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Chapter ]

Introduction

Overview

The County ot Placer is preparing an ambitious, large-scale habitat and wetland
conservaden plan in grder W achieve a number of environmental, economic, and
administrative objectives. The “Placer County Conservation Plan™ {(PCCP) will
combine state and federal regulatory requirements into a comprehensive locally
conirolled program that will streambineg permitting under State and Federal
Endangered Species acis and other state and federal environmenial laws. The PCCP
includes two integrated programs: 1) a joint Natural Communigy Censervation Plan
(NCCOP} and Habitat Conseryation Plan (HCPY that will protect fish and wildbite and
their habitat, and 2) a County Aquatic Resources Program (CARPY that will protect
streams, wetlands and other waler respurees.

The joint NCCPAICFE is intended Lo:
* conserve threatened and endangerad speaies inwestern Placer County;

+ avoid or resolve potential conflicts between species conservation and the
construction of pew urban, suburban and rura! infrastructure and developmens;
and

+ fulfili the requirements of siate and federal endangered species acts.

The CARP s intended to;

*  protwecd streams, wellands and other water resources;

+ avold or resolve potential conflicts between water resources protecton 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 Stratepy Report 15 intended to cutline basic principles., standards
and guidelines that can be used to develop a land conservation strategy for Western
Placer County and 1o complele the PCCP. This report summarizes the Conservation
Strategy component of the YCCPYHCE as recommended by the PCCE Ad Hoc
Committee.
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White the NCCPHCP and CARP will be separate programs within the PCCP, they
will be managed within the same institutionad frameswork and will share common
biclogical goals and objectives. Basic tenets of conservation biology as
recommended by g panel of independent scientific advisers have informed the
development of cach program and are the basis of much of the following discussion.
The CARDP and the NCCPHCP arc thus combined in the PCCP and are presented
together in this summary document.

The purposes of this doctiment are:

+  To provide the County Board of Supervisors, City Council of Lincoln, the
Resource Agencies and the interested public with a summary of cenain
propesed key clements of the PCCP conservation stralegy.

*  Torespond to the June 2005 Resource Agency comment letter on the Agency
Review Draft Conservation Strategy tor the PCCP.

*  Toupdate the Biclogical Working Group (BWG) members on the
development of the PCCP.

Participating Entities and Permitting Agencies

Permintees are the entities that will receive permits under the LSA, the NCCPA,
Section 404 of the CWA, and Scction 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. Because
they will receive the state and federal permits, Permittees will have the ulumate
responsibitity for implementing the PCCP. The two chicf responsibilities of the
Permittees will be to ensuwre that the PCCP’s conservation program 1% inplemenied
successfully and to ensure that projects covered by the PCCP fulfill PCCP mitigation
and conservation requirements. The Participating Entitics arc:

*  Placer County
+ Ciy of Lincoln
+  Placer County Water Agency (PUWA)

¢ Placer County Transportation Authority (PCTPA)Y on behalf of the South
Placer Regional Transportation Authorty far the Placer Parkway project

The permitiing agescies are the state and federal regulatery agencies that witl review
the Partivipating Eniities’ permit apphications. The permitting agencies involved
with the PCCI* program are:

¢ The Ll S, Fish and Wildlife Service {(USFWS)

+  The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMEE)

¢ The U. 5 Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)

*+ The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
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+  The Calilornia Department of Fish and Game (CDFQG)
*+  Central Valley Regional Water Quatity Controf Buard (CVRWQUB)

Regulatory Compliance

One of the PCCP’s main purposes is 1o create a sunplitied, streamlined envirenmental
review process for a wide range of land development and infrasiructure activities and
other covered activinies that result in impacts o state and federally protected plants
and animals and habital. When the PCCP is approved by the permitting agencies,
they will gach kssue to the Permittees a permirt that avthorizes implementation of the
PCCP and projects covered by the PCCP, To ensure that each covered project
conforms 1o the PCCP, the Permittees will conduct an enviconmental review of the
project and identify approprizte mitigation measures derived irom the PCCP.
Permitees will consalt informatly with the permitting agencies as needed. 1f'a
covered project conforms o the PCCP, it will be authorized under the state and
federal peomits if and when the Permittees approves i, The PCCP will thus enable
the Permittees 1o provide “one-stop shopping™ for environmental permits and w
integrate such permits in the tocal entitlement processing of apphications including
environmental impact assessments that comply with the California Environmental
Quality Act.

The environmental permits and authrizations that will be issued to Participating
Entities and extended 10 projects covered by the PCCP are:

*  Arenewable, 50-vear, incidental take permit for 2% spegics issued by the
USFWS under the FESA:

*+  Argnewable, S0-vear, incidental take permit for 2 species issued by the
MNOFS under the FESA;

¢ A renewable, 50-year, incidenial take authorization for 349 species issued by
the CDFG under the NCCPA (which alse fulfills the reguirements of the
Californta Endangered Species Act);

+  Agrenewiable, S-vear, Programmatic Section 404 permit issued by the USACE

under the Clean Waler Act {CWAY

+ A renewable, S-vear, Section 401 certification for the Section 404 permit
issued by the CVRWOCUB under the Clean Water Act,

+  “loint Procedures™ approved by the USACE that may be used by the
Participating Entities for aquatic resource permil processing under the CW A
and

+ A S0-vear, programmatic master strzambed alteration agrecinent issued by the
CDrG.
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Fublic Review and Participation

Throughout the development of the PCCP conservation strategy, the Permittees
sought public invelvement throuzh regularly scheduled Biologicat Stakeholder
Working Group (BWG)Y meetings. Input from the BW G, as well as ather public input
will continue 1o play a key role in the development el the draft PCCP. tn addition,
opportunities for public participation will be provided during the environmental
review of the draft PCCP and PCCP Finance [lan.

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 dralft,
comprehensive list of the activities covered under the PCCP is provided in Appendix
AL

Permit Term

The MCCP and State and Federal permits issued in connection with the PCCT would
have a S0-vear term {permits associated with wetland Hills may be for 3-vears with a
rellover provision} but could be renewed at the end of that term if desired by the
Permittees. Lands used for species or wetlands censervation purposes under the
PCCP weuld be pratected in perpetuity,
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Chapter 2

Environmental Setting

Land Use and Jurisdictions

The propased PCCP plan area lies within the larger Western Placer County area that
consists of the agricultoral and other natural lands extending north and east lrom the
boundaries with Sacramento and Sutter counties, thraugh 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 38,008 acres of land (20
perceni of the total land area) lie within the boundaries of incorporated cities—
Auburn, Lincoln, Loomis, Rockling and Roseville. The balance of the land area is
under the land use Jurisdiction of Placer Coundy. In addition, Auburn, Lincoln,
Rocklin, and Roseville have adopted Spheres of Influence (SO on imincomporated
land. In Western Plager County, city SOIs collectively caver about 27,000 acres -
about 10 pereent ol the unincorporated arca.

The City of Lincoln and the unincerporated County {Western Placer area only) arc
proposed Tor permit coverage under the PCCP. The Cities of Auburn, Recklin,
Roseville and the Town of Loomis are collectively referred to as Non-Participating
Cities (NPC). Excluding the land within the existing city limits of thesé jurisdictions
and the land o their spheres-of-influence leaves about 223,000 acres in the PCCP
plan arca—about 330 square miles. The PCCE plan area covers about one-quarter of
the total fand area of Placer County.

Current land usc in the PCCP plan area is a mixture of urban, suburban and rural
residential; agriculture, rangeland, and wther natural tand (see Table 2-13.

Table 2-1, Current Land Use in Plan Area

Land Use Type Area | % of Total
. o [acres]
Lirban and Bural Regidential t 2076 23%
| Agniculture, Cropland | 43864 20%
Rangeland B4.673 20%
| Forested . 56424 25% ,
Open Water and Other ! 7,569 | 3%
Total 224610 100%
F-lé-car County Conservation Plan Conservalion Stralegy Summary ¥2 o h
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The Valley portion of the PCCP arca includes some unincorpoerated development at
an urban scale in the Dry Creck/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 deminant land use in the Valley is cropland and rangeland.
where almost all of the remaining Valley Grassland and vernal pool ecosysiems are
found. In this area, most of the parcels are large and arc 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} arc very low density rural residential {typically ong dwelling per 3-20 acres)
or agriculture (boeth orchards and rangeland). 1ligher depsity unincorperated areas
can be found in North Auburn, the Penryn Parkway and Newcastle., Most of the 1-80
Corridor and the adjoining portion of the Norh Foothills area are already subdivided
into 20 acre or smaller parcels.

Natural Communities

The PCCP uses a habital classilication svslem called the California Wildlife Habitat
Relationship ("WHER™ system, which has been modified slighthy 1o reflect conditions
in Placer County, WHE was s¢lected over other hahitat classification systems
because it is widely used by land managers and wildlife biologists throughout
Californig, and it is the system maost easily understood by decision makers and the
general public. [t also provides a sufficient level of detail for landscape-ievel
planning without the burden of having o identify natural connmunitics at a very
refined fevel of detil that can’t be mapped withoul access 1o private properties.

in the PCCP landscape, the WHR makes up several major ecosystem types or
“natural communities” including stream svstems (which containg the rivers and
associated aquatic habitats, riparan wooedland and non-veral poal wetlands), valley
grassland and valley grassland vernal peol complexes, foathill hardwood (Blue cak)
woodland, and agricubural lands,
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Covered Species

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

Cemmon Name

anumfc \.um,

| Federal Status

Stute Status and |
CNDPS List (for
plants)*

Endangcwd& FLJ!I\,

Bald eagle {faliaeetis Delisted
lencovephalus : _ i Protected
I.S\_\'_a_i_ng_(_wn's hawk U Buten swainsont MNone - Threatened

AMerican peregrine
~falcon

| Falco peregrinus

U Delisted

| Endangered

|
f Species of

| Calilornia black rai! ! Laterallus i Threatened and
Jamateensis Conservation LFull v Protected
coturnicilies | Concern
I Bank swallew . Riparia riparia i None _ . | Threalened
' Burr owing owl Athene cuniculanig | Species ol Specics of bpecml
' Conservalion JCongern
: Concern i |
' Couper's hawk | | Aceipiter cooperi None . l Wateh [ ist :‘
| Loggerhead shiike 1 Landus ludovicianus Species of P Species of Special
! ‘ Conservation ' Concern
| o leoneem o
Northern hareier ; Cire us cmnem Nang | Species of Special
}7 ______ | . o Congern ]
fu_rrufunr)u'_-. hawk | Buteo regalis Species of - Wateh List
I Conservalion ‘ |
. ' Concern .
Yellow warbler  Dendroica petechia | None | Species of Special
L [ (hrewsteri) i Concern
Yellow-breasted - feteria virens | Naone Species of Special
chat i N L I Cancern E
Modesto song Mefospiza melodia " None | Spevies of ‘:.pu:ml
| sparrow omailliardi o | Concern :
Cirasshopper Ammodeamus F Noene | bpu:ms of Special
| sparrow savannarn. i Concern .
Tricotored blackbird  Agelaius ricolor CSpecies of | ‘lpu':lca of ‘:-px,mai ,
| ~ Conscrvation Concern :
' I Coneern ) |
Conservancy fuiry Branchinecta Endangered Nong l
shrimp Conservalio o - :
Vernal pool fairy Brcmcha’nerm hunchi | Threatened None
shrimp . L
Fwn.ﬂ pool tadpole —l Lepidurus packardi | Endangered | None ] ]
Placer County Censervalion Plan Con;arvatmﬁﬂs_trategy Summary #2 T -
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| shrimp : B | f j
Valley t.ltl':l'bt.'rr\ Desmocerus | Threatened “MNone |
Iunghurn beetle californicus | i
L dimorphus o I
' Bo Ll s Lake Ikdf'e- Crratiota i None Endangered; CNPS
| hyssop heterosepala 13.2

' Dwarf downingia Donnmgffzpw.rh’ff None Cnps22
Legenere | degenere fimosa None CNPs 1H.)
Ahart's dwarl rush | Juncus leiospermus | None CNPS 1B2
| var, bt _{
| Red Bluff dwarf Juricus lefospermus | None T CNPS 1B !
rush WH leiospermis I - J
Western spacefoot 'ﬂpm hawmondii None i ‘::pecws of Special
U (formerly Concern
. Scaphiopus
| .’Jammundu‘l B | L ]
Ciiant garter snake fhanmoph:_s gigas Threatened Threatencd ___(
| Central Vafley Cvcarfiynchus Threatenad - None
| steelhead - Umyikiyy ivicleas
evolulionarily t
1 significant unit i | |
Central Valley l Oneariynchus Nong b Species of Special |
fatl/late fall-run tshenvyescha | Concern
| Chinook salmon _‘___ R T,
Foothill vellow- ‘ Rang hoylis Nane Species of Special ‘
legaed fru" . o ] Concern :
Laliﬂ}]nm red- I Rewng aurova Threwtened . Species ol Special |
legged frog | draytonii | Concern o ;
| Western pond wride | dctinemys | None Species of Special
| | marmerata |L | Concern __!

@ The Caltfornia Native Plant Society's {ONPS} List Criteria:
1A, Preswmed extingt in California
1B. Rare or Endangered in Calilornia and vlsewhere

2. Rare or Endangercd in California, maore comman elsewherg
3. Plants for which we need more information - Review hist

4. Plants of limited distribution - Watch hist
Threat Code extensions and their meanings:

1= Seriously endangered in California
.2 — Fairly endangered in California
3 — Not very endangered in California

Flacer C-:Jum;,r' Conservabion Phan
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Chapter 3

Growth Projections and Land Conversion

Introduction

The majority of the impacis  covered species over the Jife of the PCCP will be the
result of conversion of natural or agricultural land o accommedate pepulation and
economic growth. Placer County’s population ¢ould more than double by the year
2060 {1n 2008, the Staie of Cahifornia Department of Finange estimated Placer
County's pepulation at about 339,000 people.} Most of this growth will eceur in the
cities and unincorporated arcas of Western Placer. Projected population and
employment growth requires land for vrban/suburban residential, commereial, office
and industrial uses, and associated mfrastructure and public support facilities (¢.2.,
roads, wastewater treatment plants, libraries, landfiils, etc)). Based on plans and
prizpasals for development in the ¢ities and the unincorparated ared and on planning
level assumptions about development density, updated estimates indicate that abuut
69,000 acres of land conversion would accommodate this erowth, of which 37,000
acres would by in the area covered by the PCCE. The balance would be in the Non-
Parncipating Cities of Auburn, Looms. Rocklin, and Roseville. This chapler
presents the gronsth projections and land conversion associated wilh covered acuvities
over the S0-vear permil term,

The projections and associated land conversion cstimates represent one passible
scenario for long-term growih in Placer County, assuming continuation of regional
grawth trends and planned development patterns, combined 1o some extent with
implementation of the smart growth principles owtlined in the Blueprint vision for
growth adopted by Sacramento Arca Council of Governments (SACOG), The PCCP
long-term growth scenario reflects assessments of future cconomic and population
growth potential and development plans and proposals under consideration in Placer
County and io cities in the county as of Auogust 2008, Among other factors.
transpartation ¢ost, chmate change, and potential market responses to those changes
will alter the S0-vear growih scenario.

Furthermore, ever the SU-year planning horizon, a number of factors will influence
whether or not and how such development actually ocours on the Placer County
landscape. Relevant faciors include focal plenning policies and development
regulations, development costs {land, materials, financing, infrastruciure and public
facilitics), availability of private capital, levels of public investment, local and
regional economic activity, and market preferences. The estimates are intended as a
starting point {or the PCCP analysis and represent a reasanable scenano given
gencraltly accepted economic and planning assumptions.
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Employment, Population, and Housing Growth

The projections prepared for the PCCP represent a scenarie of demand for urban
development based on analysis of cconomic tactors, demographic trends, regional
growth potential, and development patterns. The projections censider Placer
County s role in the regional economy and housing markel and link population
growth 1o job growth through analysis of laboer force participation and the growth of
jobs rekative the growth of emploved residents. The projections represent a scenario
ol expected growth based on the assumption that a high quality of hife continves to
attract economic activity and new residents and that appropriate infrastructure
development occurs 1o accommodate growth, Table 3-1 presents the prajections
developed for Macer County, as well as regional projections that provide a context lor
the Placer County estimales.

The projections show Placer County capluring about 23 pereent of regional jab
growth between 2007 and 20060 The mcrease in the share of regional employment
located in Placer County s consistent with trends ol the fast two decades and with
assumptions in SACOG's Blueprint Scenario. Total employment in Placer County 1
profecied (0 reach 439000 by 2060, an ingrease of 302,000 [obs between 2007 and
2000, The employment growth rate Tor Placer County slows over lime; the overall
rate Tor the long-term future (an annual rate of 2.0 percent} is about 40 pereent of the
job growth rate expericneed in the County over the last 30 years (5.7 percent on an
annual hasis between 1970 and 2000),

Placer County captures about onc-quarter of regional population growth, accounting
for aboui 20 percent of the regional wotal in 2060 -—an increase in the share over time,
This is consistent with past trends in the disiribution of regional peptlation growih
and with assumptions in SACOG s Blueprint scenario. Using these assumprions,
total population in Placer County is projected o reach 811,000 by 2060, an increase
of 484,000 people between 2007 and 2060, at an annual growth rate of L7 percent,

The 2060 projection shovs g total 0f 322,000 housing units in Placer County in 2064,
an inerease of 178,000 fromy 2007, Placer County caplures about ene-guarter of the
housing unils added in the region between 2007 and 2060, as the County's share of
the region's houstng inventory increases over ime—I{rom 16 percent in 207 1o 19
percent in 2060,

Placer County Conservation Flan Conservalion Stralagy Summary #2
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Flact‘r County
I Jubs by Plage af Work'
Twal Population
Huuszehold Population
Haousing Unies
Six County Sacramento Region®
Jubs by Place of Work'
Tatal Populion
Hausehold Population
o Housing Units
Placer Share of Regional Tatal
lobs by Plage of Wark
{ Towal Fopulation
I Houscheld Population
_ _Hausing Lnjlg

TABLE 3-1
Projections of Fmployment, Population, and Housing for the Sacramento Region
and Placer County: 2007 — 2060

L De s 000
2,270,000
2,228,000

Q04 000

v NOTE These projections tepiesent une posaible scenano Tor long-lemm growih o e Saeramenio regaen and in
i Place: Counly. assunung continmation of tegional growth irends and phamied development panems, combingd

__ ey

439,000
BL1,000
H02,000
322,000

222640
4,334,000
4,268,000
bATT000

21%
19%%
1

1 5%

2007 - 2060 N

Annual Grawth
et Growih Rate
302040 20%
34,000 1.7%%
479000 1 7%
173,000 1 3% |
1,160,000 1.d%s
3 083,000 1.2% |
2.039,040 V3% |
T3, 1.2%;
16%
13%
23%
23%, I

, 0 senme ealenUwath implementation e smart growabh principlss guiliced in SACOG s Blueprint visien far
growtn The proestions redlect assessmonts of iore cconamibe amd penalation wrowih potnnal and

devzlopment plans und propesals eder considerationm i Placer Coonty and m citie: o 1he county a3 0f August

|
|
) I
I ZOMR. Aqoog gt Factors, toumspostanon costs. chimale chanme, aad porennal mam kst responses W nose i
| changus wall alter the S0-year prowth seenane |
L Esimates of jbs (empluyment) by piace of wark iselude wape ang salary ermploy ment, the seif-empioyed. I
! ARG PrOprivlors. I
| ? in addition 10 Placer County, the six county regon includes Bl Dorady, Sacramentn, Sutser, Yoo, and Yuba I
| cauntizs. |
1
| SOURCE. Hausvsth Uconomies Group far the purposes ol e Placer Coenty Conscereaton Plan cconamic |
AV
L.

Cstimates of employment, housing, houscholds, and population growih for the PCCP
arca are based on generalized assumplions about the western Placer share of toial
Placer County employment and population. Table 3-2 presents projections for the
PCCPE area, with the assumptions about the PCCYP area percentage of the county total

indicated below.
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TABLE 3-2
Projection of Employment, Pepulation, Housing Units and Households for the
PCCP Arcar 2007 — 2060

[ T T

20072 0e0

Annual
PCCP Area Projections a0 ey NeGrowh  Growh Ro |
Fobe by Place of Wark’ 149 00k 4345004 2906 000 21 %—I
Housing Units 118,000 290,000 172,000 1. 7%
b Total Population 204,000 748,000 454,000 1.1%
: Household Population 2491 [0 T4 .00 442 0040 1.8%
" Houscholds CTomeuon 276000 160,000 1e% |
| Persons-per-household 2.51] 268 |
FCCI Area Perceniape of County Totals )
Yobs by Place of Waork 25% ST 98% i
Heusing Units B2 GO%, 97% |
Taral Population 9 92%% Qi .
| Houschuld Population Bl 93% a4 o ___Jl

I NOTE The projechions include growth in the Yon-Paricipating Cities [ Auburn, Loomis, Rocklin. and
Roseville), us well as the growth in the Ciry of Lincoln and unincorpoeaied Placer Couvnty proposed to
be eoveral by the PCUT. The projeciions represent tane passible seanaria e long-1ema groswtb o Placer '
Caunty, assuming conbingation of regwmil weeawl trends and developmsnd patlerns, The projectiens rellegt
[ CUrEn assessnenls ol Riwre coonemic zod populatien gresth potentiad and devglopment plans and proposals
under consideranicon n Plocer County and in o o the county a8 of August 2008 Amoeg other factors, |
transporiaiien cosls, climate chanae, atd potential market cesparses 10 these changes will alter dhe 5¢-vear i
 growith cerano.
Estitnaes of jobs grmployment) by olace of work inelude woge and salary empluymens, e self-ainployed,
and prosonciors

! SOURCE. Hausruth Econemics Group for the purpases of the Piaces County Conservation Plan seongmic
‘ analvsiz |

- e - L . - U — e e - -

Growth Allocation and Land Conversion Estimates

The allocation of growth within western Placer Countly 15 based on assessment of Jand
uses and development potential represented in existing adopted gencral plans of
Placer County and the cities in the county and in the Lincoln 2008 General Plan
update, as well as on planning asswmptions tor ather potential growth arcas, The
anal¥sis also relies on the SACOG Blueprint scenario land use allocation for Placer
Coumy. Figurce 1 highlights the basis lor the land use and development potential
assumplions used o develop the PCCPE growth allocation.
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Figure 1
Land Use and Development Petential

PCCP Participating Jurisdictions

; Placer County unincorporated  Genceral Plan, Placer Vineyards Base Plan (approved),
area Regional University (approved), Riolo ¥inevard, |
Brookfield, Curry Creck, Sunset Industrial Area,
meluding non-residential developinent in the arca
generally west of Fiddyment designated Agriculture
80-acre minirmuwm (AG-80).

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

i

|

| Districts
Nun—l”arliéﬂmting Cities

City of Auburn | General Plan eity limits, Baltimore Ravine Speciiic

l Plun
i Town of Loomis _ General Plan wown himits :
City of Rocklin i Creneral Plan city limis and sphere-of-influence,

f Downtown Plian

[

P ) ; N T : e - ;

| City of Roseville v General Plan city Limits, plus Sicrea Yista, Creckyiew,

! and proposed increase in residential holding capacity
{or Fiddyment Ranch

The FCCP Area is divided into subarcas based an jurisdictional houndaries and PCCP
conservation objectives. These PCCE Subarcas, rellected in Frgure A, are
summarized as [ollows:

¢ Existing Developed and Future Growth Area — This subarca consists of
existing developed parts of unincorporasted western Placer Counry and the
City of Lincoln, as well as areas where land use entitlements from Placer
County and the City of Tinceln allow future development. Any land
designated for urban use in the general plans of these jurisdictions or that s
already developed or is subdivided into 20-acre or smaller parcels is included
in this category. Adso included are ather parts of unincorporated wesierp
Placer County and the City of Lincoln planning area (vueside current ity
limits and sphere-of-influence} that are corrently in the jurisdiction of Placer
County and designated under the County Gengral 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 Lincoeln that would allow wrban development. This
subarea as a whole would receive a significant pertion of regulatory relicf
through the implementauon of the PCCP. There would be some natural
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communily avordance in this subarea, including conservation of the stream
corridors as well as some vernal pool grasslunds.

Reserve Acquisition Area — This land in both the Valley and Foothills s under -
the jurisdiction of Placer County. The Placer County General Plan designates
this land for agriculural use, with 10 to 80 acre minimun ot sizes, Over the
50 vear term of the PCCP a large portion of the Reserve Acquisition Area
would be permanently protected by conservation easemenis or by fee title
acquisitions, The Reserve Acquisition Area would accommodate currently
allowed forms of development a5 authorized by the General Plan Land Use
Diagram and the Placer County Zoning Ordinance. In general the Reserve
Acqgusiiion Area landscape 15 comprised of lands in agricultural production
and some amount of rural residential development. Over time, it would be
antictpated that there would be continued improvements to the Reserve
Acquisition Area's iransportation network and the development of agriculural
support facilities and recreational land uses. A number of exisiing preserves
are currently established within this subarea as a result of past development
projects and conservation activities (e.g., Placer Legacy, USDA funded
conservation casements, Placer Land Trust, ete.) and would provide the
foundation of the PCCP preserve.

Non-Participating Clties (NPC} - These areas consist of cities not
participaiing in the PCCP: the Cities of Rocklin, Roseville, and Auburn and
the Town of Leomis. Although infil) and urbun 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
ait mdication of the amount of future growth that could be accommidided
within these jurisdictional boundaries through 2060,
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Table 3-3 summarizes the PCCP growth scenario according to the subarcas described

abave.
TABLE 3-3
PCCP Arca Jobs and Housing Growth by Subarca: 2087 - 2064

S SRR
| Fxisting and Futery Gromth Area - County B3, 100 EERCALL
i Fasting and Future Growth Area - Lincoln 67000 3750
| Reserve Acquisition Area ¢ 200
| Mon-Tharticipatiae Citles 1358900 Gid, 00
Towl om0 17200
IPercent of Total by Subarea L oo
{ Mxisoing and Fuwree Growth Area - County 314 43%,
. Existing and Fuiure Growth Area - Lincoln 23% 2% |

Reserve Acquisition Arga 0% <1 %
i San-Participaning Cines 46% | 35%
Total _ | 100% 100%

MOT L Thuse projections represent ome pussible scenano for feng-lenn pronsth and the drstichaion of growt): in Plager
Cownty gavimng continuation of regronal ond counte growth wends and developmem patterns  The scenario reftedts
current arsessients of fsture eannomis and population growd potential and deselopiment planas and proposals onder

_ condiderateon i Tlacer County and i eilies i e gounty 85 of August 2008,

- Represants contibeng rural sesidentiol development an parcels zoned Toe agricaliveal wse imthe Foetults While inuch
af the existing Toetn s reval residential development and land aleeady e smaller poreels 15 categorized as Dasling
and Planned Urbar, abaut kalf of the land io the Foothills Reserve Acqisition Args s zoned Agncaltume - 16G-a00 or
203202 3nninwm

|
|
|
1
|
|
|
1
i
|
|
|

SOURCE. 1hwssath Fewnamcs Group lon the purpozes of the Flager County Conservation Flan cconomie aralysis. ‘

— J— R e a m o e _—— = R

Almost half of the job growth wauld occur in the Non-Participating Cities (primarily
Roseville and Racklin}. The rest of the job growth would be spiit between
unincorporated Placer County (primarily the Sunsct industrial Area and Macer
Vinevards) and the City of Lincoln. Housing growth would be somewhat mare
evenly distributed. The unincorporated area claims the largest most units, followed
by the Non-Participating Citics, then the City of Lincaln.

Land Conversion Scenario

Table 3-4 summarizes the estimates of the land conversion 1o accommadate thns
projected growth in western Placer County between 2007 and 2060, The acreage
estimates mehade land for residential and non-residentiat development and associated
infrastructure and public facilitics,
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Table 3-4. Projected Land Conversion 2007 —2080 (Measured in Acres)
Percent of

S bared __Acres total
Existing and Fulure Growth Area - County 32,300 45%
Existing and Fulure Growth Area - Linceln 12200 18%

| Rural Residential —County _ 12,200 18%
MNon Paricipating Cilies . 12,500 18%
Total PCCP Area 69,200 100%
PCCF area excluding non-parlicipating cilies £6,700

A fundamental requirement of the PCCP {5 10 determine how to mitigate the impacts
of the urban development and other covered activities on the 31 species covered by
the PCCP. To do this, it 1s first necessary to determine the extent of the impact {i.e.,
the reke) that will be caused by the covered activities. Take occurs when an actvity
converts habitat that is necessary o suppor viable populations of endingered specics.
Because of this, take is usually measured in terms of acres of habitat converted.

About 69,000 acres of land would be converted lor urban development and associated
infrastructure to accommodalte projected growth inowestern Placer County from 2007
through the vear 2060, Mosl of that conversion would occur in the areas covered by
the PCCP (arcas outside the Non-Participating Citles); 37,000 acres—80 percent of
the total—would be converted due te development in unincorporated Placer County
and the City of Lincoln, including the Lincoln Planning Area detined in the City's
2008 General Plan update.

The total area amount of land proposed to be subject of the PCCP permit 15
approximarcly 225,000 acres (Table 2-1). The projected land conversion represents
approximately 23 percent of that toral land arca. This estimaie of land conversian
includes existing and planned urban areas that will experience inlill over tune. 1talso
includes continued fragmentation of an existing fragmented landscape in the rural
residential areas of the county, mostly dominated by a range ol gak woodland and vak
woodland savannah habitats. The indirect impacts (such as water quality impaets on
stream syslems) cover a larger area. '

The Existing Developed and Future Growth areas of the County and the City of
Lincoln would account for the largest share of land conversion—the scenario shows
60 percent of total land conversion vccurring in those arcas. This represents primarnily
the large amount of land conversion associated with planned and approved suburban
development. In addition, continued low-density rural residential development in
unincorporated Placer County resulls in a disproportionale share of land conversion in
these areas, relative 1o 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 later parl of the projection period,
these civies would accommodate more population and employment growth with
reinvestment and higher densily infill in arcas that do not reguire new land
conversion.

Placer County Conservatian Plan Conservation Stramg:} Summary #2
Wovember 2002
Page 29 of 64

39



r

1

The cstimates of land conversion reflect development types and developmiznt
meensities (dwelling units per acre and Aoor-area ratics lor non-residential
development) that are envisioned in City and County general and specific plans,
planning studies, and planning proposals active in August 2008, The estumates 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 inthe Sacramenta region. [.isted below aré the most
important ¢sumating assumptions for the fand ¢conversion analysis.

Important Lund Conversion Assumptions

Residentiat density (dwelling units per acre)

Range based on plans and pc‘.rlmltu! i
densities; 0.1 (F unit per 10 acresy up @ |
I3 units per acre

Average: 3 units per acre, indicative of
the wide range encompassed by
permitied and planned development
from rural residential to small lot
subdivisions and medinm-high density
10w nhouses

L
!
I

Employment density (jobs per acre)

Uddumndl land conversion bcwnd direct
" residential and non-residential

] development)

|

Range bascd un plan assumptions: 18 -
43 jobs per acie

Averane:

25 jobs per acre

13 erLenI n the |‘\IhllT'IL l)cu[opcd
and Fuwere Growth areas

10 percent in the Non-Participating
Cikles

Share of 2007 — 2060 housing unit increase

| that is rural residential, unincorporated arca

1

infilt

SN

13 percent

Hhare of 2007 - 2060 hmmnﬂ unit increase
' that iy redevelopment'rginyvestment in citics
with no new land conversion

14 percent

Share of 2007 — 2060 job growth through

redevelopmentreinvestment in cities with
no new land C(‘m\"tl’SiUﬂ

12 percent !
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Chapter 4

Conservation Strategy Summary

Overview

The following discussion summarizes the PCCP conservation straiegy. 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 cach specics covered under the PCCP. The following key elanents
of the conservation strategy developed through a deliberative process that ineluded
elected officials, ascientific advisory panel, stakeholders, the permitling agencies
and County and City staff.

Draft PCCP Reserve Map

A map identilying the areas where potential conscrvation could occur and where
luture growth could occur is presented in Figure B, The map delincates areas in
which the goal of the PCCP would be o conserve species and natural communities
{shown in dark green) and other areas in which the PCCP assumes urban
development will ultimately be the dominant form of the landscape (shown in cream).
Existing preserved propertics which contribute to the PCUP 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 1o a Targer reserve system. The
non-participaling cities are depicied in grayv, Table 4-1 provides an acreage
breakdown tor cach ol these areas. These boundaries are not fixed ar this tvne and
may be adjusicd once the conscrvation plan 1s refined.

The conservation principles, standards, and guidelines presented herein are intended
1o be apphied within the conservation lands in the Reserve Acquisition Argus.

[For properties within the Reserve Acquisition Area, the vse and development of
property can continuc consistent with the adopted General Plan and current zoning,
The PCCP does not change any zone district or prohibit any aciivity autherized under
County Code today.
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TAEBLE 4-1

| Keserve Map Catesories
Mup Category Acres |
Reserve Acquisition Area 71,441
Existing Preserves 12,407
Crevelopment Opportunity Area LRI
Non-participating Cities 44,953
Non-participating Cities 3,640
Total Y !

Baseline Data Assumptions

Placer County has celiccied a substantial amount of data te inform the development
of the PCCP. There are two Key data sources: acnal photegraphy and associated
vepetative mapping and numerous reports and studies (hat supplement existing
published reports. The County will use refevant new data when ivis 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.
Furthenmore, the existing background data collection for the PCCLE 15 adequate {or
decision making. The Science Advisors Report provides an adequate scientific
foundation tor the development-of the conservation strategy.

The current basehine data assumptions were used (0 develop the standards and acreage
objectives contained in this report. Any subscquent changes Lo 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
ot the PCCP conservation strategy.

Natural Cominunity ¥alues

There are many reasons o conserve the County’s natural communities. Natural
comrunities of native plants, animals, and insects provide many benefits tw the
residents of Placer County. These benefits include controlling floods, improving
focal climate, carbon sequestralion, preventing seil erosion, maintaining soil fertility,
and conrolling agricultural pests and discasc vectors, Natural communitics also
contribute to the scenic quality of the county™s landscapes, support a multitude of
wildlife species, provide recreational opportumities for fishing, lnking, horseback
riding and other activities, and generalty enhance the commumily’s gquality of life in
the County.

" Placer County Ccnsewatia??lan - hlc'o;;servalinh-g;c_ralogy Summary #2
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Importance of Natural Commuunities

Weslern Placer supports important natural communities including vernal pogl
grasslands, crecks, riparian corriders, and valley oak and blue vak woodlands. Some
of the species associated with these natural communities have been desianated by the
State or Federal zovernment as threawened or endangered species, and some arc
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
connecied, ecotogically viabte lands will be the overarching conservation goal and
focus ol the PCCT, Western Placer still contains vatuable biotogicat resources,
however the reduced extent of, und the fragmentation of the natural communities in
Western Placer of today exhibit the effects of land use practices beginning with
Spanish-colonial era grazing and placer mining impacts on creeks of 130 vears ago
and continwing to the present with farming, urban development and rural residential
{ragmentation,

Classifieation of Noatural Comm anities

Natural communities are classitied by their characteristic vegetation or land cover
lype {e.g., blug oak woodlands, vernal pool grasslands and freshwalter emergent
wetlands), Continuous patches of vegetation or land cover tyvpes larger than 10 acres
are defined as “large patch comimunities.” Small (less than 10 acres), isolated,
comimunities thad are biologically important, unique. or have rare specics associated
with thern are defined as “small patch communities,” On maps, these may appear a3
point locations within large-patch communities. Small- and large-patch communities
together with agriculwral. commercial, and residential lands, form a mosaic at a
landscape scale. The Western Placer County Natural Rescurces Reporl describes the
natural conmumueitics within each watershed in Western Placer Coumy. All patches ol
vegelation and land cover types 0.1 acre or larger have been mapped in the PCCP
plany area. All lands below 200 feet in clevation were re-mapped in 2009 (utilhizing
2008 acrial photography) to account far changes in the landscape.

Broad Conservation Goals

The goals for this PCCP are w: 1) sustain all present natral community tvpes in the
Western Placer County fandscape, 23 partially restore or enhanee certain natural
commumties, 3) for certain individual specics covered under the Plan ensure
population stability and sustainability, and conribute @ the species’ recovery, and 4}
address cumulative impacts of intensive land use and urbanization in Placer County,
5% conserve landscape conneclivity and 6} conserve and restore ecosystent processes
and functions. The projected time frame for the PCCT will be for 30 yeurs. Wesiern
Placer Couniy’s natural comitunitics now exist along hundreds ef miles 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 ccosystems in their current status. The present extent of the resources 13
ponetheless so limited compared with its former distribuiion that essentially abl of the
prescit biological value, but not necessan!y all of the present land acreage, will need
to be conserved in order (0 meet the conservation goals and regulatory requirenients
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of the Plan. In other words, the size or range of existing natural cormmunities may be
reduced somewhat, but it will be necessary to naintain or increase the overatl health
of those communitics.

Biological Values

Biological valug 13 a measure of the Wesiern Placey County landscape’s capacity to
achicve the Plan’s conservation goals. The natural communitics present in Western
Flacer ofien 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, enhancemeni of biologica! value by active management ol land, or by
maintenance of values on lands with compatible uses. Agriculiure and public
recreation are otten cempatible with the conservatien ¢l natural communities and can
be a compoenent of the management effort required 1o sustain their hiological values.
Same agricultural activities help fulfill certain biological needs of natural
communities and native species. For example, properly managed grazing can
enthance vernul pool grasslands, and rice production can provide valuable benefits 1o
waterfowl and other wildlife. Conservation of agricultural lands and provision of low
intensity public recreation has broad public suppert in the County and will be
included in the PCCP and considered along with conscrvation of the natura)
communities themse|ves.

Flexible Preserve Designs

There are arguably few places in such pristine condition that preservadon ol just a
few large parcels of land is enaugh for the PCCTE 10 be successful, Except fora fow
small parch ecosystems, there are {ew arcas of such bigh resource value that they
musl be payt of the ultimate PCCPE. There i3 no large public ownership that can serve
as a nucleus of reserve design. The resources 10 be protesied {e.o., vernal pool
grasslands, riparian areas and blue oak woodlands) are, however. amenable 1o both
preservation and resteration/enhancement, and thus there is a wide range of possible
veographic strategics that could accomplish that objective. This preserve design
flexibility makes planning more difficult, but may make implementation gasier. The
flexibility 1n preserve design must be based upon scientifically sound principles of
conservation biology, incorporating bath eur current understanding of the natura)
resources of Western Placer and mew mformation to be developed durimg the course
of the development of the PCCP.

Certainty Gained

A long-term conservation plan must provide gicater corlainty for public and private
projects that impact the natural landscape. The PCCP will include a comprehensive
gnvironmental mitigation strategy that will' be incorperated imo the County and City's
land use approval process. In addition, Permiliees will incorporale measures
prescribed in the mitigaiion strategy into projects that they implement. The strategy
will be designed w fullil! the requirements of the Califormia Environmental Quality
Act, the Natiopal Environmental Policy Act, the Federal Endangered Species Act, the
Natural Communities Conservatian Planmng Act. the Clean Water Act, and state
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liws protecling sireams and rnvers. Once approved by the appropriate state and
federal agencies, the mitigation strategy must simplify the environimental review of
public and private projects, make mitigation requirements censisient and predictable,
and cnsure that the mitigation provided contributes w the overall goals of the PCCP
and the Placer Legacy Open Space and Agricuitural Consersation Program (P lacer
Leaacy Program). -

Implementation
Habitat Conservation

A-comprehensive, long range PCCP will require preservation andor management of
tens of thousands of acres of habital. Because af the extent of lands to be integrated
into the PCCP habitat preserve, implementation ol the Plan will be costly, even with
Nlexibility in geography and management options.  Important progress can be made
with available public funds such as granls and locally funded acquisitions, but public
funds alone will be inadequate to fully implement the necessary components of a
successful PCCP. Therefore, funding for habital prescrvation, monitering, and
adaplive management will come primarily trom the entitlement process for covered
activieies, but.other funding sources must be considered.

The mgority, but not all, of the PCCE preserve will have o be assembled throuch
land or conservation easemant dedications or acquisition of land or conservation
gascments from willing sellers. The most likely source of [unding for this acquisttion
would be “in-lieu” fees as mitigation for urban‘subucban development and oher
achivities that could resultin impacts to natural communities, agnculwral land, ot
protected species. Ina “pay-as-vou-go™ milgation fee program, implementation of
conservalion actions (such as lund acquisition or easements and implementation ol a
specific management and monitoring strategyv} will need to kegp pace with and
precede development impacts, Additional funding from local, state or federal sources
will be crivcal te ensure that implementation of the PCCP does not depend entirely on
funding determined by the vaie or number of development projects, A critical {funding
component of the finance plan will be the development of a permanent ongoing
funding source 1o cover all of the annual costs assoviated with in perpetuity
management of the PCCT reserve arcas.

An approved conservation program will likely attract financial suppoert from state and
federal funding programs and private conservation organizations, thereby defraving
implementation costs, This will help 1o achieve conservation goals and benctits that
could not be achieved using only a mitigation-based funding source,

Preserve Monitoring Program

Since the PCCP process provides only an estimate of the ecological and conservation
requirements of maest of the covercd species, the PCCT wall rely heavily on the
process of monitoring and adaptive management for its execution. The PCCP will
mciude an efficient and effective monnoring program including both implementation
and biological monitoring. Implementation monuoring will rack changes in {and use
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and assure that mitigation requirements or other conservation measures are fully
exceuied. 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
corvmunities and the status ol covered and listed specics is only as sirong us the
ability of the biclogical menitoring plan te measure change and make
recommendations on how (o respond 1o change, This 1s pan of an adaptive
management program deseribed below,

Adaptive Preserve Manugement

Preserve management should adapt as more knowledpe is avatlable. Present
knowledge of biological resources ecology and population bielegy in Placer County
is subficient to support the PCCP process in gencral. Less is known aboul practical
lend management and compatible agriculture and other tand use effects, so the BCCP
will need o be adaptable based on monitoring information learned through Plan
implementation. Adaptive management is 10 be part of the Parncipating Entities’
ongaing respunsibility 100 1) gauge the effectiveness of the PCCP™s conservation
mcasures and techniques, and 2) to propase alternative ar modified conservation
mensures as the need arises. The PCEP will also include measures 1o address
reascnably toresceable changed circumstances that could oecur over the duration of
the PCCP and that could ympact PCCP Preserves,

Changes Required to Existing Land Use Policies/Regulations

Implementation will requite new or amended land use policies and land use
reoulations. As a result of the PCCP, the general plans of the County and any
participating cities will likely be supplemented by pelicy amendments, specific
implementng erdinances, and procedural requirements for development permitting
and CECQA compliance. No changes ure proposed to Jocal land use and zaning
designations. A primary goal in crealing ghe process [or project review under the
PCCT will be w ingrease simplicity and, as much as possible, to fulfill the
requirements of all applicable local, state and lederal environmental requirements
using ong process {in other words, 1 provide “onc-stap shopping™ for environmental
PeTImItSE).

Mitigation Tools Available

Avange of tocks may be used to ensure that the mitigation component cf the PCCP
will be successful and will be equitable to landowners. These 1ools are nol mutually
exchusive and could be used in a variery of combinations.

*  Land dedication. Landowners needing 1o provide mitigation for propesed
development could be given the option of dedicating other land they own (or
purchase) to fulfill the mitigation requirement. The size and tocation of the
land necessary for mitigation and requirements for restoration and
iwanagement of the land would be determined based on the PCCP.
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*  Conservation €asements. As an aliernative to acquiring or dedicating land
outright. landowners could be given the option of dedicating a conservation
casement on their own land, ¢r acquiring and dedicating an easement en land
owned by another. which would pratect the natural values of the land in
perpetuity. The size and location of the conservation casement and
requiremenis for manazement of the land would be determined based an the
PCCP.

+  PCCP Impact fees. Landowners could be given the option of paying an
impact fee in liew of dedicating land or & 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 of the
project site, the pumber of acres developed, ar on the pumber of unirs
constructed, and could vary depending on the value or rarity of the nawral
resources impacted by development. In the context of the PCCP, pavment of
the tee could be the principal means ol fulfilling the requirements of local,
stale and federal envirommental Law < and regulations,

+  Mitgation and conservation banking. The PCCF could support the creation of
miligation and conservalion banks or the use of existing banks. Landowners
whao own land containing valuable natural reseurees, and who do not inlend to
develop the lang, could establish mitigation and conservation bianks tw sell
credits 1o landowners who do intend to develop their land. The PCCP could
case the creafion of banks and ¢stablish a systeny fur credil sales.

Institational Framework for Long-term Implemeatation

Preserve lands, protected in perpetuity, will need (0 be administered by one or more
entitics capable of oversecing management, monitoring, and adaptive management.
Formation of a IPA {ie., the Placer Conservation Authority) with a local land trusy or
other similar organizations as partners may assist long-term implementation, To
provide increased capacity and capability for lung-term implementation of impertant
elements of the PCCP, a juint pewsrs authority consisting of the Plan Participants, a
partnership with a local land trust , or both, could be established.

Plan Amendmenis

The PCLP can be wnended and implementation actions adjusted consistent with its
original intentl, Implementng ordinances and general plan ¢lements may need o be
changed over the course of the PCCP. The PCCY would not limit the County™s or the
City ol Lincoln’s land use authority, including their authority 1o adopt ordinances or
revise their general plans. However, amendments to the PCCP isclf will require the
approval o' the state and federal regulmory agencies that must approve the Plan (e.g.,
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the Nationad Marine Fisheries Service
and the California Department of Fish and Game). If a new or revised ordinance or
amendment to a general plan would contlict with the PCCP| the County or City
would have 1o consult with the state and federal regulatery agencies about the
possibility of amending the PCCP in order (o msure that the new ordinance or
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Generasl Plan amendment wouldnot fead 1o the revocation of the state and federal
permits.

Conservation Strategy Guiding Principles

The tollowing guiding principles are intended to reflect key goals and assumptions
underlying the discussions between the Permining Agencies and the Perminges and 1o
identify what the Pernnitting Agencies and the Permitiees expect will be key elements
of a successtul conservation plan lor western Plager County. These gencral principles
are intended to assist the Permitting Agencies and the Permittecs in the development
of specitic biological resources goals and objectives, a detailed conservation strategy,
aconservation reserve map, and other elements of a compicte Habita Conservation
Plan and Natural Community Conservation Plan. The principles are nol
comprehensive; they focus op key issues and clements of the plan that are particularly
vhallenging or are particularly important to the suceess of the PCCP.

Landscape-Level Conservation Standards

Sucam Svstem

The PCCE conservation strategy will minimize wake of specics within the siream
svstem by establishing stream and riparian scibacks. Setbacks are variable, but the
primary ebjectives arg 1o: prevent impacts within 300 fect from the edge of npanian
vegetation, or the extent of the 100-vear FEMA tloadplain (whichever is greater) in
developing arcas, and w prevent impacts within 604 leet from edge of riparian
vegetation, or the extent of the 100-vear FEMA floodplain {whichever is greater)

_within areas with limited or no developmeni {e.p., agricultural areas and PCCP
reserve lands)y, These seibacks are an essential component of the CARFP, minimizing
and avoiding impacts o Federallv-regolated waiers of the Uinited States, ensuring
aveidance of non-wetland eritical resources, contriburing to water quality integrity,
and ensuring conneclivity among sensitive aquatic resources,

Crak Woodlands

For blue oak woodlunds, development projecis will be required 1o mitigate for
woodland canopy loss and habitat fragmentation, Smaller projecis (2.2, <2 acres of
canopy loss) will be mitigated at the project level pursuant 1o existing and futwre tee
ordinances. Priority will be given o land conservalion over onsitefoilsie
compensatory replacement or restorativn activities unless onsite conditions ¢learly
provide opporiunities for compensatlory replacement, Hlabitae fragmentation that
results from rural residential subdivision activity (where minimal or no canopy loss is
predicted) will be addressed through a graduated scale of mittgation based upon the
degree ol {ragmentation associated with the project. At some scales (e.2., > 40 acres)
the anticipated losses due to fragmentation will be considered neglizible and littie or
no mitigation would be required.

Valley vak weodlands are rarer in Placer Counly and consequently onsiteoflsile in-
kKind replacement, including ¢compensation for temporal losses is expected in addition
1o conservation of existing resources.
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Vernal Pool Grasslands

Vor vernal pool grasslands, the eraphasis is to preserve vernal pool complexes within
an ecosvsiem conlext rather than preserving individual poofs or small clusters of
pools as isotated fragments in larger ecosystems. Proteciing existing high value
reseurces s a higher prionty than resioring degraded habitats. In order w minimize
irreversible impacts betore the benefing of conservation are established, the PCCP
places a cap on the amount of vernal paol conversion that can lake place.

In order to deiermine the amount ol area w be conserved and-or restored it iy
necessary Lo understand the overal) biological gouls and objectives for vernal pools in
the PCLCP. While no fixed ratios have been dentified, for planning purposes a
minimum preservation rato of 30% (1:1) s being utilized to evaluate the western
Placer County landscape. A compensatory replacement requirement will also be
required at a 1:1 ratio in order o replace wetland functions.

Mehrien vernal pool grasslands should be conserved under all ciecinmstances,
regardless of purcel size, unless future hydrologic. land use or other
characteristics chiminate the viability of an acquisttion. The Conservation Strategy
will contain biological goals and objectives that consist of lour components for
vernal pool ecosystems: { 1) landscape level-biological grals, (2) measurable
landscape-tevel biological objectives, (33 measurable species-specific biological
ehjectives, and (4} adaptive management and monitoring activities.

These landscape-level biolegical goals include the following:

+  Verpal pool habitat quality within the Reserve Arca will be maintained and
tanaged generally in similar or better condition as ot the time lands are
conveved to the PCCP Reserve Area.

+  Nourban/suburban development can be placed within 2307 from the auter
gdge ol any vernal pool wetland or swale, This butfer distance may increase
or decreasc provided that optimal hyvdrologic conditions are maintained.

* Anarea considered for conservation must have onsitesaffsite hydralogic
conditions that insure that vernal powl resources can be protected in
perpetity. Offsite hyvdrological conditions that detrimentally impact the
preserve sie must be mitigaled botore an acquisition can be considered.
Maintenance of the existing hydrologic regime should occur.

*«  Ng outfalt or similar sworm drainage lagilites can be divceted to, or
constructed within, preserved vernul pool complexes unless such facilities arc
dirgcted to intermittent or perennial slreams or storm drainage facilities and
where such discharges do not aflfeet the hydrology of protected vernal pools
and swales, The goal 18 10 insure thal the existing vernal pool hydrology s not
imnpacted by perennial or tong-term seasonal inundation that woutd rosult in
impacts to vernal pool habitat,
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*  Preserved vernal pool wellands and uplands must have the ability 1o be
erazed, burned or some other viable means must be available and appropriate
given adjacent land uses o control noxious weeds and o insure ecological
integrity.

VMernal Pool Resioration

I addition o vernal preservation, the PCCP proposes to restore sernal poak habitat as
part of the conservation objectives for this important resource, n this regard, vernal
pool grassland restoration differs from the compensatory replacement of vernat pool
wetlands 1o satisty the Federal Clean Water Act “no net loss™ wetlands policy. The
verna) poel grassland restoration objective is intended 1o improve those grasslands
where vernal pool wetland habitat [s not present or the functions have diminished as a
consequence of human-caused activities over time (tvpically agricultural operations
that have disrupted or disturbed the hydrodogy and wpographic conditions that
support vernal poal wetlands). Becausc this objective is intended to help miger the
preservation objective of 1:1, only certain lands are to be considered viable for
testeration. The {ollow ing eriteria have been used 10 identify viable restorable lands:

v The property has not been laser-leveled for rice production,

* The property has the appropriate sotls {¢.g., clavpan) to restore the appropriate
conaitians for vernal pool wetland restoration.

o There 15 past evidence of vernal pool wetlands (e.g., 1937 aenal photographs
available to the County or ether sources) on the sjle.

¢ The property is lacated inor adjacent (o the dralt Reserve boundary including
the CARP corndors.

« A parcel considered for restoration must be a mimimum of 200 acires in size
consistent with the Scicnce Advisors recommendations,

¢ The focus 1s on lands thai show a moderate w high disturbance level (without
being laser-leveled} and which have vernal poal wetlands at a density that is
less than 1% of the arca of the site.

Vallgy Grasslands

Development projects will be required to mitigate for the loss of grasslands i
impacts are greater than 20 acres. Reasonably large (& 20 acres) grassland parcels
have value for avaidance if they are near established reserve arcas or if they have
high resteration potegual for vernal poel complex. Grassland patch sizes should
support patrs of burrowing owl and grasshopper sparrow.

Avriculiure/Open Lands

DBevelopment projects will be required 1o provide mitigation for impacts greater than
20 acres in size, A priority will be given 1o the preservation ol croplond that has
highcr habitai value for covered species and o the restoration of some biologically
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lower valied cropland to appropriate natural habitats, Best Management Practices
{BMPs) will be incorporated to minimize the effects of development on adjacent
agriculural croplands and rice fields,

Key Stundards for Habitat Lands in the PCCP Preserve System:

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

*  Upland habitat quality within the Reserve Area will be miinkainegd and
managed generally in similar or better condition as at the tme lunds are
conveyed to the PCCP Conservation Area.

+  Rapid assessment surveys of wildlife and piant species are to be conducted
prior to any acquisition. Covered species are the highest priority. Reserve
design biological objectives for non-vernal poal, landscape-dependent species,
such as Swainson's hawk (requires large patches of undisturbed foraging
habitat) must be considered. Similarly, riparian habttat that provides
nnporiant wildlife corridors and provides habuat (or a range of imperiant
species, must be considered.

+  The interface between urban/suburban Jand uses and preserve Tands should be
minimized {Le. oimimize edpe effects). Reserve acquisinions should
emphasize connectivity with other reserve lands and minimize the interface
between urbanfsuburban and reserve lands, Buffers should be required of new
development projects that have an interface with reserve lands., The overall
goal is to tnsure that incompatible land uses and indirect effcars are avoided,

+  Propertics protected  throush  an acquisition are to be buffered from
incompatible uses including long wrmishort wom changes o the surreunding
envirenmeni

+  Habitat comiguity and conservation of large. imtact habitat blocks

+  Consideration of “dircctional”™ influences such as migration:dispersal patierns,
rain, wind, {irc and the natre and frequency of relevant disturbances

* idenrification of perch sites‘trees for hawks and lopgerhead shrike
*  Nliimum dispersal patches (ov target bird and amphibian specics

+  The minimum parcel size for an acquisition is 200 acres il the acquisition area
i5 not contigueus with other reserve lands including CARP areas. There is no
mintmwm ot size for parcels adjacent 1o other reserve lands or CARF areus

+  Tdentification of environmental corridors of sufficient widih and with
approprigic buftering
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Other Key Elements of the Conservation Strategy

The following is a list of additionat kev elements which will contribute to the
develepment of a successful PCCP conservation strategy,

L

Mitigation to ocour in advance of take.

The PCCP will sustain all present natural communitics within the Western

. Placer County landscape,

The PCCP will restare or enhance certalin natural comumunitics and scosystem
processes and functions.

The PCCP will ensure population stabiiity and sustainability of covered
species and contribute to the species’ recovery.

The PCCP will insurg/maintain landscape connectivity.

The PCCP will address cumulative impacts ol intensive land use and
urbanization in Placer County,

In order to meet conservation objectives, including no net loss of wetlands and
contribution te 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 exient or range of existing higlogical resources will be
reduced.

The PCCP censervalion strategy will incorperate jow impact development
(LD} standards to mitigate impacts on water quality associated with
stormwater runoff, The goals of PCCP LD program will he 1o preserve open
space and minimize land disturbance (o the extent necessary 10 protect water
guality; protect natural systems and processes (drainage ways, vegetation,
soils, sensitive areas); reexamine the sizing of raditional site inlrastructure
{lots, streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks); incorporate natural site elements
(wetlands, stream corridors, mature forests) as design elements; and
decentralize slorm water at its source,

The PCCP conservation reserve map and accompanying conservation stralegy
and aguatic resource program are collectively intended 1o 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 1o be prepared after a review of the
agency comments on the Agency-Review Draft Conservation Strategy.
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Fire Management

Implementation of the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCPY will result in the
permanent prowection of approximately 30,000 acres in conservation reserves by the
year 2060, Preservation of these lands in perpetuity will require that they be managed
to reduce thetr susceptibility to wild lire. Inthe event thata fire occurs within a
cunservation reserve, there is also a concern Lo reduce potential damage doe 1o
suppression acuvities,

The PCCP will contain policies, procedures and preseriptions for managing wild fire
risk in conservation reserves primariky through treatment of fuels. Further, it
recemmends that cach reserve have a tire management component included within a
PCCP-mandated management plan. The fire management component will describe
site-specific conditions and actions required o 1 reduee existing fuel loads; 2) re-
introduce fire as a natural process ol the ceosvstem (if relevant); 3} minimize
envirgnmental impacts and protect sensitive resources; and 4) enhance andfur restore
nalurg! community characteristics. The emphasis of this document will be en fucls
treatments. The PCCP will alse discuss the impacts thal fire suppression actions can
hove once a tire starts and how 1o mintmize those INpacts in conservation reseTves.

Regional “LEDPA”

Onc of the key clements of the PCCP is to identify & reserve system-design that can
serve as a regional Vleast environmentally damaging practicable alternative”™ (or
LEDPA)Y tor purposes of avoiding impacts 1o federally-regulated wetlands caused by
urbanization, '

tFthe PCCP reserve system meets the federal guidelines of a reglonal LEDPA, a
wetland-permining progeam Lhat meets federal requirgments under the Clean \Water
Act would be managed by the Plan Participants, creating a savings in time. an
Inerease in certainty, anincrease i PCCP wiilivy, and an assurance that wetland
resources are protected in perpetuity within the reserve svstem.

Status Qua

For individual projects, the required mitigation Jor wetland impacts is made on a
case-by-case basis by the LS. Army Corps of Engineers independent of the local
land use autharity’s discretionary review and approval of the project. The individual
permitl process under section 404 of the Clean Water Act consists of a serics of steps:
submission of a permit application; public notice (and in seme cases a public
hearing);, compliance with a varicty of legal provisions outside of section 404 (such as
stare water quality certification, NEPA, ESA, ete.): and the issuances of a record of
decision or staement of findings and permit, as appropriate. A key part ol this
process is determining whether the proposed discharze activity would comply wath
the yuidelines promulgated by EPA pursuant to CWA scetion 404(b)( 1.
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Generally speaking, the Guidelimes provide that activities resulting in the discharge of
dredged or N1 material will not be permined it there is a practicable alternative (w the
proposed discharge that would have a fess adverse impact on the aguatic ecosystem,
50 long as the alternative doaes not present other significant envircnmental
conscyuences.  The Corps must analyze a range of altermatives and determine that the
proposcd activity 15 the least environmentally damaging practivable alernative or
“LEDPA™ belore it can grant a permit authorizing the discharges. Among the
alternatives that the Corps may consider is relacating the project to an area not ewned
by {he project applicant, but which the applicant could reasonably obtain to satisfy the
basic purpoese of the proposed activity. Untess clearly demonsirated otherwise, the
Corps will assume that there are practicable allermatives 10 activities that will impact
wetlunds but are not dependent upon being in or having aceess to wetlands,

With the PCCP

The PCCP will be analvzed 1 an environmental wpact stalement (1215} thai could
include an slicrnatives analysis that satisfies the Corps™s aliermative analysis
obligations under the Guidehnes as well as NEPAL 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 PCCE alternatives analyvsis 1o determing, among other things, whether an
alternative off-site tocation should be considercd for the project. This would
essentially eliminate ihe need for additional off-site alternatives analysis and, in many
cases, make project-level T18s unnecessary for such projects, which will sigaificantly
reduce precessing times for mdividual peninit applications. The Corps and the
County can [urther streamling 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 |ike.

In addition, the Corps should have considerably more {lexibility in dealing with
questions of onsite avoidance for projects that meet the PCCP and the CARP's
avoldance and mitigation parameters. One of the premises of the PCCP and the
CARP s that it 1s environmentally preferable to establish reserves to protect larger
areas of vernal pools and other aquatic resources rather than requiring avoidance of
small vernal pools. [Fthe Corps finds that the PCCP/CARP avoidance and mitigation
standards satisfy the Guidelines” reguirements regarding avondance of significant
degradation ol waters and nunimization of impacts, the Corps should be able 10 adopt
a flexible approach o onsite mitigation for individual projects.

The regional LEDPA 15 the best available opiton 1o streamline permitting under both
the federal Endangered Species Act and the Clean Water Act. The staff tor the Corps
and LS. EPA have been supportive of the development of this concept and their
ongoing support is essential i it is 1o be successful. Additionally, both Corps and
LS. EPA imanagement have been briefed on this approach ang strongly support the
County’s eftorts.
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Failure 1o design the PCCL reserve map alternative as a regionat LEDPA 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 LEDPA 10 the success of the PCCP cannot be oversiated.
Proceeding with a PCCP reserve design that can function as the LEDPA 15 an
essential component of the PCCP.
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Chapter 3

Plan Costs and Financing

Implementation of the PCCP involves both one-time and on-going anoual costs.
Omne-time costs are capital costs for acquining land or eascments and restoting ot
enhancing habnat to meet the plan™s 30-vear conservation goals, On-going annual
costs melude the costs of program administration, land management, monitoring. and
adaptive management 10 ensure that the PCCP meets its specics, ecosystem, and
resource conservation gaals during the permit-ierm and in perpetuity. This chapter
presents planning-level estimates of the implerncntation budget for the PCCP,
discusses the components of PCCP cost, how those costs might be allocated, and
presents conceptual estimates of mitigation costs that would be assigned 10 new
development.

The PCCP Cost Madel produces estimates of cumulative one-time and on-going costs
for use in economic analysis of the PCCP, including fiscal analyvsis and financial
analvsis of plan costs, potential revenues, and {inancing sirategies. The cost input
assumptions and results will continue 1o change as the PCCP develops. Turther
review of cost assumnplions may resaltin changes to cost factors, and refinement of
the PCCP will result in the necd to verify and possibly revise cost assumptions.

The cost estimates contained in this chapter are based upon an analysis complowed in
2006 for @ range of reserve map alternatives under consideration at that time. This
cost analvsis will be updated to reflect the final conservation strategy and the
measurable guantificd objectives that result from the conservation plan {measured in
acres acquired and reswored). The estimates presented in this chapier (based on ihe
2006 analysis, updated 1o 2008 dotlars using an inflation index) provide an
approximation of the level of one-time and on-going costs w implemaent the PCCE,

Ome-time acquisition and restoration costs

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

The Implementing Entity will assembic PCCP reserves by accepting dedicated hand
or conservation easements and by acguiring reserve land or conservation easements,
Fees “in-liew” of land dedication would be cstablished 1o cnable covered activities 1o
satisfy mitigation requirements. lmpact fees would also be established o cover
restoration requirements.
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Total one-time costs could be in the range of $1.3 billion over 30 vears. The 1otal
includes acquisition cost of ahout $1 hillion, resteration costs of about $130 million,
and a 10 percent contingency budget. Concepiual acquisition cost estimates are based
on a generalized asscssment of the location and characieristics of propertics thal
would satisfy the mitigation requicements and conservation goals of the PCCP, The
estimates conservatively assume that the majority of acquisitien would be fee title
purchascs of land from willing scllers. The alternative of conservation easements
could, on average, reduce the agquisition costs for any ¢ne property by approximaie!y
30 percent. ' :

Onp-going implementation costs

The annual ¢osts to implement the PCCP include costs 1o adiminister the program,
manage reserve lands, and moniter progress toward biological goals and objectives.
The cost estimates are hased on assumptions about staffing and'or contracting needed
ter acecomplish the following: idenmtifying and exccuting land acquisitions: collecting
and managing impact fee and other revenue; preparing applications for state and
lederal funding; developing annual budgets and financing strategies; preparing
reports w wildlife agencies; managing public participation; mplementing land
managemenl. restoration, and biologieal monitoring programs; tracking program
compliance; and maintaining required records. While these tasks would be the
responsibility of the Implementing Entity, the PCCP implementation budeet woold be
supparted by a mulnple-source funding plan.

The annual costs are o 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 aere managed. By the nud-point of PCCP implementation, it would
cost about 8200 per acre 1o manage PCCY lands, This would amount 1o wotal annual
costs ol ¥ o million per vear when ¥2 or more of planned reserves would be under
management. By the end of the pertmit term, per-acre land management costs would
be lower (about 3170 per acre) and the en-poing annual costs w implement the
program, including managing 40000 - 30,000 acres of reserve lands, would be aboul
L8 million per vear,

Costs merease ever Hme as more resgrve land is acquired and more siafling is
required to manage program implementation and manage the'zrowing reserve land
base. Costs per acre degline over time, however, as the level of aclivity decreases
after initial start-up, acquisition, and restoration are completed and the managing
entily gamns expencnce and begins w realize elficiencies and economics of scale,

The annuoal costs arg the responsibitity of the logal government implementing entity
and cover the cosls of suaff, contractors, equipment, and overhead. The cost estimates
provide for an administrative statl and a field and technical staft, and an operating
contingency. Costs also cover contractors providing some land management services
as well required Yegal, financial, real estate, and biclogical monitoring services. Costs
for public safety services provided o reserve lunds (law enforcement and fire
protection costsy are also meluded in PCCP budget.
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Altheugh a financing plan has not been determined, these costs are expected (o be
funded by covered activitics and other niew funding sources. The detalls of the PCCP
financing plan will determine the extent to which PCCP costs might uliimately
require some commitment from the Placer County General Fund.

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

Operating costs for agencies that manage open space tands are sensitive 1o the
number ol acres managed and the degree of public access and recreational wse as weld
as the degree of hubiat management obligations. Research candueted far the PCCP
cost analysis indicates that, although costs are uncertain, these cstimates appear to be
it an approprigte range when comparcd 1o those incurred by other fand management
entities. The estimated average annual costs per acre managed for the PCCT ave,
thercfare, valid estimates for planning purpascs.

Manitor costs to improve implementation budget over lime

The detatled cost estimating exercise conducted for the PCCP provides up-front
insights into aspects of program implementation that might require mare resources
than estimated, The pracess of acquiring reserve lands is one arca in particular where
there might be extraordinary costs associaled with any protracted negotiations or
complicated real esiate transactions. Other areas of concern regarding polenual
sources of on-gaing cost escalation are financial management and providing adequate
financial reserves to cover remedial measures indicated by aduptive management
findings or changed circumstances.

Oifsetting revenues and land management elficiencies

By contrast 1o the @ hoc, casc-by-case mitigation program currently in place,
however, the PCCP provides the additional capucily o penerate offsetiing revenues
and umplement generalized land managemeni policies to minimize on-going pubhic
agency costexposure. Income-generating agricultural operationy could continue un
much PCCP reserve land, cither theough leaseholds or by re-selling ensement-
encumbered land back to the private sector, Hunting clubs might also be compaltible
with seme PCCP reserves, These management options available to the PCCP
implementing entity would provide a cushion against General Fund expasure.
Furthermoere, ong-time {ges or annual assessments on covered activities 1o fund PCCP
management cosls could be sel to cover costs of public safuty services Lo PCCP
reserves, thereby reducing what would otherwise be a General Fund obtigation.
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Principles for a PCCP Financing Flan

The PCCP Penmitee will be responsible for ensuning that mitigation is accomplished
for private desclopment activity and public projects, and that tunding sources are
adequate to manage and meniror conservation lands and conservation activities in
perpetwity, The PCCP financing pian must identity funding sources and financing
mechanisms that will cover the one-1ime costs associaled with Tocal mitigation and
public conservation, as well as on-going costs for land management and plan
administration. The financing plan will identity and estimate new revenue specific to
the PCCP, such as habitat mitigation or development impact fees. special taxes, or
benefit assessments, in addition 1o 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 accomplished by adhering w the foliowing principles:

+ Allocate local mitigation costs to private and public development in
proportion 1o impacts

*  Adjusl mitigation or impact fee amounts to keep pace with changes in costs
+  Accept appropriate dedicaton of reserve land

+  Assess on-gofng costs to covered activities using a combination of impact fees
{or an cndowment, annual assessments, or special taxes.

¢ Include mitigation cost obhigations in project budgets for County-sponsored
covered aclivitics and scek to cover these costs through new revenue sourees
{e.u., include PCCP complianve costs in facility cast estimales used 1o derive
countywide capital facilities fees and tratfic impact fecs, and carmark funds
from a proposed transporiation sales tax w caver habilat mitigalion cosis).

+  Pursue new broad-based special revenue soutces w fill funding gaps.

¢ Nlaximize private management of conservation lands through grazing and
other agricultural leases, re-sale of casement-cncumbered conservation land,
and partnership with conservation banks, mutigation banks, and ather powential
land management partners such as the Placer Land Trost,

+  Encoorage state and federal acquisition and management of public
conservation lands.

Cost sharing and cost ullocation

One ol the significant benefits of the PCCP over status quo conditions for mitigating
impacts 1o species and habitat would be the ability of the public agency implementing
gniity o tap diverse sources of public funding. This is evident in state and [ederal
ageney commitments to the public conservation component ol the PCCP. Placer
County has been successful to date m competitive funding for both land acqusition
and planning {unds offered by state and federal suurces, atlracting over §5.2 million
in state and federal grant funds, Accounting for 40 percent of total costs to date, this
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outstde funding has leveraged lacal sources 1o achieve natural resource goals and
objectives that might otherwise languish for lack of funding. State and tederal dollars
have funded planning and acquisition for both Placer Legacy and the PCCP. Because
a comprehensive approach to habilat planning and protection has broadly recognized
benefits 10 species, natural communities, and the general public, allocations of state
and federal taxpayers dollars are available. This wype of cost sharing is net possible
with individual players acting in isolation.

Furthermaore, the PCCP has the potential to be a vehicle for allocating the cosis of
habitat conscrvation more broadly, both over time and over a more diverse local
funding basc. The public financing mechanisms outlined in the financing options
memerandum conld have scveral cost benefits, Public debt financing would allow
up-front land acquisition, limiting the impact of land value escalation gver time on
overall costs. Other farms 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 tor a broader cost allocation can
he compelling:

*  [Iixisting development has contribuled to the decline in habitat values and the
need for specics Tistings and sheuld bear some of the cost asscciated with
species conservatien and recavery eflorts,

*  Nany of the quality of life and economic benefits ussoriated with large-scale
habitat conservation accrue generally to all residents, businesses, and visitors.

*  Spreading some of the costs beyond new developmeni benefits the consumers
of new development: newcomers (both residents and businesses), as well as
those moving within the county—especially the new househalds formed by
children of existing residents and older heuseholds seeking more atfordable
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 habiwat 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 lone-
term groweh from 2007-2060 of abaut 112,000 housing unis, and 163,000 additional
Jobs in umncorporated western Placer County and the City of Lincoln.

The summary above describes estimates of PCCP costs for the Phase | area of the
PCCP. PCCP consultants and statT will prepare a drafl 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
slate and federal agencies as well as from partics benefiting trom the PCCP,
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Cost Allocation/Fees for One-Time Costs

New pesidential and non-residential development in the unincorporated arca of
western Placer County and the City of Lincoln will bear much of the cost of the local
mitigation for impacts atribulable to covered activities, largely proportional to the
conversion of land from non-urban 1o vrban uses. For example, since non-residential
developinent would represent about 15 percent ol the total conversion to urban uses,
it is Yikely that non-residential development would bear a share of the PCCP local
mitigation cost proportionate @ that impact. Other covered activities such as public
agency projects including major infrastructure projects (e, Placer Parkway} will
also contribute to these costs. '

A tull range of options [or cost allocation will be outlined in the complete (inancial
alternatives anabysis, For iustrative purposes at this stage of the PCCP evaluation, a
preliminary scenario albocates all local mitigation costs o new development
propartional to the acrés of land converted, irrespaetive of the specitic natural
communities and or species that would be impacted. The resultant fee per acre is
wanstuted to a fee per dwelling unit or a tee per 1,000 square feet of non-residential
development. The ineentives to reduge the foetpring and increase densities are logical
n that less land required for development will result in less conversion of land that
harbors scnsitive species, For example, a high-density preject (20 unitls per acre) with
a small development footprint has 10 percent of the per unit obligation ol a project
that 15 at a very low suburban density (27umis per acre),

Assuming one-time acquisition and restoration costs indicated above (abou 31.3
billion over the 30-year termy of the PCCP). development representative of the
average density of residential development in the greater Sacramento area oday
(about 4 units per acre) would incur a PCCP fee of about 36,008 per unit,
Alternatively, development at the residential densities proposed by the SACOG
Blueprint project (about 12 units per acre) would incur a lee of about 52,000 per unit.
By utilizing Blueprimt densitics, development prajects would reduce the PCCP fee
per-unit by a tactor of 3 when compared woraditional suburban development
paterms.

Ongoing Costs

The ongoing costs are more difficult w specifically dentify on o per unil basiy
because such costs could be spread through a variety ef finance mechanisms. [ an
endowment only alternative was considered, a very significant amount of funding
would have w be set aside in a pon-wasting account in order 1o generate sulficient
revenue on an annual basis to support the engoing costs in perpetuily. Because such
an account may be ditficul w establish and protect in perpetuity {over $4008 would
be necessary) ather alternatives are to be examined and presented in the financial
analysis.

" Placer County Consarvation Flan . C_on_se;a_l.io;'l Stmgy Sumemary #2
KNovemnber 2009
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SUMMARY

The fotlowing is a summary of the overall budget and financial considerations for the
PCCP.

+  Acguiring 40000 10 30,000 acres of land — fee title and conservation casement
and restoring significant habitat: $1.3 billion over 50 years funded by sute
and federal contributions and contributions of land, easements, or funding
from vavered activities
*  Actual costs would be lower 1o 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

*  Offseting revenues and alternative financing options have not vet been
estimated

*  The average PCCP fee per dwelling unit at 4 units per acre could be about
$6,000. The tee per unit would be less at higher develupmens densities,

FPlacer C;nly_c_unservatinn Plan Conservation Stralagy EummarﬁE
Howember 2009
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Appendix A
PCCP Covered Activities

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

¢ Transportation Facilities

» Residential, Commercial, Public Facility, and Industrial Construction
s Infill land development

s Pipelipe Installation and Mainienance

s [and Management Activitics

e Recreational Activities and Facilivies, including multi-purpose trails
*  Stormwalter Management Activilies

+ tlabitatland Restoration Activities

s Waste Management Activitics

»  Flood Contro! Activities

s Placer Legacy [mplementation Activitics

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

e ‘Transporiation Facilities

e Regidential, Commercial, Public Facility, and Industrial Construction
e Infil! land development

+  Pipeline Installation and Maintenance

+ Land Management Activities

o Recreational Activities and Facilities, including multi-purpose trails
s Stormwater Management ACtivities

o Habitat/Land Restoration Activities

s Waste Management Activitics

»  Flood Control Activitics

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

Direct impacts associated the construction of new water convevance facilities and the
operations and maintenance of existing and new facilities {PCWA)

Iirect, indirect, and cumulative impacts for corridar acquisition, construction, and
maintenance of the Placer Parkway (SPRTA).
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Conservation Strategy Report £2 - Figure A

PCCP Anpalysis Zones
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Conservation Strategy Report #2 - Flgure B
Ad Hoe Committee Recommended
Conservation Reserve Map
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"AD HOC COMMITTEE RECOMMENDED PCCP-A'L“‘I'ERNATWE (10-20-09)
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