Approaches, Principles and Standards:

11. Open Space: As much land as possible should be preserved in perpetual open
areas under the multiple use concept for activities such as timbering, grazing,
recreation, watershed protection, etc. by the use of the following devices.

o Exclusive low density zoning practices.

o Averaging population densities.

o Utilizing advanced forms of subdivision techniques (clusters, etc.).
o Scenic easements and development rights.

o Assessment practices.

o Acquisition in title by fee, bequest, dedication.

D. Land Use:

1. Open Space and the watershed classifications provide the first essential step in
preserving the natural resource base and appearance. This requires a “large
acreage” minimum lot area such as indicated in the “rural low density”
classification. The compelling reason for these large acreage parcels is to protect
the watershed from, pollution and siltation, and second, to preserve the character
of the wilderness reserves and resource based recreation areas. In preserving the
natural resource areas, the following essential functions are served:

b. The protection of the natural environment as a source of regional values

e. Providing a predominant characteristic for the land which is compatible
with adjacent National Forest Reserves, wilderness areas and sanctuaries.
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e 7. Park and Recreational Uses: The proposed plan call for a major portion of the
valley to remain in open space (or low density) uses on both public and private
lands for recreation uses. In addition, scenic easements (or fee lands acquisition)
should be established the length of Bear Creek to the Truckee River. A
distinguishing feature is the intended preservation of Bear Creek in a native and
natural state... All new subdivisions bordering the creek should be required to
reserve adequate pedestrian accessibility and drainage protection to this end.

Placer County Tree Preservation Ordinance

Placer County has a Tree Preservation Ordinance (Chapter 12.16 of the Placer County Code) that
requires County approval and mitigation for removal of landmark or preserved trees, groves of
native trees, native tree corridors, and significant stands of native tree habitats, including trees
within riparian areas (Placer County 2015). The ordinance defines an impacted tree as one that is
identified for removal and/or any tree for which ground disturbance would occur within its
dripline. As specified in County Code Section 12.16.080, Subsections A, B, and C, mitigation for
impacts may be provided by planting replacement trees; implementing a revegetation plan,
including propagation of native trees from seed; or payment into the County’s Tree Preservation
Fund (if it is determined that the site is incapable of supporting adequate on-site replacement or
propagation of trees).

6.3 IMPACTS
6.3.1  Significance Criteria

As evaluated in the Initial Study (Appendix A), the proposed project would have no impact with
respect to the following significance criterion:

e Would the project convert oak woodlands?

e Would the project conflict with provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan?
Therefore, these topics are not discussed further in this Draft EIR.

The analysis below evaluates potentially significant project impacts related to biological and
forestry resources based on the following significance criteria:

e Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species?

e Would the project result in substantial habitat reduction affecting wildlife and
plant populations?
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e Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other
sensitive natural community?

e Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands?

e Would the project interfere substantially with wildlife movement or native wildlife
nursery sites?

e Would the project conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as a tree preservation policy?

e Would the project involve changes in the existing environment which, due to their
location or nature, could result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-agricultural
or non-forest use?

6.3.2 Project Impacts
Impact 6.1

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special- status species?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: MM 6.1a and MM 6.1b MM 6.1a and MM 6.1b
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

MM = Mitigation Measure.
Alternative A Impacts

The proposed project site lies in the Tahoe City quadrangle. A CNDDB query was performed for
the nine quadrangles that center on the Tahoe City quadrangle. The list of species and natural
communities that resulted is included in Appendix B to the Biological Survey Report (Appendix
D of this EIR). Many of the special-status plants and wildlife identified through the CNDDB
query use wetland and aquatic habitats with slow-moving or stationary water, or, in the case of
wetland species, are found in nearly level wetland habitats with long seasonal saturation to or
nearly to the ground surface. These conditions are not found within the project site. Also, many
of the plant species identified in the query are found only at higher or lower elevations, or are
known only from occurrences west of the Sierra Nevada crest (occurrences in Wentworth
Springs and/or Granite Chief quadrangle). Relatively few special-status species are known from
habitats such as those that occur within the project site. For plant species, the field survey was
floristic, so special-status species would have been detected regardless of CNDDB records or
expected habitat associations.
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One special-status species, yellow warbler (CDFW species of special concern) was observed in a
large alder thicket near the center of the project site. It is reasonable to conclude that all other
riparian thickets within the site that have sufficient width to provide visual cover would provide
suitable foraging and nesting habitat for this bird. The single adult yellow warbler was observed
in the largest patch of montane riparian habitat on the site. The species may make more than one
nesting attempt during the season, so it cannot be determined whether the one observation in
August constituted a nesting, single, or post-nesting individual that remained in the area prior to
fall migration. Regardless, it is reasonable to conclude that the species nests within that patch of
riparian habitat, and possibly in other sizeable patches elsewhere on the site. The very small
proportion of riparian vegetation that would be lost as a result of the project is considered to be a
less-than-significant impact on yellow warbler because sufficient riparian vegetation would
remain on-site to support local populations of this species. Both he Development Standards
(Appendix B) and the Alpine Sierra Forest Management and Fuel Reduction Plan (Appendix J)
require that riparian vegetation be retained, thus impacts to riparian vegetation would be limited
to the locations where roads cross the on-site streams. Project construction during the nesting
season could result in disturbance and nest abandonment, which would be a significant impact.
Mitigation Measure (MM) 6.1a would reduce this impact to less than significant by ensuring
that no nesting yellow warblers are present in or immediately adjacent to habitat that will be
disturbed during construction of Alternative A.

It is also likely that other special-status wildlife species could occasionally make use of the site,
specifically Sierra marten, Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, and long-legged myotis. Given that
there is existing development and constant human presence within 1,000 feet uphill and downhill
of the site, it is unlikely that the site provides suitable denning/nesting habitat for Sierra marten
and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, but may provide occasional foraging habitat. Removal of this
small area of marginal foraging habitat for the Sierra marten and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare
would constitute a less than significant impact.

Maternity roosts for the long-legged myotis (during May and June) and/or day roosts might be
present seasonally in dead trees or under exfoliating bark of large trees. At least one large tree
with a hollow trunk is present within the site, and many trees of a size that might have suitable
exfoliating bark are present. The limited extent of surface water reduces the foraging value of the
site somewhat, as long-legged myotis prefers to forage over ponds. As long as a sufficient
number of large and standing dead trees with cavities are preserved, as reflected in the Forest
Management and Fuel Reduction Plan, potential use of the site by this species would be
preserved, and the impact would be less than significant. However, removal of large, dead, or
hollow trees that provide roosting sites during the maternity period could result in a significant
impact. MM 6.1b would reduce this impact to less than significant by requiring limitations to
construction periods and acoustic monitoring that would ensure that no trees providing potential
roosts for long-legged myotis are disturbed during construction activities.
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The project site is located within the critical habitat extent for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog
(Rana sierrae) (CDFW 2015). Sierra Nevada yellow legged frog is listed under the FESA as
threatened and is a candidate for listing under the CESA. However, the proposed Biological
Survey Report prepared for the project (Appendix D) identified that the project site itself does
not contain suitable habitat for the species, citing that there are no sources of stationary water.
Adults of the species have not been observed to undertake significant migratory movements, and
primarily maintain a home range of less than 30 feet (CDFG 2008). Because the there is no
suitable habitat for the species located on the site, and the CDFW’s California Wildlife Habitat
Relationship System states that individuals of the species are restricted to a very small home
range, Alternative A would result in less than significant impacts to the species.

Alternative B Impacts

As the area of disturbance onsite under Alternative B would be similar to the area of disturbance
for Alternative A, the potential for impacts to special-status species would be similar. Alternative
B would result in less than significant impacts to yellow warbler (outside of the nesting season),
Sierra marten and Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare, and long-legged myotis (outside of nesting or
roosting). Alternative B would include construction activities during the yellow warbler nesting
season. This could result in disturbance and nest abandonment, which would be a significant
impact. MM 6.1a would reduce this impact to less than significant by ensuring that no nesting
yellow warblers are present in or immediately adjacent to habitat that will be disturbed by
Alternative B. In addition, removal of large, dead, or hollow trees that provide roosting sites for
long-legged myotis during the maternity period could result in a significant impact. MM 6.1b
would reduce this impact to less than significant by requiring construction windows and
acoustic monitoring that would ensure that no trees providing potential roosts for long-legged
myotis are disturbed during construction activities

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.1a: In the event that tree removal and/or operation of mechanized equipment of
any kind is proposed to occur at any time between May 15 and August 15,
surveys for nesting yellow warbler shall be conducted in any suitable nesting
habitat (montane riparian thickets) that lies within 100 feet of all locations
where equipment operation would occur. Surveys shall be conducted between
7 and 14 days prior to initiation of construction. If adult yellow warblers are
detected during the survey (nest sites may not be identifiable), no equipment
operation shall occur within 100 feet of the detection site until it is
conclusively determined that no nest is present, or the nest is identified and
young have fledged. This mitigation measure is not warranted for construction
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work starting after August 15, because this is after the latest date when nesting
would be expected to be initiated.

MM 6.1b:  To protect potential roosts of long-legged myotis, removal of any trees greater than
24 inches diameter at breast height, or of any standing dead trees with hollow centers
(even if smaller than 24 inches diameter at breast height), shall be initiated either
before May 1 or after July 15. Such tree removal may occur at any time of the year if
surveys using acoustical bat detectors demonstrate that no bats are roosting within
any of the trees designated for removal. Conclusive evidence to this effect may be
difficult to obtain, and the design, implementation, and interpretation of surveys shall
be determined by a wildlife biologist with experience conducting acoustical bat
surveys in coniferous forest in the Sierra Nevada.

Impact 6.2

Would the project result in substantial habitat reductions affecting wildlife and plant populations?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6.2a through 6.2¢ Mitigation Measures 6.2a through 6.2¢
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

Alternative A Impacts

The Biological Survey Report for the project identified three primary upland habitat types and
two riparian or riverine areas on the 47.3-acre site. The predominant upland habitat type is white
fir forest followed by montane chaparral and rocky forb-subshrub habitats. The project site also
contains a short segment of Bear Creek, which hosts a small area of riverine habitat and montane
riparian habitat, and a small unnamed seasonal stream with a number of associated tributaries
that host montane riparian habitat.

The project site supports a diversity of wildlife species. Four species of mammals and 11 species
of birds were observed on site during surveys, and a number of special-status mammal, bird, and
amphibian species were identified as having potential to occur within the on-site habitats
according to the CNDDB search. The project site also supports a wide variety of plant species.
More than 140 plant species were identified on site, as listed in Appendix A of the Biological
Survey Report provided in Appendix D to this EIR.

Alternative A would result in construction of 47 residential lots and ancillary facilities, including
utility infrastructure and roads. The proposed development would impact the majority of the
habitat on the project site. Impacts resulting from the substantial reduction of habitat affecting
wildlife and plant populations would be potentially significant if the habitat affected supports
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special-status species or if the habitat type is unique, rare, or protected under local, state, or
federal regulations, such as a federally protected wetland.

White Fir Forest

White fir forest accounts for the majority of the habitat within the project site. Grading and
construction would result in the removal of a significant portion of white fir forest habitat on site.
White fir forest provides potential forage and resting sites for Sierra marten, Sierra Nevada
snowshoe hare, long-legged myotis, and Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter cooperii). Although Sierra
marten may use the site periodically for forage, it is unlikely that it would den within the site,
because of the site’s proximity to existing development. The site also has suitable roost sites for
long-legged myotis, namely trees with thick bark and/or cavities; however, foraging value for the
species is moderate, at best. Suitable habitat for Cooper’s hawk is present on site, and the species
has been sighted in similar developed neighborhoods in the project region. However, despite
inclusion in the CNDDB, the species is no longer considered a species of special concern by
CDFW. Sierra Nevada snowshoe hare would be expected to occasionally forage on the site within
the white fir forest habitat, and could potentially nest within riparian thickets nearby. Sierra
Nevada snowshoe hare is a CDFW species of special concern; however, due to the proximity of
existing development, the species is not expected to use the site beyond occasional use for
foraging, and the proposed development would not constitute a significant reduction in suitable
habitat. Impacts relating to reduction of white fir forest habitat would be less than significant.

Montane Chaparral

This habitat type is dominated by non-riparian shrubby vegetation and does not generally support
understory vegetation. Chaparral species including tobacco brush, Sierra whitethorn, and
greenleaf manzanita, as well as shrubs including bitter cherry and service berry characterize this
habitat. Montane chaparral habitat is located in scattered patches throughout the project site. The
majority of those patches are anticipated to be highly impacted by Alternative A, but a CNDDB
search did not indicate the potential presence of any special-status plant or animal species that
are likely to be present within the montane chaparral habitat type. Impacts relating to reduction
of montane chaparral habitat would be less than significant.

Rocky Forb—Subshrub

The rocky forb—subshrub habitat is distinguished by the presence of sparse cover of mostly
subshrubby or exposure-adapted herbaceous vegetation on thin, rocky volcanic soils. At its most
extreme (on and near the actual rock outcrops), the overwhelmingly dominant species is Wright’s
buckwheat (also known as bastard-sage), mixed with needlegrass, spreading phlox, and sulfur
buckwheat. Further from exposed bedrock, this assemblage of species transitions into one dominated
by mule’s ear, coyote mint, angelica, Brewer’s aster, turpentine wavewing, and naked buckwheat.
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The CNDDB search returned one species with potential to occur within the rocky forb-subshrub
habitat: Donner Pass buckwheat; however, this species was not found on the site during field
surveys. Impacts relating to reduction of rocky forb—subshrub habitat would be less than significant.

Riparian Habitat

Riparian habitat exists on the project site along the short stretch of Bear Creek that crosses the
site and along the unnamed seasonal stream that crosses the northeast part of the site. Riparian
habitat within the project site could support special-status species, including yellow warbler,
which was observed on site. Small patches containing plant species associated with riparian
habitat are found along some of the minor ephemeral tributaries that feed the seasonal stream,
but those patches lack sufficient size or other features such as standing water that would allow
them to support riparian-associated communities. Alternative A would be required to establish
setbacks according to the Placer County Zoning Code, which requires a minimum setback of
50 feet from the centerline of seasonal streams and 100 feet from the centerline of any
perennial watercourse (Placer County 2015). The proposed Tentative Subdivision Map would
establish an open space easement extending 50 feet from the centerline of the seasonal stream
and the Development Standards, which would be enforced by the County, require an additional
setback of 25 feet from the shared property line of the stream setback and the development lot.
The Development Standards state that in this additional setback, there shall not be any
landscaping or hardscaping with the exception of mandatory measures for erosion control,
defensible space, habitat restoration, and habitat maintenance. However, the construction of
roads and utilities would require crossings of riparian areas at five locations: one crossing at
Bear Creek and four crossings of the unnamed seasonal creek in the northeast portion of the
site. Construction of roads could result in the removal of riparian habitat through direct
replacement, ecological edge effects, and changes in drainage patterns. The possible removal
of riparian habitat would constitute a potentially significant impact. MM 6.2a through MM
6.2c would reduce that impact to less than significant by avoiding or minimizing construction
impacts in areas of riparian habitat, and requiring restoration or compensatory mitigation
where avoidance is infeasible.

Riverine Habitat

Potential riverine habitat is present in one location within the project site: within the channel of
Bear Creek. This stretch of Bear Creek extends across a narrow part of the site for a channel
distance of approximately 50 feet. The river channel substrate in this small segment is composed
of cobbles to large boulders, with some small patches of coarse gravel. The other riverine
features vary from ephemeral (flowing only during major snowmelt or rain events) to seasonal
(flow continuing through summer, with increasing extent of reaches without surface flow as the
season proceeds). The short stretch of Bear Creek that flows through the site could potentially
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support the protected Great Basin cutthroat trout/Paiute sculpin stream natural community, as
identified in the CNDDB.

Alternative A would not involve construction of residences in or near the current course of Bear
Creek, but it would require the road to cross Bear Creek at one location. Where the project road
would cross Bear Creek, construction might entail placement of fill or excavation within riverine
habitat. This would be a significant impact. Even if fills were avoided, project construction or
operation (e.g., stormwater management and/or discharge) could result in discharge of sediment
or in modification of surface runoff amounts or concentration so as to result in erosion and
consequent contribution of sediment to Bear Creek. If road construction resulted either in fill or
sedimentation within Bear Creek, impacts to riverine habitat would be significant. MM 6.2a
through MM 6.2¢ would reduce impacts to less than significant by ensuring that no construction
occurs that would substantially obstruct or divert any stream or seasonal drainage, and that if fill
is introduced or any riverine habitat is disturbed, compensatory mitigation will be provided in the
form of habitat restoration.

Alternative B Impacts

As the area of disturbance on site under Alternative B would be similar to the area of disturbance
for Alternative A and Alternative B would include the same drainage crossings as Alternative A,
the potential for impacts to sensitive natural habitats would be similar. Alternative B would
result in less than significant impacts to white fir forest, montane chaparral habitat, and rocky
forb-subshrub habitat. As a result of the proposed drainage crossings, Alternative B would result in
potentially significant impacts to riparian and riverine habitat. Implementation of MM 6.2a
through MM 6.2c would ensure that such impacts are reduced to the extent feasible, and
compensated for through habitat restoration.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.2a: The Improvement Plans shall show that all bridges constructed for the proposed
project shall be designed and built using a clear span technique that avoids
permanent or temporary impacts to perennial or seasonal streams. Wherever
feasible, bridges shall be designed so that no fill shall be placed, and no
construction activities shall occur within the ordinary high water mark of a
perennial or seasonal stream.

MM 6.2b: The project applicant shall submit a riparian habitat protection plan for review
and approval by the Placer County Planning Services Division prior to
approval of Improvement Plans for construction of bridges. The plan shall
include architectural plans for each of the proposed bridge spans, shall detail
any construction activities that may occur within the 50-foot seasonal or the
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100-foot perennial riparian buffer, and specify best management practices
(BMPs) that will be implemented to minimize impacts to riparian habitat. In
the event that construction activities result in the removal or damage of any
riparian habitat, the plan shall outline a restoration program to restore the
riparian habitat at a 1:1 ratio in place or through a compensatory program as
approved by the Planning Services Division.

MM 6.2c: The project applicant shall comply with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife’s Lake and Streambed Alteration Program (California Fish and Game
Code Sections 1600-1616), including notification, submission of all required
plans and documents, and payment of required fees to the California Department
of Fish and Wildlife to confirm that bridge construction activities do not result in
substantial effects related to the obstruction, diversion, or introduction of debris
into any river or stream.

Prior to approval of Improvement Plans for any portion of the project that would
construct improvements that could affect the bed or bank of a stream, the applicant
shall furnish to the Development Review Committee (DRC) evidence that the
CDFW has been notified. If permits are required, they shall be obtained and copies
submitted to DRC prior to issuance of Improvement Plans.

Impact 6.3

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6.3a through 6.3c Mitigation Measures 6.3a through 6.3c
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

Alternative A Impacts

The Biological Survey Report for the project identified two riparian or riverine areas on the 47.3-
acre site. The project site contains a short segment of Bear Creek, which hosts a small area of
riverine habitat and montane riparian habitat, and a small unnamed seasonal stream with a
number of associated tributaries that host montane riparian habitat.

Impacts to riverine and riparian habitat from the possible removal of riparian habitat and road
construction impacts to Bear Creek would be the same as those under Impact 6.2: potentially
significant. MM 6.3a through MM 6.3c would reduce these impacts to less than significant.
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Alternative B Impacts

The area of disturbance on site under Alternative B would be similar to the area of disturbance
for Alternative A and Alternative B would include the same drainage crossings as Alternative A.
Therefore, the potential for impacts to sensitive natural habitats would be similar. As a result of
the proposed drainage crossings, Alternative B would result in potentially significant impacts to
riparian and riverine habitat. Implementation of MM 6.3a through MM 6.3c would ensure that
such impacts are reduced to the extent feasible, and compensated for through habitat restoration.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.3a: The project applicant shall implement MM 6.2a to ensure that bridge design
avoids permanent or temporary impacts to perennial or seasonal streams.

MM 6.3b:  The project applicant shall implement MM 6.2b, which requires submittal of a
riparian habitat protection plan and restoration program prior to approval of
Improvement Plans.

MM 6.3c: The project applicant shall implement MM 6.2c, which requires compliance with
the CDFW Lake and Streambed Alteration Program to ensure that bridge
construction activities do not result in substantial effects related to the obstruction,
diversion, or introduction of debris into any river or stream.

Impact 6.4

Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6.4a and 6.4b Mitigation Measures 6.4a and 6.4b
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

Alternative A Impacts

The project site contains three types of waters of the United States: 0.2 acres of perennial stream
(Bear Creek), 0.56 acres of seasonal stream, and 0.11 acres of ephemeral drainage, for a total of
0.69 acres of waters of the United States. The section of Bear Creek that crosses the project site
ranges from 12 to 20 feet wide and consists of rocky substrate ranging in class size from cobbles
to boulders, with a relatively flat creek bed and a meandering low flow zone. The seasonal
stream is located on the northeast portion of the site and flows from the southeast to the
northwest; it has a deeply incised channel with a narrow riparian component. Four ephemeral
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drainages are mapped on the site. These drainages carry storm flows, have defined rocky beds,
and vary in width from 3 to 12 feet.

As described for Impacts 6.1 through 6.3, the single access road to the project site would cross
Bear Creek. Roads within the project site would also cross the seasonal creek drainage three
more times, and grading and construction for the proposed residential units would completely
displace the ephemeral drainages. It is possible that one or more sites where a project road
crosses a tributary might entail placement of fill or excavation within a jurisdictional water of the
United States, or within a water of the state. This would be a significant impact. MM 6.4a and
MM 6.4b would reduce impacts to less than significant by requiring compensatory mitigation in
the form of on-site or off-site restoration for any impacted waters of the United States.

Alternative B Impacts

Alternative B would include the same drainage crossings as Alternative A and would have the
same potential as Alternative A to adversely affect waters of the United States. Alternative B
would result in potentially significant impacts to federally protected wetlands. Implementation
of MM 6.4a and MM 6.4b would ensure that this impact is reduced to less than significant by
ensuring that compensation for the impact is provided through habitat restoration.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.4a: Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the applicant shall furnish to the DRC
evidence that the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has been notified by certified
letter regarding the existence of wetlands, streams, and/or vernal pools on the
property. Prior to Improvement Plan approval, if permits are required, they shall
be obtained and copies submitted to DRC. Any clearing, grading, or excavation
work shall not occur until the Improvement Plans have been approved.

MM 6.4b:  Prior to Improvement Plan approval or recordation of the Final Subdivision
Map(s) or issuance of a Building Permit, where off-site mitigation has been
determined to be acceptable for compensation of wetland/riparian impacts the
project applicant shall provide mitigation as follows:

A. Provide written evidence of payment that compensatory habitat has been
established through the purchase of mitigation credits at a County-qualified
wetland mitigation bank. Evidence of payment shall describe the amount and
type of habitat purchased at the bank site. The amount of money required to
purchase credits shall be equal to the amount necessary to replace wetland or
riparian habitat acreage. Evidence of payment shall describe the amount and
type of habitat purchased at the bank site and resource values including

Alpine Sierra Subdivision Draft EIR 7688

September 2017 6-23



6— BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

compensation for temporal loss. Evidence of payment, which describes the
amount and type of habitat purchased at the bank site, must be provided to the
County prior to issuance of Improvement Plan.

B. Construct wetland and/or riparian habitat in an off-site location acceptable to
Placer County and any state or federal resource agency with jurisdiction over
the habitat. A wetland/riparian mitigation plan shall be reviewed and approved
by Placer County and any affected state or federal resource agency prior to
initiation of construction of any compensatory habitat.

C. Provide a combination of mitigation bank credit purchase and off-site
construction as outlined above.

Impact 6.5

Would the project interfere substantially with wildlife movement or native wildlife nursery sites?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6.5a and 6.5b Mitigation Measures 6.5a and 6.5b
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

Alternative A Impacts

Alternative A would result in the construction of 47 residential units on approximately 47 acres.
The regional setting of the study area is low-density residential development (single- and multi-
family) with a major ski resort less than 1 mile away, all set in a late seral stage coniferous
forest. The study area lies within approximately 1,000 feet of other existing residential
development. Based on the project site’s location within a developed, albeit low-density setting,
it unlikely that Alternative A would result in significant impacts on any terrestrial migratory
species or the local movement of any resident terrestrial species. As described under Impact 6.2,
road construction could adversely affect a short stretch of Bear Creek, but impacts to Bear Creek
would be less than significant after implementation of MM 6.2a, and would not substantially
interfere with any potential aquatic migrations or local movements. Alternative A would result in
the removal of trees and potential impacts to some riparian habitat that could support migratory
bird species. Compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires that project construction
occur outside of the nesting season or that nesting bird surveys be completed prior to and during
construction. Due to weather and climate, construction in the Sierra Nevada is restricted to a
relatively narrow seasonal window that overlaps with the nesting season. Due to this factor,
avoidance of the nesting season is not usually feasible. Construction during the nesting season of
any resident or migratory bird species, or any construction that could interfere with the nests of
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raptor or owl species, would constitute a significant impact. MM 6.5a and MM 6.5b would
reduce this impact to less than significant level by requiring pre-construction nest surveys,
practices for minimizing disturbance of identified nests, and preparation of a Vegetation
Management Plan to identify tree protection measures to be implemented during construction.

Alternative B Impacts

The area of disturbance on site under Alternative B would be similar to the area of disturbance
for Alternative A, and Alternative B would also result in a potentially significant impact to
wildlife movement and species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Implementation
of MM 6.5a and MM 6.5b would ensure that such impacts are reduced to less than significant
by ensuring that active nests are not disturbed during construction and that appropriate tree
protection measures are implemented during construction.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.5a: The Improvement Plans shall include the following note requiring a nesting bird
survey and shall show placement of all protective fencing for those trees
identified for protection within the survey:

Prior to any grading or tree removal activities, a focused survey for nesting birds
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist during the nesting season (March 1—
September 1). A report summarizing the survey shall be provided to Placer
County and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) within 30
days of the completed survey. If an active nest is identified, appropriate mitigation
measures shall be developed and implemented in consultation with CDFW. If
construction is proposed to take place between March 1 and September 1, no
construction activity or tree removal shall occur within 500 feet of an active nest
(or greater distance, as determined by the CDFW). Construction activities may
only resume after a follow up survey has been conducted and a report prepared by
a qualified biologist indicating that the nest (or nests) are no longer active, and
that no new nests have been identified. A follow-up survey shall be conducted 2
months following the initial survey, if the initial survey occurs between March 1
and July 1. Additional follow up surveys may be required by the DRC, based on
the recommendations in the raptor study and/or as recommended by the CDFW.
Temporary construction fencing and signage as described herein shall be installed
at a minimum 500-foot radius around trees containing active raptor nests and a
minimum 100-foot radius around trees containing migratory bird nests. Nesting
bird surveys shall occur between 7 and 14 days prior to initiation of construction.
Nesting surveys shall be conducted between dawn and 11:00 a.m. Survey work
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shall cover all habitat within 100 feet of vegetation removal or ground
disturbance, or 500 feet from the limit of disturbance in the case of raptor/owl
surveys. In the event that nests are identified, temporary non-disturbance zones
shall be the same width as the survey buffer (100 to 500 feet, depending on the
species found to be nesting), and a revisit by the biologist, with confirmed
observations of fledglings in the nest vicinity, shall be required prior to vegetation
removal or soil disturbance, unless this were to be delayed until after August 15.

MM 6.5b: Prior to approval of Improvement Plans for any portion of the project that would
remove trees or vegetation, the applicant shall furnish to the DRC a Vegetation
Management Plan prepared by a Registered Professional Forester that evaluates
tree/vegetation removal, identifies trees with disturbance to their critical root
zone, addresses fuel load and fire hazard reduction, and specifies tree planting
designed to enhance wildlife habitat, aesthetic quality, and forest health. The
applicant shall provide to the DRC an implementation plan that demonstrates
compliance with recommendations of the Vegetation Management Plan.

Impact 6.6

Would the project conflict with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such
as a tree preservation policy?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Potentially significant Potentially significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measures 6.6a and 6.6b Mitigation Measures 6.6a and 6.6b
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant

The loss of trees as part of changes to the forest vegetation communities onsite and their
potential use by special status species, other wildlife populations, and for wildlife movement is
evaluated above in Impacts 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 respectively. This analysis focuses on whether the
project would comply with Placer County Code, Chapter 12, which outlines protection for trees
that qualify as Native Trees, Riparian Zone Trees, and Landmark Trees (Placer County 2015).

Alternative A Impacts

Alternative A could result in potential impacts to riparian zone trees and native trees, which
could result in a potentially significant impact related to loss of trees. As required by MM
6.6a, Alternative A plans would be reviewed by the County for compliance with the County’s
tree ordinance as a condition of permit approval, and the project applicant would be required
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to prepare a Vegetation Management Plan to ensure that appropriate protection measures are
implemented for trees that would be retained on site.

Alternative A could result in a small amount of fill within waters of the United States.
Compensatory mitigation would be provided for any fill within waters of the United States, in
compliance with Placer County’s no-net-loss policy and as described in MM 6.6b. With
implementation of MM 6.6b, impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

Alternative B Impacts

The development under Alternative B would be similar to that of Alternative A. Under
Alternative B, the project applicant would be required implement MM 6.6a by preparing a
Vegetation Management Plan to ensure that appropriate protection measures are
implemented for trees that would be retained on site. Further, the project applicant would be
required to meet the County’s no-net-loss of wetlands policy, as provided in MM 6.6b.
Because the project applicant would be required to complete all County permit procedures
and comply with County requirements regarding trees and jurisdictional waters in order to
obtain building permits, impacts would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.6a:  The project applicant shall implement MM 6.5b, which requires that the applicant
furnish to the DRC a Vegetation Management Plan documenting tree protection
measures to be implemented on site prior to approval of Improvement Plans.

MM 6.6b:  The project applicant shall implement MM 6.5a, which requires that the applicant
obtain appropriate permits for impacts to wetlands and riparian vegetation from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife prior to approval of Improvement Plans.

Impact 6.7

Would the project involve changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or
nature, could result in the loss or conversion of forest land to non-agricultural or non-forest use?

Significance and Mitigation Alternative A Alternative B
Significance before mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant
Mitigation measures: Mitigation Measure 6.7a Mitigation Measure 6.7a
Significance after mitigation: Less than significant Less than significant
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The loss of forest vegetation communities onsite and the potential associated effects to special
status species, other wildlife populations, and for wildlife movement is evaluated above in
Impacts 6.1, 6.2 and 6.3 respectively. The impacts of the project, including conversion of forest
land to other land uses, on stormwater runoff and water quality is evaluated in Chapter 13,
Hydrology and Water Quality. This analysis focuses on the loss of commercial forestland
resources associated with development of the project site.

Alternative A Impacts

Alternative A could result in conversion of approximately 33 acres of forest land to non-
forest uses, and many of the trees on this land would be harvested. Additional tree harvesting
would occur in the open space areas in accordance with the requirements of the Alpine Sierra
Forest Management and Fuel Reduction Plan provided in Appendix J.

While white fir forest, which is the predominant vegetation community onsite, can provide
commercial timber harvesting opportunities, the site’s configuration, slope, and single point
of access limit the viability of this site for long-term timber harvesting operations.
Additionally, substantial forestry resources are, and would continue to be, available in the
surrounding area and the project would not affect the use or management of these other
forestry resources. Further, the project would comply with the County Tree Ordinance and
the requirement to prepare a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) or THP exemption, if applicable.
Furthermore, as documented in the Alpine Sierra Forest Health and Fire Assessment Report
(Appendix J), although there are numerous vigorous and healthy trees present throughout the
site, the overall health of the forest on this parcel is in a state of decline. The increased pressure
for limited resources is causing stress and making the trees susceptible to a greater risk of the
spread of insect and disease. Tree removal associated with Alternative A could help to limit these
stresses and risks to regional forest health. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure
6.7a, Alternative A would result in a less-than-significant impact on forestry resources.

Alternative B Impacts

The development under Alternative B would be similar to that of Alternative A and would result
in the conversion of approximately 28 acres of forest land to non-forest uses. Many of the
trees on this land would be harvested in addition to tree harvesting that would occur in the
open space areas in accordance with the requirements of the Alpine Sierra Forest Management
and Fuel Reduction Plan provided in Appendix J.

As discussed above, the site has limited suitability for long-term timber harvesting
operations, there are substantial other forestry resources available in the surrounding area,
and the project would not affect the use or management of these other forestry resources.
Further, the project would comply with the County Tree Ordinance and the requirement to
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prepare a Timber Harvest Plan (THP) or THP exemption, if applicable. Finally, tree removal
associated with Alternative B could help to limit stresses on the remaining trees onsite and risks
to regional forest health from the spread of insects and disease. With the implementation of
Mitigation Measure 6.7a, Alternative B would result in a less-than-significant impact on
forestry resources.

Mitigation Measures

MM 6.7a: Prior to approval of Improvement Plans the applicant shall confer with the
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CalFire) to determine if a
Timber Harvest Plan (THP) is required. If a THP is required the plan must be
approved prior to issuance of Improvement Plans. Evidence of CalFire’s written
determination shall be provided to the Planning Services Division.
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