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Chapter 6—Biological Resources 
6.1 Introduction 

This chapter describes the existing biological resources and related regulatory requirements in the 
Sacramento region and assesses the potential of the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (proposed MTP/SCS) to affect the biological resources 
within the MTP/SCS plan area. Where necessary and feasible, mitigation measures are identified to 
reduce significant impacts. This chapter also provides an overview of habitat conservation plans 
(HCPs) and natural community conservation plans (NCCPs) that are approved or are currently 
being prepared for the proposed MTP/SCS plan area.  

The information presented in this EIR chapter is based on review of existing and available 
information and is regional in scope. Data, analysis, and findings provided in this chapter are 
programmatic for broad application, rather than project-specific. This document is appropriate for 
general policy planning and for tiering of subsequent environmental documents; however, site-
specific, project-level evaluations may be necessary to determine future project-specific 
environmental effects and feasible mitigation measures. Once certified, this EIR may be used to 
streamline CEQA compliance for those projects listed in the Preferred Scenario Project List, as well 
as the anticipated community development shown on the 2016 Draft MTP/SCS Preferred Scenario 
map, in accordance with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.   

SACOG received two comment letters regarding biological resources during circulation of the 
Notice of Preparation (NOP). The Placer County Community Development/Resource Agency 
requested that the EIR recognize the work of the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) in 
regards to natural resource conservation and land use planning in Placer County. Relevant 
provisions of the PCCP are discussed below. The Delta Stewardship Council (DSC) requested that 
the proposed MTP/SCS contribute to the protection and enhancement of the cultural, recreational, 
natural resource, and agricultural values of the Delta and that the EIR acknowledge the Delta Plan 
regulations and recommendations in the regulatory settings. DSC also requested carrying out habitat 
restoration consistently with the Delta Plan and determining mitigation in consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW). Relevant provisions of the Delta Plan are 
discussed below. The mitigation measures provided herein would protect and enhance the natural 
resources of the Delta and would be consistent with recommendations by CDFW. 

6.2 Environmental Setting 

This environmental setting section contains information on the following existing biological 
resources: 

 land cover types and associated biological habitat uses; 

 invasive plants; 

 waters of the United States (including wetlands);  

 habitat corridors; 
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 special-status species; and 

 sensitive natural communities. 

6.2.1 Land Cover Types and Associated Habitat Uses and Values 

Information about the locations and distribution of land cover types in the proposed MTP/SCS 
plan area was compiled using data from the sources listed below. 

 Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan (an HCP/NCCP) (in progress, 2015); 

 South Sacramento HCP (in progress, 2015); 

 Placer County Conservation Plan (an HCP/NCCP) (in progress, 2015); 

 Yolo County HCP/NCCP (JPA, 2015); 

 California Vegetation Maps (CALVEG) for the North Sierran and Central Valley 
ecological zones (USFS, 2014); 

 Six-County Aquatic Resources Inventory (SCARI; USACE and SACOG, 2011); and  

 A Guide to the Wildlife Habitats of California (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988). 

The land cover data obtained from these sources varied from general natural community types to 
specific vegetation alliances. Therefore, for the purposes of this program-level document, data were 
grouped into general land cover types within three broad categories: wildlands, agriculture, and 
developed and/or disturbed areas. These general land cover types are shown on Figure 6.1. 
Accordingly, the land cover type descriptions presented below are intended to provide regional-
scale, general information about the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. The scientific names of species 
mentioned in this section are provided in Appendix Bio-1. 

WILDLANDS 

The wildlands group consists of the following cover types: grassland, chaparral, scrub, valley oak 
savanna, valley oak woodland, foothill woodland, montane forest, riparian, wetlands, riverine, open 
water, and barren and rock outcrops. Table 6.1 provides the acreages of each of these cover types.
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Figure 6.1 General Land Cover in Plan Area
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Table 6.1  
Wildland Land Cover Types and Acreages by County in the Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area1 

Wildland Cover Type El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba Total2 
Grassland 85,316 57,096 166,199 34,297 77,136 47,344 467,388 

Annual Grassland 73,613 54,809 166,096 34,297 77,136 47,344 453,294 
Perennial Grassland 11,703 2,288 103 - - - 14,094 

Chaparral 70,592.14 58,450.81 1.83 0.00 45,607.54 2,483.20 177,136 
Chamise Alliance - - - - 30,083 - 30,083 
Chamise-Redshank Chaparral 3,505 57 - - 418 - 3,981 
Chaparral - 604 - - 86 - 690 
Mixed Chaparral 29,731 9,555 2 - 15,021 1,795 56,103 
Montane Chaparral 37,356 48,235 - - - 688 86,279 

Scrub 322.64 2,123.16 43.65 0.00 265.68 0.00 2,755 
Alkali Desert Scrub -  -  33 - - - 33 
Alkali Sink -  -  - - 266 - 266 
Alpine Dwarf Scrub 270 619 - - - - 889 
Bitterbrush - 177 - - - - 177 
Coastal Scrub -  -  11 - - - 11 
Low Sage Scrub - 1 - - - - 1 
Sagebrush Scrub 53 1,326 - - - -  1,379  

Valley Oak Savanah 0.1 10,046 5,186 - - - 15,232 
Valley Oak Woodland 3,621 783 1,184 5,095 182 1,057 11,922 
Foothill Woodland 50,194 47,685 11,143 299 79,867 50,664 239,851 

Blue Oak Woodland 44,870 9,787 11,008 28 36,070 38,464 140,226 
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 5,323 3,903 105 - 43,763 3,094 56,189 
Coast Oak Woodland - - 29 - 0 41 70 
Foothill Pine-Oak Woodland 1 12,844 - - 1 - 12,846 
Interior Live Oak Woodland - 704 0 - 5 - 709 
Juniper Woodland - - - - 2 - 2 
Mixed Foothill Woodland - - - - 4 - 4 
Mixed Oak Woodland - 20,447 1 271 22 9,065  29,806  

Montane Forest 712,710 486,598 405 0 3,269 131,546 1,334,528 
Aspen Forest 13 36 - - - 10 59 
Black Oak Woodland - - - - 1 - 1 
Closed-Cone Pine-Cypress Forest 278 1,925 - - 209 74 2,486 
Douglas-fir Forest 6,954 38,694 - - - 28,930 74,578 
Eastside Pine Forest 11 3,662 - - - - 3,674 
Jeffrey Pine Forest 11,333 1,748 - - - - 13,081 
Lodgepole Pine Forest 1,877 4,139 - - - - 6,016 
Montane Hardwood Forest 175,287 89,328 404 - 3,059 40,280 308,358 
Montane Hardwood-Coniferous 
Forest 65,867 48,302 1 - - 15,093 129,262 

Ponderosa Pine Forest 79,098 32,537 - - - 14,200 125,835 
Red Fir Forest 70,287 42,933 - - - - 113,220 
Sierran Mixed Conifer Forest 278,994 187,212 - - - 32,712 498,917 
Subalpine Forest 1,569 1,171 - - -  - 2,740 
White Fir Forest 21,143 34,912 - - - 248 56,302 

Riparian  1,463 9,220 11,079 6,290 10,368 5,478 43,897 
Montane Riparian 1,463 2,986 96 - - 215 4,759 
Valley Foothill Riparian 
 - 6,234 10,983 6,290 10,368 5,263 39,138 

Wetlands 10,623 34,842 225,010 33,619 33,935 25,304 363,333 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 2,293 4,382 9,472 21,465 16,870 6,352 60,834 
Freshwater Forested/Shrub 
Wetland 2,841 3,950 2,663 2,752 845 818 13,869 

Freshwater Marsh 4 3 1,511 - -   1,517 
Freshwater Pond 1,572 1,142 2,096 374 666 279 6,128 
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Wildland Cover Type El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba Total2 
Other Depressional 2,671 2,049 1,918 3,116 11,886 1,592 23,234 
Saline Emergent Wetland - - - - 3   3 
Seasonal Impoundment - - 2,005 - -   2,005 
Seasonal Wetland 10 533 1,410 51 18 486 2,508 
Slope Wetlands/Seeps - - - - 1 - 1 
Springs and Seeps - 2 - - - 86 88 
Swale 0 - 1,275 - - 306 1,581 
Swamp/Marsh 35 14 265 4,903 132 238 5,587 
Urban Wetland - 61 0 - - 1 62 
Vernal Pool 0 391 4,039 189 598 5,451 10,668 
Vernal Pool Complex - 0 - 680 456 9,154 10,290 
Vernal Pool Complex: High Density - 2,975 11 0 - - 2,986 
Vernal Pool Complex: Low Density - 11,184 2 - - - 11,185 
Vernal Pool Complex: Medium 
Density - 7,621 - - - - 7,621 

Wetland Restoration - - 739 - - - 739 
Wet Meadow 1159 444 8 - - 9 1,621 
Other Wetland 37 92 197,596 88 2,461 532 200,806 

Riverine 2,802 3,013 18,236 6,743 4,817 4,264 39,875 
Riverine  1,391  1,639 8,215 5,300 2,838 3,274 22,658 
Stream  -  - - - - 418 418 
Stream/River  1,073  1,193 7,845 1,442 1,980 572 14,105 
Stream/Creek  5  - 2,145 - - - 2,149 
Submerged Stream  333  181 31 - - - 545 

Open Water 42,202 17,836 8,021 2,229 16,326 11,177 97,791 
Estuarine and Marine Deepwater - - 292 - - - 292 
Estuarine and Marine Wetland - - 58 - - - 58 
Deep Water - - - - - 103 103 
Lacustrine 731 997 265 505 34 2,581 5,112 
Lake 14005 4,214 1,250 430 1,118 42 21,060 
Lake/Pond 27269 10,958 2,722 673 752 7,280 49,653 
Open Water 43 306 2,341 208 4,929 - 7,826 
Open Water/Fringe 153 567 880 250 4,435 1,110 7,395 
Reservoir 0 173 124 99 364 61 822 
Stock Ponds - 621 - - - - 621 
Water - - 90 65 4,694 - 4,848 

Barren 29,781 18,107 1,100 94 2,255 5,007 56,344 
Rock Outcrop 2 151 0 0 248 0 400 

Rock Outcrop - - - - 3 - 3 
Rock Outcrops/Cliffs 2 151 - - - - 152 
Serpentine - - - - 244 - 244 

TOTAL 1,009,627 745,952 447,610 88,665 274,275 284,323 2,850,4533 

1 The mapping scales of land cover data obtained for this program-level document varied from general natural community 
types to specific vegetation alliances. Accordingly, the land cover types and acreages presented in this table are intended to 
provide general information about the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Implementation of future projects within the proposed 
plan area would provide more specific land cover type information. 
2 All values were rounded for presentation in the table; however, the subtotals and totals here reflect the sums of the non-
rounded numbers from the original data. 
3 The acres described in this table are derived from a number of land surveys and data sources (described in Methods and 
Assumptions) that differ from the data SACOG used to develop the land use assumptions for the proposed MTP/SCS. The net 
result is that the acres of impact described in the tables presented in this chapter represent a conservative approach to 
identifying potential impacts (i.e., tending to overestimate acres affected, which helps avoid any risk of understating 
environmental impacts). 
Source: Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan, 2015; County of Sacramento, et al., 2015; Placer County Conservation Plan, 
2015; Yolo County HCP/NCCP, 2015; USFS, 2014; USACE and SACOG, 2011; Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988; Compiled by 
SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 
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Grassland 

Within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, there are two types of grassland land cover types: annual 
grassland and perennial grassland. Annual grassland is one of the most common plant communities 
in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area and is dominated by nonnative annual grasses, nonnative forbs, 
and native forbs. Annual grassland is also a very common plant community statewide. Grasslands 
are found on ridges, hill slopes, and valley floors. Representative species include a mix of dominant 
nonnative grasses such as soft chess, red brome, ripgut brome, foxtail barley, wild oat, and annual 
fescues, intermixed with forb species such as clovers, lupines, owl’s clover, popcornflower, poppies, 
and various species of filaree. Some annual grasslands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are 
subject to frequent disturbance, such as grazing and maintenance activities along roadsides. The 
annual grassland vegetation in these areas are often dominated by introduced nonnative species, 
such as yellow star-thistle. 

Perennial grassland is dominated by native perennial bunchgrass plants that are intermixed with 
species typical of an annual grassland. Perennial grassland is not common in California, and is 
considered a sensitive natural community by CDFW. Several areas of perennial grassland are habitat 
restoration sites created and set aside specifically for this plant community. 

In the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, grasslands are important because they support insects, 
amphibians, reptiles, and small birds and mammals that are prey for other wildlife, such as red-tailed 
hawks, northern harriers, American kestrels, burrowing owls, and coyotes. Grasslands near open 
water and woodland habitats are used by the greatest number of wildlife species because they 
provide places for resting, breeding, forage, and escape. 

Both annual and perennial grassland stabilize soils, protect watersheds from erosion, and provide 
forage for wildlife and livestock. They also provide habitat for a variety of special-status species 
including American badger, burrowing owl, white-shouldered kite, and Swainson’s hawk. Those 
grasslands that support vernal pools or seasonal wetlands also provide habitat for special-status 
vernal pool invertebrates, western spadefoot, and California tiger salamander. Special-status plants 
that could occur in grassland habitat are listed in Appendix Bio-2a.  

Chaparral 

Chaparral communities in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area typically occur on the drier slopes of 
the foothills and are characterized by drought-resistant shrubs. These communities are relatively 
common in the foothill portions of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Dominant species in 
chaparral communities of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include manzanita species, buckbrush, 
black sage, coyote brush, scrub oak, leather oak, and chamise. The herbaceous understory varies 
depending on the density of shrub cover, and typically includes native grasses and wildflowers.  

Chaparral plants provide browse, berries, and seeds for a variety of birds, such as California quail, 
northern mockingbird, American robin, hermit thrush, spotted towhee, California towhee, dark-eyed 
junco, and golden-crowned sparrow. Insectivorous birds, such as orange-crowned warbler, bushtit, 
and Bewick’s wren, feed on insects in chaparral foliage. Many bird species also find nesting and 
roosting sites, and protection from predators, in chaparral habitats. Numerous rodents inhabit 
chaparral habitats, and deer, rabbits, and hares make extensive use of chaparral sources of food and 
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cover. In addition, chaparral provides foraging and refuge habitat for other mammals and reptiles, 
including gray fox, coyote, deer mouse, western fence lizard, Pacific rattlesnake, and gopher snake. 

Special-status wildlife species that may occupy chaparral habitat include California horned lizard, and 
Marysville kangaroo rat. Some chaparral communities, especially those found in the lower foothill 
region of El Dorado County, provide habitat for a variety of special-status plant species that include 
Nissenan manzanita, big scale balsamroot, Stebbin’s morning glory, Mariposa clarkia. Additional 
plants that could occur in this habitat type are included in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Chamise-Redshank Chaparral 
Chamise-redshank chaparral may consist of nearly pure stands of chamise or redshank, a mixture of 
both, or with other shrubs. Chamise is the dominant shrub of this habitat type throughout northern 
California. The purest stands of chamise occur on xeric, south-facing slopes. Toyon, sugar sumac, 
poison oak, redberry, and California buckthorn are commonly found in drainage channels and on 
other relatively mesic sites. At upper elevations or on more mesic exposures, chamise mixes with 
ceanothus, manzanita, scrub oak, and laurel sumac. Ceanothus and sugar sumac are common 
associates of redshank. 

Chamise-redshank chaparral generally occurs below and grades into mixed chaparral. On some sites, 
Chamise-redshank chaparral may form an ecotone with Ponderosa pine, coastal oak woodland, or 
mixed conifer types. In northern California, the lower boundary is with annual grassland and blue 
oak-foothill pine. Chamise-redshank chaparral more frequently mixes with other shrubs, especially 
several species of ceanothus in northern California. This type of vegetation covers large areas in the 
central coast ranges and on the eastern exposures of the north coast ranges; as isolated stands in the 
Cascade and Klamath ranges and the Siskiyou Mountains; and in a broken band on the western 
slope of the Sierra Nevada. 

Wildlife species found in this habitat type also are found in either mixed chaparral, montane 
chaparral, coastal scrub, sagebrush and in shrubs beneath several woodland and forest types. The 
primary land management consideration is selection of alternative fire management treatments. 
Long-term fire suppression can lead to stand senescence and declines in deer, small mammals, birds, 
and reptiles. Most animal populations reach peak densities in the first two or three decades, 
frequently one to 15 years after a fire. Repeated fires at short intervals could favor crown-sprouting 
shrubs over obligate seed sprouters. Either management extreme could have long-term impacts on 
wildlife through changes in nutrient availability, soil quality or vegetation composition, structure, and 
recovery time. 

Mixed Chaparral 
Mixed chaparral is a floristically rich type that supports approximately 240 species of woody plants. 
Composition changes between northern and southern California and with precipitation regime, 
aspect, and soil type. Dominant species in cismontane mixed chaparral include scrub oak, chaparral 
oak, and several species of ceanothus and manzanita. Individual sites may support pure stands of 
these shrubs or diverse mixtures of several species. Commonly associated shrubs include chamise, 
birchleaf mountain mahogany, silk-tassel, toyon, yerba-santa, California buckeye, poison-oak, sumac, 
California buckthorn, hollyleaf cherry, Montana chaparral-pea, and California fremontia. Some of 
these species may be locally dominant. Leather oak and interior silktassel are widely distributed on 
cismontane serpentine soils, and chamise and toyon may be abundant on these soils. Shrubs such as 
Jepson, coyote, and dwarf ceanothus and serpentine manzanita are local serpentine endemics. 
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Incense-cedar, knobcone pine, Coulter pine, and foothill pine frequently are found in mixed 
chaparral on serpentine soils. In the plan area, this habitat type is a broken band along middle and 
lower elevations of the western slope of the Sierra Nevada. 

Mixed and chamise-redshank chaparral occur as a mosaic on low to middle elevation slopes below 
several woodland and forest types. Compared to chamise-redshank chaparral, mixed chaparral 
generally occupies more mesic sites at higher elevations or on north-facing slopes. In northern 
California, mixed chaparral merges with annual grassland and blue oak-foothill pine at lower 
elevations. Chaparral shrubs form the understory of many blue oak-foothill pine stands. At upper 
elevations, mixed chaparral grades into coastal oak woodland, Ponderosa pine or mixed conifer 
types and frequently forms the understory of these habitats. Jeffrey pine, pinyon juniper or Juniper 
habitats occur above mixed chaparral. 

No wildlife species are restricted to mixed chaparral. Most species are found in other shrub-
dominated types including chamise-redshank chaparral, montane chaparral, coastal scrub, and 
sagebrush, or the shrubs beneath several woodland and forest types. 

Montane Chaparral 
The growth form of montane chaparral species can vary from treelike (up to three meters) to 
prostrate. When mature, it is often impenetrable to large mammals. Its structure is affected by site 
quality, history of disturbance (e.g., fire, erosion, logging) and the influence of browsing animals. 
Montane chaparral varies markedly throughout California. Species composition changes with 
elevational and geographical range, soil type, and aspect. One or more of the following species 
usually characterize montane chaparral communities: whitethorn ceanothus, snowbrush ceanothus, 
greenleaf manzanita, pinemat manzanita, hoary manzanita, bitter cherry, huckleberry oak, sierra 
chinquapin, juneberry, fremont silktassel, Greene goldenweed, mountain mahogany, toyon, sumac 
and California buckthorn. Montane chaparral is associated with mountainous terrain from mid to 
high elevation at 3,000 to10,000 feet. 

Montane chaparral adjoins a variety of other wildlife habitats, including montane riparian, mixed 
chaparral, and perennial grassland. It becomes established in disturbed coniferous habits such as 
ponderosa pine), mixed conifer, Jeffrey pine, red fir and lodgepole pine. 

Montane chaparral provides habitat for a wide variety of wildlife. Numerous rodents inhabit 
chaparral. Deer and other herbivores often make extensive use of chaparral. Some small herbivores 
use chaparral species in fall and winter when grasses are not in abundance. Rabbits and hares eat 
twigs, evergreen leaves and bark from chaparral. Shrubs are important to many mammals as shade 
during hot weather and moderate temperature and wind velocity in the winter. Many birds find a 
variety of habitat needs in the montane chaparral. It provides seeds, fruits, insects, protection from 
predators and climate, as well as singing, roosting and nesting sites. 

Scrub 

Four scrub land cover types have been identified in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area: alkali desert 
scrub, alpine dwarf scrub, low sage scrub, and sagebrush scrub. These areas within the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area are characterized by typically low growing (i.e., 0.25 to 0.5 meters tall) shrubs 
that have varying canopy density. Although generally dominated by shrubs, small trees and 
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herbaceous annual species may also occur in these scrub areas. Special-status plants that could occur 
in scrub habitat are listed in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Alkali Desert Scrub 
In the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, alkali desert scrub stands likely occur on the edges of the 
Sacramento Valley, where grazing, housing developments, and agricultural activities have destroyed 
or altered the extent and composition of this vegetation cover type. This vegetation cover type can 
be further subdivided into two phases: xerophytic (plants adapted to living in a dry arid habitat) and 
halophytic (plants adapted to living in salty conditions), depending on landscape conditions and 
location. The xerophytic phase consists of open stands of very low to moderately high (i.e., 0.8 to 
6.6 feet) greyish, spiny, long slender leaved to small-leaved subshrubs and shrubs, which are uniform 
in appearance, widely spaced, occur in relatively dry soils and exhibit low to moderate osmotic 
tolerance. The halophytic phase consists of woody-stemmed species, which exhibit varying degrees 
of succulence, are generally more closely spaced than the xerophytic phase, tolerate periodic 
flooding, and generally exhibit a high degree of osmotic tolerance. 

The alkali desert scrub is a heterogeneous habitat whose component plant assemblages vary 
considerably in composition along gradients of moisture, salinity, and microtopography (Mayer and 
Laudenslayer, 1988). 

Special-status species that are known to occur in this habitat type occur in southern California for 
the most part, and not in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, so they are not listed here. 

Alpine Dwarf-Scrub 
Alpine dwarf-scrub habitats typically are low graminoid (i.e. grass like) and include forb communities 
with an admixture of dwarf-shrubs (often cushion plants). The perennial herbs or dwarf shrubs 
comprising these communities are usually less than 18 inches tall. Ground coverage may reach 100 
percent at lower elevations, but becomes increasingly sparse as elevation increases. On mesic sites, a 
continuous turf contrasts with patches of bunchgrasses and cushion plants on drier sites.  

Species composition of alpine dwarf-scrub habitat varies considerably throughout California. The 
most common shrubs occurring are oceanspray, Greene’s goldenweed, and mountain white heather. 
These shrubs occur primarily in northern California and the Sierra Nevada. Nonshrub species that 
commonly occur in the alpine areas of northern California and the Sierra Nevada include 
Eschscholtz’s buttercup, primrose, prostrate sibbaldia, sedge, bluegrass, buckwheat, squirreltail, 
rockcress, mountain sorrel, pussypaws, Indian paintbrush, and Payson’s draba (Mayer and 
Laudenslayer, 1988). 

The Sierra Nevada mountain yellow-legged frog, federally listed as endangered and state listed as 
threatened, was identified as potentially occurring in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area in high-
elevation lakes and ponds. Other special-status species include the western white-tailed jackrabbit 
and pika. 

Low Sage Scrub 
This habitat type is generally dominated by broadleaved, evergreen shrubs ranging in height from 
about four to 19 inches, typically averaging about 15 percent cover, but sometimes with crowns 
touching. Deciduous shrubs and small trees are sometimes sparsely scattered within this habitat type. 
A ground cover of grasses and forbs is typically sparse with five to 15 percent coverage.  



 

MTP/SCS 2016 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Biological Resources – Page 6–10 

Low sage scrub habitat may be dominated by low sagebrush, often in association with Douglas 
rabbitbrush, bitterbrush, or big sagebrush; black sagebrush is also commonly associated with 
winterfat and Mormon-tea. Common grass species include Sandberg bluegrass, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, bottlebrush squirreltail, Thurber needlegrass, and Idaho fescue (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 
1988). 

The burrowing owl, a California species of special concern, is the only special-status wildlife species 
in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area identified as potentially occurring in this habitat. 

Sagebrush Scrub 
Sagebrush stands are typically large, open, discontinuous stands of big sagebrush of fairly uniform 
height. Big sagebrush tends to have a single short, thick stem that branches into a nearly globular 
crown. Plant heights range from 1.6 to 9.8 feet and density ranges from very open, widely spaced, 
small plants to large, closely spaced plants with canopies touching.  

Sagebrush occurs at a wide range of middle and high elevations. At lower elevations and on drier 
sites, it gives way to such species as saltbrush, greasewood, creosote bush, and winterfat. At mid-
elevations and on more mesic sites the habitat meets bitterbrush, curl leaved mountain mahogany, 
and western serviceberry. At high elevations, this habitat type integrates with Ponderosa pine and 
even Aspen habitat types. 

Often the habitat is composed of pure stands of big sagebrush, but many stands include other 
species of sagebrush, rabbitbrush, horsebrush, gooseberry, western chokecherry, curl leaved 
mountain mahogany, and bitterbrush. In communities not fully occupied by sagebrush, various 
amounts of herbaceous understory are found. Idaho fescue, bluebunch wheatgrass, several species 
of needlegrass, squirreltail, Sandberg bluegrass, and Great Basin wildrye are among the more 
common grasses found in this habitat (Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988).  

Special-status species that are known to occur in this habitat type occur in the Great Basin Desert 
east of the Sierra Nevada for the most part, and not in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, so they 
are not listed here. 

Valley Oak Savanna 

In the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, the valley oak savanna occurs in the valley and at the mid- to 
upper elevations. These communities are dominated by valley oak, but blue oak and interior live oak 
may also be present. The canopy cover is less than 10 percent, the shrub layer is sparse or absent, 
and the herbaceous layer consists of grassland.  

Valley oak savanna communities provide important breeding, foraging, and cover habitat for several 
wildlife species common to the region. The upper canopy of the oak trees provides nesting, 
foraging, and cache sites for many birds, such as Lewis’ woodpecker, acorn woodpecker, northern 
flicker, oak titmouse, western bluebird, mourning dove, and red-tailed hawk; the understory 
grassland layer provides nesting and foraging habitat for many common species of birds, small 
mammals, and reptiles. 

Special-status wildlife species that could occur in valley oak savanna communities in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area include western spadefoot, western pond turtle, California horned lizard, 
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Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, golden eagle, purple martin, Townsend’s big-eared bat, and pallid 
bat. Special-status plants that could occur in valley oak savannas are listed in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Valley Oak Woodland 

Valley oak woodlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are differentiated from oak savanna by 
the percent of canopy cover within the community. Valley oak woodland canopy cover ranges from 
approximately 10 to 60 percent. Oak woodlands are dominated by valley oak, but interior live oak 
and coast live oak are also present. The understory of valley oak woodlands varies from sparse to 
well-developed, including shrubs such as poison oak, ceanothus, and scrub oak. The herbaceous 
understory frequently contains plant species found in annual grasslands. 

Valley oak woodland communities provide important breeding, foraging, and cover habitat for 
several wildlife species common to the region. The upper canopy of the oak trees provides nesting, 
foraging, and cache sites for many birds, such as Lewis’ woodpecker, acorn woodpecker, northern 
flicker, oak titmouse, western bluebird, mourning dove, and red-tailed hawk; the understory layer 
provides nesting and foraging habitat for many common species of birds, small mammals, and 
reptiles. 

Special-status wildlife species that could occur in valley oak woodland communities in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area include western spadefoot, western pond turtle, California horned lizard, 
Swainson’s hawk, white-tailed kite, golden eagle, purple martin, Townsend’s big-eared bat, and pallid 
bat. Special-status plants that could occur in valley oak woodlands are listed in Appendix BIO-2a. 

Foothill Woodland 

Foothill woodlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area occur along the slopes of both the Sierra 
Nevada foothill regions of Placer, El Dorado, and Yuba counties, and the interior coast ranges of 
Yolo County. This land cover type includes woodlands dominated by blue oak, canyon live oak, 
coast live oak, foothill pine, juniper, and knobcone pine. 

A variety of common wildlife species inhabit foothill woodlands. These areas represent important 
habitat for nesting birds, roosting habitat for bats that utilize tree cavities or exfoliating bark, 
wintering habitat for deer, and resident habitat for many common mammals.  

Special-status wildlife species that could occur in foothill woodland communities in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area include burrowing owl, golden eagle, foothill-yellow legged frog, and western 
pond turtle. Some of the plant species expected to occur include adobe lily, parry’s horkelia, foothill 
jepsonia, and veiny monardella. Other special-status plants that could occur in foothill woodlands 
are listed in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Montane Forest 

Montane forest communities within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area occur in the Sierra Nevada 
foothill and mountainous regions of Placer, El Dorado, and Yuba counties. These forest 
communities are dominated by a mix of pines (depending on the elevation), black oaks, red fir, white 
fir, incense-cedar, quaking aspen, Douglas-fir, juniper, and Pacific madrone. Pine species that occur 
in montane forest are ponderosa pine, Jeffrey pine, sugar pine, and lodgepole pine. 
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Species composition of the understory of the montane forest communities varies widely with 
elevation, slope aspect, and fire history of individual stands; however, in most areas, the shrub and 
herbaceous layers occur primarily at forest edges or in canopy openings, such as rock outcrops and 
other natural or artificial clearings.  

Large mammals frequent montane forest communities, including coyote, black bear, mountain lion, 
and bobcat. A variety of smaller rodents, squirrels, and shrews are found in shrub thickets and open 
patches within the forest. Amphibians and reptiles that occur in forest communities include 
California newt, long-toed salamander, Sierran treefrog, western toad, western fence lizard, northern 
alligator lizard, gopher snake, common kingsnake, mountain kingsnake, common garter snake, and 
Pacific rattlesnake. 

A variety of flycatchers, vireos, warblers, and many other birds occur in montane forests. Canopy-
dwelling species include olive-sided flycatcher, golden-crowned kinglet (winter only), and western 
tanager. Large snags and the decaying portions of living trees offer nesting cavities for pileated 
woodpecker, western screech owl, and northern flicker. The forest also provides food and habitat 
for a variety of birds, including white-headed woodpecker, white-breasted nuthatch, red-breasted 
nuthatch, chestnut-backed chickadee, mountain chickadee, dark-eyed junco, spotted towhee, black-
headed grosbeak, and evening grosbeak. 

Special-status species that are known to occur in this habitat include western pond turtle, Sierra 
Nevada yellow-legged frog, northern goshawk, California spotted owl, great gray owl, yellow 
warbler, American marten, Pacific fisher, ringtail, and bats such as Yuma myotis and pallid bat. 
There are also a variety of special-status plants that are known to occur within montane forest 
communities in the Sierra Nevada region, including Sanborn’s onion, modest rock cress, serpentine 
milkweed, sierra bolandra, and Nevada daisy. Other special-status plant species that could occur in 
this habitat type are listed in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Riparian 

Riparian land cover types in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area occur along creeks, rivers, and other 
water bodies in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. The composition and structure of vegetation 
varies among riparian areas on the valley floor, in the foothills, and in montane areas, typically 
includes willows, Fremont’s cottonwood, valley oak, California sycamore, box elder, Oregon ash, 
white alder, and wild grape. The shrub layer of riparian areas is also highly variable and can range 
from sparse to well developed. The herbaceous understory of riparian areas typically contains a 
mixture of native and introduced species. 

Despite widespread disturbances resulting from urbanization, agricultural conversion, and grazing, 
riparian forests remain important wildlife resources because of their scarcity regionally and statewide 
and because the riparian community is used by a large variety of wildlife species. This habitat 
supports abundant aquatic and terrestrial invertebrates that are prey for amphibians and reptiles, 
such as common garter snake, western skink, and ringneck snake, as well as insectivorous birds, such 
as warblers, northern flicker, downy woodpecker, and flycatchers. Small mammals found in riparian 
habitats include shrews, voles, bats, and mice. Raptors that nest in large riparian trees include great 
horned owl, red-tailed hawk, and American kestrel. Cavity-dependent species, such as woodpeckers, 
bats, squirrels, and raccoons, require mature stands of trees. Striped skunk, red fox, gray foxes, and 
badger forage in riparian habitats and use them for cover and travel. 
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Elderberry shrubs within riparian woodlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area provide habitat 
for the valley elderberry longhorn beetle. Similarly, dense areas of the riparian woodland could 
provide nesting habitat for the western yellow-billed cuckoo. Both species are listed as federally 
threatened. Riparian woodlands also provide nesting habitat for several special-status raptors, 
including osprey, bald eagle, Cooper’s hawk, Swainson’s hawk, and white-tailed kite. Cavities or 
exfoliating bark in riparian trees along waterways in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area may be used 
as roosting sites by some species of special-status bats, such as pallid bat. Special-status plants that 
could occur in riparian woodlands are listed in Appendix Bio-2a. 

Many riparian forests (including those found in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area) represent 
important, uncommon plant communities regionally and statewide, because of historic and 
continuing habitat loss. These communities provide essential habitat functions for many species. For 
this reason, CDFW has designated riparian habitat as an important habitat. Land conversion 
practices and flood control projects have been identified as the primary sources of riparian habitat 
loss. 

Wetlands 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area contains a variety of seasonal and perennial wetland 
communities. Wetlands are ecologically productive habitats that support a rich variety of both plant 
and animal life. The importance and sensitivity of wetlands have increased and their values as 
recharge areas and as filters for water quality have been recognized. The most common types of 
wetlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are seasonal wetlands (including vernal pools) and 
fresh emergent wetlands. 

Vernal Pools and Other Seasonal Wetland Communities 
Seasonal wetlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are typically shallow depressions that 
frequently occur in grasslands and are filled during the rainy season. Some maintain water through 
the spring or early summer. Vernal pools in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are a type of seasonal 
wetland characterized by the presence of an impermeable hardpan layer, a unique hydrologic cycle, 
and a plant community that adapted to conditions within vernal pools. Vernal pools provide habitat 
for numerous plant, vertebrate, and invertebrate species, many of which are endemic to vernal pools.  

Seasonal wetlands, including vernal pools and seasonal swales, provide habitat for a variety of 
wildlife species. During the wet season when seasonal wetlands and vernal pools are ponded, avian 
species such as killdeer, black-necked stilts, American avocets, great egrets, and greater yellowlegs 
commonly forage on the many invertebrate and amphibian larvae commonly found in this habitat. 
Seasonal wetlands are also an important breeding habitat for several amphibian species that depend 
on these temporary water bodies for successful reproduction.  

Vernal pools and other types of seasonal wetlands provide habitat for several special-status wildlife 
species in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, including vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp, Conservancy fairy shrimp, Delta green ground beetle, California tiger salamander, California 
red-legged frog, and western spadefoot.  

Special-status plants that may occur in these seasonal wetland communities include Bogg’s Lake 
hedge-hyssop, legenere, dwarf downingia, Ahart’s dwarf rush, Sacramento Orcutt grass, slender 
Orcutt grass, Red Bluff dwarf rush, and pincushion navarretia (see Appendix Bio-2a). 
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Vernal pools are sensitive natural communities that are being lost increasingly as a result of 
conversion of land to other uses. One priority of several of the HCPs/NCCPs that are currently 
being prepared for areas within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is to conserve and protect 
remaining vernal pool complexes. 

Fresh Emergent Wetland Communities 
This community in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is distinguished from deepwater aquatic 
habitats and other wetlands by the presence of tall, perennial, grass-like plants rooted in soils that are 
permanently or seasonally flooded or inundated. Characteristic species include broadleaf cattail, 
California bulrush, creeping spikerush, Pacific rush, Baltic rush, mannagrass, water primrose, water-
plantain, and swamp smartweed.  

In the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, fresh emergent wetlands are often associated with small 
artificial ponds, reservoirs, natural drainages, irrigation canals, and roadside ditches.  

Characteristic water birds that nest in emergent wetlands include Canada goose, mallard, cinnamon 
teal, gadwall, Virginia rail, American coot, common moorhen, and Wilson’s snipe. These species may 
be joined by migratory and wintering waterfowl such as American wigeon, northern shoveler, 
northern pintail, green-winged teal, ring-necked duck, bufflehead, and ruddy duck. Amphibians and 
reptiles that are found in fresh emergent wetland communities include western toad, Pacific tree 
frog, common garter snake, and Sierra garter snake.  

Special-status wildlife species in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area that may use this community type 
include California tiger salamander, California red-legged frog, western pond turtle, giant garter 
snake, northern harrier, white-tailed kite, greater sandhill crane, California black rail, saltmarsh 
common yellowthroat, and tricolored blackbird. There are also a variety of special-status plants that 
are known to occur in this wetland community (see Appendix Bio-2a). 

Riverine  

Riverine systems in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area comprise permanent, intermittent, and 
ephemeral drainages. Most of the rivers in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area and their tributaries are 
part of the Sacramento–San Joaquin River watershed. This includes streams and creeks, as well as 
their associated gravel and sand bars. 

A variety of invertebrate and vertebrate species exist in riverine ecosystems in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. Invertebrates found in rivers and creeks include mayflies, alderflies, stoneflies, 
dragonflies, damselflies, water striders, and caddis flies.  

Fish-eating birds, such as ospreys and bald eagles, forage for fish near the surface of pools and 
shallow waters along the rivers. Belted kingfishers, double-crested cormorants, and common 
mergansers also forage for fish in streams and reservoirs. Many amphibians and reptiles depend on 
riverine systems; these include California newt, western toad, foothill yellow-legged frog, western 
terrestrial garter snake, Sierra garter snake, and western pond turtle. Mammals in riverine systems 
include northern river otter, American mink, muskrat, and American beaver. Emerging aquatic 
insects are a major food source for many bat species that forage over open waters in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. 
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Low-elevation rivers and large, perennial creeks support runs of Chinook salmon and Central Valley 
steelhead. Other native fish species include hitch, Sacramento roach, hardhead, Sacramento sucker, 
riffle sculpin, Sacramento pike minnow, and Pacific lamprey. Appendix Bio-2c presents a list of 
special-status fish that are known or have the potential to occur in the proposed MTP/SCS plan 
area. 

Open Water/Lakes and Reservoirs 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area contains several lakes, reservoirs, and flood control basins, 
including Folsom Lake, Rollins Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, New Bullards Bar Reservoir, Collins 
Lake, and Camp Far West Reservoir. There are many other small reservoirs, lakes, and ponds 
throughout each of the counties. Many of these large water bodies support perennial and seasonal 
wetland and riparian communities along their edges.  

These reservoirs provide habitat for a variety of waterfowl, including goose species, mallard, 
cinnamon teal, green-winged teal, American wigeon, northern pintail, northern shoveler, gadwall, 
ruddy duck, and common merganser, and can provide important resting and foraging habitat for 
many waterfowl species during migration.  

Vegetation growing along the edges of water bodies also provides nesting habitat for several bird 
species and foraging and refuge habitat for numerous amphibian, reptile, and mammal species 
occupying the open water and adjacent grassland, woodland, and forest habitats. 

Barren and Rock Outcrops 

Barren areas in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include cliffs, and rock outcrops, that support 
little, if any, vegetative cover. Another type of barren habitat is the serpentine barrens. Although 
serpentine soils occupy only one percent of California’s land area, where they do occur the complex 
interaction of plants, soils and rock makes a striking impact on the landscape. Serpentine is a mineral 
class, the constituents of serpentinite rock. These rocks are composed mainly of iron magnesium 
silicate, with “impurities” of chromium, nickel, and other toxic metallic elements. Because of this 
unusual chemical makeup, the soils weathering from serpentinite and other untramafic rocks (i.e., 
peridotite, dunite) are infertile (high magnesium to calcium ratio) or even toxic to most plants. Some 
plants have become adapted to serpentines everywhere these rocks reach the surface. Plants 
restricted to serpentine contribute impressively to the list of California endemics (only found in 
California). Over 200 species, subspecies and varieties are restricted wholly or in large part to 
serpentine. Counties within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area that are known to support serpentine 
areas include El Dorado, Placer, and Yuba (Van Gosen and Clinkerbeard, 2011).  

Special-status plant species that have adapted to serpentinite soils within the proposed MTP/SCS 
plan area include Stebbin’s morning-glory, Pine Hill ceanothus, Pine Hill flannelbush, Layne’s 
ragwort, and Keck’s checkerbloom. 

AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural lands occur throughout the valley and lower foothill regions of the proposed MTP/SCS 
plan area. Agricultural lands include orchards and vineyards, irrigated pastures, rice fields, and row 
crops. Table 6.2 summarizes the agricultural land cover in the plan area.  
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Table 6.2  
Agricultural Land Cover Types and Acreages by County in the Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area1 

Agricultural Land Cover Type El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba Total2 
Irrigation Canal 0 0 516 228 377 240 1,360 

Aqueducts - - 264 - - - 264 
Canal/Ditch - - 251 228 377 - 856 
Ditch - - - - - 240 240 

Orchards and Vineyards  333   2,949   34,362   67,179   15,116   34,644  154,583 
Orchards 140 2,854 8,840 67,179 26 34,644 113,683 
Vineyards 193 96 25,522 - 14,242 - 40,052 

Citrus/Subtropical - - - - 849 - 848.7953
85 

Pasture 3 17,447 48,158 1,861 66,287 241 133,998 
Rice - 20,546 8,635 130,824 33,279 37,803 231,088 
Row and Field Crops 4,046 2,563 61,176 95,569 223,633 37,411 424,397 

Agriculture -   59 35 - - 93.54995
2 

Cropland - 157 39 - 0 1,318 1,514 
Deciduous Fruits/Nuts - - - - 32,696 - 32,696 
Field Crop 4,046 1,662 45,115 88,342 43,581 36,087 218,832 
Grain/Hay Crops - - - - 72,282 - 72,282 
Row Crop - 728 388 54 38 - 1,207 
Irrigated Row/Field Crop - 16 15,575 7,138 84 7 22,820 
Semiagricultural/ Incidental to 
Agriculture - - - 0 29,552 - 29,552 

Truck/Nursery/Berry Crops - - - - 45,401 - 45,401 
TOTAL 4,382 43,505 152,847 295,661 338,692 110,340 945,426 
1 The mapping scales of land cover data obtained for this program-level document varied from general natural community 
types to specific vegetation alliances. Accordingly, the land cover types and acreages presented in this table are intended to 
provide general information about the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Implementation of future projects within the proposed 
plan area would provide more specific land cover type information. 
2 All values were rounded for presentation in the table; however, the subtotals and totals here reflect the sums of the non-
rounded numbers from the original data. 
3 The acres described in this table are derived from a number of land surveys and data sources (described in Methods and 
Assumptions) that differ from the data SACOG used to develop the land use assumptions for the proposed MTP/SCS. The net 
result is that the acres of impact described in the tables presented in this chapter represent a conservative approach to 
identifying potential impacts (i.e., tending to overestimate acres affected, which helps avoid any risk of understating 
environmental impacts). 
Source: Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan, 2015; County of Sacramento, et al., 2015; Placer County Conservation Plan, 
2015; Yolo County HCP/NCCP, 2015; USFS, 2014; USACE and SACOG, 2011; Mayer and Laudenslayer, 1988 

Depending on the crop pattern and the land’s proximity to native habitats, agricultural lands can 
provide relatively high-value habitat for wildlife, particularly as foraging habitat. Raptor species use 
row- and grain-crop agricultural lands for foraging, because several species of common rodents are 
found in agricultural fields and are accessible as prey. Agricultural habitats also provide foraging and 
resting habitat for migrating and wintering waterfowl and shorebirds. 

Special-status wildlife species associated with agricultural lands, such as northern harrier and giant 
garter snake, may use adjacent irrigation canals and freshwater marsh vegetation for foraging or 
breeding. Giant garter snakes have the potential to occur in irrigation canals and can use the adjacent 
agricultural lands as foraging and basking habitat. Swainson’s hawks also forage in agricultural land 
types such as alfalfa and grain crops. Burrowing owls may be found in grazing lands that support 
California ground squirrels. Greater and lesser sandhill cranes overwinter in fallow agricultural lands 
such as rice fields, alfalfa, and grain crops. 
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Irrigation Canal 

Areas mapped as irrigation canals are composed of ditches, canals, and levees that convey and 
distribute water to agricultural lands (e.g., row and field crops, irrigated pasture, rice, orchard and 
vineyard) in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Irrigation canals are typically maintained and cleared 
of vegetation, although some may contain wetland vegetation characteristic of fresh emergent 
wetland communities. 

Orchards and Vineyards 

Areas mapped as orchards and vineyards occur in both the valley and lower foothill regions of the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area, with the majority of orchards composed of walnut, plum, or peach 
trees. This type of agriculture requires active maintenance such as irrigation, pruning, and frequent 
mowing or herbicide use to discourage vegetation. If present, vegetation typically consists of 
nonnative, weedy species. The vineyards in the study area contain grape and kiwi vines, and 
maintenance is comparable to that in orchards. 

Row and Field Crops 

Agricultural areas mapped as row and field crops are distributed primarily in the valley regions of the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Row and field crops include both active and fallow fields that exhibit 
indicators of tillage. Row and field crop types mapped in the study area include alfalfa, croplands, 
grain and hay, irrigated grain crops, irrigated hay field, irrigated row and grain crops, dry land grain 
crops, and upland crops. Active row and field crops are maintained with irrigation and herbicide 
application. Alfalfa, hay, and rotating crop farming methods can mean a given piece of land may be 
harvested several times during the course of the year. The margins of row and field crops typically 
support nonnative, weedy species. 

Pasture 

Areas mapped as pasture occur in both the valley and lower foothill regions of the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area, and consist of actively irrigated fields utilized for grazing purposes. Vegetation 
in pastures, which represents regularly grazed or mowed, typically consists of grasses, rushes, and 
legumes that form a dense ground cover. Representative species are nonnative clovers, dallis grass, 
and Italian ryegrass. 

Rice 

Areas mapped as rice, primarily in the valley regions of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area, include 
both flooded and fallow rice fields. Rice fields commonly include irrigation features, such as berms, 
ditches, canals, and water control structures. Rice is grown as a monoculture, using tillage or herbicides 
to eliminate unwanted vegetation; remaining vegetation is generally confined to the berms, ditches, and 
canals between and around fields, and is dominated by wetland plants, both native and nonnative. 
Special-status wildlife species associated with rice fields include giant garter snake, snowy plover, 
burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, loggerhead shrike, tricolored blackbird, sandhill crane, western 
spadefoot, western pond turtle, coast horned lizard, and numerous bat species forage over the rice 
fields. 
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DEVELOPED/DISTURBED 

Areas in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area that are developed, disturbed, landscaped, and 
dominated by non-native vegetation are summarized in Table 6.3. 

Table 6.3  
Developed/Disturbed Land Cover Types and Acreages by County in the Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area1 
Developed/Disturbed 

Land Cover Type El Dorado Placer Sacramento Sutter Yolo Yuba Total2 

Developed 15,712 82,327 187,118 18,318 44,249 22,160 369,884 
Developed   40,291 61,436 18,057 8 18,059 137,851 
Urban 15,712 3,808 125,682 255 44,241 4,101 193,799 
Rural Residential - 38,229 - 5 - - 38,234 
Disturbed 0 4,514 12,618 4 3 2 17,141 
Landscaped - 3,584 2,671 - - - 6,256 
Non-native Vegetation 34 75 63 2 370 0 544 
Arundo - - - - <1 - <1 
Black Locust - - 1 - - - 1 
Blackberry - - 8 2 - - 11 
Eucalyptus 34 75 51 - 370 - 530 
Pepperweed - - 2 - <1 - 2 
Tamarisk - - - - <1 - <1 
TOTAL 15,745 90,501 202,470 18,324 44,622 22,163 393,8263 

1 The mapping scales of land cover data obtained for this program-level document varied from general natural 
community types to specific vegetation alliances. Accordingly, the land cover types and acreages presented in 
this table are intended to provide general information about the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Implementation 
of future projects within the proposed plan area would provide more specific land cover type information. 
2 All values were rounded for presentation in the table; however, the subtotals and totals here reflect the sums 
of the non-rounded numbers from the original data. 
3.The acres described in this table are derived from a number of land surveys and data sources (described in 
Methods and Assumptions) that differ from the data SACOG used to develop the land use assumptions for the 
proposed MTP/SCS. The net result is that the acres of impact described in the tables presented in this chapter 
represent a conservative approach to identifying potential impacts (i.e., tending to overestimate acres affected, 
which helps avoid any risk of understating environmental impacts). 
Source: Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan, 2015; County of Sacramento, et al., 2015; Placer County 
Conservation Plan, 2015; Yolo County HCP/NCCP, 2015; USFS, 2014; USACE and SACOG, 2011; Mayer and 
Laudenslayer, 1988; Compiled by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 

Developed 

Developed areas within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are characterized by residential and 
commercial properties, infrastructure, and impermeable surfaces. The composition of vegetation 
within developed areas is variable, but most are ornamental species planted for landscaping or 
horticulture (e.g., fruit trees) and are actively irrigated. Developed areas also contain weedy plant 
species, some of which are considered invasive by the California Department of Food and 
Agriculture (CDFA) and California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC). Representative weed species 
that occur in these areas are black mustard, bristly ox-tongue, Himalayan blackberry, pampas grass, 
Bermuda grass, Italian ryegrass, Bermuda buttercup, and periwinkle. 

Developed areas in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area also contain inclusions of annual grassland, 
riparian habitat along streams and rivers, and landscaped areas. In addition to the ornamental 
landscaping, these habitat types in the developed areas provide nesting and foraging habitat for 
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common bird species, including house sparrow, northern flicker, western scrub-jay, northern 
mockingbird, Brewer’s blackbird, and European starlings. California ground squirrels, eastern fox 
squirrels, house mice, and striped skunks can also be found using habitats in urban landscapes, such 
as parks, schools, and vacant lots. 

Disturbed 

The disturbed portions of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include nonagricultural areas that have 
been heavily disturbed or graded such as landfills, gravel mines, and mine tailings. The vegetation in 
disturbed areas varies in density and typically contains a large proportion of nonnative species.  

Landscaped 

Landscaped portions of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include urban parks, golf courses, and 
urban woodlands, which are frequently located within city limits and are typically surrounded 
(partially or fully) by developed areas. Landscaped areas vary in size, from large areas that may 
include remnant patches of natural vegetation, to small, heavily landscaped and managed 
playgrounds and ball fields. 

Nonnative Vegetation 

The areas of nonnative vegetation that have been identified in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area 
consist of dense, monotypic patches of nonnative trees, shrubs, or herbs, including: black locust, 
eucalyptus, Himalayan blackberry, tamarisk, giant reed, and perennial pepperweed.  

6.2.2 Invasive Plants 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area contains plant species that are considered invasive plants or 
noxious weeds by Cal-IPC (Cal-IPC, 2006) and/or CDFA (CDFA, 2014). According to the 
California Flora Database (Calflora, 2015), 164 invasive plant species have been reported in El 
Dorado, Placer, Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, and Yuba counties. The introduction and spread of 
invasive plants adversely affect natural plant communities by altering ecosystem processes (e.g., fire 
frequency, hydrological cycles), displacing native plant species, and reducing the quality of habitats 
that provide shelter and forage for wildlife species (Cal-IPC, 2006). Invasive plants also affect the 
quality of forage on rangelands and cropland productivity. Invasive plant ratings assigned by Cal-
IPC and CDFA are based on multiple criteria, including ecological impacts, invasive potential, 
distribution, the likelihood that eradication or control efforts would be successful, and perceived 
importance by CDFA and Cal-IPC. 

Invasive plants in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area were not inventoried for this program-level 
analysis, because target invasive plants would differ widely from project site to project site, 
depending on the sensitivity of the site to infestation, the nature of the specific proposed project, 
and the type of invasive plants in the immediate specific project area. Target lists of invasive plants 
for specific project implementation would include both CDFA and Cal-IPC species, with priority 
given to CDFA A-rated weed species and species designated as highly or moderately invasive plants 
by Cal-IPC. Some CDFA B- and C-rated species would be included on project-specific target lists, if 
the applicable county agricultural commissioner identifies them as target invasive plants.  
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6.2.3 Wetlands and Other Waters 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area contains numerous types of wetlands and other waters (i.e., non-
wetlands) that are subject to state and/or federal regulation. Compliance with regulations for 
wetlands and other waters in the plan area would be required for projects involving filling of or 
encroachment into these habitats. Wetlands and other waters in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area 
are discussed briefly below; descriptive information was provided previously in the discussion of 
land cover types. Applicable regulations and regulatory agencies are discussed under Regulatory 
Setting.  

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
define wetlands as areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of 
vegetation typically adapted to life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, 
marshes, bogs, and similar areas (40 Code Fed. Regs., § 232.2). This definition is referred to as a 
three-parameter definition because positive indicators of all three wetland criteria (vegetation, soils, 
and hydrology) must be present. The most common wetland land cover types identified in the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area are seasonal wetlands (including vernal pools) and freshwater 
emergent wetlands. Areas identified as other waters typically lack positive indicators of one or more 
wetland criteria. Other waters that occur in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include streams, 
creeks, rivers, irrigation canals, reservoirs, and ponds.  

6.2.4 Habitat Corridors 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area encompasses large areas of wildlands that provide habitat for 
both common and rare plants and animals. Corridors between habitat concentrations serve 
important ecological functions related to connectivity, such as species dispersal, genetic exchange, 
and resilience to habitat effects of climate change. Some of these areas were mapped as Essential 
Connectivity Areas (ECA) for the California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project, which was 
commissioned by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and CDFW with the 
purpose of making transportation and land-use planning more efficient and less costly, while helping 
reduce dangerous wildlife-vehicle collisions (Spencer et al., 2010). The ECAs were not developed for 
the purposes of defining areas subject to specific regulations by CDFW or other agencies.  

The ECAs are not regulatory delineations and are identified as lands likely important to wildlife 
movement between large, mostly natural areas at the statewide level. The ECAs form a functional 
network of wildlands that are important to the continued support of California’s diverse natural 
communities. The ECAs were not developed for the needs of particular species, but were based 
primarily on the concept of ecological integrity, which considers the degree of land conversion, 
residential housing impacts, road impacts, and status of forest structure (for forested areas). In 
addition, consideration was given to the degree of conservation protection and areas known to 
support high biological values, such as mapped critical habitat and hotspots of species 
endemism (Spencer et al., 2010). ECAs are placeholder polygons that can inform land-planning 
efforts, but that should eventually be replaced by more detailed linkage designs, developed at finer 
resolution at the regional and ultimately local scale based on the needs of particular species and 
ecological processes. Figure 6.2 shows where these areas occur within the plan area. As seen in this 
figure, ECAs occur within all six of the counties comprising the proposed MTP/SCS plan area with 
El Dorado, Placer, and Sacramento counties having the largest blocks of ECAs. There are a total of 
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20 ECAs mapped within the plan area with many of these having some overlap. There are a total of 
1,033,887 acres of ECA lands mapped within the plan area, which equates to roughly one-quarter 
(26 percent) of the plan area. These areas consist of mostly wildlands, but also include certain 
agricultural areas and certain developed areas (mostly rural residential). 

6.2.5 Special-Status Species 

Special-status species are plants and animals that are legally protected under the California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.), the federal ESA, or other 
regulations, as well as species considered sufficiently rare by the scientific community to qualify for 
such listing. For this program EIR, special-status species are defined as: 

 species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered under the ESA (50 Code 
Fed. Regs., § 17.12) for listed plants, (50 Code Fed. Regs., § 17.11) for listed animals, and 
various notices in the Federal Register for proposed species); 

 species that are candidates for possible future listing as threatened or endangered under 
the ESA (75 Code Fed. Regs,.§ 69222) (December 26, 2014); 

 species that are listed or proposed for listing by the State of California as threatened or 
endangered under the CESA of 1984 (14 Cal. Code Regs., § 670.5); 

 plants listed as rare under the California Native Plant Protection Act (NPPA) of 1977 
(Fish and Game Code, § 1900 et seq.); 

 plants considered by CDFW and CNPS to be “rare, threatened, or endangered in 
California” (Rare Plant Ranks 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B; California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, 2014; California Native Plant Society, 2014);  

 plants identified by CDFW and CNPS about which more information is needed to 
determine their status, and plants of limited distribution (Rare Plant Ranks 3 and 4, 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 2014; California Native Plant, Society 2014), 
which may be included as special-status species on the basis of local significance or recent 
biological information;  

 species that meet the definition of rare or endangered under the State CEQA Guidelines, § 
15380; 

 animals fully protected in California (Fish and Game Code, § 3511 for birds, § 4700 for 
mammals, and § 5050 for reptiles and amphibians); or 

 animal species of special concern to CDFW (CDFW, 2014b). 

Special-status plant, fish, and wildlife species that have been documented or have the potential to 
occur in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are identified in Appendix Bio-2a.  
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Figure 6.2 Essential Connectivity Areas 
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Critical habitat for various federally listed species has been designated in each of the counties within 
the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. A summary of the designated critical habitat in the plan area is 
presented in Table 6.4. Critical habitat is designated by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) as a specific geographic area that contains features 
essential for the conservation of a federally listed species. Federal agencies are required to consult 
with USFWS or NMFS to ensure their actions will not destroy or adversely modify critical habitat. 
Mapped boundaries of critical habitat are generally large. Projects will only require consultation if 
they affect areas that contain the primary constituent elements required by the species. The primary 
constituent elements are the physical and biological features of a landscape that a species needs to 
survive and reproduce. Developed areas are normally do not include these elements. Evaluation of 
effects to critical habitat is only required for activities that involve a federal action, such as a permit, 
license, or funding. 

Table 6.4  
Acreages of Critical Habitat for Federally Listed Species in the Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area 

Species Federal Status Total1 

Amphibians   
California red-legged frog (Rana draytonii) Threatened 13,032 
California tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense) Threatened 12,872 
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog (Rana sierrae) Endangered 115,338 
Fish   
Delta smelt (Hypomesus transpacificus) Threatened 211,273 
Chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus (=Salmo) tshawytscha) Threatened 366 miles 
Steelhead (Oncorhybchus (=Salmo) mykiss) Threatened 556 miles 
Invertebrates   
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus) Threatened 515 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi) Threatened 40,926 
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi) Endangered 38,785 
Birds   
Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) Threatened 1,089 
Plants   
Fleshy owl’s-clover (Castilleja campestris ssp. succulent) Threatened 81 
Contra Costa wallflower (Erysimum capitatum var. angustatum) Endangered 19 
Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana) Threatened 440 
Antioch Dunes evening primrose (Oenothera deltoides ssp. howellii) Endangered 19 
Sacramento Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida) Endangered 30,749 
Slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis) Threatened 1,161 
Solano grass (Tuctoria mucronata) Endangered 440 
TOTAL2  466,739 

Note: 1 Totals in acres or as otherwise noted. 
 2 Total does not include areas where two or more critical habitat areas overlap. 
Source: USFWS Critical Habitat Portal, 2014a, Accessed Nov. 19, 2014 

6.2.6 Sensitive Natural Communities 

Wildlands cover types within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include land cover types that could 
support sensitive natural communities. Sensitive natural communities are those natural communities 
that are of limited distribution statewide or within a county or region and are often vulnerable to 
environmental effects of land use changes or projects. Most types of wetlands and riparian 
communities are considered sensitive natural communities due to their limited distribution in the 
state. Natural communities provide important habitat for native species and some support special-
status plant species or are defined by the dominance or presence of such plant species. Dominance 
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or presence of a set of species is what is known as community’s species composition.  The 
vegetation compositions or groupings are called alliances, which are a category of vegetation 
classification that describes repeating patterns of plants across a landscape. Each alliance is defined 
by plant species composition, and reflects the effects of local climate, soil, water, disturbance, and 
other environmental factors. Plant associations compose vegetation alliances. Plant associations are 
often recognized by two or more diagnostic species that are often found in different vegetation 
layers, which circumscribe the most detailed similarities of species composition and climate, 
topography, substrate, hydrology and disturbance. There are 2,771 vegetation alliances and 
associations in California. CDFW has identified 1,422 alliances and associations within California as 
sensitive natural communities (CDFG, 2010). The MTP/SCS plan area could support 137 of these 
sensitive natural communities, and are included in Appendix Bio-3. 

6.3 Regulatory Setting 

6.3.1 Federal Regulations 

MIGRATORY BIRD TREATY ACT (MBTA) OF 1918 

The MBTA (16 U.S. Code, § 703 et seq.) enacts the provisions of treaties between the United States, 
Great Britain, Mexico, Japan, and the Soviet Union (now Russia) and authorizes the U.S. Secretary 
of the Interior to protect and regulate the taking of migratory birds. It establishes seasons and bag 
limits for hunted species and protects migratory birds, their occupied nests, and their eggs (50 Code, 
Fed. Regs., § 10 & § 21). Most actions that result in taking or in permanent or temporary possession 
of a protected species constitute violations of the MBTA. Examples of permitted actions that do not 
violate the MBTA are the possession of a hunting license to pursue specific game birds, legitimate 
research activities, display in zoological gardens, bird-banding, and other similar activities. The 
USFWS is responsible for overseeing compliance with the MBTA, and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture’s Animal Damage Control Officer makes recommendations on related animal protection 
issues. 

SECTION 4(F) OF THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ACT (DOT ACT) OF 1966 

Per Section 4(f) of the DOT Act (49 U.S. Code., § 303), the Secretary of Transportation will not 
approve any program or project that requires the use of any publicly owned land from a public park, 
recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local significance or land from 
a historic site of national, state or local significance as determined by the officials having jurisdiction 
thereof, unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and such program, 
and the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use. The policies 
Section 4(f) engendered are widely referred to as “Section 4(f)” matters.  

Construction of recreational improvements in a recreation area, including enhancement done as part 
of mitigation for a transportation project are not subject to Section 4(f) provided they do not 
permanently incorporate land into a transportation facility, do not appreciable change the use of the 
property, and the officials having jurisdiction agree (FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper, Response to 
Question 22, March 1, 2005). 

Some of the areas under jurisdiction of Section 4(F) within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area 
include Sutter Bypass, Daugherty Hill, Spenceville, Feather River, Lake of the Woods State Wildlife 
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Area, Fremont Weir, Sacramento Bypass wildlife areas, Auburn State Recreation Area, Marshall 
Gold Discovery State Historic Park, Folsom Lake State Recreation Area, Brannan Island State 
Recreation Area, Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge, and Sutter National Wildlife Refuge.  

NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (NEPA) OF 1969  

NEPA (42 U.S. Code, § 4321 et seq.) requires similar environmental impact analysis as CEQA for 
projects that require federal funding or a federal permit. For biological resources, NEPA requires 
consideration of a project’s impact on biological resources, its compliance with federal regulations 
concerning biological resources (as noted below), and consideration of alternatives to the proposed 
federal action. 

CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) OF 1972 

The CWA (33 U.S. Code, § 1251 et seq.) was enacted as an amendment to the federal Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1972 (33 U.S. Code, § 1251 et seq.), which outlined the basic structure for 
regulating discharges of pollutants to waters of the United States. The CWA serves as the primary 
federal law protecting the quality of the nation’s surface waters, including lakes, rivers, and wetlands.  

The CWA empowers EPA to set national water quality standards and effluent limitations and 
includes programs addressing both point source and nonpoint-source pollution. Point-source 
pollution is pollution that originates or enters surface waters at a single, discrete location, such as an 
outfall structure, an excavation site, or construction site. Nonpoint-source pollution originates over a 
broader area and includes urban contaminants in stormwater runoff and sediment loading from 
upstream areas. The CWA operates on the principle that all discharges into the nation’s waters are 
unlawful unless specifically authorized by a permit; permit review is the CWA’s primary regulatory 
tool. 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (ESA) OF 1973 

ESA (16 U.S. Code, § 1531 et seq.) protects fish and wildlife species and their habitats that have 
been identified by USFWS or NMFS as threatened or endangered. Endangered refers to species, 
subspecies, or distinct population segments that are in danger of extinction through all or a 
significant portion of their range. Threatened refers to species, subspecies, or distinct population 
segments that are likely to become endangered in the near future. The ESA prohibits “take” of 
endangered and threatened species without a permit, and defines “take” as “to harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect or attempt to engage in any such conduct” (16 U.S. 
Code, § 1532(19)). Through regulations, the term “harm” is further defined as “an act which actually 
kills or injures fish or wildlife. Such an act may include significant habitat modification or 
degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral 
patterns, including breeding, spawning, rearing, migrating, feeding, or sheltering” (50 Code Fed. 
Regs, § 222.102) 

The ESA is administered by USFWS and the NMFS. In general, NMFS is responsible for protection 
of ESA-listed marine species and anadromous fish, whereas terrestrial and inland listed species are 
under USFWS jurisdiction (including terrestrial and fresh-water aquatic species). 
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6.3.2 State Laws, Regulations, and Orders 

PORTER-COLOGNE WATER QUALITY CONTROL ACT (PORTER-COLOGNE ACT) OF 1969 

Under the Porter-Cologne Act, waters of the state fall under the jurisdiction of the appropriate 
RWQCB. The RWQCB must prepare and periodically update water quality control plans (basin 
plans). Each basin plan sets forth water quality standards for surface water and groundwater, as well 
as actions to control point and nonpoint sources of pollution to achieve and maintain these 
standards. The RWQCB’s jurisdiction includes federally protected waters as well as areas that meet 
the definition of “waters of the state.” Waters of the state is defined as any surface water or 
groundwater, including saline waters, within the boundaries of the state. The RWQCB has the 
discretion to take jurisdiction over areas not federally protected under Section 401 provided they 
meet the definition of waters of the state. Actions that affect waters of the state, including wetlands, 
must meet the RWQCB’s waste discharge requirements.  

If the USACE determines that a wetland is not subject to regulation under CWA Section 404, 
Section 401 water quality certification is not required. However, the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board may impose waste discharge requirements (WDRs), if fill material is placed into waters of the 
state. 

CALIFORNIA NATIVE PLANT PROTECTION ACT (NPPA) OF 1977 

The NPPA (Fish and Game Code, §§ 1900-1913) prohibits importation of rare and endangered 
plants into California, take of rare and endangered plants, and sale of rare and endangered plants. 
The CESA defers to the NPPA, which ensures that state-listed plant species are protected when 
state agencies are involved and projects are subject to CEQA. In this case, plants listed as rare under 
the NPPA are not protected under CESA, but rather may receive protection in response to 
potentially significant impacts, in accordance with CEQA. 

CALIFORNIA ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT (CESA) OF 1984 

CESA (Fish and Game Code, § 2050 et seq.) prohibits the take of endangered and threatened 
species without a permit. Under CESA, take means “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt 
to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill. (Fish and Game Code, § 86.) Unlike the federal definition, 
take under CESA does not include harm or harassment, and habitat destruction is not included. 
Section 2090 of CESA requires state agencies to comply with endangered species protection and 
recovery and promote conservation of these species. CDFW administers the act and authorizes take 
through Section 2081 agreements (except for species designated as fully protected). Regarding rare 
plant species, CESA defers to NPPA, which is discussed above.  

NATURAL COMMUNITY CONSERVATION PLANNING ACT (NCCP ACT) OF 1991 

A Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) is a broad-based ecosystem approach to planning 
for the protection and perpetuation of biological diversity, which began under the State’s NCCP 
Act, legislation broader in its orientation and objectives than the California and Federal Endangered 
Species Acts. An NCCP identifies and provides for the regional or area-wide protection of plants, 
animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate economic activity. The 
primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural communities at the ecosystem level 
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while accommodating compatible land use. The program seeks to anticipate and prevent the 
controversies and gridlock caused by species’ listings by focusing on the long-term stability of 
wildlife and plant communities and including key interests in the process. Similar to regional HCPs, 
NCCPs can allow for take of listed species, while promoting overall conservation of the species 
through landscape level protections. In 2011, Senate Bill (SB) 618 authorized CDFW to permit the 
incidental take of Fully Protected species, if the species is covered and conserved in a NCCP. 

CALIFORNIA OAK WOODLANDS CONSERVATION ACT OF 2001 

The California Oak Woodlands Conservation Act (Fish and Game Code, §§ 1360-1372) was enacted 
to protect oak woodland habitats that were being diminished by development, firewood harvesting, 
and agricultural conversions. The Oak Woodlands Conservation Program was established as a result 
of the act and is intended to provide project funding opportunities for private landowners, 
conservation organizations, and cities and counties to conserve and restore oak woodlands. The 
program authorizes the Wildlife Conservation Board to purchase oak woodland conservation 
easements and provide grants for land improvements and oak restoration efforts. 

Section 21083.4 of CEQA requires counties to determine if a project within their jurisdiction may 
result in conversion of oak woodlands that would have a significant adverse effect on the 
environment. If the lead agency determines that a project would result in a significant adverse effect 
on oak woodlands, mitigation measures to reduce the significant adverse effect of converting oak 
woodlands to other land uses are required. 

EXECUTIVE ORDER W-59-93 − CALIFORNIA WETLANDS CONSERVATION POLICY 

Many programs and policies have been adopted by federal, state, and regional agencies and private 
entities to protect and restore wetlands in California. In 1993, the California Wetlands Conservation 
Policy was established through Executive Order W-59-93. The goals of the policy were to establish a 
framework and a strategy that would: 

 ensure no overall net loss, and achieve a long-term net gain in the quantity, quality, and 
permanence of wetlands acreage and values in California in a manner that fosters 
creativity, stewardship, and respect for private property; 

 reduce procedural complexity in the administration of state and federal wetlands 
conservation programs; and 

 encourage partnerships to make landowner incentive programs and cooperative planning 
efforts the primary focus of wetlands conservation and restoration. 

CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME CODE 

Streambed Alteration Agreements, Fish and Game Code Sections 1600-1616 

CDFW regulates activities that would interfere with the natural flow of, or substantially alter the 
channel, bed, or bank of a lake, river, or stream, including disturbance of riparian vegetation, under 
Fish and Game Code §§1600 - 1616. CDFW requires a streambed alteration agreement for these 
activities. Requirements to protect the integrity of biological resources and water quality are often 
conditions of streambed alteration agreements. Required conditions include avoidance or 
minimization of vegetation removal, use of standard erosion control measures, limitations on the use 
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of heavy equipment, limitations on work periods to avoid impacts on fisheries and wildlife 
resources, and requirements to restore degraded sites or compensate for permanent habitat losses. 

Migratory Birds, Fish and Game Code Section 3513  

Section 3513 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits the take or possession of any migratory 
nongame bird as designated in the MBTA or any part of such migratory nongame bird except as 
provided by rules and regulations adopted by the Secretary of the Interior under provisions of the 
MBTA. 

Protection of Bird Nests and Raptors, Fish and Game Code Sections 3503 and 3503.5 

Section 3503 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits the destruction of bird nests. Section 3503.5 
prohibits the killing of raptor species and the destruction of raptor nests. The MTP/SCS plan area 
provides suitable nesting habitat for raptors and many other native bird species. 

Fully Protected Birds, Fish and Game Code Section 3511 

The Fish and Game Code provides protection from take for a variety of species, referred to as fully 
protected species. Section 3511 lists fully protected birds and prohibits take of these species. Except 
for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited. On October 8, 
2011, Senate Bill 618 (SB 618) was signed into law. The bill revises the definition of “covered 
species” under the NCCPA to include fully protected species. As a result of SB 618, the “taking” of 
fully protected species can now be authorized in cases where the take is incidental and the fully 
protected species is being conserved and managed under an NCCP approved by CDFW. The 
MTP/SCS plan area provides potential nesting habitat for the following fully protected bird species: 
white-tailed kite, bald eagle, golden eagle, and California black rail. 

Fully Protected Mammals, Fish and Game Code Section 4700  

Fish and Game Code § 4700 lists fully protected mammals and prohibits take of these species. 
Except for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited, unless 
covered by NCCP. The MTP/SCS plan area provides suitable habitat for two fully protected 
mammals: California wolverine and ringtail. 

Fully Protected Fish, Fish and Game Code Section 5015 

Fish and Game Code § 5015 lists fully protected fish and prohibits take of these species. Except for 
take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited, unless covered by 
NCCP. The current known range of fully protected fish is outside of the MTP/SCS plan area. 

Fully Protected Reptiles and Amphibians, Fish and Game Code Section 5050 

Fish and Game Code § 5050 lists fully protected reptiles and amphibians and prohibits take of these 
species. Except for take related to scientific research, all take of fully protected species is prohibited. 
The current known range of fully protected reptiles and amphibians is outside of the MTP/SCS plan 
area. 
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BAY DELTA CONSERVATION PLAN (BDCP) SUB-ALTERNATIVE 4A – CALIFORNIA WATERFIX AND CALIFORNIA ECO 
RESTORE 

Since the BDCP Public Draft EIR/EIS was released in 2013, state and Federal agencies have 
proposed a new sub-alternative,, Alternative 4A, which would replace Alternative 4 (the proposed 
BDCP) as the state’s proposed project. Alternative 4A reflects the state’s proposal to separate the 
conveyance facility and habitat restoration measures into two separate efforts: California WaterFix 
and California EcoRestore.  

The California Water Fix and California EcoRestore plans include key elements of the BDCP, 
including north-of-Delta diversion structures, habitat restoration actions (30,000 acres of restoration 
over a five-year period) to support the long-term health of the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta’s 
native fish and wildlife will be funded by the following: 

 Floodplain and tidal/sub-tidal habitat restoration required by existing regulatory frameworks 
will be funded by state and federal water contractors; 

 Wetlands restored for subsidence reversal and carbon management will be supported by the 
AB 32 Greenhouse Gas Reduction Fund and other sources; 

 Various aquatic, riparian, and upland restoration and multi-benefit flood management 
projects will be supported by Proposition 1 & IE; and 

 Additional projects will be supported by various local and federal partners. 

The California WaterFix sub-alternatives would achieve compliance with the U.S. Endangered 
Species Act through the Section 7 consultation process and California Endangered Species Act 
through obtaining a 2081b incidental take permit and would not include long-term assurances for 
water project operators.  

Alternative 4A is being evaluated through a Recirculated Draft EIR/Supplemental Draft EIS, which 
was released for public review in July, 2015. 

CALIFORNIA’S WILDLIFE ACTION PLAN 

In 2000, Congress enacted the State Wildlife Grants Program to support state programs that broadly 
benefit wildlife and habitats, particularly those addressing “species of greatest conservation need.” 
As a requirement for receiving federal funds under this program, state wildlife agencies were 
required to submit a state wildlife action plan (SWAP) to USFWS by October 2005. 

CDFW has prepared a draft 2015 update of the California SWAP. SWAP 2015 is a comprehensive, 
statewide plan for conserving California’s fish and wildlife and their vital natural habitats for future 
generations. SWAP 2015 focuses on conservation of wildlife resources in the nation’s most 
biologically diverse state using an approach that is in harmony with a growing human population 
and the need for resilience in the face of a changing climate. SWAP 2015 is a flexible but 
scientifically grounded plan. It employs an ecosystem approach to conserve and manage diverse 
habitats and species and creates a blueprint for conservation actions to respond to the highest 
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priorities of California’s aquatic, marine, and terrestrial resources. It identifies prioritizes for 
conservation by regions and identifies specific strategies to achieve conservation goals.   

DELTA PLAN 

The Delta Plan is a comprehensive, long-term management plan for the Delta. Required by the 2009 
Delta Reform Act, it creates new rules and recommendations to further the state’s coequal goals for 
the Delta: Improve statewide water supply reliability, and protect and restore a vibrant and healthy 
Delta ecosystem, all in a manner that preserves, protects and enhances the unique agricultural, 
cultural, and recreational characteristics of the Delta. The Delta Plan was unanimously adopted by 
the Delta Stewardship Council on May 16, 2013. The Delta Plan became effective with legally-
enforceable regulations on September 1, 2013. Regulatory policies and recommendations applicable 
to biological resources include: 

 Complete Bay Delta Conservation Plan (Recommendation WR R12), 

 Restore Habitats at Appropriate Elevations (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 5006)), 

 Protect Opportunities to Restore Habitat (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 5007), 

 Expand Floodplains and Riparian Habitats in Levee Projects (23 Cal. Code Regs., § 5008), 

 Prioritize and Implement Projects that Restore Delta Habitat (Recommendation ER R2), 

 Avoid Introductions of and Habitat Improvements for Invasive Nonnative Species (23 
Cal. Code Regs., § 5009), and 

 Prioritize and Implement Actions to Control Nonnative Invasive Species 
(Recommendation ER R7). 

Under the Delta Reform Act, the DSC is charged with reviewing and advising local and regional 
agencies regarding the consistency of local and regional planning documents, including the proposed 
MTP/SCS, with the Delta Plan. The DSC’s input includes reviewing the consistency of local and 
regional plans with the ecosystem restoration needs of the Delta and the whether the lands set aside 
for natural resource protection are sufficient to meet the Delta’s ecosystem needs. The Act requires 
that “covered actions,” as defined, which include plans, programs, or projects within the primary or 
secondary zones of the Delta, be consistent with the Delta Plan.  

The Act expressly provides that “covered actions” do not include the following: (1) RTPs, such as 
this proposed MTP/SCS; and (2) plans, programs, projects, activities (and any infrastructure 
necessary to support those plans, programs, projects, or activities) within the secondary zone of the 
Delta that SACOG has determined is consistent with the proposed MTP/SCS (Wat. Code, § 
85057.5). However, the DSC reviews any plan that includes land within the Delta zones, whether or 
not it is a covered action. MPOs that have a planning area crossing these boundaries are required to 
follow a consultation procedure with the DSC. This procedure includes early coordination to 
determine consistency of the proposed RTP with the Delta Plan. SACOG has consulted with the 
DSC on the application of the law, the geography under DSC authority, and the policies established 
by the DSC, and will follow the Act’s consultation requirements.  
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6.3.3 Local Plans and Regulations 

This section summarizes local policies and habitat conservation plans that pertain to biological 
resources that could affect or be affected by the proposed MTP/SCS. Policies may either support or 
conflict with proposed project improvements. 

HABITAT CONSERVATION PLANS 

A summary of the current HCPs and NCCPs in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is provided 
below and illustrated in Figure 6.3. Not all of these plans have been finalized, adopted, or 
implemented. During implementation of specific projects, an activity subject to Section 10 of the 
ESA (16 U.S. Code, § 1531 et seq.) and considered a covered project under the implementing rules 
of an adopted HCP or NCCP may be able to participate in the plan to mitigate effects on covered 
species. In some of the HCP/NCCPs, the permit requirement for waters, wetlands, and streams 
under Section 404 and Section 401 of the CWA (33 U.S. Code, § 1251 et seq.) and § 1602 of the 
Fish and Game Code are included in the overall permitting process. 

El Dorado County General Plan Biological Policy Review 

El Dorado County is currently updating the biological resources policies and implementation 
measures in the County’s General Plan. In mid-January 2015, El Dorado County Board of 
Supervisors approved a proposed project schedule that includes a series of public workshops with 
the board. The General Plan Biological Policy Review will require the completion of an 
Environmental Impact Report. In November 2014, the County Board of Supervisors selected its 
preferred approach, which would amend General Plan policies to redefine the County’s program for 
management of and mitigation for biological resource impacts. The approach includes reviewing and 
updating the Oak Woodland Management Plan (OWMP) and possibly updating the Priority 
Conservation Areas (PCAs), while eliminating the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
(INRMP). The revised General Plan policies, OWMP, PCAs, and Important Biological Corridors 
(IBCs) would comprise the County’s resource management strategy. Under the County’s selected 
approach, the revised policies and implementation measures would lay out the requirements for 
analysis and mitigation of impacts, define the roles of project developers and the County in 
implementing mitigation, and prioritize mitigation opportunities. The County expects that work on 
the draft EIR will begin by summer 2015 and the final EIR will be completed mid 2016 (El Dorado 
County, pers. com. Purvines, 2015; El Dorado 2015).  

Natomas Basin HCP 

The Natomas Basin is a low-lying area of the Sacramento Valley located in the northern portion of 
Sacramento County and the southern portion of Sutter County. The Natomas Basin HCP (NBHCP) 
was adopted in 1997 and revised in 2003, covering a 53,341-acre area with two permit holders: the 
City of Sacramento and Sutter County. The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) is a nonprofit 
entity responsible for administering and implementing the NBHCP, and reports directly to the 
permit holders (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2015). The HCP covers 22 sensitive species, which are 
included in Appendix Bio-2 (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2014). 
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Figure 6.3 Plan Area HCP-NCP Boundaries   
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Placer County Conservation Plan 

The Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is currently in preparation. Placer County, CDFW, 
and USFWS finalized an HCP/NCCP planning agreement in December 2001. The PCCP would 
cover approximately 201,000 acres of western Placer County. Five plant and 26 wildlife species are 
proposed for coverage and are included in Appendix Bio-2. As proposed, the PCCPn would include 
the County Aquatic Resources Program to issue permits related to the Federal Clean Water Act and 
the California Fish and Game Code. The County is also working to establish a process to review and 
evaluate interim projects in order to avoid foreclosing conservation options and receipt of desired 
permits (Placer County, 2014). 

South Sacramento HCP 

Pursuant to § 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA, the proposed South Sacramento Habitat Conservation Plan 
(SSHCP) presents a regional approach to preserve Federal and state endangered and threatened 
species and to streamline the existing development-permitting process in areas under development. 
Currently in preparation, the SSHCP is a large-scale consolidated effort to protect and enhance 
wetlands (primarily vernal pools), aquatic, and upland habitats to provide ecologically viable 
conservation areas (County of Sacramento et al., 2010). The habitat conservation plan area covers 
372,000-acre of south Sacramento County and Rancho Cordova, California. It will preserve natural 
lands in Sacramento County and protect habitat for 30 special-status plant and animal species, 
including 10 state and federally listed species, which are included in Appendix Bio-2. The boundary 
of the SSHCP Plan Area was defined using political and ecological factors. The geographical 
boundaries are U.S. Highway 50 to the north, the Sacramento River levee and County Road J11 to 
the west, the Sacramento County line with El Dorado and Amador Counties to the east, and the San 
Joaquin County line to the south. The SSHCP will allow the County and cities to extend incidental 
take coverage to third parties.  

Yolo Habitat Conservancy  

The Yolo Habitat Conservancy HCP/NCCP is currently in preparation and a Second Draft was 
released March 2015 (JPA 2015). In February 2005, a Joint Powers Agency (JPA) comprised of Yolo 
County, its four cities (Davis, West Sacramento, Woodland, and Winters), and CDFW entered into 
an HCP/NCCP Planning Agreement, now known as the Yolo  Habitat Conservancy. The 
HCP/NCCP planning area includes the entirety of Yolo County, which is approximately 653,800 
acres. The HCP/NCCP is currently proposed to provide coverage for 12 species, including seven 
state- and/or federally listed species and five species that are not listed but could become listed 
during the 50-year term of the HCP/NCCP. The 12 species that have been proposed for coverage 
are included in Appendix BIO-2a (no fish species are covered). The Conservancy is simultaneously 
preparing a Local Conservation Plan, which will address many more species.  

Yuba/Sutter Regional Conservation Plan 

The Yuba-Sutter Regional Conservation Plan (YSRCP) is currently in preparation and will be a HCP 
and NCCP (Sutter County, 2014). YSRCP is intended to provide an effective framework to protect 
and enhance agricultural and natural resources in Yuba and Sutter counties, while improving and 
streamlining the environmental permitting process for impacts on threatened and endangered 
species. YSRCP will allow Yuba and Sutter counties; the cities of Wheatland, Yuba City, and Live 
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Oak; and the Plan Implementing Entity (collectively, the permitees) to control threatened and 
endangered species permitting for activities and projects in specifically defined areas of the counties. 
YSRCP will also serve to provide comprehensive species and ecosystem conservation and contribute 
to the recovery of threatened and endangered species in northern California. The YSRCP plan area 
generally includes the Counties of Sutter and Yuba; however, the YSRCP plan area does not include 
the Sutter Buttes, portions of Southern Sutter County within the Natomas Basin HCP, portions of 
Eastern Yuba County that are dominated by oak woodlands, and the City of Marysville. YSRCP will 
provide coverage for 18 species: 14 wildlife species and four plant species (included in Appendix 
Bio-2). 

GENERAL PLANS 

Local planning policies related to biological resources are also established in each jurisdiction’s 
general plan. In general, jurisdictions may have policies in place that establish conservation areas; 
preserve ecological function; encourage wildlife-friendly development or operating practices; 
support native species; or address impacts to plants, fish, or wildlife; special-status species; oak 
woodland; or other habitat preservation (e.g., riparian, wetland, forest).  

NATIVE AND HERITAGE TREE ORDINANCES 

Most counties and numerous cities within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area have adopted general 
plan policies, and in some cases adopted ordinances to protect native and/or heritage trees, or 
encourage preservation of trees in public areas. These include the Placer County Tree Ordinance 
(Article 12.16), Sacramento County Tree Preservation and Protection Ordinance (Chapter 12.12), 
Yolo County Code (Section 8-1.708) and general plan policies in the Yolo County General Plan, 
Yuba County General Plan Conservation Element, and El Dorado County General Plan 
Conservation and Open Space Element. Most policies and ordinances require project applicants to 
obtain a tree removal permit and compensate for the removal of protected trees. These plans, 
ordinances and policies are applicable to specific project approvals. Yolo County also has an Oak 
Woodland Conservation and Enhancement Plan, although the plan is voluntary. 

6.4 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

6.4.1 Methods and Assumptions 

This impacts analysis examines each significance criterion individually, assessing how 
implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS, including changes to the land use pattern and 
transportation network, may convert habitat or indirectly diminish biological resources.  

For each impact, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS is assessed on three levels. First, 
impacts are assessed at the regional level. Second, the analysis breaks the region down into five 
Community Types: Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing 
Communities, Rural Residential Communities, and Lands Not Identified for Development. Finally, 
implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS is assessed in terms of its impacts to the region’s Transit 
Priority Areas (TPAs). TPAs are areas of the region that are within one-half mile of a major transit 
stop or high-quality transit corridor. For a full description of Community Types and TPAs in the 
region, see Chapter 2 – Project Description.  
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For each of the three levels of analysis (i.e., Regional, Community Type, Transit Priority Areas), the 
impacts to biological resources are based on a combination of available land cover data and 
information regarding proposed land use changes and transportation improvements that would 
occur under the proposed MTP/SCS.  

By 2036, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS will result in a land use pattern and 
transportation network that is different from existing conditions. Unless otherwise stated, “existing 
conditions” in the proposed MTP/SCS refers to transportation and land use conditions in the 
baseline year of 2012. The proposed MTP/SCS uses 2012 because it is the most recent year that 
comprehensive land use, demographic, traffic count and VMT data are available for the SACOG 
region. Chapter 1: Introduction includes a more detailed discussion of the baseline year for the 
proposed MTP/SCS. 

For the analysis of specific biological resources in this chapter, “existing conditions” refers to 
conditions approximately in the period 2008 to 2015, depending on the timeframe of specific data 
gathered for the analysis. The biological resource data available for this program-level document are 
compiled from resource surveys that were conducted over multiple years with varying completion 
dates, which makes it impractical to define a single year for the data. However, this chapter uses the 
most comprehensive and recently available maps and data on biological resources in each county. 
The biological resources environment in 2012 is reasonably represented by the available data 
describing conditions between 2008 and 2015, because development that has occurred in the region 
during this period has not been sufficient to substantially change biological conditions, in light of 
recessionary economic conditions. The key sources of data and information used to identify existing 
biological resources in the plan area are listed below:  

 California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected 
California. Prepared for California Department of Transportation; California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife, and Federal Highways Administration (Spencer et al., 2010); 

 Six County Aquatic Resources Inventory (SCARI; USACE and SACOG, 2011). 

 USFWS National Wetland Inventory Maps (USFWS, 2015); 

 Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP Land Cover (USDA, 2014; Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP, 2009); 

 South Sacramento HCP/NCCP Land Cover (County of Sacramento, et al., 2008; USDA, 
2014); 

 Placer County Conservation Plan Western Placer Land Cover (Placer County 
Conservation Plan, 2011; USDA, 2014); 

 County of El Dorado Land Cover (County of El Dorado, 2014; USDA, 2014);  

 Yolo HCP/NCCP Land Cover (Yolo HCP/NCCP, 2013; USDA, 2014); 

 CALVEG for the North Sierran and Central Valley ecological zones (USFS, 2014); 

 California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) query results for Sacramento, Sutter, 
Yolo, Yuba, Placer, and El Dorado Counties (California Natural Diversity Database, 2014; 
see Appendix Bio-2); 

 USFWS list of endangered, threatened, and proposed species for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo, 
Yuba, Placer, and El Dorado Counties (see Appendix Bio-2); 
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 CDFW’s List of Special Vascular Plants, Bryophytes, and Lichens (CDFW, 2015); 

 CDFW’s List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations (CDFG, 2010) 

 CNPS’s 2014 online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants for Sacramento, Sutter, 
Yolo, Yuba, Placer, and El Dorado Counties (CNPS, 2014; see Appendix Bio-2); 

 CNPS’s A Manual of California Vegetation, Online Edition (CNPS, 2015) 

 CDFA’s Pest Ratings of Noxious Weed Species and Noxious Weed Seed (CDFA, 2014); 
and 

 California Flora Database (Calflora, 2015). 

This impact analysis recognizes that biological resources could be indirectly or directly affected by 
construction and maintenance activities associated with potential projects in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. Biological resources could be directly or indirectly disturbed by the following 
activities: 

Operational Impacts: 

 projected changes in land use, where wildlands or agricultural areas are converted; 

 indirect changes in biological resources due to land use, such as changes in hydrology and 
runoff due to increased impervious surfaces (see Chapter 11 – Hydrology and Water 
Quality for a discussion of water runoff and water quality degradation and associated 
mitigation measures); 

 direct loss of habitat associated with roadway widening, new transportation facilities, or 
interchange, rail, and bikeway improvements; 

 herbicide application and removal of vegetation as part of landscaping and road 
maintenance; and 

 degradation of water quality in wetlands and waterways, resulting from road runoff 
containing petroleum products. 

Construction Impacts: 

 stream dewatering or installation of temporary water-diversion structures during 
construction of new growth, bridges and other transportation facilities over riverine 
systems; 

 temporary stockpiling of soil or construction materials and sidecasting of soil and other 
construction wastes;  

 temporary removal of riparian vegetation along waterways during construction of new land 
uses and bridges; 

 removal of vegetation during construction of temporary staging areas and access roads; 

 soil compaction in temporarily disturbed areas and generation of dust by construction 
equipment; and 

 water runoff from the construction area.  
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The footprints of new land use and transportation projects anticipated in the proposed MTP/SCS 
were overlaid upon various wildland and agricultural data. Potential impacts on wildlife corridors 
rely on data gathered for Essential Connectivity Areas (ECA) from the California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project (see discussion in 6.2.4 Habitat Corridors under the Environmental Setting 
section above) overlaid with the land use and transportation project footprints. Transportation 
projects were analyzed by calculating a 100-foot buffer area around the center line of the proposed 
projects and measuring the area overlapping various farmland and forestry data.  

Although only road widenings, new roads, new or expanded interchanges, and new rail transit 
infrastructure were spatially analyzed this way, the analysis is very conservative (i.e., avoiding the risk 
of understating impacts), because many of the transportation projects will not use the entire buffer 
area. Class II (bike lanes) and Class III (bike routes) bicycle projects are included in the roadway 
buffer analysis, because such projects are part of the roadway right-of-way. A buffer analysis was not 
performed for Class I (separate, multi-use trails) projects. Because Class I trails are much narrower 
than roadways, performing a buffer analysis is difficult, as even small shifts in alignment can result in 
varying outcomes. However, a majority of new Class I trails in the proposed MTP/SCS run parallel 
to new, expanded, or existing roadways or along waterways and levees. Class I trails that run parallel 
to new or expanded roadways would be captured by the 100-foot buffer around new or expanded 
roadway and light rail projects used to calculate potential impacts on agricultural lands.  

Additionally, because the conservative 100-foot buffer assumption will tend to result in a greater 
estimate of affected acreage than would ultimately occur, the amount of habitat affected by Class I 
trails that is not otherwise within a 100-foot buffer for new or expanded roadway and light rail 
projects would be encompassed by the conservative approach to the analysis. Furthermore, the acres 
described in the tables presented in this analysis are derived from a number of land surveys and data 
sources that are additional to the data SACOG used to develop the land use projections for the 
proposed MTP/SCS. The net result is that the acres of impact described in the tables presented in 
this chapter are conservative and avoid risks of underestimating the impacts resulting from the 
implementation of the plan.  

Where land use or transportation projects result in the conversion of land from wildland or potential 
habitat to developed or disturbed land, this analysis assumes there is a potential direct impact on 
biological resources. The impact acreages are estimates of the existing acres within each land cover 
type that are overlain by land use or transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS. This analysis 
qualitatively addresses, but does not quantify, indirect impacts to biological resources. However, 
wherever direct impacts occur, the analysis expects that there are potential indirect impacts to 
biological resources adjacent to the directly converted lands. Mitigation measures proposed within 
this chapter are designed to address both potential direct and indirect impacts to biological 
resources. Impacts identified in this analysis for the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are shown in 
Table 6.5, by Community Type, Transit Priority Area, and regionally.  
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Table 6.5 
Biological Resources Impact Overview by Land Use Development Areas (acres) 

Affected Area Regional 

Community Type Transit Priority Areas 
Center/ 
Corridor Established Developing 

Rural 
Residential 

Placer 
TPAs 

Sac. 
TPAs 

Yolo 
TPAs 

Total Growth Area 47,563 3,825 16,619 22,153 4,966 303 4,326 1,249 
Wildland Land Cover 29,411 764 6,922 12,931 4,861 18 2,368 318 
Essential Connectivity 
Area 5,165 22 1,156 3,457 530 0 0 0 

Critical Habitat1 2,036 176 1,039 776 44 8 155 962 
1 Critical Habitat impact areas include non-wildland areas such as agriculture and developed areas, which may 
not include the primary constituent habitat elements for the species. The majority of effects are to critical 
habitat for the Delta smelt (Table 6.9 brakes down critical habitat effects by species).  Delta smelt critical habitat 
includes upland agricultural, developed, and wildland areas within the Delta. Development within the 
designated critical habitat of the Delta smelt does not necessarily correspond to an direct loss or alteration of 
aquatic habitat affecting the species; in most cases, impact acreage estimates relate to indirect effects (due to 
site runoff) and can be addressed through water quality controls and mitigation.  
Source:  Spencer et al., 2010; USACE and SACOG, 2011; USFWS, 2015; Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP, 2009; County of 
Sacramento, et al., 2008; Placer County Conservation Plan, 2011; County of El Dorado, 2014; Yolo HCP/HCCP, 
2013; USFS, 2014; Compiled by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 

The mitigation measures described for potential impacts on sensitive biological resources have not 
been developed through formal consultation or coordination with resource agencies (e.g., CDFW, 
USFWS, NMFS, USACE, and RWCB). As part of subsequent, project-level environmental analysis, 
agencies must be contacted as part of the environmental compliance process to determine specific 
compensatory mitigation for impacts on wetlands, state- and federally-listed species, and riparian 
habitats. Additional mitigation measures may also be identified as conditions of future project 
permits (e.g., a Section 404 permit, biological opinions, or Section 1602 Streambed Alteration 
Agreement). 

Significance determinations reflect the programmatic nature of the analysis of regional-scale, 
planned transportation and land use changes. Because of this, the analyses address broadly defined 
types of impacts without the ability to determine the precise project locations, size, and design, or 
site-specific environmental characteristics of proposed projects. As a result, some impact issues are 
determined to be potentially significant, because the possibility that future projects would cause a 
substantial adverse effect on environmentally sensitive resources cannot be dismissed. This is a 
conservative approach (i.e., avoiding a risk of understating environmental impacts), in light of these 
potentials, which is intended to satisfy the good-faith, full-disclosure purpose of CEQA. When 
specific projects are proposed and subjected to project-level environmental review, it is possible that 
impacts recognized as potentially significant in this section can be avoided or maintained at a less-
than-significant level through environmentally sensitive project siting and design. 

The degree of mitigation implementation for potentially significant impacts by project sponsors and 
lead agencies cannot be fully known. Where feasible, minimization and mitigation measures are 
identified. While the MTP/SCS EIR provides these minimization and mitigation measures, SACOG 
cannot require lead agencies to adopt and enforce them; it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead 
agency to adopt and implement feasible mitigation. 

Consequently, the analysis takes the conservative approach in its post-mitigation significance 
conclusions (i.e., avoids a risk of overstating the degree to which feasible mitigation will be adopted 
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and implemented by other parties) and discloses, for CEQA compliance purposes, that potentially 
significant environmental impacts may be unavoidable. Future proposed projects would likely 
require individual CEQA review. It is expected that the proposed projects would be able to feasibly 
avoid or mitigate to a less-than-significant level some of these potentially significant impacts as an 
outcome of their project-specific environmental reviews. 

6.4.2 Criteria for Determining Significance 

For the purposes of this EIR, SACOG has determined that adoption and/or implementation of the 
proposed MTP/SCS (including adoption of the proposed MTP/SCS policies, adoption of the SCS, 
and adoption of the transportation project list and financing plan) would result in significant impacts 
under CEQA, if any of the following would occur: 

1. Have a substantial adverse effect , either directly or through habitat modification, on any 
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations or by CDFW or USFWS, or on any riparian habitat or other 
sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by 
CDFW or USFWS, or on federally protected wetlands, as defined by CWA Section 404 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, and coastal wetlands) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means. 

2. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

3. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance. 

4. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan (HCP), natural 
communities conservation plan (NCCP), or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan.  

6.4.3 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

IMPACT BIO-1: HAVE A SUBSTANTIAL ADVERSE EFFECT, EITHER DIRECTLY OR THROUGH  HABITAT MODIFICATION, ON 
ANY SPECIES IDENTIFIED AS A CANDIDATE, SENSITIVE, OR SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, 
POLICIES, OR REGULATIONS OR BY CDFW OR USFWS, OR ON ANY RIPARIAN HABITAT OR OTHER SENSITIVE NATURAL 
COMMUNITY IDENTIFIED IN LOCAL OR REGIONAL PLANS, POLICIES, REGULATIONS OR BY CDFW OR USFWS, OR ON 
FEDERALLY PROTECTED WETLANDS, AS DEFINED BY CWA SECTION 404 (INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, MARSH, 
VERNAL POOL, AND COASTAL WETLANDS) THROUGH DIRECT REMOVAL, FILLING, HYDROLOGICAL INTERRUPTION, OR 
OTHER MEANS. 

Regional Impacts 

A summary of land use and transportation changes for the region/plan area is provided in Chapter 2 
– Project Description.  
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Implementation of the land use and transportation elements of the proposed MTP/SCS could result 
in the loss of special-status species and habitats (both wildland and agricultural) that are known to 
contain or have the potential to support biological resources. Effects on biological resources (i.e., 
special-status plants, special-status wildlife, sensitive natural communities, and federally protected 
wetlands) could result in loss of individuals, a reduction in local population size, lowered 
reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation. Table 6.6 provides estimates of potential regional 
impacts to habitat resulting from land use changes and transportation investments intended to 
accommodate population growth and travel in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. An unknown 
number of individual special-status species could be injured or killed during implementation and 
construction within the plan area. Because the precise location and abundance of special-status 
species is unknown within the plan area, impacts are quantified based on habitat suitability and 
described in more detail below. 

Table 6.6 
Potential Impacts to Habitat Areas in the Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area (acres)1 

Land Cover/Habitat Type Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts Total  

Orchards and Vineyards 1,152 316 1,468 
Vineyard 0 0 0 
Orchard 1,105 284 1,389 
Deciduous Orchard 47 32 79 
Pasture 2,111 382 2,493 
Pasture 2,111 382 2,493 
Rice 1,672 251 1,924 
Rice 1,672 251 1,924 
Row and Field Crops 5,526 1,577 7,102 
Agriculture 0 0 0 
Field Crop 3,657 662 4,319 
Row Crop 28 5 33 
Cropland 3 2 5 
Deciduous Fruits/Nuts 23 0 23 
Grain/Hay Crops 386 46 432 
Irrigated row/field crop 1,156 650 1,806 
Semiagricultural/incidental to agriculture 44 159 202 
Truck/nursery 229 53 282 
Agriculture 10,461 2,527 12,988 
Barren 169 17 186 
Barren 169 17 186 
Chaparral 792 0 792 
Chamise-Redshank Chaparral* 11 0 11 
Mixed Chaparral* 393 0 393 
Montane Chaparral 20 0 20 
Chaparral 368 0 368 
Foothill Woodland 2,187 207 2,394 
Blue Oak Woodland* 1,075 134 1,209 
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 69 9 78 
Foothill Pine-Oak Woodland 425 3 428 
Interior Live Oak Woodland* 6 4 10 
Mixed Oak Woodland 612 57 669 
Grassland 14,344 2,799 17,142 
Annual Grassland* 14,344 2,799 17,142 
Perennial Grassland* 0 0 0 
Montane Forest 3,737 172 3,909 
Aspen Forest* 0 0 0 
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Douglas Fir Forest* 153 0 153 
Eastside Pine Forest 220 0 220 
Lodgepole Pine Forest 7 0 7 
Montane Hardwood Forest* 1,018 113 1,130 
Montane Hardwood- Coniferous Forest* 870 37 907 
Ponderosa Pine Forest* 581 22 603 
Red Fir Forest 0 0 0 
Sierran Mixed Conifer Forest 885 0 885 
White Fir Forest 3 0 3 
Oak Savanah 581 8 589 
Valley Oak Savanah* 581 8 589 
Open Water 221 50 271 
Estuarine and Marine Deepwater* 0 0 0 
Estuarine and Marine Wetland 0 0 0 
Lacustrine 21 1 22 
Lake* 41 2 43 
Lake/Pond 87 10 97 
Reservoir 41 0 41 
Water 5 16 21 
Open water 25 21 47 
Riparian 423 210 633 
Montane Riparian* 5 6 12 
Valley Foothill Riparian* 418 204 622 
Riverine 17 52 69 
Stream/River/Creek 11 25 35 
Submerged Stream 0 0 0 
Riverine 6 27 33 
Scrub 15 0 15 
Sagebrush Scrub* 15 0 15 
Valley Oak Woodland 100 34 134 
Valley Oak Woodland* 100 34 134 
Wetland 2,695 581 3,277 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland* 229 46 274 
Freshwater Forested/Shrub Wetland* 32 22 54 
Freshwater Marsh 9 5 14 
Freshwater Pond 124 15 138 
Other 50 2 52 
Other Depressional 325 23 347 
Seasonal Wetlands 44 5 48 
Swale 39 6 44 
Swamp/Marsh* 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool* 266 48 315 
Vernal Pool Complex 39 0 39 
Vernal Pool Complex: High Density 93 37 130 
Vernal Pool Complex: Low Density 974 218 1,192 
Vernal Pool Complex: Medium Density 458 147 605 
Wet Meadow* 0 3 3 
Urban Wetland 1 0 1 
Seasonal Impoundment 15 5 19 
Saline Emergent Wetland* 0 0 0 
Slope Wetlands/Seeps 0 0 0 
Wetland Restoration 0 0 0 
Stock Ponds 0 1 1 
Wildlands 25,281 4,129 29,411 
TOTAL LAND COVER 35,742 6,656 42,398 
1The acres described in this table are derived from a number of land surveys and data sources (described in 
Methods and Assumptions) that differ from the data SACOG used to develop the land use projections for the 
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proposed MTP/SCS. The net result is that the acres of impact described in the tables presented in this chapter 
overestimate the impact resulting from the implementation of the plan and represent a conservative approach 
at identifying potential impacts. 
*Sensitive Natural Community as per the CDFW Natural Communities List (CDFG, 2010) and refined by using the 
CNPS A Manual of California Vegetation, Online Edition (CNPS 2015). Because the wildlands land cover data are 
derived from a number of land surveys and data sources they do not necessarily match with the natural 
communities as listed by CDFW; however, these wildlands land cover types could support sensitive natural 
communities and the number of sensitive natural communities in Appendix Bio-3 represents a conservative 
estimate. 
Source:  USACE and SACOG, 2011; USFWS, 2015; Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP, 2009; Sacramento County, et al, 2008; 
Placer County Conservation Plan, 2011; County of El Dorado, 2014; Yolo HCP/HCCP, 2013; USFS, 2015; Compiled 
by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 

The land use changes in the proposed MTP/SCS could result in a total of 25,281 acres of potential 
habitat conversion on wildland habitats and 10,461 acres of agricultural land conversion. The 
potential impact from transportation infrastructure expansion is smaller at 4,129 acres of wildland 
and 2,527 acres of agricultural land converted. Combined, the land use and transportation changes in 
the proposed plan could convert 42,398 acres, or approximately 1.5 percent1, of potential habitat for 
sensitive species and agricultural cover in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Wildland habitat in the 
plan area support different habitat types that provide habitat, food and cover for common species as 
well as special-status species, some of which are endemic to these habitats such as vernal pools. 
Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS land use changes and transportation projects would 
result in loss of habitat.  

The habitat type with the greatest acreage impact in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is grassland 
habitat. Land use changes in the plan area could affect 14,344 acres of grassland habitat, whereas 
transportation projects could affect 2,799 acres, the total acreage represents 3.6 percent of all 
available grassland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Grassland habitat in the plan area 
provide habitat for plant species such as Layne’s ragwort, California poppies, lupines, wild oats, 
clovers. This habitat type also provides foraging habitat for raptors like the Swainson’s hawk, golden 
eagle, white-tailed kite, American kestrel, but also provide denning habitat for California ground 
squirrels, American badger, burrowing owl, and if wetlands are present, spadefoot toad, California 
tiger salamander and vernal pool invertebrates. Grassland habitat throughout the state is being lost 
as a result of conversion to agriculture as well as development. The quality and function of the 
grassland habitat in the plan area is not known, however, projected changes in land use and 
transportation projects could result in the loss of grassland habitat.  

The proposed MTP/SCS could result in impacts to 3,277 acres of wetland habitat, which represents 
0.9 percent of all wetland habitats in the plan area (transportation projects result in only 581 acres of 
this impact). Similarly, the proposed MTP/SCS could affect to 633 acres of riparian habitat and 69 
acres of riverine habitat, representing 1.4 percent and approximately 0.2 percent of riparian and 
riverine habitat in the plant area. The proposed MTP/SCS could affect 271 acres of open water 
habitat, whereas transportation projects only account for 50 acres of this impact, the affected 
acreage represents less than 0.3 percent of available open water habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS 
plan area. Loss of wetland habitat would result in effects on aquatic plant and wildlife species 
including Delta tule pea, Sandford’s arrowhead, palmate-bracted salty bird’s-beak, sport fish such as 

                                    

1 These percentages are provided for informational purposes and not to define the potential significance of an impact. 
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trout, blue gill or large mouth bass, but also sensitive fish species such as salmon, steelhead or delta 
smelt. Vernal pool invertebrates are endemic to vernal pools and include vernal pool tadpole shrimp, 
vernal pool fairy shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, and conservancy fairy shrimp. Amphibian and 
reptile species dependent on these habitat types for reproduction, food and cover include common 
species like the common garter snake, western toad or chorus frogs, but could also affect sensitive 
species like the California red-legged frog, foothill-yellow legged frog, and giant garter snake. The 
location of the proposed MTP/SCS plan area also lies within the Pacific Flyway and many migratory 
birds rely on these wetlands habitat not only during migration but also for reproduction, resident 
birds also rely on these habitats for food and shelter. Mammal species associated with these aquatic 
habitat types include common species like the raccoon, striped skunk, deer, woodrats, mink, and 
river otter, but special-status mammals, such as some bats, also use these wetland habitats for 
foraging. Riparian and wetland habitats in the state and planning area are being lost increasingly as a 
result of conversion of land to other uses. Riparian (including Montane Riparian and Valley-Foothill 
Riparian) and wetland habitats are considered sensitive natural communities and are given special 
state and federal protection because they have limited distribution and provide important habitat for 
native species. Riparian and wetland communities can also provide other important ecological 
functions, such as enhancing flood and erosion control and maintaining water quality. Although the 
quality and existing condition of the affected riparian, wetland, riverine, and open water habitat 
throughout the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is not known, land use changes and transportation 
projects would result in loss, fill, hydrological interruption (including dewatering) of these habitats. 

The proposed MTP/SCS land use changes and transportation projects could result in potential 
conversion of 3,117 acres of oak woodland habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak savannah, and 
valley oak woodland land cover types), which represent 1.3 percent of the oak woodland habitats in 
the plan area, transportation projects result in only 249 acres of this impact. Oak woodland habitat 
are important to many common species such as deer, bear, mountain lion, rabbit, quail, turkey, 
woodpeckers, and passerine birds, but also some special-status species are sometimes found in this 
habitat type like ringtail, California red-legged frog, California tiger salamander, and Swainson’s 
hawk and white-tailed kite. Special-status plant species such as the Stebbin’s phacelia, and Ahart’s 
buckwheat could also be found in this habitat type. The quality, physical composition and state of 
the oak woodlands within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area is not know at this level of analysis, 
however, conversion of oak woodland habitat due to the proposed land use changes and 
transportation projects would result in reduction and loss of oak woodland habitat.  

Land use changes and transportation projects could also affect 3,909 acres of montane forest 
habitat, transportation projects only account for 172 acres of this impact, and the affected acreage 
represents less than 0.3 percent of the montane forest habitat in the plan area. Montane forest 
habitat provide habitat for bears, deer, foxes, ringtails, Sierra marten, wolverine, snowshoe hare, 
great-grey owl, goshawk, and spotted owl. Conversion of montane forest habitat from 
implementation of the proposed land use changes and transportation project would lead to a 
reduction in available habitat for special-status species that depend on the habitat for reproduction, 
foraging and shelter. 

Although transportation projects would have no impact on chaparral habitat in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area, the land use changes could affect 792 acres of chaparral habitat, representing 
0.4 percent of available chaparral habitat in the plan area. Conversion of chaparral habitat would lead 
to a reduction on available habitat for special-species species such as the coast horned lizard, prairie 
falcon, as well as common species such as deer, woodrat, coyote, and grey fox. Plant species 
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expected to occur in this habitat type include Clarkia biloba, Ione manzanita, Ione buckwheat, and 
stinkbells.   

Land use changes and transportation projects could also affect 12,988 acres of agricultural lands. 
Land in agricultural production typically provides less valuable habitat for special-status plants and 
wildlife because the management practices often preclude the natural ecosystem functions. 
However, agricultural practices can have a range of direct and indirect ecosystem consequences, 
positive or negative, based on timing, duration, and intensity. In addition, some agricultural lands 
provide important habitat to some special-status species and their populations are closely tied to 
types of agricultural crops and practices. For example, field crops can provide important foraging 
habitat for Swainson’s hawk, which will forage on mice and other small animals after fields are flood 
irrigated or tilled. Rice fields can function as surrogate wetland habitat for giant garter snake. 

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area supports special-status species (105 wildlife and 112 plant 
species, see Appendix Bio-2a) and supports critical habitat for seven federally listed plant species and 
ten federally listed wildlife species (as shown in Table 6.4). Land use changes could affect 2,036 acres 
of critical habitat for seven federally listed wildlife species: California red-legged frog, Sierra Nevada 
yellow-legged frog, delta smelt, chinook salmon, steelhead, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and 
vernal pool fairy shrimp. Land use changes in the plan area will not have an impact on Sacramento 
orcutt grass, slender orcutt grass, or vernal pool tadpole shrimp. The proposed transportation 
projects could affect delta smelt, chinook salmon, steelhead, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, vernal 
pool fairy and tadpole shrimp (as shown in Table 6.7). The proposed MTP/SCS land use changes 
and transportation projects will have no effect on California tiger salamander, yellow-billed cuckoo, 
fleshy owl’s-clover, Contra Costa wallflower, Colusa grass, Antioch Dunes evening primrose or 
Solano grass. The critical habitat with the greatest acreage impact is the Delta smelt critical habitat. 
The critical habitat designation for the Delta smelt in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area includes not 
only aquatic habitat but also upland habitat, including agricultural, developed, urban and rural 
residential and non-aquatic wildland habitats throughout the Delta that are not the direct physical or 
biological habitat features needed for the survival of the species (also known as primary constituent 
elements). Proposed land use changes and transportation projects would occur primarily in these 
upland habitats and not in aquatic habitat or habitat that contains primary constituent elements. 
Nevertheless, land use changes and transportation projects could still affect critical habitat during 
construction or implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS plan, because of the potential for 
indirect effects, such as runoff into aquatic habitat.  Reduction of critical habitat or indirect, adverse 
modification of critical habitat would be significant.   

Wildlands cover types within the proposed MTP/SCS plan area include land cover types that could 
support sensitive natural communities. Sensitive natural communities are those natural communities 
that are of limited distribution statewide or within a county or region, support special-status plant 
species or are defined by the dominance or presence of such plant species and are often vulnerable 
to environmental effects of land use changes or projects. The proposed MTP/SCS plan area could 
support 137 sensitive natural communities, which include vegetation alliances and associations 
typically found in chaparral, oak woodland (including foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley 
oak woodland), grassland, montane forest, open water, riparian, scrub and wetland habitats (see 
Appendix BIO-3). Although the sensitive natural communities’ vegetation composition, quality, 
substrate, or other defining characteristics are unknown at this time, implementation of the 
proposed MTP/SCS land use changes and transportation projects could result in the loss of 
sensitive natural communities. 
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Table 6.7  
Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat for Federally Listed Species in the  

Proposed MTP/SCS Plan Area (acres of habitat loss) 

Critical Habitat  Land Use Impacts Transportation Impacts Total Habitat 
Loss 

Amphibians    
California red-legged frog 180 0 180 
Sierra Nevada Yellow-Legged Frog 5 0 5 
Fish    
Delta smelt 1,765 682 2,447 
Chinook salmon1 2 14 16 
Steelhead1 66 33 99 
Invertebrates    
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 9 0 9 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp 8 165 173 
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp 0 95 95 
Plants    
Sacramento Orcutt grass 0 4 4 
Slender Orcutt grass 0 4 4 
TOTAL 2,036 995 3,031 
Note: 1Impact based on 100-foot buffer of habitat data. 
Source: USFWS Critical Habitat Portal 2014a; Compiled by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 

Because the construction of land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS at the regional level would result in conversion of habitats that support or have the 
potential to contain special-status plants and wildlife, natural sensitive communities and federally 
protected wetlands, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-
1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

Localized Impacts 

Center and Corridor Communities 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Center and Corridor Communities is 
provided in Chapter 2 – Project Description.  

A variety of transportation projects occur in Center and Corridor Communities by 2036, including 
new transit, non-motorized, and roadway projects in addition to ongoing investments in transit 
operations and roadway maintenance. Center and Corridor Communities receive new and expanded 
bus and rail transit, and complete streets that serve supportive land uses with higher density and a 
mix of uses most likely to generate a mix of travel modes. Road and highway projects concentrate 
on alleviating major bottlenecks and congestion points. Many of the transportation projects in these 
areas expand or improve existing infrastructure limiting exposure to new areas potentially containing 
biological resources. 

Despite the predominantly urbanized character of Center and Corridor Communities, they can 
house isolated patches of functional habitat (both wildland and agricultural). Effects on special-
status plants, wildlife, and/or sensitive habitats in Center and Corridor Communities could result in 
a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, habitat fragmentation, or loss of 
ecological function. Table 6.8 provides estimates of potential impacts to habitat resulting from land 
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use changes and transportation investments intended to accommodate growth and travel in Center 
and Corridor Communities. 

The land use changes in Center and Corridor Communities could convert 764 acres of wildland 
habitats and 746 acres of agricultural land. The potential impact from transportation infrastructure 
expansion is much smaller at 198 acres of wildland and 168 acres of agricultural land. Combined, the 
land use and transportation changes in the Center and Corridor Communities convert 1,876 acres or 
less than 0.1 percent of potential special-status species habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
The wildland habitat in the Center and Corridor Communities supports different habitat types that 
provide habitat for special-status species, some of which are endemic to these habitats. 
Implementation of the Center and Corridor Communities land use changes and transportation 
project would result in the loss of special-status species’ habitat. 

The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in Center and Corridor Communities is 
grassland habitat. This impact results from land use changes and could convert 504 acres of 
grassland, whereas transportation projects could affect 129 acres, representing 0.1 percent and less 
than 0.1 percent of available grassland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area respectively. The 
grassland habitat quality and composition is not known at this level of analysis, however, as 
explained in the regional impacts, grassland habitat supports numerous plant and wildlife species, 
some of which are special-status species such as the Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and California 
tiger salamander. Conversion of grassland habitat would lead to the reduction of available habitat for 
these special-status species.  

Wetland habitat is the second-largest acreage habitat affected by the proposed MTP/SCS land use 
and transportation projects in the Center and Corridor Communities. The proposed land use 
changes and transportation projects could result in conversion of 112 acres of wetland habitat, 
which represents less than 0.1 percent of all wetland habitats in the plan area (transportation projects 
result in only 18 acres of this impact). Similarly, the proposed MTP/SCS could affect 82 acres of 
riparian and 15 acres of riverine habitat. These impacts represent less than 0.2 percent of these two 
habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Land use changes could result in affects to 24 acres of 
open water habitat, whereas transportation changes could affect 9 acres, the total impacted acreage 
represents less than 0.1 percent of available open water habitat in the plan area. Riparian and 
wetland habitats are considered sensitive natural communities and are given special state and federal 
protection because they have limited distribution and provide important habitat for native species. 
Riparian and wetland communities can also provide other important ecological functions, such as 
enhancing flood and erosion control and maintaining water quality.  Implementation of the Center 
and Corridor Communities land use changes and transportation projects would result in the removal 
of riparian habitat and fill of wetland habitat that could affect special-status species such as the giant 
garter snake, western pond turtle, chinook salmon. In addition, the removal of riparian, wetlands, 
and other waters would result in loss of sensitive natural communities and federally protected 
wetlands. 
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Table 6.8  

Potential Impacts to Habitat Areas by Community Type (acres) 

Land Cover 

Center and Corridor 
Communities Established Communities Developing Communities Rural Residential 

Communities 
Lands Not Identified for 

Development 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Orchards and Vineyards 61  1  62  631  36  667  422  28  450  38  0  38  0  251  251  
Vineyard 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Orchard 37  1  38  608  35  643  422  28  450  38  0  38  0  220  220  
Deciduous Orchard 24  0  24  23  1  24  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  31  31  
Pasture 59  1  60  453  99  552  1,553  152  1,705  46  7  52  0  124  124  
Pasture 59  1  60  453  99  552  1,553  152  1,705  46  7  52   124  124  
Rice 301  42  344  203  18  221  1,168  65  1,233  0  0  0  0  126  126  
Rice 301  42  344  203  18  221  1,168  65  1,233  0  0  0  0  126  126  
Row and Field Crops 325  124  449  1,846  400  2,246  3,341  531  3,872  14  15  29  0  507  507  
Agriculture 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Field Crop 31  3  34  677  76  753  2,942  406  3,348  7  13  20  0  164  164  
Row Crop 0  0  0  8  2  10  15  3  18  5  0  5  0  0  0  
Cropland 0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  2  2  4  0  0  0  
Deciduous Fruits/Nuts 0  0  0  23  0  23  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Grain/Hay Crops 16  5  20  275  2  277  96  12  108  0  0  0  0  27  27  
Irrigated row/field crop 278  116  394  768  305  1,073  110  77  187  0  0  0  0  152  152  
Semiagriculture/incidental 0  0  0  41  9  49  3  12  16  0  0  0  0  137  137  
Truck/nursery 0  0  0  53  7  60  175  21  196  0  0  0  0  26  26  
Agriculture  746   168   914   3,134   552   3,686   6,483   776   7,260   98   21   119   -   1,008   1,008  
Barren 0  1  1  119  13  132  32  3  34  18  0  18  0  0  0  
Barren 0  1  1  119  13  132  32  3  34  18  0  18  0  0  0  
Chaparral 4  0  4  392  0  392  0  0  0  397  0  397  0  0  0  
Chamise-Redshank Chaparral* 0  0  0  8  0  8  0  0  0  3  0  3  0  0  0  
Mixed Chaparral* 2  0  2  182  0  182  0  0  0  210  0  210  0  0  0  
Montane Chaparral 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  20  0  20  0  0  0  
Chaparral 2  0  2  201  0  201  0  0  0  165  0  165  0  0  0  
Foothill Woodland 26  0  26  437  79  516  1,384  106  1,490  340  20  360  0  1  1  
Blue Oak Woodland* 15  0  15  266  43  310  699  82  781  95  8  103  0  0  0  
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 0  0  0  28  3  31  5  4  9  37  2  39  0  0  0  
Foothill Pine-Oak Woodland 0  0  0  30  0  30  325  0  325  70  2  72  0  1  1  
Interior Live Oak Woodland* 0  0  0  6  4  9  0  1  1  0   0  0  0  0  
Mixed Oak Woodland 11  0  11  106  29  135  356  19  375  139  8  147  0  1  1  
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Grassland 504  129  633  4,234  781  5,015  8,748  1,524  10,271  858  93  951  0  272  272  
Annual Grassland* 504  129  633  4,234  781  5,015  8,748  1,524  10,271  858  93  951  0  272  272  
Perennial Grassland* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Montane Forest 32  3  36  965  79  1,044  176  18  194  2,564  72  2,636  0  0  0  
Aspen Forest* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Douglas Fir Forest* 0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  152  0  152  0  0  0  
Eastside Pine Forest 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  220  0  220  0  0  0  
Lodgepole Pine Forest 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  7  0  7  0  0  0  
Montane Hardwood Forest* 30  3  33  385  56  441  154  16  170  449  38  487  0  0  0  
Montane Hardwood- Coniferous 
Forest* 3  0  3  213  15  228  22  2  24  632  20  653  0  0  0  

Ponderosa Pine Forest* 0  0  0  63  8  71  0  0  0  518  14  531  0  0  0  
Red Fir Forest 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Sierran Mixed Conifer Forest 0  0  0  302  0  302  0  0  0  583  0  583  0  0  0  
White Fir Forest 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  3  0  3  0  0  0  
Oak Savanah 17  0  17  76  4  80  362  4  366  127  0  127  0  0  0  
Valley Oak Savanah* 17   17  76  4  80  362  4  366  127  0  127  0  0  0  
Open Water 24  9  32  125  15  140  36  18  54  36  0  36  0  8  8  
Estuarine and Marine 
Deepwater* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  

Estuarine and Marine Wetland 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Lacustrine 0  0  0  3  0  3  0  1  1  17  0  17  0  0  0  
Lake* 12  0  12  29  0  29  0  2  2  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Lake/Pond 11  0  11  33  1  34  24  7  31  19  0  19  0  2  2  
Reservoir 0  0  0  30  0  30  11  0  11  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Water 0  2  2  5  7  12  0  3  3  0  0  0  0  4  4  
Open water 0  6  6  24  7  31  2  5  7  0  0  0  0  3  3  
Riparian 59  23  82  49  91  140  286  66  353  29  1  30  0  28  28  
Montane Riparian* 0  0  0  2  5  7  0  0  0  3  0  3     0  
Valley Foothill Riparian* 59  23  82  46  86  133  286  66  352  26  0  26    28  28  
Riverine 1  14  15  13  13  26  2  16  18  0  1  1  0  8  8  
Stream/River/Creek 1  7  8  10  4  13  0  12  12  0  1  1  0  1  1  
Submerged Stream 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Riverine 0  7  7  4  9  13  2  4  6  0   0  0  7  7  
Scrub 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  15  0  15  0  0  0  
Sagebrush Scrub* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  15  0  15  0  0  0  
Valley Oak Woodland 3  0  3  31  19  49  25  5  31  41  8  49  0  2  2  
Valley Oak Woodland* 3  0  3  31  19  49  25  5  31  41  8  49    2  2  
Wetland 94  18  112  483  109  592  1,880  332  2,211  239  3  242  0  120  120  
Freshwater Emergent Wetland* 19  4  23  74  11  85  99  14  113  36  1  37  0  16  16  
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Freshwater Forested/Shrub 
Wetland* 14  7  21  10  11  21  0  3  3  8  0  8  0  1  1  

Freshwater Marsh 0  0  0  1  0  1  9  5  13  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Freshwater Pond 14  0  14  61  8  69  16  5  21  33  0  33  0  1  1  
Other 0  0  0  43  1  45  6  0  7  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Other Depressional 29  1  30  53  9  62  145  6  150  99  0  99  0  7  7  
Seasonal Wetlands 0  1  1  1  2  3  21  2  23  22  0  22  0  0  0  
Swale 0  0  0  0  0  0  39  4  43  0  1  1  0  1  1  
Swamp/Marsh* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Vernal Pool* 18  2  20  7  1  8  210  34  245  31  0  32  0  10  10  
Vernal Pool Complex 0  0  0  0  0  0  39  0  39  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Vernal Pool Complex: High 
Density 0  0  0  56  16  73  33  19  52  4  0  4  0  1  1  

Vernal Pool Complex: Low 
Density 0  0  0  157  31  188  816  124  940  0  0  0  0  63  63  

Vernal Pool Complex: Medium 
Density 0  3  3  19  12  31  439  113  553  0  0  0  0  19  19  

Wet Meadow* 0  0  0  0  3  3  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Urban Wetland 0  0  0  1  0  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Seasonal Impoundment 0  0  0  0  1  1  9  2  11  6  0  6  0  1  1  
Saline Emergent Wetland* 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Slope Wetlands/Seeps 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Wetland Restoration 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Stock Ponds 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  1  1  0  0  0  0  0  0  
Wildlands 764  198  961  6,922  1,202  8,125  12,931  2,091  15,022  4,664  197  4,861  0  441  441  
TOTAL LAND COVER 1,510  366  1,876  10,056  1,755  11,811  19,415  2,868  22,282  4,762  218  4,980  0  1,449  1,449  
*Wildland Cover Type that could support sensitive natural community 
Source:  USACE and SACOG, 2011; USFWS, 2015; Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP, 2009; County of Sacramento, et al., 2008; Placer County Conservation Plan, 2011; 
County of El Dorado, 2014; Yolo HCP/HCCP, 2013; USFS, 2015; Compiled by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 
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Oak woodland and montane forest habitat conversion are the next largest acreage impacts in this 
community type. Center and Corridor Communities land use changes and transportation projects 
would affect approximately 46 acres of oak woodlands habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak 
savannah, and valley oak woodland land cover types). This impacted acreage represents 
approximately 0.02 percent of the available oak woodland habitat in the plan area. Land use changes 
could result conversion of 32 acres and transportation projects would affect 3 acres of montane 
forest. The combined impacted acreage represents less than 0.01 percent of the montane forest 
habitat in the plan area. Forest habitat conversion could lead to fragmentation of habitat that is 
essential for special-status plants and wildlife species. 

The proposed land use changes could affects 4 acres of chaparral habitat and the proposed 
transportation projects in Center and Corridor Communities could affect up to 1 acre of barren, or 
less than 0.1 percent of barren and chaparral habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Proposed 
land use changes and transportation projects in Center and Corridor Communities would have no 
impacts to scrub habitat. 

Center and Corridor Communities support 11 special-status plants and 32 special-status wildlife 
species (see Appendix Bio-2), as well as critical habitats for federally listed species. The land use 
changes in Center and Corridor Communities could affect critical habitat for the valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle, delta smelt, and steelhead. Transportation investments in Center and Corridor 
Communities could also affect critical habitat for federally listed species such as the delta smelt, 
chinook salmon and steelhead (as shown in Table 6.9). Although the quality of the critical habitat 
within the Center and Corridor Communities is not known at this level of analysis, implementation 
of the land use changes and transportation projects could affect the primary constituent elements of 
critical habitat designated for federally listed species. 

The Center and Corridor Communities wildlands cover types could support sensitive natural 
communities, which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in chaparral, oak 
woodland (including foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland), grassland, 
montane forest, open water, riparian, riverine and wetland habitats (see Appendix BIO-3). Although 
the sensitive natural communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, or other defining 
characteristics are unknown at this time, implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS land use 
changes and transportation projects could result in the loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the Center and 
Corridor Communities result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain 
special-status plant and wildlife and could impact sensitive habitats such as Indian rice grass 
grassland alliance, pondweed mat wetlands, Black cottonwood riparian forest or riverine habitat, 
valley oak woodlands, and montane forest habitat, or could affect jurisdictional wetlands, this impact 
is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, 
and BIO-1e are described below. 

Established Communities 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Established Communities is provided in 
Chapter 2 – Project Description.  
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Table 6.9 

Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat for Federally Listed Species by Community Type (acres) 

Species 

Center and Corridor 
Communities Established Communities Developing Communities Rural Residential 

Communities 
Lands Not Identified for 

Development 
Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Amphibians                
California red-legged 
frog 0  0  0  156  0  156  0  0  0  24  0 24  0  0 0  
Sierra Nevada 

llow-Legged Frog 0  0  0  0  0  0  5  0  5  0  0 0  0  0 0  
Fish                
Delta smelt 168  131  299  838  355  1,193  759  68  827  0  0 0  0  127 127  
Chinook salmon 0 6 6 2 5 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 
Steelhead 2 8 10 31 17 48 12 3 15 20 0 20 0 5 5 
Invertebrates                
Valley elderberry 
longhorn beetle 6  0  6  3  0  3  0    0  0  0 0  0  0 0  
Vernal pool fairy 
shrimp 0  0  0  8  90  98  0  16  16  0  0 0  0  59 59  
Vernal pool tadpole 
shrimp 0  0  0  0  90  90  0  3  3  0  0 0  0  2 2  
Plants                
Sacramento Orcutt 
grass 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  2  0  0 0  0  2 2  
Slender Orcutt grass 0  0  0  0  0  0  0  2  2  0  0 0  0  2 2  

Note: 1Impact based on 100-foot buffer of habitat data. 
Source: USFWS Critical Habitat Portal, 2014a; Compiled by SACOG, 2015. 
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Though Established Communities already contain large amounts of disturbed or developed land, 
they also contain significant areas that still retain habitat. Implementation of the land use and 
transportation improvements associated with Established Communities could result conversion of 
habitats that are known to contain or have the potential to contain special-status species and 
sensitive habitats. Effects on special-status species or habitat could result in a reduction in local 
population size, lowered reproductive success, habitat fragmentation or loss of ecological function. 
Table 6.8 provides estimates of potential impacts to habitat resulting from land use changes and 
transportation investments intended to accommodate growth and travel in Established 
Communities. 

The land use changes in Established Communities could result in a total of 6,922 acres of potential 
impacts on wildland habitats and 3,134 acres of agricultural land. The potential impact from 
transportation infrastructure expansion is much smaller at 1,202 acres of wildland and 552 acres of 
agricultural land. Combined, the land use and transportation changes in Established Communities 
convert 11,811 acres or 0.4 percent of potential special-status species habitat in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. The Established Communities region provides habitat for special-status 
species, some of which are endemic specific habitat such as vernal pools.  

The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in Established Communities is grassland 
habitat. Land use changes could affect 4,234 acres of grassland habitat, whereas transportation 
projects would affect 781 acres of grassland habitat, both acreages combined represent 1percent of 
the available grassland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Grassland habitat supports 
several common and special-status species as described in the regional impacts, as such, conversion 
of grassland habitat would result in a reduction of available habitat which could have a detrimental 
effect on special-status species such as the adobe-lily, Coulter’s goldfields, Swainson’s hawk, 
burrowing owl, and American badger.  

Montane forest habitat is the second-largest habitat impact in this community type. Land use 
changes could affect 965 acres of montane forest habitat, and transportation projects would affect 
79 acres, representing approximately 0.1 percent of montane habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan 
area. Montane forest habitat provides for special-status plants such as saw-toothed lewisia, broad-
nerve hump moss; nesting habitat for species such as the spotted owl, northern goshawk, great-grey 
owl, pileated woodpecker; denning habitat for brown bear, Sierra Nevada red fox, Sierra Nevada 
mountain beaver. 

The next-largest habitat impacted in Established Communities is oak woodlands. Established 
Communities land use changes and transportation projects could affect approximately 645 acres of 
oak woodland habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland land 
cover types). This impacted acreage represents approximately 0.2 percent of the available oak 
woodland habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Although the condition and oak woodland 
habitat quality in Established Communities is not known at this level of analysis, oak woodlands are 
a sensitive resource because they provide important habitat for wildlife throughout the state.    

Proposed land use and transportation changes in Established Communities could affect 592 acres of 
wetland habitat, which represents less than 0.2 percent of all wetlands in the proposed MTP/SCS 
plan area. The proposed land use and transportation changes could result in impacts to 140 acres of 
riparian habitat or 0.3 percent of riparian habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area and 26 acres 
of riverine habitat or less than 0.1 percent of riverine habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
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The land use changes in Established Communities could affect 125 acres of open water habitat and 
the transportation projects would affect 15 acres. In total, the acreage represents 0.1 percent of all 
the open water habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. As explained in the regional impact 
section, wetland habitats provide habitat for several special-status plants and wildlife, but are also a 
diminishing resource due to habitat conversion. Furthermore, implementation of the land use 
changes and transportation project could result in the fill of federally protected wetlands. 

The proposed land use changes in Established Communities could result in the conversion of 132 
acres of barren habitat and 392 acres of chaparral habitat, representing 0.2 percent of available 
barren habitat and 0.2 percent of chaparral habitat in Established Communities. Barren habitat could 
support serpentinite soils, which provide suitable habitat for endangered or threatened plant species 
such as Pine Hill flannelbush and Layne’s ragwort. Conversion of barren habitat could reduce the 
available habitat for these species. Similarly, chaparral habitat could support special-status species as 
described in the regional impact discussion.  

Proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Established Communities would have no 
impacts to scrub habitat. Because there is not impact on scrub habitat, no mitigation is required. 

There are at least 40 known occurrences of special-status plants and 30 known occurrences of 
special-status wildlife species in the Established Communities area (see Appendix Bio-2). The land 
use changes in Established Communities could potentially affect critical habitat for the California 
red-legged frog, delta smelt, chinook salmon, steelhead, vernal pool fairy shrimp and valley 
elderberry longhorn beetle. Transportation changes in Established Communities could potentially 
affect critical habitat for chinook salmon, steelhead, delta smelt, vernal pool fairy and tadpole shrimp 
(as shown in Table 6.9). Although the conditions and functions of the critical habitat areas within 
Established Communities are not known at this level of analysis, the land use changes and 
transportation investments could affect the primary constituent elements of critical habitat 
designated for federally listed species. 

The Established Communities wildlands cover types could support sensitive natural communities, 
which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in chaparral, oak woodland 
(including foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland), grassland, montane forest, 
open water, riparian, riverine, and wetland land covers (see Appendix BIO-3). Although the sensitive 
natural communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, or other defining characteristics are 
unknown at this time, implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could 
result in the loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the Established 
Communities result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain special-
status species, that are considered sensitive natural communities, or that contain federally protected 
wetlands, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, 
BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

Developing Communities  
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Developing Communities is provided in 
Chapter 2 – Project Description. Implementation of the land use and transportation improvements 
associated with Developing Communities could result in impacts to habitats that are known to 
contain or have the potential to contain special-status plant and wildlife species. The Developing 
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Communities in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area are known to support 11 special-status plants 
and 24 wildlife species (see Appendix BIO-2a). Effects on special-status species or their habitat 
could result in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, or habitat 
fragmentation.  

The land use changes in Developing Communities could result in conversion of 12,931 acres of 
wildland habitats and 6,483 acres of agricultural land (as shown in Table 6.8). The potential impact 
from transportation infrastructure expansion is much smaller at 2,091 acres of wildland and 776 
acres of agricultural land. Combined, the land use and transportation changes in Developing 
Communities convert 22,282 acres or approximately 0.8 percent of potential special-status species 
habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Wildland habitats in the Developing Communities 
region provide habitat for special-status species, some of which are endemic specific habitat such as 
vernal pools. 

Like Center and Corridor and Established Communities, the habitat type with the greatest acreage 
habitat impact in Developing Communities is also grassland habitat. Specifically, land use changes 
would affect 8,748 acres of grassland, while transportation projects would affect 1,524 acres of 
grassland habitat, both acreages combined represent 2.2 percent of the available grassland habitat in 
the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. As described in the regional impact discussion, grassland habitat 
supports different common and special-status species. Removal of grassland habitat could result in 
habitat loss and fragmentation. 

Wetland habitat is the second-largest habitat impact in this Community Type. Proposed land use and 
transportation changes in Developing Communities could result in impacts to 2,211 acres of wetland 
habitat, which represents less than 0.1 percent of all wetlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
The proposed land use and transportation changes could result in impacts to 353 acres of riparian 
habitat or 0.8 percent of riparian habitat in the plan area and 18 acres of riverine habitat or less than 
0.1 percent of riverine habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Land use changes could result in 
impacts to 36 acres of open water habitat and transportation projects would affect 18 acres; the total 
acreage represents less than 0.1 percent of open water habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
Wetland habitats including riparian and some riverine habitats are sensitive natural resources that 
support different special-status species and habitat functions such as wildlife corridors. Furthermore, 
some of these wetland and riverine habitats may be federally protected wetlands. Implementation of 
the proposed Developing Communities land use changes and transportation project would result in 
the loss of wetland habitat through habitat conversion or fill during construction activities. 

The next-largest habitat impacted in Developing Communities is oak woodlands. Developing 
Communities land use changes and transportation projects could affect approximately 1,887 acres of 
oak woodland habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland land 
cover types). This affected oak woodland habitat acreage represents approximately 0.7 percent of the 
available oak woodland habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Although the condition and 
function of the oak woodland habitat in the Developing Communities is not known at this level of 
analysis, conversion of oak woodland habitat that could reduce, fragment available habitat for 
special-status species would be considered a significant impact. 

Montane habitat could be affected by land use changes and transportation projects in Developing 
Communities by the conversion of 194 acres, the impacted acreage representing less than 0.02 
percent of montane habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. As described in the regional 
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impact section, montane habitat provides important habitat for common and special status species 
such as Donner Pass buckwheat, El Dorado bed straw, deer, brown bear, northern goshawk, 
spotted owl, Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog, western pond turtle (if wetland habitats are present 
within montane habitat). Furthermore, some montane habitat vegetation alliances are sensitive 
natural resources because they are of limited distribution such as Tanoak Forest alliance or support 
special-status species. Land use changes and transportation projects would result in removal of 
montane habitat.  

Proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Developing Communities would have no 
impacts to chaparral habitats. Because barren habitats typically do not provide important habitat to 
special-status species, the impact to 34 acres of barren habitat would not have adverse effects to 
sensitive biological resources.  

Land use conversion in the Developing Communities could affect delta smelt, chinook salmon, 
steelhead and Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog critical habitat. Proposed transportation projects 
could cause potential impacts to both Sacramento Orcutt grass and Slender Orcutt grass, delta smelt, 
steelhead, vernal pool fairy and tadpole shrimp critical habitat (as shown in Table 6.9). Although the 
condition and function of the affected critical habitat in the Developing Communities is not known 
at this level of analysis, areas with the primary constituent elements of critical habitat for these 
species may be affected. 

The Developing Communities wildlands cover types could support sensitive natural communities, 
which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in oak woodland (including 
foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland), grassland, montane forest, open water, 
riparian, riverine, and wetland land covers (see Appendix BIO-2b). Although the sensitive natural 
communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, or other defining characteristics are 
unknown at this time, implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects would 
result in the loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain special-status 
plants and wildlife, could affect wildland land covers such as grasslands, oak woodlands, wetlands, 
riparian, riverine and open water, and montane forest habitat that may support sensitive natural 
communities, and could affect jurisdictional wetlands within Developing Communities, this impact 
is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, 
and BIO-1e are described below. 

Rural Residential Communities 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Rural Residential Communities is 
provided in Chapter 2 – Project Description.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation improvements associated with Rural Residential 
Communities could result in impacts to habitats (both wildland and agricultural) that are known to 
contain or have the potential to contain special-status plant and wildlife species. The Rural 
Residential Communities area is known to support 12 special-status plant and 21 special-status 
wildlife species (see Appendix BIO-2). Effects on special-status species or their habitat could result 
in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation.  
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The land use changes in Rural Residential Communities could result in a total of 4,664 acres of 
potential effects on wildland habitats and 98 acres of agricultural land (as shown in Table 6.8). The 
potential effect from transportation infrastructure expansion is much smaller at 197 acres of 
wildland and 21 acres of agricultural land. Combined, the land use and transportation changes in 
Rural Residential Communities convert 4,980 acres or approximately 0.2 percent of potential special-
status species habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Wildland habitats in the Rural Residential 
Communities region provide habitat for special-status species, some of which are endemic specific 
habitat such as vernal pools. Implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects 
would result in the conversion of habitats that support special-status species. 

The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in Rural Communities is montane forest. 
Land use changes and transportation projects in Residential Communities could result in impacts to 
2,636 acres of montane forest habitat, or 0.2 percent of montane forest habitat in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area; transportation project only account for 72 acres of this impact. Montane 
habitats provide food, water, shelter and sites for breeding and rearing of offspring, but also provide 
habitat minerals and other nutritional and physiological requirements of plants. The same species 
listed in the regional impact for montane forest could be affected by the conversion of montane 
habitat in Rural Communities that could lead to a reduction of local population size of the species, 
including lowered reproductive success through habitat fragmentation. 

The second-largest habitat impacted in Rural Residential Communities is oak woodlands. Rural 
Residential Communities land use changes and transportation projects could affect approximately 
536 acres of oak woodland habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak 
woodland land cover types). This affected oak woodland habitat acreage represents approximately 
0.2 percent of the available oak woodland habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. As with 
regional impacts, conversion of oak woodland habitat could affect sensitive species that depend on 
this habitat type. Although the condition and function of the oak woodlands at the Rural Residential 
Communities is not known at this level of analysis, conversion of oak woodlands would result in a 
reduction of available habitat needed for special-status plant and wildlife species. 

The next-largest habitat impacted by proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Rural 
Residential Communities is grassland habitat. Land use changes could affect 858 acres of grassland, 
whereas transportation projects could affect 93 acres of grassland habitat, both acreages combined 
represent 0.2 percent of the available grassland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
Grassland habitat in the Rural Communities could support special-status plant and wildlife such as 
heartscale, Hartweg’s golden sunburst, burrowing owl, vernal pool invertebrates and California tiger 
salamander (if wetlands are present). Removal of occupied habitat could affect special-status species. 

Rural Residential Communities land use could affect approximately 397 acres of chaparral habitats. 
This affected chaparral habitat acreage represents approximately 0.2 percent of the available 
chaparral habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Conversion of chaparral habitat could result 
in chaparral habitat fragmentation, which in turn could affect special-status species by reducing the 
species population size. 

Proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Rural Residential Communities could 
result in the conversion of 242 acres of wetland habitat, which represents less than 0.1 percent of all 
wetlands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. The proposed land use changes and transportation 
projects could result in impacts to 30 acres of riparian habitat or less than 0.1 percent of riparian 
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habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area and 1 acre of riverine habitat or less than 0.1 percent of 
riverine habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Only land use changes could affect open water 
habitat, accounting by 36 acres, or less than 0.1 percent of open water habitat in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. Wetlands in the Rural Residential Communities could support special-status 
species such as vernal pool invertebrates, California tiger salamander, and California red-legged frog, 
Riparian habitat could provide breeding and foraging habitat for wildlife like the yellow-billed 
magpie, ringtail, bobcat and bats. Riverine habitat could provide suitable breeding and rearing 
habitat for fish, including salmon and steelhead. Furthermore, these wetland habitats may be 
federally protected wetlands. Implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects 
would result in the fill of protected wetlands, conversion of riparian habitat or impacts to riverine 
habitat. 

Land uses changes could affect 18 acres of barren, and 15 acres of scrub habitat, representing less 
than 0.1percent of barren habitat, and 0.5 percent of scrub habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan 
area. Barren habitat could support serpentinite soils, which provide suitable habitat for endangered 
or threatened plant species such as Pine Hill flannelbush and Layne’s ragwort. Conversion of barren 
habitat could reduce the available habitat for these species. Scrub habitat could support bent-
flowered fiddleneck, Sheldon’s sedge, and Palmate-bracted bird’s-beak. Reduction or conversion of 
barren and scrub habitat could fragment available habitat for special-status plant and wildlife species. 

The land use changes in Rural Residential Communities could potentially affect critical habitat for 
California red-legged frog and steelhead. The transportation investments in Rural Residential 
Communities would not affect critical habitat for federally-listed species (as shown in Table 6.9). 
Although the critical habitat components and quality within the Rural Residential Communities is 
not known at this level of analysis, the area may contain the primary constituent elements of critical 
habitat for these species.  

The Rural Communities wildlands cover types could support sensitive natural communities, which 
include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in chaparral, oak woodland (including 
foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland), grassland, montane forest, open water, 
riparian, riverine, and wetland land covers (see Appendix BIO-2b). Although the sensitive natural 
communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, and other defining characteristics are 
unknown at this time, implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could 
result in the loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain special-status 
plant and wildlife, could wildland land cover such as chaparral, grasslands, oak woodlands, wetlands, 
open water, riparian, riverine habitat, and montane forest that could support sensitive natural 
communities, and could affect jurisdictional wetlands within Rural Residential Communities, this 
impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, 
BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS 
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this 
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast 
any development in this Community Type by 2036. Because no growth in these areas is included in 
the proposed MTP/SCS, no impacts to special-status species are expected. Therefore, the impacts 
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from land use in this Community Type are considered less than significant (LS), no mitigation is 
required. 

The proposed MTP/SCS will make a limited number of transportation investments in this 
Community Type by 2036. The focus for investments in these areas is on road maintenance, safety 
enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, and targeted capacity improvements to 
existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between urban areas. Since virtually no growth 
is assumed in the proposed MTP/SCS for this community type, the focus for investments is on road 
maintenance, safety enhancements, and other roadway operational improvements. 

The proposed MTP/SCS transportation improvements in Lands Not Identified for Development 
could result in the loss of habitats (both wildland and agricultural) that are known to contain or have 
the potential to contain 10 special-status plant species and 22 special-status wildlife species 
(Appendix BIO-2), sensitive natural communities, or federally protected wetlands. Effects these 
resources could result in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, habitat 
fragmentation, or loss of ecological function.  

The transportation investments in Lands Not Identified for Development in the proposed 
MTP/SCS could affect 441 acres of wildland habitats and 1,008 acres of agricultural lands (Table 
6.8). Combined, the wildland and agricultural impacts in Lands Not Identified for Development 
represent 0.05 percent of potential habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Wildland habitats in 
the Lands Not Identified for Development region provide habitat for special-status species, some of 
which are endemic specific habitat such as vernal pools. 

The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in Lands Not Identified for Development 
is grassland. Transportation projects could affect 272 acres of grassland habitat, which represent less 
than 0.1 percent of the available grassland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. The same 
plants and wildlife species described in the regional impact section could be affected by conversion 
of grassland habitat in Lands Not Identified for Development.  

Proposed transportation changes in Lands Not Identified for Development could result in impacts 
to 120 acres of wetland habitat, which represents less than 0.1 percent of all wetlands in the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area. The proposed transportation projects could result in impacts to 28 
acres of riparian habitat or less than 0.1 percent of riparian habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan 
area and 8 acres of riverine habitat or less than 0.1 percent of riverine habitat in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area. Transportation projects could affect 8 acres of open water habitat, or less than 
0.01 percent of open water habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Wetlands in the Lands Not 
Identified for Development could support special-status species such as vernal pool invertebrates, 
California tiger salamander, and California red-legged frog. Riparian habitat provides breeding and 
foraging habitat for wildlife like the yellow-billed magpie, ringtail, bobcat, and bats. Riverine and 
open water habitat could provide suitable breeding and rearing habitat for fish, including salmon and 
steelhead. Furthermore, some of these wetlands, open water and streams may be federally protected 
wetlands. Implementation of the proposed transportation projects would in the loss of protected 
wetlands. 

Transportation projects in Lands Not Identified for Development could affect approximately 3 
acres of oak woodland habitat (includes foothill woodland, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland 
land cover types).. This potentially impacted oak woodland habitat acreage represents less than 0.1 
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percent of the available oak woodland habitats in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. Oak woodland 
habitat in the Lands Not Identified for Development may support vegetation alliances or 
associations that are listed as sensitive natural communities. Implementation of transportation 
projects would result in the loss of sensitive natural communities.  

Proposed transportation projects in Lands Not Identified for Development would not affect barren, 
scrub, chaparral or montane forest habitats.  

The proposed MTP/SCS transportation improvements in Lands Not Identified for Development 
also potentially affect critical habitat for two federally-listed plant and five federally listed wildlife 
species. Critical habitat for both Sacramento Orcutt grass and Slender Orcutt grass, delta smelt, 
chinook salmon, steelhead, vernal pool fairy shrimp would be affected by the implementation of the 
proposed transportation projects (as shown in Table 6.9). Although the critical habitat components 
and quality within the Lands Not Identified for Development is not known at this level of analysis, 
implementation of transportation projects would result in removal or modification to critical habitat. 

Wildlands cover types within Lands Not Identified for Development could support sensitive natural 
communities, which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in grassland, 
riparian, riverine, and wetland land covers (see Appendix BIO-2b). Although the sensitive natural 
communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, other defining characteristics are unknown 
at this time, implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could result in the 
loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the transportation investments of the proposed MTP/SCS result in 
conversion of habitats that support or have the potential to support special-status plants and 
wildlife, could impact wildland cover habitat such as grasslands, riparian or riverine habitat that 
could support sensitive natural communities, and could affect jurisdictional wetlands within Lands 
Not Identified for Development, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation 
measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

Transit Priority Area Impacts 

Placer County Transit Priority Areas 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Placer County TPAs is provided in 
Chapter 2 – Project Description.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation improvements associated with Placer County 
TPAs could result in impacts to habitats (both wildland and agricultural) that are known to contain 
or have the potential to contain special-status plant and wildlife species (see Appendix BIO-2a). 
Effects on special-status species or their habitat (including sensitive natural communities) could 
result in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, or habitat fragmentation. 
Table 6.10 provides estimates of potential impacts to habitat resulting from land use changes and 
transportation investments intended to accommodate growth and travel in the three TPAs.   
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Table 6.10  
Potential Impacts to Habitat Areas by Transit Priority Area (acres) 

Land Cover 

Placer County TPAs Sacramento County TPAs Yolo County TPAs 
Land 
Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Agriculture 
Orchards and Vineyards 0 0 0 17 0 17 0 0 0 
Vineyard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Orchard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Deciduous Orchard 0 0 0 17 0 17 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 0 127 13 141 47 0 47 
Pasture 0 0 0 127 13 141 47 0 47 
Rice 0 0 0 387 50 437 0 0 0 
Rice 0 0 0 387 50 437 0 0 0 
Row and Field Crops 0 0 0 562 205 767 193 34 227 
Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Field Crop 0 0 0 67 9 76 82 5 86 
Row Crop 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Cropland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Deciduous Fruits/Nuts 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Grain/Hay Crops 0 0 0 0 0 0 111 10 121 
Irrigated Row/Field Crop 0 0 0 495 196 690 0 0 0 
Semiagriculture/Inciden
tal to Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 19 20 
Truck/Nursery 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Total Agriculture 0 0 0 1,093 268 1,361 241 34 275 
Wildlands 
Barren 0 0 0 7 6 14 0 0 0 
Barren 0 0 0 7 6 14 0 0 0 
Chaparral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Chamise-Redshank 
Chaparral* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mixed Chaparral* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Montane Chaparral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Chaparral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Foothill Woodland 4 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue Oak Woodland* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Foothill Pine-Oak 
Woodland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Interior Live Oak 
Woodland* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mixed Oak Woodland 4 2 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Grassland 5 0 5 519 196 715 10 0 10 
Annual Grassland* 5 0 5 519 196 715 10 0 10 
Perennial Grassland* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Montane Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Aspen Forest* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Douglas Fir Forest* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Eastside Pine Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lodgepole Pine Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood 
Forest* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood- 
Coniferous Forest* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Ponderosa Pine Forest* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Red Fir Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sierran Mixed Conifer 
Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
White Fir Forest 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Oak Savanah 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Valley Oak Savanah* 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Open Water 0 0 0 24 3 27 10 8 18 
Estuarine and Marine 
Deepwater* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Estuarine and Marine 
Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lacustrine 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lake* 0 0 0 12 0 12 0 0 0 
Lake/Pond 0 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 
Reservoir 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Water 0 0 0 0 3 3 5 0 5 
Open water 0 0 0 0 0 0 5 8 13 
Riparian* 0 4 4 54 64 118 10 4 14 
Montane Riparian* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Valley Foothill Riparian* 0 4 4 54 64 118 10 4 14 
Riverine* 0 0 0 3 19 22 0 0 0 
Stream/River/Creek 0 0 0 0 8 8 0 0 0 
Submerged Stream 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Riverine 0 0 0 3 11 14 0 0 0 
Scrub 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sagebrush Scrub* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Valley Oak Woodland 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 
Valley Oak Woodland* 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 
Wetland 0 0 0 80 26 105 0 0 0 
Freshwater Emergent 
Wetland* 0 0 0 19 5 24 0 0 0 
Freshwater 
Forested/Shrub 
Wetland* 0 0 0 14 15 29 0 0 0 
Freshwater Marsh 0 0 0   0 0 0 0 0 
Freshwater Pond 0 0 0 15 1 16 0 0 0 
Other   0 0 19 1 20 0 0 0 
Other Depressional 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 
Seasonal Wetlands 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 
Swale 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Swamp/Marsh* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool* 0 0 0 7 2 8 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool Complex 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool Complex: 
High Density 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool Complex: 
Low Density 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool Complex: 
Medium Density 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wet Meadow* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Urban Wetland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Seasonal Impoundment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Saline Emergent 
Wetland* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Slope Wetlands/Seeps 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Wetland Restoration 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Stock Ponds 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Total Wildlands   6 18 692 315 1,007 31 13 43 
TOTAL LAND COVER 12 6 18 1,785 583 2,368 271 47 318 

Note: Values are rounded. 
Source: USACE and SACOG, 2011; USFWS, 2015; Yuba-Sutter HCP/NCCP, 2009; Sacramento County, et al., 2008; 
Placer County Conservation Plan, 2011; County of El Dorado, 2014; Yolo HCP/HCCP, 2013; USFS, 2015; Compiled 
by SACOG and Ascent Environmental, 2015. 

The land use changes in Placer County TPAs could result in a total of 12 acres of potential impacts 
on wildland habitats (less than 0.1 percent of wildlands in Placer County) and no impacts on 
agricultural land. Transportation infrastructure expansion in Placer County TPAs would not result in 
impacts on agricultural land and only 6 acres of potential impacts on wildland habitat (less than 0.1 
percent of wildlands in Placer County. 

The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in the Placer County TPA is oak woodland. 
Land use changes in Placer County TPA area could convert 6 acres of oak woodland habitats 
(including foothill woodlands, oak savannah, and valley oak woodland cover types), which 
represents less than 0.1 percent of all oak woodlands in the Placer County TPA, transportation 
projects could affect 2 acres of oak woodland habitats, which is less than 0.1 percent of all oak 
woodlands in the Placer County TPA. Conversion of oak woodland habitat that could support 
special status-plants and wildlife could lead to loss of habitat. Furthermore, oak woodland habitat 
could support sensitive natural community vegetation alliances. Implementation of the land use 
changes and transportation projects would result in affects to sensitive natural communities. 

The second-greatest acreage habitat impact in this Community Type is to grassland habitat. Land use 
changes in Placer County could affect 5 acres of grassland habitat, whereas transportation projects 
would have no impact on grassland habitat. Grassland habitat provides habitat for California ground 
squirrels, American badgers, burrowing owls, golden eagles, Swainson’s hawks, and if wetlands are 
present within grassland habitat it provides habitat for California tiger salamander, California red-
legged frog and vernal pool invertebrates. Conversion of grassland habitat could lead to habitat 
fragmentation or removal of habitat.  

Transportation projects in Placer County TPA could affect approximately 4 acres of riparian habitat; 
there are no impacts on riparian habitat from land use changes. The potentially impacted riparian 
habitat represents less than 0.1 percent of the available riparian habitat in Placer County TPA. 
Riparian habitat is also a sensitive natural community due to its limited distribution. Although the 
condition, composition and quality of the riparian area in the Placer County TPA is not known at 
this level of analysis, implementation of the transportation changes would result in the removal of 
riparian habitat. Riparian habitat is associated with streams, lakes or other wetlands that may be 
federally-protected. Although the proposed transportation projects and land uses changes within 
Placer County TPA would not affect wetlands directly, removal of riparian habitat could result in 
physical changes that may have an indirect effect on federally protected wetlands such as an increase 
in siltation, accidental fill and increase in temperature. 

The forecasted land use changes or transportation investments in the Placer County TPA would 
have no effect on barren, chaparral, montane forest. Because no growth in these habitats is included 
in the Placer County TPA, no impact to these habitats is identified.  

The forecasted land use changes and/or transportation investments in Placer County TPAs in the 
proposed MTP/SCS could affect steelhead critical habitat. Table 6.11 provides estimates of potential 
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impacts to critical habitat resulting from land use changes or transportation investments in the three 
TPAs. The condition and state of the riverine habitat where the critical habitat has been designated 
in Placer County TPA is not known at this level of analysis, however, primary constituent elements 
of critical habitat for steelhead may be affected if the land use changes and/or transportation 
investments are implemented. 

Table 6.11 
Potential Impacts to Critical Habitat for Federally Listed Species by Transit Priority Area (acres) 

Species with Critical Habitat Placer County TPAs Sacramento County 
TPAs Yolo County TPAs 

Fish    
Delta smelt 0 126 956 
Chinook salmon 0 9 0 
Steelhead 8 11 0 
Invertebrates    
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle 0 9 0 

Source: USFWS 2014a; Compiled by SACOG, 2015. 

Wildlands cover types within Placer County TPA could support sensitive natural communities, 
which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in grassland, valley oak savannah, 
and riparian habitats (see Appendix BIO-3). Although the sensitive natural communities’ vegetation 
composition, quality, substrate, or other defining characteristics are unknown at this time, 
implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could result in the loss of 
sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain special-status 
plants, wildlife, sensitive natural communities such as riparian habitat, and could affect indirectly 
federally protected wetlands within Placer County TPAs, this impact is considered potentially 
significant (PS). Mitigation measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described 
below. 

Sacramento County Transit Priority Areas 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Sacramento County TPAs is provided in 
Chapter 2 – Project Description.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation improvements associated with Sacramento 
County TPAs could result in affects to 1,007 acres wildlands habitat and 1,361 acres of agricultural 
habitat that are known to contain or have the potential to contain special-status plants and wildlife 
species (see Appendix BIO-2).  Effects on special-status species or their habitat (including sensitive 
natural communities) could result in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive 
success, or habitat fragmentation. 

The land use changes in Sacramento County TPAs could affect 692 acres wildland habitats and 
1,093 acres of agricultural land (as shown in Table 6.10). The potential affect from transportation 
infrastructure expansion is much smaller at 315 acres of wildland and 268 acres of agricultural land. 
Combined, the land use and transportation changes in Sacramento County TPAs could convert 
2,368 acres or 0.5 percent of potential special-status plant and wildlife habitat in the Sacramento 
County TPA. 
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The habitat type with the greatest acreage habitat impact in the Sacramento County TPA is grassland 
habitat. Land use changes would affect 519 acres of grassland, whereas transportation projects 
would affect 196 acres of grassland habitat, both acreages combined represent 0.4 percent of the 
available grassland habitat in the Sacramento County TPA. The same species described in the Placer 
County TPA could be affected by the conversion of grassland habitat in the Sacramento County 
TPA.  

The proposed Sacramento County TPA land use changes and transportation projects could result in 
impacts to 118 acres of riparian habitat or less than 1.1 percent of riparian habitat in the Sacramento 
County TPA and 22 acre of riverine habitat or 0.1 percent of riverine habitat in the Sacramento 
County TPA. Riparian habitat is considered a sensitive natural community and riverine habitat may 
be federally protected water.  Although the condition, composition and quality of the riparian and 
riverine habitat in Sacramento County TPA is not known at this level of analysis, implementation of 
the proposed land use changes and transportation projects would result in the loss of riparian habitat 
and potential fill of federally protected water.  

Proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Sacramento County TPA could result in 
impacts to 105 acres of wetland habitat, which represents less than 0.1 percent of all wetland 
habitats in the Sacramento County TPA. Land use changes could result in impacts to 24 acres of 
open water habitat, whereas transportation projects could affect 3 acres. These combined acreages 
represent about 0.3 percent of the available open water habitat in the Sacramento County TPA. 
Wetland habitats in the Sacramento County TPA could provide suitable habitat for vernal pool 
invertebrates, vernal pool plants such as Succulent owl’s clover, dwarf downingia, California tiger 
salamander, western spadefoot, giant garter snake, and western pond turtle, and provide suitable 
breeding and foraging habitat for waterfowl, some raptors and bats. Some wetlands also provide 
rearing habitat for salmon and steelhead before they moved onto open water habitat. Conversion of 
wetland habitat would lead to a reduction of available habitat for these species, which in turn could 
affect their ability to obtain food and could lead to lower reproductive success. Furthermore, 
wetlands within Sacramento County TPA may be federally protected wetlands and waters. 
Implementation of the proposed land use changes and transportation projects would result in the 
loss of federally protected wetlands and waters and result in the loss of special-status species. 

Sacramento County TPA land use changes could affect approximately 6 acres of oak woodland 
habitat. This potentially affected oak woodland habitat acreage represents approximately 0.1 percent 
of the available oak woodland habitats in the Sacramento County TPA. Conversion of oak 
woodland habitat that could support special status-plants and wildlife could lead to loss of habitat. 
Loss of habitat that could affect special-status species due to habitat fragmentation, loss of foraging, 
denning and rearing habitat. 

The forecasted land use changes or transportation investments in the Sacramento County TPA 
would have no impact on chaparral, scrub, or montane forest habitats. Because no growth in these 
habitats is included in Sacramento County TPA, no impact to these habitats is identified.  

The proposed MTP/SCS plan area includes designated critical habitats for four federally listed 
species. The land use changes and/or transportation improvements in Sacramento County TPAs 
could affect critical habitat for valley elderberry longhorn beetle, delta smelt, chinook salmon and 
steelhead. Table 6.11 provides estimates of potential impacts to critical habitat resulting from land 
use changes or transportation investments in Sacramento County TPA. The condition and state of 



 

MTP/SCS 2016 Sacramento Area Council of Governments 
Draft Environmental Impact Report Biological Resources – Page 6–65 

the riparian and riverine habitat where the critical habitat has been designated in Sacramento County 
TPA is not known at this level of analysis, however, implementation of the proposed land use and 
transportation projects would remove or result in adverse modification of critical habitat. 

Wildlands cover types within Sacramento County TPA could support sensitive natural communities, 
which include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in grassland, valley oak woodland, 
wetland, open water, and riparian habitats (see Appendix BIO-3). Although the sensitive natural 
communities’ vegetation composition, quality, substrate, or other defining characteristics are 
unknown at this time, implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could 
result in the loss of sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the potential to contain special-status 
plants and wildlife, could impact wildlands cover types such as grasslands, oak woodlands, riparian 
habitat that could support sensitive natural communities, and could affect jurisdictional wetlands 
within Sacramento County TPAs, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation 
measures BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

Yolo County Transit Priority Areas 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the Yolo County TPAs is provided in 
Chapter 2 – Project Description.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation improvements associated with Yolo County 
TPAs could result in affects to 43 acres wildlands habitat and 275 acres of agricultural habitat that 
are known to contain or have the potential to contain special-status plants and wildlife species (see 
Appendix BIO-2). Effects on special-status species or their habitat (including sensitive natural 
communities) could result in a reduction in local population size, lowered reproductive success, or 
habitat fragmentation.  

The land use changes in Yolo County TPAs could convert 31 acres of wildland habitats and 241 
acres of agricultural land (as shown in Table 6.10). The potential impact from transportation 
infrastructure expansion is much smaller at 13 acres of wildland and 34 acres of agricultural land. 
Combined, the land use and transportation changes in Yolo County TPAs convert 318 acres or 0.1 
percent of potential special-status species habitat in Yolo County TPAs. 

The proposed land use and transportation changes could convert 14 acres of riparian habitat or 0.1 
percent of riparian habitat in the Yolo County TPA (transportation projects only account for 4 
acres). Land use changes could affect 10 acres of open water habitat, ands transportation projects 
could affect 8 acres. These combined acreages represent about 0.1 percent of the available open 
water habitat in the Yolo County TPA. Riparian habitat is a sensitive natural community due to its 
restricted range throughout the state, and although the quality and condition of the riparian habitat 
is not known, implementation of the proposed land use changes and transportation projects would 
result in the loss of riparian habitat. Similarly, open water habitats may be federally protected waters 
and implementation of the proposed transportation and land use projects would result in fill of 
protected waters. 

Land use changes could affect 10 acres of grassland, whereas transportation projects would have no 
impact on grassland habitat, the impacted acreage represents less than 0.1 percent of the available 
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grassland habitat in the Yolo County TPA. Grassland habitat provides suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat for diverse species including burrowing owl, Swainson’s hawk, American badger. Plant 
species with the potential to occur include Adobe lily, Red Bluff dwarf rush, Coulter’s goldfields and 
wooly-headed lessingia.  

Proposed land use changes and transportation projects in Yolo County TPA would have no impacts 
to wetland, barren, oak woodland, riverine, chaparral, montane forest, or scrub habitat. Because no 
growth in these habitats is included in Yolo County TPA, no impact to these habitats is expected.  

Yolo County TPA also supports a number of critical habitats for federally listed species. The land 
use changes and/or transportation investments in Yolo County TPAs propose projects that could 
affect critical habitat for delta smelt, chinook salmon and steelhead. Table 6.11 provides estimates of 
potential impacts to critical habitat resulting from land use changes or transportation investments in 
Yolo County TPA. The condition and state of critical habitat in Yolo County TPA is not known at 
this level of analysis, however, implementation of the proposed land use changes and transportation 
projects would result in the removal or adverse modification of critical habitat. 

Wildlands cover types within Yolo County TPA could support sensitive natural communities, which 
include vegetation alliances and associations typically found in grassland, open water, and riparian 
habitats (see Appendix BIO-2b). Although the sensitive natural communities’ vegetation 
composition, quality, substrate, or other defining characteristics are unknown at this time, 
implementation of the land use changes and transportation projects could result in the loss of 
sensitive natural communities. 

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation investments of the proposed 
MTP/SCS in the Yolo County TPAs result in conversion of habitats that contain or have the 
potential to contain special-status plants or wildlife species, wildlands habitats such as grasslands, 
riparian, open water habitats that could support sensitive natural communities, and could affect 
jurisdictional wetlands within Yolo County TPAs, this impact is considered potentially significant 
(PS). Mitigation measure BIO-1a, BIO-1b, BIO-1c, BIO-1d, and BIO-1e are described below. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

As part of planning, design, and engineering for projects that result from the proposed MTP/SCS, 
the implementing agency shall ensure that biological resources are treated in accordance with 
applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. SACOG does not have authority to require 
the implementing agencies to adopt the identified mitigation measures; the mitigation measures are 
within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency. However, implementation of the 
following mitigation measures at a project level would reduce the impacts to biological resources and 
agencies with jurisdiction to adopt these measures should do so (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081). 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1a: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status plant species. 

Measures that shall be implemented at a project-level, where feasible and necessary to address site-
specific impacts, to reduce the impacts to special-status plant species include but are not limited to:  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
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covered species the following shall apply, dependent on the findings of project specific 
biological resources assessment. 

 Biological resources assessments for specific projects proposed will be prepared in areas 
containing, or likely to contain, habitat for special-status plants.  

 Prior to project initiation and during the blooming period for the special-status plant 
species with potential to occur in the proposed project site, a qualified botanist will 
conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants in areas where potentially suitable 
habitat would be removed or disturbed by project activities. If no special-status plants are 
found, the botanist will document the findings in a letter report to USFWS, CDFW, and 
the implementing agency.  

 If special-status plant species are found that cannot be avoided during construction, the 
project applicant will consult with CDFW and/or USFWS, as appropriate depending on 
species status, to determine the appropriate mitigation measures for direct and indirect 
impacts that could occur as a result of project construction and will implement the 
measures to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or individuals. Measures may include 
preserving and enhancing existing populations, creating offsite populations on project 
mitigation sites through seed collection or transplantation, and/or restoring or creating 
suitable habitat in sufficient quantities to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat and/or 
individuals. A mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed describing how 
unavoidable losses of special-status plants will be compensated. 

 If relocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the plan will include details on the 
methods to be used, including collection, storage, propagation, receptor site preparation, 
installation, long-term protection and management, monitoring and reporting 
requirements, success criteria, and remedial action responsibilities should the initial effort 
fail to meet long-term monitoring requirements. 

 Success criteria for preserved and compensatory populations will include: 

 The extent of occupied area and plant density (number of plants per unit area) in 
compensatory populations will be equal to or greater than the affected occupied 
habitat. 

 Compensatory and preserved populations will be self-producing. Populations will be 
considered self-producing when: 

 plants reestablish annually for a minimum of five years with no human 
intervention such as supplemental seeding; and 

 reestablished and preserved habitats contain an occupied area and flower density 
comparable to existing occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types in the project 
vicinity. 

 If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation 
credits, or other offsite conservation measures, the details of these measures will be 
included in the mitigation plan, including information on responsible parties for long-term 
management, conservation easement holders, long-term management requirements, 
success criteria such as those listed above and other details, as appropriate to target the 
preservation of long term viable populations. 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1b: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status wildlife 
species. 

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific impacts, to 
reduce the impacts to special-status wildlife species include but are not limited to:  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply, dependent on the findings of the project specific 
biological resources assessment. 

 A biological resources assessment for specific project proposed will be prepared in areas 
containing, or likely to contain, habitat for special-status species in areas where potentially 
suitable habitat would be removed or disturbed by project activities.  

 Where federally or stated listed species will be affected by construction activities, the 
project applicant will adhere to regulatory guidelines and policies that identify specific 
avoidance and minimization measures to insure that these actions do not result in the take 
of a listed species, except as authorized under a USFWS Biological Opinion or Incidental 
Take Permit or a CDFG Incidental Take Permit. 

 If special-status species or their habitat are found and cannot be avoided during 
construction, the project applicant will consult with CDFW, USFWS, and/or NMFS, as 
appropriate depending on species status, to determine the appropriate avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation measures for direct and indirect impacts that could occur as a 
result of project construction and will implement the measures to minimize the impact. 
Minimization and mitigation measures may include implementation of seasonal work 
windows to avoid or minimize impacts to wildlife species, implementation of a workers 
environmental awareness training, implementation of buffer areas to minimize 
disturbance, biological construction monitoring, and preservation, restoration, or creation 
of special-status wildlife habitat, where appropriate and feasible. If habitat compensation is 
required, mitigation will occur at an agency approved mitigation bank or through 
individual mitigation locations as approved by USFWS and/or CDFW. Examples of 
representative minimum replacement rations are presented below in Table 6.12. A 
mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed describing how unavoidable losses of 
special status wildlife will be compensated. The mitigation and monitoring plan will 
include how the site will be monitored and the duration of monitoring until the mitigation 
is considered to be successful.  

 All mitigation areas should be preserved in perpetuity through either fee ownership or a 
conservation easement held by a qualified conservation organization or agency, 
establishment of a preserve management plan, and guaranteed long-term funding for site 
preservation through the establishment of a management endowment.  
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Table 6.12  
Examples of Minimum Replacement Ratios and Typical Mitigation for Wildlife Habitat 

Species Creation/Restoration Mitigation Component 
Vernal pool fairy shrimp and vernal pool 
tadpole (would mitigate for other vernal 
pool species)1 

Preservation: 2:1 (for direct or indirect impacts) in approved banks, 3:1 in 
non-bank.*  
Creation/ Restoration: 1:1 (2:1 if based on Service evaluation of site-specific 
conservation values) in approved banks, 2:1 in non-bank.*  
*Mitigation ratios for non-bank mitigation may be adjusted to approach those 
for banks based on Service evaluation. 

Valley elderberry longhorn beetle2  Transplant directly affected shrubs to a USFWS approved conservation bank 
and purchase conservation credits depending on stem size and shrub location 
Plant seedlings and associated riparian at stem placement ratios from 1:1 to 
8:1, depending on stem size and shrub location. 

California tiger salamander No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation. 
California red-legged frog No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation. 
Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog No net loss of habitat through restoration, preservation, or compensation. 
Giant garter snake3 Preservation: All replacement habitat must include both upland and aquatic 

habitat at a ratio of 2:1 upland acres to aquatic acres 
Creation/Restoration: From 1:1 to 3:1 depending on nature of impact. 

Burrowing owl4 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each pair relocated on site; 9.75 to 19.5 
Varies depending on site conditions, consultation with CDFW is required. 
Create artificial burrows if necessary. Prepare a mitigation management plan 
and vegetation management goals in consultation with CDFW. 

Swainson’s hawk5 Depending on nest location with respect to project (typically 0.5:1 to 1.5:1), or 
participate in County sponsored Swainson’s Hawk Mitigation Program if 
developed. 

1 Mitigation ratios are based on the Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 
404 Permits for Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans Within the Jurisdiction of 
the Sacramento Field Office, California (Service file number 1-1-96-F-1) (USFWS, 1996). 
2 Conservation Guidelines for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999). 
3 Programmatic Consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with Relatively Small 
Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San Joaquin, Solano, 
Stanislaus, Sutter and Yolo Counties, California (Service file number 1-1-F-97-149) (USFWS, 1997). 
4 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012). 
5 Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks (Buteo swainsoni) in the Central Valley of 
California (CDFG, 1994). 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2015. 

The implementing agency would require applicants to mitigate at the above ratios or greater 
depending on habitat quality, other impacts to the species, and other factors deemed important by 
the resources agencies. 

The following are species specific mitigation measures typically implemented and implementation 
will be dependent on the findings of project-specific biological resources assessment.  

Vernal Pool Invertebrates 
If the proposed project identifies the potential for special status vernal pool invertebrates to be 
affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and 
necessary to avoid site-specific impacts: 

 Prior to project construction, the implementing agencies will consult with the USACE and 
USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA and retain a Biologist to conduct vernal pool 
invertebrate surveys within the proposed project and within 250 feet from the edge of the 
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proposed project to evaluate direct and indirect effects to vernal pools as provided in the 
Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits 
for Projects with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the 
Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office, California (USFWS, 1996).  

 A worker environmental awareness training will be conducted to inform onsite 
construction personnel regarding the potential presence of listed species and the 
importance of avoiding impacts to these species and their habitat. 

 The implementing agencies will secure any necessary take authorization prior to project 
construction through formal consultation between USACE and USFWS pursuant to 
Section 7 of the ESA, and will implement all measures included in the Biological Opinion 
issued by USFWS. 

 Habitat Preservation: The implementing agencies will compensate for direct effects of the 
project on the habitat for vernal pool invertebrates at a sufficient ration for no net loss of 
habitat function or acreage, by purchasing vernal pool preservation credits from a USFWS-
approved conservation bank, or from another USFWS-approved conservation bank. 
Compensation credits will be purchased prior to any ground-disturbing activities. 

 Habitat Creation: The implementing agencies will compensate for the direct effects of the 
project on the habitat for vernal pool crustaceans at a sufficient ratio for no net loss of 
habitat function or acreage, by purchasing vernal pool creation credits from a USFWS-
approved conservation bank, or from another USFWS-approved conservation bank. 

 For seasonal wetlands and drainages that will be retained in the project area (i.e., those not 
proposed to be filled), a minimum setback of at least 50 feet from these features will be 
avoided in the project area. The buffer area will be fenced with high visibility construction 
fencing prior to commencement of ground-disturbing activities, and will be maintained for 
the duration of construction activities.  

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 
If the proposed project identifies potential for valley elderberry longhorn beetle or identifies 
elderberry shrubs to be affected by project activities the following measures will be implemented: 

 Prior to any ground disturbing activities, a qualified Biologist will identify all elderberry 
shrubs within the footprint and a 100-foot buffer around of the proposed activity. The 
qualified Biologist will survey potentially affected shrubs for valley elderberry longhorn 
beetle (VELB) exit holes in stems greater than one inch in diameter. 

 If elderberry shrubs are found on or adjacent to the site, a 100-foot wide avoidance buffer 
(measured from the dripline of the plant) will be established around all elderberry shrubs 
with stems greater than 1-inch diameter at ground level and will be clearly identified in the 
field by staking, flagging, or fencing. No construction activities involving mechanized 
equipment will occur within the buffer areas. Human access may be permitted in the 
buffer, provided that it does not cause disturbance to the shrubs.  

 If impacts to VELB habitat cannot be avoided, the implementing agencies will consult 
with USFWS to determine appropriate compensation ratios. Compensatory mitigation 
measures will be consistent with the Conservation Guidelines for Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999), or current guidance. 
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 Compensatory mitigation for adverse effects may include the transplanting of elderberry 
shrubs during the dormant season (November 1 to February 15), if feasible, to an area 
protected in perpetuity as well as required additional elderberry and associated native 
plantings as approved by the USFWS. 

 If off-site compensation includes dedication of conservation easements, purchase of 
mitigation credits, or other off-site conservation measures, the details of these measures 
will be included in the mitigation plan and must occur with full endowments for 
management in perpetuity. The plan will include information on responsible parties for 
long-term management, holders of conservations easements, long-term management 
requirements, and other details, as appropriate, for the preservation of long-term viable 
populations.  

Amphibians and Reptiles 
If the proposed project identifies potential for special status amphibians or reptiles (e.g., California 
tiger salamander (CTS), California red-legged frog (CRLF), Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog 
(SNYLF), foothill yellow-legged frog (FYLF), western spadefoot toad (WST), giant garter snake 
(GGS), coast horned lizard (CHL) or western pond turtle (WPT)) to be affected by project activities, 
the following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to avoid site-specific 
impacts: 

 A habitat assessment will be conducted following USFWS and/or CDFW guidance on site 
assessments and field surveys for the suspected species. If no guidance has been developed 
(e.g. SNYLF, CHL), the implementing agencies will consult with CDFW and/or USFWS, 
as appropriate depending on species status, to determine the appropriate survey protocol. 
The findings of the survey(s) will be provided to the USFWS and CDFW, as appropriate 
to the species regulatory status.  

 For projects that may result in take of federally listed species (e.g., CRLF, CTS, SNYLF, 
and GGS), USFWS will be consulted. CDFW will also be consulted regarding take of 
species that are also state listed (e.g., CRLF, CTS, and SNYLF). 

 GGS - The activities may qualify to use the “Programmatic Formal Consultation for U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with Relatively Small Effects on the 
Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento, San 
Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter and Yolo Counties, California” (USFWS, 1999). The 
Habitat Replacement & Restoration Guidelines (Appendix A), Items Necessary for Formal 
Consultation (Appendix B), Avoidance & Minimization Measures During Construction 
(Appendix C), and Monitoring Requirements (Appendix D) will be followed. 

 The following measures will be implemented, at a minimum, in addition to any measures 
identified through consultation with USFWS, pursuant to ESA, and CDFW, pursuant to 
CESA. 

California tiger salamander and California red-legged frog minimization measures: 

 No later than 30 days prior to commencement of any construction activities between 
October 15 and May 15, including land clearing, in that portion of the site identified as 
potential dispersal habitat for CTS, and CRLF, exclusion fencing will be installed along the 
perimeter of that portion of the project site identified as dispersal habitat. One-way escape 
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funnels will be installed at ground level every 50 feet within the exclusion fencing to allow 
any migrating amphibian or reptile within the project area to pass through the exclusion 
fencing. If construction activities occur between October 15 and May 15, the exclusion 
fencing will be maintained intact through May 15. No exclusion fencing is required if no 
construction activities occur between October 15 and May 15 within that portion of the 
project site identified as potential dispersal habitat. 

 A qualified Biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey prior to commencement of 
construction activities, including land clearing, within that portion of the project site 
identified as potential dispersal habitat. If any special-status amphibian or reptile is 
identified on-site, work in the vicinity of the individual will not commence until the 
individual has been removed from the project site by a qualified Biologist and released 
near a suitable habitat or burrow at least 300 feet from the project site. Any aestivation 
burrows (defined as two or more small mammal burrows greater than 1 inch in diameter 
within a 10-footdiameter area within the identified dispersal habitat) will be excavated by 
hand and individual animals released near a suitable burrow at least 300 feet from the 
project site. 

 Vegetation will be hand cleared in areas where CTS and/or CRLF are suspected to occur. 

 Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals. Trenches and 
holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps (maximum slope of 2:1) to 
allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes or trenches. Holes and trenches will be 
inspected prior to filling. 

 A qualified Biologist will conduct a survey daily during initial construction and land 
clearing activities in that portion of the project site identified as potential dispersal habitat. 
If special-status amphibians or reptiles are found, the Biologist will implement the same 
removal methods identified in the above paragraph. 

 From October 15 to May 31 within the potential dispersal habitat identified on the project 
site, minimize operation of project vehicles and equipment at night off established roads 
during rain events and within 24 hours following rain events, and check under vehicles 
parked overnight off established roads before operation. 

Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog minimization measures: 

 A qualified Biologist will conduct a pre-construction survey prior to commencement of 
construction activities, including land clearing, within that portion of the project site 
identified as potential dispersal habitat. If any special-status amphibian or reptile is 
identified on-site, work in the vicinity of the individual will not commence until the 
individual has left the site or has been removed from the project site by a qualified 
Biologist and released near a suitable habitat at least 300 feet from the project site.  

 A qualified biologist will be present during the grubbing and clearing activities in the 
riparian and aquatic habitat in the project area. 

 For projects that include water work, egg and tadpole survey will be conducted. If SNYLF 
eggs or tadpoles are identified in the work area or within 250 feet downstream of the work 
area, USFWS and CDFW will be notified and the water quality will be monitored so that 
the activity does not directly or indirectly disturb eggs or tadpoles. 
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Giant garter snake minimization measures: 

 All ground-disturbing construction activities within 200 feet of aquatic habitat (e.g., 
irrigation ditches, low flowing streams, and associated seasonal wetlands) suitable for giant 
garter snakes will be conducted during the snake’s active season of May 1 to October 1 so 
that snakes can move and avoid danger. For any construction outside of this period, 
USFWS will be consulted to determine whether additional measures are necessary to avoid 
or minimize potential impacts during the inactive season and avoid take. 

 GGS habitat within or adjacent to the Project site will be flagged, staked, or fenced and 
designated as a no-construction area. No activity will occur within this area and USFWS-
approved biological monitoring will be conducted to ensure that avoidance measures are 
being implemented. 

 Vegetation will be hand cleared in areas where GGS are suspected to occur. 

 Heavy equipment and vehicular movement within 200 feet of the banks of aquatic habitat 
will be restricted to existing access roads and the predetermined staging and construction 
sites to minimize habitat disturbance. 

 In areas where wetlands, irrigation ditches, or other potential giant garter snake habitats are 
being retained on the site: 

 A qualified Biologist will direct the installation of temporary exclusion fencing around 
suitable upland habitat within 200 feet of aquatic habitat to prevent giant garter snakes 
from entering the work area during construction. The fencing will be maintained for 
the duration of the construction activities; 

 Ground disturbance, spoils, and equipment storage and other project activities will not 
be allowed within the fenced area; and 

 The water quality will be maintained and construction runoff into wetland areas will be 
limited through the use of hay bales, filter fences, vegetative buffer strips, or other 
accepted equivalents. However, no plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar matting to 
control erosion that could entangle snakes will be placed in the project area. 

 If wetlands, irrigation ditches, or other potential giant garter snake habitat would be filled, 
the aquatic habitats will be dewatered at least 15 days before fill. Dewatering of aquatic 
habitat for construction purposes will not occur between October 1 and April 15, with the 
exception of any areas within a cofferdam, unless authorized by USFWS. Any dewatered 
habitat must remain dry for at least 15 consecutive days after April 15 and before 
excavation or filling of the dewatered habitat. If GGS are observed, the species will be 
allowed to move out of the area on its own and will not be captured or relocated unless 
authorized by USFWS. 

 Within 24 hours before beginning construction activities within 200 feet of suitable aquatic 
habitat for giant garter snakes, a qualified Biologist will inspect areas of anticipated 
disturbance for the presence of giant garter snakes. The construction area will be 
reinspected whenever a lapse in construction activity of two weeks or more has occurred. 
The monitoring Biologist will be available thereafter; if a snake is encountered during 
construction activities, the monitoring Biologist will have the authority to stop 
construction activities until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it is 
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determined that the snake will not be harmed. Giant garter snakes encountered during 
construction activities should be allowed to move away from construction activities on 
their own. 

 Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals. Trenches and 
holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps (maximum slope of 2:1) to 
allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes or trenches. Holes and trenches will be 
inspected prior to filling. 

 After completion of project-related construction activities, any temporary fill and 
construction debris will be removed, and wherever feasible, disturbed areas will be 
restored to pre-project conditions. For any fill or debris that could be used as snake 
refugia, removal will occur prior to giant garter snake inactive season (October 2 to April 
30), or potential refugia removed after that date must be surveyed for the presence of 
snakes by a qualified Biologist prior to removal. 

Western pond turtle minimization measures: 

 Pre-construction surveys for WPT will be conducted by a qualified Biologist 14 days 
before and 24 hours before the start of ground-disturbing activities where suitable habitat 
exists (e.g., along riparian areas and freshwater emergent wetlands). 

 If WPT or their nests are observed during pre-construction surveys, a qualified Biologist 
will be on-site to monitor construction in suitable WPT habitat. WPT found within the 
construction area will be allowed to leave of its own volition or it will be captured by a 
qualified Biologist and relocated out of harm’s way to the nearest suitable habitat 
immediately upstream or downstream from the Project site.  

 If WPT nests are identified in the work area during pre-construction surveys, a 300-foot 
no disturbance buffer will be established between the nest and any areas of potential 
disturbance. Buffers will be clearly marked with temporary exclusion fencing. Construction 
will not be allowed to commence in the exclusion area until hatchlings have emerged from 
the nest, or the nest is deemed inactive by a qualified Biologist. 

Coast horned lizard minimization measures: 

 Focused surveys for the coast horned lizard will be conducted within suitable habitat that 
may be temporarily disturbed or permanently affected. Survey will be conducted in 
September/October when the species is more active prior to winter hibernation. The 
surveys will be conducted in to maximize the likelihood of observing the species, and shall 
rely on a combination of several walking surveys at times of the day when coast horned 
lizards are most active. The estimated occupied area will be delineated on a map, flagged in 
the field, and made available to all project personnel for avoidance. 

 If avoidance is not feasible the implementing agency will consult with CDFW to develop a 
capture and relocation measures. 

 A qualified Biologist will direct the installation of temporary exclusion fencing around 
suitable to prevent coast horned lizard from entering the work area during construction. 
The fencing will be maintained for the duration of the construction activities; 
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 Ground disturbance, spoils, and equipment storage and other project activities will not be 
allowed within the fenced area; and 

 If coast horned lizard is found within the construction footprint, it will be allowed to 
move out of harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist will relocate the lizard 
outside of the construction impact area but within suitable habitat. 

 Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals. Trenches and 
holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps (maximum slope of 2:1) to 
allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes or trenches. Holes and trenches will be 
inspected prior to filling. 

Western spadefoot toad minimization measures: 

 For work conducted during the western spadefoot toad migration and breeding season 
(November 1 to May 31), a qualified Biologist will survey the active work areas (including 
access roads) in mornings following measurable precipitation events. Construction may 
commence once the Biologist has confirmed that no spadefoot toads are in the work area.  

 When feasible, there will be a 50-foot no-disturbance buffer around burrows that provide 
suitable upland habitat for western spadefoot toad. Burrows considered suitable for 
spadefoot will be identified by a qualified Biologist. The Biologist will delineate and mark 
the no-disturbance buffer. Burrows that cannot be avoided will be excavated by hand and 
individual animals released near a suitable burrow at least 300 feet from the project site. 

 If western spadefoot toad is found within the construction footprint, it will be allowed to 
move out of harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist will relocate the 
western spadefoot toad to the nearest burrow that is outside of the construction impact 
area.  

 Prior to beginning work each day, a qualified Biologist will inspect underneath equipment 
and stored pipes greater than 1.2 inches (3 cm) in diameter for western spadefoot toad. If 
any are found, they will be allowed to move out of the construction area under their own 
accord.  

 Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals. Trenches and 
holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps (maximum slope of 2:1) to 
allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes or trenches. Holes and trenches will be 
inspected prior to filling. 

Foothill yellow-legged frog minimization measures: 

 Exclusion fencing will be required for construction activities that occur within that portion 
of the project site identified as potential habitat. 

 If a FYLF is found within the construction footprint, it will be allowed to move out of 
harm’s way of its own volition or a qualified Biologist will relocate the frog to the nearest 
suitable habitat area that is outside of the construction impact area.  

 Trenches and holes will be covered and inspected daily for stranded animals. Trenches and 
holes deeper than one foot deep will contain escape ramps (maximum slope of 2:1) to 
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allow trapped animals to escape uncovered holes or trenches. Holes and trenches will be 
inspected prior to filling. 

 If in-stream work activities occur between April 1 and August 31, a FYLF egg and tadpole 
survey will be conducted. If FYLF eggs or tadpoles are identified in the work area or 
within 250 feet downstream of the work area, CDFW will be notified and the water quality 
will be monitored so that the activity does not directly or indirectly disturb eggs or 
tadpoles. 

Mammals 
Bats minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for bats or identifies a bat colony to be affected by 
project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to avoid 
site-specific impacts: 

 Surveys will be conducted to determine if areas of potential habitat are occupied by bats. 
These habitat types should be specifically surveyed if present within the project and within 
14 days prior to start of construction. Bats may utilize rocky outcrops; dense tree canopies; 
snags; bridges over creeks or water; mines, caves, or flumes; cave-like structures; and/or 
vacant buildings. Surveys may consist of a daytime pedestrian surveys looking for evidence 
of bat use (e.g., guano) and/or an evening emergence survey to note the presence or absence 
of bats. The type of survey will depend on the condition of the buildings or habitat. Bat 
detectors may be used to supplement survey efforts, but are not required. If no evidence of 
bat roosts are found, then no further study is required. If evidence of bat use is observed, the 
number and species of bats using the roost will be determined. 

 If surveys confirm bats daytime-roost will be affected by the project, a Bat Exclusion 
Plan will be developed by the implementing agency and submitted to CDFW for 
review and approval prior to its implementation. No bat exclusion will occur between 
March 1 and August 15 (depending on location) which coincides with the maternity 
season in California. 

 If a winter roost or a maternity roost is found, a 100-foot buffer will be created around 
a roost and no project related activities will occur within the buffer until a Biologist has 
determined that the roost is no longer in use. 

Badger minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for badger or identifies a badger den to be affected by 
project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to avoid 
site-specific impacts: 

 If during the biological resources assessment a badger burrow or den is found, a visual 
survey (i.e. direct observation, monitoring, trail camera, etc.) of the burrow or den will be 
conducted to determine if the burrow or den is in use. If the burrow or den is determined 
not to be in use, no further study is required. 

 If the burrow or den is found to be in use, the project applicant will consult with CDFW 
to determine the appropriate avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures for direct 
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and indirect impacts that could occur as a result of project construction and will 
implement the measures to achieve no net loss of occupied habitat or individuals. 
Minimization and mitigation measures may include implementation of seasonal work 
windows (i.e., avoiding the denning period) to avoid or minimize impacts to the species, 
implementation of buffer areas to minimize disturbance, biological construction 
monitoring, passive exclusion, and preservation, restoration, or creation of badger habitat. 

 If passive exclusion is use, no disturbance of active dens will take place when cubs may be 
present and dependent on parental care, as determined by a Biologist. If the Biologist 
determines that dens may be active but outside of the denning season, the entrances of the 
dens will be blocked with soil, sticks, and debris for three to five days to discourage the use 
of these dens prior to project disturbance activities. The den entrances will be blocked to 
an incrementally greater degree over the three to five-day period. After the qualified 
Biologist determines that special status mammals have stopped using the active dens, the 
dens will be hand-excavated with a shovel to prevent re-use during construction.  

Special-Status Forest Carnivores minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for special-status forest carnivores or their dens to be 
affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and 
necessary to avoid site-specific impacts: 

 Implementing agencies shall implement the following practices identified below for 
American marten, and apply the same survey practices to the Pacific fisher, Sierra Nevada 
red fox and California wolverine for land use changes and transportation projects within 
the range of these species. CDFW shall be notified of the results of the preconstruction 
surveys and establishment of buffers to avoid discovered dens. 

 Pre-project surveys for American marten den sites will be conducted by a wildlife Biologist 
in suitable denning habitat within 0.25 mile of vegetation removal, construction, and 
development activities. The results of the surveys shall be made available to CDFW for 
review and approval prior to site disturbance or construction activity.  

 If a potential den is located, an appropriate method will be used to determine whether the 
site is occupied by marten. Determination of suitability, and whether a pre-project survey 
is required, should be based on a reconnaissance field assessment of habitat conditions 
before initiating projects in these areas. 

 Survey Timing: April 1 to July 31: If an active marten den site is located during the pre-
project surveys or otherwise, notify CDFW. Delay project activities within 500 feet of the 
den during the sensitive denning season when activities could disturb rearing of young 
(April 1 through July 31). Although martens are active and can be surveyed year-round, 
this is considered the sensitive reproductive period that could overlap with timing of 
project activities. Generally, young are born between March and April, emerge from the 
den at about 50 days, and leave their mother in late summer.  

 Motorized vehicle or construction equipment use will be restricted within 0.25 mile of an 
active den or concentrated use area 
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Birds 
If the proposed project identifies potential for burrowing owl or identifies burrowing owl burrows 
to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where feasible and 
necessary to address site-specific impacts: 

 Pre-construction surveys for burrowing owls will be conducted in areas supporting 
potentially suitable habitat and within 30 days prior to the start of construction activities. If 
ground-disturbing activities are delayed or suspended for more than 30 days after the pre-
construction survey, the site will be resurveyed. The project Biologist will conduct surveys 
for burrowing owls in accordance with protocols established in the Staff Report on 
Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012).  

 If burrowing owls are detected, disturbance to burrows will be avoided during the nesting 
season (February 1 through August 31. Buffers will be established around occupied 
burrows in accordance with guidance provided in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation. Buffers around occupied burrows will be a minimum of 656 feet (200 meters) 
during the nesting season, and 160 feet (100 meters) during the non-breeding season.  

 Outside of the nesting season (February 1 through August 31), passive owl relocation 
techniques will be implemented if approved by CDFW. Owls would be excluded from 
burrows in the immediate impact zone within a 160-foot buffer zone by installing one-way 
doors in burrow entrances. These doors will be in place at least 48 hours prior to 
excavation to insure the owls have departed.  

 The work area will be monitored daily for one week to confirm owl departure from 
burrows prior to any ground-disturbing activities.  

 Where possible, burrows will be excavated using hand tools and refilled to prevent 
reoccupation. Sections of flexible plastic pipe will be inserted into the tunnels during 
excavation to maintain an escape route for any animals inside the burrow. 

Swainson’s hawk minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for Swainson’s hawk or identifies Swainson’s hawk 
nest(s) to be affected by project activities, the following measures will be implemented where 
feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts: 

 If construction activities occur between February 1 and August 31, the implementing 
agencies will conduct surveys for Swainson’s hawk in accordance with the Swainson’s 
Hawk Technical Advisory Committee 2000 guidelines (SHTAC, 2000), or current 
guidance. Surveys will cover a minimum of a 0.5-mile radius around the construction area. 
If nesting Swainson’s hawks are detected, a 0.5-mile no disturbance buffer will be 
established. Buffers will be maintained until a qualified Biologist has determined that the 
young have fledged and are no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival. 

 If potential nesting trees are to be removed during construction activities, removal will 
take place outside of Swainson’s hawk nesting season and the implementing agencies will 
develop a plan, in consultation with CDFW, to replace known nest trees at a ratio of 3:1. If 
replacement planting is implemented, monitoring will be conducted annually for five years 
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to assess the mitigation’s effectiveness. The plan will include a performance standard for 
the mitigation that results in a no net loss of nesting habitat. 

 If available, the implementing agencies will participate in a Swainson’s Hawk 
Mitigation Program to compensate for loss of foraging habitat. If no such program 
exist, the implementing agencies will consult with CDFW so that affected foraging 
habitat is replaced at a ratio that results in a no net loss of foraging habitat. 

Northern Goshawk and California Spotted Owl minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for northern goshawk, California spotted owl or 
identifies northern goshawk or California spotted owl nest to be affected by project activities, the 
following measures will be implemented where feasible and necessary to address site-specific 
impacts: 

Northern Goshawk 

 Pre-project surveys will be conducted in suitable nesting habitat within 0.25 mile of 
vegetation removal, construction, and development activities prior to site disturbance or 
construction activity. Surveys for northern goshawks will follow the Northern Goshawk 
Inventory and Monitoring Technical Guide (Woodbridge and Hargis 2006), or another 
appropriate method determined by the appropriate regulatory agency. Suitable nesting 
habitat and whether a pre-project protocol survey is required, should be based on a 
reconnaissance field assessment of habitat conditions by a qualified avian Biologist before 
initiating projects in these areas. For efficiency, this assessment could be conducted as part 
of the pre-project survey, as follows: if suitable habitat is present, continue by 
implementing the protocol survey; if suitable habitat is not present, no further (protocol) 
survey would be required. 

 Survey timing: June 1 to August 15 (broadcast acoustical surveys or intensive 
surveys/stand searches) or approximately March 1 to April 15 (dawn acoustical surveys): 
To avoid disturbances to or loss of active nest sites, between March 15 and August 15, 
delay project activities within 0.25 mile of (or at a distance directed by the appropriate 
regulatory agency) the nest to avoid disturbance until the nest is no longer active. Project 
activities include vegetation removal, earth moving, and construction. This buffer may be 
reduced through consultation with CDFW. This time frame is based on the California 
Forest Practice Rules guidelines and definition of “Critical Period” for northern goshawk. 

California Spotted Owl 

 Pre-project surveys will be conducted in suitable nesting habitat within 0.25 mile of 
vegetation removal, construction, and development activities prior to site disturbance or 
construction activity. Surveys for California spotted owl will follow the Protocol for 
Surveying for Spotted Owl in Proposed Management Activity Areas and Habitat 
Conservation Areas (USFS, 1993), or another appropriate method determined by the 
appropriate regulatory agency. Suitable habitat suitability, and whether a pre-project 
protocol survey is required, should be based on a reconnaissance field assessment of 
habitat conditions by a qualified avian Biologist before initiating projects in these areas. 
For efficiency, this assessment could be conducted as part of the pre-project survey, as 
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follows: if suitable habitat is present, continue by implementing the protocol survey; if 
suitable habitat is not present, no further (protocol) survey would be required. 

 Survey Timing: March 1 to August 31: To avoid disturbances to or loss of active nest sites, 
between March 1 and August 31, delay project activities within 0.25 mile of (or at a 
distance directed by the appropriate regulatory agency) the nest to avoid disturbance until 
the nest is no longer active. Project activities include vegetation removal, earth moving, 
and construction. This buffer may be reduced through consultation with CDFW. 

 The project applicant shall not remove any trees between September 1 and 
February 28 that contained active nest sites for California spotted owl or northern 
goshawk during the breeding season. Once a qualified Biologist has deemed a nest 
site inactive for two consecutive years, the restriction to protect the nest tree shall 
be lifted. 

Other raptors (e.g., white-tailed kite, northern harrier, owls), minimization measures: 

In order to eliminate or reduce impacts to nesting raptor the following mitigation measures are 
required where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts: 

 Conduct construction related activities near suitable raptor nesting habitat in the non-
breeding season (August 16 to February 14) to the extent practicable.  

 If project construction activities, including ground disturbing activities, vegetation 
trimming or tree removal are scheduled to occur between February 15 and August 15, a 
pre-construction survey will be conducted within a 500-foot radius of the site to survey for 
nesting raptors, including ground-nesting raptors (i.e., northern harrier). The survey(s) will 
occur within seven days of start of construction. If no nesting raptors are found, then no 
further mitigation is required. If nesting raptors are found the following measures will be 
implemented: 

 If nesting raptors are found, the nests and nest trees will be protected with a no 
construction buffer determined by the project Biologist so that “no take” occurs. The no 
construction buffer will remain until the young have fledged and are no longer reliant on 
the nest site or parental care or until the project Biologist determines that the nest is no 
longer in use. 

 If MBTA protected species are found nesting, the nests and nest tree/shrub/structure will 
be protected by a no-construction buffer as determined by the project Biologist so that 
“no take” occurs and/or until young have fledge and are no longer reliant on the nest site 
or parental care.  

Riparian, marsh, beach or bank nesting birds (e.g. western yellow-billed cuckoo, least Bell’s vireo, 
willow flycatcher, yellow warbler, yellow-headed blackbird, bank swallow, California least tern, 
western snowy plover, California clapper rail, California black rail ) minimization measures: 

If the proposed project identifies potential for special-status riparian, marsh, beach or bank nesting 
birds or identifies colonies or nests to be affected by project activities, the following measures will 
be implemented where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts: 
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 If western yellow-billed cuckoo, least Bell’s vireo, willow flycatcher, bank swallow, 
California least tern, western snowy plover, California clapper rail, California black rail or 
yellow warbler has the potential to be present within a work area, a qualified Biologist will 
make an initial site visit to determine if suitable habitat for the species exists within the 
vicinity of the project footprint. 

 Where suitable habitat is present, surveys will be conducted by Biologists adhering to 
guidance offered in Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo Natural History Summary and Survey 
Methodology (Halterman et al., 2009); Least Bell’s Vireo Survey Guidelines (USFWS, 
2001); A Survey Protocol for Willow Flycatcher in California (Bombay et al., 2003) and/or 
current industry standards and the implementing agencies will initiate consultation with 
USFWS and CDFW. 

 If nests are detected, the implementing agencies will establish buffers around nests that are 
sufficient to ensure that breeding is not likely to be disrupted or adversely impacted by 
construction. No-disturbance buffers around active nests will be a minimum of 250 feet, 
unless a qualified Biologist determines that smaller buffers would be sufficient to avoid 
impacts to nesting birds. Factors to be considered for determining buffer size will include: 
the presence of natural buffers provided by vegetation or topography; nest height; 
locations of foraging territory; and baseline levels of noise and human activity. Buffers will 
be maintained until a qualified Biologist has determined that young have fledged and are 
no longer reliant upon the nest or parental care for survival. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1c: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on special-status fish species. 

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to reduce site-specific impacts, to 
reduce the impacts to special-status species include but are not limited to:  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply, dependent on the findings of project-specific 
biological resources assessment. 

 A biological resources assessment for specific projects proposed will be prepared in areas 
containing, or likely to contain, habitats for special-status fish.  

 If habitat is found, but the proposed project will have no impact on the habitat or species, 
no further study is required. If habitat is present and cannot be avoided, the implementing 
agencies will initiate consultation with NMFS, USFWS, and/or CDFW, depending on 
species status. 

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts, to 
minimize direct and indirect impacts to special-status fish include but are not limited to:  

 Avoidance of special-status fish species and their habitat will be pursued where consistent 
with the project objectives and where feasible, as defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA 
Guidelines. 

 The implementing agencies will secure any necessary take authorization prior to project 
construction through consultation NMFS and USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA if 
there is a federal action, and will implement all measures included in the Biological 
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Opinion issued by NMFS and/or USFWS. The implementing agencies will also implement 
all measures provided by CDFW. 

 All work within waters where there is potential for Delta smelt to occur, as defined in the 
most recent USFWS guidance, will be confined to a season work window of August 1 
through November 30 when Delta smelt are least likely to be present. Because this species 
does not regulate its movement strictly within this time frame, modification to the work 
windows may be approved by USFWS prior to project implementation based on 
information from the various in-Delta monitoring programs. 

 In-channel construction activities that could affect designated critical habitat for Central 
Valley steelhead and/or Chinook salmon will be limited to the low-flow period between 
June 1 and October 1 to minimize potential for adversely affecting federal listed 
anadromous salmonids during their emigration period. 

 In-channel construction activities which could affect habitat for Pacific salmonids will 
be limited to daylight hours during weekdays, leaving a nighttime and weekend period 
of passage for federally listed fish species. 

 Construction BMPs for off-channel staging and storage of equipment and vehicles will 
be implemented to minimize the risk of contamination of the waters of the 
stream/river by spilled materials. BMPs will also include minimization of erosion and 
stormwater runoff, as appropriate. 

 Riparian vegetation removed or damaged will be replaced at a ratio, coordinated with 
NMFS and CDFW, within the immediate area of the disturbance to maintain habitat 
quality. 

 If bank stabilization activities should be necessary, then such stabilization will be 
constructed to minimize predator habitat, minimize erosion potential, and contain 
material suitable for supporting riparian vegetation. 

 Designated critical habitat within the vicinity of project activities will be identified. All 
proposed project actions will be designed to avoid direct and indirect adverse 
modifications to these areas. Minimization measures, such as establishing and 
maintaining buffers around areas of designated critical habitat will be implemented in 
the event that avoidance is not feasible. 

 If critical habitat may be adversely modified by the implementation of proposed 
project actions, the area to be modified will be evaluated by a qualified Biologist to 
determine the potential magnitude of the project effects (e.g., description of primary 
constituent elements present and quantification of those affected) at a level of detail 
necessary to satisfy applicable environmental compliance and permitting requirements. 

 The project applicant will implement compensatory conservation measures developed 
through consultation with USFWS or NMFS. If off-site compensation includes 
dedication of conservation easements, purchase of mitigation credits, or other off-site 
conservation measures a mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed. The plan 
will include information on responsible parties for long-term management, holders of 
conservation easements, long-term management requirements, and other details, as 
appropriate, for the preservation of long-term viable populations. Any impacts that 
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result in a compensation purchase will be required to do so with an endowment for 
land management in perpetuity prior to any project groundbreaking activities. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1d: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to sensitive natural communities. 

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts, to 
reduce the impacts to these sensitive natural communities and avoid potential conflicts with local 
policies that protect them include but are not limited to.  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply, dependent on the findings of project-specific 
biological resources assessment. 

 Biological resources assessments for specific projects proposed will be prepared in areas 
containing, or likely to contain, habitat for sensitive natural communities (see Appendix 
BIO-3). 

 Prior to project initiation, a qualified botanist will conduct surveys for sensitive natural 
communities in areas where potentially suitable habitat would be removed or disturbed by 
project activities, these surveys can be carried out concurrent with special-status plant 
surveys. If no sensitive natural communities are found, the botanist will document the 
findings in a letter report to CDFW and the implementing agency. 

 To the extent practicable, and in consideration of other design requirements and 
constraints (e.g., meeting primary project objectives and needs, avoidance of other 
sensitive resources), the implementing agencies will attempt to design the proposed 
projects in a way that minimizes the removal of native sensitive natural communities, 
particularly trees that contribute to the overstory canopy of these communities. 

 If effects occur to riparian habitat, emergent wetland, or other sensitive natural 
communities associated with streams or lakes, the implementing agencies will comply with 
Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code; compliance may include measures to 
protect fish and wildlife resources during the project. 

 If riparian vegetation is removed or disturbed, the project applicant will compensate for 
the loss of riparian vegetation. Compensation will be provided at a sufficient ratio for no 
net loss of habitat function or acreage for restoration and preservation, and may be a 
combination of onsite restoration/creation, offsite restoration, preservation, or mitigation 
credits. At a minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan will include clear goals and 
objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation (plant palette, soils, irrigation, 
etc.), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines, and a maintenance plan. 
Riparian restoration or creation will be monitored for a minimum of five years and will be 
considered successful when at least 75 percent of all plantings have become successfully 
established.  

 If oak woodland is removed, the county implementing agency will determine if the loss of 
oak woodland would have a significant impact on the environment.  If so, an oak 
woodland mitigation plan would be developed that achieves a no-net-loss of habitat 
acreage and function, and may be a combination of restoration/creation, preservation, or 
mitigation credits. At a minimum, the restoration and monitoring plan will include clear 
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goals and objectives, success criteria, specifics on restoration/creation (e.g., plant palette, 
soils, irrigation), specific monitoring periods and reporting guidelines, and a maintenance 
plan. Oak woodland restoration or creation will be monitored for a minimum of five years 
and will be considered successful when at least 75 percent of all plantings have become 
successfully established. Such mitigation sites will be dedicated either in fee or as an 
easement in perpetuity held by a qualified agency. Guaranteed funding for maintenance of 
the mitigation sites will be established. 

 If losses of other sensitive natural communities recognized as sensitive by CDFW (see 
Appendix BIO-3) would be substantial, then additional compensation will be provided 
through creating, restoring, or preserving in perpetuity in-kind communities at a sufficient 
ratio for no-net-loss of habitat function or acreage. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1e: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wetland and other waters. 

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts, to 
reduce impacts to wetlands and other waters include but are not limited to: 

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply, dependent on the findings of project-specific 
biological resources assessment or wetland delineation. 

 Before implementing a proposed project that may affect waters of the United States or 
waters of the State, the implementing agency will map the distribution of wetlands 
(including vernal pools and other seasonal wetlands) in the vicinity of the work area. 

 The implementing agency will determine, based on the mapped distribution of these 
wetlands and waters, the acreage of effects, if any, on waters of the United States. If it is 
determined that wetlands will be affected by the proposed project, the implementing 
agency will conduct a delineation of waters of the United States, and submit the 
delineation to USACE for verification. The delineation will be conducted according to 
methods established in the USACE Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental 
Laboratory, 1987) and Arid West Supplement (Environmental Laboratory, 2008). 

 The implementing agencies will obtain a USACE Section 404 permit, RWQCB Section 
401 certification, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement (1602) from CDFW if required, 
and the implementing agency will implement all permit conditions. The acreage, location, 
and methods for compensation will be determined during the Section 401, Section 404 and 
Streambed Alternation Agreement (1602) permitting process. 

 Implementing agencies will adhere to a “no net loss” basis of the acreage of wetlands and 
other waters of the U.S. and waters of the State that will be removed and/or degraded. 
Wetland habitat will be restored, enhanced, and/or replaced at an acreage and location and 
by methods agreeable to USACE, RWQCB, and CDFW as appropriate, depending on 
agency jurisdiction. The replacement of waters or wetlands will be equivalent to the nature 
of the habitat lost, and will be provided at a suitable ratio to ensure that, at a minimum, 
there is no net loss of habitat acreage or value. The replacement habitat will be set aside in 
perpetuity for habitat use.  
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SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

If the implementing agency adopts these mitigation measures, Impact BIO-1 would be reduced to 
less than significant (LS). Projects taking advantage of CEQA Streamlining provisions of SB 375 
(Pub. Resources Code § 21155.1, 21155.2, and 21159.28) must apply the mitigation measure 
described above to address site-specific conditions, resulting in impacts that are less than significant 
(LS).  However, because SACOG cannot require the implementing agency to adopt this mitigation 
measure, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a lead agency to determine and adopt project-
specific mitigation, this impact remains significant and unavoidable (SU). 

IMPACT BIO-2: INTERFERE SUBSTANTIALLY WITH THE MOVEMENT OF ANY NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY FISH OR 
WILDLIFE SPECIES OR WITH ESTABLISHED NATIVE RESIDENT OR MIGRATORY WILDLIFE CORRIDORS, OR IMPEDE THE USE 
OF NATIVE WILDLIFE NURSERY SITES. 

Regional Impacts 

There are a total of 1,126,376 acres of Essential Connectivity Areas (ECA) mapped within the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area, most of which are composed of wildland habitats (see discussions in 
Setting and Methods and Assumptions). The wildland habitat in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area 
could also include native wildlife nursery sites, such as important fawning areas for mule deer, 
spawning areas for native fish, or maternal roots for bats.  These native nursery sites are not mapped 
on a regional scale and would need to be evaluated at a project-specific level. Table 6.13 shows the 
impacts to ECA. 

Table 6.13  
Potential Impacts to Essential Connectivity Areas (acres) 

Land Cover 
Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transportation 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Bear Slough - Browns Creek   2 
Annual Grassland 2 0 2 
Developed 0 0 0 
Blue Ridge/ Rocky Ridge - Capay Hills   7 
Semiagricultural/Incidental to Agriculture 4 0 4 
Urban 3 0 3 
Coon Creek - Bear River   232 
Annual Grassland 4 52 56 
Developed 24 18 41 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 1 3 4 
Disturbed 0 4 4 
Freshwater Pond 0 0 0 
Orchard 0 7 7 
Pasture 0 39 39 
Rice 0 16 16 
Rural Residential 0 7 7 
Valley Foothill Riparian 0 3 3 
Valley Oak Woodland 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool Complex: High Density 0 1 1 
Vernal Pool Complex: Low Density 0 51 51 
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Vernal Pool Complex: Medium Density 0 2 2 
Curry Creek - Coon Creek    2,106 
Annual Grassland 813 40 854 
Developed 227 58 284 
Disturbed 225 5 230 
Other Depressional 8 0 8 
Pasture 52 43 95 
Rice 71 0 71 
Valley Foothill Riparian 13 3 16 
Vernal Pool 132 24 156 
Vernal Pool Complex: Low Density 236 44 280 
Vernal Pool Complex: Medium Density 40 64 104 
Field Crop 0 0 0 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 0 0 0 
Freshwater Pond 0 0 0 
Interior Live Oak Woodland 0 1 1 
Lake/Pond 0 0 0 
Landscaped 0 1 1 
Rural Residential 0 4 4 
Duck Creek North Fork - Coyote Creek   35 
Annual Grassland 24 0 24 
Blue Oak Woodland 2 0 2 
Lake/Pond 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood 1 0 1 
Pasture 0 0 0 
Urban 9 0 9 
Marble Valley - Sawtooth Ridge   3,719 
Annual Grassland 1,715 358 2,072 
Barren 44 8 52 
Blue Oak Woodland 345 23 368 
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 26 4 31 
Chamise-Redshank Chaparral 3 0 3 
Cropland 0 0 0 
Developed 16 1 17 
Douglas-Fir 42 0 42 
Foothill Pine-Oak Woodland 20 0 20 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 2 1  3 
Freshwater Pond 1 0 1 
Lake/Pond 1 2 3 
Landscaped 1 0 1 
Mixed Chaparral 94 0 94 
Mixed Oak Woodland 52 0 52 
Montane Hardwood 246 0 247 
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 191 0 191 
Montane Riparian 0 6 6 
Orchard 0 0 0 
Other Depressional 7 0 7 
Ponderosa Pine 34 0 34 
Rural Residential 12 0 12 
Sierran Mixed Conifer 0 0 0 
Urban 265 0 265 
Valley Foothill Riparian 0 0 0 
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Valley Oak Savanah 13 0 13 
Valley Oak Woodland 6 6 12 
Vernal Pool 5 0 5 
Freshwater Marsh 0 1 1 
Lacustrine 0 1 1 
Other Depressional 0 1 1 
Riverine 0 0 0 
Seasonal Wetland 0 0 0 
Streams/Creeks 0 0 0 
Urban 0 163 163 
Wet Meadow 0 3 3 
Middle Fork Cosumnes River - Big Mountain Ridge   5 
Annual Grassland 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood 3 0 3 
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 1 0 1 
Ponderosa Pine 0 0 0 
Stone Lake - Yolo Bypass   118 
Annual Grassland 20 12 32 
Developed 4 12 16 
Disturbed 9 10 19 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 5 0 5 
Freshwater Marsh 1 0 1 
Semiagricultural/Incidental to Agriculture 2 0 2 
Urban 26 3 29 
Valley Foothill Riparian 14 0 14 
Field Crop 0 0 0 
Seasonal Wetland 0 0 0 
Swale 0 0 0 
Sturdevant Ridge - Mosquito Ridge/ Crystal Ridge   49 
Lake/Pond 5 0 5 
Sierran Mixed Conifer 44 0 44 
Yolo Bypass - Sacramento Bypass   58 
Deciduous Fruits/Nuts 0 0 0 
Fresh Emergent Wetland 0 0 0 
Open Water 0 0 0 
Semiagricultural/Incidental to Agriculture 0 15 15 
Urban 0 42 42 
TOTAL 5,165 1,166 6,331 
WILDLANDS TOTAL 4,216 725 4,941 
AG LAND 129 111 241 
DEVELOPED 820 329 1149 

Source: Spencer et al. 2010, compiled by SACOG, 2015 

Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS could result in conversion of habitat to approximately 
6,331 acres of areas mapped as ECAs (roughly 0.6 percent of the ECA acreage in the proposed 
MTP/SCS plan area), 4,941 acres of which are currently classified as wildlands, 1,149 acres are 
classified as developed/disturbed and 241 acres are classified as agricultural (as shown in Table 6.13). 
The majority of the affected wildland habitat within the ECAs consists of annual grasslands, 
wetlands, and oak woodlands. These areas serve as important wildlife movement and dispersal 
corridors and could connect wildlands areas that play a role in reproduction and wildlife nursery 
sites. The ECAs represent potential seasonal migration corridors, routes for genetic exchange 
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between populations, and routes for species to disperse to new habitats in response to climate 
change.  

The majority of the proposed MTP/SCS impacts are concentrated in two ECAs: the Marble Valley-
Sawtooth Ridge ECA and the Curry Creek-Coon Creek ECA. The Marble Valley-Sawtooth Ridge 
ECA starts in the northeast from eastern Placer and El Dorado counties and heads west and then 
south toward the El Dorado and Sacramento county borders just south of Folsom. The Curry 
Creek-Coon Creek ECA starts in the north near the Placer and Yuba county border and heads south 
through western Placer County just west of Roseville and Rocklin (see Figure 6.2). As seen in Figure 
6.2, both areas have concentrated land use changes forecast within the southern end of these ECAs. 
These changes in land use could result in fragmented habitat and isolated populations of wildlife. 

The ECA’s affected by the proposed MTP/SCS land use changes and transportation projects 
already have some sort of development (e.g., urban areas, rural residential, disturbed and developed) 
within the ECA that represent existing barriers to movement within the ECA.  

The proposed MTP/SCS transportation improvements could affect seasonal migration corridors, 
routes for genetic exchange between populations, routes for species to disperse to new habitats in 
response to climate change, and fragmentation or isolation of important wildlife habitat. Large roads 
and highways are known to create barriers for dispersing wildlife as well as sources of mortality. The 
proposed MTP/SCS transportation projects could affect 1,166 acres of ECA lands, 725 acres of 
which are currently mapped as wildland habitat (as shown in Table 6.13). These impacts are 
relatively small compared to the overall acreage of ECA lands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area; 
however, the impacted wildland habitats are already severely reduced and impacted by development 
in the area. As seen in Figure 6.2, transportation projects could create potential barriers for wildlife 
in the previously discussed ECAs (Curry Creek-Coon Creek and Marble Valley-Sawtooth Ridge); 
however, these improvements appear to be along existing transportation corridors that if widened 
may affect these ECAs though not to the same degree that the proposed land use changes would.  

Because construction of the land use changes and transportation projects in the proposed MTP/SCS 
at the regional level could result in impacts to wildland habitats that overlap ECAs that could disrupt 
natural wildlife movement or dispersal corridors, or disturb native nursery areas, this impact is 
considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described below. 

Localized Impacts 

Center and Corridor Communities 
Development in Center and Corridor Communities does overlap with small portions of ECA lands, 
mostly on the edges of these communities. ECAs in the plan area serve as important wildlife 
movement, dispersal corridors and link suitable habitat areas that could serve as wildlife nursery 
areas.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation changes in these areas could result in conversion 
of approximately 22 acres and 11 acres of wildlands, respectively, of ECA lands (as shown in Table 
6.14). This amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the more than one million acres of ECA lands in the 
proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 
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Because construction of the land use and transportation changes in Center and Corridor 
Communities could result in conversion of wildland habitats that overlap ECAs that could disrupt 
natural wildlife movement, dispersal corridors and access habitats that could serve as wildlife nursery 
areas, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described 
below. 

Established Communities 
Development in Established Communities does overlap with small portions of ECA lands, mostly 
on the edges of these communities. Implementation of the land use and transportation changes in 
these areas could result in impacts to approximately 833 acres and 134 acres of wildland habitats, 
respectively, of ECA lands (as shown in Table 6.14). This amounts to less than 0.1 percent of the 
more than one million acres of ECA lands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 

Because construction of the land use and transportation changes in Established Communities could 
result in impacts to ECAs that could disrupt natural wildlife movement, dispersal corridors and 
access to habitats that could serve as wildlife nursery areas, this impact is considered potentially 
significant (PS). Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described below. 

Developing Communities  
Development in Developing Communities does overlap with small portions of ECA lands, mostly 
on the edges of these communities. Implementation of the land use and transportation changes in 
these areas could result in impacts to approximately 2,843 acres and 398 acres, respectively, of ECA 
lands (as shown in Table 6.14). This amounts to 0.3 percent of the more than one million acres of 
ECA lands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 

Because construction of the land use and transportation changes in Developing Communities could 
result in impacts to wildland habitats that overlap ECAs that could disrupt natural wildlife 
movement, dispersal corridors and access to habitats that could serve as wildlife nursery areas this 
impact is considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described below. 

Rural Residential Communities 
Development in Rural Residential Communities does overlap with small portions of ECA lands, 
mostly on the edges of these communities.  

Implementation of the land use and transportation changes in these areas could result in impacts to 
approximately 517 acres and 27 acres of wildland habitat, respectively, that overlap ECA lands (as 
shown in Table 16.14). This amounts to 0.1 percent of the more than one million acres of ECA 
lands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 

Because construction of the land use and transportation changes in Rural Residential Communities 
could result in impacts to wildland habitat that overlap ECAs that could disrupt natural wildlife 
movement, dispersal corridors and access to potential wildlife nursery habitat areas, this impact is 
considered potentially significant (PS). Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described below. 
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Table 6.14  
Potential Impacts to Essential Connectivity Areas by Community Type (acres) 

  Center and Corridor Communities Established Communities Developing Communities Rural Residential Communities Lands Not Identified for 
Development 

Land Cover 
Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Land 
Use 

Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Total 
Impacts 

Annual Grassland 22 10 32 479 103 582 1,988 257 2,245 89 26 114 0 66 66 
Barren 0 1 1 12 4 16 32 3 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Blue Oak Woodland 0 0 0 111 10 121 230 12 241 6 2 8 0 0 0 
Blue Oak-Foothill Pine 0 0 0 16 0 16 0 4 4 10 0 10 0 0 0 
Chamise-Redshank Chaparral 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 0 0 0 
Cropland 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Deciduous Fruits/Nuts  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Developed 0 0 0 41 6 47 227 54 280 3 0 3 0 29 29 
Disturbed 0 0 0 9 1 11 225 5 230 0 0 0 0 13 13 
Douglas-Fir 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 42 0 0 0 
Foothill Pine-Oak Woodland 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 0 
Freshwater Emergent Wetland 0 0 0 8 1 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 
Freshwater Marsh 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Freshwater Pond 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Interior Live Oak Woodland  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Lacustrine  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Lake  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Lake/Pond  0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Landscaped 0 0 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mixed Chaparral 0 0 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 89 0 89 0 0 0 
Mixed Oak Woodland 0 0 0 7 0 7 0 0 0 45 0 45 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood 0 0 0 48 0 48 138 0 138 64 0 64 0 0 0 
Montane Hardwood-Conifer 0 0 0 71 0 71 20 0 20 101 0 101 0 0 0 
Montane Riparian 0 0 0 0 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Open Water  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Orchard 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 7 
Other Depressional 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 0 0 34 34 52 8 60 0 0 0 0 40 40 
Ponderosa Pine 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 33 0 33 0 0 0 
Rice 0 0 0 0 0 0 71 0 71 0 0 0 0 16 16 
 Riverine  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Rural Residential 0 0 0 11 1 12 0 4 4 1 0 1 0 6 6 
 Seasonal Wetland  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Semiagricultural/Incidental to 
Agriculture 0 0 0 6 0 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 15 

Sierran Mixed Conifer 0 0 0 44 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Streams/Creeks  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
 Swale  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Urban 0 4 4 254 82 337 39 62 101 9 15 24 0 45 45 
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Valley Foothill Riparian 0 0 0 14 1 15 13 2 15 0 0 0 0 3 3 
Valley Oak Savanah 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13 0 13 0 0 0 
Valley Oak Woodland 0 0 0 6 6 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Vernal Pool 0 0 0 0 0 0 132 24 156 5 0 5 0 0 0 
 Vernal Pool Complex: High Density  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 
Vernal Pool Complex: Low Density 0 0 0 0 1 1 236 44 280 0 0 0 0 50 50 
Vernal Pool Complex: Medium 
Density 0 0 0 0 0 0 40 47 87 0 0 0 0 19 19 

 Wet Meadow  0 0 0 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL 22 15 38 1,156 260 1,416 3,457 532 3,989 530 42 572 0 315 315 
WILDLANDS TOTAL 22 11 34 833 134 966 2,843 398 3,242 517 27 545 0 144 144 
AG LAND TOTAL 0 0 0 6 34 40 123 8 131 0 0 0 0 78 78 
DEVELOPED TOTAL 0 4 4 315 90 407 491 125 615 13 15 28 0 93 93 

Note: values are rounded. 
Source: SACOG, 2015 
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Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS 

Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this 
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period, the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast 
growth in the Lands Not Identified for Development during the planning period. Thus, no land use 
impacts in these areas related to wildlife corridors or wildlife nursery areas are identified. Land use 
impacts on ECAs in Lands Not Identified for Development are considered less than significant 
(LS), and no mitigation is required. 

The proposed MTP/SCS will make a limited number of transportation investments in Lands Not 
Identified for Development by 2036 that overlap with ECA areas, including road maintenance, road 
widening, and safety enhancements, and other roadway improvements. Implementation of 
transportation changes in these areas could result in conversion of approximately 144 acres of 
wildland habitat that overlap the ECA lands (as shown in Table 6.14). This amounts to less than 0.1 
percent of the more than one million acres of ECA lands in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area. 

Because construction of the transportation changes in Lands Not Identified for Development could 
result in conversion of habitats within ECAs that could have effects on migration corridors and 
genetic exchange between populations, this impact is considered potentially significant (PS). 
Mitigation measure BIO-2 is described below. 

Transit Priority Area Impacts 

Placer, Sacramento, and Yolo County Transit Priority Areas 
A summary of land use and transportation changes for the TPAs is provided in Chapter 2 – Project 
Description.  

Because most of these improvements will be modifications of existing infrastructure, impacts to 
biological resources resulting from roads cutting through new lands will be limited. However, none 
of the proposed transportation or land use changes in TPAs overlap with ECA areas (as shown in 
Table 6.15). Therefore, impacts on ECAs in TPAs are considered less than significant (LS). No 
mitigation is required. 

Table 6.15  
Potential Impacts to Essential Connectivity Areas by Transit Priority Area (acres) 

 

Land Cover Impacted 
Placer County TPA Sacramento County TPA Yolo County TPA 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Land Use 
Impacts 

Transp. 
Impacts 

Agriculture 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pasture 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wildlands 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Grassland 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Open Water 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Valley Foothill Riparian 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Freshwater Marsh 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Source: SACOG, 2015 
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MITIGATION MEASURES 

As part of planning, design, and engineering for projects that result from the proposed MTP/SCS, 
the implementing agency shall ensure levels of service for wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery 
sites are consistent with applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. SACOG does not 
have authority to require the implementing agencies to adopt the identified mitigation measures; the 
mitigation measures are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency. 
However, implementation of the following mitigation measures at a project level would reduce the 
impacts to biological resources and agencies with jurisdiction to adopt these measures should do so 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081). 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to wildlife corridors or native 
wildlife nursery sites. 

Measures that shall be implemented at a project-level, where feasible and necessary to address site-
specific impacts, to reduce the impacts to wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery sites include 
but are not limited to:  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply. 

 Implementing agencies will design projects such that they avoid and minimize direct and 
indirect impacts to wildlife corridors and/or native wildlife nursery sites. Design 
considerations may include but would not be limited to the following: 

 constructing wildlife friendly overpasses, underpasses, bridges and/or culverts that are 
integrated with appropriate roadside fencing that maintains animals off the road and 
direct them towards crossing structures; 

 using wildlife friendly fences that allow larger wildlife such as deer to get over, and 
smaller wildlife to go under; 

 limiting wildland conversions in identified wildlife corridors or native wildlife nursery 
sites; and 

 retaining wildlife friendly vegetation in and around developments, 

 avoid the nursery season during construction. 

 For projects that cannot avoid significant impacts to wildlife movement corridors or 
wildlife nursery areas, implementing agencies will consult with CDFW to determine 
appropriate measures to minimize direct and indirect impacts that could occur as a result 
of the proposed project and will implement measures to mitigate impacts to wildlife 
corridors or native wildlife nursery sites. 

 For projects that require the placement of stream culverts in a fish spawning stream, the 
implementing agencies will follow the USACE, NMFS, USFWS and CDFW permit 
conditions and design requirements to allow fish passage through the culverts. 
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 For projects in or adjacent to riparian corridors, project design will maximize distance of 
lighting from riparian corridors and direct light sources away from the riparian corridor. 
Night lighting of trails along riparian corridors should be avoided. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

If the implementing agency adopts this mitigation measure, Impact BIO-2 would be reduced to less 
than significant (LS). Additionally, projects taking advantage of CEQA Streamlining provisions of 
SB 375 (Pub. Resources Code § 21155.1, 21155.2, and 21159.28) must apply the mitigation measure 
described above to address site-specific conditions, resulting in impacts that are less than significant 
(LS).  However, because SACOG cannot require implementing agencies to adopt these mitigation 
measures, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a implementing agency to determine and adopt 
mitigation, this impact remains significant and unavoidable (SU). 

IMPACT BIO-3: CONFLICT WITH ANY LOCAL POLICIES OR ORDINANCES PROTECTING BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES, SUCH AS 
A TREE PRESERVATION POLICY OR ORDINANCE. 

Regional Impacts 

Several counties and cities in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area have local ordinances and policies in 
place that protect biological resources such as streams, sensitive plant communities (i.e. riparian 
areas) and native trees as well as non-native trees in urban landscapes. These ordinances and policies 
have different stream setback widths and methodology for how the setbacks are measured (e.g., 
from mid-stream, mean high water line, top of stream bank or channel, or from riparian vegetation), 
and definitions of stream, sensitive plant communities, protected trees (e.g., certain species, 
minimum diameter at breast height [dbh], trees that form riparian corridors). Proposed MTP/SCS 
land use changes could result in construction occurring within a stream or riparian setback area, 
protected sensitive plant community, or in removal of trees that are protected by local policies or 
ordinances. Impact BIO-1 identifies impacts to sensitive plants, sensitive natural communities and 
wetlands, and Mitigation Measures BIO-1a, and BIO-1d will mitigate these impacts to less than 
significant if the implementing agencies adopt these mitigations. Most of the woodland habitats in 
the proposed MTP/SCS plan area were mapped at sizes ranging from one-half acre up to several 
hundred acres. Therefore, isolated trees in rural areas and city street trees were not mapped. 
However, it is assumed that the land use and transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS will 
result in impacts to these protected trees. Similarly, streams, wetlands, and riparian areas were 
identified in the proposed MTP/SCS plan area that will be affected by the land use and 
transportation changes in the proposed MTP/SCS. In addition, implementation of the proposed 
MTP/SCS may also conflict with other local policies or ordinances that protect locally significant 
biological resources. 

Therefore, land use and transportation impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources as a result of construction occurring within a stream or riparian 
setback area, disturbing protected sensitive plant resources, or in removal of trees protected by local 
policies or ordinances are considered potentially significant (PS) at the regional level. Mitigation 
measures are described below in BIO-3. 
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Localized and Transit Priority Area Impacts 

Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing Communities, Rural Residential 
Communities, Placer County Transit Priority Areas, Sacramento County Transit Priority Areas, and Yolo County 
Transit Priority Areas 
Because the impacts to biological resources protected by local policies or ordinances are site-specific, 
the potential to impact these resources does not vary by the Community Type or location of 
transportation or land use improvements. Therefore, the regional analysis that concluded potentially 
significant impacts would occur related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources also applies at the localized and transit priority area levels. Impacts related to 
conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources as a result of construction 
occurring within a stream or riparian setback area, disturbing protected sensitive plant resources, or 
in removal of trees protected by local policies or ordinances are considered potentially significant 
(PS), consistent with the regional analysis. Mitigation measures are described below in BIO-3. 

Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS 
Although some housing and employment growth, consistent with historical trends, may occur in this 
Community Type within the MTP/SCS planning period,  the proposed MTP/SCS does not forecast 
any development in the Lands Not Identified for Development. Because there is no growth forecast 
in this Community Type, there is not expected to be a conflict with local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources.  Therefore, impacts related to conflicts with local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources are considered less than significant (LS). No mitigation is 
required. 

The proposed MTP/SCS will make a limited number of transportation investments in Lands Not 
Identified for Development by 2036 that overlap with ECA areas. The focus for investments in 
these areas is on road maintenance, safety enhancements, other roadway operational improvements, 
and targeted capacity improvements to existing facilities that accommodate increased travel between 
urban areas. Therefore, impacts related to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources as a result of work occurring within a stream or riparian setback area, disturbing 
protected sensitive plant resources, or in removal of trees protected by local policies or ordinances 
are considered potentially significant (PS), consistent with the regional analysis. Mitigation measures 
are described below in BIO-3. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

As part of planning, design, and engineering for projects that result from the proposed MTP/SCS, 
the implementing agency shall ensure biological are treated in accordance with applicable federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. SACOG does not have authority to require the implementing 
agencies to adopt the identified mitigation measures; the mitigation measures are within the 
responsibility and jurisdiction of another public agency. However, implementation of the following 
mitigation measures at a project level would reduce the impacts to biological resources and agencies 
with jurisdiction to adopt these measures should do so (Pub. Resources Code, § 21081). 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Avoid, minimize, and mitigate for impacts on protected trees and other 
biological resources protected by local ordinances.  

Measures that shall be implemented, where feasible and necessary to address site-specific impacts, to 
ensure that the proposed project is consistent with local ordinances protecting trees and other 
biological resources include but are not limited to:  

 Projects covered by conservation plans or that are able to utilize take permits under such 
plans shall abide by the terms of the plan/permit.  For all other projects and for non-
covered species the following shall apply. 

 A biological resources assessment for specific projects proposed will be prepared in areas 
containing, or likely to contain, protected trees or other locally protected biological 
resources (e.g., streams, wetlands, and sensitive natural communities).  

 Implementing agencies should design projects such that they avoid and minimize direct 
and indirect impacts to protected trees and other locally protected resources where 
feasible, as defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines. 

 At a minimum, qualifying protected trees (or other resources) will be replaced at ratios 
included in the local general plan, local policies, city or county codes in locally approved 
mitigation sites.  

 As part of project-level environmental review, implementing agencies will ensure that 
projects comply with the most recent general plans, policies, and ordinances, and 
conservation plans. Review of these documents and compliance with their requirements 
will be demonstrated in project-level environmental documentation.  

Review of these documents and compliance with their requirements should be demonstrated in 
project-level environmental documentation. 

SIGNIFICANCE AFTER MITIGATION 

If the implementing agency adopts this mitigation measure, Impact BIO-3 would be reduced to less 
than significant (LS). Additionally, projects taking advantage of CEQA Streamlining provisions of 
SB 375 (Pub. Resources Code § 21155.1, 21155.2, and 21159.28) must apply the mitigation measure 
described above to address site-specific conditions, resulting in impacts that are less than significant 
(LS). However, because SACOG cannot require implementing agencies to adopt these mitigation 
measures, and it is ultimately the responsibility of a implementing agency to determine and adopt 
mitigation, this impact remains significant and unavoidable (SU). 

IMPACT BIO-4: CONFLICT WITH THE PROVISIONS OF AN ADOPTED HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (HCP), NATURAL 
COMMUNITIES CONSERVATION PLAN (NCCP), OR OTHER APPROVED LOCAL, REGIONAL, OR STATE HABITAT 
CONSERVATION PLAN. 

Regional Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed MTP/SCS would not conflict with an adopted conservation plan. 
There is only one adopted HCP in the MTP/SCS area currently, the Natomas Basin HCP 
(NBHCP). There are many HCP plans under preparation throughout the region. Projects within the 
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MTP/SCS that fall within the NBHCP boundaries must demonstrate consistency with the plan and 
satisfy mitigation requirements. Activities that are not covered under that plan as well as other 
projects elsewhere in the region where plans are underway must pursue individual project permitting 
for impacts to biological resources until such time as the specific activity/project is identified as a 
covered activity in an applicable plan.  

Since most HCPs/NCCPs are still being drafted, it would be premature to attempt to analyze the 
MTP/SCS consistency with these HCPs/NCCPs. Also, because these are not adopted plans, the 
MTP/SCS’s consistency is not required to be analyzed under CEQA. Therefore, an analysis of the 
MTP/SCS’s consistency with the draft HCPs/NCCPs is not included in this EIR. 

Therefore, the proposed MTP/SCS land use and transportation impacts related to conflicts with the 
provisions of adopted HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plans associated at the regional level are considered less than significant (LS), no 
mitigation is required. 

Localized and Transit Priority Area Impacts 

Center and Corridor Communities, Established Communities, Developing Communities, Rural Residential 
Communities, Lands Not Identified for Development in the Proposed MTP/SCS, Placer County Transit Priority 
Areas, Sacramento County Transit Priority Areas, and Yolo County Transit Priority Areas 
The localized and TPA analysis does not vary by the Community Type or location of transportation 
or land use improvements. Therefore, the regional analysis also applies at the localized level and 
transit priority area levels.  

Therefore, land use and transportation impacts related to conflicts with the provisions of adopted 
HCPs, NCCPs, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plans are considered 
less than significant (LS) at the localized and transit priority area levels. No mitigation is required. 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

None required. 
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