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and Implementation Agreement ( PUBLIC HEARING)

LOCATION:

North and South Natomas

COUNCIL DISTRICT:

District 1

RECOMMENDATION:
which:

Staff recommends that the City Council approve the attached resolutions

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Certify the NBHCP Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared as part of a combined
Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) pursuant to the
CEQA and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) for the proposed project
which includes the approval of the NBHCP and execution of the Implementation
Agreement.
Adopt the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations related to the
EIR/EIS prepared for the NBHCP;
Adopt the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) related to the NBHCP;
Adopt the revised final NBHCP;
Authorize execution of the Implementation Agreement for the NBHCP; and
Authorize the City Manager to apply for modifications to the State (CDFG) Section 2081
Permit for incidental take authorizations of State-listed species, in the event such
modifications are deemed necessary.

CONTACT PERSON:

Carol Shearly, Natomas Manager, (916) 808-5893

FOR COUNCIL MEETING OF:

May 8, 2003 (evening)

SUMMARY: The attached resolutions certify the EIR prepared as part of the combined EIR/EIS for
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the NBHCP and approve the Final NBHCP and Implementation Agreement. Preparation and
approval of these documents is required to seek incidental take permits under Section 1 0(a)(1)(B)
Permit of the Endangered Species Act from the USFWS and for approval of modifications to the
City's Section 2081 Permit for incidental take authorizations of State-listed species from the
California Department of Fish and Game.
COMMISSION ACTION: No Commission action has been taken on this agenda item.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION:
History.
The purpose of the NBHCP is to provide a comprehensive mitigation and
conservation program to mitigate the impacts of planned development in the Natomas Basin. As
part of the approval of the 1994 North Natomas Community Plan and certification of the
Supplemental EIR for the NNCP Update, the City Council adopted mitigation measures which
required developers to participate in a habitat conservation plan for the Natomas Basin to mitigate
impacts to federally listed species such as the Giant garter snake and State listed species such as
the Swainson's hawk. Pursuant to this direction, in 1997, the City of Sacramento prepared the
1997 Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (1997 NBHCP) and applied for permits from the
USFWS and CDFG for incidental take coverage for urban development and related activities within
the North Natomas and South Natomas Community Plan areas. The USFWS and CDFG issued
incidental take permits to the City on December 31, 1997. However, in February 1999, National
Wildlife Federation et. al filed a federal lawsuit against the Secretary of the Interior challenging
USFWS's decision to issue incidental take coverage to the City. Subsequently, in August 2000,
Judge David Levy determined that the City's Federal Incidental Take Permit was invalid.
Since 2000, the City has been working with USFWS and CDFG and other potential
permittees to revise the NBHCP to address the concerns raised by the judge. One issue raised by
Judge Levy was the need to involve multiple jurisdictions in the NBHCP to support a regional
approach to conservation planning. As such, the City of Sacramento invited Sacramento County,
Sutter County, Reclamation District 1000 (RD 1000) and Natomas Central Mutual Water District
(Natomas Mutual) to join the NBHCP planning process. Sutter County has collaborated with the
City and serves as joint lead agency for the NBHCP EIR/EIS. Additionally, RD1000 and Natomas
Mutual participated in the development of the revised NBHCP, but are not at this time seeking
incidental take permits under the NBHCP. Sacramento County declined to participate in the
process.
On December 11, 2001, the City Council approved Resolution No. 2001-821 which
authorized the City Manager to submit applications for Incidental Take Permits to the USFWS and
the CDFG for the NBHCP. Requirements for submittal of applications for Incidental Take Permits
include submission of a draft HCP, a draft EIR/EIS and a draft Implementation Agreement. The
Implementation Agreement specifies the responsibilities and agreements related to the NBHCP and
is executed by all participants (permittees) including the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, The
Natomas Basin Conservancy and the USFWS. The draft 2002 NBHCP, draft EIR/EIS and draft
Implementation Agreement and the accompanying federal permit application were submitted to
USFWS in late July 2002.
On August 16, 2002, the USFWS published the availability of the 2002 Draft NBHCP and
Draft EIR/EIS in the Federal Register. Concurrent local notices of availability were released to
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interested persons and agencies at the local level. A 110 day public review period from August 16,
2002 to December 5, 2002, was provided for the public to review and make comments on the
documents.
A total of 24 letters of comment were received on the draft NBHCP and/or the Draft EIR/EIS.
The City of Sacramento, Sutter County, CDFG and USFWS have considered and responded to all
comments received. In some cases the comments resulted to revisions to the NBHCP or the
EIR/EIS; in all cases substantial research was conducted to thoroughly respond to comments
received.
The final NBHCP, environmental documents, and Implementation Agreement are scheduled
for public notification in the Federal Register on May 2"d. The "cooling off"period will be completed
on June 2nd and a permit decision made by June 25th.
Overview of the Revised NBHCP and Related Environmental Documents: As noted above,
the NBHCP, the EIR/S and the Implementation Agreement have been revised and clarified to
respond to public comments received during the public review process. Significant features of the
NBHCP and clarifications which are included in the final documents are briefly summarized and
highlighted below:
•

Vernal Pool Species: The conservation strategy for covered vernal pool species has been
refined and clarified to more clearly state that the most recent and comprehensive
USFWS survey guidelines must be used to determine the presence of covered species.

•

Connectivity: Additional language regarding connectivity of the Mitigation Lands has been
added to clarify the approach to connectivity. This new language adds a provision for
TNBC to purchase lands that could potentially be targeted by the Water Agencies for
canal closure, adds specificity to the review process under the ESA and CESA that would
be required if such a closure were to occur, and adds text on the review requirements
relevant to the giant garter snake in the 1-mile Swainson's Hawk Zone.

•

Swainson's Hawk Foraging Habitat: Additional information was prepared to explain and
clarify in greater detail the basis for the analysis of impacts to Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat. This information is included as Appendix K of the NBHCP (Addendum to the
Biological Resources Technical Memorandum). The Addendum provides additional
information to clarify habitat conditions (baseline and future) for the Swainson's hawk,
specifically the quantity and availability of foraging opportunities, and also updates the
discussion of potential effects of removal of nest trees. Further clarification has been
provided in the NBHCP's adaptive management program to address adjustments in the
reserve system that may be necessary to respond to changes in foraging habitat which
may occur during the life of the permits.

•

Fee Study: An updated fee study has been added as Appendix B of the
NBHCP. This
updated fee study contains updated estimates for monitoring and adaptive management
costs.
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•

Exchange of Mitigation Lands: Clarification has been added regarding TNBC's ability to
"trade-out" Mitigation Lands ( i.e., to sell Mitigation Lands in exchange for higher quality
lands).

•

Conservation Easements: Text has been added clarifying that conservation easements
will be secured on all Mitigation Lands acquired in fee title by the Plan Operator after the
Plan Operator has confirmed: ( 1) the final location of each of the reserves, and (2)
management and/or restoration and enhancement measures are being implemented on
the final reserve site.

•

Future Listing of Covered Species: Text has been added to clarify the process for
including non-listed Covered Species in the 2081 permits should these species be listed
in the future.

•

Monitoring Activities: Clarification has been added regarding the geographic scope of
monitoring activities for Covered Species in the Natomas Basin.

Comments on the Draft NBHCP and Draft EIR/EIS
Mitigation Ratio: The Mitigation Ratio in the NBHCP is 0.5 acres of mitigation lands for every
acre of developed lands. For the 17,500 acres of planned development (8,050 acres of the City,
7,467 acres for Sutter county, and 1,983 acres for Metro Air Park), 8,750 acres of Mitigation Lands
are required. A number of comments were received regarding the Mitigation Ratio included in the
public draft NBHCP. The Responses to Comments included in the Final EIR/EIS clarified the
biological and economic reasons for the 0.5 to 1.0 mitigation ratio. Additionally, the Final EIR/EIS
explains why this Mitigation Ratio may differ from the ratio included for HCP's in other jurisdictions.
For example, the Mitigation Ratio for the NBHCP is based on the existing largely disturbed or nonnative habitat of the Natomas Basin, and on the requirement that all lands within the Permit Areas
must therefore contribute equally to the creation of mitigation lands. The Final EIR/EIS also
highlights and summarizes the extensive Economic Analysis prepared for the NBHCP which
considered several mitigation scenarios and concluded that the proposed mitigation ratio
represented the Maximum Extent Practicable mitigation as required by Section 10 of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA). No change in the Mitigation Ratio is proposed as a result of
comments received and the proposed Mitigation Ratio remains 0.5 to 1.0. Based on the information
included in the NBHCP, Draft and Final EIR/EIS and the supporting biolog.ical and economic
technical studies, a 0.5 to 1.0 Mitigation Ratio, in conjunction with the NBHCP's conservation,
avoidance, and minimization measures (see below), remains the maximum practicable mitigation
approach. At the 0.5 to 1.0 Mitigation Ratio, a total of 8,750 acres of reserves will be created. Other
features of the NBHCP and Metro Air Park HCP would result in further mitigation and avoidance
opportunities.
Swainson's Hawk Impacts: Several comments were also received regarding impacts to
Swainson's hawk and the mitigation program for the hawk. To further clarify the NBHCP and
EIR/EIS's approach to Swainson's hawk impacts, a Technical Addendum to the NBHCP has been
added which summarizes the significant biological information related to the availability of foraging
habitat. In addition, the Final EIR/EIS includes a Master Response regarding Swainson's hawk
foraging opportunities.
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Relationship of the Joint Vision to the NBHCP and EIR/EIS: Comments were received
regarding the Joint Vision and relationship of this planning process to the NBHCP. A master
response covering this issue has been added to the Final EIR/EIS. As noted in the
"Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) Between the County of Sacramento and the City of
Sacramento Regarding Principles of Land Use and Revenue Sharing for the Natomas Area",
the County and City recognize that the NBHCP currently under consideration deals solely with
the mitigation requirements for development under the current land use plans, including the
current NNCP and SNCP of the City. Any further development in the Natomas Basin, including
future development pursuant to the proposed principles set forth in the MOU, will require
additional or alternative mitigation, and additional environmental analysis. Additionally, the MOU
acknowledges that no commitments are made to any specific land uses or to agreement on any
specific annexations to the City.
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
Developers of land in North and South Natomas currently pay a Habitat Conservation Fee of
$11,962 per gross acre of development - $7,934. per acre for the standard fee and $4,028 per acre
for the Settlement Agreement premium. Fees collected through this program total more than $19
million to date. The fees are used by the plan operator, The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC),
to acquire, restore/ enhance, and manage mitigation land, administer the plan, and manage the
endowment fund in perpetuity. A Fee Study was completed by Economic and Planning Systems
(EPS) to calculate the cost of implementing the revised NBHCP. The fee projected in the study was
$10,027 per gross acre of development. Prior to issuance of any grading permits relying on the new
incidental take permit, the Conservancy and the City will establish a revised fee adequate to
implement the revised NBHCP, once adopted. There is no impact of this fee program on the
General Fund.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS:
The Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/S) underwent the
required public review process. Written public comments were received and a Final EIR/S has been
prepared in accordance with the substantive and procedural requirements of both the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA).
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
The 1994 North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) includes a mitigation measure to participate in a
Habitat Conservation Plan and the SAFCA Corps 404 Permit for the Local Area Project also
required participation in a Habitat Conservation Plan. The 1997 HCP was used as the
implementing program to obtain an incidental take permit from the wildlife agencies, issued to the
City on December 31, 1997. The judge in the federal litigation ruled that the incidental take permit
was invalid. It is appropriate for the City to revise the 1997 HCP and obtain an incidental take permit
in order to allow development to move forward in the Natomas area.
City's Strategic Plan - Implementing a Habitat Conservation Plan supports the City's mission to
protect, preserve, and enhance the quality of life for present and future generations. Provision of
permanent, natural open space, in the form of Conservancy habitat reserve sites, is a positive
addition to quality of life in the city.
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ESBD: No goods or services are proposed for purchase through this effort.

SHEA

ROBERT P. Y++6MAS
City Manager
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2003 Final NBHCP (Including the Implementation Agreement as an Attachment to the NBHCP) and
Appendices
Final NBHCP EIR/EIS and Appendices

RESOLUTION NO. a003- 2'^9
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO CERTIFICATION OF
THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) PREPARED AS PART
OF A COMBINED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIR/EIS) AND ADOPTING
A MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN FOR ADOPTION OF THE
NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (NBHCP)
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Sacramento does hereby find, determine, resolve and
order as follows:
1

The City Council finds that the Final Environmental Impact Report and Final
Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIR/EIS) for the 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) which consists of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR/EIS,
Responses to Comments, and Appendices, dated April 2003, have been completed in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the State CEQA Guidelines and the City of Sacramento CEQA procedures.

2.

The City Council certifies that the Final EIR/EIS was prepared, published, circulated and
reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA guidelines, and
the City CEQA procedures and constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and
complete Final EIR/EIS in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA
guidelines, and the City CEQA procedures.

3.

The City Council certifies that the Final EIR/EIS has been presented to it and that the City
Council has reviewed it and considered information contained therein prior to acting on
the proposed project.

4.

The City Council finds that the Final EIR/EIS reflects the City's independent judgment
and analysis.

5.

The City Council hereby adopts the attached Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Consideration (Attachment A). As part of its findings, the City also hereby
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the 2003 NBHCP (Attachment B) which consists
CITY CLERK USE ONLY
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of the City's program for reporting or monitoring the changes within the City either as
required as part of the project or made a condition of approval to avoid or substantially
lessen the significant environmental effects.
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FINDINGS OF FACT AND
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT (EIR/EIS) FOR
THE 2003 NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION (NBHCP) AND RELATED
APPROVALS
(As Adopted
)
WHEREAS, the City of Sacramento (City), Sutter County (Sutter) and the Natomas Basin
Conservancy (Conservancy) have prepared applications to obtain Section 10(a)(1)(B)
incidental take permits (ITP) from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), consisting of
the 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP), the Implementation
Agreement, and related documents;
WHEREAS, the City, Sutter and Conservancy intend to submit applications for
modifications to an existing Section 2081 Permit and/or new Section 2081 Permits as may be
appropriate, consisting of the NBHCP, an Implementation Agreement, and related
documents;
WHEREAS, the City and Sutter County as the land use agencies jointly prepared and are
proposing to adopt and implement the NBHCP and related approvals at this time
(individually, each a "Land Use Agency" and collectively, referred to as the "Land Use
Agencies");
WHEREAS, for purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.; Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, Section 15000 et
seq.) ("CEQA") the City and Sutter County each have primary responsibility for adoption
and implementation of the NBHCP, implementation of the Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section
2081 Incidental Take Permits (ITPs), and execution and implementation of the
Implementation Agreement (the "Project") with respect to their permit areas ("Permit
Areas"), and in that role serve as the Lead Agencies under CEQA for preparation of the
Draft and Final EIR for the Project; and
WHEREAS, the City is the Lead Agency for the finding of adequacy and certification of the
Final EIR/EIS for the NBHCP relative to the City of Sacramento, and the City Council on
behalf of the City of Sacramento does hereby find, determine, resolve, and order as follows:
A. PURPOSE AND NEED
1.

The Project consists of the approval of the NBHCP and incidental take permits, and
execution of the Implementation Agreement.
The NBHCP is a multi-species
conservation plan jointly prepared by the City and Sutter County to address
comprehensive avoidance, minimization and mitigation requirements to offset the
effects on 22 covered species that occur or may occur in the Natomas Basin. The
NBHCP is a conservation plan, which is part of the requirements of the federal
Endangered Species Act designed to support applications for federal permits under
Section 10(a)(1)(B). The NBHCP is also intended to support an application for new or
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modified incidental take permits under California state law pursuant to Section
2081(b) of the California Fish and Game Code.
2.

The purpose of the NBHCP is to promote biological conservation in conjunction with
economic and urban development within the Natomas Basin. The Project is intended
to establish a multi-species conservation program to minimize and mitigate the
expected loss of habitat values and incidental take of covered species that could
result from urban development, operation and maintenance of irrigation and
drainage systems, and certain agricultural and habitat management activities
associated with the management of habitat reserves established under the NBHCP.

3.

The goal of the Project is to avoid, minimize and mitigate for the effects of incidental
take of the covered species in the City and Sutter County Permit Areas and to
provide mitigation for the impacts of covered activities on the covered species and
their habitat. The NBHCP would establish a comprehensive program for the
preservation and protection of habitat for threatened and endangered species
potentially found on undeveloped and agricultural land in northern Sacramento
County and southern Sutter County. The acquisition of lands or the establishment of
conservation easements to develop and manage permanent habitat reserves are
primary components of the conservation strategy for addressing potential impacts to
listed species. The NBHCP describes a method of funding the land acquisition and
general goals for the lands acquired in fee or protected by conservation easements.

4.

The objectives of the City in approving the NBHCP are to:
• Implement approved land use plans, specifically the General Plan, the North
Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas Community Plan,
guiding urban development within those portions of the Natomas Basin
located within the City's Permit Area as defined in the NBHCP.
• Minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the NBHCP covered species.
• Obtain a Section 10 (a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS. The permit is necessary
to authorize the incidental take of federally-listed threatened and endangered
species that could result from the City's proposed development in the Basin
within the City's Permit Area.
• Obtain the CDFG's approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit to
authorize the incidental take of State-listed species within the City's Permit
Area.

5.

Need for the Project. The City of Sacramento and Sutter County are joint lead
agencies under CEQA for the Project. Approval of the NBHCP is required to allow
the City and Sutter County to implement their respective adopted general plans and
other planning documents for lands within their respective permit areas of the
Natomas Basin. The adopted general plans were prepared in accordance with State
Planning Law of the State of California, and set forth the Land Use Agencies' goals,
objectives and policies regarding their respective efforts to foster the health, well
being and safety of residents. The General Plans and their elements address the
economic health of the Natomas Basin, job creation, housing supply and
affordability, transportation, public services, conservation and public safety. In

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact

2

/0

order to comprehensively address impacts to certain species in the Natomas Basin,
the Land Use Agencies are proposing to implement the NBHCP in order to obtain
the necessary permits from the USFWS and CDFG for incidental take related to
development in specific Permit Areas.

B. PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL ACTIONS AND PROCESSES RELATED TO THIS
PROJECT.
The formulation of the NBHCP and public participation for the process has occurred since
1992. In July 1992, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) began issuing for
public comment a series of draft EIRs that examined the impacts of a local flood control
project. The USFWS elevated the project for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)
Headquarters review under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because the USACE did not
address the indirect impacts of the flood control project. The USFWS recommended that a
comprehensive basinwide management plan be prepared to mitigate the loss of wildlife
habitat in the Natomas Basin associated with the indirect effects of the project.
In January 1994, the USFWS and CDFG began participating in the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Working Group (the group included SAFCA, the wildlife agencies, the
USACE local land use agencies, RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and landowners). Between
March 1994 and June 1996, SAFCA served as the lead agency in developing the HCP and
prepared and circulated for public comment three drafts, but later discontinued its efforts
because it had no land use authority. During this time period, public workshops were held
to address concerns raised by the public. Each workshop had a focus group including
developers, the environmental community, and the rice industry. In November 1996, the
City of Sacramento took the lead for the NBHCP effort and published and submitted to the
Service a draft NBHCP, along with an application for an incidental take permit.
The availability of 1997 NBHCP was announced in the Federal Register on January 15, 1997.
A draft Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared and released with the draft 1997
NBHCP. On June 18,1997, the EA was noticed in the Federal Register and released for
public comment. In August 1997, City Council adopted a negative declaration under
CEQA and approved the 1997 NBHCP and directed the City Manager to obtain ITPs. The
final 1997 NBHCP was published in November 1997. In December 1997, the City, Service,
CDFG, and the Conservancy executed an Implementation Agreement. The Service issued
its final Biological Opinion, prepared a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI under
NEPA), completed its Findings and Recommendations, and issued an Incidental Take
Permit to the City on December 31, 1997. At the same time, CDFG, in reliance on the City's
negative declaration as a responsible agency under CEQA, adopted findings pursuant to
CESA, and issued a management agreement authorizing incidental take by the City
consistent with the NBHCP pursuant to former Section 2081 of the California Fish and
Game Code.
In January 1998, the Mountain Lion Foundation and other environmental organizations filed
suit against CDFG, alleging that CDFG's decision to authorize take by the City consistent
with the NBHCP violated CESA and CEQA. On February 12, 1999, the National Wildlife
Federation et al. filed suit against the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, alleging that the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact
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Service's decision to issue Incidental Take Permit (ITPs) to the City violated the Endangered
Species Act, NEPA, and the Administrative Procedures Act.
On January 19, 2000, following a prior stipulated dismissal of petitioners CEQA claim, the
Sacramento County Superior Court ruled in favor of CDFG and upheld the City's incidental
take authorization under CESA. However, on August 15, 2000, in the federal lawsuit
brought by the National Wildlife Federation et al. against the U.S. Department of Interior
and the Service, Judge Levi held that the record did not support the Service's findings in
issuing an ITP to the City. In August 2000, the United States District Court for the Eastern
District of California issued a Memorandum of Opinion and Order (Order). The Court ruled in
favor of the plaintiffs on six of nine causes of action. The Court ruled in favor of the USFWS
on the remaining three issues: (1) the 1997 NBHCP met the minimum requirements of the
ESA, (2) uncertainties regarding the biology of certain species addressed in the NBHCP did
not undermine the legal adequacy of the NBHCP, and (3) the USFWS based its decisions on
best available scientific and commercial evidence. Pursuant to a Settlement Agreement
executed by the parties in the federal suit (effective May 10, 2001), the Order was modified
to allow incidental take protection for limited land development within the City, with the
provision of specific mitigation requirements.
In order to address the deficiencies identified by the Order, the City of Sacramento has
updated and revised the NBHCP and prepared an Environmental Impact
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement for the Project. To ensure that the NBHCP
presents a comprehensive conservation strategy for the Basin, and to meet the objectives of
Sutter County, Sutter County is a participant in the NBHCP, and a joint lead agency for
purposes of the NBHCP EIR/EIS.
The impacts of urban development within the City's Permit Area have also been fully
analyzed and mitigation measures were identified in the Environmental Impact Reports
(EIRs) prepared for the City of Sacramento General Plan, the South Natomas Community Plan
and the North Natomas Community Plan in accordance with CEQA and certified by the City
Council of Sacramento.
Impacts related to urban growth in the Sutter County Permit Area were previously
analyzed and mitigation measures were identified in the EIR prepared for the Sutter County
General Plan in accordance with CEQA and certified by the Sutter County Board of
Supervisors. Additionally, the NBHCP EIR/EIS includes information contained in the
South Sutter County Specific Plan EIR. And, the EIR/EIS includes information contained in
the Metro Air Park EIR.
Collectively, these final EIRs covering the planned development within the Permit Areas are
referred to as the "Prior Final EIRs." Because these Prior Final EIRs were not challenged,
they are legally presumed valid. Therefore, the Final NBHCP EIR/EIS also incorporates by
reference the impacts and mitigation measures contained in the Prior Final EIRs in its
evaluation of environmental impacts associated with urban development within the Permit
Areas. A summary of these impacts and mitigation measures is contained in Appendix C of
the NBHCP EIR/EIS and is incorporated by reference into the NBHCP EIR/EIS
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C.

PROCEDURAL FINDINGS
1.

The Lead Agencies caused an EIR/EIS for the Project to be prepared pursuant to
CEQA. This document also serves as the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) for purposes of federal
action by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for issuance of
Incidental Take Permits under Section 10(b) of the federal Endangered Species Act.

2.

Substantial public involvement has occurred in accordance with CEQA requirements
and methods of public disclosure in the preparation of the NBHCP EIR/EIS, as more
fully specified below.

3.

The City and Sutter County published on December 18, 2000 a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the
preparation of a combined EIR/EIS for the Project. On the same day, the USFWS
published in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent to prepare a joint EIR/EIS for the
Project (65 FR 243:79115-79117).
The notices provided information on the
background and purpose of the Project, requested public comment on the scoping of
the EIR/EIS, and provided information on the public scoping meetings conducted
for preparation of the EIR/EIS.

4.

On January 3 and 4, 2001, the City of Sacramento and Sutter County held three
public scoping meetings in Pleasant Grove and the City of Sacramento. The City and
County placed advertisements in local newspapers prior to meeting dates in each
locale describing when and where each scoping meeting would be held. Three
scoping meetings were conducted using a workshop format and were hosted by
representatives from the USFWS, the City, Sutter County, and the Conservancy.
Each participant was given the option to provide written comments or concerns they
would like addressed in the EIR/ EIS, and was provided with a comment form. The
public was asked to complete and return the form upon leaving the meeting or to
complete the form later and return it to the USFWS by the close of the scoping period
(January 16, 2001).

5.

In March 2001, a revised NOP/NOI was released to inform the public of the decision
of the Natomas Mutual Water Company and Reclamation Board 1000 to participate
in the preparation of the NBHCP and EIR/EIS.
Therefore, the NBHCP and the
EIR/EIS were prepared to include the possible participation of the Natomas Mutual
Water Company and Reclamation Board 1000

6.

A draft EIR/EIS (State Clearinghouse Number 19970602064) was prepared and
released for public review in August 2002.

7.

The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR/EIS was issued jointly by the
Lead Agencies on August 16, 2002 and mailed to approximately 500 agencies,
organizations, and individuals.

8.

Copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State Clearinghouse, to those public
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agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, and to other
interested persons, organizations and public agencies. The comments of such
persons and agencies were sought.
9.

The public review period was originally scheduled for 60 days from August 16, 2002
to October 16, 2002. This review period was extended and a revised NOA was
issued extending the public review period by 50 days, to December 5, 2002.

10. A copy of the Draft NBHCP and the Draft EIR/EIS was made available on the
Internet at www.cityofsacramento.org_ and copies were also available for review at
the City of Sacramento Planning and Building Department, 12311 Street, Room 300,
Sacramento, CA and at public libraries.
11. The City of Sacramento, Sutter County and USFWS conducted 4 public meetings to
obtain input into the EIR/EIS on the following dates and at the following locations:
September 23, 2002, First Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Second Session: 7:00 p.m. to
9:00 p.m., Sacramento, California at 12311 Street, First Floor and September 25, 2002,
First Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Second Session: 7:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m., Yuba City,
California at Whitaker Hall, 44 Second Street.
12. The Draft NBHCP EIR/EIS comment period closed on December 5, 2002. Twenty
four (24) letters of comment were received. These comments were reviewed,
analyzed and responses were prepared.
13. The Final EIR/EIS was prepared to incorporate comments received on the Draft
EIR/EIS, the responses to said comments, and text revisions.
14. The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP was issued
jointly by the Lead Agencies on April 25, 2003 and mailed to agencies, organizations,
and individuals on the mailing list and persons commenting.
15. A public notice of the Notice of Availability for the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP
was published in the Sacramento Bee, a newspaper of general circulation in the
region on April 25, 2003
16. Copies of the Final NBHCP EIR/EIS were distributed to public agencies that have
jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, and to other interested persons,
organizations and public agencies who provided written comments. Copies of the
Final NBHCP EIR/EIS were forwarded within 10 days of the scheduled City Council
certification and Board of Supervisors certification of the Final EIR/EIR to public
agencies commenting on the Draft EIR/EIS.
17. The City of Sacramento held a workshop on the Final EIR/EIS on April 29, 2003.
The purpose of the public meeting was to explain the findings of the EIR/EIS and
the NBHCP to the public and to the City Council.
18. Public hearings on the Final EIR/EIS were held before the City Council of the City of
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact
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Sacramento on May 8, 2003 and are scheduled before the Sutter County Board of
Supervisors on May 13, 2003 and.
19. Following notice duly and regularly given as required by law, and all interested
parties expressing a desire to comment thereon or object thereto having been heard,
and the Final EIR/EIS and comments and responses thereto having been considered,
the Lead Agencies make the following determinations:
a. The Final EIR/EIS consists of the Draft EIR/EIS and the Final EIR/EIS
including the Responses to Comments, the Technical Appendices of the NBHCP
and EIR and any documents incorporated by reference therein.
b. The Final EIR/EIS was prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA
and NEPA.
6.

The following analyses and information are incorporated by reference and herein
made a part of the record supporting these findings:
a.

The Final NBHCP and all Appendices thereto including the NBHCP
Economic Analysis which is included as Appendix A;
b. The Draft and Final EIR/EIS, and the Appendices thereto and components of
these reports prepared for the project;
c. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan dated April 2003.
d. Oral and written testimony, documentary evidence, and all correspondence
submitted or delivered to the Lead Agencies on this project and associated
EIR/ EIS.
e. The Notice of Preparation and other public notices issued by the City and
Sutter County in conjunction with the Project and the Draft and Final
EIR/ EIS.
f.

All staff reports, maps, letters, and other planning documents prepared by
the Lead Agencies staff or their consultants relating to the Project.
g. The City of Sacramento General Plan Final EIR (SCH#86101310) and all
findings, reports, documents, studies, memoranda, and maps related thereto.
h. The City of Sacramento North Natomas Community Plan (NCCP) EIR
(SCH#93012011), the North Natomas Community Plan and Updates, and the
supporting environmental documents, as well as the North Natomas
Financing Plan and all of its recent updates together with all other North
Natomas planning, infrastructure, and financing documents (including but
not limited to bond documents relating to North Natomas) that have in the
past been presented to the City Council for consideration and/or approval
and all findings, reports, documents, studies, memoranda and maps related
thereto.
i. The City of Sacramento South Natomas Community Plan EIR and all
j.

findings, reports, documents, studies, memoranda and maps related thereto.
The Sutter County General Plan EIR and all findings, reports, documents,
studies, memoranda and maps related thereto.

k. All other public reports, documents, studies, memoranda, maps, or other
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact
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planning documents related to the Project or the Draft and Final EIR/EIS
prepared and received by the Lead Agencies, or responsible or trustee
agencies with respect to the Lead Agencies' compliance with the
requirements of CEQA and the Project.
1.

All matters of common knowledge to this Council, including, but not limited
to (1) the Sacramento General Plan and other applicable policies, (2) the
Sacramento Zoning Ordinance and other applicable ordinances, (3)
information regarding the City's fiscal status, (4) applicable City policies and
regulations, (5) reports, projections, and documentation regarding
development within and surrounding the City, and (6) federal, state, and
county laws, regulations, guidelines, and publications.

The documents described above comprising the record of proceedings are
located in the offices of the Planning Department, 1231 I Street, City of
Sacramento, 95814 on behalf of the City of Sacramento. The custodian of these
documents is the Natomas Manager or her designee.

D. GENERAL INFORMATION REGARDING THE FINDINGS AND STATEMENTS
OF FACTS SUPPORTING THE FINDINGS
The Final NBHCP Environmental Impact Report and Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIR/EIS) consists of the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIR/EIS) and the Final Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIR/EIS) including the comments, Responses to Comments, clarifying text
changes to the NBHCP and EIR/EIS, and Final Appendices to both the NBHCP and the
EIR/EIS. The Final EIR/EIS was prepared in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), and evaluates the potentially significant and significant adverse
environmental impacts that could result from adoption of the Project or alternatives to the
Project.
Because the FEIR/EIS indicates that implementation of the Project (or alternatives) would
result in certain unavoidable adverse impacts, the Lead Agencies are required under CEQA,
and State guidelines adopted pursuant thereto, to make certain findings with respect to
these impacts. The required findings appear in the following sections of this document.
This document lists all FEIR/EIS identified potentially significant and significant impacts of
the project. As disclosed in these findings, some impacts have been reduced to a less than
significant level through approval of mitigation measures and conditions included in the
Findings of Fact that follow.
As disclosed in these findings, other impacts have not been reduced to a less than significant
level and are therefore accompanied by an explanation of why a mitigation measure
identified in the FEIR/EIS was not adopted as a condition of project approval or why the
adoption of such mitigation measures would not fully mitigate the impact to a less-thansignificant level. The findings further explain why each of the significant impacts which are
not mitigated to a less than significant level are considered acceptable by the City based on a
determination that the benefits of the Project (described in the Overriding Considerations
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact
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Section H) outweigh the risks of the potential significant environmental effects from the
Project.
The City also incorporates by reference and makes a part of these findings the City's and
Sutter's findings related to the impacts and mitigation measures contained in the Prior Final
EIRs' evaluation of environmental impacts associated with urban development within the
Permit Areas.
E.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED THROUGH THE
IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION MEASURES

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and, Title 14, California
Administrative Code Sections 15091, 15092, and 15093, the City finds that changes or
alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project, that mitigate or avoid the
significant environmental impacts listed below, as identified in the Final EIR/EIS. These
mitigation measures will be applied by the City, as Lead Agency, to all agents implementing
the Project on behalf of the Lead Agency, including The Natomas Basin Conservancy, the
NBHCP Plan Operator for the Land Use Agencies.
1.
WATER RESOURCES: IMPACTS TO STORM WATER AS A RESULT OF
DEVELOPMENT OF HABITAT RESERVES
The Project could increase the potential for contaminant loading to the drainage system, and
ultimately to the Sacramento and American Rivers. Such impacts could occur as a result of
constructing and operating the habitat reserves. Development of 17,500 acres would result
in the need to establish 8,750 acres of habitat reserves. In accordance with the management
objectives described in the NBHCP, a substantial portion of the reserve areas would not
undergo physical changes; for example, existing rice fields would likely remain in
production in support of the NBHCP's wetland habitat objectives. The wetland habitat
objectives require that at least 25 percent of the reserves be managed marsh habitat, and
heavy construction activities would be necessary to create this habitat.
The two general
categories of construction-related water quality impacts that typically occur during land
development activities are: (1) increased water erosion and subsequent release of sediment
into the drainage system, and (2) increased risk of pollutants from construction equipment
(e.g., fuel, oil) being released into the drainage system. The federal Clean Water Act
mandates that the potential for such water quality impacts be minimized, and statewide and
local programs have been implemented pursuant to these requirements. At the state level,
the State Water Resources Control Board has adopted a notification procedure for
construction sites of more than 5 acres (to be reduced to 1 acre in late 2002), and a
requirement for contractors to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan. In the study area, these procedures are implemented by the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board. At the local level, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County have adopted erosion control programs, consistent with the statewide program,
requiring that specific best management practices be implemented. These requirements are
described in the City's Administrative and Technical Procedures Manual for Grading and Erosion
and Sediment Control (City of Sacramento, 1994) and the
County's Erosion and Sediment Control
Standards and Specifications (County of Sacramento, 1997). At this time, Sutter County does
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not have a similar program. These construction-phase stormwater pollution-prevention
requirements provide the regulatory basis for determining thresholds of significance, and
consistency with these programs should be a requirement for developing the habitat
reserves. Following these procedures is not a specific requirement of the NBHCP as
proposed, and is not specifically required by the current management plan. Accordingly,
implementation of the Project could create or contribute runoff water that would provide
additional sources of polluted runoff, which would be a significant impact.
MITIGATION MEASURE THAT SUPPORTS THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
In order to avoid this significant impact, the Lead Agency adopts the following mitigation
measure to be required of the Lead Agency, and its plan operator and agent, the Natomas
Basin Conservancy.
Construction of habitat reserves shall adhere to the requirements of the State Water
Resources Control Board's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity, as amended from time to time, by filing an NOI with the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. For development activities on
each reserve site, the Conservancy shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan that includes best management practices consistent with the City's
Administrative and Technical Procedures for Grading and Erosion and Sediment
Control and Sacramento County's Erosion and Sediment Control Standards and
Specifications. Best management practices shall focus on the control of sediment
discharge into local drains (e.g., through installation of barriers such as silt fences
and through tracking controls) and the release of hazardous materials from
construction operations (e.g., through the use of designated staging areas with onsite
controls).
Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure consistency with statewide and
local programs for water quality control during construction because the management
measures and best management practices would minimize the discharge of sediment and
potential release of hazardous materials into nonpoint source runoff.
Therefore the
significant impacts will be reduced to a less-than-significant level.
2.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IMPACT: IMPACTS TO MARSH HABITAT AND
JURISDICTIONAL WETLANDS
Under the Project, the amount of rice fields in the basin would decline by about 8,087 acres
(about 35 percent). Canals and ditches would be reduced by about 404 acres (about 23
percent). Of the 96 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas in the Natomas Basin, the
analysis conducted for this EIR/EIS indicates that 21 acres (about 22 percent) would be
affected by urban development. Ponds and seasonally wet areas occur throughout the
Natomas Basin as isolated units; the loss of 21 acres could occur in approximately eight
isolated areas subject to urban development in the City of Sacramento (7 acres), Metro Air
Park (4 acres), and Sutter County (10 acres). Because some of the ponds and seasonally wet
areas are likely to be jurisdictional wetlands, the projected loss of 21 acres of ponds and
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact

10

/8

seasonally wet areas from urban development under the Project constitutes a substantial
adverse effect on wetlands and is a potentially significant impact.

MITIGATION MEASURE THAT SUPPORTS THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
In order to avoid this impact, the Lead Agency adopts the following mitigation measure
described in Section 4.4.5.4 Mitigation Measures in the Draft EIR/EIS:
As part of the process for development review, the City of Sacramento and Sutter
County will include a provision that public or private development projects that
could support jurisdictional wetlands will result in no net loss of wetlands and will
ensure that wetlands functions and values will be maintained.
The Project's conservation strategy for vernal pools adequately mitigates potential impacts
to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to other jurisdictional wetlands, however, are not
addressed by the vernal pool conservation strategy. Consequently, implementation of the
Mitigation Measure described above would avoid or compensate both direct (e.g., filling)
and indirect (e.g., changes in hydrology) impacts to jurisdictional wetlands to a less-than
significant level. Implementation of this mitigation measure will reduce impacts to a lessthan-significant level because the loss of wetlands will be offset by preservation, restoration
and creation of wetlands habitat.
3.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES IMPACT: IMPACTS TO SPECIAL STATUS
SPECIES NOT COVERED BY THE NBHCP
The potential exists for significant impacts to occur to some of the special-status species
potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not addressed in the NBHCP. In some
cases, such potential impacts could be mitigated by measures identified in the Prior Final
EIRs prepared for development in the various Permit Areas. For example, preconstruction
surveys are required pursuant to the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan for all
special-status species, but similar mitigation is not prescribed in the EIRs for the Sutter
County General Plan and the South Natomas Community Plan.
MITIGATION MEASURES THAT SUPPORT THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
In order to avoid impacts to special-status species not covered by the NBHCP, the Land Use
Agencies would require that urban development projects within the Permit Areas
implement the following Mitigation Measures:
(1) Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section V.A.1 of the NBHCP shall
encompass the habitat areas that could support dwarf downingia or rose mallow. If
dwarf downingia or rose mallow are found during the habitat surveys, mitigation
shall conform to the mitigation requirements for Delta tule pea and Sanford's
arrowhead as described in the NBHCP and in accordance with the California
Native Plant Protection Act.
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(2) Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section V.A.1 of the NBHCP shall
encompass the habitat areas where nesting birds could occur. In accordance with
the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, vegetation containing an
occupied nest and an appropriate-sized buffer around the nests of Cooper's hawks,
American bitterns, black terns, lark sparrows, white-tailed kites, Pacific-slope
flycatchers, and Bewick's wrens shall not be removed until the nest has been
abandoned by the nesting pair or the young have fledged.
With the implementation of mitigation measures described above, impacts to species not
covered by the NBHCP avoidance, minimization, mitigation and conservation measures
would be less than significant because conducting pre-construction surveys for these species
will confirm presence or absence of these species prior to commencement of development.
If the above identified plant species are determined to be present mitigation requirements
specified pursuant to the California Native Plant Protection Act for Delta tule pea and
Sanford's arrowhead will compensate for the loss of such species. Pre-construction surveys
and mitigation measures for the avian species specified above will ensure that nests are not
removed in a manner that would significantly impact the species.
4.

CULTURAL RESOURCES IMPACT: IMPACTS TO SUBSURFACE CULTURAL
RESOURCES AS A RESULT OF DEVELOPMENT OF HABITAT RESERVES
Potential impacts to cultural resources. would primarily occur during habitat restoration
activities. Earthmoving would be limited to parcels acquired for habitat preserves requiring
restoration to managed marsh or other high-quality habitat, and such improvements would
likely be required on at least 25 percent of the reserve lands (2,187.5 acres). Earthmoving
activities would typically include grading, excavating, and other activities involving the use
of heavy equipment. These activities could result in exposure, damage, or crushing of
surface and buried artifacts. Because the study area is characterized as having a medium to
high potential for encountering buried artifacts, this would be a potentially significant
impact.
MITIGATION MEASURES THAT SUPPORT THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
In order to avoid this impact, the Lead Agencies adopt the following mitigation measures to
be required of the Lead Agencies, and their plan operator and agent, the Natomas Basin
Conservancy.
(1) Parcels being considered for habitat reserves shall undergo preconstruction
literature review and/or field surveys, based on the discretion of a qualified
archaeologist. Based on the findings of the cultural resource review and the
potential for land disturbance to occur on the reserve, the Natomas Basin
Conservancy could be required to complete an archaeological report and
implement site-specific mitigation measures as a condition for restoration.
(2) In the event that any historic or archaeological features (surface or subsurface) or
deposits, including locally darkened soil ("midden") that could conceal cultural
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deposits, animal bone, shell, obsidian, mortars, or human remains, are
uncovered during construction, work within 100 feet of the find shall cease and a
qualified archaeologist and a representative of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be consulted to develop, if necessary, further mitigation
measures to reduce any archaeological impacts to a less-than-significant level
before construction continues.
(3) When Native American archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources are
involved, all identification and treatment shall be conducted by qualified
archaeologists who are either certified by the Society of Professional
Archaeologists (SOPA) or who meet the federal standards as stated in the Code of
Federal Regulations (36 CFR 61), and Native American Representatives who are
approved by the local Native American community as scholars of their cultural
traditions. In the event that no such Native American is available, persons who
represent tribal governments and/or organizations in the locale in which
resources could be affected shall be consulted. When historic archaeological sites
or historic architectural features are involved, all identification and treatment is
to be carried out by historical archaeologists or architectural historians. These
individuals shall meet either SOPA or 36 CFR 61 requirements.
(4) If human bone of unknown origin is found during construction, all work shall
stop in the vicinity of the find and the County Coroner shall be contacted
immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American, the Coroner
shall notify the Native American Heritage Commission who shall notify the
person it believes to be the most likely descendant. The most likely descendant
shall work with -the contractor to develop a program for reinternment of the
human remains and any associated artifacts. No additional work is to take place
within the immediate vicinity of the find until the identified appropriate actions
have been carried out.
Implementation of these mitigation measures is expected to reduce potential cultural
resources impacts to a less-than-significant level because the standard practices described
above would minimize the potential for disturbance of cultural resources. Site-specific
cultural resource review could show a greater potential for significant impacts; however,
specific informati on is not known at this time. If specific resources are found, additional
mitigation requirements may be required in accordance with Section 2 of the above
Mitigation Measure.

5.
TRAFFIC IMPACT: CONSTRUCTION PERIOD TRAFFIC SAFETY DURING
DEVELOPMENT OF RESERVE SITES
Implementation of the Project would result in 8,750 acres of habitat reserves, based on
development of 17,500 acres and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be
established subject to the provisions of the NBHCP, including the requirements for one
2,500- acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and not more than 20
percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Impacts to traffic and circulation
(e.g.,
public-safety hazards and other construction-related nuisances) could occur during
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reserve development. These impacts would include the increased potential for vehicles
traveling on local roadways to encounter construction equipment, temporary open trenches
during grading and backfilling, and other construction site hazards.
Nuisances that the public could encounter include localized congestion, delays, lane
closures, and detours in the immediate vicinity of parcels undergoing site restoration. The
extent of the construction activities (estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation
requirement, or 2,187.5 acres, based on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would
be dispersed over a period of many years and over several construction sites, depending on
the rate at which urban land is developed, reserve land is acquired, and habitat reserves are
created.
For many local roadways (e.g., Powerline Road, east-west roads west of S.R. 99/70, Area B),
it is not expected that public safety or nuisance impacts would occur given the low levels of
traffic. Some local roadways (such as Elverta Road and Riego Road east of S.R. 99/70),
however, currently experience high levels of traffic because they link the S.R. 99/70 corridor
with Rio Linda, Roseville, and other areas in northeastern Sacramento. Heavy construction
activity associated with reserve development along these roadways could result in traffic
impacts as described above.
MITIGATION MEASURE THAT SUPPORTS THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Traffic levels on local roadways could change over the permit term and, therefore, it is
difficult to predict the specific areas where reserve development might contribute to traffic
safety impacts.
In order to avoid this impact, the Lead Agencies adopt the following
mitigation measure to be required of the Lead Agencies, and their plan operator and agent,
the Natomas Basin Conservancy.
Prior to commencing substantial habitat reserve development activities, the
Conservancy shall evaluate traffic levels on any adjacent rural roadways that would
provide construction access. Where potential traffic-safety impacts are identified, the
Conservancy and/or its contractor shall prepare a Traffic Control Plan that addresses
potential impacts to public safety and other construction-related nuisances. The
Traffic Control Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Sacramento
and/or Sutter County (depending on the location of the improvements), and should
be submitted for review by Sacramento County for projects located within the
unincorporated portion of Sacramento County. Traffic management measures to be
included in the Traffic Control-Planinclude, but are not limited to, the following:
n Provide adequate warning to users of the roadway in the vicinity of the
construction, through signs or other means visible from the roadway
n Provide adequate assistance to the public in navigating the construction site
through the use of flag persons

n Install adequate signage for construction zones and detours
n If traffic and circulation would be interrupted for an extended period of
time, provide for the opportunity for public input from affected residents
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With the implementation of this mitigation measure, potential traffic-related impacts would
be less than significant because the above mentioned mitigation would minimize
construction traffic disturbance by managing traffic flow, including signage and informing
the public of extended disruption to allow for opportunities to adjust travel patterns.

6.

NOISE IMPACT: CONSTRUCTION NOISE IMPACTS

Habitat reserves would be established subject to the provisions of the NBHCP, including the
requirements for one 2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and
not more than 20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Construction
activities (estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation requirement, or 2,187.5
acres, based on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would be dispersed over a
period of many years and over several construction sites. The substantial construction
activities associated with development of habitat reserves would increase ambient noise
conditions within the study area. Because of the generally rural character of much of the
Natomas Basin and Area B, it is not expected that sensitive receptors (e.g., residences)
would be located near the construction areas. Accordingly, noise impacts are not likely to
occur in these areas. Although much of the study area is rural in character, sensitive
receptors are located in several areas (e.g., Rio Ramaza, Nicolaus, Trowbridge) and
farmhouses are distributed throughout the study area.
Heavy construction activity
associated with reserve development in these areas could result in noise impacts to sensitive
receptors.
MITIGATION MEASURE THAT SUPPORTS THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Because specific habitat reserve lands are not identified, it is difficult to predict the specific
areas where reserve development might contribute to high noise levels. In order to avoid
this impact, the Lead Agencies adopt the following mitigation measure to be required of the
Lead Agencies, and their plan operator and agent, the Natomas Basin Conservancy
Prior to commencing substantial habitat reserve development activities, the
Conservancy shall determine if residences or other sensitive receptors are located
within 1000 feet of the construction site. If sensitive receptors are located within 1000
feet of the construction site, operation of construction equipment and vehicles would
occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 6:00 pm, Monday through Saturday, and
between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on Sunday.
With the 4mplementation of this mitigation measure, potential noise impacts would be less
than significant because construction activities would be limited to periods when the least
amount of disturbance is likely to affect sensitive receptors.

7.
AIR QUALITY IMPACT: SHORT TERM CONSTRUCTION PERIOD AIR
QUALITY IMPACTS
Implementation of the Project would result in the need to establish 8,750 acres of habitat
reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be established subject to
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the provisions of the NBHCP, including the requirements for one 2,500-acre contiguous
reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and not more than 20 percent of reserves allowed
outside of the Natomas Basin. Potential impacts to air quality would be limited to
construction activities during site preparation of the habitat reserves. These effects would
include an increase in vehicle emissions (e.g., ozone precursors, CO, PM10) and fugitive
dust on a temporary basis during earth-moving activities. CO is generally considered to be
of primary concern in areas exposed to high concentrations of vehicle exhaust, such as
urban intersections. Because these conditions are not present in the areas where habitat
reserves would be created, issues associated with pollution concentration (i.e., CO levels)
are not considered to be of concern for the Project.
For construction of the habitat reserves, ozone precursors (NOx and ROG) would be
generated primarily by the operation of vehicles including construction vehicles, generators,
and the personal vehicles of construction workers. Approximately 50 percent of reserve
lands would remain in rice production, and is not anticipated to be affected by designation
as a habitat reserve. Heavy construction activity is expected to occur on a portion of the
remaining lands, primarily during conversion of a rice field to a managed marsh system, but
also during grading to restore an upland area to native vegetation. For five of the existing
reserve lands, estimates of vehicle use are provided in the Habitat Management Plan
(Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001). This report indicates use of heavy construction
equipment in areas that are being converted to managed marsh and uplands. For example,
restoration of the Betts-Kismat-Silva parcel would require up to 190,000 cubic yards of
material to be moved (5,000 cubic yards a day over about two months). This level of activity
would occur as lands are acquired by the Conservancy and converted to habitat, and would
likely occur over several years and in several different locations in the Natomas Basin and
(potentially) Area B. However, because the Sacramento region is a non-attainment area for
ozone and PM10, however, additional contributions of these pollutants is a potentially
significant effect.
MITIGATION MEASURES THAT SUPPORT THE FINDING OF LESS THAN
SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Because the Sacramento region is a nonattainment area for ozone and PM10, additional
contributions of these pollutants is a potentially significant effect. Accordingly, measures
have been identified to reduce or otherwise minimize air-pollution emissions that could
occur during creation of. the habitat reserves.
In order to avoid this impact, the Lead
Agencies adopt the following mitigation measure to be required of the Lead Agencies, and
their plan operator and agent, the Natomas Basin Conservancy.
1) To the extent feasible, the Natomas Basin Conservancy shall work with contractors
who include low-NOx, heavy-duty construction vehicles.
2) Construction activities shall be phased to reduce the simultaneous operation of
construction equipment.
3) The contractor shall perform routine tuning and maintenance of construction
equipment.
4) The contractor shall use existing on-site electric power sources in place of diesel
generators to the extent that these sources are available.
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The following measures shall be implemented to reduce construction-related emissions of
fugitive dust (PM10).
1) The contractor shall reduce or suspend grading and excavation activity during
windy periods (i.e., winds in excess of 15 miles per hour).
2) The contractor shall post and enforce speed limits on unpaved driving areas.
3) The contractor shall apply water twice daily to disturbed areas and active
construction sites.

4) The contractor shall treat completed sites with soil binders or vegetation.
5) Dirt shall be washed off trucks and other equipment before leaving the construction
site.
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce air-quality impacts to a less
than-significant level because these standard measures would control air pollutant
emissions.
F. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN NOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A
LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT LEVEL
The Lead Agencies finds that changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated
into, the Project that substantially reduces the significant environmental impacts listed
below, as identified in the Final EIR.
However, specific economic, social, or other
considerations make infeasible mitigation measures or project alternatives to reduce the
following impacts to a less-than-significant level. This finding is supported by evidence in
the record of the proceedings before the Lead Agencies including the Draft and Final EIR
prepared for this project. The following impacts are considered unavoidable based on the
analysis included in the EIR and other findings of record.
1.

LAND USE IMPACT: LOSS OF FARMLAND

Implementation of the Project would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat reserve
lands. These reserves would be located in the Natomas Basin and (potentially) other nearby
areas that are productive farmlands. Accordingly, up to 8,750 acres of farmlands in the
Natomas Basin would become habitat reserves. Most of the undeveloped lands in the
Natomas Basin are considered "important farmlands" by the California Department of
Conservation. A portion of the habitat reserves would remain in agricultural production
(e.g., 50 percent in rice production, some Swainsori s hawk foraging areas) and be preserved
in perpetuity, but a substantial amount of reserve lands would be converted to managed
marsh or upland habitat areas. Because of the managed marsh objectives of the NBHCP, it
is expected that 25 percent of the reserves (2,187.5 acres) would be converted from current
uses (primarily agriculture) to managed marsh. In addition, a portion of the upland reserves
might also be converted to non-farm use (e.g., tree groves). This loss of at least 2,187.5 acres
of important farmlands would be a significant impact.
MITIGATION MEASURE TO REDUCE THE MAGNITUDE OF IMPACT Mitigation for
this impact focuses on minimizing farmland acreage that is converted to nonagricultural use
through integrating farmland where possible into the Site Specific Management Plans for
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reserves. The following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce the magnitude of impact,
however, the cumulative impacts related to loss of farmlands is expected to remain
unavoidable. The Lead Agencies adopt the following mitigation measure to be applied to
and implemented by their plan operator and agent, the Natomas Basin Conservancy to the
extent possible.
To the extent practicable (and to the extent that biological goals are not
compromised) development of site specific management plans will incorporate
provisions that consider farmlands and agricultural uses.
FINDINGS
There is no practical technological or economically feasible mitigation measure to reduce the
potential loss of farmland to a less than significant level.
The ability to implement this
mitigation measure could be limited by the priority of other criteria for acquisition of
reserve lands (e.g., the habitat suitability of lands to be acquired), and by the availability of
nonagricultural land in the study area. Since the objectives of the reserve system are to
mitigate biological impacts in accordance with the NBNBHCP, it is possible that some
farmlands will be converted (for example rice reserves may be converted to managed
marsh) to best support the requirements of the covered species.
Full avoidance of
acquisition of farmlands for reserve sites therefore cannot be fully assured or avoided.
Accordingly, impacts to agricultural land are likely to remain significant and unavoidable.
G.

FINDINGS RELATED TO ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROJECT

Both NEPA and CEQA require the identification of an environmentally preferable
alternative (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations section 1505.2(b)) or environmentally
superior alternative (Title 14 of the California Code Regulations Section 15126(e)(2)). The
Final EIR/EIS determined that the environmentally preferable and superior alternative is
Alternative 2, Habitat-based Mitigation, because this alternative provides the greatest
mitigation (i.e., 17,763 acres of habitat reserves). The Lead Agency has fully considered the
relative environmental impacts, the benefits and the relationship to the project's objectives
associated with each alternative. Based on the Lead Agency's considerations, the Lead
Agency has selected the Project and has chosen not to implement the Environmentally
Superior alternative or other alternatives for the reasons listed below
1.

ALTERNATIVE 1-INCREASED MITIGATION

a.

Description of Alternative 1

Under Alternative 1, the approach to mitigation would be similar to the Project in that it
would include the payment of in-lieu mitigation fees and acquisition of reserve lands ratio
of habitat land to urban development would be increased from the Project's ratio of 1/2 acre
of mitigation lands for 1 acre of development (i.e., 0.5:1) to 1 acre of habitat reserves for
every acre of planned land use development (i.e., 1:1). The development limit for the City,
Sutter County, and Metro Air Park would remain at 17,500 acres as
described in the
NBHCP, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire 17,500 acres of
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habitat reserves. Doubling the amount of land to be acquired would require increasing the
mitigation fee. With the exception of potential increases in reserve acquisition, all other
components of the proposed conservation strategy (e.g., reserve management, plan
implementation) would not change relative to the Project. The requirement for one
contiguous reserve block of 2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be
acquired to ensure that they form 400-acre contiguous reserve blocks. Similar to the Project,
the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the
basin subject to the 20 percent maximum and other limitations prescribed in the NBHCP.
b.

Comparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative 1:

Table ES-2 of the Final EIR/EIS compared the impacts of the Project with each of the five
alternatives. The EIR/EIS concluded that impacts related to implementation of Alternative
1 would be similar to the Project with the exception of the following impacts which would
be more extensive than the Project.
Impacts to Geology and Soils as a result of erosion would be greater than the Project since
more lands would be disturbed to create the reserve system. Although impacts would be
greater, these impacts were judged to be less than significant.
Water Quality Impacts associated with Alternative 1 would be similar to the Project, but
greater in magnitude since a total of 17,500 acres of reserves would be developed whereas
the Project would develop 8,750 acres of reserves. Thus, impacts to water quality resulting
from grading activities for reserve development would have greater impacts related to
erosion and potential sedimentation. Impacts would be more extensive than the Project,
however, impacts could be reduced to less than significant through employment of
mitigation measures.
Similarly, impacts to Cultural Resources would also potentially be greater since a greater
amount of acreage would be subjected to disturbance. Although impacts would be more
extensive, mitigation measures could be applied to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
Impacts to Biological Resources were estimated to be similar or the same as the Project.
Furthermore, implementation of Alternative 1 would not change the significance of impacts
or assist in the avoidance of unavoidable impacts. Impacts to biological resources were
determined to be less than significant after mitigation for both the project and Alternative 1.
In many cases, the EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 1 would result in net benefit to
certain species and habitat types because this alternative increases that amount of mitigation
land acquired. Under Alternative 1, increased mitigation would result in greater mitigation
land acquisition. Although preservation of 1 acre of mitigation for every acre of impact
would result in more mitigation land when compared to the Project, it would be infeasible
to acquire this additional mitigation land and implement the restoration, enhancement,
adaptive management and monitoring program contemplated by the Project as further
discussed below.

Land Use impacts would be greater than the Project since a greater amount of agricultural
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lands would be converted to mitigation lands. Impacts related to loss of farmlands would
remain unavoidable under this alternative and would be double those of the Project.
Socio-economic impacts would be greater than the Project.
Potential job loss from
acquisition of agricultural lands and conversion to mitigation lands would be
approximately double the Project. Similarly loss of property tax revenues under Alternative
1 would also be double that of the Project.
Traffic, Noise and Air Quality Impacts would be greater than the Project since more
construction activity would occur to create the reserve system envisioned under Alternative
1. Mitigation Measures similar to the Project would need to be employed to reduce impacts
to less than significant.
Finding. Based on the analysis in the EIR, Alternative 1 does not substantially lessen or
significantly reduce the significance of environmental impacts related to implementation of
the Project. Implementation of this alternative would result in impacts that are greater than
the Project since more land would be modified to create habitat. Thus, impacts to soil
erosion, water quality, construction period traffic, noise and air quality impacts would be
greater than the Project. The loss of farmlands under this alternative would be doubled and
would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally, impacts to biological resources,
both habitats and covered species, remain less than significant whether this Alternative or
the Project is adopted.
Additionally, this alternative is not successful in meeting other
purposes and needs of the project as defined by costs, objectives and relative feasibility as
demonstrated below.
c.

Economic, Practical or Technological Feasibility Concerns of Alternative 1:

The Economic Analysis of Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, dated March 2002,
was prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. to assess the relative economic
feasibility of different mitigation scenarios or alternatives for the Natomas Basin. This
report, and the Addendum to this report dated May 2, 2002 reviewed Scenario 4, which
included 17,500 acres of development with a 1 to 1 mitigation ratio as called for in
Alternative 1 of the 'NBHCP EIR/EIS. The Economic Analysis analyzed the economic
feasibility and practicality of a 1:1 mitigation ratio using a series of cash flows for land
acquisition, restoration and enhancement, on-going operation and maintenance including
administration of the Natomas Basin Conservancy (Conservancy), an endowment fund, and
a supplemental endowment fund targeted at land acquisition. The cash flows are used to
determine the Habitat Mitigation Fee (the "Fee") required to fully fund the NBHCP over the
50-year permit period and beyond. One of the tasks EPS was requested to undertake in the
Economic Analysis of the NBHCP was to determine whether the mitigation imposed, will to
the maximum extent practicable, reduce or mitigate the impacts of development on the
protected species. Two tests were applied to test the financial viability of new development
under the mitigation required for each Scenario. The first test was a comparison of the
NBHCP fees calculated under Scenarios 1 through 5 with the fees charged by other HCP
programs in surrounding jurisdictions. Based on this analysis it was determined that fees
proposed for Scenarios 1 through 5 were considerably higher than similar fees charged by
other surrounding jurisdictions for habitat mitigation. The second test was a cost burden
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analysis for generic residential, retail, and light industrial development projects in the
Natomas Basin including a comparison to cost burdens for jurisdictions in surrounding
areas. The cost burden analysis compares the total backbone infrastructure costs estimated
for the generic project to the estimated sales price of a residential unit or square foot of a
retail or light industrial project.
The findings of the Economic Analysis related to the feasibility and practicability of the
project alternatives are based upon the EPS Economic Analysis as further summarized in
Master Response 1 (Mitigation Ratio) contained in the Final EIR/EIS. These findings
include the following:
• Fee Comparison: Comparison of the proposed fee to other fees in the region found that the
proposed NBHCP at a mitigation ratio of 1:1 would be significantly higher than other
habitat mitigation fees in the region. The economic model (Figure 4 of the EPS Economic
Analysis) projected that fees under Alternative 1, with a 1:1 mitigation ratio based on
market conditions and assumptions experienced at the time the Economic Analysis was
conducted, would be $10,582 per acre compared to fees in the City of Bakersfield of $1,240
per acre, City of Coalinga of $1,750 per acre, and higher than the San Joaquin County HCP
fees which range in average from $845 per acre to $9,013 per acre depending on the type and
quality of habitat impacted. Fees under Alternative 1 are therefore, significantly above
those charged in other HCPs, and thus would be considered impracticable because such
higher mitigation fees would exceed the levels of mitigation typically required under other
HCPs for biological resources affected by development. In other words, charging a
development project an HCP fee that is much greater than those fees charged to other
comparable projects, results both in an unfair burden for habitat preservation and increased
infeasibility for development projects.
Additionally, as further explained below, at a fee level required for 1:1 mitigation ratio, the
cost burden would render development increasingly infeasible particularly for development
of commercial or industrial lands, and development of lands in the Sutter County area of the
Basin. Although even higher mitigation fees were experienced under the Natomas Basin
Settlement Agreement, these fees reflected the unique circumstances and limited
development associated with implementation of that agreement. Consequently, the City
analyzed the feasibility of varying mitigation fees under the revised NBHCP to determine
the extent to which higher fees could be supported. For the reasons contained in the EPS
Economic Analysis, the NBHCP and the Final NBHCP EIR/EIS the Mitigation Fees
associated with the implementation of the NBHCP Operating Conservation Program were
determined to be the maximum extent practicable and greater mitigation requirements and
associated increased mitigation fees under Alternative 1 were found to be infeasible for the
plan as a whole. Thus, although the City of Sacramento has under the terms of the
Settlement Agreement been required to charge a higher fee for a limited purpose and time
frame, continuation of a fee at this level relative to market conditions would substantially
compromise the feasibility of planned development and would undermine the objectives of
the NBHCP.

Cost Burden under Alternative 1: If the total cost burden on development, when including
the habitat fee, is above supportable levels, some private development may not occur. This
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will result in a reduction in levels of development, and, consequently, less HCP funding
than required as well as a series of other unintended consequences such as failure to
implement a jurisdiction's General Plan or Community Plan. Setting the fee at the proposed
level is therefore not supportable and the proposed conservation program may not be,
practicable if other funding sources are unavailable. Alternative 1 would require a 1:1
mitigation ratio which effectively would result in a double or greater fee required to support
habitat mitigation when compared to the Project. The Economic Analysis determined that
backbone infrastructure and school mitigation costs typically average around 15 percent of
sales price of the house, although this cost may range from 10 to 20 percent. As the share of
backbone costs starts exceeding 15 percent, the feasibility of the project starts to diminish.
Either sales prices must increase, limited by competition in the region, or the developers of
the project realize less profit. As profits are reduced to zero, the product will not be
delivered in the market. With the revised City of Sacramento North Natomas Financing
Plan, backbone fees are currently approaching the upper threshold of 20 percent for the
overall cost burdens. Thus, with the addition of habitat fees based on a 1:1 mitigation ratio,
the economic feasibility of new housing development would be further compromised and
become infeasible.
Relative to non-residential projects, the Economic Analysis indicates that cost burden is
even more sensitive. For non-industrial development, backbone infrastructure and school
mitigation costs typically average around 10 percent of sales price per sq ft, although this
cost may range up to 15 percent. As the share of backbone costs exceeds 15 percent, the
feasibility of a specific project begins to diminish. Either sales prices must rise, limited by
competition in the region, or the developers of the project realize less profit. As profits are
reduced to zero, the product will not be delivered in the market. Fee increases to support
Alternative 1 with a 1:1 mitigation ratio would increase the cost burden for retail projects to
18% which is considerably higher than the 10 to 15 percent feasibility threshold.
Consequently, the resulting cost burden indicates that Alternative 1 would be infeasible.
Impact of Increased Land Costs due to Increased Mitigation. The Economic Analysis also
reviewed the availability and supply of land for mitigation available in the basin under
different mitigation scenarios. Under EIR/EIS Alternative 1, with a 1:1 mitigation, land
costs increase due to the greater demand for habitat acres with a fixed supply of potential
habitat land. This will result in increased land costs for purchase of mitigation lands, which
in turn would require increased mitigation fees.
Finding.
In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP which demonstrate that Alternative 1 with a
mitigation ratio of 1:1 would -increase fees to a level where development would cease to be
feasible.
d. Ability of Alternative 1 to Meet the Objectives of the Project.
The stated objectives of the project are to: 1) Implement approved land use plans,
specifically the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas
Community Plan guiding urban development within areas of the Natomas Basin under City
of Sacramento jurisdiction and within the NBHCP permit area. And 2) Minimize and
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mitigate the effects of take of the covered species in the NBHCP in order to obtain a Section
10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS and approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit
to authorize the incidental take of State-listed species.
Alternative 1 would be less successful than the Project in meeting the objectives since the
mitigation ratio of this alternative would result in a substantially increased cost burden on
new development which in turn could result in rendering development in accordance with
approved land use plans infeasible, or at a minimum slowing the progress of necessary
development such that the public's health and welfare is harmed through lack of economic
growth and productivity and a shortage of housing supply.
Additionally, the City of Sacramento in preparing the NBHCP and the related EIR/EIS has
submitted substantial evidence into the record that the project's operating conservation plan
and mitigation ratio of 0.5 to 1.0 adequately addresses impacts to covered species.
Therefore, while a higher mitigation ratio could potentially result in net benefits to the
species, this higher ratio is not warranted to minimize the impacts of development. Thus
Alternative 1 would compromise the balance of the objectives which is to support the
feasibility of development in accordance with adopted plans and to minimize and mitigate
the effects of such development on the covered species.
Finding.
In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP demonstrate that Alternative 1 with a
mitigation ratio of 1:1 would increase fees to a level where development would cease to be
feasible and the objective of planned build-out in accordance with approved local plans
could not be achieved. Consequently, Alternative 1 is considered infeasible, would not
successfully achieve the project objectives and would not result in a reduction in the
significance of environmental impacts when compared to the project. For these reasons and
the additional reasons put forth in the Statement of Overriding Concerns, Alternative lhas
been fully considered by the City Council and rejected based on issues of feasibility,
practicality in meeting planned objectives and overriding considerations.
2. ALTERNATIVE 2: HABITAT BASED MITIGATION
a.

Description of Alternative 2

Under Alternative 2, the Mitigation Ratio (i.e., the acres of reserve lands that would be
acquired compared with the acres of land to be developed) would be based on the habitat
value of the lands to be developed. This Alternative differs from the Project, which is based
on a fixed mitigation ratio of 0.5:1 (i.e., 1/2 acre of reserve land would be acquired for each
acre of land developed). Standard mitigation ratios for giant garter snakes and Swainsori s
hawks from the USFWS and the CDFG were then applied to the habitat conditions on the
lands to be developed. The EIR/EIS and NBHCP determined that by applying these ratios,
approximately 17,763 acres would be acquired as habitat reserves (compared with 8,750
acres that would be acquired under the Project). This preliminary estimate is based on the
giant garter snake habitat and active Swainson's hawk nests on 17,500 acres of urban
development (including lands that have been developed subsequent to the approval of the
1997 Natomas Basin HCP), both within the City and Sutter County as well as the Metro Air
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Park project. Within this development area, there are approximately 8,475 acres of rice
fields, 404 acres of drainage canals and water conveyance facilities that would be developed,
and 4,746 acres within one mile of a Swainson's hawk nest excluding rice lands subject to
giant garter snake mitigation requirements. The remainder of the development area is
within 5 miles of a Swainson's hawk nest, and totals 4,438 acres not including rice lands
subject to giant garter snake mitigation requirements.
Similar to the Project, this alternative would include the payment of mitigation fees and the
acquisition of reserve lands by the Conservancy. In addition, Alternative 2 is comparable to
the Project in that lands would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers,
or outside of the basin, subject to the 20 percent out-of-basin maximum and other
limitations as specified in the NBHCP. Site-specific management plans also would be
developed as the reserve lands are acquired, and these reserve lands would be subject to the
same requirements described in the NBHCP.
b.

Comparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative 2: Habitat Based Miti gation

The EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 2 would be the Environmentally Superior
Alternative because this alternative provides the greatest number of acres dedicated to
mitigation lands. Table ES-2 of the Final EIR/EIS compared the impacts of the Project with
each of the five alternatives. The EIR/ EIS concluded that impacts related to implementation
of Alternative 2 would be similar to the Project with the exception of the following impacts
which would be more extensive than the Project.
Impacts to Geology and Soils as a result of erosion would be gl:eater than the Project since
more lands would be disturbed to create the reserve system. Although impacts would be
greater, these impacts were judged to be less than significant.
Water Quality Impacts associated with Alternative 2 would be similar to the Project, but
greater in magnitude since a total of 17,763 acres of reserves would be developed whereas
the Project would develop 8,750 acres of reserves. Thus, impacts to water quality resulting
from grading activities for reserve development would have greater impacts related to
erosion and potential sedimentation. Impacts would be more extensive than the Project,
however, impacts could be reduced to less than significant through employment of
mitigation measures..
Similarly, impacts to Cultural Resources would also potentially be greater since a greater
amount of acreage would be subjected to disturbance. Although impacts would be more
extensive, mitigation measures could be applied to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
Impacts to Biological Resources under Alternative 2 were estimated to be similar or the
same as the Project. In many cases, the EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 2 would result
in net benefit to certain species and habitat types because this alternative increases that
amount of mitigation land acquired. Under Alternative 2, increased mitigation would result
in greater mitigation land acquisition. Under this alternative, mitigation would be based on
habitat mitigation ratios often employed by regulatory agencies.
The EIR/EIS calculated
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that this alternative would result in a mitigation ratio slightly above 1 acre of mitigation
lands for every acre of development. Although this Alternative would result in a greater
amount of mitigation lands than the project, it would be infeasible to acquire this additional
mitigation land and implement the same restoration, enhancement, adaptive management
and monitoring program contemplated by the Project as further discussed below.
Furthermore, implementation of Alternative 2 would not change the significance of impacts
or assist in the avoidance of unavoidable impacts. Impacts to biological resources were
determined to be less than significant after mitigation for both the project and Alternative 2.
Land Use impacts would be greater than the Project since a greater amount of agricultural
lands would be converted to mitigation lands. Impacts related to loss of farmlands would
remain unavoidable under this alternative.
Socio-economic impacts would be greater than the Project.
Potential job loss from
acquisition of agricultural lands and conversion to mitigation lands would be
approximately double the Project. Similarly loss of property tax revenues under Alternative
2 would also be double that of the Project based on the increased amount of mitigation lands
to be acquired under Alternative 2.
Traffic, Noise and Air Quality Impacts would be greater than the Project since more
construction activity would occur to create the reserve system envisioned under Alternative
2. Mitigation Measures similar to the Project would need to be employed to reduce impacts
to less than significant.
Finding. The EIR/EIS identified Alternative 2 as the Environmentally Superior Alternative,
because this alternative would result in increased habitat mitigation.
However,
implementation of this alternative would result in impacts that are greater than the Project
since more land would be modified to create habitat. Thus, impacts to soil erosion, water
quality, construction period traffic, noise and air quality impacts would be greater than the
Project. The loss of farmlands under this alternative would remain significant and
unavoidable.
Additionally, impacts to biological resources; both habitats and covered
species, remain less than significant whether this Alternative or the Project is adopted.
Thus, although Alternative 2 was identified in the EIR/EIS as the environmentally superior
alternative, this does not define the superior alternative as defined by costs, objectives and
relative feasibility as demonstrated below.
c.

Economic, Practical or Technological Feasibility Concerns of Alternative 2:

The Economic Analysis of Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, dated March 2002,
(Appendix A of the NBHCP) was prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. to
assess the relative economic feasibility of different mitigation scenarios or alternatives for
the Natomas Basin. This report, and the Addendum to this report dated May 2, 2002
reviewed Scenario 4, which included 17,500 acres of development with a 1 to 1 mitigation
ratio. This economic scenario is most closely aligned with EIR/EIS Alternatives 1 and 2
which both include a mitigation ratio of at least 1:1. Therefore, the limitations and
impracticality of implementing Alternative 2 are the same as those stated for Alternative 1
in Section G (1) c above.
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The Economic Analysis analyzed the economic feasibility and practicality of a 1:1 mitigation
ratio using a series of cash flows for land acquisition, restoration and enhancement, ongoing operation and maintenance including administration of the Natomas Basin
Conservancy (Conservancy), an endowment fund, and a supplemental endowment fund
targeted at land acquisition. The cash flows are used to determine the Habitat Mitigation
Fee (the "Fee") required to fully fund the NBHCP over the 50-year permit period and
beyond. One of the tasks EPS was requested to undertake in the Economic Analysis of the
NBHCP was to determine whether the mitigation imposed, will to the maximum extent
practicable, reduce or mitigate the impacts of development on the protected species. Two
tests were applied to test the financial viability of new development under the mitigation
required for each Scenario. The first test was a comparison of the NBHCP fees calculated
under Scenarios 1 through 5 with the fees charged by other HCP programs in surrounding
jurisdictions. Based on this analysis it was determined that fees proposed for Scenarios 1
through 5 were considerably higher than similar fees charged by other surrounding
jurisdictions for habitat mitigation. The second test was a cost burden analysis for generic
residential, retail, and light industrial development projects in the Natomas Basin and
including a comparison to cost burdens for jurisdictions in surrounding areas. The cost
burden analysis compares the total backbone infrastructure costs estimated for the generic
project to the estimated sales price of a residential unit or square foot of a retail or light
industrial project.
The findings of the Economic Analysis related to the feasibility and practicability of the
project alternatives are based upon the EPS Economic Analysis as further summarized in
Master Response 1 (Mitigation Ratio) contained in the Final EIR/EIS. These findings
include the following:
• Fee Comparison: Comparison of the proposed fee to other fees in the region found that the
proposed NBHCP at a mitigation ratio of 1:1 would be significantly higher than other
habitat mitigation fees in the region. The economic model (Figure 4 of the EPS Economic
Analysis) projected that fees under Alternative 2, with a 1:1 mitigation ratio based on
market conditions and assumptions experienced at the time of the Economic Analysis
would be $10,486 per acre (Scenario 4) compared to fees in the City of Bakersfield of $1,240
per acre, City of Coalinga of $1,750 per acre, and higher than the San Joaquin County HCP
fees which range in average from $845 per acre to $9,013 per acre depending on the type and
quality of habitat impacted.
Fees under Alternative 2 are therefore, significantly above
those charged in other HCPs, and thus would be considered impracticable because such
higher mitigation fees would exceed the levels of mitigation typically required under other
HCPs for biological resources affected by development. In other words, charging a
development project an HCP fee that is much greater than those fees charged to other
comparable projects, results both in an unfair burden for habitat preservation and increased
infeasibility for development projects.
Additionally, as further explained below, at a fee level required for 1:1 mitigation ratio, the
cost burden would render development increasingly infeasible particularly for development
of commercial or industrial lands, and development of lands in the Sutter County area of the
Basin. Although even higher mitigation fees were experienced under the Natomas Basin
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Settlement Agreement, these fees reflected the unique circumstances and limited
development associated with implementation of that agreement. Consequently, the City
analyzed the feasibility of varying mitigation fees under the revised NBHCP to determine
the extent to which higher fees could be supported. For the reasons contained in the EPS
Economic Analysis, the NBHCP and the Final NBHCP EIR/EIS the Mitigation Fees
associated with the implementation of the NBHCP Operating Conservation Program were
determined to be the maximum extent practicable and greater mitigation requirements and
associated increased mitigation fees under Alternative 2 were found to be infeasible for the
plan as a whole. Thus, although the City of Sacramento has under the terms of the
Settlement Agreement been required to charge a higher fee for a limited purpose and time
frame, continuation of a fee at this level relative to market conditions would substantially
reduce the feasibility of planned development and would undermine the objectives of the
NBHCP.
Cost Burden under Alternative 2: If the total cost burden on development, when including
the habitat fee, is above supportable levels, some private development may not occur. This
will result in a reduction in levels of development, and, consequently, less HCP funding
than required as well as a series of other unintended consequences, such as failure to
implement a jurisdiction's General Plan or Community Plan. Setting the fee at the proposed
level is therefore not supportable and the proposed conservation program may not be
practicable if other funding sources are unavailable.
Alternative 2 would require a
mitigation ratio greater than 1:1 which effectively would result in a double or greater fee
required to support habitat mitigation when compared to the Project.
The Economic
Analysis determined that backbone infrastructure and school mitigation costs typically
average around 15 percent of sales price of the house, although this cost may range from 10
to 20 percent. As the share of backbone costs starts exceeding 15 percent, the feasibility of
the project starts to diminish. Either sales prices must increase, limited by competition in the
region, or the developers of the project realize less profit. As profits are reduced to zero, the
product will not be delivered in the market. With the revised City of Sacramento North
Natomas Financing Plan, backbone fees are currently approaching the upper threshold of 20
percent for the overall cost burdens. Thus, with the addition of habitat fees based on a 1:1
mitigation ratio or greater, the economic feasibility of new housing development would be
further compromised and become infeasible.
Relative to non-residential projects, the Economic Analysis indicates that the cost burden is
even more sensitive. For non-industrial development, backbone infrastructure and school
mitigation costs typically average around 10 percent of sales price per sq ft, although this
cost may range up to 15 percent. As the share of backbone costs exceeds 15 percent, the
feasibility of a specific project begins to diminish. Either sales prices must rise, limited by
competition in the region, or the developers of the project realize less profit. As profits are
reduced to zero, the product will not be delivered in the market. Fee increases to support
Alternative 2 would increase the cost burden for retail projects to 18% which is considerably
higher than the 10 to 15 percent feasibility threshold. Consequently, the resulting cost
burden indicates that Alternative 2 would be infeasible.
Impact of Increased Land Costs due to Increased Mitigation. The Economic Analysis also
reviewed the availability and supply of land for mitigation available in the basin under
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different mitigation scenarios. Under EIR/EIS Alternative 2, with a greater than 1:1
mitigation, land costs increase due to the greater demand for habitat acres with a fixed
supply of potential habitat land. This will result in increased land costs for purchase of
mitigation lands, which in turn would require increased mitigation fees.
Finding. In conclusion, there is substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analysis, which demonstrates that Alternative 2 which has a mitigation ratio of slightly
greater than 1:1 would increase fees to a level where development would cease to be feasible
and the objective of planned build-out in accordance with approved local plans could not be
achieved. Consequently, Alternative 2 is considered infeasible, and would not achieve the
project objectives of the project.
d. Ability of Alternative 2 to Meet the Objectives of the Project.
The stated objectives of the project are to: 1) Implement approved land use plans,
specifically the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas
Community Plan guiding urban development within areas of the Natomas Basin within the
City of Sacramento's Permit Area as defined in the NBHCP, and 2) Minimize and mitigate
the effects of take of the covered species in the NBHCP in order to obtain a Section
10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS and approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit
to authorize the incidental take of State-listed species.
Alternative 2 would be less successful than the Project in meeting the objectives since the
mitigation ratio of this alternative would result in a substantially increased cost burden on
new development which in turn could result in rendering development in accordance with
approved land use plans infeasible, or at a minimum significantly slowing the progress of
necessary development such that the public's health and welfare is harmed through lack of
economic growth and productivity and exacerbating the City's -existing housing supply
shortage.
Additionally, the City of Sacramento in preparing the NBHCP and the related EIR/EIS has
submitted substantial evidence into the record that the project's operating conservation plan
and mitigation ratio of 0.5 to 1.0 adequately addresses impacts to covered species.
Therefore, while a higher mitigation ratio could potentially result in net benefits to the
species, this higher ratio is not warranted to minimize the impacts of development. Thus,
Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would compromise the balance of the objectives
which is to support the feasibility of development in accordance with adopted plans and to
minimize and mitigate the effects of such development on the covered species.
Finding.
In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP demonstrate that Alternative 2 with a
mitigation ratio of greater than 1:1 would increase fees to a level where development would
cease to be feasible and the objective of planned build-out in accordance with approved
local plans could not be achieved. Consequently, Alternative 2 is considered infeasible,
would not successfully achieve the project objectives and would not result in a reduction in
the significance of environmental impacts when compared to the Project. For these reasons
and the additional reasons put forth in the Statement of Overriding Concerns, Alternative .2
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has been fully considered by the City Council. and rejected based on issues of feasibility,
practicality in meeting planned objectives and overriding considerations.
3. ALTERNATIVE 3: RESERVE ZONES
a.

Description of Alternative 3

Alternative 3 would establish specific reserve zones that would be prioritized during the
process of acquiring lands for habitat reserves. These reserve zones would be outside the
North and South Natomas Community Plan areas and outside of Sutter County's IndustrialCommercial Reserve. In keeping with the general mitigation approach of the Project, land
acquisition would occur based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio (i.e., 0.5 acres of habitat reserves
for each 1 acre of land developed). Other NBHCP measures (e.g., minimum block sizes,
setbacks) would apply as well. Alternative 3 differs from the Project, however, in that
reserve acquisition would focus on five overlapping zones that are distributed throughout
the Natomas Basin based on the habitat needs of giant garter snakes and Swainson's hawks
(EIR/ EIS Figure 2-5), rather than on the NBHCP's broad requirement to mitigate generally
within the basin.
Two zones are identified for upland reserve acquisition to benefit Swainson's hawks. Under
the Reserve Zone Alternative, 1/2 of the required upland reserve acquisitions, or 1,094
acres, would occur in the Swainson's hawk zone (one mile inland from the Sacramento
River), and one-quarter of the upland reserve acquisitions, or 547 acres, would occur in the
northeastern grassland portion of the Natomas Basin. Remaining upland habitats could be
acquired elsewhere in the basin. This reserve zone approach emphasizes the Swainson's
hawk zone while allowing for the restoration of nesting and foraging habitat in the
northeastern area. The primary giant garter snake zones are in the interior of the basin, and
generally correspond to lands in rice production. Three specific zones are identified for
acquisition of rice lands and managed marsh reserves to benefit giant garter snakes: (1) 50
percent of the required rice/wetland reserves (3,281 acres) would be acquired in the
northwest zone, generally north of Elverta Road and west of S.R. 99; (2) 25 percent of the
rice/wetland reserves (1,641 acres) would be acquired in "Snake Alley" east of S.R. 99
between Elkhorn Boulevard and the county line; and (3) 12.5 percent of the rice/wetland
reserves (820 acres) would be acquired near Fishermari s Lake. Remaining rice/wetland
reserves (820 acres) could be acquired anywhere in the basin. These reserve zones focus the
Conservancy's acquisition strategy on key remaining giant garter snake habitat areas in the
Natomas Basin.
The NBHCP requires that the individual reserves be at least 400 acres in size, and that one
reserve block be at least 2,500 acres in size. The five key zones described above would allow
for the minimum reserve sizes to be met, as follows.
n Swainson's hawk zone: two 400-acre reserve blocks
n Eastern portion of the Natomas Basin: one 400-acre reserve block
n Fisherman's Lake area: two 400-acre reserve blocks
n "Snake Alley:" four 400-acre reserve blocks
n Northwestern portion of the Natomas Basin: one. 2,500-acre reserve block and one
400-acre reserve block
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The remaining mitigation acreage could be met within these five zones or elsewhere in the
Natomas Basin.
b.

Comparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative 3: Specific Reserve Zones

Since this Alternative would maintain a mitigation ratio of 0.5:1, the same amount of land
would be disturbed to develop the habitat reserve system. Thus, impacts related to
development of the reserve system including soil erosion, water quality, construction period
traffic, noise and air quality impacts would the same as the Project. The loss of farmlands
under this alternative would remain significant and unavoidable. Additionally, impacts to
biological resources, both habitats and covered species, remain less than significant whether
this Alternative or the Project is adopted. Section 4.4.8.1.1 of the EIR/EIS determined that
"Considering the basin as a whole, this alternative would have the same effects on
land use and habitats as the Project. Under this alternative, land acquisition would
occur based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio as under the Project. However, acquisition of
lands to incorporate into the reserve system would be focused in five areas selected
based on the habitat needs and current distribution of giant garter snakes and
Swainson's hawks. The total amount of marsh habitat, upland habitat and rice in the
reserves would be the same as under the Project. Effects of this alternative on marsh
habitat and upland habitat would be the same as described for the Project. The
amount of riparian habitat would not change substantially under Alternative 3 for
the same reasons as described for the Project. The same measures for vernal pools
would be implemented under Alternative 3 as under the Project. Therefore, impacts
to vernal pools under this alternative would be the same as described for the
Project."
Similarly Section 4.4.8.1.2 of the EIR/EIS determined that the impacts to species would be
the same under Alternative 3 as under Project. The EIR/EIS concluded that:
"Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 3 would be the
same as under the Project and therefore, effects to covered species from changes in
habitat would be the same as described for the Project. Avoidance and minimization
measures for construction and management activities would be the same as under
the Project. Therefore construction and management effects to covered species
would be the same as the Project."
Finding. The EIR/EIS identified that Alternative 3 would have the same types and
significance of impacts as the Project and would require the same mitigation measures. As
such, the environmental effects of implementing Alternative 3 would be roughly the same
as implementation of the Project. This alternative therefore, does not offer any additional
environmental mitigation but does compromise the goals and objectives and feasibility of
the project as discussed below.
c.

Economic, Practical or Technological Feasibility Concerns of Alternative 3

The Economic Analysis and the Addendum to the Economic Analysis of the NBHCP
included as Appendix 1 of the NBHCP analyzed the economic feasibility of Alternative 3.
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Alternative 3 considers the possibility of identifying specific reserve areas or "reserve
zones" that would then be the focus of the acquisition activity of the Natomas Basin
Conservancy (Conservancy). The Economic Analysis prepared by EPS did not analyze this
Alternative via the cash flow models as it would require speculation as to the timing and
cost of reserve acquisitions. However, the potential impacts of a specific reserve scenario
was discussed qualitatively in- the Report on page 37. The law of supply and demand
dictates that if supply is restricted, as it would be under a specific reserve alternative, and
demand remains unchanged, an increase in price results. Recent experience demonstrates
that land acquisition costs have indeed increased as a result of temporary restrictions on
acquisition of mitigation land in specified areas due to the Settlement Agreement.
Under the Settlement Agreement (which expired October 2002) the Conservancy was
directed to purchase habitat mitigation land around Fishermari s Lake. After the Settlement
Agreement was entered into in May of 2000, the land acquisition transactions adjacent to
Fishermari s Lake were a price of $11,000 per acre for habitat mitigation land. The fee
adopted pursuant to the Settlement Agreement therefore, included land acquisition costs of
$11,000. This represented an increase of $6,000 per acre for land acquisition above the $5,000
per acre price (2000 NBHCP Fee) which was in place prior to adoption of the Settlement
Agreement Fee in 2000.
Since adoption of the Settlement Agreement, land acquisition costs, particularly for land in
the vicinity of Fisherman's Lake, have continued to increase. Land owners are currently
indicating that they will not sell land for less than $15,000 per acre. If the fees calculated for
Alternative 3 were adjusted to account for this higher land acquisition costs, the Fee would
need to increase by approximately $4,500 (excluding any corresponding increase in
transaction costs and contingency for land acquisition).
The experience of the Conservancy over the last several years has been that the cost for land
acquisition included in the fee becomes the floor for land acquisition prices rather than the
ceiling. Therefore, it is likely that if the fee was raised to account for the possibility of land
price increases in the future, due to restrictions on where habitat mitigation land could be
purchased, land prices throughout the Natomas Basin would see, a corresponding increase
as well.
Unless new home values and non-residential lease rates continue to increase, the financial
feasibility of new development projects are likely to be negatively impacted by significant
increases in the NBHCP fee. As discussed in the EPS Economic Analysis, development
projects in the Natomas Basin already experience cost burdens that nearly meet or exceed
the benchmarks for financial feasibility. Additionally, as further explained below, increased
cost burden would render development increasingly infeasible particularly for development
of commercial or industrial lands, and development of lands in the Sutter County area of the
Basin.
Although higher mitigation fees were experienced under the Natomas Basin Settlement
Agreement, these fees reflected the unique circumstances and limited development
associated with implementation of that agreement. Consequently, the City analyzed the
feasibility of varying mitigation fees under the revised NBHCP to determine the extent to
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which higher fees could be supported. For the reasons contained in the EPS Economic
Analysis, the NBHCP and the Final NBHCP EIR/EIS the Mitigation Fees associated with the
implementation of the NBHCP Operating Conservation Program were determined to be the
maximum extent practicable and greater mitigation requirements and associated increased
mitigation fees under Alternative 3 were found to be infeasible for the plan as a whole.
Thus, although the City of Sacramento has under the terms of the Settlement Agreement
been required to charge a higher fee for a limited purpose and time frame, continuation of a
fee at this level relative to market conditions would substantially reduce the feasibility of
planned development and would undermine the objectives of the NBHCP.
Additionally, the practical feasibility of acquisition of reserve sites in specific areas would
rely on willing sellers regardless of price. Since not all sellers in the specific reserve zone
areas of the Natomas Basin may be willing to sell property to the Conservancy or other
parties for mitigation land, limiting the range of available mitigation land may result in
inability of the Conservancy and the Land Use Agencies to meet their mitigation
requirements in a timely fashion. This in turn could result in limiting or prohibiting
development or in violations of the NBHCP Implementation Agreement if development
were to occur without concurrent acquisition of mitigation lands.
Although the City and Sutter County may exercise their powers of eminent domain, the
majority of lands identified under the reserve zone that would need to be acquired are
located in the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. Since Sacramento County is not a
participant in the NBHCP, the ability to rely on extra jurisdictional condemnation actions
and meet the necessary findings is unknown and potentially presents additional legal,
practical and economic limitations under this alternative. While the City has eminent
domain authority, that authority is not unlimited, and the City cannot lawfully commit in
advance to exercise that authority. For the City, most if not all of the lands that would have
to be acquired lie outside the City's territorial jurisdiction. Extraterritorial acquisitions for
habitat and open space purposes may be permissible under current California law, but there
is significant controversy over this question and a court could rule adversely against the city
if a challenge was presented on this basis. Additionally, the City is not empowered to take
property by eminent domain from a landowner and transfer that land to another private
party (i.e., TNBC in this case); i.e., the City can take property only for its own lawful
purposes. Those powers are reserved to redevelopment agencies. The City may be able to
overcome this obstacle by various means, but there is also significant controversy over this
issue, as evidenced by a court ruling in recent City eminent domain acquisition efforts
related to the NBHCP. Thus, the City of Sacramento may incur significant legal risks of an
adverse judicial determination if the City were to acquire land outside of its jurisdiction
through eminent domain,-and/or if the City were to use eminent domain for the purpose of
transferring land to a third party (i.e., TNBC).
Finding. Alternative 3 would increase the costs of development without any appreciable
increase in the amount or value of mitigation. The mitigation ratio would remain at 0.5 to
1.0 however, the costs of mitigation would be substantially higher that those resulting from
the Project. Additionally, the EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 3 would not significantly
lessen the environmental impacts relative to those of the Project. Additionally, Alternative 3
would be infeasible due to the present legal and economic limitations of acquiring specific
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lands for mitigation. In particular legal limitations and risks related to extra territorial
acquisitions limit the practicality, legality and feasibility of the alternative. Consequently,
Alternative 3 is considered infeasible, would not achieve the project objectives and would
result in greater environmental impacts when compared to the Project. For these reasons,
Alternative 3 has not been selected for implementation.
d. Ability of Alternative 3 to Meet the Objectives of the Project.
The stated objectives of the project are to: 1) Implement approved land use plans,
specifically the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas
Community Plan guiding urban development within areas of the Natomas Basin within the
City of Sacramento's Permit Area as defined in the NBHCP, and 2) Minimize and mitigate
the effects of take of the covered species in the NBHCP in order to obtain a Section
10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS and approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit
to authorize the incidental take of State-listed species.
Alternative 3 would be less successful than the Project in meeting the objectives since this
alternative would result in increased costs to acquire mitigation lands which in turn would
raise habitat mitigation fees to a level at which the feasibility of development would be
impacted. This would therefore, undermine the successful implementation of the approved
land use plans.
Additionally, development may be further compromised if habitat
mitigation lands can not be acquired in a timely fashion to offset the impacts of
development. This could occur under this alternative since this alternative specifies specific
locations of lands to be acquired for habitat and the Land Use Agencies would need to rely
on the availability of willing sellers at market prices, or otherwise employ the use of
eminent domain powers. For the reasons noted above in Section G, 3, c, use of eminent
domain is problematic and unknown presenting legal and practical difficulties related to
implementation of this alternative. More particularly, the City of Sacramento may incur
significant legal risks of an adverse judicial determination if the City were to acquire land
outside of its jurisdiction through eminent domain, and/or if the City were to use eminent
domain for the. purpose of transferring land to a third party (i.e., TNBC).
Finding.

In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP demonstrates that the increased cost of habitat
land under Alternative 3 coupled with the practical difficulties of securing mitigation land
in a timely fashion in turn could result in rendering development in accordance with
approved land use plans infeasible, or at a minimum slowing the progress of necessary
development such that the public's health and welfare is harmed through lack of economic
growth and productivity and a shortage of housing supply. For these reasons and the
additional reasons put forth in the Statement of Overriding Concerns, Alternative 3 has been
fully considered by the City Council and rejected based on issues of feasibility, practicality
in meeting planned objectives and overriding considerations.

ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED POTENTIAL FOR INCIDENTAL TAKE
a.

Description of Alternative 4
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Alternative 4 would reduce potential impacts to covered species and habitat by reducing the
footprint of urban development. Urban development would be reduced from 17,500 acres
(under the Project) to 12,000 acres under this Alternative 4. Developable acreage would be
reduced proportionally'overall for the City and Sutter County (i.e., specific development
parcels are not identified). Using the 0.5:1 mitigation ratio, development of 12,000 acres
under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition. of 6,000 acres of habitat reserves. Other
than the decrease in developable acreage (and the commensurate decrease in reserve lands
acquired), all other aspects of the Project would remain the same for Alternative 4. To
ensure adequate funding under a reduced development scenario, the mitigation fees would
need to be recalculated.
b.

Comparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative 4: Reduced Take Alternative

The EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 4 would have environmental impacts the same as
or similar to the Project, and would require the same mitigation measures as the Project.
The EIR/EIS concluded that under Alternative 4 a total of 6,000 acres of reserve lands would
need to be required to offset the impacts of 12,000 acres of development at the 0.5:1
mitigation ratio.
Impacts to Geology and Soils as a result of erosion would be similar to the Project but the
temporary and localized impacts would affect a smaller area. The same mitigations would
be required to reduce erosion to less than significant as would be required of the Project.
Water Quality Impacts associated with Alternative 4 would be similar to the Project, but the
area of impact would be smaller than the Project since only 6,000 acres of habitat reserves
would be developed whereas the Project would develop 8,750 acres of reserves. Thus,
impacts to water quality resulting from grading activities for reserve development would be
the same related to erosion and potential sedimentation. Impacts would be less extensive
than the Project, however, impacts could be reduced to less than significant through
employment of the same mitigation measures.
Similarly, impacts to Cultural Resources would also be similar to the Project however the
land area exposed to disturbance would be less. Although impacts would be more less
extensive, the same mitigation measures would be applied to reduce the impact to less than
significant.
With respect to Biological Resources, the EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 4 would
result in less habitat loss than the Project, however, potentially significant impacts from
changes in the amount of marsh habitat, vernal pools, and upland habitat caused by urban
development under the Project would also occur under Alternative 4. The primary
differences between this alternative and the Project would be that a greater amount of
habitat (principally rice and non-rice crops) would not be subject to authorized
development and smaller amount of land would be incorporated into the habitat reserve
system. The amount of habitat protected in perpetuity in the reserves however, would be
about 2,750 acres less than under the Project. Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin
under Alternative 4 would be generally similar to those projected under the Project and
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therefore, effects to covered species from changes in habitat would be the same as described
for the Project. Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and management
activities would be the same as under the Project. Therefore, construction and management
effects to covered species would be the same as described for the Project.
Land Use impacts would be similar to the Project. Compared with the Project,
implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as habitat reserves
(6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Project). Under Alternative 4,
less agricultural land would be converted to managed marsh and other habitat areas.
Conversion of farmland to managed marsh would occur on 25 percent of the acquired
reserve lands (i.e., 1,500 acres); this represents a substantial loss of farmland acreage, and
would be a significant impact. Impacts related to loss of farmlands would remain
unavoidable under this alternative.
Socio-economic impacts would be greater than the Project since this alternative would limit
development to a level less than planned for in approved plans. This limitation would limit
the development of a range of affordable housing and employment generating facilities
which could have an adverse impact on the social and economic health of the Natomas
Basin. Relative to the socio-economic impacts of development of the reserve system, this
alternative would have similar impacts to the Project, however, less land would be removed
from the tax base since less mitigation lands would be acquired. Potential job loss from
acquisition of agricultural lands and conversion to mitigation lands would be slightly less
than the Project. Similarly loss of property tax revenues under Alternative 4 would also be
slightly less than that of the Project based on the decreased amount of mitigation lands to be
acquired under Alternative 4.
Traffic, Noise and Air Quality Impacts would be similar but slightly less than the Project
since less land area would be converted to reserves, therefore, less construction activity
would occur to create the reserve. Mitigation Measures similar to the Project would need to
be employed to reduce impacts to less than significant.
Finding. The EIR/EIS identified that Alternative 4 would have the similar types of impacts
as the Project and would require the same mitigation measures. In many cases, impacts
would be less extensive because only 6,000 acres of lands would be developed as habitat
reserves whereas the Project would develop 8,750 acres for reserves. It is important to note
that this alternative does however, pose economic and practical feasibility issues as outlined
in Sections c and d below.
c.

Economic, Practical or Technological Feasibility Concerns of Alternative 4

The Economic Analysis of Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, dated March 2002,
(Appendix 1 of the NBHCP) was prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. to
assess the relative economic feasibility of different mitigation scenarios or alternatives for
the Natomas Basin. This report, and the Addendum to this report dated May 2, 2002
reviewed Economic Scenario 2, which included 12,000 acres of development with a 0.5 to 1
mitigation ratio. This economic scenario is most closely aligned with EIR/EIS Alternative 4
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The Economic Analysis found that under Alternative 4 the fee level would need to be
increased to a level greater than the fee under the Project. Figure 5 of the Economic Analysis
indicates that the mitigation fee cost per single family home would need to increase from
approximately $293 under the Project to $406 per unit under Alternative 4. The Economic
Analysis summarized the primary reasons for this increase which are:
• Reduced development results in reduced mitigation acres obtained. As a result, the
amount of mitigation acres that can be assumed to be revenue-generating through rice/crop
farm leasing or hunting is also reduced. Revenues will vary with the extent of development
undertaken. A reduction in the farm leasing and hunting revenues result in the need to
increase the mitigation fee for the O&M/Administration fund as well as the O&M
Endowment fund, which provides revenues to the O&M/Admin. fund in later years of the
NBHCP.
• No off-setting reduction in administrative costs is assumed relative to the Project.
Under the Project, administrative costs are reduced by 15 percent at the completion of the
land acquisition phase. This same assumption is made for the reduced development
scenarios based on information provided by Conservancy. Therefore, at the same time
revenues decrease in a reduced development scenario, there is no corresponding reduction
in the ongoing administrative or the species-monitoring costs of the Conservancy. In other
words, while revenues are estimated to be variable, expenses are considered to be fixed.
Because reduced revenues would be generated under Alternative 4, and costs would remain
fixed, the Mitigation Fee would need to increase in order to fund the costs associated with
the requirements of the NBHCP.
In addition to the increase in Mitigation Fees, Alternative 4 could also reasonably result in
increases in other infrastructure fees since the costs for basic infrastructure would be spread
over a smaller base of development and certain economies of scale would not be achieved.
Finally, Alternative 4 would not allow for the full implementation of planned development
in accordance with adopted land use plans. This would therefore, compromise the City of
Sacramento and Sutter County's adopted goals and objectives relative to supporting the
economic, social and environmental health of their communities.
Finding. Alternative 4 would increase the costs of development without any appreciable
increase in the amount of or value of mitigation.
Further, this alternative would
compromise other economic, social and environmental goals of the adopted General Plans
and Community Plans governing the area. Consequently, Alternative 4 is considered
infeasible and would not achieve the project objectives when compared to the Project. For
these reasons, Alternative 4 has not been selected for implementation.
d. Ability of Alternative 4 to Meet the Objectives of the Project.
The stated objectives of the project are to: 1) Implement approved land use plans,
specifically the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas
Community Plan guiding. urban development within areas of Natomas Basin within the
City of Sacramento's Permit Area as defined in the NBHCP, and 2) Minimize and mitigate
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the effects of take of the covered species in the NBHCP in order to obtain a Section
10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS and approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit
to authorize the incidental take of State-listed species.
Alternative 4 would not be successful in meeting the objectives because this alternative
would limit development that has been previously approved in adopted land use plans.
This alternative would further increase the costs of mitigation without any appreciable
increase in the level of mitigation. The increased costs would further impact the feasibility
of development in the Natomas Basin. All of these influences combined, would greatly
impair the ability of the Land Use Agencies in achieving the objective of implementing
approved plans. It should further be noted that the level of development in approved plans
was approved after substantial analysis, public disclosure and discourse. Comprehensive
environmental impact reports, mitigation measures and findings of fact were developed in
approving the adopted land use plans for the Natomas Basin. For the General Plan, the
South Natomas Community Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan, the City
Council adopted Findings and Statement of Overriding Considerations specifically based on
the social, economic and public needs to support the level of development included in those
plans. Alternative 4 would reduce that level of development, thereby limiting the amount
of housing and employment previously determined by the City Council to be necessary.
Finding.
In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP and in the administrative record related to the
adoption of the City of Sacramento General Plan, the South Natomas Community Plan and
the North Natomas Community plan that demonstrates that Alternative 4 would
compromise the adopted goals and policies of the City of Sacramento, and would pose
feasibility limitations related to the successful implementation of adopted plans and
policies. For these reasons and the additional reasons put forth in the Statement of
Overriding Concerns, Alternative 4 has been fully considered by the City Council and
rejected based on issues of feasibility, practicality in meeting planned objectives and
overriding considerations.
ALTERNATIVE 5: NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
a.

Description of Alternative 5

Under the No Action Alternative, no incidental take authorization would be issued to the
City, Sutter County, the Conservancy, and no comprehensive NBHCP would be
implemented. Implementation of an overall conservation strategy would not occur in the
Natomas Basin. In the absence of a comprehensive habitat conservation program, the needs
of listed species would be addressed on a project-by-project basis. In the absence of this
comprehensive approach, the No Action Alternative would result in the following habitat
conservation planning approaches:
n Where development would affect lands that have sensitive species, individual
landowners could prepare project-specific HCPs with the USFWS (through Section
10(a)(1)(b) of the ESA) and the CDFG (through Section 2081 of the Fish and Game
Code).
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n If project-specific HCPs were not prepared, the USFWS would still have the
opportunity to prescribe project-specific mitigation for wetlands dependent
species as part of the ACOE's wetlands permitting process. Such mitigation would
likely include a combination of onsite preservation, purchase of credits in a
mitigation bank, and construction timing restrictions. This process would focus on
federally listed threatened or endangered species (e.g., giant garter snake, valley
elderberry longhorn beetle, vernal pool invertebrates), and would not include
Swainsori s hawks and other non-federally listed species.
n The CDFG's regulatory process could provide an opportunity for protection
measures to be implemented for state-listed species such as the giant garter snake
and Swainson's hawk. Site-specific protection measures required under a
Streambed Alteration Agreement are likely to include restrictions on the timing of
construction activities in giant garter snake habitat and around Swainson's hawk
nest trees.
• Individual landowners would be required to implement the CEQA mitigation
measures adopted by the City or Sutter County as part of: (1) the North or South
Natomas Community Plans and their associated EIRs; (2) the proposed South
Sutter County Specific Plan and the associated EIR; or (3) individual projectspecific CEQA review. These measures are expected to be consistent with the
project-specific mitigation requirements of the USFWS and CDFG.
It is not likely that non-listed species would receive protection. In addition, no
comprehensive system of reserves would be established under the No Action Alternative
unless established independently by the Conservancy as mitigation banks.
The
Conservancy's operating mandate under the 1997 Natomas Basin HCP would be confined
to managing Mitigation Lands previously acquired.
b. Comparative Environmental Impacts of Alternative 5: No Action Alternative
The EIR/EIS determined that Alternative 5 would have environmental impacts the same as
or similar to the Project.
The effectiveness of mitigation for the covered species would
however, potentially be less effective since habitat mitigation would largely be
accomplished through mitigation banks located outside of the Natomas Basin, and no
actions to preserve and protect habitat and the covered species within the basin would be
assured. No comprehensive system of habitat reserves would be created to support
persistence of the species in the Natomas Basin, and to assist in preservation of open space
and agriculture.
Finding. The EIR/ EIS identified that Alternative 5 would have the same types of impacts as
the Project. Alternative 5 would however, result in a more fragmented and piece meal
approach to habitat mitigation and therefore, would not provide the same degree of habitat
value to support the persistence of the covered species in the basin.
Additionally,
Alternative 5 would not comply with the requirements of the adopted North Natomas
Community Plan and EIR which requires that an HCP be prepared for development within
the North Natomas Plan area.
c.

Economic, Practical or Technological Feasibility Concerns of Alternative 5
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Implementation of Alternative 5 would result in a case-by-case, and therefore piecemeal,
approach to habitat mitigation. No comprehensive reserve system would be established to
support the continuance of the covered species use in the basin. This alternative is
inconsistent with the mitigation requirements contained in the adopted North Natomas
Community Plan and Final EIR which required that an HCP be prepared for the Natomas
Basin.
Additionally, this alternative would not facilitate the implementation of a
comprehensive conservation strategy for mitigating impacts due to urban development
within the Natomas Basin.
From an economic perspective, case-by-case mitigation would require that some developers
pay more in mitigation costs depending on the habitat resources on their site. While this
may present equity issues, a more important concern is that indirect and landscape effects,
such as incremental loss of foraging habitat, or other incremental changes would most likely
not be mitigated. Direct impacts for many species such as the Giant Garter Snake, the
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, and vernal pool species, would most likely be mitigated
through payment into USFWS Mitigation Banks which are located outside of the Natomas
Basin.
d. Ability of Alternative 5 to Meet the Objectives of the Project.
The stated objectives of the project are to: 1) Implement approved land use plans,
specifically the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan and the South Natomas
Community Plan guiding urban development within areas of the Natomas Basin within the
City of Sacramento's Permit Area as defined in the NBHCP, and 2) Minimize and mitigate
the effects of take of the covered species in the NBHCP in order to obtain a Section
10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the USFWS and approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit
to authorize the incidental take of State-listed species.
Alternative 5 would be less successful in meeting the objectives of the Project since the
adopted North Natomas Community Plan calls for the implementation of a Habitat
Conservation Plan. The General Plan (Open Space and Conservation Elements) and the
North Natomas Community Plan further call for preservation of habitat within the County
and Natomas Basin. Since Alternative 5 would result in piecemeal habitat mitigation, and
would also result in a significant amount of mitigation occurring through Mitigation Banks
located outside of the Natomas Basin and Sacramento County, this Alternative would be
less successful in meeting the goals and objectives of approved plans.
Finding.

In conclusion, substantial evidence in the record including the Economic
Analyses, the Final EIR/EIS and the NBHCP and in the administrative record related to the
adoption of the City of Sacramento General Plan, the South Natomas Community Plan and
the North Natomas Community Plan demonstrates that Alternative 5 would compromise
the adopted goals and policies of the City of Sacramento, and would pose feasibility
limitations related to the successful implementation of adopted plans and policies. For
these reasons and the additional reasons put forth in the Statement of Overriding Concerns,
Alternative 5 has been fully considered by the City Council and rejected based on issues of
feasibility, practicality in meeting planned objectives and overriding considerations.
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) EIR Findings of Fact
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H.

STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

Notwithstanding the identification of the significant unavoidable impacts described above,
the Lead Agency has determined, pursuant to Section 15093 of the State CEQA Guidelines
that the benefits of the Project outweigh the adverse impacts, and the Project should be
approved.
With reference to the above findings and in recognition of those facts that are included in
the record, the City specifically finds and makes this Statement of Overriding
Considerations that, as part of the approval provisions, the Project has eliminated or
substantially lessened all significant effects on the environment where feasible, and has
determined that any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be
unavoidable are acceptable due to overriding concerns as described below. The Project will
result in only one unavoidable significant impact related to loss of farmlands. This impact
has been determined to be acceptable because of the following overriding considerations
and because the Project has committed to mitigation to reduce the magnitude of the
significance of the impact.
1.

The Project will provide for orderly growth and development within the Natomas
Basin in accordance with adopted plans and policies.

2.

The Project will provide mitigation for species and habitat impacts, and will
establish a comprehensive system of reserves within the Natomas Basin thereby
encouraging the continued use of the basin by these species for environmental
welfare, as well as for the educational, environmental and social benefit of current
and future residents of the areas.

3.

The Project which includes a comprehensive habitat reserve system, adaptive
management policies and monitoring program will contribute to the greater
understanding and support of endangered species and their habitats.

4.

Urban development that will be provided incidental take coverage by the Project has
previously been determined to be necessary and of overriding public benefit through
the adoption of the City of Sacramento's General Plan, the North Natomas
Community Plan, and the South Natomas Community Plan Statements of
Overriding Considerations adopted based on the Prior Final EIRs are hereby
incorporated by reference and made part of these findings. The findings of these
adopted plans determined that for economic, fiscal, job creation, environmental and
land use reasons, development in accordance with the adopted plans outweighed
any unavoidable impacts and was necessary for the health and welfare of the City.

5.

With respect to the City of Sacramento General Plan and . North Natomas
Community Plan, the City Council after significant technical studies, disclosure and
public discourse determined that development of North Natomas contiguous to
existing development and within a short distance of the Central City would support
sound growth and planning principles and allow the City to meet social and
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economic objectives necessary to support the general health and welfare of its
residents.
6.

Among the considerations of the City of Sacramento in promoting the general health
and welfare of its residents is the availability of a range of housing to support
planned population growth and to achieve the Fair Share Goals set forth in the
Housing Element of the General Plan adopted by the City Council June 22, 2000
(Resolution 200-414). Planned development in the North Natomas Community Plan
area will support approximately 30,000 new housing units. Since the City of
Sacramento is largely an older developed City, this new housing and the additional
housing opportunities provided by development in South Natomas in close
proximity to the Central City and existing freeway infrastructure (Interstate 5,
Interstate 80 and Highway 99) are critical to achieving the City's growth and housing
policy objectives.

7.

The North Natomas Community Plan area will also provide land uses for the
development of commercial, industrial and retail employment centers to support
approximately 65,000 new jobs and employees. These developments are critical to
maintaining the economic health and well being of residents of the City and to
maintaining a healthy jobs-housing balance.

8.

The City Council has made substantial investment in infrastructure to support the
logical development of the Natomas Basin. These investments were based on
adopted plans and call for timely and feasible participation by property owners and
developers to share costs.
Financing for the infrastructure needed to serve the
public health, safety and welfare in the Natomas area presumes certain levels of
development. Unless those levels of build-out are achieved, the infrastructure will
not be feasible to purchase or construct because of the loss of fee revenue that would
have been generated by the projected development. By not approving the Project,
these substantial public and private investments will be put at risk and generate
substantial adverse fiscal and economic impacts to the City and region, and result in
incomplete or inadequate infrastructure which could pose substantial public health
and safety risks.

9.

Adoption of the NBHCP establishes a balance between conservation of habitat and
biological resources and continuation of agricultural uses.

CONCLUSION.
In conclusion, the City Council has determined that any remaining significant effects on the
environment attributable to'the project which are found to be unavoidable, irreversible or
not substantially mitigated are acceptable due to the overriding considerations set forth in
this Statement of Overriding Considerations. The Council has concluded that with all
environmental trade-offs of the Project taken into account, its implementation will represent
a net positive impact on the city, and bases this consideration after comprehensive analysis
of the underlying documents of record.
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ATTACHMENT B:,

Mitigation Monitoring Plan - NBHCP EIR/EIS
Introduction
The following is the Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP) for the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact Statement
(EIR/EIS). It includes a brief project description, a description of the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and a compliance checklist. The NBHCP
EIR/EIS includes mitigation measures. The intent of the MMP is to prescribe and enforce a
means'for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified within
the NBHCP EIR/EIS. Mitigation measures related to Planned Development (e.g., North
Natomas Community Plan, South Natomas Community Plan, South Sutter County Specific
Plan) have been adopted by the respective Land Use Agencies and will be monitored in
accordance with individual, project-specific MMPs. In addition, the NBHCP includes
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for the Covered Species that will be
implemented in accordance with the terms and conditions of the Implementing Agreement and
monitored in accordance with the NBHCP's compliance and biological effectiveness monitoring
provisions (Section VI.E of the NBHCP).

Project Description
The project comprises: 1) applications for Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081 permits or permit
modifications for each of the permittees; (2) approval of the NBHCP and issuance of permits by
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service and the California Department of Fish and Game; (3)
implementation of the NBHCP; (4) adoption of the Implementing Agreement(s); and (5) the
issuance of incidental take permits (ITPs). The Applicants are the City of Sacramento, Sutter
County, and The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC).
The NBHCP would establish a comprehensive program for preservation and protection of
habitat for threatened and endangered species potentially found in the Natomas Basin, which is
comprised of approximately 53,537 acres of developed and agricultural land in northwestern
Sacramento County and southern Sutter County. The acquisition of lands or conservation
easements for the purpose of creating and managing permanent habitat reserves would be the
primary mechanism for mitigating impacts to listed species. The management of the Mitigation
Lands would be performed by TNBC as the Plan Operator.

Compliance Checklist
Section 15097 of the CEQA Guidelines requires all state and local agencies to establish
monitoring or reporting programs for projects approved by a public agency whenever approval
involves the adoption of either a "mitigated negative declaratiori' or specified environmental
findings related to environmental impact reports.

NATOMAS - MMP
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NBHCP EIRIEIS MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

This MMP is intended to satisfy the requirements of CEQA as they relate to the NBHCP
EIR/EIS. This MMP is intended to be used by City of Sacramento and Sutter County staff and
mitigation monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project
implementation. Mitigation measures identified in this MMP were developed in the EIR/EIS.
The NBHCP EIR/EIS presents a detailed set of mitigation measures that will be implemented
throughout the lifetime of the project. Mitigation is defined by CEQA as a measure that:

•
•

Avoids the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.
Minimizes impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its
implementation.

•
•

Rectifies the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted environment.
Reduces or eliminates the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations
during the life of the project.
Compensates for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.

•

The intent of the MMP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted
mitigation measures and permit conditions. The MMP will provide for monitoring of
construction activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of
environmental concerns.
Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated
by the City, Sutter County, and TNBC. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation
measure, the monitoring action for the mitigation measure, the responsible party for the
monitoring action, and timing of the monitoring action. The Applicants will be responsible for
fully understanding and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the
MMP. The City of Sacramento and Sutter County, as Lead Agencies under CEQA, will be
responsible for ensuring compliance.
During construction of the project, the City and/or County will assign an inspector who will be
responsible for field monitoring of mitigation measure compliance. The inspector will report to
the City's and/or County's Planning and Building Department and will be thoroughly familiar
with the MMP. In addition, the inspector will be familiar with construction contract
requirements, construction schedules, standard construction practices, and mitigation
techniques. In order to track the status of mitigation measure implementation, field monitoring
activities will be documented on compliance monitoring report worksheets. The time
commitment of the inspector will vary depending on the intensity and location of
implementation activities. Aided by the attached table, the inspector will be responsible for the
following activities:

•

On-site, day-to-day monitoring as needed.

•

Reviewing construction plans and equipment staging/ access plans to ensure conformance
with adopted mitigation measures.
Ensuring contractor knowledge of and compliance with the MMP.
Verifying the accuracy and adequacy of contract wording.

•
•

•

Having the authority to require correction of activities that violate mitigation measures. The
inspector shall have the ability and authority to secure compliance with the MMP.

•

Acting in the role of contact for property owners or any other affected persons who wish to
register observations of violations of project permit conditions or mitigation. Upon
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•
•

receiving any complaints, the inspector shall immediately contact the construction
representative. The inspector shall be responsible for verifying any such observations and
for developing any necessary corrective actions in consultation with the construction
representative and the City of Sacramento and/or Sutter County.
Obtaining assistance as necessary from technical experts in order to develop site- specific
procedures for implementing the mitigation measures.
Maintaining a log of all significant interactions, violations of permit conditions or mitigation
measures, and necessary corrective measures.

NATOMAS - MMP
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TABLE I

Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary
Mitigation Measure

Implementing
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification of
Compliance
(Initial & Date)

Water Resources
Reduce potential construction-related stormwater
pollution during creation of habitat on the Mitigation
Lands by:

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

a. Adhering to requirements of SWRCB General
Permit for Stormwater Discharge Associated with
Construction Activity.
b. Prepare a SWPPP that includes BMPs
consistent with City's Administrative and Technical
Procedures for Grading and Erosion and Sediment
Control and Sacramento County's Erosion and
Sediment Control Standards and Specifications
(regardless of location of reserve in Sutter or
Sacramento counties).

As stated in the SWRCB General
Permit for Stormwater Discharge
Associated with Construction
Activity, City of Sacramento
Administrative and Technical
Procedures for Grading and
Erosion and Sediment Control,
and Sacramento County's Erosion
and Sediment Control Standards
and Specifications.

Measures shall be
considered during the
design of habitat
improvements on the
Mitigation Lands.
Measures shall be fully
implemented during
active construction
activities on Mitigation
Lands.

c. Focus BMPs on control of sediment discharge
into local drains (e.g,. installation of silt fences,
tracking controls) and release of hazardous
materials from construction operations (e.g.,
designated staging areas).
Biological Resources
As part of the process for development review, the
City and Sutter County will include a provision that
public or private development project that could
support jurisdictional wetlands will result in no net loss
of wetlands and will ensure that wetland functions and
values will be maintained.

City and Sutter
County

City and Sutter
County

No net loss of wetlands.

The measure shall be
fully implemented prior
to approval of
individual development
projects with in the
Permit Areas.

Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section
V.A.1 of the NBHCP shall encompass the habitat
areas that could support dwarf downingia or rose
mallow. If dwarf downingia or rose mallow are found
during the habitat surveys, mitigation shall conform to
the mitigation requirements for Delta tule pea and
Sanford's arrowhead as described in the NBHCP and
in accordance with the California Native Plant
Protection Act.

City and Sutter
County

City, Sutter
County, and
TNBC

Listed plant species are salvaged.

Measures shall be fully
implemented prior to
issuance of permits as
described in the
NBHCP.
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TABLE I

Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary
Mitigation Measure

Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section
V.A.1 of the NBHCP shall encompass the habitat
areas where nesting birds could occur. In accordance
with the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act,
vegetation containing an occupied nest and an
appropriate-sized buffer around the nest of Coopers's
hawks, American bitterns, black terns, lark sparrows,
white-tailed kites, Pacific-slope flycatchers, and
Bewick's wrens shall not be removed until the nest
has been abandoned by the nesting pair or the young
have fledged.

Implementing
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

City and Sutter
County

City, Sutter
County, and
TNBC

Nest sites and local areas are
preserved during the nesting
season.

Measures shall be fully
implemented prior to
issuance of permits as
described in the
NBHCP.

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

1) Standard mitigation procedures
for the City and Sutter County

Measures shall be
implemented
concurrent with
construction activities.

Verification of
Compliance
(Initial & Date)

Cultural Resources
Reduce potential cultural impacts by:
a. Preconstruction literature review and/or field
survey for parcels being considered for habitat
reserves; completion of an archaeological report
and site-specific mitigation measures if determined
necessary by qualified archaeologist based on
preconstruction review and survey.
b. Immediate cessation of work within 100 feet of
any historic or archaeological feature discovered
during reserve development activities, consultation
with qualified archaeologist and NAHC
representative; development of further mitigation
measures if determined to be necessary by the
qualified archaeologist and NAHC representative.
c. Immediate cessation of work within the vicinity of
finding human bone of unknown origin and
immediate contact of County Coroner; the Coroner
will notify the NAHC if the remains are determined
to be Native American and NAHC will notify the
person it believes to be the most likely descendant
who will work with the contractor to develop a
program for reinterment of the human remains and
any associated artifacts. No additional work is to
take place in the immediate vicinity of the find until
the appropriate actions have been carried out.

NATOMAS - MMP

2) In the event of encountering
Native American archeological,
ethnographic or spiritual
resources, all identification and
treatment shall be conducted by
qualified archaeologists, certified
by SOPA or meeting 36 CFR 61
standards and Native American
representatives approved through
the local Native American
community as scholars of their
cultural traditions or if not
available, persons who represent
tribal governments and/or
organizations in the locale where
the resources will be affected.
3) In the event of encountering
historic archaeological sites or
historic architectural features, all
identification and treatment shall
be carried out by historical
archaeologists or architectural
historians meeting either SOPA or
36 CFR 61 requirements
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TABLE I

Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary
Mitigation Measure

Implementing
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

None specified.

Measures shall be
identified and
implemented
concurrently with
preparation of a Site
Specific Management
Plan.

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

None specified.

Identification of
potential safety impacts
shall be identified prior
to commencement of
construction activities.
Submittal and approval
of the traffic
management plan to
the City of Sacramento
and/or Sutter County
(and Sacramento
County based on
whether location of
construction is within
unincorporated County
boundaries) shall occur
prior to the
commencement of
activities.
Implementation of
safety measures will be
implemented prior and
concurrently with
construction.

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification of
Compliance
(Initial & Date)

Land Use
Reduce land use impacts associated with loss of
farmland by developing site-specific management
plans that will incorporate provisions that consider
farmlands and agricultural use to the extent
practicable and to the extent that biological goals are
not compromised.
Traffic
Address the potential for traffic safety impacts and
minimize the potential for impacts by:
a. Identify potential traffic-safety impacts through
evaluation of traffic levels on rural roadways
providing construction access to locations of
substantial habitat reserve development activities.
b. Prepare and implement a Traffic Control Plan to
include (but not be limited to):
Provide adequate warning to users of roadway in
vicinity of construction through signs or other
visible means from roadway
Provide adequate assistance to the public in
navigating the construction site through the use
of flagmen
Install adequate signage for construction zones
and detours
If traffic and circulation would be interrupted for a
period of time, provide for the opportunity for
public input from affected residents
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TABLE 1

Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary
Mitigation Measure

Implementing
Responsibility

Monitoring
Responsibility

Compliance Standards

Timing

Verification of
Compliance
(Initial & Date)

Noise
4.9-1 Reduce potential noise impacts by:

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

None specified.

Determination of
proximity of sensitive
receptors to
construction area shall
occur prior to
commencement of
construction;
implementation of
restricted work hours in
the vicinity of these
identified receptors
shall be concurrent
with construction
activity.

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

Sacramento Area Regional Ozone
Attainment Plan

Identification of
contractors that can
provide low NOx
equipment and
construction phasing
schedule shall be
determined prior to
commencing
construction

City and Sutter
County

TNBC

Sacramento Area Regional Ozone
Attainment Plan

Concurrent with
construction activity

a. Determine if residences or other sensitive receptors
are located within 1000 feet of a construction site
associated with substantial habitat reserve
development activities
b. If it is determined that sensitive receptors exist,
operation of the construction equipment and vehicles
would occur between 7am and 6pm, Monday through
Saturday and between 9am and 6pm on Sunday.

4.10 - Air Quality
4.10-1 Reduce or otherwise minimize ozone precursor
air-pollution emissions by:
a. To the extent feasible, use construction
contractors that use low-NOx, heavy-duty
construction vehicles
b. Phase construction activities to reduce the
simultaneous operation of construction equipment
4.10-2 Reduce or otherwise minimize ozone precursor
air-pollution emissions through the following activities
implemented by the contractors:
a. Perform routine maintenance/testing of
construction equipment
b. Use existing on-site electric power sources in
place of diesel generators to the extent that these
sources are available

NATOMAS - MMP
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TABLE I

Mitigation Monitoring Plan Summary
Mitigation Measure

4.10-3 Reduce or otherwise minimize PM 10 airpollution emissions through the following activities
implemented by the contractors:

Implementing
Responsibility
City and Sutter
County

Monitoring
Responsibility
TNBC

Compliance Standards

Regional air quality attainment
plans

Timing

Verification of
Compliance
(Initial & Date)

Concurrent with
construction activity

a. Reduce or suspend grading and excavation
activity during windy periods (i.e., in excess of 15
miles per hour)
b. Post and enforce speed limits on unpaved
driving areas
c. Treat completed sites with soil binders or
vegetation
d. Wash dirt off of trucks and other equipment
before leaving construction site

NATOMAS - MMP
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RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION MAKING FINDINGS OF FACT AND STATEMENT OF
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS RELATED TO CERTIFICATION
OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT (EIR) PREPARED AS
PART OF A COMBINED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
AND
STATEMENT (EIR/EIS)
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
ADOPTING A MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN FOR ADOPTION
OF THE NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN
(NBHCP)
WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Sacramento does hereby find, determine, resolve and
order as follows:
1

The City Council finds that the Final Environmental Impact Report and Final
Environmental Impact Statement ( Final EIR/EIS) for the 2003 Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) which consists of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Final EIR/EIS,
Responses to Comments, and Appendices, dated April 2003, have been completed in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
the State CEQA Guidelines and the City of Sacramento CEQA procedures.

2.

The City Council certifies that the Final EIR/EIS was prepared, published, circulated
and reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA
guidelines, and the City CEQA procedures and constitutes an adequate, accurate,
objective and complete Final EIR/EIS in accordance with the requirements of CEQA,
the State CEQA guidelines, and the City CEQA procedures.

3.

The City Council certifies that the Final EIR/EIS has been presented to it and that the
City Council has reviewed it and considered information contained therein prior to
acting on the proposed project.

4.

The City Council finds that the Final EIR/EIS reflects the City's independent judgment
and analysis.

CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:

5.

The City Council hereby adopts the attached Findings of Fact and Statement of
Overriding Consideration (Attachment A). As part of its findings, the City also hereby
adopts the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the 2003 NBHCP EIR/EIS (Attachment B)
which consists of the City's program for reporting or monitoring the changes within the
City either as required as part of the project or made a condition of approval to avoid
or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:
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APPROVED
AMENDED

MAY 1 ., 2003

RESOLUTION NO.

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE FINAL 2003 NATOMAS BASIN
HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (NBHCP) AND APPROVING THE
NBHCP IMPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT (IA) AND AUTHORIZING
THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE IMPLEMENTATION
AGREEMENT AND RELATED DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
OBTAIN INCIDENTAL TAKE PERMITS FROM THE US FISH AND
WILDLIFE SERVICE AND CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH
AND GAME
WHEREAS, on December 11., 2001, the City Council by Resolution Number 2001-821
directed the City Manager to prepare the necessary documentation including the appropriate
environmental documents under the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), to prepare and submit a revised Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan and Implementation Agreement, with an application to the federal and
state wildlife agencies for incidental take permits.
,'3
WFiEREAS, the City Manager and City staff have prepared both a draft and final
Natomas::Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and Implementation Agreement and have submitted
the NBHCP and the Implementation Agreement to all required public and wildlife agencies for
agency and public review and comment.
WHEREAS, the City Manager and City staff have prepared both Draft and Final
Environmental Impact. Report and Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) documents in
accordance with all substantive, analytical and procedural requirements under CEQA.
WHEREAS, the City Council has certified the Final EIR/EIS for the NBHCP project as
adequate under the requirements of CEQA and further has adopted Findings of Fact and
Statements of Overriding Considerations with respect to the Final EIR/EIS for the NBHCP.
WHEREAS, the City Council has further adopted all feasible mitigation measures to
reduce the impacts of implementation of the NBHCP and has prepared and adopted the
Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the NBHCP EIR/EIS.

CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
SACRAMENTO THAT:
1

The 2003 Final Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) is hereby approved
and adopted by the City Council subject to the modifications set forth below for the
purposes of obtaining a Section 10(a)(1)(B) Permit from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and to the extent modifications to the City's existing Section 2081 Permit are
approved by the California Department of Fish and Game. The City Council adopted the
NBHCP as amended by the following modifications:
a. Eliminate the Out of Basin ("Area B") Mitigation Option so that no Mitigation Land
may be acquired in Area B,
b. Include a provision in the NBHCP, as necessary, to allow the City to exercise its
discretion through a resolution approved by City Council to require developer/ land
owners to dedicate Mitigation Land in lieu of payment of the Land Acquisition
Component of the Mitigation Fee prior to issuance of an Urban Development
Permit, and
c. Incorporate a conservation measure in the NBHCP related to Swainson's hawk
nest tree preservation that states: "Annually, prior to Swainson's hawk nesting
season (March 15 , to September 15) and until buildout of the City's Permit Area
has occurred, the City of Sacramento will notify each land owner of any property
on which a Swainson's hawk nest tree is present, and will identify the nest tree,
and alert the owner to the specific mitigation measures prohibiting the owner from
removing the nest tree;"

2

The 2003 NBHCP Implementation Agreement is further approved by the City Council and
the City Manager is authorized to execute said agreement or an agreement substantially
in accordance with such agreement subject to the modifications described in Section 1
above, and

3

The City Manager is further authorized to prepare any application forms and documents
as may be necessary in the event further incidental take authorizations are deemed
necessary by the California Department of Fish and Game.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:
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PLANNING AND BUILDING
DEPARTMENT

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

CAROLSHEARLY
NATOMAS MANAGER

2101 ARENA BLVD
ROOM 200
SACRAMENTO, CA
95834
NORTH NATOMAS UNIT
916-808-8368
FAX 916-566-3968

MEMORANDUM
May 5, 2003
TO:

Mayor and City Council

FROM:

Carol Shearly, Natomas Manager

SUBJECT:

REPORT BACK ON PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED AT THE
APRIL 29, 2003, WORKSHOP ON THE NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT
CONSERVATION PLAN (NBHCP)

This is an informational item to provide the Council with the requested staff responses to concerns
raised at the April 29, 2003, workshop on the NBHCP. During the workshop, one member of the
public, Mr. Jim Pachl provided comments. The City Council requested responses from staff regarding
the comments received. The attachment summarizes the comments received and staff's response to
those comments.
It is the staffs' understanding that the scheduled hearing regarding the NBHCP has been continued
from May 8, 2003 to May 13, 2003 Council meetings. This Report Back and Attachment are being
entered into the public record and distributed to the Council for their review and consideration as part
of the certification of the NBHCP EIR/EIS and approval of the NBHCP scheduled for May 13, 2003.
Please feel free to contact me via e-mail at cshearly@cityofsacramento.org or by phone at (916)8085893 regarding the attached responses to comments or other questions regarding the NBHCP.

cc:

Robert Thomas, City Manager
Thomas Lee, Deputy City Manager

ATTACHMENT C
Responses to Comments Raised
Regarding the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) at the
April 29, 2003, City Council Workshop
At the April 29, 2003 NBHCP Workshop before the Sacramento City Council, one member of the
public, Mr. Jim Pachl provided comments. The City Council requested responses from staff regarding
the comments received. Comments are briefly summarized below and responses to each are included.
1.

Postponement of Action.

Mr. Pachl stated that he had received the documents on Thursday April 24, 2003, but did not feel that
adequate time was available to thoroughly review them prior to the scheduled May 8, 2003, City
Council hearing on the item. He indicated that there was no great rush for the Council to proceed and
that more time for review and comment would be warranted. He also noted that some members of the
Council are scheduled to go to Washington between the workshop and the scheduled action and
therefore, questioned the Council's ability to have time.to adequately review the documents.
RESPONSE:
Postponing action on the proposed Project is at the City Council's discretion. The public review
process for the NBHCP has been extensive and was conducted in accordance with all applicable
CEQA, and NEPA requirements, as well as applicable federal ESA requirements. In fact in many
cases, the public review process exceeded these requirements. For example, under CEQA a 45 day
public review period of draft documents would be required for the NBHCP and, under NEPA, the
USFWS determined that the NBHCP was subject to a 60 day public review period for draft documents.
However, the public review period for the draft documents extended from August 16, 2002 to
December 5, 2002 -- a period of over 100 days to ensure adequate review time.
Relative to the Final EIR/EIS, CEQA requires that the Final EIR be available for public review at least
10 days prior to the scheduled action on the EIR. The Final EIR/EIS, the NBHCP and the
Implementation Agreement were formally released on April 25, 2003. Timely notice was provided to
ensure interested persons and commenters received earlier notification. Thus although CEQA requires
that the City notify public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR of the availability of the Final EIR at
least 10 days in advance of certification, staff has ensured that an extra 3 days in excess of this
requirement were included in the schedule. Moreover, all commenters received the notice of public
hearing and availability of the Final EIR/EIS.
2.

Mitigation Ratio.

Mr. Pachl raised three general areas of concern regarding the mitigation ratio included in the NBHCP:
1) that the mitigation ratio of 0.5:1.0 included in the 1997 NBHCP was proven to be acceptable based
on the assumption that approximately 17,500 acres would be the development limit in the Natomas
Basin and therefore, substantial open space and agriculture would remain in the Natomas Basin to
support the covered species; 2) given these assumptions, Mr. Pachl was concerned that the Joint
2
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Vision planning effort would promote additional urban development in the basin and therefore, open
space and agriculture would not remain in the basin, and 3) because the San Joaquin HCP includes a
1:1 mitigation ratio, the City should consider a similar ratio in the NBHCP.
RESPONSE
In coordination with USFWS and CDFG, considerable additional analysis was conducted as part of the
Draft EIR/EIS and preparation of the revised 2003 NBHCP to review the issues related to the
mitigation ratio to ensure that the NBHCP's operating conservation program including the mitigation
ratio would adequately mitigate both the direct and cumulative impacts of development in the Natomas
Basin. The Draft NBHCP addresses the effect of the mitigation ratio relative to impacts in Chapter VII
which includes a species specific analysis of the impacts to each covered species and the effectiveness
of the mitigation program in addressing the impacts. The Draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 4) also included a
full assessment of the impacts to species, including direct, indirect and cumulative effects.
Additionally, the CH2M Hill Biological Resources Technical Memorandum and the EPS Economic
analysis contained extensive analyses and technical information regarding the adequacy of the
Operating Conservation Program.
Moreover, the Final EIR/EIS Responses to Comments contain comprehensive responses to each of
these issues in the form of master responses and individual responses. Chapter 3 of the Final EIR/EIS
contains the following comprehensive responses which address comments concerning the adequacy of
the NBHCP Operating Conservation Program, effects on covered species, the mitigation ratio, the Joint
Vision, and cumulative projects:
Master Response 1: Mitigation Ratio (beginning on Page 3-1);
Master Response 3: Joint Vision (beginning on Page 3-17)
Master Response 4: Cumulative Impacts (beginning on Page 3-22) and
Master Response 5: Foraging Habitat Analysis (beginning on Page 3-35).
The conclusion of the various analyses as reflected in the final 2003 NBHCP, Master Responses and
the additional Biological Technical Memorandum Addendum included as Appendix K of the NBHCP
is that adequate agricultural and open space lands, particularly foraging lands for the Swainson's hawk
are anticipated to remain in the Basin during the life of the incidental take permits. Mitigation lands
required under the NBHCP, and other NBHCP avoidance, minimization and conservation measures
such as the Swainson's Hawk Zone will be effective in offsetting the effects of incidental take due to
Planned Development and the Covered Activities when considered in the context of the projected
baseline conditions in the basin and surrounding region. Moreover, it is very unlikely that these
baseline conditions will change due to other urban development without the provision of additional
mitigation associated with that development. Although the likelihood of urban development occurring
without mitigation is extremely unlikely, the NBHCP nonetheless includes specific adaptive
management provisions to respond to such changes in the available foraging lands in the basin. This
analysis and adaptive management criteria are included in Chapter IV Conservation Plan, pages IV-11
through IV-14 of the NBHCP.
Regarding the Joint Vision Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), as the Final EIR/EIS explains, the
City and Sacramento County are in the very early stages of conducting analyses and planning efforts in
accordance with the recently adopted guiding principles set forth in the MOU. This MOU does not
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commit the City or County to a location for the City's Sphere of Influence (SOI), any annexation
actions, specific land uses or approvals. Any such future approvals would be subject to extensive
policy revisions, planning and environmental analyses, and would be required to provide mitigation for
both direct and cumulative effects of such new development if any land use decisions are approved by
the City and County. The NBHCP does not include any additional urban development in Sacramento
County beyond the 8,050 acres included in the City's NBHCP permit area and the Metro Air Park
Permit Area of 1,983 acres (County of Sacramento).

Additionally, in accordance with the NBHCP and the Implementation Agreement the City and Sutter
County have limited total development within their respective Permit Areas to a combined total of
15,517 acres under the NBHCP. Specifically Page 1-5 and 1-6 of the Final NBHCP states:
"The effectiveness of the NBHCP's Conservation Program (OCP) to adequately minimize and
mitigate the effects of take of the Covered Species due to Authorized Development depends on
the City and Sutter County limiting total development within their respective Permit Areas to a
combined total of 15,517 acres. In addition, the OCP and the NBHCP's effects analysis
account for a combined total of 17,500 acres of Planned Development occurring in the Natomas
Basin (i.e. 15,517 acres within the City and Sutter County's Permit Areas and 1,983 acres of
MAP development in Sacramento County). Because the NBHCP's OCP is based upon the
City limiting total development to 8,050 acres within the City's identified Permit Area, approval
by the City of future urban development beyond the 8,050 acres or outside of its Permit Area
would constitute a significant departure from the Plan's OCP and would trigger a reevaluation
of the Plan, a new effects analysis, potential amendments and/or revisions to the Plan and
Permits, a separate conservation strategy and issuance of Incidental Take Permits to the
permittee for that additional development and/or possible suspension or revocation of the
City's Permits in the event the City were to violate such limitations without completing such
reevaluation, amendment or revision. Any additional urban development within the Natomas
Basin that occurs outside of the City's and Sutter's Permit Areas, with the exception of the
MAP development, including any development with Sacramento County or within the
jurisdiction of another Potential Permittee, also would constitute a significant departure from
the Plan's OCP and would trigger a new effects analysis, potential amendments or revisions to
the Plan and Permits, a separate conservation strategy, and issuance of Incidental Take Permits
to the Potential Permittee for that additional urban development and/or possible suspension or
revocation of the City's permits in the event the City were to violate such limitations. .
Notwithstanding the foregoing, so long as the City and Sutter County limit urban development
to their respective Permit Areas and the City and Sutter County continue to meet their
obligations under the NBHCP, the OCP and associated Permits remain valid for each
Permittee's Covered Activities.
If the City of Sacramento annexes additional lands into the City (with the exception of the
panhandle annexation areas - See Section III.C) with the Plan Area but outside the City's
Permit Area as shown on Figure 2, the City would be required to comply with state and federal
law, to address the impacts of take from future development of the annexed land. As noted in
Section VI.L of this NBHCP, inclusion of additional lands under the NBHCP for purposes of
seeking incidental take coverage would require either an amendment of the Plan and the City's
Incidental Take Permits or preparation of a new HCP for that additional area. Such an
amendment would require the City to address various impacts, including impacts to the
4
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NBHCP Covered Species and the effects of urban development on lands proposed for
annexation on the biological viability of such species and would be subject to all applicable
state and federal statutes and regulations, including the provisions of CESA, ESA, CEQA and
NEPA."
For these and other additional reasons included in the Master Response to the Joint Vision and
Cumulative Impacts (Final EIR/EIS, Chapter 3, pages 3-17 through 3-35), the NBHCP has adequately
addressed concerns regarding the potential for future development in the Basin. The NBHCP contains
a conservation strategy which incorporates a process for addressing the potential for additional impacts
to covered species in the Natomas Basin.
Regarding the San Joaquin Mitigation Ratio, Master Response 1 included in the Final EIR/EIS
(Chapter 3, Page 3-1) fully covers how the NBHCP mitigation ratio compares to other mitigation ratios
in the Sacramento and Central Valley. This response states (page 3-5, 6 of the Final EIR/EIS):
"The San Joaquin Multi-Species Conservation Program (MSCP) differs from the NBHCP in
several ways. It was prepared to address the incidental take of 97 species associated with the
conversion of 109,302 acres consisting of agricultural lands, natural lands-non-wetlands (e.g., oak
woodlands), natural lands- vernal pools, and wetlands other than vernal pools. Incidental take
authorization was provided to approximately 44 of the 97 species addressed in the MSCP. Under
the San Joaquin MSCP, the loss of 109,302 acres, of which approximately 75,000 acres are
considered habitat for the covered species, is mitigated by 100,841 acres of preserved lands.
Moreover, the San Joaquin MSCP provides that if a project is designed to avoid all impacts to
MSCP covered species and all habitats, the project is not subject to the MSCP compensation
requirements. Thus, certain lands that do not provide habitat may be converted to urban
development without triggering the requirement to purchase mitigation lands. Additionally,
although the giant garter snake is addressed in the San Joaquin MSCP, the MSCP did not grant
incidental take. authorization for conversion of occupied habitat.
By contrast, the NBHCP was prepared to address the effects of 22 Covered Species within the
NBHCP Plan Area. Unlike the San Joaquin MSCP, the NBHCP provides for incidental take
coverage of giant garter snake, including occupied and unoccupied habitat. The NBHCP also
applies the 0.5:1 mitigation ratio to all lands within the Permit Areas, whether or not they
provide habitat for any of the Covered Species. In addition, even if developers avoid impacts to
habitat or Covered Species, they must nonetheless pay the mitigation fees. The NBHCP covers
species and habitat types and quality that are not coextensive with those in the San Joaquin
MSCP; therefore, simply importing a mitigation ratio applied in the San Joaquin MSCP to the
Natomas Basin is inappropriate. Finally, the mitigation program of the San Joaquin County
MSCP is based largely on conservation easements for existing agricultural lands and does not
include the types of habitat restoration and enhancements included in the NBHCP."
3.

Discharge of Wastewater in Sutter County.

Mr. Pachl expressed concern that development in the Sutter County permit area would result in
increased wasterwater discharges and that this could have environmental impacts.
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RESPONSE
On page 1-38 and 39, the Draft NBHCP describes activities which are not covered by the NBHCP. As
noted by staff at the April 29, 2003 City Council Workshop, waste water discharges from Sutter
County occurring outside the permit area are not a covered activity of the NBHCP. A full response to
this issue is included in the Final EIR/EIS Chapter 3, Page 101, Response to Comment 01-27.
The Final EIR/EIS clarifies that construction and operation of a land treatment system and the
construction of an outfall facility to the Sacramento River outside of the Sutter Permit Area are not
Covered Activities in the NBHCP. The USFWS is proceeding with its review and consideration of
Sutter County's incidental take permit application for those activities which are identified as Covered
Activities. Moreover, a land discharge system is speculative and will be subject to extensive review
and approval by the Regional Board and Department of Health Services. Waste discharge to land is
regulated by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board and the Department of Health
Services. Extensive regulatory review will be required prior to the development of Sutter County's
land disposal system, including subsequent environmental documentation. Characterization of the
effluent stream will be required. Wastewater constituents from a commercial/industrial area will
change as this area develops and as businesses change from time to time. The Final EIR/EIS further
clarifies that specific requirements will be imposed for the discharge area, including: (1)-site
containment to limit the possibility of release of wastewater beyond the discharge area, probably
through the use of berms around the discharge area; (2) a specific crop management plan (e.g., farming
rice, corn, Sudan grass, or other crops) to be reviewed by the Regional Board to ensure that nutrients
and other wastewater constituents are used by crops and do not percolate to groundwater; (3) disposal
requirements for crops that might contain high levels of metals and other pollutants, (4) storage
requirements for wastewater generated during the non-irrigation season (the Infrastructure Master Plan
references a planned 100-acre detention pond), and 5) extensive monitoring.
For these reasons, any plans, once specified for wastewater discharge, would be subject to several
regulatory approvals and rigorous environmental analysis.
4.

Area B Acquisition Policy

Mr. Pachl expressed concern that the NBHCP policy which allows up to 20% of the reserve system to
be acquired in Area B would not support the covered species (doesn't work biologically) and would
not achieve the goal of providing habitat in the Basin. He further expressed the concern that this would
result in more habitat being acquired in Sutter County than in Sacramento County.
RESPONSE
Acquisition of lands in Area B may occur in limited circumstances under the NBHCP and may not
exceed 20% of the reserve system at any given time. The specific criteria for acquisition of Area B
lands are covered in the NBHCP Chapter IV, Pages IV-17 through 19. The first required criteria for
acquisition of Area B lands is that any land proposed to be required in Area B must at a minimum meet
all other NBHCP "reserve acquisition criteria and provide clear benefits to the Covered Species of the
NBHCP." The NBHCP further states that the acquisition of lands in Area B must be approved in
writing by USFWS and CDFG based on available scientific information that a reserve of adequate size,
viability and habitat value can be established in this area and can support a population of giant garter
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snakes, Swainson's hawk or other Covered Species. Therefore, the primary land acquisition criteria
are biological driven.
Regarding Mr. Pachl's concern that Area B would result in more habitat being acquired in Sutter
County, it is important to note that the NBHCP requires blocks of reserves to be created at a minimum
of 400 acres, with at least one 2,500 acre reserve. At this time over 2,800 acres of the proposed 8,750
acre reserve system have been acquired by TNBC. Of the 2,800 acres of existing reserves, three
logical areas form the basis for larger consolidated reserves. Two of the major reserve clusters are
located in Sacramento County, and include the Fisherman's Lake Reserve Cluster (258 acres to date)
and the North Sacramento County Reserve Cluster (1,231 acres to date). The third cluster is located in
Sutter County and includes 1,313 acres to date. Thus, the majority of reserves are currently located in
Sacramento County, and it is expected that in order to meet the minimum reserve size and to establish
at least one large reserve, this pattern of land acquisition would continue. A complete response to this
issue has been included in the Final EIR/EIS in Response to Comment 03-19 which begins on Page
158 of the Final EIR/EIS.
5. Water Agencies Participation
Mr. Pachl also expressed concern that the water agencies (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual Water
Company) are not participants in the NBHCP.
RESPONSE
RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual Water Company are included in the NBHCP and the EIR/EIS as
permittees for incidental take coverage for specific activities. At this time the Water Agencies are not
requesting permits nor are they signatories to the Implementation Agreement because these two
agencies wish to pursue expanded covered activities including coverage for use of pesticides and
herbicides. Since a USFWS Region 1 policy prohibits take coverage for pesticides and herbicides, the
NBHCP does not include coverage for such activities. The Water Agencies, may however, at their
discretion, request permits for non-chemical canal maintenance activities which are included in the
NBHCP and the EIR/EIS as Covered Activities.
The NBHCP and EIR/EIS also address at length the consequences of permittees participating in the
NBHCP both individually or in combination with other permittees. Notwithstanding the multijurisdictional nature of the NBHCP, this evaluation was incorporated into the NBHCP and EIR/EIS in
order to ensure that the mitigation and conservation strategy is adequate to offset the effects of take
associated with Covered Activities within each Permittee's Permit Area in the event only that
Permittee participates in the NBHCP. Thus, the NBHCP and the EIR/EIS analyzed the effects of nonparticipation by the Water Agencies. Master Response 2 included in the Final EIR/EIS and beginning
on page 3-13 summarizes this analysis. The analysis concludes that the effectiveness of the NBHCP in
offsetting the effects of incidental take does not depend on the participation of the Water Agencies and
it would remain effective with or without their participation.
6.

Feasibility of Acquisition of Reserve Lands in Pace with Development
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Mr. Pachl also expressed the concern that as development occurs in the Natomas Basin, land costs and
speculation will rise, which could pose constraints to the timely acquisition and development of the
reserve system, and the ability of mitigation to keep pace with development.
RESPONSE
As noted in response to comment G2-7 of the Final EIR/EIS, the NBHCP includes safeguards to ensure
that acquisition of reserve lands keeps pace with development and that the cost of land does not hinder
implementation. The NBHCP includes safeguards, including among others:
•
•.
•

•

The Mitigation Fee can be raised by the Permittees to ensure Mitigation Land acquisition will
occur;
200 acres of land must be acquired in advance of each new construction season (May 1);
If the Permittees do not meet their Mitigation Land acquisition obligations (adequate acquisition is
not obtained), they are not allowed to issue grading permits (i.e., Urban Development Permits) until
such obligations are met; and
Increasing land costs encourages the developers to buy land to transfer to TNBC subject to all
acquisition criteria.
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Supplement to the May 13, 2003, Staff Report Regarding the Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP)
Submitted to the City Council as part of the Administrative Record on May 13, 2003
Attached is the following information for the City Council's consideration:
ERRATA

1.

The Errata includes minor revisions to the NBHCP and EIR/EIS to correct typographical errors or clarify
language. The Errata also includes revised versions of Figures 3 and 17 of the NBHCP with Fisherman's Lake
identified on the figures. The Errata also includes a complete final list of definitions for the NBHCP and IA.
None of these minor revisions to the NBHCP, IA and EIR/EIS result in new significant or substantially more
severe environmental impacts.
II.

INFORMATION SUBMITTED AFTER PUBLICATION OF THE FINAL EIR/EIS

Information included in this section consists of correspondence received by the City after the publication of the
Final EIR/EIS. Staff has conducted a review of the correspondence and determined that the attached
correspondence does not raise any no new issues, new significant impacts or changes in the significance or
severity of impacts previously addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. . Issues or concerns raised in the
correspondence were previously addressed in the Final EIR/EIS, the Final NBHCP, or in responses prepared
by staff as part of the Staff Report. A summary of comments received follows:
Comments or Information Submitted by Mr. Jim Pachl.
•

Response to Verbal Comments of Mr. Jim Pachl at the April 29, 2003, City Council Workshop on the
NBHCP. (These comments have already been submitted to the City Council as Attachment C of the
May 13, 2003, Staff Report regarding the NBHCP).

•

May 2, 2003, letter from Jim Pachl to Tom Lee and Carol Shearly of the City of Sacramento. The letter
restates Mr. Pachl's understanding of elements of the NBHCP. Responses to Mr. Pachl's letter are
attached in this Supplement to the Staff Report.

•

May 5, 2003, letter from Jim Pachl to Grace Hovey of the City of Sacramento Planning Department and
Rich Hall fof Sutter County. This letter transmits a number of other letters previously submitted to the
City of Sacramento. No new issues are raised by these letters. An analysis of the letters by staff is
also attached.

•

May 6, 2003, letter from Jim Pachl to Grace Hovey of the City of Sacramento Planning Department and
Rich Hall of Sutter County from Jim Pachl dated May 6, 2003. This letter provides resumes for Eric
Hansen, Michael Bradbury and Jim Estep. No comment is associated with these submittals. This letter
and attachments are on file at the City Planning Department Offices, 1231 I Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA. 95814, care of Grace Hovey.

Comments or Information Submitted by the County of Sacramento
•
•

May 8, 2003, letter from Robert B. Leonard, County Airport Systems. Staff response also attached.
May 7, 2003, letter from Robert Sherry, County Planning Director to Carol Shearly, City of Sacramento
and Rich Hall , Sutter County

Comments or Information Submitted by the California Department of Fish and Game
,\

•

May 12, 2003, letter from Banky E. Curtis, Regional Manager, CDFG, to Mayor Heather Fargo.
1

Errata to NBHCP, IA and EIR/EIS
The following specific revisions are proposed to the NBHCP and associated documents.
These changes are not considered substantial in nature and do not result in any new issues or
impacts.
1.

Text Corrections to the NBHCP

LIST OF APPENDICES
(Under Separate Cover)
Appendix B:
GalifGFRia,

, dated NGvembep 1, 1994.

"Draft" Revised Fee Estimate Based on Draft (2002) NBHCP, dated October 11,
(2002) NBHCP," dated October 11, 2002, prepared by Economic & Planning
Systems. Inc.
Page 1-2
The effectiveness of the NBHCP's Operating Conservation Program (OCP) to adequately
minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the Covered Species due to Authorized
Development depends on the City and Sutter County limiting total development within their
respective Permit Areas to a combined total of 15,517 acres. In addition, the OCP and the
NBHCP's effects analysis account for a combined total of 17,500 acres of Planned
Development occurring in the Natomas Basin (i.e., 15,517 acres within the City and Sutter
County's Permit Areas and 1,983 acres of Metro Air Park [MAP] development in Sacramento
County). Thus. the City and Sutter acknowledge that in the event this future urban develoDment
is proposed b the Cit or Sutter U nor to a DD roval of an rel ted rezonin or 0 rezonin such
future urban development shall trigger a reevaluation of the Plan and Permits a new effects
analvsis, potential amendments and/or revisions to the Plan and Permits, a separate
conservation strate ^v and issuance of Incidental Take Permits to the a ermittee for that
HC ditional develo D m nt. and/or D q ssible u D ens ion or
Cl n of the City's or Sutter'
Permits in the event the City or Sutter violate such limitations
Page IV-15
2.

Reserve Acquisition Guidelines and Criteria

Described below are criteria that TNBC and the NBHCP TAC shall consider when
evaluating potential reserve acquisitions.
a.

Setbacks Adiacent to Reserve Lands

Setback zones shall be considered prior to the acquisition of reserve lands. The
purpose of the setback requirement is to minimize conflicts between
a^ ser^++s

X
Z

reserve lands and nearby existing development or lands that are designated for urban
development by one of the Land Use Agencies on one another.
NBHCP Figures 3 and 17
Figure 3 and Figure 17 of the Final NBHCP have been revised to correct the location/boundary
of Fisherman's Lake and to modify the color of drainage channels to ensure these features are
clearly identified.
2.

Corrections to the NBHCP EIR/EIS

Page 3-6
Page 3-6 of the NBHCP Final EIR/EIS, the first full paragraph beginning with "By contrast..." is
proposed to be revised as follows: "....within a 17,5000
the Plan Area."
Figure 2-4
Figure 2-4 of the Final EIR/EIS has been revised to more correctly identify the
location/boundary of Fisherman's Lake.

3.

Definitions - NBHCP and IA

The following definitions are revised as follows and apply to the NBHCP and the IA:
3.

Area B (Out of Basin Mitigation Area). Area B shall refer to lands identified on Figure
20 of the HCP in which TNBC may pursue acquisition of Mitigation Lands under the
specific terms described in Chapter IV, Section 2.b of the HCP, with approval of
USFWS and CDFG. TNBC shall account for all acreage acquired in Area B to ensure
that the total amount of such lands does not exceed 20 percent of the total Mitigation
Lands. The additional requirements associated with acquisition of mitigation lands in
Area B(out of basin). apply only to Area B and do not apply to any acquisitions of
mitigation lands located within the Natomas Basin or the outer "ring" of the Natomas
Basin defined as the land bounding the Natomas Basin and extending to the edge of
water immediately outside the Natomas Basin levees.

53.

State Protected Species. The term "State Protected-Species" means those plants and
animals listed ..by the State of California ("State") under the provisions-of CESA and
shown as Covered Species on Table I-1 hereto that are found. or may be found, in the
Permit Areas.

54.

Swainson's Hawk Zone. This zone is defined as the lands which are not currently
developed (excluding the 252 acres of land designated "Urban" on the City of
Sacramento General Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan located within the
City of Sacramento) and which are located within the Natomas Basin and within one
mile east of the toe of the inside levee of the Sacramento River and extending from the
Natomas Cross Canal on the north and Interstate 80 on the south. See also Figure 13
of the NBHCP.
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NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO
THAT:
1

The 2003 Final Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) is hereby approved and
adopted by the City Council for the purposes of obtaining a Section 1 0(a)(1)(B) Permit from
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and to the extent modifications to the City's existing
Section 2081 Permit are approved by the California Department of Fish and Game;

2

The 2003 NBHCP Implementation Agreement is further approved by the City Council and
the City Manager is authorized to execute said agreement or an agreement substantially in
accordance with such agreement, and

3 The City Manager is further authorized to prepare any application forms and documents as
may be necessary in the event modifications to the City of Sacramento's existing Section
2081 Permit are approved by the California Department of Fish and Game.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:

James P. Pachl
Attorney at Law
817 - 14t" Street, Suite 100
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689

May 2, 2003
Thomas Lee, Deputy City Manager
City Hall
730 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Carol Shearly, Natomas Manager
2101 Arena Blvd #200
Sacramento, CA 95834

cc: Grace Hovey, Associate Planner

RE: Natomas Basin HCP, our meeting on April 28, 2003
Dear Tom and Carol,
Thank you very much for the meeting of April 28, 2003. This letter confirms
some of what we discussed, including your answers to some of my questions. Please
advise me if anything said herein is not accurate.
Please include this letter in the Administrative Record of the NBHCP.
1.
I asked whether the City would be financially liable for remedying any
mitigation funding shortfall if, at the conclusion of City's development, the funding
mechanisms of the NBHCP, including transfers of mitigation land in lieu of mitigation
fees and the 200 acre "cushion", failed to generate funding sufficient to carry out the
mitigation requirements of the NBHCP as to land developed under the NBHCP. You
stated that if such a situation were to occur, City funds would not be liable to remedy a
mitigation funding deficiency under the NBHCP.
2.
In response to my question, you confirmed that the measurement of the onemile Swainson's Hawk Zone begins at the inside toe of the east levee of the Sacramento
Rivet. The NBHCP should be amended to include this information in the definition of
"Swainson's Hawk Zone", NBHCP p. D 7, which now erroneously says that the

Swainson's Hawk Zone is "within one mile east of the Sacramento River". Unless the
definition is amended, others may later assert that the SWH Zone begins at the bank of
the Sacramento River, which at some locations is two hundred yards west of the levee.
3.

In response to my question, you confirmed that the NBHCP prohibits the

Natomas Basin Conservancy from acquiring mitigation land within the South Sutter
County Industrial /Commercial Reserve area, because the Sutter County General Plan
designates that area for possible future urban development. Sutter County will amend

its general plan to delete the I/C Reserve designation from land within the Swainson's
Hawk Zone. After that amendment, the NBC could acquire lands in Sutter County's
area of the Swainson Hawk zone.
In response to my question, you stated that the City does not support the. sale or
4.
trade of habitat preserve lands acquired under the Natomas Settlement Agreemen, and
that the provisions of the NBHCP which allow the trade or sale of NBC preserve lands
do not apply to lands acquired under the May 15, 2001Settlement Agreement. The
NBHCP should be amended to state the latter information. Such a sale or trade would
violate the Settlement Agreement, which was incorporated into an Amendment of
Judgment of the Federal Court, filed May 16, 2001.
You advised that the NBHCP (NBHCP Figures 3 and 17) would be amended to
5.
show the delineation of Fisherman Lake as that used in the Settlement Agreement,
which is the former natural slough (see NBHCP Figure 5) starting approximately 1/2
mile north of Del Paso Rd, where it is intersected by the West Drainage Canal (running
e-w), and continuing southward across Del Paso Rd; continuing southward, and then
eastward to El Centro Rd, as defined in the May 15, 2001 Natomas Settlement
Agreement. It is presently subject to regulation as "waters of the United States".
In response to my question, you advised that if there is new development which
6.
is not covered by the pending NBHCP, the .5 to 1 mitigation ratio for development
covered by the pending NBHCP cannot be increased, although a higher mitigation ratio
may be required for new development not covered by the present NBHCP. This is not
clear from the present NBHCP's description of what happens if there is new
development not covered by the NBHCP.
We discussed whether the City has discretion to require developers to meet their
7.
mitigation requirement by requiring transfer of mitigation land to the Conservancy
(subject to approval by the NBC, USFWS, CDFG) in lieu of payment of the acquisition
component of the mitigation fee. I cannot find anything in the NBHCP or IA which
gives City that authority. The NBHCP gives the developer the option of either paying
a mitigation fee or transferring approved land in lieu of the acquisition component of
the fee. The NBC has authority to refuse to accept mitigation fees only if it falls behind
on its acquisition (NBHCP VI-9), by which time it may be too late. I feel strongly that
the City should insist on amendment of the NBHCP to give the City and NBC the
discretion to require land in lieu of the acquisition component of the mitigation fee.
Payment of a fixed fee to buy unknown mitigation land at unknown prices is a recipe
for disaster, particularly in light of inflated landowner expectations.

It was suggested that the NBHCP should be amended to show that the NBC
8.
may acquire land on the River side of Garden Highway.
The experience of the Natomas Settlement Agreement demonstrates that
developers can and will acquire approved mitigation lands in advance of development,
and within specified zones of Sacramento County area of Natomas Basin, if they are
absolutely required to do so before they can grade; and that developers can buy land
more readily and at less cost than the Conservancy.
Please advise if any of the above is incorrect. Thank you for your time.

cc: Rich Hall, Sutter County
USFWS
CDFG
John Kostyack
Andy Sawyer
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ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
ON DATE OF

R OLUTION ADOPTING THE FINAL 2003 NATOMAS BASIN
T CONSERVATION PLAN (NBHCP) AND APPROVING THE
HAB
NBHC N MPLEMENTATION AGREEMENT IA AND AUTHORIZING
MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE IMPLEMENTATION
THE CI
AND RELATED DOCUMENTS NECESSARY TO
AGREEME
OBTAIN INC ENTAL TAKE PERMITS FROM THE US FISH AND
WILDLIFE SER CE AND CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND
GAME
WHEREAS, on December 1, 2001, the City Council by Resolution Number 2001-821
directed the City Manager to prepare e necessary documentation including the appropriate
environmental documents under the Na 'onal Environmental Protection Act ( NEPA) and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQ , to prepare and submit a revised Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan and Implement atio
greement, with an application to the federal and
state wildlife agencies for incidental take permits.
WHEREAS, the City Manager and City staff h e prepared both a draft and final Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and Implementation A eement and have submitted the NBHCP
and the Implementation Agreement to all required public nd wildlife agencies for agency and
public review and comment.
WHEREAS, the City Manager and City staff have
epared both Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Report and Environmental Impact State
it (EIR/EIS) documents in
accordance with all substantive, analytical and procedural requireme ts under CEQA.
WHEREAS, the City Council has certified the Final EIR/EIS for e NBHCP project as
adequate under the requirements of CEQA and further has adopted 'ndings of Fact and
Statements of Overriding Considerations with respect to the Final EIR/EIS fo the NBHCP.
WHEREAS, the City Council has further adopted all feasible mitigation measur to reduce the
impacts of implementation of the NBHCP and has prepared and adopted the NBH
Mitigation
Monitoring Plan.

CITY CLERK USE ONLY
RESOLUTION NO:
ADOPTED:

Responses to Additional Written Comments on the NBHCP
Received on May 6, 2003, from James Pachl
(Reference: Letter to Thomas Lee Deputy City Manager and Carol Shearly Natomas Manager,
Dated May 2, 2003, and received by the City on May 6, 2003)

Mr. James P. Pachl has submitted additional comments to the City of Sacramento regarding
the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). These comments were received by
the City on May 6, 2003. Mr. Pachl has requested that the letter be included in the
Administrative Record of the NBHCP.
Mr. Pachl's comments refer to clarifications related to a meeting held on April 28, 2003, with
Mr. Pachl, Jude Lamarr, and city representatives. This meeting is one of the regularly
scheduled monthly meetings that the City Manager's office holds with the Plaintiffs regarding
implementation of the 1997 NBHCP Settlement Agreement.
1.

Funding Assurances

Mr. Pachi asked whether the City would be financially liable for remedying any mitigation
funding shortfall related to acquisition of mitigation lands. Mr. Pachl correctly stated that the
public funds of the City (such as general funds) would not be liable to remedy such a situation.
The City of Sacramento is precluded from pledging such funds or obligating future City
Councils to pledge such funds. As such, the revised NBHCP includes a number of other
safeguards to ensure adequacy of funding and to demonstrate that the City has met the
incidental take permit issuance criteria. These include:
• There is no cap on the Mitigation Fees. Consequently, the Permittees can increase the
Mitigation Fees to ensure Mitigation Land acquisition will occur;
• 200 acres of Mitigation Land must be acquired in advance of each new construction season
(May 1);
• If the Permittees do not meet their Mitigation Land acquisition obligations (adequate
acquisition is not obtained), they are not allowed to issue grading permits (i.e., Urban
Development Permits) until such obligations are met; and
• The NBHCP allows for developers to buy land to transfer to TNBC as Mitigation Lands
subject to all acquisition criteria.
• The NBHCP mitigation fee includes a Supplemental Endowment to protect against funding
shortfalls as a result of shifts in land costs.
In addition, it is important to point out that the annual review of the Mitigation Fees also
includes a review of land costs. Each year fees are adjusted to account for economic changes
in land values, and an endowment fund has also been established to provide a contingency for
shifts in land costs during each year. Thus, substantial attention has been paid to ensuring
both funding availability and funding assurance for the NBHCP.
2. Definition of the Swainson's Hawk Zone.
The revised definition of the Swainson's Hawk Zone was inadvertently not included in the final
NBHCP. The final language should read:
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Swainson's Hawk Zone. This zone is defined as the lands which are not
currently developed (excluding the 250 acres of land designated "Urban" on the
City of Sacramento General Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan
located within the City of Sacramento) and which are located within the
Natomas Basin and within one mile east of the toe of the inside levee of the
Sacramento River and extending from the Natomas Cross Canal on the north
and Interstate 80 on the south. See also Figure 13 of the NBHCP.
This correction will be entered into the record and included in the Errata to the Final NBHCP.
3. Acquisition of Lands within the South Sutter County Industrial/Commercial Reserve
Area.
Mr. Pachl incorrectly suggests that NBHCP would prohibit TNBC from acquiring lands within
the Sutter County portion of the Swainson's Hawk Zone located within the
Industrial/Commercial Reserve Area designated by Sutter County's General Plan.
The NBHCP states (Chapter IV, Page 16, Paragraph 2):
"Lands that are located within either the City of Sacramento's or Sutter County's Permit
Area; shall not be acquired or accepted as TNBC Mitigation Lands without the prior
review and approval by the decision making body of the Land Use Agency Permittee
within which the proposed Mitigation Land is located."
Staff clarified that the Sutter County Permit Area does not include the 1 mile Swainson's Hawk
Zone, therefore, those lands are not subject to the above limitation.
4. Sale or Trade of Reserve Lands
As a point of clarification, staff indicated that the purpose of Chapter IV, Section 2, c (Page IV19 of the NBHCP) regarding sale or transfer of lands, among others, is to allow the
replacement of poorly functioning reserves with lands which provide greater opportunities for
reserve establishment and enhancement. The sale or trade of reserve lands is not intended to
allow transfer of developed or functional reserve sites. The applicability of this section to lands
in the Fisherman's Lake area acquired under the Settlement Agreement is very remote and is
not the intent for the NBHCP as written.
5. Fisherman's Lake Exhibits.
Subsequent to our meeting, City staff has revised Figure 3 and 17 of the NBHCP with respect
to Fisherman's Lake.
6. Mitigation Program for New Development in Excess of the Authorized Development
of the NBHCP
Pages 1-5 and 1-6 of the NBHCP cover the obligations which would be triggered in the event
that additional urban development were to occur within the Natomas Basin and outside the
Permit Areas. These pages state:
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The effectiveness of the NBHCP's Operating Conservation Program (OCP) to
adequately minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the Covered Species due to
Authorized Development depends on the City and Sutter County limiting total
development within their respective Permit Areas to a combined total of 15,517 acres.
In addition, the OCP and the NBHCP's effects analysis account for a combined total of
17,500 acres of Planned Development occurring in the Natomas Basin (i.e., 15,517
acres within the City and Sutter County's Permit Areas and 1,983 acres of Metro Air
Park [MAP] development in Sacramento County). Because the NBHCP's OCP is
based upon the City limiting total development to 8,050 acres within the City's identified
Permit Area, approval by the City of future urban development beyond the 8,050 acres
or outside of its Permit Area would constitute a significant departure from the Plan's
OCP and would trigger a reevaluation of the Plan, a new effects analysis, potential
amendments and/or revisions to the Plan and Permits, a separate conservation strategy
and issuance of Incidental Take Permits to the permittee for that additional urban
development, and/or possible suspension or revocation of the City's Permits in the
event the City were to violate such limitations without completing such reevaluation,
amendment or revision. Any additional urban development within the Natomas Basin
that occurs outside of the City's and Sutter's Permit Areas, with the exception of the
MAP development, including any development with Sacramento County or within the
jurisdiction of another Potential Permittee, also would constitute a significant departure
from the Plan's OCP and would trigger a reevaluation of the Plan, a new effects
analysis, potential amendments and/or revisions to the Plan and Permits, a separate
conservation strategy, and issuance of Incidental Take Permits to the Potential
Permittee for that additional urban development and/or possible suspension or
revocation of the City's Permits in the event the City were to violate such limitations.
Notwithstanding the foregoing, so long as the City and Sutter County limit urban
development to their respective Permit Areas and the City and Sutter County continue
to meet their obligations under this NBHCP, the OCP and associated Permits remain
valid for each Permittee's Covered Activities.
The last sentence above clarifies that the provisions of the NBHCP and associated Incidental
Take Permits (including the mitigation program and mitigation ratio) remain valid and applicable
to the NBHCP Covered Activities within the City's Permit Area so long as the City remains in
compliance with the provisions of the NBHCP, including the provision to ensure that new
additional development is adequately assessed and mitigated.
7.

Dedication or Transfer of Land in Lieu of Mitigation Fees.

Mr. Pachl correctly notes that the NBHCP does not give the City exclusive authority to require
developers to make land dedications or transfers in lieu of Mitigation Fees. Rather, developers
have an option. Mr. Pachl is concerned that developers will pay a fixed fee which may not be
adequate to purchase mitigation lands in a fast moving or inflationary market.
In response, spikes and inflationary cycles have been addressed by the NBHCP financing
model and fee components, specifically, the Land Acquisition Component and the
Supplemental Endowment Component. Page VI-3 and 4 of the NBHCP describe these
components and state:

"Land Acquisition (LA ) Fee Component provides funding for habitat Mitigation Lands
acquired by the Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNCB). The costs associated with land
acquisition are the costs to acquire the land and transaction costs including legal costs.
The fund also provides for a contingency in case land costs spike in any given year
prior to updating the fee.
Supplemental Endowment Fund is the newest account included in the financial model
of the NBHCP. This fund was established to accumulate revenue to allow TNBC to
purchase up to 200 acres of land in advance of all fees being paid or to supplement
annual purchases in the case that land prices spike dramatically in any given year. The
financial model is intended to be a dynamic, fluid analysis of each of these funds and
allows for interaction between the funds (excluding the O&M Endowment Fund
principal). For example, funds can be transferred to the O&M account into the land
acquisition account to provide short term financing of land acquisition. Typically, it
assumes that the transfer of funds will be repaid in a subsequent time period."
8.

NBHCP Permit Area - Lands on the Riverside of the Levee

The NBHCP is clear that TNBC may acquire lands within its Permit Area. The TNBC Permit
Area is defined on page D6 which states:
Permit Area, TNBC. The term "Permit Area" as applied to The Natomas Basin
Conservancy (TNBC) consists of all lands within the Natomas Basin (the Plan Area), as
well as the land bounding the Natomas Basin and extending to the edge of water
immediately outside the Natomas Basin levees and Area B as depicted on Figure 20,
Out of Basin Mitigation Areas.
Therefore, we do not believe that the NBHCP needs to be revised.
9. Last Paragraph of Mr. Pachl's Letter
We agree that in many instances developers may be able to buy land more readily and at less
cost than the Conservancy. Therefore, the NBHCP allows developers to exercise their option
to purchase and transfer lands to TNBC when market prices are fluctuating.
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MAY 5, 2003 LETTER FROM JIM PACHL TO GRACE HOVEY
The May 5, 2003 letter from Jim Pachl transmits Mr. Pachl's prior letter to Craig Aubrey of
USFWS, including attachments. This letter and attachments are on file at the City Planning
Department Offices, 1231 I Street, 3rd Floor Sacramento, CA. 95814 , care of Grace Hovey.
-All of the pertinent issues identified in this packet have been previously responded to in the
NBHCP or the Final EIR/EIS. The attachments include:
1. Letter from Eric Hansen to the City Council (regarding the Joint Vision) dated
September 15, 2002. The comment letter raises points that are similar to Hansen's
NBHCP comment letter, but the context is the Joint Vision planning effort which is a
separate process from the NBHCP. Questions raised in this letter which are pertinent
to the NBHCP have been thoroughly addressed in the Final EIR/EIS Master Response
3, Joint Vision.
2. Letter from FOSH to CDFG Director Bob Hight dated October 28, 2002. This
correspondence and the City's subsequent follow-up letter provided an important
context for responding to CDFG's comments on the NBHCP. Comments on Swainson's
hawk foraging habitat were responded to by preparing the Addendum to the Biological
Resources Tech Memo, as referenced throughout the Final EIR/EIS. Responses to
comments regarding the mitigation afforded under the NBHCP are contained in Master
Response 3.1.5, Swainson's Hawk Foraging Habitat and responses to individual
comments in the Final EIR/EIS. Additionally, the Addendum to the Biological Resources
Technical Memorandum contains further clarifying information. Comments regarding
the prices paid for acquisition of Mitigation Lands are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS,
Final EIR/EIS and associated memoranda prepared by EPS.
3. Joint Vision MOU. Mr. Pachl attached the Joint Vision MOU to his letter and implies the
acceptance of a"1:1 mitigation ratio" which is considered infeasible under the Natomas
Basin HCP. This issue is discussed in Master Response 1: Mitigation Ratio and the
Responses to Comments (see e.g., 112-2) contained in the Final EIR/EIS.
4. Letter from Pachl to Cay Goude, USFWS, dated January 8, 2003, (responding to letter
from Tom Lee to Cay dated December 5, 2002). (1) Regarding no proposals for
development beyond the area of Authorized Development, this was addressed in
Master Response 4 (Cumulative Impacts). Some clarifications were made in the Final
EIR/EIS regarding the status of development efforts . (2) Regarding participation by
Sacramento County, this comment addresses County participation in the Joint Vision
process, and is not germane to the NBHCP.
5. Letter from Cay Goude, USFWS and Larry Eng, CDFG , to Gary Stonehouse and Tom
Hutchings dated September 16, 2002. This letter presents the concerns of the Wildlife
Agencies about the Joint Vision and states that implementation of the Joint Vision will
require an analysis of effects beyond the analysis conducted for the NBHCP. Mr. Pachl
previously submitted this comment as part of his comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.
These comments were included in the Final EIR/EIS. This reiterates statements which
were addressed in Master Responses 3 (Joint Vision), 4 (Cumulative) and elsewhere in
the Final EIR/EIS.

6. to 10. These attachments concern development proposals in the Natomas Basin. All
referenced "projects" are addressed in Master Response 4 (Cumulative Impacts).
Again, these materials previously were submitted by Mr. Pachl as part of his comments
on the Draft EIR/EIS.
11. E-mail from Jim Pachl to Cay Goude and Kelly Hornaday of USFWS dated September
3, 2002. This correspondance reiterates many of the points raised in the above letters,
including itemizing the various guiding principles for development that were articulated
during the Joint Vision process and that are addressed in Master Response 4
(Cumulative Impacts). Of note are three recommendations for amending the NBHCP,
all of which, however, relate to conditions on the Joint Vision and not the project under
consideration.
12. Information regarding potential water transfers by Natomas Mutual Water Company. .
The commentor expresses concerns about water transfers by Natomas Mutual. These
concerns are addressed in the Final EIR/EIS with regard to the certainty of water
availability for the Mitigation Lands. The commentor also raises concerns about the
changed composition of the Natomas Mutual board subsequent to the elections of
February 11, 2003. This was previously responded to in the FEIR/EIS response
number 03-15 to the ECOS letter.
13. Additional information on water transfers. This comment references a recent BO on
Natomas Mutual water transfers which are not included as covered activities under the
NBHCP.
14. 15. Page from a recent (1999) Biological Opinion ("Fazio" water contracts under P.L.
101-514). Similar to other responses in the Final EIR/EIS and consistent with the 1999
BO, it is acknowledged that the American Basin is important to giant garter snakes.
16. Flyer from scoping meetings held in July 2002 on potential improvements to the East
Levee of the Sacramento River. Improvements to the East Levee were discussed in the
Draft EIR/EIS and in Master Response 4 (Cumulative Impacts). Although scoping
meetings have occurred, preparation of the environmental documentation for this
project has not begun.
17. Comments on the 800-foot setback. The commentor points out specific cases where
the 800-foot setback might be infeasible. The reference to the 800-foot setback relates
to a provision of the Settlement Agreement and is separate from the NBHCP
requirements. The NBHCP setback criterion is intended to minimize conflicts between
urban uses and the reserve lands. Page IV-16 of the NBHCP acknowledges that there
may be instances where the setback criteria cannot be met and provides procedures for
the TNBC to make exceptions to the criteria.
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MAY 6. LETTER FROM JIM PACHL TO GRACE HOVEY
This letter transmits resumes for Eric Hansen, Michael Bradbury and Jim Estep. No comment
is associated with these submittals. This letter and attachments are on file at the City Planning
Department Offices, 1231 1 Street, 3Id Floor Sacramento, CA. 95814, care of Grace Hovey.

6900 Airport Boulevard • Sacramento, CA 95837

John O'Farrell
ADMINISTRATOR
Community Development £t
Neighborhood Assistance Agency

G. Hardy Acree
DIRECTOR OF AIRPORTS

May 8, 2003

Ms. Carol Shearly, Natomas Manager
City of Sacramento
2101 Arena Blvd, Ste 200
Sacramento, CA 95834
RE:

Comments on Final EIR/EIS, Final Natomas Basin HCP

Dear Carol:
This letter conveys commentary by the Sacramento County Airport System (Airport System)
on the Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) for the
proposed Final Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP). The County of Sacramento Planning and Community Development Department is submitting separate comments.
Airport System comments are referenced by page number and EIR/EIS comment number.
"Changes to Section 4.11, Public Health and Safety", p. 2-8. The Final EIR/EIS states that
this section has been changed to state the following:
Adverse health and safety effects from urban development are unlikely because aircraft/bird strikes are attributed q rimaril to Ian 9 e waterfowl rather than the small q asserine birds that are typically associated with urban development..."
Comment: The December 5, 2002 comments by the County of Sacramento ("County") on the
draft EIR/EIS were directed toward the potential impacts of waterfowl upon aircraft operations
resulting from wetland mitigation projects constructed near Sacramento International Airport,
not from urban development near the Airport. The new text added to Section 4.11 is not
therefore not related to the concerns originally raised by the County. The new verbiage is
also inconsistent with the text of "Response to Comment G8-36" (p. 59) in Attachment 2 of
the Final EIR/EIS. This inconsistency could be confusing to readers.
Sincerely,

Robert B. Leonard
Assistant Director
Planning and Administration
SACRAMENTO INTERNATIONAL
PHONE: ( 916) 929-5411
FAX: (916) 874-0636

EXECUTIVE
PHONE: (916) 875-9035
FAX: (916) 428-2173

MATHER
PHONE: (916) 875-7077
FAX: (916) 875-7078

www.sacairports.org

FRANKLIN FIELD
PHONE: (916) 875-9035
FAX: (916) 428-2173
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MEMORANDUM

CH2MHILL

Letter from Sacramento County - 5-8-03
TO:

Carol Shearly
Paul Junker

FROM:

Matt Franck

DATE:

May 13, 2003

This memo is in regard to the NBHCP comment letter from Sacramento County dated May
8, 2003. The comment references the EIR/EIS text change regarding bird strikes that is
referenced on page 2-8 of the Final EIR/EIS. This text change was made in response to a
comment from the EPA (Comment G2-11), and not in response to the County's comment
letter. Comment G2-11 specifically addressed the need for additional discussion of bird
strikes associated with neighborhood development, which is different than the issues raised
in the County's comment letter regarding TNBC management. Issues related to wetland
management and subsequent effects on airport hazards are addressed in Responses to
Comments G8-18, G8-25, and G8-36, in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and on pages 4-40
and 4-41 of the NBHCP.

SAC/MEMO - BIRD STRIKES

MAY-13-2003 TUE 08:31 AM

FAX NO.

P. 02

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
PLANNING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPME NT DEPARTMENT

^
^^

827 SEVENTH STREET. ROOM 230
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
Telephone: (916) 874-6141
FAX: (916) 874-6400

^'^

ROBERT SlIE' RRY
Lcighann Moffitt, Principal Planner
Application Processing
Richard Maddox, Principal Officer
Code Enforcement
Ana Rhodes, ASO III
Administration

May 7, 2003

Sutter County
Attn: Rich Hall
1130 Civic Center Drive
Yuba City, CA 95993

City of Sacramento
Attn: Carol Shearly
City Hall
915 I Street, Room 100
Sacramento, CA 95814

liJ3: Final N'atomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan ( NBHCP) and Final EIRIEIS
Dear Ms. Shearly and Mr. Hall:
There were a few inaccuracies in the final plan and response to comments found in the Final E1R/EYS.
1.

Figure 2, Land Use Agency Permit Areas Revised Natomas Basin HCP, in the Final Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan is confusing. The shading in the legend, and used in the
rnap, indicates that the Sacramento International Airport is part of the City of Sacramento.
We recommend not shading the airport area, or utilizing a different type of shading, since it
is under the jurisdiction of Sacramento County. Also, different shading is used for Metro Air
Park-.& the-"Annexation.Area", but..the_shadingstyles are.noLidentified_in_the legend-Is
there some type of significance to the different shading?

2.

In the Natomas Basin HCP Final EIRIEIS, page 3-33/34, there i s a discussion regarding a
joint letter the County received from US Fish and Wildlife Service and the California
Department of Fish and Game, The response to comments states that the regulatory agencies
"have informed the County of their intent to initiate enforcement actions in the event such
activities continue". I am unclear as purpose of placing this discussion in the F,IR/EiS. The
joint letter did not mention potential enforcement actions and since Sacramento County is
not a permittee for the N13HCP, questions regarding permitting and the joint letter from the
regulatory agencies should be directed to the Sacramento County Planning and Community
Development Department. X recommend eliminating the last paragraph under "Rural
Development" and replace it with the following:
"As stated earlier, Sacramento County is not a permittee under the NBHCP. Any
concerns raised about development activities in the unincorporated portion of
Sacramento County inside the Natomas Basin area should be directed to Sacramento
County's Planning and Community Development Department."

3.

The following concerns are related to the discussion in the Final ER/EIS regarding the
City/County Joint Vision for Natomas. They are:

NatuniasHCl'responsc Itr
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FAX NO.

P. 03

Page 3-18: The County of Sacramento is incorrectly identified as the jurisdiction that
considered a Draft General Plan Amendment and Comprehensive Annexation Plan. Any
such project would be that of the City of Sacramento.
Page 3-19: The MOU is incorrectly stated to have a"...map that identifies a 10,000 acre
SOT area....". The only map contained in the MOU shows the whole North Natomas areas,
and does not indicate SOI or AOC areas. The City, in a separate action, adopted a
"conceptual" map showing the SOI and AOC. However, that map is not a part of the MOU.
Page 3-19: The MOU is also incorrectly stated to be modeled after the approach used for the
American River Parkway. That model, which requires approval by the City, County and
State, is not currently a part of the process. Further, the City and County are not
contemplating using such a model for "...future development proposals within the Basin."
11'age 3-21: In the first sentence of the last paragraph, Sutter County is incorrectly identified,
in place of Sacramento County, as a partner in the Joint Vision.
Page 3-32: This comment is related to the last sentence of the first paragraph under "Joint
Vision." The Joint Vision process will not be "...applied in determining whether or not to
approve future annexation requests and development proposals...." The LAFCo, which has
jurisdiction to approve annexation requests, is not a signatory to the MOU. The Joint Vision
process also does not grant to the County a direct vote in development approvals, as implied
by activity (5) (3'd full paragraph). All land use approval authority will remain with the City
for lands under the City's jurisdiction. We assume this paragraph is intended to state that the.
City and County will work cooperatively on annexations and land use issues. If this is the
..-case- we concur.._._..
4.

The final concerns we have are related to the discussion of the Northern
Territories/Brookfield Land Company (Sacramento County Planning Department's name for
this project is the Urban Service Boundary Special Study) in the Final EITZ/13IS. They are:
Page 3-31: The document incorrectly states that the County "...denied the (NTI]
development project and rejected the proposal to change the Urban Service Boundary...".
The County Planning Department did not accept the application to extend the USE, as
required by General Plan policy. Upon appeal to the Board of Supervisors, the County opted
to require a special study to determine the issues surrounding an extension of the USB in
Natornas for NTI and for other similar applications. That study is still under consideration
and is scheduled to be heard by the Planning Commission in late May 2003. A Draft EIR
was complete since November 2000, but no actions have been taken, in part, because of the
pending Joint Vision process.

NalomasiiC4' response ltr
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Page 3-32: The discussion of the "Draft General Plan Amendment and Comprehensive
Annexation Plan" is a confused mix of facts mostly related to the Urban Service Boundary
Special Study. That study is incorrectly stated as involving the City, when in fact the County
is the only approving jurisdiction. Further, the study is referred to as an "...SOI
evaluation..." when in fact it is an evaluation of the County's USB, not the City's SOI. The
comment that the plan "...was never adopted." is misleading, because adoption is still
pending.

Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on the NBHCP and copies of the final document. If
you have any questions regarding the comments above, please contact Mike Winter, Anna Whalen or me
at (916) 874-6141.

AMW
cc:
Caye Goude, Assistant Field Supervisor
Rob Leonard, Sacramento County Department of Airports
-----.- ...._.._._
---.--..•• • • _--7ohn.1toberts, The.Natomas Basin. Conservancy -Terry Schutten, Sacramento County Executive Office
Dennis Yeast, Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment

Natornas'[-tCP response 1[r
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Staff Responses to the May 7, 2003, letter from Robert Sherry, County Planning Director
to Carol Shearly, City of Sacramento and Rich Hall, Sutter County

The letter submitted from the County of Sacramento has been reviewed and does not pose any
new significant issues or identify any new impacts or change in the significance of impacts as
reported in the Final EIR/EIS and Final NBHCP. Several of the comments provide clarifications
and others relate to the Joint Vision document.
County Comments 1, 2 and 3 are noted and incorporated into the record as clarifying
information.
County Comment 4 clarifies the history of both the County's and City's efforts to address
annexation requests. At this time, however, neither the County, nor the City (nor LAFCO) have
taken action to change the SOI or USB. As a result, urban development is precluded outside
of the existing SOI and USB unless some change were adopted in the future.
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GRAY DAVIS, Governor

STATE OF CALIFORNIA - THC RESOURCES AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
SACRAMENTO VALLEY AND CENTRAL SIERRA REGION
1701 NIMBUS ROAD. SUITE A

RANCHO COROOVA, CALIFORNIA 86670
Telephone {919} 366-2800

May 12, 2003
The Honorable Heather Fargo, Mayor,
and Members of City Council
City Hall, City of Sacramento
730 I Street, Ste. 321
Sacramento, CA 95814
The Honorable Dennis C. Ne(son,'Chairperson,
and Members of the Board of Supervisors
County of Sutter
1160 Civic Center Blvd., Ste. A
Yuba City, CA 95993
Re:

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and Final Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (April 2003)

(State Clearinghouse No. 1997062064)
Dear Mayor Fargo, Chair Person Nelson, Members of the City of Council for the City of
Sacramento, and Members of the Board of Supervisors for the County of Sutter:
The California Department of Fish and Game ("Department") is pleased to
submit this letter as you consider final action regarding the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (April 2003) ("NBCHP") and the associated Final Environmental
Impact ReportlEnvironmental Impact Statement ("EIR/EIS"), The (Department
commends the effort of your staff in reaching this important juncture, as well as your ongoing commitment to the economic and environmental principles embodied in the
NBHCP. We too remain committed to the long-standing and nearly completed effort to
devise a balanced conservation strategy in the Natomas Basin, and we look forward to
our combined efforts in thefuture to achieve this important end.
The Department submits this letter, in particular, to acknowledge receipt of
responses by the City of Sacramento ("City") and County of Sutter ("Sutter") to the
Department's earlier comments on the July 2002 version of the NBHCP and draft
EIR/EIS. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21092,5, subd. (a).) The Department's earlier
comments on the revised draft NBHCP and EIR/EIS are detailed in a letter to Mr. Steve
Thompson of the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service ("Service") dated December 5, 2002.
Consultants working on behalf of the City and Sutter (collectively, the "Local Lead
Agencies") delivered copies of the final NBHCP and EIR/EIS to our headquarters and
regional offices on April 28, 2003.
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In general, the Department is pleased with the Local Lead Agencies' and
Service's responses to our earlier comments. The responses, which appear in
Volume 1, Attachment 2, of the NBHCP, describe the disposition of the many important
issues detailed in the Department's earlier letter. The responses provide reasoned
analysis supported by facts and, in our view, reflect a good faith effort to address a
number of difficult yet important issues concerning the proposed conservation strategy.
We particularly appreciate the level of detail provided in responses where the Local
Lead Agencies did not agree with a Department comment or suggestion. The
commitment to detailed responses benefits not only the Department as a trustee and
responsible agency; it also benefits you as decision-makers and the public at large.
Finally, the Department recognizes that the issues faced by the Local Lead
Agencies at this juncture are yours alone as co-lead agencies under the California
Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA") (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.). As you
exercise your independent judgment in that regard, bear in mind that the Department
has, to the greatest extent practicable, consulted with staff from both the City and Sutter
in order to ensure that any future application in reliance on the NBHCP submitted to the
Department by the Local Lead Agencies under the California Endangered Species Act
("CESA") (Fish & G. Code, § 2050 et seq.) will meet the requirements of CESA. (See
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 783.2, subd. (b).) Thus, while the Department reserves the
future exercise of its independent judgment under CESA and CEQA, it is our view at
this point as a trustee and responsible agency that- the impacts to biological resources
associated with implementation of the NBHCP as described in the FIR/EIS will be
mitigated to below a level of significance under CEQA with implementation of the
proposed plan.
In closing, if you have questions regarding the issues detailed in this letter,
please contact Dr. Larry Eng, Deputy Regional Manager, at the number listed above, or
Mr. Ron Rempel, Deputy Director for Habitat Conservation Division, at (916) 653-1070.

Sincerely,
e -;:; > C40^,
E. Curtis
Regional Manager
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cc: •

Mr. Steve Thompson
Mr, Wayne White
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
2800 Cottage Way
Sacramento, CA 95825

Mr. Ron Rempel '
Habitat Conservation Branch
Sacramento, CA 95814
Mr. John Mattox
Legal Affoirs Office
Sacramento, CA 95814
Dr. Larry Eng

Sacramento Valley-Central Sierra Region
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670
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555 Capitol Mall, 10th Floor
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Patrick Mitchell
pmitchell@downeybrand.com

May 13, 2003

VIA FACSIMILE AND UNITED STATES MAIL

Councilmembers
City of Sacramento
Interim City Hall
730 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
'Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Councilmembers:
We are writing on behalf of Reclamation District No. 1000 ("RD 1000") and Natomas Central
Mutual Water Company ("Natomas Mutual") (collectively, the "Water Agencies") regarding the
Natomas Basin Habitat. Conservation Plan ("NBHCP") Final Environmental Impact
.
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, dated April 2003 (State Clearinghouse No. 1997062064)
("FEIR/FEIS").
The Water Agencies recognize the hard work and the dedication of the City of Sacramento (the
"City"), Sutter County (the "County"), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the "USFWS"),
and the California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG"), which have resulted in the NBHCP and
the FEIR/FEIS. Both documents represent a creative approach to addressing the challenges
associated with urbanizing agricultural lands within the Natomas Basin while protecting listed
species. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are well aware of these challenges, given that RD 1000's
and Natomas Mutual's conveyance system consist of over 247 miles of ditches and canals
throughout the Natomas Basin.
Notwithstanding the merits of the NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS, it is worth noting that the Water
Agencies continue to have the following concerns. Although the Water Agencies' facilities are'
integral to the City's and the County's conservation plan to mitigate for urban development
[FEIR/FEIS Section 3.1.2.3 pages 3-14 to 3-15], the FEIR/FEIS fails to respond adequately to any of
the Water Agencies' substantive concerns including, but not limited to, the NBHCP's
characterization of take coverage for pesticide use. Prior letters dated January 10, 2002, February 4,
2002, March 1, 2002, June 5, 2002, October 8, 2002, and December 2, 2002 to the City, the County,
and the United States. Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") describe those substantive concerns in
detail and are incorporated by reference herein. This letter focuses only on the FEIR/FEIS response
to the Water Agencies' December 2, 2002 Letter commenting upon the Draft EIR/EIS.
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A.

The FEIR/FEIS Inaccurately States That the Water Agencies Failed to Provide
Sufficient Information to Address the USFWS' Concerns Regarding Coverage
for Incidental Take Resulting From Pesticide Use

The FEIR/FEIS's claim that the Water Agencies failed to provide sufficient and timely information
is inaccurate. The FEIR/FEIS stated that, notwithstanding the Water Agencies' request for take
coverage for pesticide use, "the Water Agencies failed to provide this information prior to the release
of the NBHCP and accompanying EIR/EIS at a level of detail sufficient to conduct the necessary
analyses required to meet ESA, CESA, NEPA, and CEQA requirements. Specifically, it took six
months (June 5, 2002) before any preliminary data were provided to the Wildlife Agencies regarding
the type of pesticides, application, and use within the Water Agencies' facilities." [FEIR/FEIS .
Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, the materials provided to USFWS on June 5, 2002 exceed the level of
detailed provided by the City and Sutter for several development related take activities (e.g. take by
pets, traffic,...).
In fact, a decision by the USFWS to allow incidental take under the ESA need only be supported by
the "best scientific and commercial data available." [See Friends of Endangered Species, Inc. v.
Jantzen 589 F. Supp. 113 (1984) (emphasis added)]. This standard does not require the generation
.of new data. In.his.decision invalidating the USFWS' issuance of the incidental take permitto the.
City based on the 1997 NBHCP, Judge Levy nonetheless upheld the USFWS' reliance upon the best.
scientific and commercial data, even if that data did not provide the USFWS with absolute certainty
as to the-1997. NBHCP's effectiveness. Judge Levy wrote, "[t]he Service is obligated by regulation
to `develop its biological opinion based upon the best scientific and commercial data available
regardless of the `sufficiency' of that data." [citing 51 Fed. Reg. 19926, 19951 (final rulemaking
with respect to 50 C.F.R. §402)]. [National Wildlife Federation, 128 F Supp. 2d at 1300].
In addition, Judge Levy stated that it would not be reasonable to require detailed quantitative
information of impacts upon the Giant Garter Snake, in particular.
Plaintiff's contention appears to be that the ESA required detailed quantitative
information as to each of these factors [the Giant Garter Snake's baseline conditions
and the effects of the HCP] prior to the issuance of a permit, but plaintiffs cite no
authority for such a requirement, and such a requirement would not be reasonable. For
the Giant Garter.Snake, for example, a reclusive species, it would be extraordinarily
difficult to count the number of individual snakes, determine their habitat and habits,
and reach conclusions as to their genetic makeup and variability. Instead the 1997
Biological Opinion makes certain assumptions about the species based upon potential
loss of habitat, which is a reasonable approach.
National Wildlife Federation, 128 F. Supp. 2d at 1296-1297 (emphases added)
Requiring only the available scientific information is consistent with the structure of the ESA, which
provides the mechanism of "adaptive management" to revise the terms of incidental take permits to
reflect new information. For instance, the Handbook states that, "[w]hen significant uncertainty
exists, it can be addressed through incorporation and implementation of adaptive management
DOWNEYIBRAND
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measures in HCPs." [Handbook at 3-24]. In fact, the Handbook specifically identifies the NBHCP,
and the giant garter snake, as examples of circumstances in which it is appropriate to rely upon
adaptive management to adjust permit terms as new scientific information is developed. [See 64
Fed. Reg. 11487].
Moreover, habitat conservation plans are regularly approved with little factual support for the
analysis of impacts, minimization, and mitigation. For instance, the NBHCP explicitly concedes that
"reliable quantitative estimates of the Basin's giant garter snake population do not exist." [January
14, 2002 Draft NBHCP at VII-4]. Likewise, the Kamer Blue Butterfly HCP relies upon adaptive
management to compensate for the absence of data regarding the impacts of pesticide use upon the
Kamer Blue Butterfly. [See. Wisconsin Statewide Kamer Blue Butterfly Habitat Conservation Plan
("Kamer Blue Butterfly HCP") and Environmental Impact Statement, March 2000, Madison, WI at
pages 9, 89, and 92]: Thus, the USFWS' demands that the Water Agencies provide additional detail
exceeded the USFWS' authority under the ESA and are inconsistent with the USFWS' approach
elsewhere in this HCP on development related take issues, as well as inconsistent with the approach
taken by the USFWS involving pesticide take in other recent HCPs.
B.

The FEIR/FEIS Continues to Misrepresent the Water Agencies' Participation in
the Plan

The NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS continue to misrepresent the Water Agencies' participation in the
NBHCP by suggesting that the Water Agencies have chosen not to participate in the NBHCP and
that RD 1000 has chosen not to be a co-lead agency for the Draft EIR/EIS. [See FEIR/FEIS Volume
1, page 191]. As explained in our December 2, 2002 letter. to Wayne White of the USFWS, which
letter we also provided to Bill Carnazzo of the City Attorney's office and to Carol Shearly, North
Natomas Manager, since the USFWS' January 4, 2002 announcement that the USFWS would not
provide coverage for incidental take resulting from pesticide use, the Water Agencies have
consistently stated that they wish to remain as applicants, and that RD 1000 wishes to remain as a
co-lead agency, to seek incidental take coverage for the Water Agencies' operations and
maintenance activities for mechanical and pesticide issues.
Despite our request that the City, the County, and the USFWS correct the NBHCP and the Draft
EIR/EIS to reflect accurately the Water Agencies' requests, the FEIR/FEIS reiterates the earlier
inaccuracies. Specifically, the FEIR/FEIS states that the Water Agencies' counsel "confirmed.to the
City in May, 2002 that due to the Water Agencies' continued inability to obtain coverage from the
USFWS for the use of pesticides under the NBHCP, the Water Agencies would not pursue coverage
under the NBHCP at this time." [FEIR/FEIS Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, in a 2002 telephone
conversation with Carol Shearly this firm explained to Ms. Shearly that: (1) the Water Agencies had
chosen to continue to participate within the NBHCP; (2) RD 1000 had chosen to continue to
participate as a lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and (3) the
NBHCP should continue to reflect the Water Agencies' request for coverage for incidental take
resulting from pesticide. At no time during that telephone call did the Water Agencies agree to any
reduction in the scope of their request for coverage for incidental take.
DOWNEYIBRAND
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B.

The FEIR/FEIS and the NBHCP Continue to Reguire NBHCP-TAC Approval
of the Water Agencies' Management Plans

Despite the Water Agencies' repeated objections, the FEIR/FEIS continue to require that the Water
Agencies obtain approval from the NBHCP Technical Advisory Committee ("NBHCP-TAC").
[FEIR/FEIS at page 193]. Significantly, there is no mechanism in the NBHCP or the FEIR/FEIS for
review of an NBHCP-TAC decision disapproving a management plan proposed by the Water
Agencies. [NBHCP at page V-34]. Thus, despite the FEIR/FEIS' assurances to the contrary, it is
foreseeable that the NBHCP-TAC and the Water Agencies will disagree as to a provision of a
management plan, and the Water Agencies have no mechanism for appealing the NBHCP-TAC's
decision. This provision is totally unacceptable to the Water Agencies,
II.

Conclusion

The Water Agencies look forward to working with the City, Sutter County, the USFWS, and the
California Department of Fish and Game to facilitate ESA and California Endangered Species Act
compliance within the Natomas Basin. Please contact us with any questions or. concerns.
Sincerely,
D

Y BRAND LLP

Patrick Mitchell
519349.1

cc:

Jim Clifton (RD 1000)
Pete Hughes (Natomas Mutual)
Bob Thomas (City)
Carol Shearly (City)
Samuel Jackson (City).
Cornelius Croon (Sutter County)
Dennis Nelson (Sutter County)
Larry Munger (Sutter County)
Jim Whiteaker (Sutter County)
Dan Silva (Sutter County)
Larry Combs (Sutter County)
Ron Erickson (Sutter County)
Wayne White (USFWS)
Cay Goude (USFWS)
John Mattox (CDFG)
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VIA FACSIMILE AND UNITED STATES MAIL

Councilmembers
City of Sacramento
Interim City Hall
730 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Councilmembers:
We are writing on behalf of Reclamation District No. 1000 ("RD 1000") and Natomas Central
Mutual Water Company ("Natomas Mutual") (collectively, the "Water Agencies") regarding the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan ("NBHCP") Final Environmental Impact
.
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, dated April 2003 (State Clearinghouse No. 1997062064)
("FEIR/FEIS").
The Water Agencies recognize the hard work and the dedication of the City of Sacramento (the
"City"), Sutter County (the "County"), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the "USFWS"),
and the California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG"), which have resulted in the NBHCP and
the FEIR/FEIS. Both documents represent a creative approach to addressing the challenges
associated with urbanizing agricultural lands within the Natomas Basin while protecting listed
species. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are well aware of these challenges, given that RD 1000's
and Natomas Mutual's conveyance system consist of over 247 miles of ditches and canals
throughout the Natomas Basin.
Notwithstanding the merits of the NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS, it is worth noting that the Water
Agencies continue to have the following concerns. Although the Water Agencies' facilities are
integral to the City's and the County's conservation plan to mitigate for urban development
[FEIR/FEIS Section 3.1.2:3 pages 3-14 to 3-15], the FEIR/FEIS fails to respond adequately to any of
the Water Agencies' substantive concerns including, but not limited to, the NBHCP's
characterization of take coverage for pesticide use. Prior letters dated January 10, 2002, February 4,
2002, March 1, 2002, June 5, 2002, October 8, 2002, and December 2, 2002 to the City, the County,
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") describe those substantive concerns in
detail and are incorporated by reference herein. This letter focuses only on the FEIR/FEIS response
to the Water Agencies' December 2, 2002 Letter commenting upon the Draft EIR/EIS.
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A.

The FEIR/FEIS Inaccurately States That the Water Agencies Failed to Provide
Sufficient Information to Address the USFWS' Concerns Regarding Coverage
for Incidental Take Resulting From Pesticide Use

The FEIR/FEIS's claim that the Water Agencies failed to provide sufficient and timely information
is inaccurate. The FEIR/FEIS stated that, notwithstanding the Water Agencies' request for take
coverage for pesticide use, "the Water Agencies failed to provide this information prior to the release
of the NBHCP and accompanying EIR/EIS at a level of detail sufficient to conduct the necessary
analyses required to meet ESA, CESA, NEPA, and CEQA requirements. Specifically, it took six
months (June 5, 2002) before any preliminary data were provided to the Wildlife Agencies regarding
the type of pesticides, application, and use within the Water Agencies' facilities." [FEIR/FEIS
Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, the materials provided to USFWS on June 5, 2002 exceed the level of
detailed provided by the City and Sutter for several development related take activities (e.g. take by
pets, traffic,...).
In fact, a decision by the USFWS to allow incidental take under the ESA need only be supported by
the "best scientific and commercial data available." [See Friends of Endangered Species, Inc. v.
Jantzen 589 F. Supp. 113 (1984) (emphasis added)]. This standard does not require the generation
of new data. In his decision invalidating the USFWS' issuance of the incidental take permit to the
City based on the 1997 NBHCP, Judge Levy nonetheless upheld the USFWS' reliance upon the best
scientific and commercial data, even if that data did not provide the USFWS with absolute certainty
as to the 1997 NBHCP's effectiveness. Judge Levy wrote, "[t]he Service is obligated by regulation
to `develop its biological opinion based upon the best scientific and commercial data available
regardless of the `sufficiency' of that data." [citing 51 Fed. Reg. 19926, 19951 (final rulemaking
with respect to 50 C.F.R. §.402)]. [National Wildlife Federation, 128 F Supp. 2d at 1300].
In addition, Judge Levy stated that it would not be reasonable to require detailed quantitative
information of impacts upon the Giant Garter Snake, in particular.
Plaintiff's contention appears to be that the ESA required detailed quantitative
information as to each of these factors [the Giant Garter Snake's baseline conditions
and the effects of the HCP] prior to the issuance of a permit, but plaintiffs cite no
authority for such a requirement, and such a requirement would not be reasonable. For
the Giant Garter Snake, for example, a reclusive species, it would be extraordinarily
difficult to count the number of individual snakes, determine their habitat and habits,
and reach, conclusions as to their genetic makeup and variability. Instead the 1997
Biological Opinion makes certain assumptions about the species based upon potential
loss of habitat, which is a reasonable approach.

L

National Wildlife Federation, 128 F. Supp. 2d at 1296-1297 (emphases added)
Requiring only the available scientific information is consistent with the structure of the ESA, which
provides the mechanism of "adaptive management" to revise the terms of incidental take permits to
reflect new information. For instance, the Handbook states that, "[w]hen significant uncertainty
exists, it can be addressed through incorporation and implementation of adaptive management
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measures in HCPs." [Handbook at 3-24]. In fact, the Handbook specifically identifies the NBHCP,
and the giant garter snake, as examples of circumstances in which it is appropriate to rely upon
adaptive management to adjust permit terms as new scientific information is developed. [See 64
Fed. Reg. 114871.
Moreover, habitat conservation plans are regularly approved with little factual support for the
analysis of impacts, minimization, and mitigation. For instance, the NBHCP explicitly concedes that
"reliable quantitative estimates of the Basin's giant garter snake population do not exist." [January
14, 2002 Draft NBHCP at VII-4]. Likewise, the Kamer Blue Butter-fly HCP relies upon adaptive
management to compensate for the absence of data regarding the impacts of pesticide use upon the
Kamer Blue Butterfly. [See Wisconsin Statewide Kamer Blue Butterfly Habitat Conservation Plan
("Karner Blue Butterfly HCP") and Environmental Impact Statement, March 2000, Madison, WI at
pages 9, 89, and 92]. Thus, the USFWS' demands that the Water Agencies provide additional detail
exceeded the USFWS' authority under the ESA and are inconsistent with the USFWS' approach
elsewhere in this HCP on development related take issues, as well as inconsistent with the approach
taken by the USFWS involving pesticide take in other recent HCPs.
B.

The FEIIZ/FEIS Continues to Misrepresent the Water Mencies' Participation in
the Plan

The NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS continue to misrepresent the Water Agencies' participation in the
NBHCP by suggesting that the Water Agencies have chosen not to participate in the NBHCP and
that RD 1000 has chosen not to be a co-lead agency for the Draft EIR/EIS. [See FEIR/FEIS Volume
1, page 191]. As explained in our December 2, 2002 letter to Wayne White of the USFWS, which
letter we also provided to Bill Camazzo of the City Attorney's office and to Carol Shearly, North
Natomas Manager, since the USFWS' January 4, 2002 announcement that the USFWS would not
provide coverage for incidental take resulting from pesticide use, the Water Agencies have
consistently stated that they wish to remain as applicants, and that RD 1000 wishes to remain as a
co-lead agency, to seek incidental take coverage for the Water Agencies' operations and
maintenance activities for mechanical and pesticide issues.
Despite our request that the City, the County, and the USFWS correct the NBHCP and the Draft
EIR/EIS to reflect accurately the Water Agencies' requests, the FEIR/FEIS reiterates the earlier
inaccuracies. Specifically, the FEIR/FEIS states that the Water Agencies' counsel "confirmed to the,
City in May, 2002 that due to the Water Agencies' continued inability to obtain coverage from the
USFWS for the use of pesticides under the NBHCP, the Water Agencies would not pursue coverage
under the NBHCP at this time." [FEIR/FEIS Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, in a 2002 telephone
conversation with Carol Shearly this firm explained to Ms. Shearly that: (1) the Water Agencies had
chosen to continue to participate within the NBHCP; (2) RD 1000 had chosen to continue to
participate as a lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and (3) the
NBHCP should continue to reflect the Water Agencies' request for coverage for incidental take
resulting from pesticide. At no time during that telephone call did the Water Agencies agree to any
reduction in the scope of their request for coverage for incidental take.
®OWNEYIBRAND
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B.

The FEIR/FEIS and the NBHCP Continue to Require NBHCP-TAC Approval
of the Water Amencies' Management Plans

Despite the Water Agencies' repeated objections, the FEIR/FEIS continue to require that the Water
Agencies obtain approval from the NBHCP Technical Advisory Committee ("NBHCP-TAC").
[FEIR/FEIS at page 1931. Significantly, there is no mechanism in the NBHCP or the FEIR/FEIS for
review of an NBHCP-TAC decision disapproving a management plan proposed by the Water
Agencies. [NBHCP at page V-34]. Thus, despite the FEIR/FEIS' assurances to the contrary, it is
foreseeable that the NBHCP-TAC and the Water Agencies will disagree as to a provision of a
management plan, and the Water Agencies have no mechanism for appealing the NBHCP-TAC's
decision. This provision is totally unacceptable to the Water Agencies.

1I.

Conclusion

The Water Agencies look forward to working with the City, Sutter County, the USFWS, and the
California Department of Fish and Game to facilitate ESA and California Endangered Species Act
compliance within the Natomas Basin. Please contact us with any questions or concerns.
Sincerely,
DS1WR4FEY BRAND LLP

/r; 4. ^^^14btt
Patrick Mitchell
519349.1

cc:

Jim Clifton (RD 1000)
Pete Hughes (Natomas Mutual)
Bob Thomas (City)
Carol Shearly (City)
Samuel Jackson (City)
Cornelius Croon (Sutter County)
Dennis Nelson (Sutter County)
Larry Munger (Sutter County)
Jim Whiteaker (Sutter County)
Dan Silva (Sutter County)
Larry Combs (Sutter County)
Ron Erickson (Sutter County)
Wayne White (USFWS)
Cay Goude (USFWS)
John Mattox (CDFG)
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Patrick Mitchell
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VIA FACSIMILE AND UNITED STATES MAIL

Councilmembers
City of Sacramento
Interim City Hall
730 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re:

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Councilmembers:
We are writing on behalf of Reclamation District No. 1000 ("RD 1000") and Natomas Central
Mutual Water Company ("Natomas Mutual") (collectively, the "Water Agencies") regarding the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan ("NBHCP") Final Environmental Impact
.
Report/Environmental Impact Statement, dated April 2003 (State Clearinghouse No. 1997062064)
("FEIR/FEIS").
The Water Agencies recognize the hard work and the dedication of the City of Sacramento (the
"City"), Sutter County (the "County"), the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (the "USFWS"),
and the California Department of Fish and Game ("CDFG"), which have resulted in the NBHCP and
the FEIR/FEIS. Both documents represent a creative approach to addressing the challenges
associated with urbanizing agricultural lands within the Natomas Basin while protecting listed
species. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are well aware of these challenges, given that RD 1000's
and Natomas Mutual's conveyance system consist of over 247 miles of ditches and canals
throughout the Natomas Basin.
Notwithstanding the merits of the NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS, it is worth noting that the Water
Agencies continue to have the following concerns. Although the Water Agencies' facilities are
integral to the City's and the County's conservation plan to mitigate for urban development
[FEIR/FEIS Section 3.1.2.3 pages 3-14 to 3-15], the FEIR/FEIS fails to respond adequately to any of
the Water Agencies' substantive concerns including, but not limited to, the NBHCP's
characterization of take coverage for pesticide use. Prior letters dated January 10, 2002, February 4,
2002, March 1, 2002, June 5, 2002, October 8, 2002, and December 2, 2002 to the City, the County,
and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS") describe those substantive concerns in
detail and are incorporated by reference herein. This letter focuses only on the FEIR/FEIS response
to the Water Agencies' December 2, 2002 Letter commenting upon the Draft EIR/EIS.
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A.

The FEIR/FEIS Inaccurately States That the Water Agencies Failed to Provide
Sufficient Information to Address the USFWS' Concerns Regarding Coverage
for Incidental Take Resulting From Pesticide Use

The FEIR/FEIS's claim that the Water Agencies failed to provide sufficient and timely information
is inaccurate. The FEIR/FEIS stated that, notwithstanding the Water Agencies' request for take
coverage for pesticide use, "the Water Agencies failed to provide this information prior to the release
of the NBHCP and accompanying EIR/BIS at a level of detail sufficient to conduct the necessary
analyses required to meet ESA, CESA, NEPA, and CEQA requirements. Specifically, it took six
months (June 5, 2002) before any preliminary data were provided to the Wildlife Agencies regarding
the type of pesticides, application, and use within the Water Agencies' facilities." [FEIR/FEIS
Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, the materials provided to USFWS on June 5, 2002 exceed the level of
detailed provided by the City and Sutter for several development related take activities (e.g. take by
pets, traffic,...).
In fact, a decision by the USFWS to allow incidental take under the ESA need only be supported by
the "best scientific and commercial data available." [See Friends of Endangered Species, Inc. v.
Jantzen 589 F. Supp. 113 (1984) (emphasis added)]. This standard does not require the generation
of new data. In his decision invalidating the USFWS' issuance of the incidental take permit to the
City based on the 1997 NBHCP,.Judge Levy nonetheless upheld the USFWS' reliance upon the best
scientific and commercial data, even if that data did not provide the USFWS with absolute certainty
as to the 1997 NBHCP's effectiveness. Judge Levy wrote, "[t]he Service is obligated by regulation
to `develop its biological opinion based upon the best scientific and commercial data available
regardless of the `sufficiency' of that data." [citing 51 Fed. Reg. 19926, 19951 (final rulemaking
with respect to 50 C.F.R. §. 402)]. [National Wildlife Federation, 128 F Supp. 2d at 1300].

In addition, Judge Levy stated that it would not be reasonable to require detailed quantitative
information of impacts upon the Giant Garter Snake, in particular.
Plaintiff's contention appears to be that the ESA required detailed quantitative
information as to each of these factors [the Giant Garter Snake's baseline conditions
and the effects of the HCP] prior to the issuance of a permit, but plaintiffs cite no
authority for such a requirement, and such a requirement would not be reasonable. For
the Giant Garter Snake, for example, a reclusive species, it would be extraordinarily
difficult to count the number of individual snakes, determine their habitat and habits,
and reach conclusions as to their genetic makeup and variability. Instead the 1997
Biological Opinion makes certain assumptions about the species based upon potential
loss of habitat, which is a reasonable approach.

National Wildlife Federation, 128 F. Supp. 2d at 1296-1297 (emphases added)
Requiring only the available scientific information is consistent with the structure of the ESA, which
provides the mechanism of "adaptive management" to revise the terms of incidental take permits to
reflect new information. For instance, the Handbook states that, "[w]hen significant uncertainty
exists, it can be addressed through incorporation and implementation of adaptive management
DOWNEYIBRAND
ATTORNEYS LIP
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measures in HCPs." [Handbook at 3-24]. In fact, the Handbook specifically identifies the NBHCP,
and the giant garter snake, as examples of circumstances in which it is appropriate to rely upon
adaptive management to adjust permit terms as new scientific information is developed. [See 64
Fed. Reg. 11487].
Moreover, habitat conservation plans are regularly approved with little factual support for the
analysis of impacts, minimization, and mitigation. For instance, the NBHCP explicitly concedes that
"reliable quantitative estimates of the Basin's giant garter snake population do not exist." [January
14, 2002 Draft NBHCP at VII-4]. Likewise, the Kamer Blue Butterfly HCP relies upon adaptive
management to compensate for the absence of data regarding the impacts of pesticide use upon the
Kamer Blue Butterfly. [See Wisconsin Statewide Kamer Blue Butterfly Habitat Conservation Plan
("Kamer Blue Butterfly HCP") and Environmental Impact Statement, March 2000, Madison, WI at
pages 9, 89, and 92]. Thus, the USFWS' demands that the Water Agencies provide additional detail
exceeded the USFWS' authority under the ESA and are inconsistent with the USFWS' approach
elsewhere in this HCP on development related take issues, as well as inconsistent with the approach
taken by the USFWS involving pesticide take in other recent HCPs.
B.

The FEIR/FEIS Continues to Misrepresent the Water Agencies' Participation in
the Plan

The NBHCP and the FEIR/FEIS continue to misrepresent the Water Agencies' participation in the
NBHCP by suggesting that the Water Agencies have chosen not to participate in the NBHCP and
that RD 1000 has chosen not to be a co-lead agency for the Draft EIRJEIS. [See FEIR/FEIS Volume
1, page 191]. As explained in our December 2, 2002 letter to Wayne White of the USFWS, which
letter we also provided to Bill Camazzo of the City Attorney's office and to Carol Shearly, North
Natomas Manager, since the USFWS' January 4, 2002 announcement that the USFWS would not
provide coverage for incidental take resulting from pesticide use, the Water Agencies have
consistently stated that they wish to remain as applicants, and that RD 1000 wishes to remain as a
co-lead agency, to seek incidental take coverage for the Water Agencies' operations and
maintenance activities for mechanical and pesticide issues.

Despite our request that the City, the County, and the USFWS correct the NBHCP and the Draft
EIR/EIS to reflect accurately the Water Agencies' requests, the FEIR/FEIS reiterates the earlier
inaccuracies. Specifically, the FEIR/FEIS states that the Water Agencies' counsel "confirmed to the,
City in May, 2002 that due to the Water Agencies' continued inability to obtain coverage from the
USFWS for the use of pesticides under the NBHCP, the Water Agencies would not pursue coverage
under the NBHCP at this time." [FEIR/FEIS Volume 1, page 191]. In fact, in a 2002 telephone
conversation with Carol Shearly this firm explained to Ms. Shearly that: (1) the Water Agencies had
chosen to continue to participate within the NBHCP; (2) RD 1000 had chosen to continue to
participate as a lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"); and (3) the
NBHCP should continue to reflect the Water Agencies' request for coverage for incidental take
resulting from pesticide. At no time during that telephone call did the Water Agencies agree to any
reduction in the scope of their request for coverage for incidental take.
DOWNEYIBRAND
ATTORNEYS liP
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B.

The FEYR/FEIS and the NBHCP Continue to Require NBHCP-TAC Approval
of the Water Agencies' Manaaement Plans

Despite the Water Agencies' repeated objections, the FEIR/FEIS continue to require that the Water
Agencies obtain approval from the NBHCP Technical Advisory Committee ("NBHCP-TAC").
[FEIR/FEIS at page 193]. Significantly, there is no mechanism in the NBHCP or the FEIR/FEIS for
review of an NBHCP-TAC decision disapproving a management plan proposed by the Water
Agencies. [NBHCP at page V-34]. Thus, despite the FEIR/FEIS' assurances to the contrary, it is
foreseeable that the NBHCP-TAC and the Water Agencies will disagree as to a provision of a
management plan, and the Water Agencies have no mechanism for appealing the NBHCP-TAC's
decision. This provision is totally unacceptable to the Water Agencies.

II.

Conclusion

The Water Agencies look forward to working with the City, Sutter County, the USFWS, and the
California Department of Fish and Game to facilitate ESA and California Endangered Species Act
compliance within the Natomas Basin. Please contact us with any questions or. concerns.

Sincerely,
FY BRAND LLP
DQA44E
lxia
^iL A

Patrick Mitchell
519349.1

cc:

Jim Clifton (RD 1000)
Pete Hughes (Natomas Mutual)
Bob Thomas (City)
Carol Shearly (City)
Samuel Jackson (City)
Cornelius Croon (Sutter County)
Dennis Nelson (Sutter County)
Larry Munger (Sutter County)
Jim Whiteaker (Sutter County)
Dan Silva (Sutter County)
Larry Combs (Sutter County)
Ron Erickson (Sutter County)
Wayne White (USFWS)

Cay Goude (USFWS)
John Mattox (CDFG)
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DOWNEY, BRAND, SEYMOUR & ROHWER LLP
555 Capitol Mall, Tenth Floor
Sacramento, California 95814-4686
Telephone: (916) 441-0131
Facsimile: (916) 441-4021
FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION
DATE:
To:

May 13, 2003

FAx No.

NAME

PHONE No.

CayGoude (USFWS)

(916) 414-6714

(916) 414-6600

Wayne White (USFWS)

(916),414-6713

(916) 414-6600

1) 264-7618

(916) 808-5704

Bob Thomas, (City Manager - Sacto)
Carol Shearly

566-3968

Ron Erickson (Sutter County Counsel)

(530) 822-7103

(530) 822-7100

John Mattox

(916) 654-3805

(916) 681-7648

Sutter County Board of Supervisors:
Cornelis J. Kroon
Dennis Nelson

(209) 257-0619

'-

808-5898

^

(209) 223-6470

Larry Munger
Jim Whiteaker
Dan Silva

Samuel L. Jackson (City Attorney)

(916) 808-7455

(916) 808-5346

Valerie Burrowes, (City Clerk)

(916) 808-5427

0<-^- (916) 808-7672

Darrell Larsen

(530) 822-7194

(530) 822-7110

Sutter County Counsel
FROM: Patrick G. Mitchell / Wendy L. Anderson
RE:
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

FILE No.: 00725.00012

NUMBER OF PAGES, INCLUDING COVER:

^

MESSAGE:

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE IS CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY ALSO CONTAIN PRIVILEGED ATTORNEY-CLIENT INFORMATION OR WORK
PRODUCT. THE INFORMATION IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE USE OFTHE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHOM IT IS ADDRESSED. IF YOU ARE NOT THE INTENDED
RECIPIENT, OR THE EMPLOYEE OR AGENT RESPONSIBLE TO DELIVER IT TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT. YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED THAT ANY USE,
DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OFTHIS COMMUNICATIONIS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IFYOU HAVE RECEIVED THE FACSIMILE IN ERROR, PLEASE
IMMEDIATELY NOTIFY US BY TELEPHONE, AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US AT THE ADDRESS ABOVE VIA THE U.S. POSTAL SERV ICE. THANK YOU.

IF YOU DO NOT RECEIVE ALL OF THE PAGES, PLEASE PHONE (916) 441-0131 AS SOON AS POSSIBLE,

A454435.1
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A Joint Public Notice of

City of Sacramento
and
Sutter County
DATE:

August 16, 2002

TO:

Responsible Agencies and Interested Persons

FROM:

City of Sacramento and Sutter County

ACTION:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE NATOMAS BASIN
HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

SUMMARY:
The City of Sacramento and Sutter County are lead agencies under CEQA for this project. The City of Sacramento
(City), Sutter County (County) and The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) (the "applicants") have applied to the
^r.ited States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for a50=year incidental take permit for 22 covered species (both
federal and state) pursuant to Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) . The
City and County intend to submit an application to the California Department of Fish and Game for an incidental
take permit (ITP) under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code in accordance with CESA.
The applications address the potential for "incidental take" of covered species associated with various activities
within the Natomas Basin, a 53,537-acre area in the Sacramento region. These activities (the "covered activities")
include 17,500 acres of planned land development, and development and management of mitigation lands. A
conservation program to minimize and mitigate for the covered activities would be implemented as described in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (Plan), which would be jointly implemented by the applicants.
The permit application (available for public review) includes the Plan that describes the proposed program and
mitigation, and an accompanying Implementation Agreement (legal contract).

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT EIR/EIS:
The City of Sacramento (City) and Sutter County (County) announce the availability of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIR/EIS) that addresses the environmental effects associated
with issuing the permits and implementing the Plan. The United State Fish and Wildlife Service (The USFWS) is
the lead agency for NEPA and the City and County are the lead agencies under CEQA.. The City and County are
noticing the release of the Draft EIR/EIS per CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The Draft EIR/EIS is being sent to
the State Clearinghouse (OPR) for review by interested state agencies, including responsible and trustee agencies
under CEQA. In addition, the release of the Draft EIR/EIS is being noticed in local newspapers of general
circulation and the Notice of Availability is being mailed to interested persons, groups and responsible agencies.
The analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS is intended to accomplish the following: inform the public of the
proposed action and alternatives; identify the environmentally superior alternative; address public comments

received during the scoping period; disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental effects of the
proposed action and each of the alternatives; identify significant impacts resulting from the proposed action; identify
feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts; identify significant unavoidable impacts and indicate any
irreversible commitment of resources that would result from implementation of the proposed action.
The proposed permit would authorize incidental take of seven federally listed species, six state listed species and the
potential future incidental take of 9 currently unlisted species for a total of 22 covered species, including one species
that is a candidate for listing, if any of them become listed under the Act during the lifetime of the permits.
The Draft EIR/EIS identifies significant impacts to geology and soils, traffic, air quality, noise, biological resources,
water, cultural resources and land use. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of important
farmlands which is considered a significant unavoidable impact. All other impacts would be mitigated to a less than
significant level. The Draft EIR/EIS is being circulated for a 60 day public review period from Friday, August 16,
2002 through Wednesday, October 16, 2002.

DATES:
Written comments on the Draft EIR should be received NO LATER THAN 5:00 PM, October 16, 2002.
Comments should be addressed to the Field Supervisor, United State Fish and Wildlife Service, 2800 Cottage Way,
W-2605, Sacramento, California, 95825. Written comments may be sent facsimile to (916) 414-6711.
Public meetings are scheduled as follows:
•

Sacramento at 1231 I Street, First Floor on September 23, 2002, Afternoon Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.;
Evening Session: 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Sacramento, CA, 95814;

•

Yuba City at Whitaker Hall, 44 Second Street, on September 25, 2002, Afternoon Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00
PM and Evening Session: 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Yuba City, CA, 95991

For additional meeting information, contact Ms. Vicki Campbell, Chief, Conservation Planning Division at
(916) 414-6600

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Vicki Campbell, Chief, Conservation Planning Division, United States Fish and Wildlife Office, W-2605, 2800
Cottage Way, Sacramento, California; telephone: ( 916) 414-6600.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Availability of Documents
Individuals wishing copies of the applications, Draft EIR/EIS, Plan, and Implementation Agreement should
immediately contact the USFWS by telephone at (916) 414-6600 or by letter to the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS, Plan and Implementation agreement are also available for public inspection,
during regular business hours at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office; City of Sacramento, Planning and
Building Dept., 12311 Street, Room 300; State Library, 914 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, CA; City of Sacramento
libraries located at: 828 I Street, Sacramento, CA; 1620 W. El Camino Avenue, Sacramento, CA; California State
University Sacramento Library; and Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes Avenue, Yuba City, CA.
The Plan and the Draft EIR/EIS are also available for review on the City of Sacramento's website at
www.citvofsacrwnento.orp-/planning/environmental/documents.html

Background Information
Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation prohibit the "take" of animal species listed as endangered or threatened.
Take is defined under the Act as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect listed animal
species, or attempt to engage in such conduct (16 USC 1538). Under limited circumstances, however, the USFWS
may issue permits to authorize "incidental take" of listed animal species. "Incidental take" is defined by the Act as
take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Regulations governing
permits for threatened species and endangered species, respectively, are at 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits "take" of species designated as threatened and
endangered, as well as species designated as candidates for listing under CESA. (Fish and Game Code, Section
2080, 2085) "Take", for the purposes of CESA, means hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt,
pursue, catch, capture, or kill. (Id., Section 86) Killing that is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity and not the
primary purpose of the activity also constitutes take under CESA. (Department of Fish and Game v. Anderson- .
Cottonwood Irrigation District (1992) 8 Ca1.App.4th 1554.) In limited circumstances, the Department may authorize
take of species protected under CESA where such take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity. Standards
governing the issuance of an ITP under CESA are set forth in Section 2081, subdivisions (b) and (c) of the California
Fish and Game Code, and in Section 783.4 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.
The applicants are seeking permits for incidental take of the following federally listed species and state listed
species: the threatened giant garter snake (Thamnophis QiQas), threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle
(Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), endangered vernal
pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi), threatened Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana), endangered Sacramento
Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), threatened slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and the threatened Swainson's
hawk (Buteo swainsoni), threatened bank swallow (Riparia riparia) , and the endangered Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop
(Gratiaola heterosepala). The following species are also covered should any of these species become listed under the
Act during the life of the permit: Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia),); tricolored blackbird
(Agelaius tricolor), northwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata), white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi),
!oggerhead shrike (Lanius-ludoviciar.us), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), California tiger salamander
(Ambystoma californiense); western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii , midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
mesovallensis)„ legenere (Legenere limosa), delta tule pea (Lathyrus jepsonii ssp. 'e sonii and Sanford's arrowhead
(Sagittaria sanfordii). Collectively, the 22 listed and unlisted species are referred to as the "covered species" in the
Plan.
The applicants propose to minimize and mitigate the effects to covered species associated with the covered activities
by participating in the Plan. The purpose of this comprehensive conservation program is to promote biological
conservation in conjunction with economic and urban development within the Natomas Basin. Through the payment
of mitigation fees, one-half acre of mitigation land would be established for every acre of land developed. The
proposed NBHCP and Incidental Take Permit (ITP) for the City of Sacramento would authorize development of 8,
050 acres of urban uses. In turn, the proposed NBHCP requires the City of Sacramento to collect mitigation fees to
support the acquisition and management of 4, 025 acres of mitigation lands. Similarly, the proposed NBHCP and
related ITP will authorize Sutter County to develop up to 7,467 acres of urban development and in turn, mitigation
fees will be collected to support the acquisition and management of 3,733.5 acres of mitigation lands. Combined
with the previously approved Metro Air Park HCP and ITP which authorized 1,983 acres of urban development, a
total of 17,500 acres of development is proposed in the Natomas Basin at this time. A total of 8,750 acres of
mitigation lands or reserve lands would be created. The mitigation land would be acquired and managed by the
Natomas Basin Conservancy. In addition to the requirement to pay mitigation fees, the Plan also includes incidental
take avoidance and minimization measures.
The Draft EIR/EIS considers four alternatives in addition to the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, no section 10(a)(1)(B) or 2081 permits would be issued for incidental take of listed
species associated with the covered activities; the applicants would address the potential for incidental take of listed
species on a case-by-case basis.
•

The Increased Mitigation Ratio Alternative would double the extent of required mitigation land relative to the
Plan.

•
•
•

The Habitat-Based Mitigation Alternative would prescribe mitigation based on the value of habitat to be
disturbed, rather than on a general ratio applied to all lands to be disturbed.
The Reserve Zone Alternative would prioritize specific areas within the Natomas Basin for acquisition, in
contrast to the general acquisition strategy described in the Plan.
The Reduced Potential for Incidental Take Alternative would result in reduced urban development covered by
the permits, and would therefore reduce the potential for incidental take associated with urban development.

As a result of the analysis conducted for the Proposed Action and the alternatives, all significant impacts (except one) can be
reduced to a level below significance with implementation of the conservation strategy as presented in the Plan and with
additional mitigation measures outlined in the EIR/EIS. Impacts to farmland cannot be mitigated to a level below significance,
and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce the magnitude of impacts to this resource.
In August 2001, (66 FR 43267), two water agencies, Reclamation District No. 1000 (RD 1000), and Natomas Central Mutual
Water Company (Natomas Mutual), decided to join the City of Sacramento and Sutter County as applicants for permits and
participated in drafting the Plan. At this time, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual have chosen not to submit an application for an
incidental take permit. They may decide to apply at a later time and commit to the terms of the Plan, and through issuance of a
permit by the USFWS, join as full permittees at a future date. It should be noted that because of RD 1000's and Natomas
Mutual's previous participation as potential applicants, and the possibility that they may decide to apply for a permit at some
future date, the description of and analysis of the two water agencies as permittees have remained in both the Plan and the
EIR/EIS. If the water agencies apply for a permit in the future, then additional notification and environmental documentation
may be needed.

SUMMARY:
The USFWS, the City and the County invite the public to comment on the Plan and Draft EIR/EIS during a 60-day public
comment period. 'Ibis notice is provided pursuant to section 10(a) of the Endangered-Species Act and The Service reguiations
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (40 CFR 1506.6) and the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087 and 15105. The USFWS, the City, and the County will evaluate the application,
associated documents, and comments submitted thereon to prepare a Final EIR/EIS. A decision on the permit applications will
be made no sooner than 30 days after the publication of the Final EIR/EIS.
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This environmental impact report/ environmental impact statement (EIR/EIS) describes the
affected resources and evaluates the potential impacts to those resources in the Natomas
Basin and Area B as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action
comprises: (1) applications for Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081 permits or permit
modifications for each of the permittees; (2) approval of the revised Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP) and issuance of permits by the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service and the California Department of Fish and Game; (3) implementation of the HCP;
(4) adoption of the Implementing Agreement(s); and (5) the issuance of incidental take
permits (ITPs). The permittees are the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the Natomas
Basin Conservancy, Reclamation District No. 1000, and Natomas Central Mutual Water
Company.
The objective of the Proposed Action is to reconcile the needs of 22 special-status species
with planned land development and water facility operations in the Natomas Basin.
Issuance of the ITP would authorize the incidental take of several listed wildlife species
resulting from urban development and other activities in the Natomas Basin. These species
include the federally listed giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), valley elderberry longhorn
beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), vernal pool species (Branchinecta spp., Lepidurus
packardi), Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana), Orcutt grasses (Orcuttia spp.), the California
tiger salamander (Ambystoma californiense), a federal and state candidate species, and the
state-listed Swainson's hawk (Buteo swainsoni). The Implementing Agreement(s) would also
cover a suite of other wildlife and plant species if they were to become listed in the future.
The HCP would establish a comprehensive program for the preservation and protection of
habitat for threatened and endangered species potentially found on approximately
53,537 acres of undeveloped and agricultural land in northwestern Sacramento County and
southern Sutter County (Natomas Basin and Area B). The acquisition of lands or
conservation easements for the purpose of creating and managing permanent habitat
reserves would be the primary mechanism for mitigating impacts to listed species. Habitat
reserves would be managed by the Natomas Basin Conservancy and would consist of
managed marsh habitats, upland habitats, rice fields (which would typically be leased for
use to rice farmers), and associated buffers and infrastructure. The HCP also includes
management measures that are intended to avoid or minimize effects on species during
activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual and during urban development activities.

1

t
E042002017SAC/161795(COVER SHEET 8 ABSTRACT.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

I
I

Contents

I

t
I
I
t
t
I

t
t
t
1

I
t
1

I
t

Chapter

Page

Executive Summary .....................................................................:................................................ES-1
ES-1 Introduction .............................................................................................................. ES-1
ES-2 Purpose and Need/Objectives ...............................................................................ES-2
ES-3 Study Area ................................................................................................................ ES-3
ES-4 Proposed Action and Alternatives ........................................................................ ES-3
ES-4.1 Independent Implementation ................................................................ ES-4
ES-5 Areas of Controversy ............................................................................................... ES-4
ES-6 Issues To Be Resolved ............................................................................................. ES-4
ES-7 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures .................................................. ES-4
ES-7.2 Summary of Impacts .............:................................................................. ES-5
1. Purpose and Need/Objectives ..................................................................................................1-1
1.1 Introduction ...................:............................................................................................... 1-1
1.1.1 Summary of Key Issues ................................................................................ 1-1
1.1.2 Document Overview ...........................................................................:........ 1-3
1.2 Habitat Conservation Planning in the Natomas Basin ............................................ 1-3
1.2.1 Recent Habitat Conservation Planning Efforts ......................................... 1-4
1.2.2. Court Opinion ............................................................................................ 1-10
1.3 Requirements for Environmental Review ............................................................... 1-11
1.3.1 Lead Agencies ............................................................................................. 1-11
1.3.2 California Department of Fish and Game ............................................... 1-11
1.4 Purpose and Need/Objectives .................................................................................. 1-12
1.4.1 Purpose and Need (USFWS) .................:................................................... 1-12
1.4.2 Objectives (City of Sacramento and Sutter County) .............................. 1-13
1.4.3 Decisions to be Made .................................................................................. 1-15
1.4.4 Other Discretionary Actions ..................................................................... 1-15
1.4.5 Independent Implementation ................................................................... 1-16
1.5 Regulatory Framework .............................................................................................. 1-16
1.5.1 Endangered Species Act ......................:...................................................... 1-16
1.5.2 National Environmental Policy Act ......................................................... 1-18
1.5.3 California Environmental Quality Act ..................................................... 1-18
1.5.4 California Endangered Species Act .......................................................... 1-18
1.5.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act ......................................................................... 1-19
1.5.6 Native Plant Protection Act ....................................................................... 1-19
1.5.7 Local Plans and Ordinances ...................................................................... 1-20
1.6 Consultation and Coordination/ Issues of Controversy ....................................... 1-20
1.6.1 Scoping ......................................................................................................... 1-22
1.6.2 Agency Coordination ................................................................................. 1-23

E042002017SAC/161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

1

CONTENTS

2. Proposed Action and Alternatives ........................................................................................... 2-1
2.1 Plan Participants ............................................................................................................ 2-2
2.2 Study Area and Permit Areas ......................................................................................2-3
2.2.1 City of Sacramento ........................................................................................ 2-3
2.2.2 Sutter County ................................................................................................. 2-3
2.2.3 Natomas Basin Conservancy ........................................................................ 2-6
2.2.4 Reclamation District No. 1000 ..................................................................... 2-8
2.2.5 Natomas Mutual ............................................................................................ 2-8
2.3 Covered Activities ......................................................................................................... 2-8
2.3.1 Land Use Agencies .........:............................................................................2-11
2.3.2 Natomas Basin Conservancy .........................................................:...........2-12
2.3.3 Water Agencies ................................................... .......................................... 2-12
2.3.4 Activities not Covered by the Incidental Take Permits ......................... 2-13
2.4 Description of Proposed Action ................................................................................ 2-13
2.4.1 Habitat Conservation Plan Purpose ..:......................................................2-14
2.4.2 Permits and Approvals ............................................................:. ................. 2-14
2.4.3 Covered Species ........................................................................................... 2-15
2.4.4 Biological Goals and Objectives ................................................................2-15
2.4.5 Habitat Reserve Development Strategy ................................................... 2-17
2.4.6 Conservation Measures .............................................................................. 2-25
2.4.7 Monitoring and Adaptive Management ..................................................2-44
2.4.8 Funding ......................................................................................................... 2-46
2.4.9 Unforeseen Circumstances/ "No Surprises" ..........................................2-47
2.4.10 Overall Program Review and Midpoint Review .................................. 2-47
2.5 Approach to Developing Alternatives .....................................................................2-48
2.6 EIR/EIS Alternatives ..................................................................................................2-49
2.6.1 Alternative 1: Increased Mitigation .......................................................... 2-50
2.6.2 Alternative 2: Habitat-based Mitigation ..................................................2-50
2.6.3 Alternative 3: Reserve Zones .....................................................................2-51
2.6.4 Alternative 4: Reduced Potential for Incidental Take ............................ 2-52
2.6.5 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative ......................................................:2-53
2.7 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration ............................................2-54
2.7.1 Change in Permit Duratiori ........................................................................2-54
2.7.2 Prohibiting Out-of-Basin Mitigation ......................................................... 2-54
2.7.3 Sacramento County Participation ............................................................. 2-55
2.7.4 Development Cap ........................................................................................ 2-56
2.7.5 Increased Mitigation Fee ............................................................................ 2-56
2.7.6 Acquire Active Habitat Only .....................................................................2-57
2.7.7 Fixed Reserves ..........................................................................................:..2-57

I
t
^
1
1

I
1

I
t
I
I
I

2.8 Environmentally Preferable /Superior Alternative ................................ ................ 2-58
3. Affected Environment ... .......................................
..................... 3-1
3.1 Introduction :.................................................................................................................. 3-1
3.2 Geology and Soils ..........................................................................................................3-3

3.2.1 Area Geology ................................................................................................. 3-3
3.2.2 Area Soil Types .............................................................................................. 3-3
3.2.3 Geologic and Soil Hazards ...........................................................................3-4

iv

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E 042002017 S A C/ 161795( C O NT E NTS. D O C)

I

I
e
It

t
1

t
^
I
I
1

t
I
I
I
1

t
I
I
I
t
I
^

CONTENTS

3.3 Water Resources ............................................................................................................ 3-5
3.3.1 Flooding and Drainage ................................................................................ 3-5
3.3.2 Water Quality ................................................................:............................... 3-7
3.3.3 Water Supply ................................................................................................. 3-8
3.4 Biological Resources ................................................................................................... 3-10
3.4.1 Land Use and Habitats in the Natomas Basin ........................................ 3-10
3.4.2 Special-Status Species ................................................................................. 3-22
3.4.3 Waterfowl .................................................................................................... 3-52
3.5 Cultural Resources ...................................................................................................... 3-52
3.5.1 Archaeological and Historical Significance of the Natomas Basin...... 3-53
3.5.2 City of Sacramento ...................................................................................... 3-54
3.5.3 Sacramento County .................................................................................... 3-55
3.5.4 Sutter County .............................................................................................. 3-55
3.6 Land Use ...................................................................................................................... 3-56
3.6.1 Surrounding Land Uses ............................................................................. 3-56
3.6.2 Existing and Planned Land Uses .............................................................. 3-56
3.6.3 Relevant Land-Use Planning Goals and Policies ................................... 3-59
3.6.4 Agriculture in the Natomas Basin ............................................................ 3-61
3.7 Socioeconomics ........................................................................................................... 3-62
3.7.1 City of Sacramento and Sacramento County .......................................... 3-62
3.7.2 Sutter County .............................................................................................. 3-63
3.8 Traffic and Circulation ............................................................................................... 3-64
3.8.1 City of Sacramento ...................................................................................... 3-64
3.8.2 Sacramento County .................................................................................... 3-65
3.8.3 Sutter County .............................................................................................. 3-65
3.9 Noise ............................................................................................................................. 3-65
3.9.1 City of Sacramento ...................................................................................... 3-65
3.9.2 Sacramento County .................................................................................... 3-66
3.9.3 Sutter County .............................................................................................. 3-66
3.10 Air Quality ................................................................................................................. 3-66
3.10.1 Sacramento Valley Air Basin ................................................................... 3-66
3.10.2 Regulatory Background ........................................................................... 3-67
3.11 Public Health and Safety .......................................................................................... 3-69
3.11.1 Background on Wildlife Hazards at Airports ....................................... 3-69
3.11.2 Sacramento International Airport and Vicinity .................................... 3-71
4. Environmental Consequences .................................................................................................. 4-1
4.1 Introduction ................................................................................................................... 4-1
4.1.1 Resources Considered and Summary of Impacts .................................... 4-1
4.1.2 Approach to Cumulative Impacts Analysis .............................................. 4-3
4.1.3 Previous Evaluation of Effects of Covered Activities ............................ 4-10
4.1.4 Approach to Analysis of. Independent Implementation by
Individual Permittees ................................................................................ 4-12
4.2 Geology and Soils ....................................................................................................... 4-14
4.2.1 Proposed Action .......................................................................................... 4-14
4.2.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation .......................................................... 4-16
4.2.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation .................................................. 4-16

E042002017SAC1161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

^

CONTENTS

4.2.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ......................:...........:.................................. 4-17
4.2.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take ............................ 4-17
4.2.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative .......................................................4-17
.
4.2.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ...... ............... ...................... 4-17
4.2.8 Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................... 4-18
4.3 Water Resources .......................................................................................................... 4-18
4.3.1 Proposed Action ..........................................................................................4-19
4.3.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation .......................................................... 4-23
4.3.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ....................................:.............4-24
4.3.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ...............................:..................................... 4-24
4.3.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take ............................ 4-24
4.3.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative .......................................................4-24
4.3.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ...........................................4-25
4.3.8 Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................... 4-26
4.4 Biological Resources .................................................................................................... 4-26
4.4.1 Methodology ...................................:............................................................ 4-27
4.4.2 Significance Thresholds ...............................:.............................................. 4-27
4.4.3 Previous Evaluation of Effects of Covered Activities ............................4-28
4.4.4 Changes to Habitat from Covered Activities .......................................... 4-29
4.4.5 Proposed Action .......................................................................................... 4-31
4.4.6 Alternative 1 - Increased Mitigation ........................................................4-95
4.4.7 Alternative 2- Habitat-based Mitigation .............................................. 4-101
4.4.8 Alternative 3. Reserve Zone Alternative ................................................4-104
4.4.9 Alternative 4. Reduced Development .................................................... 4-105
4.4.10 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ..... ............................................. 4-108
4.4.11 Independent Implementation ................................................................ 4-109
4.4.12 Cumulative Impacts ................................................................................ 4-127
4.5 Cultural Resources .................................................................................................... 4-127
4.5.1 Proposed Action ........................................................................................ 4-128
4.5.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio .............................................. 4-130
4.5.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ................................................4-130
4.5.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................... 4-130
4.5.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take .......................... 4-131
4.5.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative .....................................................4-131
4.5.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation .........................................4-131
4.5.8 Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................. 4-132
4.6 Land Use ..................................................................................................................... 4-132
4.6.1 Proposed Action ........................................................................................ 4-133
4.6.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio ..............................................4-135
4.6.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ..........................:..................... 4-136
4.6.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................... 4-136
4.6.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take .......................... 4-137
4.6.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative .....................................................4-137
4.6.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ...............::........................4-138
4.6.8 Cumulative Impacts .................................................................................. 4-139
4.7 Socioeconomics .......................................................................................................... 4-139
4.7.1 Proposed Action ........................................................................................ 4-140

vi

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E042002017SAC/161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

i
I
1
I
I
I

t
I

I
t
1

I
^d

1
r

i^
I

1

t
1

^
LI

1

I
I
fl

I
1

II

e
I
1

II
I

CONTENTS

4.7.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation ........................................................ 4-142
4.7.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ................................................ 4-143
4.7.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................... 4-144
4.7.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take .......................... 4-144
4.7.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ..................................................... 4-144
4.7.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ........................................ 4-144
4.7.8 Cumulative Impacts ................................................................................. 4-145
4.8 Traffic .......................................................................................................................... 4-145
4.8.1 Proposed Action ........................................................................................ 4-146
4.8.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation ........................................................ 4-147
4.8.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ................................................ 4-148
4.8.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................... 4-148
4.8.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take .......................... 4-148
4.8.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ..................................................... 4-149
4.8.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ........................................ 4-149
4.8.8 Cumulative Impacts ................................................................................. 4-149
4.9 Noise ........................................................................................................................... 4-150
4.9.1 Proposed Action ........................................................................................ 4-151
4.9.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation ........................................................ 4-152
4.9.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation ................................................ 4-152
4.9.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................... 4-152
4.9.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take .......................... 4-153
4.9.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ..................................................... 4-153
4.9.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ........................................ 4-153
4.9.8 Cumulative Impacts .....................................................:........................... 4-154
4.10 Air Quality ............................................................................................................... 4-154
4.10.1 Proposed Action ...................................................................................... 4-155
4.10.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation ...................................................... 4-156
4.10.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation .............................................. 4-157
4.10.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones ................................................................. 4-157
4.10.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take ...................:.... 4-157
4.10.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ................................................... 4-158
4.10.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ...................................... 4-158
4.10.8 Cumulative Impacts ............................................................................... 4-158
4.11 Public Health and Safety ........................................................................................ 4-159
4.11.1 Proposed Action ...................................................................................... 4-159
4.11.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio ........................................... 4-163
4.11.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation .............................................. 4-164
4.11.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones .:............................................................... 4-164
4.11.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take ........................ 4-164
4.11.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative ................................................... 4-165
4.11.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation ...................................... 4-165
4.11.8 Cumulative Impacts ............................................................................... 4-165
4.12 Other Impact Categories ........................................................................................ 4-166
4.12.1 Irreversible Environmental Changes .............................
.............. 4-166
4.12.2 Relationship Between Short-term Uses of the Environment and
the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity ........4-166
E042002017SAC/161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

Vii

CONTENTS

4.12.3 Unavoidable Environmental Effects .....................................................4-166
4.12.4 Growth-inducing Impacts ...................................................................... 4-167
5. List of Preparers ...........................................................................................................................5-1
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service .......................................:...................................................5-1
California Department of Fish and Game ........................................................................5-1
City of Sacramento ...............:......................................................................................:....... 5-1
Sutter County .........................................................:............................................................. 5-1
CH2M HILL .........................................................................................................................5-1
Planning Dynamics Group ................................................................................................5-2
6. References ..................................................................................................................................... 6-1
7. Glossary ......................................................................................................................................... 7-1
8. Index .............................................................................................................................................. 8-1

I
t
^
I

t

I
t

Appendices
A

Public Notices

B
C

Fish and Wildlife Service Species List and CNDDB Summary Lists
Summary of Previous Environmental Review of Planned Urban Development

Tables
ES-1

EIR/EIS Alternatives ....................................................................................................... ES-3

ES-2

Summaryof Potential Environmental Impacts Associated With
Proposed Action and Alternatives ..........:...................................................................... ES-6

I

1-1

Cross-Reference for CEQA Contents ................:...............................................................1-4

2-1
2-2
2-3
2-4

Proposed Covered Species ...............................................................................................2-16
Mitigation Ratios ...............................................................................................................2-27
Composition of Development Fee ..................................................................................2-46
Mitigation Requirements Under Alternative 2 .............................................................2-51

1

3-1
3-2

Description of Land Use/Habitat Categories ...............................................................3-17
Land Uses/Habitat Categories in the City of Sacramento and Annexation
Area (acres) ......................................................................................................................... 3-18
Canals in the City of Sacramento and Annexation Area (miles) ................................3-18
Land Uses in Unincorporated Sacramento County (acres) .........................................3-20
Canals in Unincorporated Sacramento County (miles) .......................... ..................... 3-20
Land Uses in Sutter County ......................................................................:......................3-21
Canals in Sutter County (miles) ......................................................................................3-22
List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring
in the Natomas Basin ........................................................................................................ 3-23
Summary of Total Areas by Jurisdiction in the Natomas Basin ................................. 3-56
Summary of City of Sacramento General Plan Land-Use Goals ................................3-59

3-3
3-4
3-5
3-6
3-7
3-8
3-9
3-10

viii

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

I
1

I
t
1

t

E042002017SAC/ 161795(CO NTE NTS. DOC)

II

I
1

I
t

I
I
1
1
1

I
1

t
I

CONTENTS

3-11
3-12
3-13
3-14
3-15
3-16
4-1
4-2
4-3
4-4
4-5
4-6
4-7
4-8
4-9
4-10
4-11
4-12
4-13
4-14
4-15
4-16
4-17
4-18
4-19
4-20

Summary of Sutter County General Plan Land-Use Goals ......................................... 3-60
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Acreage in Study Area .................... 3-61
Estimated Population Within the Natomas Basin and Vicinity,
Sacramento County .......................................................................................................... 3-63
Estimated Population Within the Natomas Basin and Vicinity, Sutter County ...... 3-64
Ambient Air Quality Standards ...................................................................................... 3-68
Air Quality Attainment Designations ............................................................................ 3-69
Acreage of Urban Development Covered by the Proposed Action .......................... 4-29
Change in Land Use Acreage from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin .... 4-30
Change in Canal Length from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin (miles) 4-31
Change in Canal Acreage from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin ....... 4-31
Change in Potential Habitat for Delta Tule Pea (acres) ............................................... 4-39
Change in Potential Habitat for Sanford's Arrowhead (acres) .................................. 4-41
Vernal Pool Species Covered by the ITPs ...................................................................... 4-43
Change in Potential Habitat for Giant Garter Snake (acres) ....................................... 4-50
Change in Potential Habitat for Northwestern Pond Turtle (acres) .......................... 4-59
Change in Potential Habitat for White-faced Ibis (acres) ............................................ 4-63
Change in Potential Habitat for Tricolored Blackbird (acres) .................................... 4-66
Change in Potential Habitat for Swainson's Hawk (acres) ......................................... 4-69
Change in Foraging Habitat Within 1 Mile of Swainson's Hawk
Nest Sites (acres) ............................................................................................................... 4-72
Change in Potential Habitat for Aleutian Canada Goose (acres) ............................... 4-77
Change in Potential Habitat for Burrowing Owl (acres) ............................................. 4-79
Change in Potential Habitat for Bank Swallow (acres) ............................................... 4-82
Change in Potential Habitat for Loggerhead Shrike (acres) ....................................... 4-84
Mitigation Ratios Under Alternative 2 ........................................................................ 4-101
Land Use Acreage in the Natomas Basin under Baseline and Future
Conditions Under Alternative 4 (acres) ....................................................................... 4-106
Existing and Future Rice Field Distribution ............................................................... 4-163

Figures
1-1
1-2a
1-2b

Regional Location ............................................................................................................... 1-2
Jurisdictions ......................................................................................................................... 1-6
1997 Land Use and Jurisdictions ...................................................................................... 1-7

2-1
2-2
2-3
2-4
2-5

City of Sacramento Permit Area ....................................................................................... 2-4
Sutter County Permit Area .............................. .................................................................. 2-5
Natomas Basin Conservancy Permit Area ...................................................................... 2-7
Water Delivery System and Water Drainage System ..................................................... 2-9
Reserve Zone Alternative .................. .............................................................................. 2-23

3-1
3-2
3-3
3-4

1997 Land Use ................................................................................................................... 3-13
Current Natural Areas ..................................................................................................... 3-15
Giant Garter Snake Records ............................................................................................ 3-41
Other Species Records ...................................................................................................... 3-43

E042002017SAC/161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

ix

CONTENTS

3-5

Active Swainson's Hawk Nests .......................................................................................3-45

4-1
4-2

Habitat management Plans in the Vicinity of the EIR/EIS Plan Area .........................4-5
Bird Strike Zones ............................................................................................................. 4-161

1

I
t
I
i
1

t
1

I
1
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E042002017SAC/161795(CONTENTS.DOC)

t
I

Executive Summary
ES-1 Introduction

t
1

t
I

I
t
I
I
I
1

This Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (EIR/EIS) presents the environmental impacts that have the
potential to occur as a result of implementing the Proposed Action described in Chapter 1 of
this EIR/EIS. The Proposed Action comprises the conservation measures of the revised Draft
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, Californial (HCP),
incidental take permits (ITPs) for covered activities included in the HCP, and an
implementing agreement or agreements (IA[s]) to secure participation and compliance of
the permittees. The permittees (see Section 2.1) are the City of Sacramento, Sutter County,
and the Natomas Basin Conservancy. The City and Sutter County are lead agencies under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) is the lead agency under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (see
Section 1.3.1). In addition to the City, Sutter County, and the Conservancy, Reclamation
District No. 1000 (RD 1000) and the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (Natomas
Mutual) have also participated in the HCP development process, and the impacts of their
proposed covered activities are analyzed in this EIR/EIS (see Section 1.2.1 for a discussion
of RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's history and status of participation in the development
of the HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS). 2
Each of the permittees has a specific designated permit area for its covered activities. The
permittees, their permit areas and covered activities, and the conservation measures for
which each permittee is responsible are discussed in detail in Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS.
The HCP has been developed to provide and implement a multispecies conservation
program to minimize and mitigate impacts of planned urban development and management
activities of the Natomas Basin Conservancy (see Section 2.3 for a discussion of the HCP's
underlying covered activities associated with the Proposed Action). The HCP also has been
prepared to meet the requirements of the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)
in support of planned applications, or revisions to current applications, to receive incidental
take authorization for state-listed species under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game
Code (see Section 1.3.2 for additional discussion of CDFG participation).
The conservation measures in the HCP apply to 22 special-status species (the "covered
species"). A list of the covered species is presented in Section 2.4.3 of this EIR/EIS. Sections I
and II of the HCP -also include a discussion of the covered species.

1 City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Natomas Basin Conservancy, July 2002.
2 On the basis of ongoing discussions with USFWS on whether the water agencies (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual) can obtain
incidental take coverage for pesticide use, the water agencies have decided not to file applications for permits at this time.
They have, however, identified proposed conservation measures (see Section 2.4.6.3 of this EIR/EIS) for their covered
activities that exclude pesticide use, and these measures are incorporated in the HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS (see Section
2.3.3 of this EIR/EIS). The water agencies could elect to apply for an ITP at a future date and would be required at that time to
execute an IA that demonstrates implementation and compliance with the HCP. A summary of the water agencies' participation
in the HCP is in Section 1.2.1.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS supercedes the prior HCP for the Natomas Basin that
was prepared and approved in 1997 (see Section 1.2).
This Executive Summary includes the following sections:
•

Purpose and Need/Objectives (ES-2)

•

Study Area (ES-3)

•
•

Proposed Action and Alternatives (ES-4)
Areas of Controversy (ES-5)

•
•

Issues to be Resolved (ES-6)
Summary of Impacts (ES-7)

A summary of the alternatives is in Table ES-1, and a comparative summary of the impacts
of the Proposed Action and the alternatives to the Proposed Action is provided in

Table ES-2.

ES-2 Purpose and Need/Objectives
The USFWS's purpose (in accordance with NEPA requirements) in issuing ITPs, entering
into an IA(s), and approving the HCP is to authorize the incidental take of the covered
species resulting from the covered activities in the Natomas Basin. As stated in the USFWS's
Habitat Conservation Planning Handbook (USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service,
1996), a key facet of the HCP program is to reduce conflicts between listed species and
economic development activities, and create a framework that would encourage "creative
partnerships" among the public and private sectors and state, municipal, and federal
agencies in the interests of endangered and threatened species and habitat conservation. The
need for the action is based on the potential that activities proposed by the permittees could
result in the take of federally listed species and other unlisted species that could become
listed in the future. The USFWS must respond to the ITP application related to activities that
have the potential to result in the take of covered species within each permittee's permit
area.
The primary objectives under CEQA for the City and Sutter County are to implement their
respective general plans and other planning documents (see Section 2.2 and Chapter 4,
Environmental Consequences) for lands within the Natomas Basin. These plans represent a
foreseeable urban development scenario evaluated for the HCP. The Proposed Action
addresses incidental take of the covered species resulting from 17,500 acres of planned
development in the Natomas Basin (this also includes the 1,983-acre Metro Air Park project
in unincorporated Sacramento County, which is covered by a separate ITP, as described in
Section 1.2.1). These development activities have the potential to result in the take of listed
species and permanent disturbance to their habitats within the 53,537-acre Natomas Basin.
The objective for the Conservancy is to implement the provisions of the HCP on lands
acquired for management by the Conservancy in a way that promotes biological
conservation and provides incidental take coverage.
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ES-3 Study Area

t

The study area for this EIR/EIS is primarily the Natomas Basin. The study area also includes
Area B, which is the out-of-basin mitigation area in which habitat reserve lands could be acquired
(see Section 2.4.5.6). (The EIR/EIS study area includes the HCP Plan Area.) The individual permit
areas for each of the permittees are discussed in Section 2.2.

ES-4 Proposed Action and Alternatives
The alternatives evaluated in this EIR/EIS are summarized in Table ES-1.

I

TABLE ES-1

EIR/EIS Alternatives
Title
Revised Natomas Basin HCP
(Proposed Action)

t

Brief Description
Provide incidental take coverage for the following covered activities:
•
•

Urban development of 17,500 acres in the City of Sacramento, Sutter
County, and Metro Air Park (see Section 2.3.1)
Development, operations, and maintenance of the system of habitat
reserves envisioned under the HCP

Implement conservation measures for 22 special-status species. See
Table 2-1 for a listing of these species; Section 2.4.6 for conservation
measures to be implemented by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County,
Metro Air Park; RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual.

1
1

I
1
1
1

Establish a system of habitat reserves based on a ratio of one-half acre of
land to be acquired for each acre of land developed (8,750 acres total,
based on 17,500 acres to be developed). See Section 2.4.5 for a
description of the acquisition, management, and funding program for the
habitat reserves.
Increased Mitigation
(Alternative 1)

Same as the Proposed Action, but acquisition of habitat reserves would
be based on a 1:1 ratio (17,500 acres of reserves with 17,500 acres of
land development).

Habitat-Based Mitigation
(Alternative 2)

Same as the Proposed Action, but acquisition of habitat reserves would
be based on habitat value of the lands subject to urban development.
Based on the methodology described in Section 2.6.2, this would result in
the need to acquire 17,569 acres of lands to be managed as habitat
reserves.

Reserve Zones
(Alternative 3)

Same as the Proposed Action, but the acquisition criteria for habitat
reserves would be geographically focused based on the habitat needs of
the giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk. For a description of the five
reserve zones, see Section 2.6.3.

Reduced Potential for Incidental
Take (Alternative 4)

Same as the Proposed Action, but the land development area covered
under the ITPs would be reduced from 17,500 acres to 12,000 acres.

No Action Alternative
(Alternative 5)

Incidental take permits would not be issued and the HCP would not be
implemented. Land development would occur, but would develop
mitigation measures for the covered species on a case-by-case basis.

E042002017SAC/161795(EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.DOC)
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ES-4.1 Independent implementation
As discussed in Section I.A of the HCP (and in Section 2.3 of this EIR/EIS), the individual
permittees (i.e., the City, Sutter County, Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual)
would obtain individual ITPs from the USFWS for activities within each permittee's
respective permit area. Similarly, each of these permittees also would obtain individual
Section 2081 permits (or amendments to existing 2081 permits) from the CDFG for activities
conducted within each permittee's respective permit area. Each permittee would be
required to mitigate independently the impacts of its covered activities (i.e., if any one of the
permits was revoked, the other permits would remain in effect). The conservation strategy
in the HCP, as it pertains to specific permittees, can be used by the various applicants to
obtain the necessary take permits needed to conduct otherwise lawful activities within each
permittee's respective permit area. Because of the potential for independent implementation
of the HCP by permittees, this EIR/EIS assesses impacts from individual permittees as well
as overall impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives (see Chapter 4, Environmental
Consequences).

I

ES-5 Areas of Controversy
Areas of controversy known to the lead agencies, including issues raised by agencies and
the public, must be identified in the Executive Summary of an EIR. (California Code of
Regulations, Section 15123). The scoping phase of the EIR/EIS, conducted between
December 18, 2000 and January 16, 2001, identified the following key areas of concern for
consideration in the EIR/EIS:

•

Nuisance effects of habitat reserves on adjacent land uses

•

Potential for the habitat reserves to increase conflicts between waterfowl and aircraft
from Sacramento International Airport

•

Need to provide increased mitigation (e.g., a higher ratio for reserve acquisition) or
protect key existing habitat areas.

•

Consideration of future development beyond the 17,500 acres considered in the HCP

ES-6 Issues To Be Resolved
Issues to be resolved, including the choice among alternatives and whether or how to
mitigate significant effects, must be identified in the Executive Summary of an EIR
(California Code of Regulations, Section 15123). The choice among the alternatives
evaluated in the EIR/EIS is the primary issue to be resolved as part of the EIR/EIS process.

ES-7 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures
This section presents a summary of the impacts of implementing the Proposed Action (i.e.,
the proposed Natomas Basin HCP) or alternatives. The proposed conservation strategy (see
Section 2.1.3) is designed to: (1) avoid the environmental effects that could cause take; and
(2) minimize and mitigate the impacts of take that could occur. The potential direct, indirect,
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and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives are described and evaluated
in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences, for the resource areas listed below. (The
affected environment for each of these resource areas is presented in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment.)
•
•
•
•

Geology and Soils (Section 4.2)
Water Resources (Section 4.3)
Biological Resources (Section 4.4)
Cultural Resources (Section 4.5)

•
•

Land Use/Consistency with Adopted Plans and Policies (Section 4.6)
Social and Economic Conditions (Section 4.7)

•
•
•
•

Traffic (Section 4.8)
Noise (Section 4.9)
Air Quality (Section 4.10)
Public Health and Safety (Section 4.11)

Table ES-2, at the end of this Executive Summary, provides a comparative overview of the
impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternatives for each of the resource areas assessed
in this EIR/EIS. The table is focused on the impacts of developing the habitat reserves (see
Section 4.1.3 for a discussion of prior environmental analyses). Detailed analysis of impacts
is contained in Chapter 4, Environmental Consequences.

ES-7.2 Summary of Impacts
Overall, the critical resources assessed in this EIR/EIS are the species covered by the ITPs.
On the basis of the assessment of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts presented in
Section 4.4, implementing the HCP or the other alternatives would not result in significant
environmental impacts. The impacts to species resulting from implementation of the HCP
would be less than significant, because of either the conservation measures in the HCP or
additional mitigation measures prescribed in Section 4.4.
Implementing the HCP could result in the potential for impacts to occur to other resources.
Potentially significant impacts are identified relating to water quality, cultural resources,
agricultural lands, traffic, noise, and air quality. Impacts associated with lan6 development
have been addressed in prior environmental documents as referenced in Section 4.1 and in
Appendix C. Where new significant impacts are identified, mitigation measures are
proposed to reduce the extent of the impacts to a less-than-significant level. With the
exception of the loss of farmland resulting from creating the habitat reserves, all new
impacts are expected to be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation
measures proposed. Impacts attributable to loss of farmland in the Natomas Basin from
creation of habitat reserves are not likely to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level and,
therefore, represent an unavoidable adverse consequence of the Proposed Action.

I
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REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

ES-5

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

4.2 Geology and Soils.

I mpact: G reater i m pacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Im^act: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

Impact: Less-than-significant increases in
flood potential resulting from management
of habitat reserves.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

Impact: Potentially significant decreases in
stormwater quality resulting from
development of habitat reserves. Can be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.

Im act: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitipation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: Construction
of habitat reserves shall adhere to the
requirements of the State Water
Resources Control Board's General
Permit for Stormwater Discharges
Associated with Construction Activity, as
amended from time to time, by filing an
NOI with the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board. For
development activities on each reserve
site, the Conservancy shall prepare a
,Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan that
includes best management practices
consistent with the City's Administrative
and Technical Procedures for Grading and
Erosion and Sediment Control and
Sacramento County's Erosion and
Sediment Control Standards and
Specifications, regardless of whether the
reserves are located in Sacramento or
Sutter County. Best inanagement
practices shall focus on the control of

EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Less-than-significant increases in
erosion resulting from development of
habitat reserves.
4.3 Water Resources
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:

Alternative 3:

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for

Habitat-Based Mitigation

Reserve Zones

Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

sediment discharge into local drains (e.g.,
through installation of barriers such as silt
fences and through tracking controls) and
the release of hazardous materials from
construction operations (e.g., through the
use of designated staging areas with
onsite controls).
Impact: Less-than-significant impacts
associated with future water availability in
the Natomas Basin.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Impacts to marsh
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including
4,350 acres of managed
marsh and 8,750 acres of
rice.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Impacts to marsh
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including a
combined rice/managed
marsh reserve acreage of
9,687 acres.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Marsh habitat as
measured by rice fields,
canals and drains, and
ponds and seasonally wet
areas would decline in the
Natomas Basin by 5,752
acres (25 percent), 277
acres (16 percent), and
15 acres (15 percent),
respectively because of
authorized development.
Permanent reserves
would be established,
including 1,500 acres of
managed marsh and
3,000 acres of rice.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

4.4 Biological Resources
Impact: Marsh habitat as measured by rice
fields, canals and drains, and ponds and
seasonally wet areas would decline in the
Natomas Basin by 8,087 acres (35
percent), 404 acres (23 percent), and 21
acres (22 percent), respectively because
of authorized development. Permanent
reserves would be established, including
2,187.5 acres of managed marsh and
4,350 acres of rice.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: As part of the
process for development review, the City
and Sutter County will include a provision
that public or private development projects
that could support jurisdictional wetlands
will result in no net loss of wetlands and
will ensure that that wetlands functions
and values will be maintained.

E042002017SACl161795(EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.DOC)
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Im^act: Marsh habitat is
expected to decrease by
approximately the same
acreage as under the
Proposed Action because
of urban development.
Unknown benefits
associated with habitat
creation.
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Upland habitat in
the Natomas Basin would
decrease by 6,063 acres
(28 percent) because of
authorized development.
Permanent reserves
would be established,
including 1,500 acres of
uplands.

Impact: Upland habitat is
expected to decrease by
approximately the same
acreage as under the
Proposed Action because
of urban development.
Unknown benefits
associated with habitat
creation.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impaot: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Vernal pools could be affected in
North Natomas and potentially in other
areas of the Natomas Basin.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Approximately 8,512 acres of
potential habitat for the giant garter snake
would be affected by authorized
development in the Natomas Basin.
Preservation of wetland habitat and
creation and management of reserves that
support 6,562 acres of giant garter snake
habitat mitigates the impacts of the
covered activities on giant garter snakes
to a less-than-significant level.

Impact: Impacts to giant
garter snake habitat would
be the same as under the
Proposed Action.
Approximately 13,125
acres of giant garter snake
habitat would be supported
by the system of habitat
reserves.

Impact: Impacts to giant
garter snake habitat would
be the same as under the
Proposed Action..
Approximately 9,687 acres
of giant garter snake
habitat would be supported
by the system of habitat
reserves.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Approximately
6,044 acres of potential
habitat for the giant garter
snake would be affected
by authorized
development in the
Natomas Basin.
Approximately 4,500
acres of giant garter
snake habitat would be
supported by the system
of habitat reserves.

Impact: Giant garter
snake habitat is expected
to decrease by
approximately the same
acreage as under the
Proposed Action because
of urban development.
Unknown benefits
associated with habitat
creation.

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Impact: Upland habitat in the Natomas
Basin would decrease by 9,188 acres
(42 percent) because of authorized
development. Permanent reserves would
be established, including 2,187.5 acres of
uplands.

Impact: Impacts to upland
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including
4,350 acres of uplands.

Impact: Impacts to upland
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including
8,074 acres of uplands.

Impact: Loss of riparian habitat in the
Natomas Basin generally would not occur.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Up to 8 acres (8 percent) of oak
groves in the Natomas Basin would
potentially be removed because of urban
development.

Proposed Action
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

Impact: Two Swainson's hawk nesting
territories with remaining nest trees (NB-3
and NB-6) have the potential to be
abandoned because of authorized
development.

Impact: Same as the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as the
Proposed Action.

Irn pact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as.the Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as the Proposed Action.

Impact: Swainson's hawk foraging habitat
in the Natomas Basin would decrease by
9,188 acres (42 percent) because of
authorized development. Permanent
reserves would be established including
2,187.5 acres of uplands that would be
managed for Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat value.

Impact: Impacts to
Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including
4,350 acres of uplands.

Impact: Impacts to
Swainson's hawk foraging
habitat associated with
authorized development
would be the same as
under the Proposed Action.
Permanent reserves would
be established, including
8,074 acres of uplands.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Swainson's hawk
foraging habitat in the
Natomas Basin would
decrease by 6,063 acres
(28 percent) because of
authorized development.
Permanent reserves
would be established
including 1,500 acres of
uplands.

Impact: Swainson's hawk
foraging habitat is
expected to decrease by
approximately the same
acreage as under the
Proposed Action because
of urban development.
Unknown benefits
associated with habitat
creation.

Impact: Overall effects to other covered
species associated with habitat loss and
creation would be less than significant.

Im act: Similar to
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

Impact: Potentially significant effects to
some other special-status species (e.g.,
dwarf downingia, rose mallow, Cooper's
hawk, American bittern, black tern, lark
sparrow, white-tailed kite, Pacific-slope
flycatcher, Bewick's wren) can be
mitigated to a less than significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure'
Preconstruction surveys required pursuant
to Section V.A.1 of the HCP shall
encompass the habitat areas that could
support dwarf downingia or rose mallow. If
dwarf downingia or rose mallow are found
during the habitat surveys, mitigation shall
conform to the mitigation requirements for
Delta tule pea and Sanford's arrowhead
as described in the HCP and in

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitioation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

.Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

E042002017SAC/161795(EXECUTIVE SUMMARY.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Im act: Expected to be
approximately the same
as Proposed Action.

ES-9

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

accordance with the California Native
Plant Protection Act.
Preconstruction surveys required pursuant
to Section V.A.1 of the HCP shall
encompass the habitat areas where
nesting birds could occur. In accordance
with the requirements of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, vegetation containing an
occupied nest and an appropriate-sized
buffer around the nests of Cooper's
hawks, American bitterns, black terns, lark
sparrows, white-tailed kites, Pacific-slope
flycatchers, and Bewick's wrens shall not
be removed until the nest has been
abandoned by the nesting pair or the
young have fledged.
Impact: No impact to fish species of
concern would occur.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Imr)act: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Net reduction in waterfowl habitat
would be less than significant.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitiaation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitioation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

4.5 Cultural Resources
Impact: Potentially significant increase
in the potential to disturb unknown,
subsurface cultural resources resulting
from development of habitat reserves.
Can be mitigated to a less-than-significant
level with mitigation.
EIR/ElS Mitigation Measure: Parcels
being considered for habitat reserves shall
undergo preconstruction literature review
and/or field surveys, based on the
discretion of a qualified archaeologist.
Based on the findings of the cultural
resource review and the potential for land
disturbance to occur on the reserve, the
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Natomas Basin Conservancy could be
required to complete an archaeological
report and implement site-specific mitigation
measures as a condition for restoration.
and
In the event that any historic or
archaeological features (surface or
subsurface) or deposits, including locally
darkened soil ("midden") that could conceal
cultural deposits, animal bone, shell,
obsidian, mortars, or human remains, are
uncovered during construction, work within
100 feet of the find shall cease and a
qualified archaeologist and a representative
of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be consulted to develop,
if necessary, further mitigation measures to
reduce any archaeological impacts to a
less-than-significant level before
construction continues.
and
When Native American archaeological,
ethnographic, or spiritual resources are
involved, all identification and treatment
shall be conducted by qualified
archaeologists who are either certified by
the Society of Professional Archaeologists
(SOPA) or who meet the federal standards
as stated in the Code of Federal
Regulations (36 CFR 61), and Native
American Representatives who are
approved by the local Native American
community as scholars of their cultural
traditions. In the event that no such Native
American is available, persons who
represent tribal governments and/or
organizations in the locale in which
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative 4:
Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

resources could be affected shall be
consulted'. When historic archaeological
sites or historic architectural features are
involved, all identification and treatment is to
be carried out by historical archaeologists or
architectural historians. These individuals
shall meet either SOPA or 36 CFR 61
requirements.
and
If human bone of unknown origin is found
during construction, all work shall stop in
the vicinity of the find and the County
Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If
the remains are determined to be Native
American, the Coroner shall notify the
Native American Heritage Commission who
shall notify the person it believes to be the
most likely descendant. The most likely
descendant shall work with the contractor to
develop a program for reinternment of the
human remains and any associated
artifacts. No additional work is to take place
within the immediate vicinity of the find until
the identified appropriate actions have been
carried out.

4.6 Land Use/Consistency With Adopted Plans and Policies
Impact: Less-than-significant land use
compatibility/plan inconsistency impacts.

ES-12

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed. Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action
Impact: Significant loss of farmland. Not
likely to be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: To the extent
practicable (and to the extent that
biological goals are not compromised),
development of site-specific management
plans will incorporate provisions that
consider farmlands and agricultural use.

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation
Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation

Alternative 2:

Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to the
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.

Impaot: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be-mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Im act: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Alternative 5:
No Action
Im^act: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

4.7 Social and Economic Conditions
Impact: Less-than-significant changes in
local employment and tax revenues to
Sacramento and Sutter counties.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

4.8 Traffic
Impact: Potentially significant increase
in the potential for traffic safety conflicts
resulting from development of habitat
reserves. Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: Prior to
commencing substantial habitat reserve
development activities, the Conservancy
shall evaluate traffic levels on any
adjacent rural roadways that would
provide construction access. Where
potential traffic-safety impacts are
identified, the Conservancy and/or its
contractor shall prepare a Traffic Control
Plan that addresses potential impacts to
public safety and other constructionrelated nuisances. The Traffic Control
Plan shall be reviewed and approved by
the City of Sacramento and/or Sutter
County, and should be submitted for
review by Sacramento County for projects
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Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative 4:

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

located within the unincorporated portion
of Sacramento County. Traffic
management measures to be included in
the Traffic Control Plan include, but are
not limited to, the following:
•

Provide adequate warning to users of
the roadway in the vicinity of the
construction, through signs or other
means visible from the roadway

•

Provide adequate assistance to the
public in navigating the construction
site through the use of flagmen

•

Install adequate signage for
construction zones and detours

•

If traffic and circulation would be
interrupted for an extended period of
time, provide for the opportunity for
public input from affected residents
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

4.9 Noise
Impact: Potentially significant increase in
noise-related nuisances resulting from
development of habitat reserves. Can be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: Prior to
commencing substantial habitat reserve
development activities, the Conservancy
shall determine if residences or other
sensitive receptors are located within 1000
feet of the construction site. If sensitive
receptors are located within 1000 feet of
the construction site, operation of
construction equipment and vehicles
would occur between the hours of 7:00 am
and 6:00 pm, Monday through Saturday,
and between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on
Sunday.
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Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation

Im act: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

ES-15

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives

Proposed Action

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Alternative 4:
Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

4.10 Air Quality

Impact: Potentially significant increase in
NOx and PMjo resulting from
development of habitat reserves. Can be
mitigated to a less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure: The
following measures shall be implemented
to reduce emissions of ozone precursors
during construction activities on the
habitat reserves.
•

To the extent feasible, the Natomas
Basin Conservancy shall work with
contractors who include low-NO,,,
heavy-duty construction vehicles.

•

Construction activities shall be
phased to reduce the simultaneous
operation of construction equipment.

•

The contractor shall perform routine
tuning and maintenance of
construction equipment.

•

The contractor shall use existing onsite electric power sources in place of
diesel generators to the extent that
these sources are available.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action.
Can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level
with mitigation.
EIR/EIS Mitigation

Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.
EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.

-Measure: Same as
Proposed Action.

and
The following measures shall be
implemented to reduce constructionrelated emissions of fugitive dust (PM,o).
•

The contractor shall reduce or

suspend grading and excavation
activity during windy periods (i.e.,
winds in excess of 15 miles per hour).
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TABLE ES-2

Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts Associated with Proposed Action and Alternatives
Alternative 4:
Proposed Action
•

The contractor shall post and enforce
speed limits on unpaved driving
areas.

•

The contractor shall apply water twice
daily to disturbed areas and active
construction sites.

•

The contractor shall treat completed
sites with soil binders or vegetation.

Alternative 1:
Increased Mitigation

Alternative 2:
Habitat-Based Mitigation

Alternative 3:
Reserve Zones

Reduced Potential for
Incidental Take

Alternative 5:
No Action

Dirt shall be washed off trucks and other
equipment before leaving the construction
site.

4.11 Public Health and Safety
Impact: Less-than-significant public health
and safety impacts resulting from the .
creation of habitat reserves within the bird-

strike zones of Sacramento International
Airport.
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Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.

Impact: Greater impacts
than the Proposed Action,
but less than significant.
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Impact: Same as
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar to
Proposed Action.

Impact: Similar effects are
expected with case-bycase mitigation.
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CHAPTER 1

Purpose and Need/Objectives
1.1 Introduction
1.1.1 Summary of Key Issues

I

This Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement for the Revised Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan (EIR/EIS) presents the environmental impacts that have the
potential to occur as a result of approving a habitat conservation plan, issuing incidental
take permits (ITPs) for covered activities included in the proposed revised Draft Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, Sacramento and Sutter Counties, Californiai (HCP), and the
adoption of an implementing agreement or agreements (IA[s]). The HCP, ITPs, and IA(s)
collectively comprise the Proposed Action assessed in this EIR/EIS.
The applicants seeking ITPs for covered activities within the Natomas Basin are referred to
as permittees (see Section 2.1). The Natomas basin is shown in Figure 1-1. The five
permittees are:

I

•
•

City of Sacramento (land use agency permittee)
Sutter County (land use agency permittee)

•
•
•

Natomas Basin Conservancy (Conservancy) (plan operator and permittee)
Reclamation District No. 1000 (RD 1000) (water agency permittee)
Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (Natomas Mutual) (water agency permittee)2

The City and Sutter County are lead agencies under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the lead agency under the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (see Section 1.3.1).

Each of the permittees has a specific designated permit area for its covered activities. The
permittees, their permit areas and covered activities, and the conservation measures for
which each permittee is responsible are discussed in detail in Chapter 2 of this EIR/EIS. The
permittees seek to obtain ITPs for covered activities for a 50-year term.

t
I
t

The HCP has been developed to provide and implement a multispecies conservation
program to minimize and mitigate impacts of the covered activities of the Proposed Action
(see Section 2.3 for a discussion of the covered activities associated with the Proposed
Action). The HCP also has been prepared to meet the requirements of the California
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) in support of planned applications, .or revisions to

1 City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Natomas Basin Conservancy, July 2002.
2 On the basis of ongoing discussions with USFWS on whether the water agencies (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual) can obtain
incidental take coverage for pesticide use, the water agencies have decided not to file applications for permits at this time.
They have, however, identified proposed conservation measures (see Section 2.4.6.3 of this EIR/EIS) for covered activities
that exclude pesticide use, and these measures are incorporated in the HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS (see Section 2.3.3 of
this EIR/EIS). The water agencies could elect at a future date to apply for an ITP and would be required at that time to execute
an IA that demonstrates implementation and compliance with the HCP. A summary of the water agencies' participation in the
HCP is in Section 1.2.1.
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED/OBJECTIVES

current applications, to receive incidental take authorization for state-listed species under
Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code (see Section 1.3.2 for additional
discussion of CDFG participation). The IA(s) would secure participation and compliance of
the permittees.
The conservation measures in the HCP apply to 22 special-status species (the "covered
species"). (See Section 2.4.3 of this EIR/EIS for a listing of the covered species. Also see
Sections I and II of the HCP for a discussion of the covered species.)

I
'I
1,
f

The HCP that is evaluated in this EIR/EIS supercedes the prior HCP for the Natomas Basin
that was previously prepared and approved in 1997 (see Section 1.2).

1.1.2 Document Overview
This EIR/EIS is a joint CEQA/NEPA document prepared in accordance with CEQA and
NEPA and the implementing guidelines for EIRs and implementing regulations for EISs.
The lead agencies (see Section 1.3.1) have independently evaluated, directed, and
supervised the preparation of the document.
Chapter 1 of the EIR/EIS briefly summarizes the Proposed Action (see Chapter 2 for a
detailed description of the Proposed Action) and provides historical information on habitat
conservation planning efforts in the Natomas Basin (Section 1.2). It also presents the
requirements for environmental review of the Proposed Action (Section 1.3) and the
purpose and need/objectives of the lead agencies (Section 1.4). The pertinent regulations
that apply to the Proposed Action (Section 1.5) and the public scoping and consultation that
was conducted (Section 1.6) are also discussed.
In addition to Chapter 1, this EIR/EIS contains the following sections:
•
•

Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives
Chapter 3: Affected Environment

•
•

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences
Chapter 5: List of Preparers

•
•

Chapter 6: References
Chapter 7: Glossary

•

Chapter 8: Index

I

Table 1-1 provides a cross-reference for components that are required under CEQA, and
their location in this document.

I

1.2 Habitat Conservation Planning in the Natomas Basin

i

This section presents an overview of the historical activities of habitat conservation planning
in the Natomas Basin, including the legal action associated with the original Natomas Basin
HCP that was previously approved in 1997 (1997 HCP) and the CDFG's prior involvement.
The intent of this discussion is to provide a context for the revised HCP and the

CEQA/NEPA analysis conducted in this EIR/EIS.
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TABLE 1-1

Cross-Reference for CEQA Contents
Section of CEQA
Guidelines

Topic

Location in EIR/EIS

15122

Table of Contents or index

Both a Table of Contents and an Index (Chapter 8)
are provided.

15123

Summary

Executive Summary provided at beginning of
document.

15124

Project Description

Project description information is found in Chapters
1: Purpose and Need/Objectives and 2: Proposed
Action and Alternatives.

15125

Environmental Setting

Environmental setting information is found in
Chapter 3: Affected Environment.

15126

Consideration and Discussion of
Alternatives/Environmental Impacts

The alternatives are described in Chapter 2 and
evaluated in Chapter 4: Environmental
Consequences.
The environmental impacts of the Proposed Action
are discussed in Chapter 4.

15127

Limitations on Discussion of
Environmental Impacts

Resources not addressed in the EIR/EIS are briefly
described in Section 4.1.

15128

Effects Not Significant

Refer to Section 4.1 and individual analysis
sections in Chapter 4.

15129

Organizations and Persons
Consulted

Refer to Chapter 5: List of Preparers and Chapter
6: References.

15130

15131

. Discussion of Cumulative Effects .

Economic and Social Effects

Cumulative effects are addressed throughout
Chapter 4. See Section 4.1 for a discussion of
cumulative effects.
Refer to Section 4.7 (Social and Economic Effects).

1

t
1
t
ti

I

t

r

1.2.1 Recent Habitat Conservation Planning Efforts
In 1994, the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) proposed a flood control
project for the Natomas Basin that was subject to the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (ACOE). In its Biological Opinion for the project (March 11, 1994, together with an
amendment to that opinion on May 19, 1995), the USFWS determined that the project would
remove an obstacle to urbanization in the Natomas Basin and that such development would
result in the take of federally listed species. Accordingly, the ACOE's authorization for
SAFCA's flood control project was approved with the condition that an HCP be prepared
for the Natomas Basin. Following the ACOE's action, the local land use agencies took the
lead in the effort to obtain incidental take authorization from the USFWS. The agencies that
assumed responsibility for the preparation and implementation of the HCP were the City,
Sacramento County, and Sutter County, with additional participation by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual. The USFWS was responsible for approving the HCP. The jurisdictional
boundaries of the local municipalities within the Natomas Basin are shown on Figure 1-2a.
Underlying land uses within these jurisdictional areas as of 1997 are shown on Figure 1-2b.
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEEDlOBJECTIVES

Subsequent to the determination of the need for an HCP, the local land use agencies
proceeded independently to prepare individual HCPs for their permit areas. In 1997, the
City submitted its application to the USFWS in advance of the other agencies.
The City's HCP was revised and approved by the USFWS on the basis of public and agency
comment, and the USFWS issued an ITP to the City in December 1997. Environmental
review of the City's 1997 HCP under NEPA and CEQA consisted of an Environmental
Assessment/ Finding of No Significant Impact prepared by the USFWS (USFWS, 1997a) and
an Initial Study/Negative Declaration prepared by the City (City of Sacramento, 1996),
respectively.
Sutter and Sacramento counties submitted their HCP to the USFWS on an informal basis in
October 1998. The USFWS, however, suspended review of the Sutter and Sacramento
County HCPs because a lawsuit, discussed below, was filed challenging the City's HCP and
ITP. As of the publication of this EIlZ/EIS, Sacramento County has not submitted an HCP
for unincorporated lands in the Natomas Basin.
Although Sacramento County is not an applicant in the HCP process for which this EIR/EIS
has been prepared, a separate but similar HCP has been prepared for Metro Air Park (Metro
Air Park Property Owners' Association, 2000), which is a 1,983-acre 3 special planning area
of the County of Sacramento approved for commercial and industrial development adjacent
to Sacramento International Airport (see Figure 1-2a). Metro Air Park comprises 1,983 acres
of the 17,500 acres of the planned urban development. An ITP was issued to the Metro Air
Park Property Owners Association on February 21, 2002. The Record of Decision for the
Final EIS for the Metro Air Park HCP (USFWS, 2001) was signed on February 21, 2002. (The
MAP Draft and -Final EIS is incorporated by reference into this EIR/EIS).
RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual also have participated in basinwide habitat conservation
planning efforts. Prior to the issuance of the NOP/NOI for this EIR/EIS, however, the water
agencies elected not to participate in the HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS based on concerns
about potential liability associated with possible legal challenges to the draft HCP. As a
result, the initial NOI/NOP for this EIR/EIS, which was published on December 18, 2000,
did not include the water agencies as a participant in the HCP and the EIR/EIS.
Subsequent to the publication of the December 18, 2000 NOI/NOP, the City and the water
agencies entered into an indemnification agreement (April 2001) to address the water
agencies' concerns about liability related to participating in the HCP and to support a
collaborative HCP process. The intent of the indemnification agreement (April 2002) was to

provide clarification of the responsibilities of the City and the water agencies in the event
that legal challenges were made to the HCP regarding land use issues.
Thus, in early 2001, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual re-joined the City, Sutter County, and the
Conservancy in developing the draft HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS. As part of the water
agencies' involvement, they identified general conservation measures for operations,
maintenance, and minor construction activities. A revised NOP/NOI noticing the

3 The MAP EIS (USFWS, July 2001) identifies an area of incidental-take coverage for the MAP project of 1,892 acres. The
Natomas Basin HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS discusses MAP acreage of 1,983 acres to be consistent with the HCP.
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involvement of the water agencies in the HCP process was published in local newspapers
and in the Federal Register on August 18, 2001. Incorporation of the water agencies'
conservation measures into the HCP, including clarification and further refinement of RD
1000's and Natomas Mutual's proposed conservation measures, occurred throughout 2001.
An integral part of developing the HCP has been the USFWS's and the CDFG's review and
comment on the draft HCP. In conjunction with this review, the resource agencies requested
further clarification on the permittees' (including the water agencies') covered activities. In
December 2001 and January 2002, several meetings were held to clarify aspects of the
permittees' covered activities, and in early January 2002 the HCP was revised to address
these comments. Additional detail of the water agencies' covered activities, including a
request for coverage for use of pesticides (e.g., aquatic herbicides, rodenticides) in
accordance with label instructions, was provided to the USFWS and CDFG. In early January
2002, the USFWS clarified that the local USFWS office would be unable to process a request
for take coverage for pesticides and rodenticides, given the regional USFWS guidance policy
(USFWS, Inclusion of Pesticide and Herbicide Applications as a Covered Activity in an Endangered
Species Act Section 10(a)(1)(B) Permit, July 1998) limiting take authorization for such
chemicals. Subsequent meetings occurred with the water agencies and the USFWS
(including discussions with the regional representative from the USFWS in Portland) to
discuss the water agencies' BMPs and other activities, including pesticide and rodenticide
use. It was determined that coverage of such chemicals would require further review by the
USFWS. To begin this extensive review, the USFWS requested that the water agencies
provide: (1) a list of pesticides for which coverage was requested and (2) any environmental
analysis of the effects of those pesticides on species covered in the proposed ITPs.
In late January and February 2002, discussions were held among the USFWS, the land use
agencies, and the water agencies. The USFWS indicated that a substantial length of time
would be required to prepare and process adequate scientific information necessary for the
USFWS to analyze the biological effects of each chemical on the covered species. The land
use agencies also expressed concern regarding the length of time it would take for the water
agencies to prepare and submit their initial list of chemicals and appropriate supporting
biological analysis. Thus, they recommended that the HCP exclude chemical coverage for
the water agencies. It was further suggested that the water agencies continue to be included
in the HCP for the other covered activities (mechanical activities such as mowing and nonchemical channel maintenance activities). In March 2002, the Boards of Directors of both
water agencies elected not to continue participation in the joint HCP because coverage for
pesticide use would not be granted by the USFWS. The water agencies continue to be
represented in the HCP as a permittee in the event they choose at a future date to apply for
incidental take permits for the activities (excluding pesticides) covered by the HCP and
evaluated in this EIR/EIS.
By late May 2002, the draft HCP was nearing completion and the EIR/EIS contained an
analysis of the water agencies covered activities, excluding pesticide use. The land use
agencies contacted the water agencies to determine if RD 1000 would continue to serve as a
lead agency for the EIR. On May 31, 2002, the water agencies stated that they would not
serve as a co-lead agency on the EIR because pesticide coverage was not addressed in the
HCP and the associated EIR/EIS.
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On June 5, 2002, the water agencies presented information to the USFWS on pesticides for
which coverage is requested. Because the water agencies decided in March 2002 not to file
applications for incidental take permits on the basis of pending discussions with the USFWS
on pesticide coverage, and because of the substantial period of time required to analyze the
impacts of various. pesticides and rodenticides on the covered species proposed by the water
agencies in their June 5, 2002 letter, this EIR/EIS does not analyze such proposed covered
activities The EIR/EIS does analyze other covered activities requested by the water agencies
prior to December 2001 (i.e., the activities presented in the HCP). The water agencies will
continue to work with the USFWS to address coverage for pesticide use independent of the
current HCP.

To facilitate implementation of the Proposed Action, the City, Sutter County, and the
Conservancy have filed. applications for incidental take permits pending resolution of the water
agencies' request for coverage of pesticide use. Because environmental analysis of the water
agencies' covered activities has been conducted in conjunction with their previous participation
in the HCP process, this EIR/EIS retains that analysis in the event that the water agencies
elect to move forward with a separate HCP or an amendment to this HCP and associated
environmental review at a future unknown date. Consequently, this EIR/EIS also evaluates
both the potential environmental effects that could occur if the water agencies choose to file an
application and the effects if the water agencies do not participate (i.e., implementation of the
HCP and ITP issuance only to the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the Conservancy).
1.2.2. Court Opinion
As discussed above, the City received incidental take authorization from the USFWS in
December 1997. In February 2000, the National Wildlife Federation and other plaintiffs filed
suit against the USFWS's issuance of the ITP to the City. The lawsuit also challenged the
HCP's compliance with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (National
Wildlife Federation, et al. V. Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt, August 15, 2000). The
plaintiffs claimed that the USFWS violated various provisions of the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) when it issued a"No-Jeopardy' opinion in its Biological Opinion in support of
the issuance of the ITP. In addition, the plaintiffs asserted that the USFWS violated NEPA
by preparing an Environmental Assessment rather than an EIS.
In August 2000, the United States District Court for the Eastern District of California issued
a Memorandum of Opinion and Order (Order). The Court ruled in favor of the plaintiffs on six
of nine actions. The Court ruled in favor of the USFWS on the remaining three issues: (1) the
1997 HCP met the minimum requirements of the ESA, (2) uncertainties regarding the
biology of certain species addressed in the HCP did not undermine the legal adequacy of
the HCP, and (3) the USFWS based its decisions on best available scientific and commercial
evidence. (The revisions made to the HCP assessed in this EIR/EIS as a result of the Opinion
are summarized in Table 1-2 of the HCP.) Pursuant to a Settlement Agreement executed by,
the parties in the federal suit (effective May 10, 2001), the Order was modified to allow
incidental take protection for limited land development within the City, with the provision
of specific mitigation requirements.
Pursuant to the Order, the City has prepared a revised HCP (together with Sutter County, the
Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual). The revised HCP prepared jointly by the City,
Sutter County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual is the subject of this EIR/EIS.
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1.3 Requirements for Environmental Review
This section presents the requirements for environmental review associated with the
Proposed Action, including the obligations of the state and federal lead agencies and the
role of the CDFG.

1.3.1 Lead Agencies
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The City and Sutter County have issued and intend to issue permits allowing urban
development within the Natomas Basin, and this development has the potential to result in
the incidental take of listed plant and animal species. Similarly, the ongoing management
activities of the Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual have the potential to result in
incidental take of these same species. Incidental take can be authorized subject to approval
by the USFWS (for additional information regarding this process, see Section 1.5.1). The
City, Sutter County, and the Conservancy have submitted a draft HCP and have requested
ITPs from the USFWS. Contingent upon the USFWS's approval of the HCP, the USFWS will
issue ITPs individually to the permittees (based on the permittees' meeting the USFWS's
issuance criteria) and adopt IA(s). The permittees also intend to seek incidental take
authorization from the CDFG. (The CDFG's involvement in the HCP and process for
consideration of incidental take is described below.)
The USFWS's action to issue the ITPs, approve the HCP, and approve an IA is subject to
environmental review under NEPA. The City, Sutter County, Conservancy, and water
agency discretionary actions related to approval of the HCP (and IA[s]) and to the application
for take authorization are subject to CEQA. The USFWS is the lead agency for the NEPA
process, and the City and Sutter County are joint lead agencies for-the CEQA process.

1.3.2 California Department of Fish and Game
In its role as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, CDFG will rely on this EIR/EIS in
considering.the issuance or modification of incidental take authorization to individual
permittees. The CDFG has a parallel process to the USFWS's process for allowing the
incidental take of species. The CDFG process is implemented in accordance with the
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) and is described in Section 2081 of the Fish and
Game Code and its implementing regulations. Concurrent with the USFWS's issuance of an
ITP to the City in December 1997, CDFG issued a Section 2081 permit to the City for
incidental take authorization for development in the Natomas Basin and implementation of
the Natomas Basin HCP. Prior to the federal action against the USFWS, a similar lawsuit
was filed with the Sacramento County Superior Court challenging CDFG's issuance of the
2081 permit. The Superior Court ruled in favor of CDFG. An appeal was filed on
February 14, 2000, but was later withdrawn pursuant to the May 10, 2001 Settlement
Agreement. At this time, the City's 2081 permit remains in effect.
The CDFG has participated in the development and review of the current HCP. On the basis
of the public review of the HCP and the concurrent environmental review process under
NEPA and CEQA, CDFG will consider amending its 2081 permit to the City and issuing
2081 permits to Sutter County and the Conservancy. The CDFG is a Responsible Agency
under CEQA, and will use this EIR as its CEQA document for its actions pursuant to
Section 2081.
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1.4 Purpose and Need/Objectives
This section presents the USFWS's purpose and need (in accordance with the requirements
of NEPA) and the objectives of the City, Sutter County and the Conservancy (in accordance
with the requirements of CEQA). The specific biological objectives of the permittees, which
are listed in Section LC of the HCP and stunmarized in Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS, are also
incorporated in total into the purpose and need/objectives to establish and maintain a

biologically sound and interconnected habitat reserve system. The purpose and need and
objectives of the Proposed Action were used in the development of alternatives to the
Proposed Action (see Sections 2.5 and 2.6).

1.4.1 Purpose and Need (USFWS)
This section presents the purpose and need and the objectives of the lead agencies. It also
presents overall the objectives of the Conservancy (as a permittee) and the water agencies
(as potential future perinittees).

1.4.1.1 Purpose
Under NEPA, the USFWS's purpose in issuing ITPs, entering into an IA(s), and approving
the HCP is to authorize the incidental take of the covered species resulting from the covered
activities in the Natomas Basin. As stated in the USFWS's Habitat Conservation Planning
Handbook (USFWS and National Marine Fisheries Service, 1996), a key facet of the HCP
program is to reduce conflicts between listed species and economic development activities
and to create a framework that would encourage "creative partnerships" among the public
and private sectors and state, municipal, and federal agencies in the interests of endangered
and threatened species and habitat conservation.

The specific purpose of the Proposed Action is to:
•

Protect, conserve and enhance listed and unlisted species and their habitat for the
continuing benefit of the people of the United States

•

Ensure compliance with the ESA, NEPA, and other applicable federal laws and
regulations

•

Provide permanent protection and management of listed species and their habitat, and
achieve long-term survival through the permittees' participation in a mitigation
program

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section LC of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS

p
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1.4.1.2 Need
The need for the action is based on the potential that activities proposed by the permittees
could result in the take of federally listed species and other unlisted species that could
become listed in the future. The USFWS must respond to the ITP application related to
activities that have the potential to result in the take of covered species within each
permittee's permit area.
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1

1.4.2 Objectives ( City of Sacramento and Sutter County)

I

The CEQA lead agencies are also permittees. Their objectives include implementing the
biological goals detailed in the HCP (Section I.C), which are summarized in Section 2.4.4 of
this EIR/EIS.

I

The primary objectives under CEQA for the City and Sutter County are to implement their
respective general plans and other planning documents (see Section 2.2 and Chapter 4) for
lands within the Natomas Basin. These plans represent a foreseeable urban development
scenario evaluated for the HCP. The Proposed Action addresses incidental take of the
covered species resulting from 17,500 acres of planned development in the Natomas Basin
(this also includes the 1,983-acre Metro Air Park project in unincorporated Sacramento
County, which is covered under a separate permit, as described in Section 1.2.1). These
development activities have the potential to result in the take of listed species and
permanent disturbance to their habitats within the 53,537-acre Natomas Basin.

1

The specific objectives of the City and Sutter County are presented below.

1.4.2.1 City of Sacramento

^
I

•

Obtain an ITP from the USFWS. The ITP is necessary to authorize the incidental take of
federally listed species that could result from the City's planned development in the basin.

•

1

Obtain CDFG approval of modifications to the City's 2081 permit to authorize the
incidental take of state-listed species.

•

I

Implement approved land use plans guiding urban development in the City's permit
area (including the "panhandle" lands proposed for annexation in the North Market
Boulevard/Del Paso Road area).

•

Minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the covered species.

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section LC of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS.

1

I.
I
I

The specific objectives of the City of Sacramento are to:

1.4.2.2 Sutter County
The specific objectives of Sutter County are to:
•

Obtain an ITP from the USFWS. The ITP is necessary to authorize the incidental take of
federally listed species that could result from Sutter County's planned development in
the basin.

•

Obtain CDFG approval of a 2081 permit to authorize the incidental take of state-listed
species.

I

•

Implement approved land use plans guiding urban development in Sutter County's
permit area.

^

•

Minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the covered species.

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section I.C of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS.
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1.4.2.3 Other Permittees
The overall objective for the Conservancy is to implement the provisions of the HCP on
lands acquired for management by the Conservancy in a way that promotes biological
conservation and provides incidental take coverage.
The specific objectives of the Conservancy are to:
•

Obtain an ITP for federally listed species within the Natomas Basin and Area B that
would support the acquisition, development, and management of habitat reserves in
accordance with the HCP.

•

Obtain CDFG approval of a 2081 permit to authorize the incidental take of state-listed
species.

•

Minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the covered species and enhance habitat
values to support covered species.

•

Conduct reserve acquisition and development in accordance with Conservancy bylaws
and provisions.

•

Implement reserve management plans for ongoing management of reserve lands within
its permit area.

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section I.C of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS.

The primary objective for RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual is to continue to engage in
activities associated with their system of facilities, including water canals and drainage
ditches, in a way that promotes biological conservation and provides incidental take
coverage.
The specific objectives of RD 1000 are to:

•

Obtain an TIP from the USFWS for federally listed species within the Natomas Basin to
support the continuation of RD 1000 management activities in a manner conducive to
species' needs.

•

Obtain CDFG approval of a 2081 permit to authorize the incidental take of state-listed
species.

•

Minimize and mitigate the effects of take of the covered species.

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section I.C of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS.

I
II
1

I
,I

The specific objectives of Natomas Mutual are to:
•

Obtain an ITP from the USFWS for federally listed species within the Natomas Basin to
support the continuation of Natomas Mutual management activities in a manner
conducive to species' needs.

•

Obtain CDFG approval of a 2081 permit to authorize the incidental take of state-listed
species.
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•

Minimize the effects of take of the covered species.

•

Implement the biological goals and objectives as specified in Section I.C of the HCP and
Section 2.4.4 of this EIR/EIS.

1.4.3 Decisions to be Made
Overall, the decision to be made by the USFWS is whether or not the issuance of ITPs for the
federally listed species in the Natomas Basin would be consistent with issuance criteria for
the permit. Specifically, the decisions to be made by the USFWS are:

•

Is the proposed take incidental to an otherwise lawful activity?

•

Are the impacts of the proposed taking minimized and mitigated to the maximum
extent practicable?

•

Have the permittees ensured that adequate funding will be provided to implement the
measures proposed in the HCP?

•

Is the proposed take such that it will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of the
survival and recovery of the species in the wild?

•

Are there other measures that should be required as a condition of the permit?

The USFWS could choose to issue permits conditioned on implementation of the HCP as
submitted, issue permits conditioned on implementation of the HCP (as submitted together
with other measures specified by the USFWS), or deny the permits.
The decision to be made by the permittees is whether the implementation of the HCP within
their permit areas would result in significant environmental impacts to their respective
permit areas, including whether the implementation of the HCP is consistent with other
regulations and policies for these areas.

1.4.4 Other Discretionary Actions
As discussed in Section 1.3.1, this EIR/EIS is intended to support the actions of the USFWS
in issuing ITPs and entering into an IA(s) for the HCP, and to support the actions of the
City, Sutter County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual in applying for ITPs,
entering into an IA(s), and implementing the HCP. In addition, the EIR/EIS is also intended
to support the following discretionary actions:

•

Issuance of take permits by CDFG under Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code.

•

Issuance of take authorization related to specific urban development applications
(e.g., Tentative Subdivision Maps) within the permit areas of the City and Sutter County.

•

Issuance of incidental take authorization for other covered activities (e.g., infrastructure
development and other public works projects) within the permits areas of the City and
Sutter County.

•

The Conservancy's activities related to the conservation strategy in the HCP, including
the application of acquisition criteria and the creation of habitat reserves.
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1.4.5 Independent Implementation
As discussed in Section I.A. of the HCP (and in Section 2.3 of this.EIR/EIS), the individual
permittees (i.e., the City, Sutter County, Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual)
would obtain individual ITPs from the USFWS for activities within each permittee's
respective permit area. Similarly, each of these permittees also would obtain individual
Section 2081 permits (or amendments to existing 2081 permits) from the CDFG for activities
conducted within each permittee's respective permit area. Each permittee would be
required to mitigate independently the impacts of its covered activities (i.e., if any one of the
permits were revoked, the other permits would still remain in effect). The conservation
strategy in the HCP, as it pertains to specific permittees, can be used by the various
applicants to obtain the necessary take permits needed to conduct otherwise lawful
activities within each permittee's respective permit area. Because of the potential for
independent implementation of the HCP by permittees, this EIR/EIS assesses impacts from
individual permittees as well as overall impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives
(see Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences).

1.5 Regulatory Framework

^
^
I
^

Key relevant federal, state, and local regulations and guidelines applicable to
implementation of the Proposed Action are described below.

1.5.1 Endangered Species Act
The 1973 Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531-1544) provides for the conservation of
ecosystems (both through federal action and by encouraging the establishment of state
programs) upon which threatened and endangered species of fish, wildlife, and plants
depend. The ESA is enforced by the USFWS, and by the National Marine Fisheries Service
for salmon and other anadromous fish. Key provisions of the ESA are described below.

1.5.1.1 Section 9
Section 9 of the ESA and accompanying federal regulations prohibit the unauthorized
taking of fish and wildlife species listed as threatened or endangered by government,
private companies, and individuals. As defined in the ESA, taking means "to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect or to attempt to engage in such
conduct." By regulation, the USFWS have defined harm as any act that "actually kills or
injures" listed wildlife. Harm could also include "significant habitat modification or .
degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential
behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding, or sheltering."

II
II

i
I
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1.5.1.2 Section 10
In recognition that take cannot always be avoided, Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA allows
USFWS to authorize taking of endangered and threatened species by non-federal entities
that is incidental to, but not the purpose of, otherwise lawful activities. Similar provisions
are found in Section 7 for actions by federal agencies (see below). Under Section 10(a)(1)(B),
such authorizations are granted through the issuance of ITPs. Applicants for such permits
must submit conservation plans (i.e., HCPs) that specify:
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•

The impact(s) that will likely result from the taking

•
•
•

The measures the permittee will take to minimize and mitigate those impacts
The source of funding available to implement the measures
Alternatives to the taking and the reason the alternatives were not chosen

•

Any other measures considered by the USFWS as necessary or appropriate for
minimizing or mitigating the impacts of the taking

Section 10(a)(1)(B) also was intended by Congress to authorize the Services to approve
HCPs for unlisted as well as listed species, and to issue ITPs that cover unlisted species
where coverage is already being provided for listed species. If an applicant proposing an
individual HCP chooses to include an unlisted species, additional mitigation would not be
required within the ITP permit area upon the listing of that species. Under the Natomas
Basin HCP, the USFWS would issue ITPs based on implementation measures contained in
the HCP that would cover 22 listed and unlisted species.

1.5.1.3 Section 7
Under Section 7 of the ESA, federal agencies must ensure that actions they authorize, fund,
or carry out are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened
species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated critical habitat of
listed species by federal agency actions. Because issuance of an ITP is a federal action, the
USFWS would conduct an internal consultation on the ITP. This EIR/EIS is being prepared
to support possible issuance of an ITP, which requires compliance with ESA Section 7.
1.5.1.4 Unforeseen Circumstances / "No Surprises"
On February 28,1998, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service published a final rule codifying "No Surprises" into federal regulation at 50 C.F.R.
Sections 17.22(b)(5) and 17.32(b)(5). The "No Surprises" regulations state, in part, that, "In
negotiating unforeseen circumstances, the [USFWS] Director will not require the
commitment of additional land, water, or financial compensation or additional restrictions
on the use of land, water, or other natural resources beyond the level otherwise agreed upon
for the species covered by the conservation plan without the consent of the permittee. If
additional conservation and mitigation measures are deemed necessary to respond to
unforeseen circumstances, the Director may require additional measures of the permittee
where the conservation plan is being properly implemented, but only if such measures are
limited to modifications within the conserved habitat areas, if any, or to the conservation
plan's operating conservation program for the affected species, and maintain the original
terms of the conservation plan to the maximum extent possible. Additional conservation and
mitigation measures will not involve the commitment of additional land, water, or financial
compensation or additional restrictions on the use of land, water, or other natural resources,
otherwise available for development or use under the original terms of the conservation plan
without the consent of the permittee." The regulation also states that the assurances of the
No Surprises regulations apply only "where the conservation plan is being properly
implemented, and apply only with respect to species adequately covered by the conservation
plan."

Another category of circumstances under the federal "No Surprises" regulations is "changed
circumstances." This term is defined by the regulations as changes in circumstances affecting
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a species or geographic area covered by a conservation plan (e.g., the listing of a new species,
or a fire or other natural catastrophic event in areas prone to such events), which can
reasonably be anticipated and planned for by the applicants and the USFWS.

1.5.2 National Environmental Policy Act
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), requires
that all federal agencies proposing major actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment prepare a detailed statement of environmental effects. NEPA stipulates
the factors to be considered in environmental impact statements and requires that federal
agencies employ an interdisciplinary approach in related decision-making. The USFWS,
pursuant to NEPA and. its internal guidelines, implements NEPA through cooperating with
state and local agencies and concerned public and private organizations in making informed
environmental decisions to conserve, protect, and enhance fish and wildlife and their
habitats for the continued benefit of the public.

1.5.3 California Environmental Quality Act

'It
1

II

The California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §21000 et seq.), as amended,
requires that state and local government agencies identify the significant environmental
effects of their actions and either avoid those significant environmental effects or mitigate
those significant environmental effects, where feasible. The City, Sutter County, and
RD 1000 implement CEQA through cooperating with other state and local agencies in
identifying and either avoiding, minimizing, or mitigating effects to the environment as a
result of activities that they undertake or for which they provide approval. Although
Natomas Mutual, a private water company, does not independently implement CEQA, it
must comply with CEQA. Thus, RD 1000 serves as the public agency with discretionary
authority for Natomas Mutual's activities for purpose of CEQA.

1.5.4 California Endangered Species Act
The California Endangered Species Act is part of the Fish and Game Code of the State of
California. As a guide to state agencies, CESA states that "...the policy of the state [is] that
state agencies should not approve projects as proposed which would jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species or result in the
destruction or adverse modification of habitat essential to the continued existence of those
species, if there are reasonable and prudent alternatives consistent with conserving the
species or its habitat which would prevent jeopardy." The act also states that such reasonable
and prudent measures must at the same time maintain the project purpose to the greatest
extent possible.
Similar to the federal ESA, CESA prohibits import, export, take, possession, purchase, or
sale of listed plant and animal species except as otherwise provided in other provisions of
the Fish and Game Code. The state restrictions on take differ from those under the ESA in
how take is defined. For CESA, take is defined to mean "hunt, pursue, capture, or kill or
attempt the same." Noticeably absent from this definition are certain types of takings
prohibited under the ESA (e.g., to harm or harass a listed species). Accordingly, CESA
prohibits the direct take of listed species except as otherwise provided under the Fish and
Game Code.
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Take of state-listed species may be authorized under CESA. Section 2081 of the Fish and
Game Code authorizes CDFG to permit the take of state-listed endangered species,
threatened species, and candidate species if all of the following conditions are met:

I

•

The take is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity.

•

The impacts of the authorized take are minimized and fully mitigated. The measures
required to meet this obligation must be roughly proportional in extent to the impact of
the authorized taking on the species. Where various measures are available to meet this
obligation, the measures required shall maintain the permittee's objectives to the

I
I
I
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greatest extent possible. All required measures shall be capable of successful
implementation.
•

The permit is consistent with any CDFG regulations.

•

The permittee must ensure adequate funding to implement the minimization and
mitigation measures, and for monitoring compliance with and effectiveness of those
measures.

•

The permit will not jeopardize the continued existence of the species.

CDFG will make this determination based on the best scientific and other information that is
reasonably available, and shall include: (1) consideration of the species' capability to survive
and reproduce and any adverse impacts of the taking on those abilities in light of known
population trends; (2) known threats to the species; and (3) reasonably foreseeable impacts
on the species from other related projects and activities.

1.5.5 Migratory Bird Treaty Act
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, capture, kill,
possess, or attempt to do the same to any migratory bird or part, nest, or egg of such bird
listed in wildlife protection treaties between the United States and Great Britain, the
Republic of Mexico, Japan, and Russia. The act authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to
issue Special Purpose Permits. The procedures for securing such permits are found in Title
50 of the Code of Federal Regulations, together with a list of the migratory birds covered by the
Act. The USFWS has determined that an ITP issued under Section 10 of the ESA also
constitutes a Special Purpose Permit under 50 CFR 21.27, and any take allowed under an ITP
will not be in violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. This does not apply to the federally
threatened bald eagle, which is protected under other regulations.

1.5.6 Native Plant Protection Act

.

The California Native Plant Protection Act includes measures to preserve, protect, and
enhance rare and endangered native plants. The definitions of "rare" and "endangered" in
the Native Plant Protection Act differ from those in CESA, but the list of protected native
plants generally encompasses species listed as candidate, threatened, and endangered in the
federal ESA and CESA. The Native Plant Protection Act also includes its own restrictions on
take, stating that "[n]o person shall import into this state, or take, possess, or sell within this
state" any rare or endangered native plant except as provided in the act. The exception is
where landowners have been notified of the presence of protected plants by CDFG; they are
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required to notify CDFG at least 10 days in advance of changing land uses to allow CDFG
an opportunity to salvage the plants.

1.5.7 Local Plans and Ordinances
The General Plan of a city or county is the blueprint for future development. It represents
the community's view of its future: a "constitution" made up of the goals and policies upon
which the city council, board of supervisors, or planning commission base their land use
decisions. General Plans address all aspects of development, including housing availability,
jobs/housing balance, traffic, open space, safety, land uses, and public facilities. A
Community Plan or Specific Plan may be prepared to implement the General Plan by
assessing land use issues for a specific portion of the community. In addition, local zoning
ordinances regulate the specific use and development of property. Relevant local planning
documents are described in Section 4.1. These land use approvals represent the local agency
decisions authorizing urban development within the Natomas Basin.

1.6 Consultation and Coordination/Issues of Controversy
This section summarizes the issues of controversy and other information relevant to the
scoping process conducted under CEQA and NEPA for this EIR/EIS. As discussed in
Section 1.2.1, substantive activities have occurred for habitat conservation planning in the
Natomas Basin. In addition to the planning efforts that have occurred, the local land use
agencies and the resource agencies have actively sought public input on the decision
processes.

The formulation of the HCP has occurred over fifteen years and has involved many
iterations, of which one version, the 1997 HCP, provided the basis for the USFWS and
CDFG to authorize incidental take by the City within a portion of the Natomas Basin.
Provided below is a summary of major milestones in the public involvement process.
•

I

I
I
I
i

Jul 1992 - SAFCA began issuing for public comment a series of draft EIRs that
examined the impacts of a local flood control project. The USFWS elevated the project
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act because the USACE would not address the
indirect impacts of the flood control project. The USFWS recommended that a
comprehensive basinwide management plan be prepared to mitigate the loss of wildlife
habitat in the Natomas Basin associated with the indirect effects of the project.

•

January 1994 - USFWS and CDFG began participating in the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan Working Group (the group included SAFCA, the wildlife agencies,
the USAGE local land use agencies, RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and landowners).

•

March 1994-Tune 1996 - SAFCA was the lead agency in developing the HCP and
prepared and circulated for public comment three drafts, but later discontinued its
efforts because it had no land use authority. (The three drafts were released March 1995,
October 1995, June 1996). During this time period, public workshops were held to
address concerns raised by the public. Each workshop had a focus group including
developers, the environmental community, and the rice industry.

I
I
I
I
I
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•

November 1996 - The City of Sacramento took the lead for the HCP effort and published
and submitted to the Service a fourth version, along with an application for an incidental
take permit.

•

January 15,1997 - The November 1996 version of the HCP was announced in the
Federal Register and released for public comment. A draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) was prepared and released with the draft HCP.

•

Tune 18,1997 -A draft EA was noticed in the Federal Register and released for public
comment.

•

August 1997 - City Council adopted a negative declaration under CEQA and approved
the HCP and directed the City Manager to obtain ITPs.

•

November 1997 - The City revised and published the 1997 HCP.

•

December 1998 - The City appointed a board of directors for the Conservancy. The
Conservancy began holding publicly noticed meetings and began its acquisition and
management of habitat mitigation lands.

•

December 18, 2000 - The USFWS published in the Federal Register a Notice of Intent to
prepare a joint EIR/EIS on the proposed issuance of new ITPs to the City and Sutter
County. The City and Sutter County published a Notice of Preparation for a Joint
EIR/EIS for the state permits on the same day.

•

January 3 & 4,2001 - Public workshops were held by the USFWS, Sutter County, and
City of Sacramento. Mailings and newspaper notices were distributed prior to the
workshops.

•

January 16,2001 -The formal scoping period for the EIR/EIS ended. The USFWS, City
and Sutter are using the scoping comments to assist in revising and preparing the HCP
and EIR/EIS.

•

March 2001 - The water agencies join the City and Sutter in the revised HCP process. A
Revised NOP/NOI was released to indicate the water agencies' participation in the HCP
process.

•

anuary-March 2002 - Consultations with USFWS and CDFG on the USFWS policy to
prohibit or limit take coverage for pesticide use.

•

March 2002 - The Boards of Directors for RD1000 and Natomas Mutual decide not to
pursue ITPs under the proposed HCP because coverage for pesticide use would not be
included.

1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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Because of the extensive level of public input throughout the planning process (including
the public participation that occurred prior to the environmental review of the 1997 HCP
and the review of the HCP being evaluated in this EIR/EIS, the public review period for this
document will be 60 days.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR/EIS was mailed to agencies, organizations,
and individuals. A copy of the NOA and parties to whom the NOA was sent is in
Appendix A. The Draft EIR/EIS is available on the Internet at "www.cityofsacramento.org."
E042002017SACI161795(001.DOC)
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It is also available for review at the City of Sacramento Planning and Building Department,
12311 Street, Room 300, Sacramento, CA.

I

I

1.6.1 Scoping
On December 18, 2000, the City and Sutter County jointly issued a Notice of Preparation
(NOP) (per CEQA) and the USFWS issued a Notice of Intent (per NEPA), initiating the
public scoping period. These are in Appendix A. The notices provided information on the
background and purpose of the Proposed Action, requested public comment on the
EIR/EIS, and provided information on the public scoping meetings held in support of the
EIR/ EIS.
The USFWS, the City, and Sutter County held three public scoping meetings over a
2-day period in January 2001 in Pleasant Grove and the City of Sacramento. The City and
County placed advertisements in local newspapers prior to meeting dates in each locale
describing when and where each scoping meeting would be held. The three scoping
meetings were held at the following locations:

Wednesday, January 3, 2001
2 p.m. to 5 p.m.
Holt Tractor Manufacturing

Thursday, January 4, 2001
2 p.m. to 5 p.m. and 6 p.m. to 8 p.m.
City of Sacramento

7310 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, CA

12311 Street
Sacramento, CA

The USFWS published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an EIS and an announcement of the
public scoping meetings in the Federal Register on December 18, 2000 (65 FR 243:79115-79117).
The NOI provided information on the background and purpose of the Proposed Action,
requested public comment on the EIR/EIS for the Proposed Action, and provided information
on the public scoping meetings. These scoping meetings were conducted using. a workshop
format and were hosted by representatives from the USFWS, the City, Sutter County, and the
Conservancy. The public was greeted on arrival and asked to sign an attendance record form,
listing their name, address, affiliation (if any), and whether they would like to be added to a
project mailing list. Each guest was also given the option to provide written comments or
concerns they would like addressed in the EIR/EIS, and was provided with a comment form.
The public was asked to complete and return the form upon leaving the meeting or to
complete the form later and return it to the USFWS by the close of the scoping period
(January 16, 2001).
A short presentation was given, beginning with a welcome statement by a local government
representative (a Sutter County representative in Pleasant Grove and a City of Sacramento
representative in Sacramento). A representative of the USFWS then described the habitat
conservation planning process and the intended purpose of the HCP. A representative of
the consulting firm preparing the EIR/EIS provided a brief overview of the NEPA/CEQA
process and the format of the scoping workshop. At that time, the public was invited to
participate in the workshop portion of the meeting. At various workshop stations, the
meeting hosts answered questions regarding the Proposed Action, the NEPA and. CEQA
processes, and the general purposes of habitat conservation planning.
Approximately 60 separate comments on the scope of the EIR/EIS were received from
individuals and organizations during the public comment period. Two written comment
1•22
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forms were received from the public scoping meeting held in Pleasant Grove. Three written
comment forms were received from the two meetings held in Sacramento. Twenty additional
comment letters were received by the end of the comment period on January 16, 2001, or
shortly thereafter. Comments were submitted by private individuals, public agencies, and
private conservation groups.
The approximately 60 individual comments received regarding the EIR/EIS were categorized
into five topic areas: (1) resources to be addressed in the EIR/EIS; (2) alternatives to be
considered in the EIR/EIS, (3) description of the affected environment; (4) scope of the
cumulative impacts analysis, and (5) effectiveness of HCP measures.
Subsequent to the publication of the NOI and NOP, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual joined
the process. A supplemental NOI and NOP were published in the Federal Register and in
local newspapers of general circulation on August 17, 2001. Additional written comments
were solicited regarding participation by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual. Two additional
comment letters were submitted. Individual comments in these letters did not specifically
address the inclusion of RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual as applicants.

1.6.2 Agency Coordination
The HCP was prepared in consultation with an interdisciplinary team of biological resource
and land use specialists from the USFWS, the City, Sutter County, CDFG, RD 1000, Natomas
Mutual, and the Conservancy. This interdisciplinary team also prepared and/or contributed
to this EIR/EIS, along with consultant staff. Additional biological evaluation will occur with
the USFWS's endangered species division as part of the required internal consultation

process.
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CHAPTER 2

Proposed Action and Alternatives
This chapter describes the Proposed Action and the alternatives (including the No Action
Alternative). Because this EIR/EIS is a joint CEQA/NEPA document, the term "Proposed
Action" is used throughout to refer to the following elements:
•

Issuance of the ITPs (based on applications for Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081
permits or permit modifications for each of the permittees-see Section 2.1, below)

•

Approval of the HCP and issuance of the permits by the USFWS and the CDFG upon
making a determination that issuance criteria have been met by the permittees (thus
allowing implementation of the HCP)

•

Implementation of the HCP, thus allowing implemeritation of the conservation strategy,
as outlined in the HCP, including the conservation and minimization measures to be
implemented by the land use agencies, the water agencies, and the Conservancy

•

Adoption of the IA(s) to secure participation and compliance of the permittees

Where applicable /relevant to the analyses, individual components of the Proposed Action
are discussed separately. The Proposed Action is summarized to provide the reader with an
understanding of the implementation objectives and with the elements of the HCP and
other applicable elements tliat are assessed for their potential to result in effects to the
environment.' Readers of this EIR/EIS are directed to the Draft Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, Sacramento and Sutter Counties (City of Sacramento, Sutter County,
Natomas Basin Conservancy, Reclamation District No. 1000, and the Natomas Central
Mutual Water Company, July 2002) for a detailed discussion of the overall conservation
strategy, the specific conservation measures, and an overview of other administrative
aspects that do not result in the potential for environmental effects to occur. Key
components of the HCP, the IA(s), and the proposed ITPs that are not included in this
section (because they do not result in the potential for environmental effects to occur) are
primarily those administrative components related to the annual reporting and enforcement
processes. These components are discussed in detail in Section VI of the HCP.
The Proposed Action described in the following sections is subject to the following review
and approval (which is discussed in detail in Chapter 1: Purpose and Need/Objectives):

I

•

The USFWS's action to approve the HCP, enter into an-IA(s) with the City, Sutter
County, and the Conservancy, and issue ITPs

•

The CDFG's action as a Responsible Agency under CEQA to issue new or modified take
authorization permits with the City, Sutter County, and the Conservancy

I
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This chapter is organized in the following sections:
Plan Participants (Section 2.1)
Study Area and Permit Areas (Section 2.2)
Covered Activities (Section 2.3)
Description of Proposed Action (Section 2.4)
Approach to Developing Alternatives (Section 2.5)
EIR/EIS Alternatives (Section 2.6)

1

Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration (Section 2.7)
Environmentally Preferable/ Superior Alternative (Section 2.8)
A preferred alternative was not identified in this Draft EIR/EIS. The preferred alternative
will be identified in the Final EIR/EIS. A preferred alternative will be selected after the lead
agencies have had the opportunity to review comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.

2.1 Plan Participants
Implementation of the Proposed Action would involve the permittees and other entities.
Described below are the three primary categories of participants involved in
implementation of the HCP following issuance of the permits and implementation of the
IA(s). Additional detail on the participants in the HCP is provided in Section I.B of the HCP.
•

Permittors. The wildlife agencies (USFWS and CDFG) that have ITP authority over

federally and state listed species under the ESA and CESA are the permittors.
•

Permittees. The City, Sutter County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, and Natomas Mutual
are referred to in the HCP and in this EIR/EIS as the _permittees.

•

Plan Operator. The Conservancy will implement the HCP measures on reserve lands on
behalf of the permittees, and is referred to as the plan operator. (The Conservancy is also
a permittee for the areas it currently manages and for potential future reserve areas that
would be acquired.) Additional detail regarding the Conservancy is described in
Section 2.2.3.

Under the Proposed Action, each of the permittees would be expected to apply for and
obtain separate Section.10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081 permits for activities occurring under
each permittees' respective authorities (see Section 2.3). The permittees would use a single
HCP, as proposed and assessed in this EIR/EIS, and an IA or IAs. Entities undertaking
urban development or other covered activities under the authority of the permittees would
then be covered under the permittee's ITP.
In addition to the plan participants identified above, there is the potential for other parties
to seek incidental take coverage at some future unknown time. These entities and
individuals are considered potential permittees (see Section I.B.5 of the HCP). If potential
permittees were to seek coverage for incidental take, approving either the Natomas Basin
HCP or some other HCP, separate additional environmental review would be required. At
this time, because these entities elected not to participate in the Proposed Action or to obtain
ITPs, it is speculative to anticipate future activities that could result in the need for
incidental take coverage.
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2.2 Study Area and Permit Areas
The study area for this EIR/EIS is primarily the Natomas Basin. The-study area also
includes Area B and the area on the river side of Garden Highway in the Natomas Basin,
which are the out-of-basin mitigation areas in which habitat reserve lands could be acquired
(see Section 2.4.5.6). The EIR/EIS study area includes the HCP Plan Area (i.e., Natomas
Basin) and the out-of-basin mitigation areas. The individual permit areas for each of the
permittees are discussed below.

2.2.1 City of Sacramento
The term permit area, as applied to the City, means the area designated on Figure 2-1 that
includes 8,050 acres located within the City of Sacramento city limits and in certain locations
within the unincorporated areas of Sacramento County (the "panhandle" annexation area).
Incidental take authority for the City would be limited to this permit area. The Proposed
Action addresses the potential for incidental take within this 8,050-acre area. Pursuant to the
1997 HCP and the Settlement Agreement (May 10, 2001, on file with the City of
Sacramento), approximately 3,800 acres have been developed as of the end of 2001. The
remaining lands in North and South Natomas are primarily developed and would be
exempt from implementing the HCP.

The City's permit area does not include areas outside the city limits that could be annexed to
the City other than the "panhandle" area. Although the potential exists for areas to be
annexed in the future, no development is approved at this time. In addition, the likelihood of
development occurring is unknown, and any future development would depend on market
conditions and policy actions of the land use agencies. The City's General Plan Amendment
and Comprehensive Annexation Program (see Chapter 4) is currently under preparation and
describes the potential for development in portions of the unincorporated Natomas Basin. In
addition, Sacramento County is also studying the potential for land development in this area.
2.2.2 Sutter County

1
I

I
I
1

The term permit area, as applied to Sutter County, means that area designated on Figure 2-2
that includes 7,467 acres located within the unincorporated areas of Sutter County. This
acreage includes some drainage improvements in Sacramento County. Incidental take
authority for Sutter County would be limited to this permit area.
If an ITP is granted, Sutter County would initiate a General Plan Amendment to revert lands
within 1 mile of the Sacramento River from the current General Plan designation of
Industrial-Commercial Reserve to the prior Agricultural designation. This 1-mile buffer
would become available for inclusion in the planned system of habitat reserves and would
not be developed. Of the remaining 8,573 acres of the Industrial-Commercial Reserve, the
Proposed Action would cover 7,467 acres of development. Therefore, Sutter County's
development allocation under the HCP is limited to 7,467 acres, 1,106 acres fewer than the
Industrial-Commercial Reserve acreage remaining after the 1-mile buffer lands are removed.
Sutter County would not receive incidental take coverage for this 1,106-acre area under the
Proposed Action. Development of this remaining acreage could occur, pursuant to a
separate process not covered by the Proposed Action; issues of habitat and species
preservation would be addressed on a case-by-case basis.
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Similar to the City, lands developed in Sutter County prior to 1997 would be exempt from
the provisions of the Proposed Action. The Sutter County exempt lands are:
•

Existing agricultural-industrial businesses along Pacific Avenue, and SR 99/70

•

Rights-of-way for Riego Road, Sankey Road, Pacific Avenue, and Powerline Road, as
well as SR 99 / 70

•

Rio Ramaza subdivision

•

Rural residential areas

One development project, the 50-acre Sysco warehouse facility at the southeast corner of
Sankey Road and Pacific Avenue, was built between 1997 and the present time. The Sysco
development is located within the Sutter County permit area, and Sutter County collected
mitigation fees from Sysco for the amount in place at the time of project approval.
For the lands to be developed within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve, 85 percent of the land
use would be for industrial uses and 15 percent would be for commercial uses (Sutter County,
1996a). Other than specifying the total amount of development allowed and the ratio of
allowable uses within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve, the Sutter County General Plan does
not specify or plan the actual pattern of development. According to the Sutter County General
Plan Update EIR (Sutter County, 1996b), the County finds that it is likely that development
would not occur on an incremental basis and that an urban core would be surrounded by an
agricultural border. Each development project would be considered by the County on the basis
of its merits and general plan consistency purposes. Sutter County recently approved a Specific
Plan for the first 3,500 acres of development within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve.

2.2.3 Natomas Basin Conservancy
The term permit area, as applied to the Conservancy, refers to the entire Natomas Basin. The
Conservancy's permit area also includes Area B and the area bounding the Natomas Basin
and extending to the edge of the water immediately outside the Natomas Basin levees; these
areas are outside of the HCP Plan Area as defined in the HCP. Specifically, the Conservancy's
permit area includes all lands within the Natomas Basin, as well as the land bordering the
Natomas Basin and extending to the edge of water immediately outside the Natomas Basin
levees and Area B as depicted on Figure 2-3. Incidental take authority for the Conservancy
would be limited to this permit area.
The Conservancy was established in 1994 as a non-profit corporation under the laws of the State
of California, and is responsible for acquisition, restoration, management, and monitoring of
habitat reserves. Under the provisions of the HCP, the Conservancy would be responsible for
managing mitigation fees collected by the City and Sutter County, using the fees to establish
reserve lands, and managing the reserve lands for the benefit of the covered species (i.e., the
Conservancy is the plan operator as well as a permittee [see Section 2.1 above and Section I.B
of the HCP]). Reserve :lands would be established through fee-simple purchase or acquisition
of conservation easements. As a non-governmental entity, the Conservancy has no powers of
condemnation and can purchase lands only from willing sellers. Currently, the Conservancy's
Board of Directors is represented by members from the City of Sacramento but, with approval
of the HCP, would also include representatives from other entities participating in the HCP.
In addition to participating in the HCP implementation, the Conservancy can acquire and
manage land for other purposes (e.g., as a mitigation bank for other local projects).
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Although the USFWS's issuance of an ITP to the City of Sacramento was overturned by the
court, the Conservancy was allowed to continue its efforts to acquire, restore, and manage
habitat reserves pursuant to a stipulation entered into the federal litigation (see Section 1.2.2).
As of early 2002, the Conservancy has acquired 12 parcels, totaling over 2,100 acres, as
permanent habitat reserves. Detailed management plans have been prepared for nine of the
12 parcels (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001), and substantial habitat development and
improvement activities have been completed on the Conservancy's Betts-Kismat-Silva property.

2.2.4 Reclamation District No. 1000
The term permit area, as applied to RD 1000, means canals, ditches, waterways, ponds, open
water areas, roads, right-of-ways, facilities, maintenance yards, pumps, pipelines, and water
detention facilities under the direct jurisdiction of RD 1000 and inside the inner toe of levees
surrounding the Natomas Basin, but not including the Sacramento River levees. Incidental
take authority for RD 1000 would be limited to this permit area. RD 1000 drains are
illustrated in Figure 2-4.

2.2.5 Natomas Mutual
The term Permit Area, as applied to Natomas Mutual, means canals, ditches, waterways,
ponds and open water areas, roads, right-of-ways, facilities, maintenance yards, pumps,
pipelines, and water detention facilities under the direct jurisdiction of Natomas Mutual and
inside the inner toe of levees surrounding the Natomas Basin, but not including the
Sacramento River levees. Incidental take authority for Natomas Mutual would be limited to
this permit area. Nator.nas Mutual canals are illustrated in Figure 2-4.

2.3 Covered Activities
To provide context for the conservation strategy developed as part of the Proposed Action,
this section describes the planned development and other activities that would receive
incidental take coverage if the take permits are issued by the USFWS and the CDFG. These
covered activities have undergone or are undergoing complete environmental and permitting
review independent of the assessment of the Proposed Action in this EIR/EIS. The findings of
the environmental review of these covered activities are discussed and summarized in
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences, in the context of the separate resource sections to
provide the reader with background on the previous planning documents and associated
CEQA documentation as the evaluation of impacts under those separate actions or projects
pertain to the resources assessed under the Proposed Action that is the subject of this EIR/EIS.
Described below are the specific activities for which the permittees would be provided
incidental take coverage under the Proposed Action. On the basis of the similarities and
differences of the covered activities of the permittees, this section is divided into land use
agencies (City and Sutter County), the Natomas Basin Conservancy (the Conservancy is the
plan operator as well as a permittee), and water agencies (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual).
The covered activities are discussed below in three major categories:
•
•
•

2-8

Land Use Agencies (Section 2.3.1)
Natomas Basin Conservancy (Section 2.3.2)
Water Agencies (Section 2.3.3)
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In addition, the specific activities that would not be covered by the ITPs are discussed in
Section 2.3.4.

2.3.1 Land Use Agencies
The total amount or planned development in the Natomas Basin proposed to be covered by
the take permits is 17,500 acres allocated among the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County.
(Although the Metro Air Park development is not part of the Proposed Action evaluated in
this EIR/EIS, the Metro Air Park acreage is factored into the 17,500 acres of urban
development evaluated in this EIR/EIS to address impacts to covered species in a way that
adequately represents current development plans.) The land use agencies' covered activities,
as described in Section I.N.1 of the HCP, are:

1
1
1

•

Authorized development projects sponsored by either private developers or public
entities that occur within the respective permit area of the land use agency permittee.

•

Total authorized development not to exceed 15,517 acres. This total does not include

I

•

Authorized development that affects vernal pool and aquatic species that are covered by
the ITPs, whether or not development also requires a permit under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act, Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act, or other federal regulations
that would trigger an ESA consultation.

•

The following public facility projects have been proposed by the City, Metro Air Park,
and Sutter County outside of their respective jurisdictions:

1,983 acres of urban development associated with the Metro Air Park project, for which
incidental take has been authorized by separate permits. The 1,983 acres of development
in Metro Air Park are included in the 17,500 acres of total development in the Natomas
Basin for purposes of analyzing the overall impacts of urban development in the basin
and evaluating the validity of the HCP's conservation strategy.

I

I
^

-

Sutter County drainage improvements associated with the South Sutter County
Specific Plan that include expanding two existing drainage channels: the Montna
Drain ( approximately 80 feet by 8,000 feet upon completion) and improvements to the
East Drain ( approximately 90 feet by 8,000 feet upon completion). The proposed
Sutter County drainage improvements are anticipated to convert approximately
16.5 acres of existing agricultural land to drainage channel. This land is subject to
paying mitigation fees and is part of Sutter County's total 7,467 acres of permit area
and covered by Sutter County's permit.

-

City of Sacramento public improvements occurring outside of the City limits include
10.4 acres of drainage improvements to widen the West Drain in Sacramento County,
along the western City limits. Acres of disturbance for this drainage improvement is
included within the City's total 8,050-acre permit area.

-

Metro Air Park off-site improvements fall partially within the City's permit area and
partially within Sacramento County. The Metro Air Park off-site improvements
located in Sacramento County include drainage, sewer, and roadway improvements.
Metro Air Park off-site improvements occurring in Sacramento County have been
included within the project's 1,983 acres of disturbance. The off-site improvements
occurring in the City (approximately 28 acres), while authorized under the Metro Air
Park ITP, are included within the City's 8,050-acre permit area.
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2.3.2 Natomas Basin Conservancy
As described in Section I.N.3 of the HCP, incidental take coverage would be provided to the
Conservancy for reserve creation and restoration activities, as well as for managing reserves,
enhancing reserves, monitoring reserves, and scientific collection associated with these
activities. This coverage would apply to the Conservancy's system of habitat reserves,
regardless of where they are acquired (see Section 2.2.3). As the plan operator, the
Conservancy and its authorized agents have applied for a separate ITP for the entire study
area.

2.3.3 Water Agencies
2.3.3.1 Reclamation District No. 1000
RD 1000 conducts an ongoing management program for certain flood control and drainage
facilities in the Natomas Basin. These facilities are shown on Figure 2-4. Some of these
facilities are jointly used with Natomas Mutual. These management activities, which are a
necessary part of the drainage infrastructure in the Natomas Basin, could result in the take of
special-status species. The RD 1000 permit area would include canals, ditches, waterways,
ponds, and open water areas, as well as roads, right-of-ways, facilities, maintenance yards,
pumps, pipelines, and water detention facilities, under the direct control of RD 1000 and
inside the inner toe of levees surrounding the Natomas Basin. Incidental take authority for RD
1000 would be limited to this area.

2.3.3.2 Natomas Central Mutual Water Company
Similar to RD 1000, Natomas Mutual conducts an ongoing management program for canals
in the Natomas Basin (see Figure 24). Natomas Mutual facilities include irrigation canals and
drainage canals (some of which are jointly managed with RD 1000) that convey water to
agricultural water users. Natomas Mutual's management activities have the potential to
result in the take of special-status species. The Natomas Mutual permit area would include
canals, ditches, waterways, ponds, and open water areas, as well as roads, right-of-ways,
facilities, maintenance yards, pumps, pipelines, and water detention facilities, under the
direct control of Natomas Mutual and inside the inner toe of levees surrounding the
Natomas Basin. Incidental take authority for Natomas Mutual would be limited to this area.

2.3.3.3 Water Agency Covered Activities
Although RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual do not anticipate filing applications for permits at
this time, they have included conservation measures (see Section 2.4.6.3) for their covered
activities (see below) in the HCP. As described in the HCP (Section I.N.2 of the HCP), the
water agencies' covered activities are:
•

De-silting.

•

Excavation and re-sloping of ditches and canals.

•

Deposition of ditch and canal spoils materials on adjacent property.

•

Placement of fill material.
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•

Control of vegetation in and around canals, ditches, and drains by mowing and other
measures to provide necessary operation and maintenance of canals as needed:
Vegetation management plans would be presented to the HCP TAC on a 3-year basis.

•

Construction and improvement with no increase to the existing footprint, of flood control
and water conveyance facilities, water ditches, canals, pump houses or maintenance
facilities, and other ancillary facilities that are owned or operated by RD 1000 or Natomas
Mutual.

Covered activities do not include the construction, maintenance, operation, or closure of
river diversion facilities and accompanying fish screens owned or operated by Natomas
Mutual in the Natomas Basin.

2.3.4 Activities not Covered by the Incidental Take Permits
The following activities would not be covered by the ITPs:

•

Agricultural Activities. Except as provided for the Conservancy management of habitat
reserves, agricultural activities would not be covered under the ITPs.

•

Dredging. Except as provided for the water agencies' channel maintenance, dredging
would not be covered under the ITPs.

•

Additional Regulations. In addition to the Section 10(a)(1)(b) and Section 2081 permits
the permittees would also comply with all other applicable local, state and federal;
regulations, laws or ordinances. These include, but are not limited to, the following: U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers Clean Water Act Section 404 permits; State Water Quality
Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board Section 401 water quality
certification and/or waste discharge requirements; and CDFG Streambed Alteration
Agreements pursuant to Fish and Game Code Division 2, Chapter 6, Section 1600 et seq.

•

Relationship of Plan to Section 7 Consultations. Private actions that are covered
activities could also be subject to separate ESA Section 7 review if those private actions
are authorized, carried out, or funded by federal agencies. Incidental take for covered
activities carried out by the permittees or third-party developers acting under the
authority of an urban development permit issued by either the City or Sutter County will
be granted under the permits and will be subject to the take mitigation, minimization,
and avoidance measures provided for under the HCP. Incidental take coverage for the
federal action agency will be granted through the incidental take statement issued with
the USFWS's Section 7 biological opinion.

•

Pesticide Use. Use of herbicides, rodenticides, and/or pesticides is not an activity
covered by the ITPs.
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2.4 Description of Proposed Action _
This section describes the key components of the Proposed Action, including the purpose of
the HCP and associated required approvals to implement the HCP (i.e., the ITPs and the
lAs), the covered species, biological goals and objectives of the HCP, the development of
habitat reserves, the conservation measures to be implemented by the permittees, biological
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monitoring and adaptive management provisions, funding for reserve acquisition, and
unforeseen circumstances. These topics are discussed in the following subsections:
•
•

Habitat Conservation Plan Purpose (Section 2.4.1)
Permits and Approvals (Section 2.4.2)

•
•

Covered Species (Section 2.4.3)
Biological Goals and Objectives (Section 2.4.4)

•
•
•
•
•

Habitat Reserve Development Strategy (Section 2.4.5)
Conservation Measures (Section 2.4.6)
Biological Monitoring and Adaptive Management (Section 2.4.7)
Funding (Section 2.4.8)
Unforeseen Circumstances/ "No Surprises" (Section 2.4.9)

II
It

2.4.1 Habitat Conservation Plan Purpose
The purpose of the HCP (as discussed in Section I.A of the HCP) is to promote biological
conservation in conjunction with economic and urban development within the Natomas
Basin. The Proposed Action is intended to establish a multi-species conservation program to
minimize and mitigate the expected loss of habitat values and incidental take of covered
species that could result from urban development, operation and maintenance of irrigation
and drainage systems, and certain agricultural and habitat management activities associated
with the Conservancy's management of habitat reserves established under the HCP. The goal
of the Proposed Action is to minimize incidental take of the covered species in the permit
areas and to provide mitigation for the impacts of covered activities on the covered. species
and their habitat.
The HCP would establish a comprehensive program for the preservation and protection of
habitat for threatened and endangered species potentially found on undeveloped and
agricultural land in northern Sacramento County and southern Sutter County. The
acquisition of lands or the establishment of conservation easements to develop and manage
permanent habitat reserves are the primary components of the conservation strategy for
addressing, potential impacts to listed species. The HCP describes a method of funding the
land acquisition and general goals for the acquired lands acquired in fee or protected by
conservation easements (see Section VI.B of the HCP).

2.4.2 Permits and Approvals
The HCP is a conservation plan, which is part.of the requirements of the ESA (see
Section 1.5.1 of this EIR/EIS) designed to support applications for federal permits under
Section 10(a)(1)(B). The HCP is also intended to serve as an application for ITPs under
California state law pursuant to Section 2081(b) of the California Fish and Game Code. The
requirements for issuance of the federal and state permits is described in Section 1.1 of the
HCP. The entities that would rely on the HCP in their individual applications for federal
ITPs under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA and state ITPs under Section 2081 of the California
Fish and Game Code are: (1) the City of Sacramento; (2) Sutter County; (3) the Natomas Basin
Conservancy, (4) RD 1000; and (5) Natomas Mutual. Each of these entities would obtain
individual Section 10(a)(1)(B) permits from the USFWS for activities conducted within each
local agency's respective permit area. Similarly, each would also obtain individual Section
2081 permits, or amendments to existing 2081 permits, from CDFG for activities conducted

I
1

I
1

I
t
L!
i

2-14

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

E042002017SAC1161795(002.DOC)

I
L

!

CHAPTER 2: PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

within each local agency's respective permit area. Each permittee would be required to
mitigate the impacts of their covered activities independently. Thus, if any one of the permits
were revoked, the other permits would remain in effect.

As discussed in Chapter 1: Purpose and Need/Objectives, the term of the ITPs would be'
50 years for each permittee. The permits could then be renewed, subject to any regulatory or
statutory provisions in effect at the time of renewal.

2.4.3 Covered Species

1

t
t

I

The species proposed for coverage in the ITPs, including state and federal endangered and
threatened species and species that could become listed in the future, are presented in
Table 2-1. For the species that have not been listed, the applicants have requested that the
IA(s) provide assurances that, if the currently unlisted species are subsequently listed, the
HCP would be deemed adequate for purposes of permit coverage and no further mitigation
would be required.

2.4.4 Biological Goals and Objectives
As discussed in Section I.C of the HCP, the overall biological goals and objectives of the HCP
are to:
•

Establish and manage in perpetuity a biologically sound and interconnected habitat
reserve system that avoids, minimizes, and mitigates impacts on covered species
resulting from covered activities and provides habitat for existing and new viable
populations of covered species.

•

Implement an adaptive management program that responds to changing circumstances
affecting covered species and their habitats.

•

Preserve open space and habitat that could also benefit local, non-listed, and transitory
wildlife species not identified within the HCP.

•

Minimize conflicts between wildlife and human activities, including conflicts resulting
from airplane traffic, roads and automobile traffic, predation by domestic animals, and
harassment by people.

•

Maintain and operate flood control, irrigation, and drainage facilities in a manner that
minimizes take of covered species and promotes vegetative cover that enhances habitat
values for covered species, consistent with the water agencies' legal obligations.

•

Ensure connectivity between the Conservancy's reserves to minimize habitat
fragmentation and species isolation. Connections between reserves will generally take the
form of common property boundaries between reserves, waterways (primarily irrigation
and drainage channels) passing between reserves, and/or an interlinking network of,
water supply channels or canals.

•

Within individual Conservancy reserves, provide a mosaic of habitats that are configured
to support species that utilize both wetland and upland habitat.

1
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TABLE 2-1

Proposed Covered Species
Habitat and Species

Federal Status

State Status

Species of Concern
(recently delisted)

NA

NA

Threatened

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

Species of Concern

Species of Special
Concern

Loggerhead shrike
Lanius ludovicianus

Species of Concern

Species of Special
Concern

NA

Threatened

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

Species of Concern

Species of Special
Concern

White-faced ibis
Plegadis chihi

Species of Concern

Species of Special
Concern

Threatened

Threatened

Species of Concern

Species of Special
Concern

Candidate

Candidate
Protected Amphibian

Species of Concern

Protected Amphibian

Threatened

NA

NA

NA

Vernal pool fairy shrimp
Branchinecta lynchi

Threatened

NA

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp
Lepidurus packardi

Endangered

NA

Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop
Gratiaola heterosepala

NA

Endangered

Threatened

NA

Delta tule pea
Lathyrus jepsonii ssp. jepsonii

Species of Concern

NA

Legenere
Legenere limosa

Species of Concern

NA

Slender Orcutt grass
Orcuttia tenuis

Threatened

Endangered

Sacramento Orcutt grass
Orcuttia viscida

Endangered

Endangered

Species of Concern

NA

Aleutian Canada goose
Branta canadensis leucopareia
Bank swallow
Riparia riparia

Swainson's hawk
Buteo swainsoni

Giant garter snake
Thamnophis gigas
Northwestern pond turtle
Clemmys marmorata marmorata
California tiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense
Western spadefoot toad
Scaphiopus hammondii
Valley elderberry longhorn beetle
Desmocerus californicus dirnorphus
Midvalley fairy shrimp
Branchinecta mesovallensis

Colusa grass
Neostapfia colusana

Sanford's arrowhead
Sagittaria sanfordii
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Source: Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, July 2002
NA The status is not applicable to this species
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•

Implement monitoring programs with qualitative and/or quantitative monitoring
methods to evaluate management objectives and strategies for the reserve system. The
Conservancy shall develop each monitoring plan and shall submit the plan for review
and approval by the HCP TAC prior to implementation.

•

Increase the diversity and abundance of covered species on reserve lands.

•

Revise the reserve design and management based on the most current biological data.

2.4.5 Habitat Reserve Development Strategy
This section summarizes the key elements of the conservation strategy, as presented in the
HCP, including the establishment of habitat reserves.

2.4.5.1 Establishment of Habitat Reserves
The primary component of the conservation strategy for funding habitat reserve acquisition
would be the use of mitigation fees (see Section 2.4.8) to set aside 0.5 acre of habitat land for
each 1.0 gross acre of development that occurs in the Natomas Basin. Land development
would result in 17,500 acres in the Natomas Basin being converted to urban and associated
uses, in addition to the existing uses as of December 1997. Thus, under the 0.5-to-1 mitigation
ratio, approximately 8,750 acres of land would be acquired by the Conservancy (or
conservation easement purchased) as habitat reserves. Habitat reserves would be managed by
the Conservancy and would consist of managed marsh habitats, upland habitats, rice fields
(which would typically be leased for use to rice farmers), and associated buffers and
infrastructure. The HCP does not specify any particular land area for acquisition as habitat
reserves because many factors could affect the land areas ultimately purchased, including the
quality and availability of parcels and the willingness of owners to sell.
The HCP proposes that, on a basinwide basis, 25 percent of the reserve areas would be
managed marsh, 50 percent would be in rice production, and 25 percent would be upland
habitat (HCP Section IV.C.2.c). This ratio of managed marsh/rice/uplands is subject to
review and adjustment during the permit term in accordance with the overall and midpoint
review provisions of the HCP (see Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences).

I
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Key features of the habitat reserves and the reserve acquisition criteria and guidelines, as
described in the HCP, are summarized in the Sections 2.4.5.2 through 2.4.5.12 below.
Additional detail regarding the reserves can be found in Section IV of the HCP.

2.4.5.2 Buffers within Reserve Lands
Reserve lands that are modified to create improved wetland habitat would, to the extent
necessary and practicable, be surrounded by adequate buffers to minimize the effects of
incompatible adjoining land uses and to ensure a functional transition from improved habitat
to adjacent land uses (see Section IV.C.1.c of the HCP). In addition, the buffers would help
ensure that the management of reserve lands does not impose an unnecessary burden on
adjoining landowners. Buffers would be established on Conservancy lands so that they are
inside the reserve system (i.e., the buffers would be part of, not outside of, reserve lands), and
would be counted as mitigation lands. Typically, buffers would vary between 30 and 75 feet
in width, based on compatibility with adjacent land uses. Buffers may be reduced to less than
30-feet in width where so designated in site-specific management plans as reviewed by HCP
E042002017SAC1161795(002.DOC)
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TAC and approved by USFWS and CDFG. Reduction of buffers may occur only where:
(1) there is clear evidence that the buffer is unnecessary (e.g., the reserve site is adjacent to
another reserve or similar natural habitat); (2) it is determined that buffers are not the best use
of reserve land; and, (3) that the lack of buffers will not create use conflicts for owners of
property adjacent to the reserve (e.g., issues of vector control or other nuisance). Decisions
about the need for buffers and buffer widths would be included in the management plan(s)
for any given parcel or block of reserve land.

1
1
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2.4.5.3 Setbacks
The establishment of setback zones would be considered before reserve lands are acquired.
The purpose of the setback requirement would be to ensure that reserve lands would not
affect or be affected by existing development or lands that are designated for urban
development. All mitigation lands acquired by the Conservancy would be situated a
minimum of 800 feet from existing urban lands (as defined in Section IV.C.2.a of the HCP) or
lands that are designated for urban uses in an adopted General Plan. The purpose of this
provision is to ensure, to the greatest extent possible, that reserve lands are not established
near or adjacent to significantly'incompatible urban land uses, and not to impose an
obligation on either the Conservancy or the owners of the setback lands to manage the lands
in any particular fashion. Thus, it would be the responsibility of the Conservancy to locate
reserve lands sufficiently far from urban areas or from lands designated for urban uses in an
adopted General Plan to fulfill this requirement. The HCP proposes that this setback should
be in agriculture, open space, or other non-urban use, and would not be counted as
mitigation land. This setback provision does not preclude land development occurring up to
the boundaries of a reserve. This setback requirement would not apply to lands acquired
adjacent to the west side of Fisherman's Lake, acquired pursuant to the Settlement
Agreement. Mitigation lands or easements that do not comply with the 800-foot setback
requirement may be acquired on a case-by-case basis, if: (1) the TAC, including its USFWS
and CDFG representatives, concur unanimously in a decision to reduce the setback distance,
or (2) if not unanimous, the USFWS and CDFG concur in writing that a reduction in the
setback distance is necessary or appropriate.

2.4.5.4 Minimum Habitat IBlock Size
The conservation objectives described above for buffers and setbacks require that by the end
of the 50-year term of the ITPs, one habitat block for the reserve system would be a minimum
of 2,500 acres in size, and the balance of reserve lands would be in habitat blocks a minimum
of 400 acres in size (see Section IV.C.l.e of the HCP). The basis for the 400 acres minimum
block and 2,500 acre reserve block size is that large blocks: (1) minimize the "perimeter
effect," (2) promote biodiversity by allowing multiple species and niches to occupy the site,
and (3) benefit genetic diversity by dispersing interconnected reserves throughout the
Natomas Basin. In addition, the 400-acre reserve size is considered the minimum size to
allow persistence of covered species.
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2.4.5.5 Connectivity
The HCP also includes measures to facilitate connectivity between individual reserves and
between reserves and surrounding agricultural lands. A key mechanism for ensuring
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connectivity is for RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual to manage the drainage /irrigation. canals
within the basin to enhance habitat values and minimize harm to covered species.
The HCP focuses on maintaining connectivity among the reserves to allow giant garter snake
movement within the Natomas Basin for two reasons: (1) giant garter snake is the most
prevalent covered species within the Basin that requires land/water connectivity to travel
within the basin and (2) if adequate connectivity is provided for giant garter snake, then the
HCP anticipates that other covered species will also be afforded adequate opportunities to
migrate within the basin.
With regard to basin-wide connectivity, RD 1000 has identified key drainage channels (see
HCP Figure 17) that provide the foundation of the drainage system within the basin that
would be retained regardless of the extent of urban development. The combination of primary
drainage channels (drainage channels anticipated to remain through the term of the ITPs),
secondary drainage channels (that tend to remain unless affected by urban development), and
irrigation channels provide connectivity between the existing habitat reserves.

2.4.5.6 Out-of-Basin Reserves
It is currently expected that most of the HCP's reserve lands would be established within the
Natomas Basin. Up to 20 percent of the total mitigation lands required by the HCP, however,
could be acquired out-of-basin. Area B (a 60,000-acre area of agricultural land north of the
Basin that is anticipated to provide viable mitigation opportunities similar to that of the
Natomas Basin) would be a potential out-of-basin mitigation area. This area is shown in
Figure 2-3. For lands to be acquired in Area B, it must be approved in writing by the USFWS
and CDFG that a reserve of adequate size, viability, and habitat value can be established in
this area and can support a population of giant garter snakes, Swainson's hawks, and other
covered species (see HCP Section IV.C.2.b). Acquisition of land in Area B would occur only if
it were unanimously approved by the TAC, or if the USFWS and CDFG approve a written
request by the Conservancy.

2.4.5.7 General Acquisition Criteria

1

I
t
I
1

The HCP includes specific criteria for evaluating potential reserve acquisitions. Additional
criteria for primarily wetland reserves and primarily upland reserves are also specified. The
general criteria are:
•

The HCP provides for a general division of land uses within habitat reserves as follows:
25 percent managed marsh; 50 percent rice production; and 25 percent upland habitat.
The percentages described herein apply on a basin-wide basis and percentages within
individual reserves will vary from the percentages described above. While percentages of
land use types within individual reserves will vary, each reserve will generally contain a
combination of managed marsh, rice production, and upland habitat. For example, a
reserve site may be appropriate for upland habitat and not suited to rice production or
managed marsh.

•

Land has legal water rights to an adequate water supply to serve the anticipated uses
(wetland or upland) of the proposed reserve. This would normally mean rights to water
from the Natomas Mutual (or its equivalent supplier if outside the basin), but may solely
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include groundwater if a groundwater well or wells exist on the property and that such
wells can meet acceptable water quantity and quality needs.
•

Land is capable of supporting appropriate agricultural cultivation in conjunction with
either wetland or upland habitat reserve.

•

Land is capable of either supporting or being improved to support various covered
species associated with the anticipated type of habitat (wetland or upland) proposed for
the potential reserve.

•

Upland or wetland specific criteria, as described in the following sections, will be applied
as determined appropriate by the Conservancy and the HCP TAC.

•

Land is adequately removed from incompatible urban development or uses.

2.4.5.8 Wetland Reserve Acquisition Criteria/Methodology
Wetland habitat reserves would be established by the Conservancy in consultation with the
HCP TAC. Wetland reserves are intended to provide for the long-term protection of existing
and potential wetland species populations in the Natomas Basin, including the giant garter
snake. In most cases, wetland reserves established for the giant garter snake would also be
planned to benefit other wetland-associated covered species, including a range of wetland
associated species such as tri-colored blackbird, northwestern pond turtle, and Delta tule pea.
Consequently, selection of wetland reserve sites would usually focus on the needs of the
giant garter snake, except in cases where, in the judgment of Conservancy and the TAC,
specific or important needs of other wetland-associated species can be met at sites not
selected primarily for giant garter snake.
The criteria for acquisition are:
•

Land has existing or potential wetland habitat values that currently support or can
support, with necessary enhancement and restoration, giant garter snakes and other
wetland-associated covered species.

•

Land contains soils that can support rice farming or the type of managed marsh wetlands
proposed in the HCP.

•

Blocks of reserve lands must also be hydrologically connected to other blocks through
irrigation and drainage systems or other systems to ensure connectivity and opportunity
for travel by giant garter snakes between sections of the reserve system. To the extent
practicable, reserve lands should also be near or adjacent to other protected habitat lands;
this would increase the overall effectiveness and size of protected lands in the basin for
covered species.

•

Lands selected to provide for the HCP wetland habitat system would be situated outside
areas known to regularly receive deep flood waters (e.g., the Yolo and Sutter Bypasses).
They should also be situated so that they do not directly receive runoff from paved
surfaces or inflow from urban storm water drainage systems

2.4.5.9 Marsh Design
At least 25 percent of the land acquired for the reserve system would be converted into
managed marsh wetlands to enhance habitat values for the giant garter snake and other
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covered species. The HCP outlines the basic habitat elements to be considered in the design
of reserves, but site-specific plans for each managed marsh area would be developed when
the site is acquired. In summary, the HCP presents a concept for a managed marsh wetland
for giant garter snakes including a mosaic of habitat types with variations in topography and
an abundance of edges within and between habitat types (Section IV.C.3.d of the HCP).
Habitat types would include seasonal marsh with shallow and deep water configurations;
permanent marsh; and upland habitats in the form of buffers, "islands," and other
high-ground habitats scattered throughout the marsh's wetland component. Permanent
water features would be constructed so that they ensure adequate nearby escape cover. A
significant portion of the upland component would be above winter flood levels to protect
giant garter snakes in their winter retreats. Vegetation would be natural marsh vegetation
.such as cattails, spike rush, tule clumps, and thimbleberry, placed to maximize protected
resting and basking sites and escape cover for the snakes.

2.4.5.10 Management of Rice Reserves

I

The HCP states that: (1) continued rice farming in the Natomas Basin would support the
giant garter snake; and (2) maintaining rice farming on a significant portion of acquired
habitat reserve lands would be, unless otherwise indicated, an integral component of the
overall conservation strategy. With respect to the selection of rice fields for inclusion in the
reserve system and subsequent management, the HCP establishes several standards
(Section IV.C.3.e of the HCP), including:

•

1

Rice fields will generally be selected in areas that are within, or that have connectivity to,
known giant garter snake populations or known occupied garter snake habitat.

•

1

Rice fields located in areas designated to receive winter flood waters will be avoided
(e.g., the Yolo and Sutter Bypasses).

•

Rice fields in the reserve system will be managed to maximize giant garter snake
compatibility.

Specific measures for managing rice fields in the wetland reserve system would be as
determined by the Conservancy and as described in specific reserve management plans in
consultation with the HCP TAC.

I
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2.4.5.11 Upland Reserve Acquisition Criteria/Methodology
The upland habitat conservation strategy is intended to provide for the long-term protection
of existing and potential upland habitat in the basin that currently supports or could support
the Swainson's hawk and other upland species covered species (e.g., the loggerhead shrike
and burrowing owl). Consequently, selection of upland reserve sites will usually focus on the
needs of the Swainson's hawk, except in cases where, in the judgement of the Conservancy
and the HCP TAC, specific or important needs of other upland-associated species can be met
at sites not selected primarily for Swainson's hawks.
The Proposed Action's primary strategy to mitigate impacts to the Swainson's hawk is
avoidance of development in the Swainson's Hawk Zone and the acquisition of upland
habitat inside the Swainson's Hawk Zone (illustrated on Figures 2-5 and 3-5). The HCP
strategy also includes habitat design outside the Swainson's Hawk Zone. The determination
of appropriate areas outside that one would be made in coordination with the HCP TAC.
E042002017SAC/161795(002.DOC)
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This primary strategy is designed to provide optimum nesting and foraging habitat for the
hawk in the area where most nesting occurs currently within the Natomas Basin along the
Sacramento River. In consideration of these strategies, upland reserve acquisition sites will
be evaluated based upon the following criteria:
•

The land contains known or potential Swainson's hawk nest trees, or includes or is
adjacent to suitable foraging habitat (e.g., agricultural croplands and grasslands).

•

Agricultural croplands and grasslands that, based on crop type or surveys, are expected
to have a suitable Swainson's hawk prey base and, preferably, have historically been
used by Swainson's hawks (as determined by CDFG data and reports).

•

The land is or can be used to grow crops conducive to Swainson's hawk foraging,
including alfalfa and other hay crops, lightly grazed pasture, fallow fields, summer
harvested row crops, but not cotton and other late harvest crops (see Section II.C.3.c of
the HCP).

•

If possible, the land contains appropriate areas for the establishment of riparian
woodland habitat, or isolated groves in agricultural fields, for future use by Swainson's
hawks. Trees which may be planted include valley oaks, cottonwoods, willows,
sycamores, and California black walnut.

I

Contiguity of upland reserve sites will be maximized. The Swainson's hawk conservation
objectives in Chapter I of the HCP direct the Conservancy to focus acquisition of upland
reserves in the Swainson's Hawk Zone. That objective, together with this provision, is
intended to ensure that Swainson's hawk habitat protected in reserves will not be
excessively fragmented, either inside the Swainson's Hawk Zone or outside the zone, and
that habitat contiguity will be a primary criteria under which upland reserve sites will be
selected. The value of edge habitat with wetlands, however, will be considered in reserve
design.

I
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•

•

i

The land supports or has the potential to support other covered species that use upland
habitat.

On the basis of the acquisition criteria described in the 1997 HCP (City of Sacramento, 1997a),
which are substantially the same as described above, and the incidental take authorization
granted to the Conservancy, the Conservancy has acquired 12 parcels within the Natomas
Basin totaling over 2,100 acres as of early 2002. These parcels represent the initial purchases
in the 8,750-acre habitat reserve system if the HCP is approved. Pursuant to HCP
requirements, management plans have been prepared for nine of these 12 properties.
Additional management plans will be developed for other properties in the future using the
acquisition and management criteria included in Chapter IV of the HCP. These criteria are
designed to avoid environmental impacts. Therefore, this environmental document provides
a program environmental review for future acquisitions and management plans. Future
acquisition and management activities that are in conformance with the HCP criteria and
that do not pose new or substantially more severe environmental impacts that have not been
covered by this EIS/EIR, might not need further environmental review or could require only
limited environmental review.
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2.4.5.12 Reserve Management /Site Specific Management Plans

I
1

All land acquired for reserves under the Proposed Action, whether it is controlled through
easement or purchased outright, would require preservation management, enhancement
and/or, restoration, and monitoring activities. Following the habitat reserve acquisition
process, site-specific management plans will be prepared for each suitable parcel or block of
reserve lands. Each management plan would specify: (1) management policies not otherwise
prescribed by the HCP (see Section IV.D.1 of the HCP); (2) specific management activities,
including establishment of suitable monitoring programs (see Section IV.D.2 of the HCP); (3)
restoration and enhancement needs (see Section IV.D.3 of the HCP); and reserve water
management (see Section IV.D.4 of the HCP). The Conservancy would be responsible for
preparing management plans for all reserve lands, in consultation with the HCP TAC. Prior
to implementation, each management plan would be submitted to the USFWS and CDFG for
review, revision if appropriate, and written approval. A submitted plan would be deemed
approved on the 60thday after the Conservancy provides written notification to the USFWS
and CDFG. Formal USFWS and CDFG review of proposed management plans could be
waived if all members of the TAC, including its USFWS and CDFG representatives,
unanimously concur in the plan.

2.4.6 Conservation Measures

1

This section presents the conservation measures for the permittees (see Section V of the HCP
for detailed discussion of the conservation measures).

^

2.4.6.1 Land Use Agencies' Conservation Measures

1

In addition to the habitat reserve system described above, the Proposed Action also includes
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate incidental take during covered activities that could
occur during land development. These minimization measures include canal/ditch
dewatering and seasonal grading restrictions for giant garter snakes, and nest site protection
measures for Swainson's hawks. These and other minimization measures to be implemented
by the City and Sutter County are described in Section V.A of the HCP, and include the
following measures:

General Measures to Reduce Take
•

Not less than 30 days nor more than six months prior to commencement of construction
activities on specific development sites, a Preconstruction survey of the site shall be
conducted to determine the status and presence of, and likely impacts to, all covered
species on, the site.

•

The City will take necessary action to amend the North Natomas Financing Plan to
include the buffer area on the east side of Fisherman's Lake in the Land Acquisition
Program (i.e., development impact fees will be increased to fund acquisition of this
setback area). This buffer area would be managed by the Conservancy.

•

Tree Preservation: Valley oaks and other large trees should be preserved whenever
possible. Preserve and restore stands of riparian trees used by Swainson's hawks and
other animals for nesting, particularly adjacent to Fisherman's Lake.

1
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•

Native Plants: Improve the wildlife value of landscaped parks, buffers, and developed
areas by planting trees and shrubs which are native to the Natomas Basin and therefore
are used by native animals.

•

Protect Raptor Nests: Avoid the raptor nesting season when scheduling construction near
nests. Specific avoidance criteria are set forth in the species-specific measures later in this
section.

•

Protected Plant/Animal species, also referred to as "Special Status Species": Search for
protected plant species during flowering season prior to construction and protected
animal species during the appropriate season.

I

Vernal Pool Species
In the event a biological reconnaissance survey or the preconstruction survey identifies that
vernal pool resources are onsite, a vernal pool species specific biological assessment must be
provided by the developer to the land'use agency during the vernal "wet" pool season (as
established by USFWS) to determine the type and abundance of species present. The species
specific biological assessment must be prepared by a qualified field biologist and shall list the
methods of field analysis, condition of habitat size, and acreage of direct and indirect impact
(as defined by seasonal inundation and hydric soils and other appropriate characteristics),
and species present. This assessment must be submitted with the formal development
application and prior to approval of an urban development permit by the land use agency. If
it is determined that wetland and/or vernal pool resource would be disturbed by a project,
then take of vernal pool associated covered species would be covered under the ITPs, subject
to the following limitations and guidelines.
•

Where site investigations indicate vernal pool species could occur, the developer shall
notify the land use agency regarding the potential for impacts to vernal pool species.
Such notification shall include biological data adequate to allow the land use agency, and
the USFWS and CDFG, to determine the potential for impacts vernal pool species
resulting from the proposed development.

•

Following notification by the land use agency, the USWFS and CDFG shall identify
specific measures required to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to vernal pool
species to be implemented prior to disturbance and in accordance with adopted
standards or established guidelines (e.g., the USFWS programmatic biological opinion for
vernal pool species). If vernal pool species are found within proposed project areas, the
project proponent shall coordinate with the USFWS and CDFG to ensure conservation
measures are incorporated to avoid and protect sensitive plant species. In some cases,
USFWS and CDFG could require complete avoidance of vernal pool species, such as the
presence of covered species such as slender Orcutt grass, Sacramento Orcutt grass,
Colusa grass and/or vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Such measures shall be identified by
USFWS and CDFG within 30 days or as soon as possible thereafter of notification and
submittal of biological data to the agencies by the land use agency.

I

A developer or private land owner may propose to dedicate by fee title or conservation
easement that portion of the property with non-jurisdictional vernal pool resources and the
associated 250-foot buffer surrounding the vernal pool resource to the Conservancy. The
dedication of vernal pool resources and associated buffer shall include a management and
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monitoring plan and an adequate endowment. Acceptance of the offer to dedicate shall be
subject to review and approval by the land use agency, the Conservancy's Board of Directors,
and the HCP TAC. The Conservancy's Board and the HCP TAC shall consider the location,
connections, species present, condition of the proposed site to be dedicated, adequacy of the
management plan and endowment, and may decide to accept the dedication in lieu of
payment of the land acquisition portion of the HCP mitigation fee for the affected acreage.
The Conservancy's Board may accept or decline the offer based on the balance of habitat
needs and the biological goals of the HCP. If the dedication is accepted, a reduction in the
land acquisition portion of the habitat mitigation fee shall be granted to the developer for the
portion (calculated on an acreage basis) of the site permanently preserved by easement or
dedication. However, habitat mitigation fees, in full, must be paid on the remaining
developable acreage on the site, and the monitoring and administrative portion of the fees
shall be paid for all acres on the site. Additional conditions to preserve the biological
integrity of the site (such as reasonable drainage conditions) may be imposed by the land use
agency in consultation with the Conservancy and the HCP TAC. In the event the
Conservancy does not accept the offer to dedicate, then one of the following mitigation
approaches shall be employed.
•

In the event on-site avoidance can not be reasonably accomplished, the following
mitigation measures will be required:

-

I

No grading, development or modification of the vernal pool site or the buffer area
extending 250 feet around the perimeter of the vernal pool site may occur during the
vernal pool "wet" season as identified by USFWS. Protective fencing shall be
established around the perimeter of the vernal pool site and the buffer area during
the vernal pool wet season.

- In consultation with the Conservancy and the HCP TAC, soils and cysts from the
vernal pool may be relocated as soon as practicable during the dry season to a
suitable Conservancy reserve site, provided the relocation/ recreation site is approved
by the Conservancy, the HCP TAC, and USFWS.
-

If it is not practicable to relocate vernal pool resources, and/or the Conservancy and
the HCP TAC determine that the Conservancy does not have a suitable reserve site
for relocation of resources, then the applicant shall follow the mitigation approach
outlined below.

<J_
•

In the event all of the above approaches are not appropriate for the site, the land use
agency shall require the developer to purchase credits from a USFWS-approved
mitigation bank in accordance with the standards set forth in the following Table 2-2.

TABLE 2-2
Mitigation Ratios

I

Bank

Non-Bank

Preservation

2:1

3:1

Creation

1:1

2:1
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Preservation Component: For every acre of habitat directly or indirectly affected, at least two
vernal pool credits will. be dedicated within a USFWS-approved ecosystem preservation
bank, or based on USFWS evaluation of site-specific conservation values, three acres of
vernal pool habitat may be preserved on the project site or on another non-bank site as
approved by the USFWS.
Creation Component: For every acre of habitat directly affected, at least one vernal pool
creation credit will be dedicated within a USFWS-approved habitat mitigation bank, or based
on USFWS evaluation of site-specific conservation values, two acres of vernal pool habitat
created and monitored on the project site or on another non-bank site as approved by the
USFWS.

I

Measures to Reduce Take for Individual Species
This section presents measures for the individual species covered by the ITPs.

.T!

Giant Garter Snake
•

Within the Natomas Basin, all construction activity involving disturbance of habitat, such
as site preparation and initial grading, is restricted to the period between May 1 and
September 30. This is the active period for the giant garter snake and direct mortality is
lessened, because snakes are expected to actively move and avoid danger.

•

Preconstruction surveys for giant garter snake, as well as other covered species, must be
completed for all development projects by a qualified biologist approved by USFWS. If
any giant garter snake habitat is found within a specific site, the following additional
measures shall be implemented to minimize disturbance of habitat and harassment of
giant garter snake, unless such project is specifically exempted by USFWS.

•

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

•

For sites that contain giant garter snake habitat, no more than 24-hours prior to start of
construction activities (site preparation and/or grading), the project area shall be
surveyed for the presence of giant garter snake. If construction activities stop on the
project site for a period of two weeks or more, a new giant garter snake survey shall be
completed no more than 24-hours prior to the re-start of construction activities.

•

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

•

Construction personnel completing site preparation and grading operations shall receive
USFWS approved environmental awareness training. This training instructs workers on
how to identify giant garter snakes and their habitats, and what to do if a giant garter
snake is encountered during construction activities. During this training an on-site
biological monitor shall be designated.
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•

If a live giant garter snake is found during construction activities, immediately notify the
USFWS and the project's biological monitor. The biological monitor, or his assignee, shall
do the following:

•

Stop construction in the vicinity of the snake. Monitor the snake and allow the snake to
leave on its own. The monitor shall remain in the area for the remainder of the work day
to make sure the snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does not return. Escape ,
routes for giant garter snake should be determined in advance of construction and snakes
should always be allowed to leave on their own. If a giant garter snake does not leave on
its own within 1 working day, further consultation with USFWS is required.

•

Upon locating dead, injured or sick threatened or endangered wildlife species, the
Permittees or their designated agents must notify within 1 working day the Service's
Division of Law Enforcement (2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento CA 95825) or the
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (2800 Cottage Way, Room W-2650, Sacramento, CA
95825, telephone 916 414-6600). Written notification to both offices must be made within 3
calender days and must include the date, time, and location of the finding of a specimen
and any other pertinent information.

•

Fill or construction debris may be used by giant garter snake as an over-wintering site.
Therefore, upon completion of construction activities remove any temporary fill and/or
construction debris from the site. If this material is situated near undisturbed giant garter
snake habitat and it is to be removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be
inspected by a qualified biologist to assure that giant garter snake are not using it as
hibernaculae.

Swainson's Hawk

I

•

To maintain and promote Swainson's hawk habitat values, Sutter County will not obtain
coverage under the ITPs, nor will Sutter County grant urban development permit
approvals, for development on land within the one-mile wide Swainson's Hawk Zone
adjacent to the Sacramento River. The City of Sacramento has limited its permit area
within the Swainson's Hawk Zone to the approximately 252 acres located within the
North Natomas Community Plan that were designated for urban development in 1994
and, likewise, will not grant development approvals within the Swainson's Hawk Zone
beyond this designated 252 acres. Of these 252 acres of land within the Swainson's Hawk
Zone, approximately 80 acres will be incorporated into a 250-foot wide agricultural buffer
along the City's side of Fisherman's Lake. Should either the City or the County seek to
expand coverage for development within the Swainson's Hawk Zone beyond that
described above, granting of such coverage would require an amendment to the HCP
and permits and would be subject to review and approval by the USFWS and the CDFG,
in accordance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements.

•

Best management practices for the nearly 250 miles of canals within the basin will seek to
preserve vegetative cover which will provide food and protection for a productive prey
base. This prey base will disperse onto adjacent habitats where it will be available as
Swainson's hawk forage.

•

Every year, prior to the commencement of development activities at any development
site within the HCP area, a preconstruction survey shall be completed by the respective
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developer to determine whether any Swainson's hawk nest trees will be removed onsite,
or active Swainson's hawk nest sites occur on or within 1 / 2 mile of the development site.
These surveys shall be conducted according to the Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory
Committee's methodology or updated methodologies, as approved by the USFWS and
CDFG, using experienced Swainson's hawk surveyors.
•

If breeding Swainson's hawks.(i.e., exhibiting nest building or nesting behavior) are
identified, no new disturbances (e.g., heavy equipment operation associated with
construction) will occur within 1 /2 mile of an active nest between March 15 and
September 15 or until a qualified biologist, with concurrence by CDFG, has determined
that the young have fledged or that the nest is no longer occupied. If the active nest site is
located within 1 / 4 mile of existing urban development, the no new disturbance zone can
be limited to 1/4 mile. versus 1/2 mile. Routine disturbances such as agricultural
activities, commuter traffic, and routine facility maintenance activities within 1/2 mile of
an active nest are not restricted.

I
1

•,Where disturbance of a Swainson's hawk nest cannot be avoided, such disturbance shall be
temporarily avoided (i.e., defer construction activities until after the nesting season) and
then, if unavoidable, the nest tree may be destroyed during the non-nesting,season. For
purposes of this provision the Swainson's hawk nesting season is defined as March 15 to
September 15. If a nest tree (any tree that has an active nest in the year the impact is to
occur) must be removed, tree removal shall only occur between October 1 and February 1.

•

If a Swainson's hawk nest tree is to be removed and fledglings are present, the tree may
not be removed until September 15 or until CDFG has determined that the young have
fledged and are no longer dependent upon the nest tree.

•

If construction or other project related activities that could cause nest abandonment or
forced fledgling are proposed within the 1/4 mile buffer zone, intensive monitoring
(funded by the project sponsor) by a CDFG-approved raptor biologist will be required.
Exact implementation of this measure will be based on specific information at the project
site.

•

Valley oaks, tree groves, riparian habitat, and other large trees will be preserved
wherever possible. The City and Sutter County shall preserve and restore stands of
riparian trees used by Swainson's hawks and other animals, particularly near
Fisherman's Lake and elsewhere in the Natomas Basin where large oak groves, tree
groves and riparian habitat have been identified.

•

The raptor nesting season shall be avoided when scheduling construction near nests in
accordance with guidelines specified by species below, or in accordance with other
applicable guidelines provided by the HCP TAC or published by CDFG and the USFWS.

•

The HCP will require 15 sapling trees to be planted within the habitat reserves for every
Swainson's hawk nesting tree anticipated to be impacted by authorized development. It
will be the responsibility of each land use agency approving development that will impact
Swainson's hawk nest trees to provide funding for purchase, planting, maintenance, and
monitoring of trees at the time of approval of each authorized development project. The
Conservancy shall determine the appropriate cost for planting, maintenance, and
monitoring of trees.

2-30

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

E042002017SAC/161795(002.DOC)

I
t

CHAPTER 2: PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

•

The land use agency permittee approving a project that impacts an existing Swainson's
hawk nest tree shall provide funding sufficient for monitoring survival success of trees
for a period of five years. For every tree lost during this time period, a replacement tree
must be planted immediately upon the detection of failure. Trees planted to replace trees
lost shall be monitored for an additional five-year period to ensure survival until the end
of the monitoring period. A 100 percent success rate shall be achieved. All necessary
planting requirements and maintenance (e.g., fertilizing, irrigation) to ensure success
shall be provided. Trees must be irrigated for a minimum of the first five years after
planting, and gradually weaned from irrigation over an approximate two-year period. If
larger stock is planted, the number of years of irrigation must be increased accordingly.
In addition, 10 years after planting, a survey of the trees shall be completed to assure 100
percent establishment success. Remediation of any dead trees shall include completion of
the survival and establishment process described.

•

Of the replacement trees planted, a variety of native tree species will be planted to
provide trees with differing growth rates, maturation, and life span. This will ensure that
nesting habitat will be available quickly (5-10 years in the case of cottonwoods and
willows), and in the long term (i.e. valley oaks, black walnuts, and sycamores), and
minimize the temporal losses from impacts to trees within areas scheduled for
development within the 50-year permit life. Trees shall be sited on reserves in proximity
to hawk foraging areas. Trees planted will be placed in groups of three. Planting stock
will be a minimum of five-gallon container stock for oak and walnut species.

•

In order to reduce temporal impacts resulting from the loss of mature nest trees,
mitigation planting shall occur within 14 months of approval of the HCP and ITPs. It is
estimated at this time that 4 nesting trees within the City are most likely to be impacted
by authorized development in the near term. Therefore, in order to reduce temporal
impacts, the City will advance funding for 60 sapling trees of diverse, suitable species
(different growing rates) to the Conservancy within the above referenced 14 months. It is
anticipated that the City will recover costs of replacement nest trees as an additional cost
to be paid by private developers at the time of approval of their development projects
that impact mature nest trees.

•

For each additional nesting tree removed by land use agencies covered activities, the land
use agency shall fund and provide for the planting of 15 native sapling trees of suitable
species with differing growth rates at suitable locations on habitat reserves. Funding for
such plantings shall be provided by the applicable permittee within 30 days of approving
a covered activity that will impact a Swainson's hawk nesting tree.

I
IT
r

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB)
•

All development must comply with the conditions of the USFWS's Mitigation Guidelines
for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle, dated 1999.

•

Impacts to VELB habitat, including any direct and indirect effects on VELB critical
habitat, will be avoided whenever possible. To the maximum extent practicable, projects
will be designed to avoid stands of elderberry bushes and to avoid isolation of the plants
from other nearby populations. Preconstruction surveys at the construction impact site
will be conducted to assess the appropriate amount of mitigation.
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the active nest on reserve lands. No disturbance associated with TNBC management and
development activities shall occur within the 100 foot fenced area during the nesting season
of March 1 through July 31, unless a qualified biologist, with concurrence of USFWS,
determines young have fledged or that the nest is no longer occupied.

IT

Burrowing Owl
•

The Conservancy will avoid disturbance to active burrowing owl nesting burrows during
reserve management activities to the maximum extent practicable. Disturbance to
burrowing owl nesting colonies will be strictly avoided within the nesting season
(February 1 through August 31 or while birds are present) unless otherwise approved by
the Conservancy and the HCP TAC.

•

The Conservancy shall utilize applicable USFWS or CDFG approved burrowing owl
recovery or management plans, and the adaptive management provisions described in
Section VI.F of the HCP, to implement any additional conservation measures deemed
appropriate should use of the Natomas Basin by this species appreciably increase at any
time in the future.

•

In upland reserve areas, the TNBC may be asked to create new burrowing owl habitat by
creating new burrows or restoring old burrows. New habitat shall include adequate
foraging area around the burrow, and burrow design shall be done in consultation with
qualified biologists. Additional habitat design and mitigation measures are described in
the CDFG's October 17, 1995, Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.

Bank Swallow
•

The Conservancy will avoid disturbance to active bank swallow nesting burrows during
reserve management activities to the maximum extent practicable.

•

The Conservancy shall utilize applicable USFWS or CDFG approved bank swallow
recovery or management plans, and the adaptive management provisions described in
Section VI.F of the HCP, to implement any additional conservation measures deemed
appropriate should use of the Natomas Basin by this species appreciably increase at any
time in the future.

•

Disturbance to bank swallow nesting colonies will be strictly avoided within the nesting
season (May 1 through August 31 or until a qualified biologist, with concurrence of
USFWS, has determined that young have fledged or that the nest is no longer occupied)
during TNBC reserve development and management activities unless otherwise
approved by TNBC and the TAC.

•

If surveys identify an active bank swallow nesting colony that will be impacted by
Conservancy activities, The TNBC shall identify and mark (through construction fencing
or other methods) a boundary 250 feet from the active nesting colony on reserve lands.
No disturbance associated with Conservancy activities shall occur within the 250 foot
marked area of the reserve during the nesting season of May 1 through August 31.
Additionally, disturbance within lh mile upstream or downstream of the colony on
reserve lands will be avoided if the colony is located upon a natural waterway.
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t

Aleutian Canada Goose
•

The Conservancy shall utilize applicable USFWS-approved Aleutian Canada goose
recovery or management plans, and the adaptive management provisions described in
the HCP (see Section VI.F of the HCP), to implement any additional conservation
measures deemed appropriate should use of the Natomas Basin by this species
appreciably increase at any time in the future.

White-faced Ibis

I
t

•

The Conservancy shall utilize applicable USFWS-approved white-faced ibis recovery or
management plans, and the adaptive management provisions described in the HCP (see
Section VI.F of the HCP), to implement any additional conservation measures deemed
appropriate should use of the Natomas Basin by this species appreciably increase at any
time in the future.

•

Disturbance to white-faced ibis nesting colonies will be strictly avoided within the
nesting season (May 15 to August 31 or while birds are present, or until a qualified
biologist, with concurrence of USFWS, has determined that young have fledged or that
the nest is no longer occupied) during the Conservancy reserve development and
management activities unless otherwise approved by the Conservancy and the HCP
TAC. During the nesting season, a foraging buffer shall be identified around any active
nest site to ensure minimal disturbance to the nest and nearby foraging areas on reserve
lands. The buffer area shall be established in consultation with USFWS and CDFG.

Northwestern Pond Turtle

•

1

The Conservancy shall consult with northwestern pond turtle researchers and experts
periodically during implementation of the HCP to determine what, if any, conservation
opportunities for this species might exist within the Conservancy's reserve system. The
Conservancy shall implement such conservation measures through the HCP's adaptive
management provisions as appropriate. Such opportunities might include, but are not
limited to, provision of suitable upland habitat for nesting (e.g., unshaded slopes),
plentiful basking sites (e.g., floating snags), and shallow water with dense emergent and
submergent vegetation for juveniles.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (VELB)

1
I
t%

r

•

During reserve development activities, impacts to VELB habitat will be avoided
whenever possible. Projects will be designed to avoid stands of elderberry bushes and to
avoid isolation of the plants from other nearby populations to the maximum extent
practicable. Preconstruction surveys at the construction impact site will be conducted to
assess the appropriate amount of mitigation.

•

If elderberry plants cannot be avoided, they should be transplanted during the dormant
season (November 1 to February 15) to an area protected in perpetuity and approved by
the USFWS.

•

Replacement seedling plants will be provided at a ratio of 2 to 1 through 5 to 1 depending
on the extent of beetle utilization of the plants moved or lost. An 1,800-square-foot area
will be provided for each transplanted elderberry shrub or every five elderberry seedling
plants.
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California Tiger Salamander
•

The Conservancy shall consult with the HCP TAC and California tiger salamander
researchers and experts periodically during implementation of the HCP to determine
what, if any, additional conservation opportunities for this species might exist within the
proposed habitat reserve system. The Conservancy shall implement such conservation
measures through the HCP's adaptive management provisions as appropriate. Such
opportunities might include, but are not limited to, establishment or creation of wetland
and upland habitats suitable for tiger salamanders within the reserve system (e.g., stock
ponds or "artificial" vernal pools with nearby natural materials for cover such as logs or
large rocks) and, if appropriate, possible relocation and reintroduction of tiger
salamanders into the Natomas Basin.

Western Spadefoot Toad .
•

The Conservancy shall consult with the HCP TAC and western spadefoot toad experts
periodically during implementation of the NBHCP to determine what, if any, additional
conservation opportunities for this species might exist within the Plan's proposed reserve
system. The Conservancy shall implement such conservation measures through the

HCP's adaptive management provisions as appropriate: Within reserve sites,'the
Conservancy shall consider creating habitat that are conducive to the western spadefoot
toads such as areas of slow-moving waters (e.g., pools and plunge pools of small creeks),
short grasses with sandy or gravelly soils, and other grassy areas.

I

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp, Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp, and Midvalley Fairy Shrimp
•

The Conservancy shall consult with the HCP TAC and fairy shrimp and tadpole shrimp
experts periodically during implementation of the HCP to determine what, if any,
additional conservation opportunities for vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole
shrimp, and midvalley fairy shrimp might exist within the habitat reserve system. The
Conservancy shall implement such conservation measures through the HCP's adaptive
management provisions as appropriate.

I

Delta Tule Pea
•

The Conservancy shall evaluate the potential for furthering the conservation of Delta tule
pea within the HCP's reserve system through appropriate means, including but not
limited to, introduction of the plant into suitable locations in the Natomas Basin. The
Conservancy shall implement such conservation measures through the HCP's adaptive
management provisions as appropriate.

•

The Conservancy shall monitor any known -populations of covered plant species within
the Natomas Basin.

Sanford's Arrowhead
•

•
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The Conservancy shall evaluate the potential for and, as appropriate, implement
measures to further the conservation of Sanford's arrowhead within the habitat reserve
system through appropriate means, including but not limited to, introduction of the plant
into suitable locations in the Natomas Basin.
The Conservancy shall monitor any known populations of covered plant species within
the Natomas Basin.
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Other Covered Plant Species
•

I

The Conservancy shall evaluate the potential for and, as appropriate, implement
measures to further the conservation of covered plant species within vernal pool areas in
the Natomas Basin or its habitat reserve system through appropriate means including,
but not limited to, the introduction of Bogg's Lake hedge-hyssop, Sacramento Orcutt
grass, slender Orcutt grass, Colusa grass, and legenere into the vernal pool areas or other
suitable locations in the Natomas Basin.

2.4.6.3 Water Agencies' Conservation Measures
General Conservation Strategies

r
I

RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's primary management efforts focus on keeping the canal
systems functioning in a manner that ensures timely movement of irrigation water for
agricultural purposes and ensures drainage of agricultural water and storm flows from lands
within the Natomas Basin. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual carry out these activities to address
public health and safety concerns and minimize damage to property from flooding. '
Pursuant to the HCP, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would implement best management
practices. These measures would apply to the internal system of canals and ditches in the
Natomas Basin, and would not apply to external flood control levees. These best
management practices are summarized below, and additional detail is provided in the HCP
(Section V.Q.

Canal and Ditch Maintenance

b

The following canal and ditch maintenance practices would be implemented.
•

RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual shall limit canal and ditch maintenance activities
(activities involving excavation, desilting and/or resloping of channel(s) during any
calendar year to not more than ten percent (10 percent) of the total miles of canals and
ditches within each agency's respective service area. Where giant garter snakes are
known to exist, the timing of these activities shall be restricted to after May 1 and before
October 1 in any calendar year. Consistent with this limitation, re-sloping of canals and
ditches by RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and agents under the direct control and acting on
behalf of the agencies, within the agencies' respective service areas, shall be restricted to
one side of the canal or ditch during any calendar year, unless otherwise necessary to
ensure adequate water conveyance.

•

From May 1 to September 30 of any calendar year, before RD 1000, Natomas Mutual and
agents acting on behalf of the agencies, fill or cause to be filled any ditch or canal within
the agencies' respective service areas, the agencies and agents under the direct control
and acting on behalf of the agencies, shall dewater or cause to be dewatered any existing
canal or ditch prior to filling such canal or ditch with soil or other fill material. After
dewatering any such canal or ditch, RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and agents under the
direct control and acting on behalf of the agencies, and water users within the agencies'
respective service areas, shall wait a period of fifteen (15) days prior to filling such a
dewatered canal or ditch.

C

0
I

Mowing
• For any mowing activity by RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and agents under the direct
control and acting on behalf of the agencies, within the agencies' respective service areas
E042002017SAC/161795(002.DOC)
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to control terrestrial vegetative cover on top of, and inside, canal banks to the water line,
the remaining vegetation shall not be less than 6 inches in height measured from the
ground.
Burning
• Burning by RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and agents acting on behalf of the agencies,
within the agencies' respective service areas to control vegetation on ditches and canals
shall be conducted only between October 1 and April 30. Any such burning activities
shall be subject to any and-all laws regarding burning activities.

Detailed Management Plans
•

Recognizing that management and maintenance activities to be conducted by RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual may be modified over time, the agencies shall submit detailed
Channel Management Plans for review and approval by the HCP TAC. Such
management plans shall address the control of vegetation in and around canals, ditches,
and drains by mowing and other measures to provide necessary operation and
maintenance of canals. RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's Management Plans shall be
reviewed and approved by the TAC on a three-year basis.

Education Program
•

RD 1000 and Natornas Mutual, with the assistance and cooperation of CDFG and the
USFWS, shall develop and implement a giant garter snake education and awareness
program.

1

1
t

Traffic
• RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and agents under the direct control and acting on behalf of
the agencies shall minimize unauthorized traffic on road and ditch canal bank roads
through gate closures. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual shall encourage water users within
their respective service areas to minimize unauthorized use of canal and ditch bank
roads.

Emergency Activities
•

Emergency repair activities would generally be exempt from compliance with HCP
requirements.

2.4.7 Monitoring and Adaptive Management
The HCP specifies two types of monitoring to verify progress toward meeting the HCP goals
and objectives: (1) compliance monitoring, and (2) biological effectiveness monitoring. The
permittees are required to conduct compliance monitoring to verify that they are carrying
out the terms of the HCP, ITPs, and IA(s). Compliance monitoring would include the status
of the implementation of the HCP terms and conditions (e.g., financial responsibilities and
obligations, management responsibilities) and other aspects of the HCP, ITPs, and the IA(s).
Biological effectiveness monitoring would evaluate the effects of the Proposed Action and
determine whether the effectiveness of the operating conservation program of the HCP is
consistent with the assumptions and predictions made when the HCP was developed and
approved. Basinwide surveys for giant garter snakes, Swainson's hawks, and other species
are examples of effectiveness monitoring. The HCP provides additional information on the
planned monitoring programs in Section VI.E.
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1

Adaptive management is a process that would allow the HCP's conservation program to be
adjusted during permit term to ensure that the most up-to-date information is being used,
and that the biological goals and objectives are being achieved. The adaptive management
strategy, described in Section VI.F of the HCP, defines the feedback process and incorporates
feedback loops that link implementation and monitoring to a decision-making process.
Future HCP modifications, through the adaptive management process, could be needed as a
result of the following significant uncertainties.
•

New information resulting from monitoring of habitat reserve or other lands in the
Natomas Basin and ongoing research on the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, or
other covered species

•

Recovery strategies under the future USFWS Giant Garter Snake Recovery Plan, CDFG
Swainson's Hawk Recovery Plan, or newly listed covered species recovery plans, that
could differ from the measures currently described in the HCP

•

Minimization and mitigation measures described in the HCP that might need to be
revised based on new information or monitoring data (e.g., marsh configuration and
design; reintroduction of certain plants into reserve areas, etc.)

•

The 2,500-acre and 400-acre minimum habitat block size requirements for wetland
reserves might need to be revised

•

Significant land use changes outside of the reserve system

•

Uncertainties associated with HCP implementation.

i^

I

I

The process by which adaptive management implements changes to the HCP's management
actions, monitoring, and research needs could be implemented in any of the following ways.
For the purposes of the HCP, three approaches will be used:
•

Regularly scheduled periodic evaluations of the HCP monitoring data, other new
scientific information or future recovery plan recommendations by the Conservancy
and/or the HCP TAC and a determination linking the information to the HCP's success
in implementation and achieving the biological goals and objectives

•

Identifying significant measurable threshold limits for each of the adaptive management
objectives that will trigger proposals and solutions requiring a management change

•

Conducting a review at the independent midpoint reviews for land use agencies (see
Section VI.J of the HCP) and the overall program review of 9,000 acres of development
(see Section VI.I of the HCP). These approaches will be used to evaluate the effectiveness
of the established habitats on reserve lands and to implement adjustments to the
operating conservation program, as necessary, in order to achieve the biological goals
and objectives of the HCP, including to address the mitigation requirements for covered
species.

t

1

It is anticipated that the Conservancy will serve as the central data repository of all scientific
data for the HCP throughout the permit term. The data will be used to assist in estimating
incidental take levels, to assist in identifying potential lands for reserves; and will be used by

I
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the Conservancy in determining when and if specific incidental take avoidance measures
and/or Preconstruction surveys are required for individual projects.

2.4.8 Funding
The City and Sutter County will require that habitat reserve acquisition, enhancement,
management, and monitoring activities under the HCP be funded by a one-time, up-front
mitigation fee to be levied upon a development site within their respective permit areas
(see Section VI.B of the HCP). The current mitigation fee is $5,993 per gross acre of
development. Table 2-3 shows the breakdown of this amount.
This current mitigation fee would be adjusted, as necessary, by the land use agency
permittees to account for inflation or deflation using the Consumer Price Index or another
suitable index. It is also required to be directly related to actual operation and land costs in
the basin or must account for HCP revisions resulting from recovery plans and the HCP's
adaptive management provisions.
TABLE 2-3

Composition of Development Fee
Land Acquisition

$3,000

Restoration/Enhancement/Monitoring

I

I
-1

i

I

368
1,555

-^

0 & M Endowment Fund

800

Supplemental Endowment Fund

150

t
^
t

Administration 0 & M

Mitigation Fee Subtotal

$5,873

Fee Collection Administration (2 percent)

120

Total Estimated Fee/Gross Developed Acre (2000$)

$5,993

Source: Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, July 2002.

In addition to the current mitigation fee, a Land Acquisition Premium fee was approved as a
result of the Settlement Agreement to allow limited development to proceed during
completion of the revised HCP. Because the Settlement Agreement targeted specific lands for
acquisition, thereby increasing the costs of land acquisition, an additional Land Acquisition
Premium fee of $4,028 per acre is being assessed for land developed under the Settlement
Agreement, bringing the total current fee to $10,021 per gross acre of development for these
areas.
The Proposed Action requires that the City and Sutter County each adopt ordinances that
require developers to pay a "catch-up" mitigation fee in the event that a developer pays the
mitigation fee prior to issuance of a permit (i.e., grading permit, notice to proceed, or
building permit), and the fee is increased prior to disturbance of the land. The City adopted
such an ordinance on April 3, 2001.
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2.4.9 Unforeseen Circumstances/ "No Surprises"
As discussed in Section 1.5.1.4 of this EIR/EIS, the USFWS has implemented a final rule for its
"No Surprises" policy (63 FR 8859). This policy states that additional conservation measures
will not be required without the consent of the permittee. If unforeseen circumstances that
could adversely affect any of the covered species were to occur within the permit term, then
the permittee would not be required by the USFWS to commit to additional compensation or
restrictions on the natural resources beyond the level provided by the HCP.
Another category of circumstances under the federal "No Surprises" rule is "changed
circumstances." Categories of changed circumstances described in the HCP are: (1) listing of
new species; (2) availability of new scientific information; (3) approval of new recovery plans;
(4) problems in implementing the HCP; (5) fire, flood, or drought; (6) invasion of non-native
species (both plant and animal); (7) changes in water availability; and (8) toxic spills and
illegal dumping of toxic materials, and (9) non-participation by a land use agency. The HCP
(see Section VI.K.3 of the HCP) describes actions to be taken for these categories of changed
circumstances.

2.4.10 Overall Program Review and Midpoint Review
The HCP contains provisions for both overall program review at 9,000 acres of development
(see Section VI.I) and independent midpoint review for the City and Sutter County (see
Section VI.J). The purpose of the overall program review is to evaluate the HCP's status
relative to several factors, its effectiveness, and its equitableness with respect to the relative
responsibilities borne by each of the permittees. Specific factors to be addressed in the overall
program review include the following.

Y

I
^

c

•

Status and population trends of the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, and all other
covered species within the HCP plan area, especially with respect to those biological
factors that are directly affected by covered activities

•

Status and effectiveness of the habitat reserve system, including its buffer and setback
requirements

•

The HCP's success in meeting the 2,500- and 400-acre-minimum habitat block size
requirements

•

Status and effectiveness of the HCP's funding mechanisms

•

Relative status and distribution of developed lands and reserved lands within each of the
land use agency jurisdictions

•

Success of the 25 percent managed marsh, 50 percent rice land use for supporting giant
garter snakes

•

Compliance of the water agencies with approved canal and ditch maintenance practices

If the findings of. the overall program review monitoring results, new scientific data, or an
adopted Giant Garter Snake Recovery Plan (see Section VI.H of the HCP) indicate, the
managed marsh component of wetland reserves could be increased to 75 percent within sites
acquired subsequent to the review of the overall species monitoring results, determination or
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adaptation necessary to respond to the Giant Garter Snake Recovery Plan, or Recovery Plan
adoption.
In addition to the overall program review requirement, both the City and Sutter County will
conduct independent midpoint reviews as development occurs within each permit area.
These independent midpoint reviews would address the factors noted above for the overall
program review, and could also result in a determination to increase the managed marsh
component of the reserves from 25 percent to 75 percent.

I
1,
I

2.5 Approach to Developing Alternatives
This section presents the approach to developing alternatives, including a summary of
alternatives considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIR/EIS. CEQA
and NEPA both require that alternatives to a project be considered during environmental
review. The lead agencies developed a list of alternatives based on the following criteria:

•

Purpose and need/objectives. A range of alternatives was developed that would allow
the lead agencies to meet the purpose and need/objectives, as described in Section 1.4,
and the HCP's biological goals and objectives, as described in Section 2.4.4.

•

Ability to mitigate/substantially reduce impacts. The Proposed Action is based on the
conservation needs of species, including giant garter snakes and Swainsoh's hawks.
Alternatives were considered that would: (1) increase the number, size, and habitat value
of the habitat reserve system (e.g., by increasing mitigation requirements); and

(2) substantially reduce the potential for incidental take during the covered activities
(e.g., by reducing development levels).
•

•

Feasibility. Alternatives were considered that might be feasible to implement. For the
EIR/EIS, "feasibility" was considered broadly in order to promote a wide range of
alternatives. Factors affecting feasibility include the ability to acquire lands for habitat
reserves (e.g., purchase from willing sellers, condemnation), potential increases in
housing costs, and the ability to carry out the planning goals of the North Natomas
Community Plan and other plans. The final determination of feasibility would be made
during the adoption of a preferred alternative.
Reasonable Range. CEQA and NEPA both require that a reasonable range of alternatives
to the proposed project or the location of the project be considered. For this EIR/EIS, the
determination of a "reasonable range" was based on whether the alternative:
(1) accomplishes the purpose and need and achieves most of the basic project purposes
and objectives (see Section 1.4) and biological goals and objectives (see Section 2.4.4); (2)
has the ability to reduce impacts; (3) is feasible to implement; and (4) is reasonable. The
lead agencies also considered: (1) the type of action (i.e., the issuance of take permits and
the implementation of the HCP); (2) the issues raised during public scoping and in the
Court Opinion (see Chapter 1); and (3) the ability of the alternatives to promote informed
decisionmaking by, the lead and responsible agencies.

I
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On the basis of the above screening criteria, 12 alternatives were initially developed for the
EIR/EIS. Seven of the 12 alternatives were not carried forward for further review because
they did not meet the purpose and need (see Sections 1.4 and 2.4.4), were outside the scope of
the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIR/EIS, or were incorporated into another alternative
evaluated in detail in this document. The seven alternatives not carried forward in the
EIR/EIS are:
•

Change in Permit Duration. The proposed 50-year term would be changed to 25 or
75 years under this alternative.

•

No Out-of-Basin Mitigation. Acquisition of habitat reserves would only be allowed to
occur within the Natomas Basin.

•

Sacramento County Participation. Under this alternative, Sacramento County would
participate in the Natomas Basin process as an applicant.

•

Development Cap. No new development within the Natomas Basin over 17,500 acres
would be allowed.

•

Increased Mitigation Fee. Under this alternative, the mitigation fee charged to new
development would be increased.

•

Acquire Active Habitat Only. The Conservancy would only acquire lands as habitat
reserves that are currently active habitat for the covered species.

•

Fixed Reserves. Specific parcels would be identified for acquisition into the system of
habitat reserves.

2.6 EIR/EIS Alternatives

'I

I
^
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The alternatives carried forward for analyses in this EIR/EIS are briefly summarized below
and described in detail in Sections 2.6.1 through 2.6.5. The Proposed Action presented in
Section 2.4 is the preferred alternative. Alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in
accordance with NEPA's requirements for the treatment of alternatives at an equal level of
detail are presented below. Each of the alternatives is assessed in Chapter 4: Environmental
Consequences, in the context of joint participation by permittees as well as on the basis of
individual implementation.
•

r
1
I
I

Alternative 1: Increased Mitigation. The required mitigation ratio of habitat land to urban
development would be increased from 0.5:1 to 1:1. This alternative is being evaluated at a
detailed level of analysis in this EIR/EIS because it would lessen the environmental

impacts of the Proposed Action on special status species and would achieve the project
objectives for biological conservation by doubling the lands acquired for habitat reserves
and, therefore, increasing the level of mitigation relative to the Proposed Action.
•

Alternative 2: Habitat-based Mitigation. Mitigation would be based on the habitat value
of the land to be developed, and would include up to a 3:1 ratio for the highest-value
habitat for giant garter snakes. This alternative is being evaluated at a detailed level of
analysis in this EIR/EIS because it would lessen the environmental impacts of the
Proposed Action on special status species and would achieve the project objectives for
biological conservation by doubling the lands acquired for habitat reserves and,
therefore, increasing the level of mitigation relative to the Proposed Action.
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•

Alternative 3: Reserve Zones. Specific reserve areas would be the focus of acquisition
activities. These zones would focus acquisition efforts on areas that have the greatest
conservation and restoration potential for giant garter snakes and Swainson's hawks and
other covered species. This alternative is being evaluated at a detailed level of analysis in
this EIR/EIS because of its ability to minimize and mitigate impacts to covered species to
the maximum extent practicable for purposes of Section 10(a)(1)(B) permits and to
'minimize and mitigate fully the impacts to covered species under Section 2081 of the
California Fish and Game Code.

•

Alternative 4: Reduced Potential for Incidental Take. Development in the City and Sutter
County would be reduced in order to reduce the extent of development-related habitat
impacts and incidental take. The purpose of Alternative 4 is to reduce potential impacts
to covered species and their habitat (and thereby decrease the potential for incidental
take) by reducing the footprint of urban development.

•

Alternative 5: No Action Alternative. No take permits would be issued to the City, Sutter
County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, or Natomas Mutual, and a comprehensive HCP
would not be implemented. This alternative is considered because of the NEPA and
CEQA requirements for a No Action/No Project alternative.

2.6.1 Alternative 1: Increased Mitigation
Under Alternative 1, the approach to mitigation would be similar to the Proposed Action in
that it would include the payment of in-lieu mitigation fees and acquisition of reserve lands by
the Conservancy. This alternative differs from the Proposed Action because the mitigation
ratio of habitat land to urban development would be increased from the Proposed Action's
ratio of 1/2 acre of mitigation lands for 1 acre of development (i.e., 0.5:1) to 1 acre of habitat
reserves for every acre of planned land use development (i.e., 1:1). The development limit for
the City, Sutter County, and Metro Air Park would remain at 17,500 acres as described in the
HCP, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire 17,500 acres of
habitat reserves. Doubling the amount of land to be acquired would require increasing the
mitigation fee. With the exception of potential increases in reserve acquisition, all other
components of the proposed conservation strategy (e.g., reserve management, plan
implementation) would not change relative to the Proposed Action. The requirement for one
contiguous reserve block of 2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be
acquired to ensure that they form 400-acre contiguous reserve blocks. Similar to the Proposed
Action, the mitigation requirement would not be based on the habitat value of the land
developed, and the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or
outside of the basin subject to the 20 percent limitation prescribed in the HCP.

2.6.2 Alternative 2: Habitat-based Mitigation
Under Alternative 2, the mitigation ratio (i.e., the acres of reserve lands that would be
acquired compared with the acres of land to be developed) would be based on the habitat
value of the lands to be developed. This differs from the Proposed Action, which is based on
a fixed mitigation ratio of 0.5:1 (i.e., l/z acre of reserve land would be acquired for each acre of
land developed). (Under the Proposed Action, 17,500 acres of development would result in
8,750 acres of habitat reserve lands acquired.)
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Alternative 2 was developed using the land use database discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this
EIR/EIS. Standard categories of existing land uses and a GIS database were developed to
provide a framework for predicting future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin (see Section
3.4 and 4.4). Standard mitigation ratios for giant garter snakes and Swainson's hawks from the
USFWS and the CDFG were then applied to the habitat conditions on the lands to be
developed. These mitigation rations under this alternative are shown in Table 2-4. As a result
of applying the ratios in Table 2-4, approximately 17,763 acres would be acquired as habitat
reserves (compared with 8,750 that would be acquired under the Proposed Action).
TABLE 2-4

Mitigation Requirements Under Alternative 2

I
H
E

I

Giant Garter Snake
Lands Requiring Mitigation

Swainson's Hawk

Mitigation Ratioa

Lands Requiring Mitigation

Mitigation Ratiob

Drainage canals, water
delivery canals

3:1

Lands within 1 mile of an active
nest tree

1:1

Rice fields

1:1

Lands within 1 to 5 miles of an
active nest tree

0.75:1

Areas within 5 to 10 miles of an
active nest tree

0.5:1

a

b

Source: Programmatic Formal Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Projects with
Relative Small Effects on the Giant Garter Snake within Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Fresno, Merced, Sacramento,
San Joaquin, Solano, Stanislaus, Sutter and Yolo Counties, California (USFWS, 1997b).
Source: Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson's Hawks in the Central Valley of California
(CDFG, 1994a).

This preliminary estimate is based on the giant garter snake habitat and active Swainson's
hawk nests on 17,500 acres of urban development (including lands that have been developed
subsequent to the approval of the 1997 Natomas Basin HCP), both within the City and Sutter
County as well as the Metro Air Park project. Within this development area, there are
approximately 8,475 acres of rice fields, 404 acres of drainage canals and water conveyance
facilities that would be developed, and 4,746 acres within one mile of a Swainson's hawk nest
excluding rice lands subject to giant garter snake mitigation requirements. The remainder of
the development area is within 5 miles of a Swainson's hawk nest, and totals 4,438 acres not
including rice lands subject to giant garter snake mitigation requirements.
Similar to the Proposed Action, this alternative would include the payment of mitigation fees
and the acquisition of reserve lands by the Conservancy. In addition, Alternative 2 is
comparable to the Proposed Action in that lands would be acquired within the Natomas
Basin from willing sellers, or outside of the basin, subject to the 20 percent limit (see

Section IV.C.2.b of the.HCP). Site-specific management plans also would be developed as the
reserve lands are acquired, and these reserve lands would be subject to the same
requirements described in the HCP.

I
^
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2.6.3 Alternative 3: Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 would establish specific reserve zones that would be prioritized during the
process of acquiring lands for habitat reserves. These reserve zones would be outside the
North and South Natomas Community Plan areas and outside of Sutter County's
Industrial-Commercial Reserve. In keeping with the general mitigation approach of the
Proposed Action, land acquisition would occur based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio (i.e., 0.5 acres
E042002017SACl161795(002.DOC)
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of habitat reserves for each 1 acre of land developed). Other HCP measures (e.g., minimum
block sizes, setbacks) would apply as well. Alternative 3 differs from the Proposed Action,
however, in that reserve acquisition would focus on five overlapping zones that are
distributed throughout the Natomas Basin based on the habitat needs of giant garter snakes
and Swainson's hawks (Figure 2-5), rather than on the HCP's broad requirement to mitigate
generally within the basin.
Two zones are identified for upland reserve acquisition to benefit Swainson's hawks. Under
the Reserve Zone Alternative, 1/2 of the required upland reserve acquisitions, or 1,094 acres,
would occur in the Swainson's hawk zone (one mile inland from the Sacramento River), and
one-quarter of the upland reserve acquisitions, or 547 acres, would occur in the northeastern
grassland portion of the Natomas Basin. Remaining upland habitats could be acquired
elsewhere in the basin. This reserve zone approach emphasizes the Swainson's hawk zone
while allowing for the restoration of nesting and foraging habitat in the northeastern area.
The primary giant garter snake zones are in the interior of the basin, and generally
correspond to lands in rice production. Three specific zones are identified for acquisition of
rice lands and managed marsh reserves to benefit giant garter snakes: (1) 50 percent of the
required rice/wetland reserves (3,281 acres) would be acquired in the northwest zone,
generally north of Elverta Road and west of S.R. 99; (2) 25 percent of the rice/wetland
reserves (1,641 acres) would be acquired in "Snake Alley" east of S.R. 99 between Elkhorn
Boulevard and the county line; and (3) 12.5 percent of the rice/wetland reserves (820 acres)
would be acquired near Fisherman's Lake. Remaining rice/wetland reserves (820 acres)
could be acquired anywhere in the basin. These reserve zones focus the Conservancy's
acquisition strategy on key remaining giant garter snake habitat areas in the Natomas Basin.
The HCP requires that the individual reserves be at least 400 acres in size, and that one
reserve block be at least 2,500 acres in size. The five key zones described above would allow
for the minimum reserve sizes to be met, as follows.

•
•
•
•

Swainson's hawk zone: two 400-acre reserve blocks
Eastern portion of the Natomas Basin: one 400-acre reserve block
Fisherman's Lake area: two 400-acre reserve blocks
"Snake Alley:" four 400-acre reserve blocks

•

Northwestern portion of the Natomas Basin: one 2,500-acre reserve block and one
400-acre reserve block

The remaining mitigation acreage could be met within these five zones or elsewhere in the
Natomas Basin.

2.6.4 Alternative 4: Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Alternative 4 would reduce potential impacts to covered species and habitat by reducing the
footprint of urban development. This alternative is based on the midpoint review provision
in the HCP (see Section VI.I of the HCP) that is designed to evaluate the performance and
effectiveness of the HCP during its implementation. The program review would be
completed before development exceeds 12,000 acres.
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Urban development would be reduced from 17,500 acres (under the Proposed Action) to
12,000 acres under this Alternative 4. Developable acreage would be reduced proportionally
overall for the City and Sutter County (i.e., specific development parcels are not identified).
Using the 0.5:1 mitigation ratio, development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would
result in the acquisition of 6,000 acres of habitat reserves. Other than the decrease in
developable acreage (and the commensurate decrease in reserve lands acquired), all other
aspects of the Proposed Action would remain the same for Alternative 4. To ensure adequate
funding under a reduced development scenario, the mitigation fees would need to be
recalculated.

2.6.5 Alternative 5: No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, no incidental take authorization would be issued to the
City, Sutter County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, or Natomas Mutual by the USFWS and
CDFG, and no comprehensive HCP would be implemented. Planned land development
would continue as outlined in Section 2.3 (e.g., 8,050 acres within the City, 1,983 acres
associated with Metro Air Park, and 9,588 acres within Sutter County). Implementation of an
overall conservation strategy would not occur in the Natomas Basin. In the absence of a
comprehensive habitat conservation program, the needs of listed species would be addressed
on a project-by-project basis. In the absence of this comprehensive approach, the No Action
Alternative would result in the following habitat conservation planning approaches:

•

Where development would affect lands that have sensitive species, individual
landowners could prepare project-specific HCPs with the USFWS (through Section
10(a)(1)(b) of the ESA) and the CDFG (through Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code).

•

If project-specific HCPs were not prepared, the USFWS would also have the opportunity
to prescribe project-specific mitigation as part of the ACOE's wetlands permitting
process. Such mitigation would likely include a combination of onsite preservation,
purchase of credits in a mitigation bank, and construction timing restrictions. This
process would focus on federally listed threatened or endangered species (e.g., giant
garter snake, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, vernal pool invertebrates), and would not
include Swainson's hawks and other non-federally listed species.

•

The CDFG's regulatory process could provide an opportunity for protection measures to
be implemented for state-listed species such as the giant garter snake and Swainson's
hawk. Site-specific protection measures required under a Streambed Alteration
Agreement are likely to include restrictions on the timing of construction activities in
giant garter snake habitat and around Swainson's hawk nest trees.

•

Individual landowners would be required to implement the CEQA mitigation measures
adopted by the City or Sutter County as part of: (1) the North or South Natomas
Community Plans and their associated EIRs; (2) the proposed South Sutter County
Specific Plan and the associated EIR; or (3) individual project-specific CEQA review.
These measures are expected to be consistent with the project-specific mitigation
requirements of the USFWS and CDFG.
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It is not likely that non-listed species would receive protection. In addition, no
comprehensive system of reserves would be established under the No Action Alternative

E042002017SACl161795(002.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

2-53

CHAPTER 2: PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

unless established independently by the Conservancy as mitigation banks. The
Conservancy's operating mandate under the 1997 Natomas Basin HCP would be confined to
managing lands already acquired.

2.7 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration
Twelve alternatives to the Proposed Action were considered. A subsequent review resulted
in the determination that seven do not meet one or more of the criteria established in Sections
1.4 and 2.5 and that five would be analyzed in detail (see Section 2.6). The seven alternatives
considered but eliminated from analysis are: (1) change in permit duration; (2) prohibiting
out-of-basin mitigation;. (3) Sacramento County participation; (4) development cap;
(5) increased mitigation. fee; (6) acquire active habitat only; and (7) fixed reserves.

2.7.1 Change in Permit Duration
Changing the duration of the proposed take permits could entail either an increased (e.g.,
75 years) or decreased period (e.g., 25 years) in which the covered activities related to
development and water agencies' activities could occur and in which the HCP measures
would'be applicable within a given permittee's jurisdiction. This alternative was raised
during the scoping process, but is not being carried forward for detailed analysis because a
shorter permit term (e.g., 25 years) would not allow adequate time for the habitat reserve
system to be fully developed and assessed for effectiveness. Specifically, a shorter permit
term would not allow for appropriate application and interpretation of site-specific
management actions using the HCP's adaptive management and monitoring provisions.
Conversely, if the permit term were longer (e.g., 75 years), the data used to assess possible
modifications to.the management measures would be outdated or invalid and, therefore,
inadequate to rely on for decisions made so far into the future. This alternative, therefore,
would not meet the purpose and need to: (1) implement monitoring programs with
qualitative and/or quantitative monitoring methods to evaluate management objectives and
strategies for the reserve system, (2) increase the diversity and abundance of covered species
on reserve lands, and (3) revise the reserve design and management based on the most
current biological data.
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2.7.2 Prohibiting Out-of-Basin Mitigation
This alternative was also raised during the scoping meetings. It would require that all lands
acquired for mitigation be located in the Natomas Basin. This alternative was eliminated
because it would be inconsistent with the land acquisiti on directive principles from the
Conservancy's bylaws, which include purchasing lands from willing sellers (including those
not limited to lands within the Natomas Basin). In addition, the HCP states that all efforts
would be made to maximize the purchase of mitigation lands in the Natomas Basin. The
option to acquire land outside the basin, however, would help the Conservancy maximize its
ability to leverage its available resources into habitat benefits and not be constrained to
purchase lands at costs that are inflated because of speculation. As described in
Section 2.4.5.6, reserves would be established in Area B only if the reserve could support a
population of giant garter snakes, Swainson's hawks, or other covered species.
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2.7.3 Sacramento County Participation
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During the public scoping period for this project (January 2001), several comments requested
that Sacramento County participate in the habitat conservation planning effort. At this time,
proposed development in unincorporated Sacramento County is limited to the Metro Air
Park project (see Section 1.2.1). As described in Section 1.2.1, the Metro Air Park Property
Owners' Association prepared a separate HCP for Metro Air Park and an ITP was issued on
February 21, 2002.
Approximately 16,000 acres of land remain in unincorporated Sacramento County, excluding
Sacramento International Airport. This area is outside of the County's Urban Services
Boundary, which means that development is not planned in the foreseeable future.
Sacramento County is currently considering a long-term proposal, however, to amend its
Urban Services Boundary to include an additional 6,519 acres of land in the Natomas Basin
because of property owner interest in developing this area. At this time, the planning effort
does not include a specific land use plan; rather it is intended to provide policy direction on
urbanization for regional infrastructure purposes.
The City of Sacramento also is considering the possibility of future development in this area.
The City's General Plan Amendment and Comprehensive Annexation Program describe the
potential for annexation and development in portions of the currently unincorporated
Natomas Basin, and present the option of creating a one-mile permanent open-space buffer
east of the Sacramento River and south of the Sutter County line.
In response to these ongoing efforts, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County engaged
in a long-range planning effort regarding the City's Sphere of Influence and would guide
future annexation proposals involving up to 10,000 acres of land in the Natomas Basin directly
north of Elkhorn Boulevard. This land is not covered as authorized development nor is it
evaluated as planned development in the HCP or this EIlZ/EIS. Specific land uses which could
be developed pursuant to the conceptual Sphere of Influence Study have not been proposed.
Moreover, specific proposals to annex lands have not been identified. Any future specific
proposals related to the annexation and development of these lands would be subject to further
planning efforts, technical analyses, CEQA review, and public hearings and approvals by the
City Council of the City of Sacramento, the County of Sacramento Board of Supervisors, and
the Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO). In addition, any lands proposed for
development beyond those included in the proposed HCP would require a new effects
analysis and/or re-evaluation of the HCP, a new or amended conservation strategy, separate
consultation with USFWS and CDFG and issuance of incidental take permits. These approvals
would also be subject to the preparation of appropriate environmental analysis and mitigation
measures to address project specific and cumulative impacts of additional development in the
Natomas Basin. The HCP evaluated as part of the Proposed Action in this EIR/EIS focuses on
the 17,500 acres of planned development analyzed in previous environmental documents
discussed in Section 4.1.3. The proposed HCP and this environmental analysis is based on the
impacts of the proposed authorized development of 15,517 acres of development in the City of
Sacramento and Sutter County permit areas and 1,983 acres of Metro Air Park development
for a total of 17,500 acres of development in the Natomas Basin. Mitigation measures have
specifically been developed to reduce the impacts associated with 17,500 acres of development
in the Basin. The potential for future annexation proposals by the City is discussed in more
detail in Section 4.1.2, Approach to Cumulative Impact Assessment.
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Although Sacramento County has decided not to participate in or file an ITP application in
connection with the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIR/EIS, the HCP contains provisions
that would allow other permittees (including Sacramento County or other entities) to
participate in the HCP at some future unknown time (see Section I.B.5 of the HCP). Other
than the development proposals described in Section 4.1.2.3 of this EIR/EIS, no specific
proposals for development in the Sacramento County portion of the Natomas Basin have
been proposed. If potential permittees were to seek coverage for incidental take, approving
either the Natomas Basin HCP or some other HCP, additional environmental review would
be required. Because Sacramento County has elected to not participate in the HCP at this
time, the County cannot be compelled to participate in the HCP. Accordingly, this alternative
is not being carried forward for detailed analysis.

2.7.4 Development Cap
The USFWS is responding to an application submitted by the City and Sutter County for
coverage of up to 17,500 acres of urban development. This development acreage corresponds
to planned land development in the Natomas Basin, including buildout of the City's North
and South Natomas Community Plan areas, Metro Air Park, and a substantial portion of
Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial Reserve (see Section 2.2 for a discussion of the permit
areas for each of the permittees in the Proposed Action. Also see the discussion of cumulative
impacts in Section 2.7.3 above and in Chapter 4 for a discussion of other future potential (but
as yet speculative) urban development outside the parameters of the Proposed Action
evaluated in this EIR/EIS.)
During the public scoping period for this EIR/EIS, several comments stated that no urban
development beyond that which is discussed as a covered activity in this EIR/EIS (see
Section 2.2) should be allowed. Although additional development (i.e., development not
contemplated as part of the covered activities for this Proposed Action) could occur at some
future unknown time, such development is speculative, and the applicants (permittees) cannot
be compelled to curb land use planning that addresses development that could occur
subsequent to the development currently proposed (see Section 2.3) and for which
environmental review has occurred (see Chapters 3 and 4). In addition, any future proposed
development would be subject to a series of environmental reviews and clearances not within
the scope of the current Proposed Action. In addition,.even if land use agencies instituted
limits to future development within their authority, such action would neither increase
mitigation requirements for the Proposed Action nor reduce the potential for incidental take
(which is currently addressed in the context of the General Plans of the City, Sacramento
County, and Sutter County, and not speculative future actions-see Chapters 3 and 4).

2.7.5 Increased Mitigation Fee
During the public scoping process, several comments were received on the adequacy of the
proposed mitigation fee. The need to increase the mitigation fee can be described either in
terms of ensuring the adequate implementation of the proposed mitigation program, or in
terms of increasing the amount of required mitigation.
The need for increased mitigation is considered in the analysis of Alternative 1, which would
prescribe a 1:1 mitigation ratio rather than the 0.5:1 ratio in the Proposed Action. Alternative 1
would require that the :mitigation fee be raised to cover the costs of acquiring additional
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habitat reserves. The need for an increased mitigation fee is, therefore, included for
consideration in Alternative 1. Ensuring the adequacy of the mitigation fee for the selected
alternative, however, is a decision that will be made by the USFWS and CDFG during their
permit review process, based on their respective criteria. It is important to note that there is
no cap on the proposed mitigation fee, and that adjustments to the fee can occur as described
in Section VI.B of the HCP. The Proposed Action, therefore, already allows for increases in
the HCP fee to fund the implementation of the HCP.

2.7.6 Acquire Active Habitat Only
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During the public scoping period, several commentors suggested the need to focus habitat
acquisition on areas actively used by the covered species, potentially including areas
proposed for development. Most of the comments to this effect focused on Fisherman's Lake
and the surrounding area. In accordance with the May 10, 2001, Settlement Agreement, at
least 100 acres of land would be acquired on the west side of Fisherman's Lake, and the
buffer on the east side of Fisherman's Lake could be expanded from 200 feet to 800 feet.
Fisherman's Lake itself is part of RD 1000's primary drainage system and would be managed
in accordance with the water agency conservation measures proposed in the HCP. These
measures could be modified as a result of ongoing efforts pursuant to the Settlement
Agreement to develop a comprehensive management program for Fisherman's Lake,
including the needs of the giant garter snake. As of December 2001, a 140-acre property has
been acquired west of Fisherman's Lake per the requirements of the Settlement Agreement.
The HCP's acquisition criteria emphasize lands considered for acquisition should have
existing or potential wetland habitat values, among other criteria (Section IV.C.3.b). This
suggests equal weighting between current habitat areas and areas that could be restored. The
altered landscape of the Natomas Basin limits the ability to mitigate using existing habitat
only, especially because of the lack of natural wetland areas, and mandates that restoration
(e.g., conversion to managed marsh) be a key strategy of HCP implementation. Accordingly,
an alternative that limits the reserve acquisition options to active habitat would be
inconsistent with the purpose and need because it would not conform to the biological goals
and objectives specified in the HCP.

2.7.7 Fixed Reserves
During the public scoping process, several commentors stated that specific reserve areas
should be identified in the HCP, and that the land use agencies should exercise their eminent
domain powers to acquire these areas. The May 10, 2001, Settlement Agreement provides a
fixed reserve zone for the Fisherman's Lake area (see Section 2.4.6), and also provides for the
City's possible use of eminent domain to acquire the total amount of lands required per the
Settlement Agreement. Applying this approach for the remainder of HCP implementation,
however, is considered infeasible because of the concern that speculation would artificially
inflate land costs and, therefore, limit the Conservancy's ability to acquire lands within the
Natomas Basin. In addition, inflating land costs and limiting lands available for purchase
would be inconsistent with the Conservancy's objectives to: (1) promote opportunities for
covered species to expand in the Natomas Basin; (2) implement a flexible conservation
program; and (3) increase the opportunity for reproductive success of covered species.
Accordingly, this alternative is not being carried forward for detailed analysis.
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In preparing this EIR/EIS, an attempt was made to balance the need to avoid identifying
fixed reserve boundaries with the desire to focus land acquisition on key targeted areas. This
resulted in the development of Alternative 3, the Reserve Zone Alternative. This alternative,
which is considered in detail in this EIR/EIS, identifies key areas for acquisition, based on
biological suitability and the need to meet minimum reserve sizes, without specifically
identifying parcels to be acquired.

2.8 Environmentally Preferable/Superior Alternative
Both CEQA and NEPA require the identification of an environmentally preferable (CEQ
NEPA Guidelines, Section 1505.2(b)) or superior (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126(e)(2))
alternative. The environmentally preferable and superior alternative is Alternative 2,
Habitat-based Mitigation, because this alternative provides the greatest mitigation
(i.e., 17,763 acres of habitat reserves).
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3.1. Introduction
This chapter presents the baseline conditions for resources in the study area that would be
potentially affected by the Proposed Action. The baseline for analysis of impacts in
Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences, is the existing conditions in the study area as of
2001. Using the initial baseline conditions for the USFWS's environmental assessment (EA)
prepared for the previous 1997 HCP as a starting point, a land use and habitat database was
assembled to update the 1997 conditions. Standard categories of existing land uses and a
GIS database were developed to provide a snapshot of existing conditions in the study area
as of 2001. Additional information available since 1997 and field data gathered in 2001 were
used to supplement and update the 1997 data. The database includes land use data from the
Department of Water Resources, the City of Sacramento, and Sutter County. Development
of the GIS database and its components is discussed in detail in Section 3.4, Biological
Resources.
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As described in Section 2.2, the study area for this EIR/EIS comprises the Natomas Basin
and Area B. The Natomas Basin is in the northwestern part of Sacramento County and
southern Sutter County, and is delineated by the Natomas Cross Canal on the north, Garden
Highway on the south, the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek) on the
east, and the Sacramento River on the west (see Figure 1-1). Area B includes approximately
60,000 acres in southeastern Sutter County (see Figure 2-3).

The environmental analysis is focused on the following key resources of concern:
•

Geology and Soils. Section 3.2 presents the general geology and soil characteristics of
the study area, focusing on erosion potential.

•

Water. Section 3.3 describes water. supply, water quality, and flood control conditions in
the study area.

•

Biological Resources. Section 3.4 presents the habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin
and a list of species considered in the analysis.

•

Cultural Resources. Section 3.5 describes known archaeological and historical resource
conditions in the study area.

•

Land Use. Section 3.6 summarizes relevant local land use plans and policies. In addition,
this section describes baseline land use conditions, including agricultural resources.

•

Socioeconomics. Section 3.7 describes local and regional social and economic conditions
(e.g., population, employment).

•

Traffic. Section 3.8 presents traffic conditions in the study area.

•

Noise. Section 3.9 describes ambient noise levels in the study area.
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•

Air Quality. Section 3.10 describes regional air quality conditions.

•

Public Health and Safety. Section 3.11 presents the regulatory setting regarding the
potential conflicts between waterfowl and air traffic from Sacramento International
Airport.

I

Preliminary review of potential impacts of the Proposed Action and the other alternatives
concluded that several categories of impacts would be less than significant. These categories
and the reasons they would be less than significant are briefly described below, but
additional analysis is not warranted. This determination is consistent with the CEQA
criteria for establishing effect (CEQA Appendix G, Environmental Checklist Form).

I

•

Aesthetics. Impacts from implementing the habitat conservation measures of the
Proposed Action would not result in significant impacts primarily because the habitat
reserves would not significantly alter the existing visual landscape or the existing visual
character of the study area. The HCP conservation measures would not change the
existing visual landscape, and the creation of habitat reserves would result in a visual
condition that is similar to the existing agricultural land use. Development of habitat
reserves is also anticipated to include agricultural operations and activities that are
consistent with existing agricultural practices conducted under the No Action
Alternative. Both the City and Sutter County determined that the visual and aesthetic
impacts of the new urban development in the Natomas Basin would be less than
significant with mitigation.

•

Mineral Resources. Mineral resource values in the study area are low. In addition,
development of the habitat reserves would not preclude the extraction of mineral
resources.

•

Public Utilities and Services. With the exception of water resources (discussed in
Section 3.3), development of the habitat reserves would not affect public utilities and
service systems such as sewer, solid waste, police, fire, and school services because the
criteria for reserve acquisition, as specified in Section IV C.2.a of the HCP,'specify
setbacks from urban areas and other considerations that are designed to avoid impacts
on significant public utilities. Creation of habitat reserves would not generate demand
for schools and would not substantially affect rural police and fire services. Impacts
associated with urban development were found to be less than significant, with
mitigation, by the City and Sutter County.

•

Recreation. The HCP conservation measures do not include residential development
that would increase demands for recreation facilities. A slight beneficial impact is
expected if public use of the habitat reserves is allowed. The City determined that
recreation impacts associated with urban development would be less than significant,
and Sutter County determined that there would be no impact.

The affected environment discussion in Chapter 3 summarizes information on the resources
in the study area. This information is largely based on the following reports that address the
resources of the Natomas Basin in relation to planned development activities:
•
•

3-2

Draft EIR for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update (City of Sacramento, 1987)
Draft Supplement to the 1986 North Natomas Community Plan EIR (City of Sacramento, 1993)
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•
•
•

Draft EIR for the South Natomas Community Plan (City of Sacramento, 1988c)
Draft EIR for the Sutter County General Plan Revision (Sutter County, 1996c)
Draft EIR for the North Natomas Comprehensive Drainage Plan (City of Sacramento, 1996b)

If other sources of information particular to a certain resource are used, then these sources
are noted in the specific resource section.

3.2 Geology and Soils
This section describes the geology and soil types of the study area and potential geologic
and soil hazards.

3.2.1 Area Geology
The study area is within the Great Valley geomorphic province, which is a geologic term
that describes the Central Valley of California. The study area is typical of the gentle
flatlands of the Sacramento Valley and is at a general elevation of 20 feet.
The Great Valley province is composed of thick, generally flat-lying sedimentary rock
overlain by alluvial soils. Surface sediments within the study area are primarily comprised
of the Victor Formation, recent floodplain deposits, and recent basin deposits. Formed of a
variety of river-borne sediments during the Ice Age, the Victor Formation extends in a broad
plain between the Sacramento River and Sierra Nevada. Subsequent weathering has formed
a near-surface hardpan within the Victor Formation, enabling only moderate to low
rainwater infiltration.

Floodplain deposits consist of unconsolidated silts, sands, and clays formed from the
flooding of the American and Sacramento rivers prior to construction of drainage channels
within the last 135 years. Deposits are distributed proximate to the current river channels
and extend throughout the Natomas Basin. Basin deposits are beds of unconsolidated clay
formed in sink areas of low permeability.

3.2.2 Area Soil Types
The study area is composed of predominantly clayey soils that are somewhat poorly to
poorly drained. There is a seasonally high water table throughout the area, and the soil is
protected from flooding by a system of levees. The topography is level to nearly level
resulting in low runoff potential. The soils are deep to very deep with a cemented hardpan
or duripan.

Lime, silica, and manganese concretions are common. Montmorillonitic clays cause
slickensides and high shrink-swell potential. High clay content and hardpans cause many of
the soils to have moderately slow to slow permeability. Siltstone underlies these soils
formed from mixed alluvium. Common soil series are the Clear Lake and Capay series
(USDA, 1993).
Floodplain soils are closest to the Sacramento River in the Natomas Basin and the Bear River
in Area B. Floodplain soils can be sandy, silty, loamy, or clayey. Flooding over time washes
much sediment downstream resulting in varied and constantly changing soils. Backswamps
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create soils with high organic matter. Examples of floodplain soils are the Columbia,
Cosumnes, and Scribner soil series (USDA, 1993).
On the east side of the Natomas Basin, the San Joaquin soil series exists on low terraces. The
,San Joaquin series has a fine sandy loam to silt loam surface over a clay pan. It is moderately
deep and moderately well drained, but is slowly permeable (USDA, 1993).

3.2.3 Geologic and Soil Hazards
3.2.2.1 Faults and Seismicity
Active and potentially active faults generally are classified based on evidence of surface
displacement within a period of time. Active faults generally have shown evidence of
surface displacement within the last 11,000 years (within the Holocene epoch). Potentially
active faults generally have shown evidence of surface displacement within 1.6 million years
(within the Quaternary period). Faults that do not meet the criteria for being classified as
active or potentially active are not necessarily permanently inactive. Additionally, a
significant number of the small to moderately large earthquakes occur on unrecognized
faults. There are no known active faults in Sutter County, the City of Sacramento, or
Sacramento County, but earthquakes within the region can produce ground motion within
the study area.

3.2.2.2 Liquefaction
Liquefaction occurs when granular sediment (such as sand) undergoes strong shaking and
the behavior of the sediment becomes like a liquid. Liquefaction can create hazardous
situations because buildings can sink or become structurally damaged as a result. Sandy
areas paralleling the Sacramento River, occurring under conditions of low relative density
and a high water table, have a high liquefaction potential. In the Sacramento Valley, certain
areas where granular layers with higher relative densities exist have a moderate potential
for liquefaction, including portions of Sutter County. The Natomas Basin is considered to
have a moderate to high liquefaction potential.

3.2.2.3 Slope Stability and Landslides
Slope stability is dependent on several factors, including slope degree, rock/soil type, the
presence of water and/or vegetation, and previous occurrences of landslides. The California
Division of Mines and Geology has classified slope stability by zone on a scale that ranges
from nil (no or very little hazard of slope stability) to high. Sutter County (with the
exception of the Sutter Buttes) is rated in a nil zone. The potential for landslides in the City
and County of Sacramento within the vicinity of the study area is minor due to the flat
terrain. This does not preclude localized slope instability hazards, however.
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3.2.2.4 Erosion
Erosion typically occurs under conditions with increased slope, increased precipitation, and
decreased vegetation. Erosion can contribute to the degradation and loss of agricultural land
and degradation of waterbody water quality. The U.S. Natural Resources Conservation
Service groups potential erosion hazards for natural soil types in three generalized
categories: slight, moderate, and high. The majority of Sutter County's natural soil types
have a slight vulnerability to erosion. No highly erodible soils are present within the City.
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The major soil associations in the Natomas area of Sacramento County are not prone to
erosion (USDA, 1993).

3.2.2.5 Subsidence
Subsidence is the vertical, downward sinking of a large ground surface area, typically as a
direct result of the withdrawal of groundwater, oil, or natural gas. Although subsidence is
common in several areas of California, including the Sacramento Valley, it does not
generally occur in Sutter or Sacramento counties.

3.2.2.6 Expansive Soils
Expansive soils may undergo significant changes in volume, either shrinking or swelling.
The degree to which a soil will undergo changes in volume depends on the moisture and
clay content of the soil. Soils containing clay have the potential to undergo expansion, and
are grouped into three basic categories: low, moderate, and high potential for expansion.
The majority. of the study area within Sutter County has a high potential to be affected by
expansive soils. Expansive soils are scattered through the City and County of Sacramento
and vary substantially in their potential for expansion (USDA, 1993). Soils within most of
the Natomas Basin are considered to be expansive soils.

3.3 Water Resources
This section describes flooding and drainage, water quality, and water supply conditions in
the study area, and presents key features of the water delivery and drainage infrastructure.
Alterations in drainage patterns, as they pertain to land use and habitats, are also discussed
in Section 3.4.1. Alterations in drainage patterns, as they pertain to land use and habitats, are
also discussed in Section 3.4.1.

3.3.1 Flooding and Drainage
The Natomas Basin is a low-lying, historic floodplain area located along the east side of the
Sacramento River upstream of its confluence with the American River. Drainage from the
northeast side of Sacramento historically collected in the low-lying Natomas Basin area,
supporting permanent water bodies such as Fisherman's Lake, Fiddyment Lake, and Bush
Lake. Winter rains caused regular flooding over a broad area, with Bannon Slough and
Second Bannon Slough providing surface drainage to the Sacramento River. Flood risk and
limitations of internal drainage have historically acted as limits to development in the
Natomas Basin. Early flood control improvement by the Natomas Company allowed for
reclamation of land for agriculture, but urban development was generally limited to the less
flood-prone areas on the east side of the Basin. In 1994, the Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency (SAFCA) proposed a flood control project for the Natomas Basin that was subject to
the jurisdiction of the ACOE. The ACOE's authorization for SAFCA's flood control project
was approved with the condition that a habitat conservation plan be prepared for the
Natomas Basin ( see Section 1.2.1).

3.3.1.1 Flood Risk
Flood control within the Natomas Basin is based on the surrounding levees and the internal
system of drainage canals operated by RD 1000. Historically, this system was adequate for
E042002017SAC/1 61795(003. DOC)
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agricultural use. The urbanization of the basin has resulted in the need for an increased level
of flood protection, and recent efforts have focused on strengthening the existing system of
levees and canals. Regional projects, completed and ongoing, include improvements to
flood control operations at Folsom Dam and strengthening local levees. These projects are
expected to result in flood conditions in the Natomas Basin that exceed the criteria
established by the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (i.e., at least 200-year flood
protection). Efforts have included the implementation of the City's Comprehensive
Drainage Plan, which has improved the level of flood protection provided to the North
Natomas area by upgrading the capacity of the RD 1000 drainage system. A local flood
control project under the direction of SAFCA was completed in 1998, granting North and
South Natomas a 100-year level of flood protection. Consequently, the flood insurance rate
maps have been revised, and the City can now authorize development without flood plain
restrictions in this area. For Sutter County, local flood control improvements in the
Industrial-Commercial Reserve have been limited to date, with existing development
relying on the RD 1000 drainage system and onsite improvements (e.g., detention ponds).
Localized flooding is also an issue of concern in Area B, primarily along Bear River Drive
and Pleasant Grove Road during local storm events. Portions of these areas are within the
federal100-year floodplain. Area B is generally protected from catastrophic flooding by the
primary levee system along the Sacramento and Bear Rivers.

3.3.1.2 Drainage System
Canals and drains are located throughout the Natomas Basin, and serve the dual purpose of
providing flood control and irrigation water. RD 1000 operates the primary drainage canals
within the Natomas Basin and is the agency responsible for conveying and pumping
nonurban storm runoff from the basin. Runoff from agricultural lands within the Natomas
Basin flows into numerous local drainage ditches that ultimately drain into the primary RD
1000 canals. RD 1000 canals also receive runoff from the City's storm drainage system in the
developed areas of the Natomas Basin. As described above, these interior drains are also an
important component of the local flood control system. RD 1000's primary system of interior
drains includes the following facilities:
•

East Drain. The East Drain conveys drainage water from the northern and eastern
Natomas Basin to its confluence with the Main Drainage Canal northwest of the 1-80/1-5
interchange.

•

West Drain. The West Drain conveys drainage water from the western Natomas Basin
northwest of Sacramento International Airport to its confluence with the Main Drainage
Canal. Fisherman's Lake, a natural slough, is a portion of the West Drainage Canal.

•

Main Drain. The Main Drain conveys the combined flows of the East and West
Drainage Canals from their confluence northwest of the 1-80/1-5 interchange through
South Natomas west of 1-80. Drainage water from the Main Drainage Canal is pumped
into the Sacramento River near the intersection of Garden Highway and Orchard Lane.

•

North Drain. The North Drain is an interior canal that conveys drainage water from
Sutter County northward, where it is pumped into the Cross Canal.
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Development of North and South Natomas has followed comprehensive drainage plans that
have resulted in local flood-control improvements and increased storm-drainage capacity in
the area. These improvements are ongoing as development occurs. Comprehensive storm
drainage plans for the South Sutter County Specific Plan are under preparation; to date,
site-specific developments (e.g., along Pacific Avenue) have completed onsite stormwater
detention facilities.

Area B contains both natural drainage features and drainage canals. The eastern portion of
Area B contains seven named creeks that drain the low foothills region to the east. Auburn
Ravine, Coon Creek, and Yankee Slough are the largest of these creeks. Most of this area
drains into the East Side Canal, which channels drainage into the Cross Canal. Drainage in
the western portion of Area B is managed by RD 1001, which operates a drainage system
similar to the RD 1000 system. Flood flows and agricultural runoff are channeled into
RD 1001's Main Canal, which is pumped into the Cross Canal.

3.3.2 Water Quality
The water quality requirements affecting the study area are primarily related to the
established objectives for water quality in the Sacramento River, which receives agricultural
and urban drainage from the study area. Water quality in the Sacramento River is regulated
primarily by the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The
Central Valley RWQCB has established narrative and numeric standards for the Sacramento
River in its Basin Plan (CVRWQCB, 1998). The Basin Plan designates beneficial uses for
Sacramento River water that include, in the segment of the river adjacent to the study area,
municipal and domestic supply, irrigation, recreation (including water-contact recreation),
navigation, and fish and wildlife habitat. In accordance with the requirements of the federal
Clean Water Act, the State Water Resources Control Board has determined that beneficial
uses in the Sacramento River are impaired by high concentrations of diazinon (related to
agricultural and urban runoff), mercury (related to mining in the upper watershed), and
unknown toxicity (SWRCB, 1998). Specific beneficial uses and impairments to those uses
have not been identified for the system of agricultural canals and drains internal to the
Natomas Basin. Agricultural drainage water contributes salts, nutrients, pesticides, trace
elements, sediments, and other by-products that could affect the water quality of the
Sacramento River.
Urban stormwater runoff contains pesticides, oil, grease, heavy metals, polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons, other organic chemicals, and nutrients. Stormwater discharges are
generally controlled through National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permits, which require the implementation of the best available pollution control
technology prior to discharge of drainage water. The City (together with Sacramento
County and other local agencies) has received a permit for stormwater discharge from the
Central Valley RWQCB under the NPDES program. In addition to the control of municipal
stormwater discharges, the Central Valley RWQCB also requires participation in the
statewide NPDES permit for construction activities. Under this permit, the City requires
adherence to its erosion control standards and practices during project construction
activities. To date, urban development in the Sutter County portion of the Natomas Basin
has addressed construction-phase stormwater quality on a case-by-case basis.
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Groundwater in the Natomas Basin is generally of good quality. Water quality in the deeper
zones (300 to 500 feet below ground surface) generally has lower total dissolved solids
values than shallow zones.

3.3.3 Water Supply
Farmlands within the Natomas Basin are irrigated with surface water delivered by Natomas
Mutual, and with private surface water diversions and groundwater. Irrigation water also
includes return flows from rice fields, which is conveyed to downstream users through the
RD 1000 drainage system. Natomas Mutual manages the consolidated riparian and
appropriative water rights in the area, and serves approximately 238 landowners covering
approximately 36,000 acres. Following the development.of the federal Central Valley Project
(CVP), Natomas Mutual entered into a contract with the Bureau of Reclamation to establish
water delivery requirements in a river system now substantially affected by the CVP. This
/settlement contract" quantifies base supply diversions of 98,200 acre-feet per year and
provides up to 22,000 acre-feet of CVP water per year. In addition to this contract water,
Natomas Mutual has an entitlement to divert Sacramento River water during the
nonirrigation season for wetland and rice straw decomposition. Natomas Mutual is
considered to be one of the most senior water rights holders in the Sacramento River Basin
(e.g., senior to both the federal CVP and the State Water Project), with priority dates extending
back to 1916. Natomas Mutual's water deliveries could be reduced by up to 25 percent in
critically dry years (critically dry years are defined as years when annual inflow to Shasta
Lake is less than 3.2 million acre-feet). Natomas Mutual has, in recent yeais, been able to serve
all of their water users fully during periods of drought-related water supply reductions.
Natomas Mutual operates five surface water diversions: the Prichard Lake, Elkhorn, and
Riverside pumping plants on the Sacramento River, and the Northern Main and Bennett
pumping plants on the Cross Canal. The average historical diversions from these five plants

is approximately 80,000 acre-feet per year. Primary Natomas Mutual distribution facilities
are as follows:
•

Northern System. The Northern Main Pumping Plant diverts water from the Cross
Canal into the Northern Main Canal, which conveys water throughout the northeastern
portion of the Natomas Basin, south to approximately Elverta Road.

•

Bennett System. The Bennett Pumping Plant diverts water from the Cross Canal into the
Bennett Main Canal, which conveys water in the northwestern portion of the Natomas
Basin, entirely in Sutter County.

•

Central, or Pritchard Lake, System. The Pritchard Lake Pumping Plant diverts water from
the Sacramento River into the Central Main Canal and Pullman Canal. The Central Main
Canal conveys water across the central portion of the Natomas Basin, ultimately to
agricultural land in North Natomas (now under development). The Pullman Canal serves the
Pullman subsystem in northwestern Sacramento County and southwestern Sutter County.

•

3'B

Elkhorn System. The Elkhorn Pumping Plant diverts water from the Sacramento River
into the Elkhorn Main Canal, which parallels Garden Highway in Northeastern
Sacramento County. The Elkhorn System provides water to the area between the
Sacramento River and Sacramento International Airport, and provides a direct water
supply to the airport.
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•

Riverside System. The Riverside Pumping Plant diverts water into the Riverside Canal
and to a system of laterals that provide water supply to the area along Garden Highway,
generally from Powerline Road south to the city limit. Water in the Riverside System is
also supplied by drainage water at RD 1000's Pumping Plant No. 3.

Recent improvements in the drainwater recirculation system have contributed to a
substantial improvement in water management by providing a more flexible matching of
supply and demand throughout Natomas Mutual's service area. The recirculation system
includes 30 pumping stations at various locations throughout the basin that recapture water
for reuse either directly into fields or back into the main canals. Drainwater is now a major
source of irrigation water supply in the Natomas Basin, with average drainwater use of
approximately 36,000 acre-feet per year.
The groundwater basin underlying the Natomas Basin is part of a larger, highly productive
groundwater basin that underlies the Central Valley. In the Natomas Basin, the aquifer
consists of higher-permeability sands with some gravels and discontinuous intervals of
lower-permeability silt and clay. Locally, these discontinuous units separate the aquifer into
multiple zones where groundwater quality and conditions can very. Groundwater is found
at depths that range from less than 10 feet to up to 50 feet below grade. In general, in the
Natomas Basin, groundwater flows from the Sacramento River to the east, toward the cone
of depression located in the McClellan/North Highlands area. Natomas Mutual owns two
small groundwater wells, producing less than 200 acre-feet per year to supplement surface
water supplies. Approximately 50 private irrigation wells are located throughout the
northern portion of the Natomas Basin. These wells are usually shallow, lower-production
wells supplying individual residences with potable water, but also include larger irrigation
wells. It is estimated that over 4,000 acres in the Natomas Basin are irrigated with
groundwater; using an average of 20,000 acre-feet per year of water. The long-term, reliable
yield of the aquifer has not been determined.
The City of Sacramento supplies water to developed lands in North and South Natomas.
The City operates an interconnected municipal water system primarily with surface water
diverted from the American and Sacramento rivers. Surface water is diverted by the City
pursuant to riparian and pre-1914 rights, and pursuant to five post-1914 appropriative
water rights. In 1957, the City and the Bureau of Reclamation entered into a settlement
contract (see above discussion regarding Natomas Mutual), which quantified the City's
water delivery requirements to be a maximum of 326,800 acre-feet per year by 2030. In
addition to surface water supplies, the City operates 29 groundwater wells. Six of the City's
active groundwater wells are located in the Natomas Basin, all in the Northgate and
Gardenland neighborhoods of South Natomas. Sacramento County currently operates five
groundwater wells in the panhandle annexation area of North Natomas.
The full extent of water use within the city limits (including the City's permit area) was
assessed as part of the recently completed Sacramento Water Forum, which considered the
City's water supply needs in buildout conditions. The City's future water demands were
estimated by the Water Forum to be 130,600 acre-feet per year (City-County Office of
Metropolitan Water Planning, 1999). Following the completion of the Water Forum plan, the
City approved environmental documents for reconstruction of its water supply intakes on
the Sacramento and American Rivers (City of Sacramento, 2000a) and expansion of its
Sacramento River and Fairbairn Water Treatment Plants and associated distribution
E042002017SAC/161795(003.DOC)
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facilities (City of Sacramento, 2000b). The city also has an Urban Water Management Plan
(City of Sacramento, 2001), adopted in accordance with the State's Urban Water
Management Planning Act. The Urban Water Management Plan describes water demand
and supply within the City, evaluates methods related to the conservation of water, presents
an urban water shortage contingency plan, and provides information on the availability of
reclaimed water and its potential for use as a water source in the City. With the expanded
facilities, water supply would be reliably provided to all areas of the City under buildout
conditions (Brent, pers. comm.). Growth of the City's water supply system is intended
primarily to meet the City's needs within its service area (including North and South
Natomas), and also to facilitate regional programs to conjunctively manage surface and
groundwater supplies as part of the ongoing Water Forum implementation effort.
There is currently no municipal water service provider to developed lands in Sutter
County's permit area (e.g., along Pacific Avenue). As described above for Natomas Mutual,
these areas are currently served by individual, private groundwater wells. The recently
approved South Sutter Cotinty Specific Plan (Sutter County, 2001) establishes policy
direction for the development of a community water system based on groundwater and the
establishment of a County Service Area to fund, construct, and maintain the necessary
infrastructure. The groundwater system is planned. to consist of 13 supply wells and three
2.5-million-gallon reservoirs, all to be constructed within Sutter County's permit area
(Musallam, pers. comm.). Prior to the development of the community water system,
individual new industrial/ commercial development projects would likely develop private,
onsite wells and storage, with the requirement to connect to the community water system
when completed.

3.4 Biological Resources
This section describes the biological resources in the Natomas Basin, including the habitatbased land use GIS database developed to identify and assess project-specific impacts to
biological resources in the study area. Additional land use discussion that focuses on the
local land use planning goals and policies in the study area are presented in Section 3.6,
Land Use. This section focuses on current land use and habitat acreage in the City of
Sacramento, unincorporated Sacramento County, and Sutter County, which is a key
component of the impacts analysis in Section 4.4. The methodology for quantifying land use
and habitat acreage is summarized in this section. This section also describes the specialstatus species considered in the analysis.

3.4.1 Land Use and Habitats in the Natomas Basin
The Natomas Basin is a low-lying area in the Sacramento Valley, California, located east of
the Sacramento River and north of its confluence with the American River. The Natomas
Basin is bounded on the west by the Sacramento River, on the north by the Natomas Cross
Canal, on the east by Steelhead Creek (formerly known as Natomas East Main Drainage
Canal) and on the south by Garden Highway. For this analysis, the Natomas Basin is
defined as the area within the interior of the surrounding levees. Prior to modern
reclamation efforts, drainage off the western slopes of the Sierra Nevada produced regular
flooding and created areas of highly fertile, alluvial soils in the Sacramento Valley, including
the Natomas Basin and, other areas (e.g., Sutter Basin, Butte Basin, Colusa Basin). Since 1914,
3-10
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land reclamation and reclamation facilities, canals, levees, and pumping stations have
allowed most of the Natomas Basin to be converted to agricultural production.
Today, the predominant crops produced in the Natomas Basin are rice, corn, sugar beets,
grain, tomatoes, and pasture lands (Figure 3-1). The overall topography remains-the basin
is still a shallow bowl-but the irregular small-scale topographic features of the original
landscape have largely been eliminated by agriculture. The drainage pattern of the basin has
been altered so that runoff is pumped into the RD 1000 system of drains and into the
Sacramento River at several places. Even with pumping, portions of the area are subject to
shallow flooding from rain falling in the basin that cannot be conveyed quickly enough to
external drainage systems.
Natural vegetation is interspersed throughout the agricultural areas of Natomas Basin.
Natural vegetation is found primarily along RD 1000/Natomas Mutual canals and drains,
pastures, and uncultivated fields (Figure 3-2). Borders of canals and drains often have
narrow strips of emergent vegetation (cattail and bulrush) or wooded riparian areas. The
presence of the water-conveyance systems, operated by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual,
among the mosaic of agricultural fields and riparian areas provides important nesting,
feeding, and migration-corridor habitat for a variety of wildlife species inhabiting the basin.
To obtain an understanding of the existing land uses and habitat types in the study area,
and to assist in the analysis of expected habitat changes (see Chapter 4), standard categories
of existing land uses were developed. Eighteen land use/habitat categories were identified
and are described in Table 3-1. This land use classification system was incorporated into a
GIS database. Agricultural use categories and acreages reflect 1997 conditions because the
agricultural use can change annually, depending on decisions made by individual land
owners.

The year 1997 is the initial year in which land use characteristics are considered because the
previous take permits were approved in 1997. Additional information available since 1997
and field data gathered in 2001 were used to supplement and update the 1997 data. The
database includes land use data from the Department of Water Resources, the City of
Sacramento, and Sutter County. Development of the GIS database and its components is
summarized below.
To develop the GIS database, digital aerial photos were obtained from the U.S. Geological
Survey and assembled into a mosaic containing the entire Natomas Basin. The boundary of
the basin was set at the toe of the surrounding levees. Land use data from the Department of
Water Resources (DWR) was added to the GIS database, and the DWR categories were
translated to match the 18 land use categories developed for the project (Table 3-1). The
resulting land use map was modified based on field data collected by May & Associates,
resulting in a greater level of detail (a one-acre minimum "polygon") and a more accurate
map. Municipal boundaries were then added to the GIS database.
An additional component of the GIS database is the system of canals and drains owned and
maintained by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual. Existing digital information on the canals and
drains was obtained from RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual and added to the database as linear
features. Based on field data and information from Natomas Mutual, the canals and drains
were divided into four categories: Class I (the Canal land use category including the
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primary drainage system), Class II (large - wetted area greater than 10 feet wide), Class III
(medium - wetted area between 5 and 10 feet wide), and Class IV (small - wetted area less
than 5 feet wide).
Prior to urban and agricultural development, much of the Natomas Basin consisted of
seasonal and permanent marshes as the basin would flood seasonally. Currently, native
marsh habitats are virtually absent from the Natomas Basin. Remaining areas of native
marsh habitat occur as small and isolated patches scattered throughout the basin (see
Figure 3-2). The habitat classification of ponds and seasonally wet areas was used to
represent wetlands. Formal wetland delineations were not conducted as part of this
environmental analysis. The ponds and seasonally wet areas habitat classification
encompasses a range of wetland habitats. Some of the areas with this habitat designation
could be jurisdictional wetlands.
Vernal pools are another wetland type that could occur in the Natomas Basin. May &
Associates (2001) reports one small cluster of vernal pools northeast of the intersection of 1-5
and Del Paso Road; no other vernal pools are confirmed in the Natomas Basin. It is likely
that vernal pools existed historically in the Natomas Basin, especially in the upland areas
along the eastern edge of the basin, but most upland areas in the basin have been converted
to agricultural production (nonrice crops). Because vernal pools in the Sacramento area
associated with grassland areas, vernal pools could occur within the grassland land use
class that occurs primarily along the eastern edge of the Natomas Basin.

3.4.1.1 City of Sacramento
Table 3-2 lists the land use and habitat types in the City's permit area, including the
panhandle annexation area. Urban land, as it existed prior to the approval of the 1997 HCP,
was primarily located in South Natomas and in several areas north of I-80 including Arco
Arena. Nonurban land uses in the incorporated City include nonrice crops north of Del Paso
Road and west of 1-5 and ruderal lands surrounding Arco Arena. Land uses within the
panhandle annexation area are primarily grassland. The distribution of RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual canals and drains within the City's permit area is presented in Table 3-3.
Natural marsh habitats (ponds and seasonally wet areas) are limited to approximately 7 acres
located in two small locations in the Arco Arena area east of 1-5 (see Figure 3-2).
Approximately 987 acres of rice lands occur in several locations in North Natomas, but are
not the dominant land use. These rice lands, including several miles of smaller canals and
drains, could be used by species associated with aquatic and marsh habitats. In addition, the
City's permit area includes several of the larger RD 1000 drains in the Natomas Basin,
including the entire Main Drain and substantial portions of the East Drain and West Drain
(including Fisherman's Lake). These Class I canals could also be used by species associated
with aquatic and marsh habitats.
Upland habitat occurs throughout the City's permit area, including 413 acres of grasslands in
the panhandle annexation area. Upland habitat values in the City permit area are also
provided by other land use types, primarily including the nonrice crop lands (e.g., row and
field crops) that are prevalent throughout the City's permit area (approximately 4,905 acres),
and idle farmlands and ruderal areas that generally occur adjacent to developed areas (see
Figure 3-1).
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TABLE 3-1
Description of Land Use/Habitat Categories

1

Airport

I

Lands within the Sacramento International Airport primary fenceline, including all land use
types (e.g., facilities, runways, and open lands, and farmlands adjacent to runways) within
boundary. Does not include airport buffer lands (e.g., south of 1-5). Also includes several small
rural airstrips.

Alfalfa

Based on a subset of the DW R"pasture" land use category that includes alfalfa production.
Includes known alfalfa fields along Garden Highway in Sutter County.

Canals

The largest of the canals and drains (including adjacent maintenance roads) in the Natomas
Basin, primarily those already digitized for the DWR land use maps. Includes the East Drain,
West Drain, Main Drain, North Drain, and the Central Main Canal. Does not include smaller
canals and drains, which are recorded in the project database as linear features.

Grassland

Based on DWR "native vegetation" land use category with additional information provided by
May & Associates field data and aerial photo interpretation. Includes known uncultivated
grasslands, primarily along the eastern border of the Natomas Basin.

Highways

Includes Interstates 5 and 80, S.R. 99/70, and interchanges, including all areas within medians.

Idle

Based on DW R"idle" land use category-agricultural lands temporarily out of production.

Nonrice Crops

Based on the DWR land use categories of "grain and hay crops," "field crops," and `Yilled
lands." In the Natomas Basin, this category includes primarily wheat, corn, safflower, and
tomatoes.

Oak Groves

Includes several isolated pockets of mature oak trees east of Garden Highway as well as
many numerous small groves.

Orchard

Based on the DWR land use categories of "deciduous fruits/nuts" and "citrus and subtropical."
In the Natomas Basin, this includes primarily pear, peach, and walnut orchards adjacent to
Garden Highway.

Other

Miscellaneous land uses not captured by other land use categories. Includes Teal Bend Golf
Course, the wastewater plant at Sacramento International Airport, and several utility
substations.

Pasture

Based on DWR "pasture" land use category, including primarily irrigated pasture in the
Natomas Basin.

Ponds and
Seasonally Wet
Areas

Wetland/marsh areas including Prichard's Lake and several isolated locations throughout the
Natomas Basin. Based on DWR's "water surface" land use category and some "riparian
vegetation" categories, with additional information provided by May & Associates data and
aerial photo interpretation.

Rice

Based on DWR's "rice" land use category.

Riparian

Based on DWR's primary "riparian" category, with additional information provided by May &
Associates data. Includes cottonwood/willow areas along primary canals and drains, including
the Fisherman's Lake area.

Ruderal

Includes former agricultural lands that are no longer in production, primarily due to proximity to
urbanized areas (e.g., surrounding Arco Arena). Includes DWR's "barren" and "Vacant" land
use categories. Ruderal lands typically consist of nonnative grasses, and most are
occasionally tilled for fire control.

Rural Residential

Includes farmhouses and farm equipment yards. Includes DWR's "semi-agricultural" land use
category, with additional information provided by aerial photo interpretation.

Tree Groves

Includes nonriparian stands of trees other than mature oaks. Based on DWR's "native
vegetation" land use category, with additional information by May & Associates data and
aerial photo interpretation.

Urban

Urbanized areas. Primarily in the City of Sacramento, but also including unincorporated areas
along El Centro Road in Sacramento County and Pacific Avenue in Sutter County.
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TABLE 3-2

Land Uses/Habitat Categories in the City of Sacramento and Annexation Area (acres)
City of
Sacramento
Nonexempt

City of
Sacramento
Exempt

Annexation
Area
Nonexempt

Annexation
Area
Exempt

Total

Airport

18

0

0

0

18

Alfalfa

0

0

0

0

0

Canals (Class I)

0

123

0

7

129

Grasslands

14

28

413

0

454

Highways

0

437

0

13

450

675

115

0

49

839

4,614

92

50

149

4,905

Oak groves

6

9

0

0

15

Orchard

13

0

0

0

13

Other

31

117

0

0

148

Pasture

4

12

20

0

35

Ponds and Seasonally Wet Areas

7

0

0

0

7

Rice

820

16

149

1

987

Riparian

24

0

0

0

24

Ruderal

1,135

188

2

104

1,429

Rural Residential

42

3

4

0

49

Tree Groves

8

26

3

0

36

Urban

0

2,820

0

478

3,298

Total

7,410

3,986

640

801

12,836

Land Use Class

Idle
Nonrice Crops

t

I

I

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

I

TABLE 3-3

Canals in the City of Sacramento and Annexation Area (miles)
City of
Sacramento
Nonexempt

City of
Sacramento
Exempt

Annexation
Area
Nonexempt

Annexation
Area
Exempt

Total

Class I

0

12.9

0.2

0.8

12.9

Class II

3.6

0.4

0.0

0.0

4.0

Class III

12.1

3.0

0.0

0.0

15.1

Class IV

2.8

1.5

0.8

0.0

5.1

Total

'18.5

17.8

1.0

0.8

37.1

Canal Type

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).
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Riparian habitat in the City is limited to the eastern perimeter of Fisherman's Lake (about
23 acres) and a small area near the northbound offramp from 1-5 to Del Paso Road (about
1 acre). Approximately 15 acres of oak groves are located in the City's permit area, primarily
in South Natomas. Six of these acres occur in three isolated groves in the Willow Creek area,
which is included in the City's 8,050 acres of authorized development. A small vernal pool
area is known to occur northeast of the I-5/Del Paso Road interchange (May & Associates,
2001). Other vernal pools are not known to occur within the City portion of the Natomas
Basin, but the grassland area in the northern portion of the panhandle annexation area could
support vernal pools.

3.4.1.2 Sacramento County

I
1
1
1

I
t
^
I
I
I

Land uses in unincorporated Sacramento County are listed in Table 3-4. Primary land use
types within this area include rice fields (primarily to the north of the city limits) and
nonrice cropland (primarily to the west of the city limits). Sacramento International Airport
is also in this area. Agricultural lands are generally smaller and more diverse, with
inclusions of native habitat, along the Sacramento River levee and just west of Steelhead
Creek. The distribution of canals and drains within unincorporated Sacramento County is
presented in Table 3-5.
Natural marsh habitat occurs on approximately 79 acres, including 4 acres within Metro Air
Park (see Figure 3-2). Key natural marsh areas include Pritchard Lake north of Sacramento
International Airport and the area adjacent to Natomas Mutual's Elkhorn Pumping Plant.
Other natural marsh areas are scattered in approximately five small areas throughout
unincorporated Sacramento County. Rice lands are prominent throughout unincorporated
Sacramento County (totaling approximately 9,968 acres), including 1,541 acres shown in
Metro Air Park in the predevelopment (i.e., 1997) condition. Rice lands, including several
miles of smaller canals and drains, could be used by species associated with aquatic and
marsh habitats. Unincorporated Sacramento County also includes substantial portions of RD
1000's East and West Drains as well as Natomas Mutual's Central Main Canal. These Class I
canals could also be used by species associated with aquatic and marsh habitats.
Upland habitat in unincorporated Sacramento County is primarily located west of the City's
permit area, and primarily consists of nonrice field and row crops (8,591 acres as shown in
Table 3-4). Other upland habitat types include scattered pasture, idle, and ruderal lands,
and also include 293 acres of grassland habitat adjacent to Steelhead Creek.
Riparian habitat in unincorporated Sacramento County occurs in 12 areas throughout the
Natomas Basin, totaling 93 acres. Notable riparian habitat areas include the vicinity of
Natomas Mutual's Elkhorn Pumping Plant, the west side of Fisherman's Lake, and a cluster
of small sites south of Elverta Road near Steelhead Creek. Unincorporated Sacramento
County contains substantial oak grove areas, primarily in the Swainson's Hawk Zone near
the Sacramento River, but only two acres are located in a planned development area (Metro
Air Park). Vernal pools are located on the Conservancy's Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve in the
northeastern portion of unincorporated Sacramento County's portion of the Natomas Basin.
Other vernal pools are not known to occur, but could occur the grassland areas adjacent to
Steelhead Creek that are similar in habitat to the Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve.
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TABLE 3-4

Land Uses in Unincorporated Sacramento County (acres)
Metro Air Park

Other
Sacramento County

Total

Airport

0

1,512

1,512

Alfalfa

0

137

137

Canals (Class 1)

0

308

308

Grassland

0

293

293

Highways

0

414

414

Idle

50

480

530

Nonrice Crops

325

8,591

8,916

Oak groves

2

70

72

Orchard

0

169

169

Other

0

305

305

Pasture

22

261

283

Ponds and Seasonally Wet Areas

4

75

79

1,541

8,427

9,968

Riparian

0

93

93

Ruderal

6

261

267

Rural Residential

10

170

180

Tree Groves

23

39

62

Urban

0

229

229

Total

1,983

21,836

23,819

Land Use Class

Rice

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

I

I
j

TABLE 3-5

Canals in Unincorporated Sacramento County (miles)
Metro Air Park

Unincorporated
Sacramento County

Total

Class I

0

15.0

15.0

Class II

4.0

18.0

22.0

Class III

3.5

50.5

54.0

Class IV

4.1

31.4

35.5

Total

11.6

114.9

126.5

Canal Type

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).
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3.4.1.3 Sutter County
Land uses in the Sutter County portion of the Natomas Basin are primarily rice lands, with
nonrice croplands and isolated areas of grassland and pasture located along the Sacramento
River east levee and Steelhead Creek. Land uses in Sutter County are listed in Table 3-6.
Development is limited primarily to the agricultural-industrial businesses along Pacific
Avenue, and also includes scattered rural residential areas including Rio Ramaza. Class I
canals in Sutter County primarily consists of RD 1000's North Drain, and also include a small
portion of the East Drain (Table 3-7). Several miles of smaller canals and drains are located
throughout Sutter County lands in the Natomas Basin, primarily in the central portion where
rice is the predominant land use type.
TABLE 3-6

Land Uses in Sutter County

I
1

Land Use Class

Other
Sutter County

Total

21

0

0

0

21

Alfalfa

0

0

64

170

234

Canals (Class I)

0

39

5

22

66

Grasslands

134

5

0

0

138

Highways

0

428

0

143

571

Idle

8

0

54

32

94

1,529

53

247

1,037

2,866

Oak Groves

0

0

4

7

11

Orchard

0

0

0

0

0

Other

0

8

7

0

15

101

2

0

252

355

10

0

0

0

10

Pasture
Ponds and Seasonally Wet Areas
Rice

I

ICR Buffer

Airport

Nonrice Crops

t

Sutter
Sutter
County ICR - County ICR Nonexempt
Exempt

5,577

228

514

5,418

11,737

Riparian

0

0

5

2

6

Ruderal

88

0

51

135

274

Rural Residential

0

67

40

40

148

Tree Groves

0

0

5

2

8

Urban

0

276

18

33

327

Total

7,467

1,108

1,015

7,294

16,881

ICR Industrial-Commercial Reserve

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Natural marsh habitat occurs on approximately five small areas totaling 10 acres, mostly
along the far eastern boundary of the Sutter County permit area (see Figure 3-2). Rice lands
are prominent throughout Sutter County in the Natomas Basin, totaling 11,737 acres. Rice
lands, including several miles of smaller canals and drains, could be used by species
associated with aquatic and marsh habitats. Class I canals in Sutter County (primarily RD
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1000's North Drain) could also be used by species associated with aquatic and marsh
habitats.
TABLE 3-7

Canals in Sutter County (miles)
Sutter
County ICR Nonexempt

Sutter
County ICR Exempt

Sutter County
ICR Buffer

Other
Sutter County

Total

Class I

0

2.3

0.9

3.9

7.1

Class II

13.9

0.2

0.0

10.4

24.5

Class III

8.5

0.5

1.5

18.0

28.5

Class IV

9.3

7.6

0.7

4.7

22.3

Total

33.9

8.3

3.1

37.0

82.3

Canal Type

ICR Industrial-Commercial Reserve
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Upland habitat in Sutter County is primarily located along the eastern and western
perimeter of the Natornas Basin (2,866 acres total). Other upland habitat types include
scattered pasture, idle, and ruderal lands, and also include 138 acres of grassland habitat
adjacent to Steelhead Creek.
Riparian habitat is generally absent from Sutter County, limited to two small areas (both
outside of Sutter County's permit area) totaling approximately 6 acres. Oak groves occur on
11 acres, all outside of the permit area. Vernal pools are not known to occur in the Sutter
County portion of the Natomas Basin, but the grassland areas adjacent to Steelhead Creek
(both within and outside of Sutter County's permit area) could support vernal pools.

3.4.2 Special-Status Species
Special-status species include: (1) those listed or proposed for listing by state or federal
agencies as Rare, Threatened, or Endangered; (2) federal Species of Concern or state Species
of Special Concern; or (3) species listed by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) with a
designation of 1B (indicating species that are rare or endangered in California and
elsewhere) or Category 2 (indicating species that are rare or endangered in California but
more common elsewhere).
Early in the HCP process, the USFWS provided a list of special-status species with the
potential to occur in the Natomas Basin (Appendix B). A total of 101 special-status species
were identified, consisting of 23'plant,11 invertebrate, 11 fish, 4 amphibian, 6 reptile, 34 bird,
and 12 mammal species. Table 3-8 presents a list of these special-status species identified as
potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin. This table includes the habitat types that could
support these species as well as the potential for occurrence in the basin. The list of species
includes those listed as threatened or endangered that have special requirements under the
state and federal ESAs and other non-listed special-status species that could become listed in
the future. Any special-status species whose suitable habitat(s) are present within the
Natomas Basin area were evaluated for potential impacts from construction and operation.
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Of the 101 special-status species identified, 22 species (7 plant, 4 invertebrate, 2 amphibian,
2 reptile, and 7 bird) were chosen for coverage by the HCP (see Table I-1 of the HCP). Most
of the remaining 79 species are not known to inhabit or use the Natomas Basin. Eighteen
special-status species (3 plant and 15 bird) that are not proposed for coverage under the
HCP, however, have some potential to occur in the Natomas Basin and are therefore
considered in detail in this EIR/EIS. The species for which the applicants are seeking
coverage are noted in the "Habitat and Range" column of Table 3-8.

I

TABLE 3-8

List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Mammals

t
1
1

i
I

Greater western mastiff-bat
Eumops perotis californicus

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Roosts in crevices in cliffs (Bat Conservation International,
2001). Because roosting habitat does not occur in the
Natomas Basin, this species is not expected to occur.

Small-footed myotis
Myotis ciliolabrum

Fed: SC

Suspected to roost in cliffs and rock crevices, including rock
piles on the ground (Bat Conservation International, 2001).
Suitable habitat could be present in the Natomas Basin, but
the species is not known to occur in the project area.

Long-eared myotis
Myotis evotis

Fed: SC

Associated with coniferous forests at higher elevations (Bat
Conservation International, 2001). Because suitable habitat
does not occur in the Natomas Basin, this species is not
expected to occur.

Fringed myotis
Myotis thrysanodes

Fed: SC

Uses a variety of habitats. Suitable habitat may be present in
the Natomas Basin, but the species is not known to occur in
the project area.

Long-legged myotis
Myotis volans

Fed: SC

Occurs primarily in coniferous forests at higher elevations (Bat
Conservation International, 2001). Because suitable habitat
does not occur in the Natomas Basin, the species is not
expected to occur.

Yuma myotis
Myotis yumanensis

Fed: SC

Roosts primarily in buildings and bridges (Bat Conservation
International, 2001). Although known primarily from forested
areas, the Yuma myotis may also occur in riparian areas along
waterways (Bat Conservation International, 2001). Although
suitable habitat could occur, it has not been reported in the
Natomas Basin.

Marysville Heerman's
kangaroo rat
Dipodomys cafifornicus eximus

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Known from two records in the Sutter Buttes. Not expected in
the Natomas Basin.

San Francisco dusky-footed
woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes annectens

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Generally absent from cultivated land and open grassland in
the Central Valley (Zeiner et al., 1990a). Unlikely to occur in
the project area.

Riparian (San Joaquin Valley)
woodrat
Neotoma fuscipes riparia

Fed:
Endangered
CA: SSC

Known only from one population in San Joaquin County
(65 FR 8881-8890). Unlikely to occur in project area.

San Joaquin pocket mouse
Perognathus inornatus
inornatus

Fed: SC

Known to occur throughout the Central Valley, preferring loose
soil for burrowing (Harvey and Ahlborn, 1982). Not known to
occur in the Natomas Basin.

I
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TABLE 3-8 -

List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Birds
Cooper's hawk
Accipiter cooped

CA: SSC

A woodland raptor that occurs year-round in appropriate
habitat throughout most of the United States ( Rosenfield and
Bielefeldt, 1993). In the Natomas Basin, Cooper's hawks occur
along Sacramento River margins and in other tree groves.

Tricolored blackbird
Agelaius tricolor

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Occurs in several areas throughout the Central Valley. It
breeds near fresh water, preferably in emergent wetland with
tall, dense cattails or tules, but also in thickets of willow,
blackberry, wild rose, and tall herbs. One tricolored blackbird
colony is known to occur in the Natomas Basin, on the
Conservancy's Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve. Covered species.

Grasshopper sparrow
Ammodramus savannarum

Fed: SC

Primarily a species of midwestern and eastern grasslands, this
species has not been recorded in the Sacramento area,
although it may occur in grasslands along valley margins near
the Coast Ranges and Sierra foothills. Not expected to occur
in the Natomas Basin.

Short-eared owl
Asio flammeus

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

A ground-nesting owl that prefers open habitat areas (Holt and
Leasure, 1993). Known to occur throughout the Sacramento
area.

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

A year-long resident of open, dry grassland and desert
habitats, and also in grass, forb, and open shrub stages of
pinyon-juniper and ponderosa pine habitats. Two burrowing
owl occurrences are known from the Natomas Basin, one from
the Conservancy's Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve, and the other
along the east side of Pacific Avenue. Covered species.

Fed: SC

Associated with marsh habitat. Known to occur in the Natomas
Basin.

Aleutian Canada goose
Branta canadensis leucopareia

Fed: SC
(recently
delisted)

Nests in the western Aleutian Islands and traditionally occurs
during migration along coastal Oregon and in Del Norte and
Humboldt counties in northern California (Gregg et al. 1988).
The Aleutian Canada goose winters in the San Joaquin Valley
near Modesto, and is an occasional winter visitor in the
Natomas Basin. Covered species.

Ferruginous hawk
Buteo regalis

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

A winter resident of open, grassland habitats in the Central
Valley (Bechard and Schmutz, 1995). Known to occur in the
Natomas Basin, but not a common species.

Swainson's hawk
Buteo swainsoni

CA: Threatened

Occurs in California primarily during the breeding season
(March through September) and winters in South America.
The current Swainson's hawk nesting distribution is limited to
extreme northeastern California, the Central Valley, and a few
isolated locations in the Owens Valley (CDFG, 1992, 1994b).
Swainson's hawks prefer large nesting trees with a panoramic
view of their foraging grounds. Foraging habitats (open fields
and grasslands) need to be within flying distance and large
enough to support the high densities of microtine rodent
populations and insects upon which they feed. Covered
species.

American bittern
Botaurus lentiginosus
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List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Western snowy plover
Charadrius alexandrinus
nivosus

CA: SC

Interior population known to be genetically distinct from
federally threatened Pacific Coast population
(58 FR 12864 - 12874). Inland population known to occur
year-round in the San Joaquin Valley and Southern California,
primarily from alkaline and saline ponds (Page et al., 1995).
May occur rarely in the Natomas Basin, but suitable habitat is
generally absent.

Mountain plover
Charadrius montanus

Fed: Proposed
Threatened
CA: SSC

Most winter in California but breed primarily in Colorado and
Montana (64 FR 7587-7601). The Natomas Basin could
support wintering mountain plovers. Primary habitat in the
project area would include grasslands.

Black tern
Chlidonias niger

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The breeding range is primarily in the northern United States
and Canada, but breeding also occurs in the Central Valley
(Dunn and Agro, 1995). The black tern breeds in wet, marshy
areas, and is known to use artificially wet areas such as rice
fields as breeding habitat (Dunn and Agro, 1995). The species
is uncommon in the Natomas Basin.

Lark sparrow
Chondestes grammacus

Fed: SC

Fairly common in the Sacramento area and is likely to occur in
undeveloped areas throughout the Natomas Basin.

Yellow-billed cuckoo
Coccyzus americanus

CA:
Endangered

Limited suitable habitat ( riparian forest) in the Natomas Basin.
No known occurrences in the Natomas Basin.

Black swift
Cypseloides niger

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Requires steep, rocky cliffs for nesting. Will forage over almost
any terrain but avoids arid regions such as the Great Basin,
southern deserts, and the Central Valley. This species is not
likely to occur in the Natomas Basin.

Hermit warbler
Dendroica occidentalis

Fed: SC

Breeds in coniferous forests in the central and northern Sierra
Nevada ( Pearson, 1997). Not expected to occur in the
Natomas Basin.

Snowy egret
Egretta thula

---

Common in the Sacramento area and found in undeveloped
areas throughout the Natomas Basin.

White-tailed kite
Elanus leucurus

Fed: SC
CA: Fully
Protected

Common in the Central Valley and found throughout the open
country in the Natomas Basin.

Pacific-slope flycatcher
Empidonax difficilis

Fed: SC

Somewhat common in the Sacramento area during migration
in late spring and early fall, but usually associated with riparian
forests at higher elevations.

Little willow flycatcher
Empidonax trailii brewsteri

Fed: SC
CA:
Endangered

Uncommon in the Sacramento area. Usually associated with
riparian forests at higher elevations. Could occasionally occur
in riparian habitat in the Natomas Basin.

American peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus anatum

Fed: SC
(recently
delisted)
CA:
Endangered
and Fully
Protected

Favors cliffs, bluffs, rock outcrops, and similar high points
overlooking open ocean, grasslands, or fields for nesting. In
summer, this species is found primarily along the California
coast, extending the length of the state from Oregon to the
Mexican border. It is less commonly observed in the Central
Valley, and occasionally winters in the low-lying foothills of
northeastern California. Could occasionally forage in the
Natomas Basin.
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TABLE 3-8
List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Greater sandhill crane
Grus canadensis tabida

CA: Threatened
and Fully
Protected

Winters primarily in the Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys
from Tehama County south to Kings County (Grinnell and
Miller, 1944), where they frequent annual and perennial
grassland habitats, moist croplands with rice or corn stubble,
and open, emergent wetlands. Greater sandhill cranes tend to
return to historic wintering grounds, with large flocks
congregating in the Butte Sink area of Sutter County and in the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The Natomas Basin is not a
known wintering area for greater sandhill cranes.

Bald eagle

Fed: Proposed
for Delisting
CA:
Endangered
and Fully
Protected

Associated with aquatic habitats for foraging, occasionally
preying on waterfowl. Occasional winter migrant in the
Natomas Basin.

Least bittern
Ixobrychus exilis hesperis

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Uses dense, emergent vegetation for cover and nesting, and
feeds in dense vegetation and small openings. Found primarily
in the eastern United States, but a small Central Valley
breeding population has been recorded (Gibbs et al., 1992).
Not known to occur in the Natomas Basin.

Loggerhead shrike
Lanius ludovicianus

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Occurs in grasslands, agricultural lands, open shrubiands, and
woodlands (Bent, 1950). It prefers areas with perch sites
(Zeiner et al., 1990). The loggerhead shrike is a widespread
breeding species in North America. It occurs from the southern
Canadian provinces south across most of the United States
and into Mexico (American Ornithologists Union, 1957). The
shrike is a resident species throughout the lowlands and
foothills of California (Grinnell and Miller, 1944). Covered
species.

California black rail
Laterallus jamaicensis
cotumiculus

Fed: SC
CA: Fully
Protected

Not known to occur in the Central Valley (Eddleman et al., 1994).

Lewis's woodpecker
Melanerpes lewis

Fed: SC

Found in open forests and known to occur along valley
margins near the Coast Ranges and Sierra foothills (Tobalske,
1997). Not expected in the Natomas Basin.

Long-billed curlew
Numenius americanus

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Fairly common in the Sacramento area, especially during the
winter months. Suitable habitat exists in undeveloped areas
"
throughout the Natomas Basin.

White-faced ibis
Plegadis chihi

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Prefers extensive marshes for nesting (Zeiner et al., 1990a).
Large tule stands surrounded by open water provide highquality nesting habitat for the species. It occurs in two disjunct
populations, one largely in western North America and the
other in central and southern South America. The largest
North American breeding colonies of white-faced ibis are in
Utah, Nevada, Oregon, and coastal Texas and Louisiana. The
largest breeding colonies in the Central Valley have been
reported in the Mendota Wildlife Area and the Colusa National
Wildlife Refuge. Covered species.

Haliaeetus leucocephalus
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TABLE 3-8

List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

I

Status

Habitat and Range

Bank swallow
Riparia riparia

CA: Threatened

Colony nester that nests primarily adjacent to riparian habitats.
This species prefers vertical banks/cliffs with finetextured/sandy soils in which to dig nesting holes near
streams, rivers, lakes, and oceans. There are very few known
breeding colonies of this species in California, with the primary
breeding area described as the banks of the Sacramento
River, from Shasta County south to Contra Costa County.
Covered species.

Rufous hummingbird
Selasphorus rufus

Fed: SC

Breeds in the Pacific Northwest and winters primarily in
Mexico and along the Gulf Coast (Calder, 1993). Primarily
occurs in mountainous and foothill regions that support
nectar-producing flowers (Calder, 1993). Known to occur in the
Natomas Basin during migration. .

Red-breasted sapsucker
Sphyrapicus ruber

Fed: SC

A woodland species, normally associated with higher-elevation
habitats, but somewhat common in the Sacramento area
during the winter months. Riparian areas and oak tree groves
provide potential habitat.

Brewer's sparrow
Spizella breweri

Fed: SC

Closely identified with sagebrush country, but has been
occasionally recorded in the Sacramento area.

Bewick's wren
Thryomanes bewickii

Fed: SC

A common, permanent resident in the Sacramento Valley.
Breeds in brushy areas and thickets, including riparian areas
(Kennedy and White, 1997).

Silvery legless lizard
Anniella pulchra pulchra

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Occurs throughout the southern Coast Ranges, including
coastal-dune as well as other habitats (Zeiner et al., 1988).
The species is not known to occur in the Sacramento Valley.

Northwestern pond turtle
Clemmys marmorata
marmorata

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Occurs in quiet waters of lowland ponds, marshes, lakes, and
reservoirs, and in streams with deep pools_ Rocks, logs, and
streamside vegetation provide escape cover and basking sites
(Stebbins, 1972). Northwestern pond turtles are generally
found from San Francisco Bay north to the Columbia River
drainage in Oregon and Washington. Covered by the HCP.

Southwestern pond turtle
Clemmys marmorata pallida

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The Natomas Basin is considered outside of the range of the
southern subspecies of the western pond turtle.

San Joaquin coachwhip
(whipsnake)
Masticophis flagellum ruddocki

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Found primarily in the western San Joaquin Valley and the
adjacent inner Coast Ranges, although a coachwhip was
found in the Sutter Buttes (California Department of Fish and
Game, 1994b). No occurrences are reported in the Natomas
Basin; the nearest reported occurrence is in the Sutter Buttes.

California horned lizard
Phrynosoma coronatum
frontale

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The range of this lizard includes habitats in the Central Valley,
but the species prefers loose, sandy soil conditions for
burrowing (Zeiner et al., 1988). These conditions do not occur
in the Natomas Basin, and the species is not expected to
occur.

Giant garter snake
Thamnophis gigas

Fed:
Threatened
CA: Threatened

Inhabits marshes; rice and waterways, such as irrigation and
drainage canals; rice lands; sloughs; ponds; small lakes; lowgradient streams; and adjacent uplands in the Central Valley.
This species prefers freshwater marshes and low-gradient
streams, and has adapted to drainage canals and irrigation
ditches for habitat. Covered species.

Reptiles
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TABLE 3-8

List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

California tiger salamander
Ambystoma californiense

Fed: Candidate
CA: SSC

Inhabits valley and foothill grasslands and open woodlands
usually within one mile (1.6 km) of water. Tiger salamanders
breed in reservoirs, ponds, vernal pools, small lakes, and
slow-flowing streams that do not support predatory fish
(Stebbins 1972, Zeiner et al., 1988). Currently, the California
tiger salamander occurs in the Central Valley and Sierra
Nevada foothills from Yolo County south to Tulare County, and
into the coastal valleys and adjacent coastal foothills from
Sonoma County, south to Santa Barbara County (Zeiner et at.,
1988). Covered species.

California red-legged frog
Rana aurora draytonii

Fed:
Threatened
CA: SSC

Assumed to be extirpated from the Central Valley floor
(61 FR 25813 - 25833).

Foothill yellow-legged frog
Rana boylii

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Highly aquatic and closely associated with rocky streams
(Zeiner et at., 1988). These habitat conditions do not occur in
the Natomas Basin, and therefore this species is not expected
to occur.

Western spadefoot toad
Scaphiopus hammondii

Fed: SC

Associated with seasonal wetlands and other temporarily
ponded areas in low-lying grasslands, fields, washes, river
floodplains, alluvial fans, alkali lakes, and playas. Also found in
adjacent foothill and mountain habitats. The range of this
species includes the Central Valley and adjacent foothills, and
the area spanning the southern Coast Ranges to northern
Baja California, extending from sea level to about 4500 feet in
elevation. Covered species.

Green sturgeon
Acipenser medirostris

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Delta smelt
Hypomesus transpacificus

Fed:
Threatened
CA: Threatened

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River or Delta.

River lamprey
Lampetra ayresi

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Kern brook lamprey
Lampetra hubbsi

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

Does not occur in the vicinity of Natomas Basin.

Pacific lamprey
Lampetra tridentata

Fed: SC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Central Valley steelhead
Oncorhynchus mykiss irideus

Fed:
Threatened

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Central Valley fall-/late-fall run
Chinook salmon
Oncorynchus tshawytscha

Fed: Candidate
CA: SSC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Spring-run chinook salmon
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Fed:
Threatened
CA: Threatened

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Winter-run Chinook salmon
Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

Fed:
Endangered
CA:
Endangered

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Amphibians

Fish
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TABLE 3-8

List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin

i
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Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Sacramento splittail
Pogonicthys macrolepidotus

Fed:
Threatened
CA: SSC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River.

Longfin smelt
Spirinichus thaleichthys

Fed: SC
CA: SSC

The proposed action would not affect fish species in the
Sacramento River and Delta.

Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle
Anthicus antiochensis

Fed: SC

Prefers sandy beaches within a few hundred yards of water.
Known only from Contra Costa County, and not known to
occur in the Natomas Basin.

Sacramento anthicid beetle
Anthicus sacramento

Fed: SC

Known to occur primarily in sand dune areas in the Delta
region, and not known to occur in the Natomas Basin.

Conservancy fairy shrimp
Branchinecta conservatio

Fed:
Endangered

Inhabits vernal pools and swales with highly turbid water.
Occupied pools are usually large. There are no known
occurrences in Sutter or Sacramento Counties.

Longhorn fairy shrimp
Branchinecta longiantenna

Fed:
Endangered

Associated with clear, moderately deep (20 to 40 centimeters)
pool depressions in sandstone bedrock outcrops in Contra
Costa and Alameda Counties. There are no records of this
species' occurrence in the Natomas Basin.

Vernal pool fairy shrimp
Branchinecta lynchi

Fed:
Threatened

Most often observed in vernal pools, although it is also
observed in a variety of other natural and artificial habitats,
including: seasonal wetlands, alkali pools, ephemeral
drainages, stock ponds, roadside ditches, vernal swales, and
rock outcrop vernal pools (Heim, 1998). Vernal pool fairy
shrimp have one of the broadest distributions of the California
endemic fairy shrimp species. Covered species.

Invertebrates

Midvalley fairy shrimp
Branchinecta mesovallensis

Occurs in grassland pools and intermound pools within
mound-inter-mound topography. This species has been found
inhabiting the most ephemeral of seasonal wetland types,
presumably because it matures quickly (Helm, 1998). This
species has been found in scattered localities in the middle
portion of the Central Valley from Sacramento County to
Fresno County (Heim, 1998). Covered species.

San Joaquin dune beetle
Coelus gracilis

Fed: SC

The adult spends most of its time in sandy soils, whereas the
larval form is found exclusively in loose sands. Currently, this
beetle is restricted to small, isolated sand dunes along the
western edge of the San Joaquin Valley. Does not occur in the
Natomas Basin.

Valley elderberry longhorn
beetle
Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus

Fed:
Threatened

Closely associated with blue elderberry, an obligate host for
beetle larvae. The elderberry beetle's habitat range extends
from Redding at the northern end of the Central Valley, south
to the Bakersfield area (Barr, 1991). Covered species.

Delta green ground beetle
Elaphrus viridis

Fed:
Threatened

Occurs in vernal pools, but is known only from one population
in Solano County (45 FR 52807 - 52810).

Curved-foot hygrotus diving
beetle
Hygrotus curvipes

Fed: SC

Currently only known to occur in ponds, ditches, and canals in
Contra Costa, Alameda, and San Joaquin counties.

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp
Lepidurus packardi

Fed:
Endangered

Associated with vernal pools on alluvial fan, basin, basin rim,
floodplain, marine terrace, high terrace, stream terrace, very
high terrace, low terrace, and volcanic-mudflow landforms
(Helm, 1998). Covered species.
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TABLE 3-8
List of Special-Status Species Identified by USFWS as Potentially Occurring in the Natomas Basin
Species

Status

Habitat and Range

Slender Orcutt grass
Orcuttia tenuis

CNPS: 1 B
Fed:
Threatened
CA:
Endangered

Typically occurs-in medium to large vernal pools with relatively
long inundation periods. The species is associated with very
old alluvial surfaces (also referred to as high terrace
landforms), such as historic floodplains of prehistoric rivers
and creeks. Of the 70 extant occurrences, two are reported
from Sacramento County, and no occurrences are reported
from Sutter County. No known occurrences of this species in
the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001). Covered species.

Hartweg's golden sunburst
Pseudobahia bahiifolia

CNPS: 1 B
Fed:
Endangered
CA:
Endangered

Annual herb that occurs in clay soils in valley grassland and
foothill woodland habitats, and is known to prefer the upper
slopes of "Mima" mounds in vernal-pool areas (USFWS, 1997).
. Historic range included the Sacramento Valley area, but the
species is now known to occur only in the eastern San Joaquin
Valley, with strongholds in Madera and Stanislaus Counties.
Not expected to occur in Natomas Basin.

Sanford's arrowhead
Sagittaria sanfordii

CNPS: 1 B
Fed: SC

Found in ponds, ditches, vernal pools, sloughs, and other
slow-moving waterways. Of the known occurrences, 26 extant
occurrences are reported from Sacramento County and none
are reported from Sutter County. No occurrences of this
species are known from the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001).
Covered species.

I

I
I

Status Codes:
Fed:
Fed:
Fed:
Fed:
Fed:
Fed:

Endangered-Listed as Endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act
Threatened-Listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act
Proposed Threatened-Proposed to be listed as Threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act
Proposed for Delisting-Currently being considered for delisting from the federal Endangered Species Act
Candidate-May be proposed for listing under the federal Endangered Species Act
SC-Federal Species of Concern

CA:
CA:
CA:
CA:

Endangered-Listed as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act
Threatened-Listed as Threatened under the California Endangered Species Act
Candidate-May be proposed for listing under the California Endangered Species Act
Rare-Listed as a rare plant under the California Endangered Species Act

CA:

SSC-California Species of Special Concern

I

CNPS: 1 B-List 1 B of the California Native Plant Society (Rare or Endangered in CA and elsewhere)
CNPS: 2-List 2 of the California Native Plant Society (Rare or Endangered in CA, more common elsewhere)
Descriptions of the special-status species known to occur or that could occur in the Natomas Basin are provided in text.

3.4.2.1 Species to be Covered Under the ITPs
Delta Tu le Pea (Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsoni►)
The Delta tule pea is considered a Species of Concern by the USFWS, and is on List 1B of the
CNPS (rare or endangered in California and elsewhere). Delta tule pea is a perennial herb
that, like other members of the pea family, has a large; brightly colored pink to lavender
flower, with a distinctive banner and keel. The species, like other peas, has grasping tendrils
and a climbing habit. Delta tule pea is most commonly associated with both brackish and
freshwater marsh vegetation, but can root near the water and extend into adjacent riparian
and upland areas.
Delta tule pea is known primarily from the Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. Most known
occurrences are recorded from Solano (39 records), Contra Costa (15), Sacramento (14), and
San Joaquin (9) Counties (CalFlora, 2001). All Sacramento County occurrence records are from
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the Delta region, with the nearest reported occurrences in the Walnut Grove area
(CDFG, 2001). Delta tule pea is not known to occur in Sutter County. Little information is
known about the population status of the Delta tule pea, but the species is considered by the
California Native Plant Society to be threatened by agricultural practices, water diversions,
and erosion (Skinner and Pavlik,1994).

Sanford's Arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii)
Sanford's arrowhead is considered a Species of Concern by the USFWS, and is on List 1B of
the CNPS ( rare or endangered in California and elsewhere). Sanford's arrowhead is an
aquatic perennial that occurs under shallow-water conditions in freshwater marshes.
Sanford's arrowhead is known primarily from the Central Valley, although the species has
been found in other areas of California. Most known occurrences are recorded from
Sacramento ( 30 records), Merced (11), Fresno (10), Butte (8), and Tehama (6) Counties
(CalFlora, 2001). In Sacramento County, several occurrences are reported along the
American River Parkway along small oxbows and sloughs (CDFG, 2001). Sanford's
arrowhead is not known to occur in Sutter County. No occurrences are reported in the
Natomas Basin.
Sanford's arrowhead is an endemic species, but is considered mostly extirpated from the
Central Valley (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). The species is considered by CNPS to be threatened
by agricultural practices, water diversions, and erosion (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994).

Boggs Lake Hedge-hyssop ( Gratiola heterosepala)

I

Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop is a state-listed Endangered species. Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop is a
small, semi-aquatic, herbaceous annual plant found in six widely disjunct areas in California:
Boggs Lake in Lake County; Rio Linda and Elk Grove in Sacramento County; near Roseville in
Placer County; Big Table Mountain in Fresno County; Kennedy Table in Madera County; and
near the Pit River in Shasta County (CDFG, 2001). It has also been reported at one site in Lake
County, Oregon (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994).
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop occurs. in shallow waters or moist-clay (adobe) soils, in vernal
pools, and along lake margins. Populations are usually composed of scattered individuals
and are often associated with bractless hedge-hyssop, coyote thistle, hairy clover-fern
(Marsilea vestita), and slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis). At higher elevations, such as
Boggs Lake in Lake County and near the Pit River in Shasta County, this species is found in
close proximity to foothill woodland species, such as black oak (Quercus kelloggii) and
foothill pine (Pinus sabiniana), and northern juniper woodland species, respectively. There
are no known occurrences of this species in the Natomas Basin, although limited potentially
suitable vernal pool habitat occurs along the eastern boundary of the basin north of Del Paso
Road. This species has been identified in Rio Linda, approximately 2 miles east of the
Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001).

Sacramento Orcutt Grass ( Orcuttia viscida) and Slender Orcutt Grass (Orcuttia tenuis)
Sacramento Orcutt grass is listed as Endangered by both the state and federal Endangered
Species Acts and is considered rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere
(List 1B) by the CNPS (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). Slender Orcutt grass is listed as Threatened
under the federal Endangered Species Act, Endangered under the state Endangered Species
Act, and is considered rare and endangered (List 1B) by the CNPS (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994).
These grasses (Orcuttia viscida, O. tenuis) are gray-green annual grass species, typically
E042002017SACI161795(003.DOC)
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occurring in medium to large vernal pools with relatively long inundation periods. These
species are associated with very old alluvial surfaces (also referred to as high-terrace land
forms), such as historic flood plains of prehistoric rivers and creeks. Associated species
include vernal pool-endemic plants, such as common spikerush (Eleocharis macrostachya),
rayless lasthenia (Lasthenia glaberrima), and coyote thistle (Eryngium vaseyi).
Sacramento Orcutt grass has been identified at nine sites in Sacramento County; there are no
known occurrences of this species in the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001). The closest known
occurrences are reported in the vicinity of Kiefer Road in eastern Sacramento County,
approximately 8 miles southeast of the Natomas Basin.
Slender Orcutt grass is currently recorded at 74 locations in Lake, Plumas, Sacramento,
Shasta, Siskyou, and Tehama counties (CDFG, 2001). Of these occurrences, two are reported
from Sacramento County and no occurrences are reported from Sutter County. There are no
known occurrences of this species in the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001). The closest known
occurrences are in eastern Sacramento County, between Kiefer Road and Rancho Seco.
Colusa Grass ( Neostapfia colusana)
Colusa grass is both a federally- and state-listed Endangered species. It is also considered
rare and endangered (List 1B) by the CNPS (Skinner and Pavlik, 1994). Colusa grass is a
low, tufted annual plant. Colusa grass is usually found in fairly monotypic stands in the
drying beds of larger vernal pools, usually occurring in the deepest portions of the pools
(Stone et al., 1988; May Consulting, unpubl. record). When Colusa grass is present, other
vernal-pool plants are often sparse or absent. When found with other species, Colusa grass
is often associated with Hoover's spurge or Orcutt grasses (Stone et al., 1988).

It

There are currently 59 known occurrences of Colusa grass in California. Of these, none is
reported from Sacramento and Sutter Counties. There are no known occurrences of this
species in the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001).

Legenere ( Legenere limosa)
Legenere is considered a federal Species of Concern and rare and endangered (List 1B) by
the CNPS (Skinner and Pavlik,1994). Legenere is found below 500 feet (152.4 m) elevation
(Hickman, 1993), along lakeshores and in vernal pools, marshes, and other seasonally
inundated habitats. Legenere is commonly associated with stipitate popcornflower,
common spikerush, rayless lasthenia, and coyote thistle (May Consulting, unpubl. record).
Currently, there are 49 known occurrences of legenere in California. Of these, 18 are
reported from Sacramento County, and none are reported from Sutter County. There are no
reported occurrences in. the Natomas Basin, although potentially suitable vernal pool habitat
occurs along the eastern boundary of the Natomas Basin, north of Del Paso Road.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle ( Desmocerus californicus dimorphus)
The valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) is listed as Threatened under the federal
Endangered Species Act. The VELB is a distinctive black and red-orange beetle, with long
antennae. The USFWS's Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
(USFWS, 1999) describes its habitat needs as follows:

The valley elderberry longhorn beetle is completely dependent on its host
plant, elderberry (Sambucus spp.), which is a common component of the
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remaining riparian forests and adjacent upland habitats in the Central Valley.
Use of the elderberry by the beetle, a wood borer, is rarely apparent.
Frequently, the only evidence of the elderberry's use by the beetle is an exit
hole created by the larva just prior to the pupal stage. The life cycle takes one
or two years to complete. The animal spends most of its life in the larval stage,
living within the stems of an elderberry plant. Adult emergence is from late
March through June, about the same time as an elderberry produces flowers.
The adult stage is short-lived.

r

The known range of the VELB is limited to the Central Valley of California (USFWS, 1999).
The USFWS designated critical habitat for the VELB, located along the American River
Parkway in two places, upstream of the S.R. 160 overcrossing and in the Goethe Park area.
In addition, the Recovery Plan designates the area along the American River, east of
Nimbus Dam, as essential habitat, as well as an area along Putah Creek in Solano County
(USFWS, 1984).
Information on the historical distribution and abundance of VELB is scarce. The substantial
reduction in Central Valley riparian vegetation in the last 150 years suggests that the beetle's
range has contracted and that remaining populations are discontinuous (USFWS, 1984). The
USFWS's Programmatic Formal Consultation Permitting Projects with Relatively Small Effects on
the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle within the Jurisdiction of the Sacramento Field Office,

California (USFWS, 1996a) describes population densities of the beetle as follows:

I

Population densities of the beetle are probably naturally low (USFWS, 1984);
and it has been suggested, based on the spatial distribution of occupied
shrubs (Barr, 1991), that the beetle is a poor disperser. Low density and
limited dispersal capability may cause the beetle to be vulnerable to the
negative effects of the isolation of small subpopulations due to habitat
fragmentation.
The California Natural Diversity Database lists 168 occurrences of the VELB in California;
none is located in the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001). Potential habitat (i.e., elderberry
shrubs), however, is located along the outside perimeter of the Natomas Basin, and small
patches of potential habitat are known to exist in many locations within the basin. The
number of elderberry shrubs in the Natomas Basin and the local population status of the
VELB are not known; however, based on the extent of riparian habitat loss in the area
(primarily because of land reclamation in the early 1900s), it is likely that populations have
declined.

1

Although the historical abundance of VELB is unknown, extensive loss of riparian habitat
and, to a lesser extent, upland habitats in the Central Valley during the past 150 years has
reduced the amount of habitat available to the species, and likely decreased and fragmented
the species' range (USFWS, 1984). Loss of riparian habitat is attributable to flood control
projects (e.g., levee construction, stream and river channelization, placement of riprap), land
reclamation, and urban development. Additional factors affecting the VELB include grazing
practices, herbicide spraying, and predation by nonnative species.
Additional information about the VELB can be found in the HCP (Section II.C.4.a.), in the
Federal Register notice (45 FR 52803; August 8, 1980) that lists the species as Threatened
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under the ESA (USFWS, 1980), and in the USFWS's Recovery Plan for the species
(USFWS, 1984).
-

I

Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta lynch^)
The vernal pool fairy shrimp is a federally listed Threatened species. The vernal pool fairy
shrimp is a small (less than 1 inch), freshwater crustacean belonging to the order of Fairy
Shrimp (Anostraca). Vernal pool fairy shrimp have one of the broadest distributions of the
California endemic fairy shrimp species. This species is most often observed in vernal pools
(79 percent of observations), although it is also observed in a variety of other natural and
artificial habitats, including seasonal wetlands, alkali pools, ephemeral drainages, stock
ponds, roadside ditches, vernal swales, and rock-outcrop vernal pools (Helm, 1998). The
species occurs on many geologic formations and landforms. Regardless of the landform, this
species is most often found in small (less than 200 meter square) and shallow (5 centimeters
deep) habitats, although it also can occur in large and deep vernal pools (Helm, 1998).
Vernal pool fairy shrimp often occur with California linderiella, vernal pool tadpole shrimp
(Lepidurus packardi), and occasionally with Conservancy fairy shrimp in the Vina Plains
Preserve, and are never numerically dominant (Eng et al., 1990).

f

There are 270 reported occurrences of vernal pool fairy shrimp in California, 50 of which are
reported from Sacramento County and one of which is reported from Sutter County
(CDFG, 2001). There are no vernal pool fairy shrimp occurrences in the Natomas Basin,
although there are several occurrences east of the Natomas Basin in Elverta and Rio Linda
(CDFG, 2001). Potential vernal pool fairy shrimp habitat occurs in the vernal pools on the
east side of the Natomas Basin, north of Del Paso Road. Additional potential habitat occurs
in other ponds and seasonally wet areas in the Natomas Basin (see Figure 3-2).

Vernal Pool Tadpole Shrimp (Lepidurus packardi)
The vernal pool tadpole shrimp is a federally listed Endangered species. The vernal pool
tadpole shrimp is a small (less than 3 inches in length) aquatic crustacea within the tadpole
shrimp order (Notostraca). The common name "tadpole shrimp" presumably addresses the
general shape of the creature when viewed from above. Vernal pool tadpole shrimp is one of
the three most common large branchiopods occurring in the Central Valley (Helm, 1998). It
generally occurs in very small (i.e. 2 meters square) to very large (i.e. 356,253 meters square)
vernal pools with a variety of depths and volumes of water during the wet cycle
(Helm, 1998). The species is associated with vernal pools on the following geomorphologic
surfaces: alluvial fan, basin, basin rim, floodplain, marine terrace, high terrace, stream
terrace, very high terrace, low terrace, and volcanic-mudflow land forms (Helm, 1998). The
vernal pool tadpole shrimp has been observed in stock ponds, vernal pools, pools in old
alluvial soil in grass-bottom swales or mud-bottomed pools, and other seasonal wetlands
(Helm, 1998). This species occurs with California linderiella, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and
Conservancy fairy shrimp (Helm, 1998). Unlike many of the fairy shrimp eggs, the vernal
pool tadpole shrimp eggs do not need to go through a freezing or drying period to hatch
(Ahl, 1991).
P

There are 154 reported occurrences of vernal pool tadpole shrimp in California, of which
54 occurrences are reported from Sacramento County and four are reported from Sutter
County. There are no reported occurrences within the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001),
although there are two nearby occurrences located southwest of the intersection of Sankey
Road and Pleasant Grove Road, and one occurrence at the intersection of Pleasant Grove
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Road and Howsley Road. Suitable tadpole shrimp habitat occurs along the eastern edge of
the Natomas Basin, north of Del Paso Road.

1

r

I

Midvalley Fairy Shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis)
The midvalley fairy shrimp has no official state or federal listing, although it appears to
meet the status of rare, threatened, or endangered under CEQA. The midvalley fairy shrimp
is similar in morphology to the vernal pool fairy and is also a freshwater crustacean
belonging to the order of fairy shrimp (Anostraca). This species occurs in grassland pools
and intermound pools within mound-inter-mound topography. This species has been found
inhabiting the most ephemeral of seasonal wetland types, presumably due to its ability to
rapidly mature (Helm, 1998). This species appears to be a vernal pool obligate species, as it
was observed to occur in vernal pools 93 percent of the time, and in vernal swales only
7 percent of the time.(Helm, 1998). This species is associated with the smallest (less than
2 meters square) and most ephemeral (average ponding depths of 10 centimeters) vernal
pools (Helm, 1998). There are 14 known occurrences of midvalley fairy shrimp reported in
California, of which one is reported from Sacramento County. No occurrences of midvalley
fairy shrimp are reported from Sutter County and the Natomas Basin; however, suitable
seasonal wetland and vernal pool habitat occurs along the extreme eastern edge of the
Natomas Basin.

California Tiger Salamander (Ambystoma californiense)
The California tiger salamander is a federal Candidate species, and state Species of Special
Concern and a protected amphibian. California tiger salamander is distinguished from other
salamanders by its distinctive coloration consisting of spots or bars of white, cream, or
yellow on a black background. This species frequents slow-moving waters of swales, ponds,
and shallow lakes.
California tiger salamanders inhabit valley and foothill grasslands and open woodlands
usually within one mile (1.6 km) of water (Brode and McGinnis, pers. comm., as reported in
the HCP). Adults spend much time underground. Adult California tiger salamanders are
found under objects such as boards, rocks, brush or other wood debris, or in rodent burrows
near water. Tiger salamanders breed in reservoirs, ponds, vernal pools, small lakes, and slowflowing streams that do not support predatory fish (Stebbins, 1972; Zeiner et a1.,1988). Adult
salamanders migrate from upland habitats to aquatic breeding sites during the first major
rainfall events of the fall and early winter. Adults return to upland habitats after breeding.
Juveniles disperse from aquatic breeding sites to upland habitats after metamorphosis.
California tiger salamanders may not reproduce during years of low rainfall (Jennings and
Hayes, 1994).

There are 465 known tiger salamander occurrences in California (CDFG, 2001). Of these,
four occurrences are in Sacramento County and one occurrence is in Sutter County; however,
none of these occurrences is in the Natomas Basin. The nearest known tiger salamander
occurrences are in northern Yolo County near Dunnigan and near Rancho Seco in southeastern
Sacramento County. Vernal pools could occur in grassland areas along the eastern edge of the
Natomas Basin. These pools are considered potential, but marginal, tiger salamander breeding
habitat, based on their disturbed condition and limited extent in the Natomas Basin.
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Western Spadefoot Toad (Scaphiopus intermontanus)
The western spadefoot toad is a California Species of Special Concern and a protected
amphibian. This species occurs in shallow, seasonal wetlands (which are essential for
breeding and egg-laying) in valley and foothill grasslands, open chaparral, and pine
woodlands below 3,000 feet in elevation. This species is associated with seasonal wetlands
and other temporarily ponded areas in low-lying grasslands, fields, washes, river flood
plains, alluvial fans, alkali lakes, and playas, but is also found in adjacent foothill and
mountain habitats. Western spadefoot toads prefer slow-moving waters such as pools and
plunge pools of small creeks, and short grasses with sandy or gravelly soils.

I

There are 173 known western spadefoot occurrences in California, of which five are in
Sacramento County and none in Sutter County. There are no records of western spadefoot
toads in the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2001). The nearest known occurrences are in Placer
County at Fiddyment and Phillip roads (about 6 miles east of the Natomas Basin) and at
Mather Field in central Sacramento County. Some suitable spadefoot toad breeding habitat
(i.e., vernal pools) occurs along the eastern edge of the Natomas Basin; however, there are
no records for this species in this area to date.

Giant Garter Snake ( Thamnophis gigas)
The giant garter snake is listed as Threatened under both the federal Endangered Species
Act and the California Endangered Species Act. The giant garter snake is endemic to
wetlands in the Central Valley of California. Historically, giant garter snakes were found
from the vicinity of Butte County southward to Bakersfield in Kern County. Today,
populations of the giant garter snake are found in the Sacramento Valley and in isolated
pockets of the San Joaquin Valley. There are 168 recorded occurrences of the giant garter
snake in California, 38 of which are from the Natomas Basin (CDFG, 2002).
The giant garter snake inhabits marshes, sloughs, ponds, small lakes, low gradient streams,
irrigation and drainage canals, riceland, and adjacent uplands in the Central Valley.
Essential habitat components consist of: (1) adequate water during the snake's active season
(early spring through :mid-fall) to provide adequate permanent water to maintain dense
populations of food organisms; (2) emergent, herbaceous wetland vegetation such as cattails
(Typha spp.) and bulrushes (Scirpus spp.) for escape cover and foraging habitat during the
active season; (3) upland habitat with grassy banks and openings in waterside vegetation for
basking; and (4) higher-elevation upland habitats for cover and refuge from flood waters
during the snake's inactive season in winter (Hansen, 1988; Brode and Hansen, 1980,1992;
Hansen and Brode, 1992). The giant garter snake feeds on aquatic prey, including small fish
and frogs, carp, mosquitofish, bullfrogs, and treefrogs.

t

In the Natomas Basin, giant garter snakes begin entering their winter retreats in rodent
burrows excavated in the banks of canals and drains, rubble piles, and other upland sites by
the end of October. After emergence from winter retreats (late March or early April), giant
garter snakes use canals and drains with water that persists through the summer months.
These canals and drains could contain adequate emergent aquatic vegetation and steep,
vegetated banks that provide cover and a food supply. Rice fields-are also used by giant
garter snakes after rice growth is sufficiently high to provide cover. Following pre-harvest
rice field draining, giant garter snakes move out of rice fields and re-enter canals and drains,
where they feed on the high concentration of prey species that wash out from the rice fields
into the canals and drains. Following the heavy feeding, they enter winter retreats.

I
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Giant garter snakes are known to use rice fields and associated features of the Natomas
Basin's rice-growing landscape for some of their habitat needs (Hansen and Brode, 1992),
including RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual canals and drains, the higher ground of levees, and
sloughs and marshes. The irrigation canals and drains, together with their associated levees
and adjacent embankments, are important components of giant garter snake habitat in the
basin. Although giant garter snakes can apparently fulfill their life history requisites in rice
fields and the associated canals and drains, marshes are their natural habitat and snakes
make extensive use of marsh habitat when it is available.
Canals and drains can provide all the habitat components described above and create
dispersal corridors allowing garter snakes to move from one area to another in search of
mates, new territories, and summer habitat. Canals and drains comprised 50 percent of all
habitat use by giant garter snakes radio-telemetered by the U.S. Geological Survey's
Biological Resources Division (BRD) at Gilsizer Slough, which is outside of the Natomas
Basin (Wylie and Casazza, 2000). Hansen and Brode (1992) also provide data illustrating use
of water-conveyance structures by giant garter snakes. Giant garter snakes move around to
find suitable habitat as conditions in the rice fields, marshes, and canals and drains change,
especially during the dry summer months. Thus, connectivity between canals and drains in
different areas and between these systems and other habitat types could be important for
genetic interchange and ability to find summer habitat.
Previous surveys and other historical information indicate a fairly widespread distribution
of giant garter snakes within the Natomas Basin. Virtually all these sightings are from areas
where rice is grown. Within these areas they are strongly associated with the rice fields
themselves and the associated canal/drain components of the water conveyance system. On
this basis, a reasonable surrogate variable for estimating the total amount of giant garter
snake habitat in the Natomas Basin is the amount of rice fields in the basin and canal/drain
habitat embedded in the rice landscape. These are estimated at 22,692 acres of rice fields and
about 245.9 miles of canals and drains in the basin. A BRD study conducted from 1998 to
1999 recorded 277 individual giant garter snakes in the Natomas Basin (Wylie and
Casazza, 2000). It should be noted that these occurrences are in addition to the 38 recorded
in the California Natural Diversity Database as reported above. Giant garter snakes were
found in a network of ditches and rice field habitats, including several occurrences in
Fisherman's Lake and other RD 1000 canals within the basin (Figure 3-3). The most recent
giant garter snake survey information (Wylie, 2001) showed that fewer giant garter snakes
were captured relative to previous years, but this does not necessarily mean that the giant
garter snake population in the Natomas Basin is in decline (USFWS, 2002).

Northwestern Pond Turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata)
The northwestern pond turtle is considered a Species of Concern by USFWS and is a state
Species of Special Concern. The northwestern pond turtle is uncommon to common in
suitable aquatic habitat throughout California, west of the Sierra-Cascade crest.
Northwestern pond turtles are active all year where climates are warm but are known to
hibernate in cold climates. This species is typically associated with permanent or nearly
permanent water in a wide variety of habitat types, including permanent ponds, lakes,
streams, irrigation ditches, or permanent pools along intermittent streams. Primarily
omnivorous, the northwestern pond turtle feeds on aquatic plant material, including pond
lilies, beetles, and a variety of aquatic invertebrates, as well as fish, frogs, and carrion
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(Stebbins, 1972; Nussbaum et al., 1983). Northwestern pond turtles require basking sites
such as partially submerged logs, rocks, mats of floating vegetation, or open mud banks.
Hibernation in colder areas occurs underwater in bottom mud. Breeding occurs in large
slow-moving streams; eggs are deposited in nests constructed in sandy banks.
Northwestern pond turtles are highly aquatic but leave the water for basking and egg-laying. Egg-laying may occur along sandy wetland margins or at upland locations as far as
1,300 feet (396.3 m) from water (Holland and Bury, 1992). Hatchling and adult turtles have
the potential to winter in upland sites (D.C. Holland, pers. comm., as reported in the HCP).
The northwestern pond turtle occurs in suitable aquatic habitats west of the crest of the
Sierra Nevada in California and in parts of Oregon, Washington, and Mexico (Stebbins,
1985; Zeiner et al., 1988). However, populations are declining throughout the range
(Holland and Bury, 1992) and local populations, particularly of the southwestern
subspecies, have been
extirpated from many areas within this range (57 FR 45762, October 5,1992). The
northwestern subspecies, generally found from San Francisco Bay north to the Columbia
River drainage in Oregon and Washington (57 FR 45761-45762, October 5, 1992), still
occupies most of its historic range. The few remaining areas in the northwestern pond
turtle's range that support moderate to large viable populations of the northwestern pond
turtle are considered threatened (57 FR 45761-45762, October 5, 1992).

There are 13 known pond turtle occurrences in Sacramento County and 2 known pond turtle
occurrences in Sutter County. The canals and drains throughout the Natomas Basin are
considered suitable aquatic habitat for pond turtles. Currently, there are about 250 miles of
canals and drains in the Natomas Basin. Fisherman's Lake in the southwestern portion of the
basin is high-quality aquatic habitat for pond turtles. Because most of the basin is developed
agricultural land or commercial/ residential development, many of the potential breeding
habitats have been eliminated. Despite this, potential breeding habitat probably occurs along
many of the canals and aquatic habitats. During the habitat mapping surveys of March 2001
(May & Associates, 2001), many pond turtles were observed along the Main Drain.
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White-faced Ibis (Plegadis chihi)
The white-faced ibis is considered a Species of Concern by the USFWS and is a state Species
of Special Concern. The white-faced ibis is found in the Sacramento area during its
migration. This species forages in fresh emergent wetland, shallow flooded pond margins,
and muddy ground of wet meadows and irrigated, or flooded, pastures and croplands. The
white-faced ibis requires extensive marshes for nesting (Zeiner et al., 1990). Large tule
stands surrounded by open water provide high-quality nesting habitat for this species. The
white-faced ibis typically nests in dense tule and cattail stands, but will sometimes nest in
trees with other colonial-nesting species (Eckert, 1981). The white-faced ibis winters mainly
in San Joaquin Valley and Imperial Valley, but is recorded widely as a transient (Zeiner
et a1.,1990). The largest breeding colonies in the Central Valley have been reported from the
Mendota Wildlife Area and the Colusa National Wildlife Refuge. The wintering population
concentrates near Los Banos in Merced County (McCaskie et a1.,1979). Historically, the
white-faced ibis was a locally common summer resident in California and its breeding
distribution was centered in the San Joaquin Valley. White-faced ibis populations have
declined in California, probably due to habitat deterioration or removal.
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There are seven known occurrences (rookeries) in California (CDFG, 2001). There are no
known nesting occurrences in Sutter or Sacramento counties. The nearest known nesting
occurrence is in Yolo County, north of the City of Woodland. No suitable nesting habitat
occurs in the Natomas Basin for white-faced ibis, although approximately 20,000 acres of
suitable winter foraging habitat (i.e., rice, alfalfa, and other agricultural fields) exists in the
Natomas Basin for this species (Metro Air Park Property Owners' Association, 2000). In the
Sacramento Valley, wintering ibis were very rare in the 1970s, with the highest counts
numbering only 11 birds in 1978 and 1979. In 1996, Hickey and Shufford estimated that a
minimum of 10,000 to 11,000 ibis were in the Sacramento Valley (Metro Air Park Property
Owners' Association, 2000). White-faced ibis populations in the Sacramento Valley have
increased, and white-faced ibis are now common winter visitors to the Natomas Basin.
Tricolored Blackbird (Age.laius tricolor)

The tricolored blackbird is considered a Species of Concern by USFWS and is a state Species.
of Special Concern. The tricolored blackbird is a year-long resident throughout the Central
Valley. This species breeds in large colonies near fresh water, preferably in emergent

I
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wetland with tall, dense cattails or tales, but also in thickets of willow, blackberry, and wild
rose. Tricolored blackbirds forage on the ground in croplands, grassy fields, flooded land,
and along edges of ponds (Zeiner et a1.,1990). Tricolored blackbirds eat mostly insects, and
selection of colony sites is primarily a function of proximity to concentrated insect food
supplies (e.g., grasshoppers [Orthoptera], beetles and weevils [Coleoptera]) (Beedy and
Hayworth, 1991). Emergent wetland vegetation, cattails and tules, and adjacent trees and
shrubs provide cover. During fall, tricolored blackbirds may become nomadic, seeking food.
In winter, flocks become more widespread in the Sacramento River Delta. Tricolored
blackbirds often leave the immediate vicinity of their nesting colonies and concentrate in
huge roosts in marsh habitat (Grinnell and Miller, 1944).

There have been nine documented occurrences (seven extant, two extirpated) in Sutter
County. The two extirpated occurrences are located slightly northwest of the confluence of
the Sacramento River and the Feather River, northwest of the basin. Tricolored blackbirds
were located 0.2 mile below the Sacramento/ Sutter County line, west of Natomas Drain
Levee Road.

1,
I

A 1997 tricolored blackbird survey conducted by Ted Beedy and Bill Hamilton found
approximately 230,000 breeding tricolored blackbirds in California (Metro Air Park Property
Owners' Association, 2000). A follow-up survey conducted in 1999 found fewer than
95,000 breeding individuals in California. A nesting colony is located on the Conservancy's
Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve in the eastern edge of the Natomas Basin (Figure 3-4). The
population of this nesting colony has increased in recent years (Roberts, pers. comm.).
The basin supports scattered copses of emergent marsh vegetation mostly within
agricultural ditches and abundant rice and other agricultural fields that could provide
nesting habitat for the species. Emergent marsh is the preferred nesting habitat for the
species; however, because of the paucity of this habitat in the basin, the species has sought
alternative nesting sites in agricultural fields. Unfortunately, routine agricultural practices
can result in significant: mortality of eggs and young birds. The behavior of nesting in
less-than-optimal habitat indicates that the Natomas Basin has a very limited carrying
capacity for the species, largely because of extensive conversion of marshland to agricultural
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uses. In the absence of significant marsh habitat, the Natomas Basin currently offers little to
the conservation of the species.

I

Swainson's Hawk ( Buteo swainsom)
The Swainson's hawk is listed as a Threatened species under the state Endangered Species
Act. Historically, it nested throughout lowland California. The current Swainson's hawk
California nesting distribution, however, is limited to extreme northeastern California, the
Central Valley, and a few isolated locations in the Owens Valley (CDFG, 1992,1994b). The
Swainson's hawk occurs in California only during the breeding season (March through
September) and spends winters in South America.
Swainson's hawks begin arriving in the Central Valley in March from wintering grounds in
South America to breed and raise their young. The earliest fledging of young occurs in July
and the young remain with the parents for about one month following fledging. Swainson's
hawk nesting preference is for large valley oaks (Quercus lobata), cottonwoods (Populus
fremontii), or willow (Salix goodingii) within one mile of riparian areas. Swainson's hawks are
opportunistic feeders, flushing prey (birds, rodents, and some insects) from fields, pastures
and grasslands adjacent to their nests. Swainson's hawks require large nesting trees with a
panoramic view of their foraging grounds. Foraging habitats and open fields and grasslands
need to be within flying distance (maximum observed is 18 miles) and large enough to
support the high densities of microtine rodent populations and birds upon which they feed.
Swainson's hawks have been observed foraging behind farm machinery (moving harvester
blade or disc) and capturing rodents exposed by ground disturbance (Estep, 1989). Suitable
cover types for foraging habitats include, in order of suitability: (1) native grassland;

(2) agriculture soon after discing; (3) alfalfa and other hay crops; (4) fallow fields; (5) lightly
grazed pasture; (6) combinations of hay, grain, and row crops; (7) rice fields prior to
flooding and after draining; and (8) heavily grazed pasture. Flooded rice fields were
formerly thought to be unsuited for foraging, but recent observations indicate that their
system of levees, checks, and rice fields is used by Swainson's hawks (Dave Zezulak, CDFG,
pers. comm., as reported in the HCP). Unsuitable cover types for foraging habitat include
vineyards, mature orchards, cotton, thistle in fallow fields, and any crop where prey are
unavailable because of high vegetation height and density.
Although nest sites are not found exclusively in riparian habitat, more than 87 percent of the
known nest sites in the Central Valley are within riparian systems (Estep, 1984;
Schlorff and Bloom, 1984). This is primarily a function of tree availability and not a
preference for large riparian stands or the presence of other components of a riparian forest.
Swainson's hawks also nest in mature roadside trees, isolated individual trees in
agricultural fields, small groves of oaks, and trees around farm houses (CDFG 1992,1994).
Swainson's hawk nesting in the Natomas Basin occurs primarily in the western portion of
the basin (Figure 3-5). Most nest sites are located along the Sacramento River where large
trees are available. The most recent survey of the Natomas Basin vicinity (SHTAC, 2001)
shows 35 nest sites along the Sacramento River (22 on the east side and 13 on the west side).
Twenty-seven nest sites are located within the basin, for a total of 62 nest sites in or
immediately adjacent to the Natomas Basin. Two of these sites are considered abandoned
because the nest trees have been removed.
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In 2000, the Swainson's Hawk Technical Advisory Committee monitored 24 known nesting
sites in the basin, 17 of which were used in 2000. Of these, 10 successfully nested in 2000
(i.e., reared young to fledging), producing a total of 20 fledglings (SHTAC, 2000). During
2001 surveys, two new territories were found in the interior of the Natomas Basin and a
third new site was found adjacent to the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (SHTAC,
2001). Of the 27 territories in the basin, 19 were used in 2001, producing 16 fledglings.
Aleutian Canada Goose ( Branta canadensis leucopareia)
The Aleutian Canada goose was delisted by the USFWS on March 20, 2001, and is considered
a federal Species of Concern due to ongoing monitoring activities pursuant to the delisting.
The Aleutian Canada goose is a subspecies of the Canada goose, characterized by its smaller
size and a distinctive ^vhite ring at the base of its black neck. The primary winter habitat for
the goose's largest population segment is the Central Valley, and most of this population can
be found by mid-December in the Modesto area (66 FR 15643; March 20, 2001).

Foraginghabitat consists of pasture, flooded rice fields, and harvested fields (USFWS, 1991b).
In addition, large ponds, flooded fields, and rice checks provide roosting habitat for the
wintering geese (USFWS, 1991b). The Aleutian Canada goose occurs occasionally within the
Natomas Basin, using this area as a stopover to its primary wintering range.
Additional information about the Aleutian Canada goose can be found in the HCP
(Section ll.C.4.a.), in the Federal Register notice that delists the species (66 FR 15643;
March 20, 2001), and in the USFWS's Recovery Plan for the species (USFWS, 1991b).
Burrowing Owl (Athene cunicularia)
Burrowing owls are considered a Species of Concern by the USFWS and a Species of Special
Concern by CDFG. Burrowing owls are small, long-legged birds of open terrain that use
vacated animal burrows (e.g., ground squirrel burrows) or artificial structures (e.g., culverts)
for nesting and shelter. Generally, foraging habitat consists primarily of open grasslands
and grass/shrub lands where prey species (e.g., insects, small mammals) are readily
available. The species is often found in roadsides and other disturbed areas inhabited by
ground squirrels and with few visual obstructions. Little scientific information is available
for the local burrowing owl population (e.g., home range information, wintering versus
resident status), but suitable habitat in the project area consists of areas with small mammal
burrows and nearby foraging areas.
Burrowing owls are neotropical migrants that occur throughout the western United States,
including portions of northern Mexico and southern Canada. The species is also locally
distributed throughout suitable habitat in the Caribbean, and in Central and South America
(Haug, et al, 1993). California appears to have a nonmigratory population (primarily in the
Imperial Valley), and is also a wintering ground for burrowing owls from other regions.
Burrowing owls in northern California are probably migratory, but little information is
known about the migration habitats of the northern California population (Haug, et a1,1993).
The burrowing owl population is known to be in decline throughout its range because of
various factors, including habitat destruction (e.g., agricultural practices, land development),
vehicle collisions, and predation. In California, and in the project area specifically,
urbanization is likely a. key threat to this species.
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There are 370 known burrowing owl occurrences in California (CDFG, 2001). Three
Natomas Basin occurrences are recorded in the California Natural Diversity Database
(Figure 3-4), with another five known burrowing owl sites on the Conservancy's BettsKismat-Silva and Ayala reserves and south of Elkhorn Boulevard west of S.R. 99 (Roberts,
pers. comm.). Additional information about burrowing owls can be found in the HCP
(Section II.C.4.a.) and in CDFG's Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 1995).
Bank Swallow (Riparia riparia)
The bank swallow is state-listed as a Threatened species under the California Endangered
Species Act. Historically, bank swallows nested on coastal bluffs in southern California and
riverbanks throughout the Central Valley and northern California; however, the state's
nesting population of bank swallow is currently concentrated on the banks of Central Valley
streams. Approximately 75 percent of the current breeding population occurs along banks of
the Sacramento and Feather rivers. Other colonies persist along the central coast from
Monterey to San Mateo counties, and northeastern California in Shasta, Siskiyou, Lassen,
Plumas, and Modoc Counties (Remson, 1978). There are no known breeding colonies
remaining in southern California.
The bank swallow occurs in California during the breeding season (May through July) and
winters in South America. Bank swallows begin arriving in the Central Valley from
wintering grounds in South America in early March to breed and raise their young.
Numbers decline in July and August as nesting colonies are abandoned and migration
begins. Colonies are vacant by early August and some migrants could be observed through
early- to mid-September. Bank swallows are rarely seen in California during the winter.
The bank swallow breeds from early May through July. Pairs usually nest colonially in
groups of 10 to 1,500, although most colonies have 100 to 200 nesting pairs. Bank swallows
require vertical banks or cliffs with fine-textured or sandy soils near streams, rivers, ponds,
lakes, or the ocean for nesting. Bank swallows forage by hawking insects during long,
gliding flights. Foraging occurs primarily over open riparian areas, but also over grassland,
shrubland, and savannah habitats during the breeding season. Bank swallows feed on a
wide variety of aerial and terrestrial soft-bodied insects including flies, bees, and beetles.
The bank swallow uses holes dug in cliffs and river banks for cover; logs, shoreline
vegetation, and telephone wires are also used for roosting.
There are 171 known bank swallow occurrences in California (CDFG, 2001). One of these
occurrences is extirpated. There are 35 bank swallow occurrences (all presumed extant) in
Sutter County and seven occurrences in Sacramento County (all presumed extant).
Although there is no suitable nesting habitat in the Natomas Basin, bank swallows from
nearby nesting colonies have the potential to forage in the Natomas Basin, and foraging
could also occur during migration to nesting sites north of the Natomas Basin.
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus)
The loggerhead shrike is a state Species of Special Concern. The loggerhead shrike occurs
from the southern Canadian provinces south across most of the United States and into
Mexico (American Ornithologists Union, 1957). The shrike is a resident species throughout
the lowlands and foothills of California (Grinnell and Miller, 1944). The loggerhead shrike
occurs in grasslands, agricultural lands, open shrublands, and woodlands (Bent, 1950). It
prefers areas with perch sites (Zeiner et al., 1990). A study conducted in Illinois reported
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that shrikes were most abundant near pastures, hedgerows, cornfields, and rural residential
areas (Smith and Kruse, 1992). Shrikes nest in low trees, dense shrubs, and vines. They feed
on insects, small reptiles, and small mammals (e.g., mice). This species frequently skewers
prey on thorns, sharp twigs, barbed wire, or forces it into a tree crotch to feed on or to cache
for storage (Zeiner et al., 1990).
The loggerhead shrike is common throughout most of lowland California (CDFG, 1990). This
species is observed regularly throughout Natomas Basin. Suitable nesting and foraging
habitat is common throughout the basin. Several shrikes were observed on or near the Metro
Air Park project site during a site reconnaissance conducted on March 23, 2000 (Metro Air
Park Property Owners' Association, 2000), and three shrikes were observed along the eastern
portion of the Natomas Basin during habitat-mapping surveys of the basin in 2001 (May &
Associates, 2001).

3.4.2.2 Special-status Species Not Covered Under the ITPs
Suisun Marsh Aster (Aster lentus)
The Suisun marsh aster is a List 1B species of the CNPS (rare or endangered in California
and elsewhere). This species is a perennial herb, inhabiting brackish and freshwater wetland
habitats. Although this species has not been recorded in the Natomas Basin, suitable habitat
for this species occurs in the Natomas Basin.

Dwarf Downingia (Downingia pusilla)
The dwarf downingia is a List 2 species of the CNPS (rare or endangered in California but
more common elsewhere). This species is an annual herb found in wet valley-foothill
grassland habitats as well as vernal pools. Suitable habitat for this species occurs in the
Natomas Basin.

Rose Mallow (Hibiscus lasiocarpus)
Rose mallow is a List 2 species of the CNPS (rare or endangered in California but more
common elsewhere). This species is a perennial herb found in freshwater marsh habitats and
vernal pools. Suitable habitat for this species occurs in the Natomas Basin.

Cooper's Hawk (Accipiter cooperi)
The Cooper's hawk frequents stands of live oak, riparian, or other woodland habitats. This
bird preys on other birds, small mammals, insects, reptiles, and amphibians in a diverse
range of habitats. The Cooper's hawk typically is found in areas without tree stands or
patchy woodland habitat, although it is known to hunt in parks and residential areas of
Sacramento that support trees. Nesting often occurs in riparian habitat, but nests can also be
found in isolated tree groves. The aquatic, wetland, and agricultural areas of the Natomas
Basin may provide potential foraging habitat; the riparian habitat along the Sacramento
River provides suitable nesting and roosting habitat for this species.

Short-eared Owl (Asio flammeus)
The short-eared owl is a widespread winter migrant to the Central Valley, frequenting
grassland and wetland. habitats. The short-eared owl feeds primarily on small mammals,
reptiles, amphibians, and arthropods (Bent, 1938; Earhart and Johnson, 1970). Dense
vegetation, tall grasses, brush, ditches, and wetlands are used for resting and roosting cover
(Grinnell and Miller, 1944). Undeveloped lands, especially grasslands and croplands with
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herbaceous vegetation, may provide suitable foraging habitat for this species in the
Natomas Basin.

American Bittern (Botaurus lentiginosus) .
This species winters in fresh emergent wetlands, primarily west of the Sierra Nevada. In the
Central Valley, the American bittern is fairly common from October to April and
uncommon to rare the rest of year. This species eats mainly insects, amphibians, fish,
crayfish, and small mammals. Foraging habitat consists of tall, fresh or saline emergent
wetlands, or adjacent shallow water of lakes, backwaters of rivers, and estuaries. Suitable
wintering habitat occurs in the emergent wetland habitat that is supported in some of the
large canals and drains in the basin.

Ferruginous Hawk (Buteo regalis)
This species is a winter resident of grasslands and agricultural areas in California. The
ferruginous hawk frequents open grasslands, sagebrush flats, desert scrub, and low foothills
with surrounding valleys. The ferruginous hawk preys on mammals, birds, reptiles, and
amphibians. This species typically roosts in open areas. Agricultural areas, pasture, and
grasslands provide potential foraging habitat for this species in the Natomas Basin.

Mountain Plover ( Charadrius montanus)
This species nests in high-elevation grasslands in the central United States, but spends
winters in California from September to March. It is typically found in open habitats with
sparse vegetation, such as low shortgrass plains, plowed fields, airports, and open
sagebrush areas. This species feeds primarily on large insects, especially grasshoppers. In
the Natomas Basin, plowed agricultural fields and other open, sparsely vegetated areas
provide potential wintering habitat for this species.

Black Tern (Chlidonias niger)
The black tern was formerly a very common spring and summer visitor to fresh-emergent
wetlands of California, but this species has declined throughout the range, especially in the
Central Valley (Grinnell and Miller, 1944; Cogswell, 1977). Breeding is questionable in the
Central Valley (Gaines, 1974). This species inhabits fresh emergent wetlands, lakes, ponds,
moist grasslands, and agricultural fields. The black tern feeds on small fish, invertebrates,
tadpoles, crayfish, and small mollusks. The rice lands throughout the basin provide
potential foraging habitat (Grinnell and Miller, 1944).
Lark Sparrow (Chondestes grammacus)
The lark sparrow is a yearlong resident in lowlands and foothills throughout much of
California. This species inhabits sparse valley-foothill hardwood, valley-foothill
hardwood-conifer, open mixed chaparral and similar brushy habitats, and grasslands with
scattered trees or shrubs (Zeiner et al., 1990). This species eats seeds, grains, and insects,
foraging in agricultural and undeveloped areas around the Natomas Basin.

White-tailed Kite ( Elanus leucurus)
The white-tailed kite is a yearlong resident in the Central Valley, rarely found away from
agricultural areas. This species inhabits herbaceous and open stages of most habitats, mostly
in cismontane California. Foraging in undisturbed, open grasslands, meadows, farmlands,
and emergent wetlands, the white-tailed kite preys on small mammals, birds, insects,
reptiles, and amphibians. Trees or large shrubs with dense canopies are used for cover and
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roosting. Agricultural lands throughout the Natomas Basin provide suitable foraging
habitat for this species. The white-tailed kite is fully protected under the Fish and Game
Code.

Pacific-slope Flycatcher ( Empidonax difficilis)
This species occurs in cismontane California, and is a widespread and fairly common
summer resident in warm moist woodlands, including valley-foothill and montane riparian,
coastal and blue oak woodlands, and montane hardwood-conifer habitats (Zeiner et
al., 1990). This species is primarily insectivorous, feeding on flying insects, occasionally
eating berries and seeds (Bent, 1942). Potential habitat for this species is associated with the
riparian habitats along the Sacramento River and of RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's
system of canals and drains throughout the basin.

Little Willow Flycatcher ( Empidonax trailii brewster►)
This species is a spring and fall migrant at lower elevations, primarily in riparian habitats
throughout California (Grinnell and Miller, 1944, Gaines, 1977a, 1977b; Remsen, 1978;
McCaskie, et al. 1979; Garrett and Dunn, 1981). Preferred habitat for this species consists of
extensive thickets of low, dense willows along the edges on wet meadows, ponds, or
backwaters (Zeiner et al., 1990). The little willow flycatcher is primarily insectivorous,
feeding on flying insects and occasionally eating berries and seeds (Bent, 1942). Riparian
habitat associated with the Sacramento River, as well as some of the larger drainages in the
basin, could provide suitable habitat for this species.

American Peregrine Falcon ( Falco peregrinus anatum)
The American peregrine falcon has been delisted as a federal Endangered Species, but
remains a Species of Concern and retains protected-species status. Peregrine falcons are listed
as Endangered under the California Endangered Species Act, and are fully protected under
the Fish and Game Code. Peregrine falcons occur throughout California, extending from
Mexico to the Oregon border. This species declined substantially during the 1950s, 1960s, and
1970s as a result of pesticide accumulations (especially DDT). In 1981, only 39 breeding pairs
were known in California (Monk, 1981). In the 1990s, breeding populations rebounded to an
estimated 200 pairs, and additional increases have been noted. By 1998, there were 270
breeding pairs along the Pacific coast.
Active nesting sites are known along the coast north of Santa Barbara, in the Sierra Nevada,
and in other mountains of northern California. In winter, the falcon is found inland
throughout the Central Valley, and occasionally on the Channel Islands. Migrants occur
along the coast, and in the western Sierra Nevada in spring and fall. In summer, this species
is found primarily along the California coast, extending the length of the state from Oregon
to the Mexican border. It is less-commonly observed in the Central Valley and occasionally
wintering in the low-lying foothills of northeastern California.
Peregrine falcons favor cliffs, bluffs, rock outcrops, and similar high points overlooking
open ocean, grasslands, or fields for nesting. Peregrine falcons feed on waterfowl,
shorebirds, and seabirds, and are associated with high vantage points that are in proximity
to areas where prey congregate. Preferred nesting areas are usually located on offshore .
island cliffs, coastal sea cliffs, and near large shallow interior lakes. For foraging, peregrine
falcons favor open grasslands, agricultural fields, desert sagebrush flats, and similar open
country in low-lying valleys and foothills. Peregrine falcons are adaptable, and have been
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reported to nest and forage on and from tall buildings, bridges, viaducts, and towers where
they feed on pigeons and European starlings.
There are 10 known peregrine falcon occurrences (nesting sites) in California (CDFG, 2001).
There are no known nesting occurrences in Sacramento or Sutter counties. The peregrine
falcon winters in the Sacramento Valley and occurs occasionally in the Natomas Basin. Most
of the agricultural fields and seasonal wetlands are suitable foraging habitat. No suitable
nesting habitat occurs in the Natomas Basin, although approximately 20,000 acres of lowquality suitable winter habitat (i.e., rice, alfalfa, and other agricultural fields) exists in the
Natomas Basin for the falcon (Metro Air Park Property Owners' Association, 2000).

Greater Sandhill Crane ( Grus canadensis tabida)
The greater sandhill crane is listed by CDFG as a Threatened species, and is considered
Fully Protected under the Fish and Game Code. The greater sandhill crane is a common
winter visitor to the Central Valley of California, with most flocks migrating into California
from Washington and Oregon from October to March. The greater sandhill crane often
occurs in mixed flocks of cranes and waterfowl, such as swans and Canada geese. This
subspecies is closely related to the lesser sandhill crane (Grus canadensis canadensis); both
greater and lesser sandhill cranes occur in California.
Historically, the greater sandhill crane was a fairly common breeder on the northeastern
plateau (Grinnell and Miller, 1944). Now reduced greatly in numbers, it breeds only in
Siskiyou, Modoc, Lassen, Plumas, and Sierra counties (James, 1977; Remsen, 1978; McCaskie
et al., 1979). In _summer, greater sandhill cranes occur in and near wet meadow, shallow
lacustrine, and fresh emergent wetland habitats. It spends winters primarily in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin valleys from Tehama County south to Kings County (Grinnell
and Miller, 1944), where it frequents annual and perennial grassland habitats, moist
croplands with rice or corn stubble, and open, emergent wetlands. It prefers relatively
treeless plains. Greater sandhill cranes tend to return to historic wintering grounds.
Greater sandhill cranes do not nest in the Sacramento Valley. Currently, there are 310 nesting
and wintering occurrences in California, with no reported occurrences in Sacramento or
Sutter counties (CDFG, 2001). Sandhill cranes are not known to inhabit the Natomas Basin,
but nearby wintering areas include the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta to the south and the
Butte Sink to the north.

Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)
The bald eagle is an uncommon winter migrant in the Natomas Basin. In the Central Valley,
this species predominantly forages on waterfowl in flooded fields, but also will take small
mammals. Large, open agricultural areas of rice land, pasture, and short crops provide
foraging habitat for this species in the basin.

Long-billed Curlew (Numenius americanus)
The long billed curlew is a winter resident, foraging in open grasslands and croplands in the
Central Valley. This species feeds on insects (adults and larvae), worms, spiders, crayfish,
snails, and small crustaceans (Bent, 1929). Agricultural lands and undeveloped lands
throughout the Natomas Basin provide suitable wintering habitat for this species.
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Bewick's Wren (Thryornanes bewickii)
Bewick's wren is a cornmon yearlong resident throughout California, inhabiting mixed and
montane chaparral habitats and riparian habitats with a brushy understory. Bewick's wrens
feed on insects and other small invertebrates, foraging on lower limbs and branches of small
trees and shrubs, and stems of large herbaceous plants. Feeding occurs mostly within the
cover of dense, shrubby vegetation (Grinnell and Miller, 1944; Bent, 1948; Cody, 1974).
Riparian areas associated with the Sacramento River and larger drainages within RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual could provide suitable habitat for this species in the basin.

3.4.3 Waterfowl
The Pacific Flyway is the westernmost of North America's four flyways, or migration
routes, which are defined as definite geographic regions with breeding grounds in the
north, wintering grounds in the south, and a system of migration routes in between. The
Pacific Flyway encompasses territory in three countries: northern and western Canada,
Alaska and all states west of the Rocky Mountains in the United States, and western Mexico.
The Central Valley lies at the southerly end of the Pacific Flyway migratory route. In
pre-settlement times it provided ideal wintering habitat and attracted large numbers of
waterfowl. Much of the presettlement habitat has been lost to development within the
Central Valley for agriculture and urbanization.
Historically, the Central Valley contained approximately 4 million acres of wetlands.
Approximately 1.5 million acres located in the Sacramento/San Joaquin River Delta and the
Tulare Basin were permanent marshes, while the remaining 2.5 million acres were seasonal
wetlands created by winter rains and spring snow melt from the Sierra Nevada. Today,
approximately 300,000 acres remain; 100,000 acres are publicly owned (federal and state
refuges) and 200,000 acres are privately owned (including private duck clubs). The
remaining 300,000 acres provide wintering habitat for 60 percent of the Pacific Flyway's
current waterfowl population, and migration habitat for an additional 20 percent of the
population. Altogether, approximately 10 to 12 million ducks and geese, along with millions
of other water birds, annually winter in or pass through the Central Valley each year;
however, the number of waterfowl using the Central Valley has declined 40 percent to
50 percent over the last 30 years. The USFWS ranks Central Valley wetland habitat as one of
the top five habitats in the U.S. for migrating waterfowl. Maintaining the Pacific Flyway for
waterfowl depends largely on maintaining critical wetland habitat in the Central Valley.
Lying within the Central Valley, the Natomas Basin provides important migratory stopover
and wintering habitat for waterfowl. Although almost all of the native marshes have been
converted to agricultural and urban uses, flooded rice fields continue to attract and support
migrant waterfowl. Some species may also utilize pasture, harvested rice, and other
croplands for foraging.

3.5 Cultural Resources
This section describes the cultural background of the study area and presents known
information on archaeological and historical resources in the study area. Other planning
documents relevant to the Natomas Basiri (see Section 3.1) provide information on known
and potential areas where archaeological and historical resources could be encountered in
the study area, and the procedures in place for the identification and protection of these
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resources. Because of the extent of planning studies, uncertainty associated with the location
of habitat reserves, and additional environmental review expected at the time the habitat
reserves are developed, new record searches and archaeological surveys were determined to
be unnecessary for this EIR/EIS.
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3.5.1 Archaeological and Historical Significance of the Natomas Basin
3.5.1.1 Archaeological Resources
A substantial portion of California's prehistoric Native American populations occupied the
Sacramento Valley. The Nisenan, or Southern Maidu, subsisted in the lower Sacramento
Valley by collecting plant foods, fishing, and hunting. Seasonal flooding of the American
and Sacramento rivers provided a variety of plant and animal resources for the Nisenan.
Known prehistoric archaeological sites in the Natomas Basin are limited to two scatters of
stone artifacts located north of Elkhorn Boulevard (Site Nos. CA-SAC-244 and -276) and a
site located adjacent to the East Drainage Canal north of Del Paso Road (Site AF-34-14).
Other archaeological resources may be buried under alluvial deposits. It is expected that
archaeological resources would most likely be encountered on low knolls or other elevated
areas in the basin.

3.5.1.2 Historical Resources
Subsequent to settlement of the Sacramento Valley region by Europeans, the Sacramento
region became recognized as a destination for early nineteenth-century settlers, a trade
center during the gold rush era, and the state capitol. Extensive development occurred in
Sacramento during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but use of the Natomas
Basin prior to reclamation was generally limited to seasonal grazing and other uses
compatible with its "swamp land" designation. Reclamation of the Natomas Basin for
agriculture began in earnest by the Natomas Company as part of the Sacramento Flood
Control Project, with most of the primary levee construction activity occurring in the 1910s.
Although early settlement was limited, significant historical resources exist within the
Natomas Basin. Key historical resources in the Natomas Basin include:
•

Rural Historic Landscape District. The entire RD 1000 service area (including the entire
Natomas Basin) is listed with the National Register of Historic Places and the Historic
American Engineering Record. The RD 1000 Rural Historic Landscape District has been
listed with the National Register because it provides a significant historical context to
reclamation and flood control efforts in the Sacramento River Basin for the Sacramento
Flood Control Project. Individual resources, as follows, have been identified as
contributing to the features of the district.
Levees constructed under the Sacramento Flood Control Project
The internal system of primary drainage canals
-

RD 1000 pumping plants 1-A and 3

Garden Highway from Orchard Lane to Verona (Natomas Cross Canal), as well as
several interior roads, including portions of Del Paso Road, San Juan Road, and
El Centro Road
E042002017SACl161795(003.DOC)
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•

Large-scale land patterns characteristic of the ownership pattern that developed
following reclamation of the Natomas Basin

Witter Ranch (or Witter Ranch Historic Farm). Determined to be a significant historic
resource by National Register criteria and listed as a California Point of Interest. The
North Natomas Community Plan incorporates 26 acres of the historic Witter Ranch as a
permanent agricultural preserve, and it is now a part of the Sacramento County park
system.

The following additional historical resources have been identified in prior studies of the
Natomas Basin:
•

Historic road, beginning at Garden Highway and Natomas Main Drainage Canal,
extending approximately 3 miles northwest. This feature does not follow the route of
contemporary roadways, and is not considered to be a significant historical resource
(City of Sacramento, 1996b).

•

Union Pacific/Western Pacific Railroad (Site No. CA-SAC-464H). The significance of
this resource has not been evaluated.

•

Three bridges (Site Nos. 24C0218, -105, -106). These bridges were assessed and
determined not to be significant historical resources.

•

Eight buildings of greater than 50 years in age (seven residences and one shed/pump
house) were identified in the Draft EIR for Sacramento County's proposed General Plan
Amendment (Sacramento County, 2000). The significance of these resources has not
been evaluated.

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

3.5.2 City of Sacramento
Portions of the City's permit area have been determined to be a sensitive cultural resource
area because of its proximity to the Sacramento River and the American River. North
Natomas has been rated as having a medium to high archaeological sensitivity, and the
southwest portion of South Natomas also has been identified as an archaeologically
sensitive area.
The City addresses concerns about cultural and historical resources through its
environmental review of development entitlement and permit processing. The City reviews
proposed development with known, mapped archaeological resources, and an
archaeological report and the implementation of the City's standard archaeological
mitigation measures may be required as a condition of approval if it is determined that the
proposed development would occur in an area for which cultural resources may be
disturbed. The City has undertaken specific actions to evaluate and protect cultural
resources as part of its development-planning processes in the Natomas Basin. The results of
this effort have included the preservation of Witter Ranch and the recordation of the Rural
Historic Landscape District in the Historic American Engineering Record. The recordation
will include photographic and narrative documentation of RD 1000 as a historic landscape
feature (Tim Washburn, pers. comm., January 15, 2002).

3-54

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E042002017SAC/161795(003.DOC)

I
I
I
I
I
I
I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.5.3 Sacramento County
For its proposed General Plan Amendment north of Elkhorn Boulevard, Sacramento County
conducted research on potential cultural and historic resources. The research included the
use of historic maps, a cultural-resource survey record search, review of previously
prepared reports on cultural-resource surveys, review of building records, requests for
response to inquiry to the Native American Heritage Commission and Sacramento County
Historical Society, and meeting with the Office of Historic Preservation. The County's
analysis for the General Plan Amendment project (Sacramento County, 2000) concluded that:
•

Low knolls should be considered areas of high sensitivity for historic and prehistoric
cultural resources.

•

Verification and further coordination with Native Americans may be necessary for sites
CA-SAC-244 and -276.

•

Former locations of building sites noted on the Rio Linda (formerly Arcade) and Taylor
Monument (Elkhorn Weir) topographic maps dated 1909 and 1951 should be verified
and a determination should be made if artifacts of archaeological significance are
present.

•

Buildings identified as more than 50 years old should be recorded and evaluated
(to avoid potential errors that may exist in building records). It should be verified if
other old buildings exist within the vicinity.

•

Additional cultural-resource analysis and appropriate mitigation is required for
potential, future urbanization or other activities involving specific plans, rezoning,
and/or development entitlements.

3.5.4 Sutter County
Sutter County has a low to moderate archaeological sensitivity, likely because of the
periodic flooding of the region. A natural high spot or area along natural drainages was
determined in general to be of a high archaeological sensitivity.
Sutter County's standard practices require that archaeological reconnaissance be performed
for development occurring in areas of high archaeological sensitivity. Standard practices
established by Sutter County require that if resources are discovered, the developer must
implement the mitigation measures identified in the applicable archaeological report.
Typically, these measures would include presence during construction of a certified
archaeologist to evaluate the onsite findings for their cultural significance under the
National Historic Preservation Act. In its General Plan EIR, Sutter County concludes that
development projects associated with the implementation of the General Plan that follow
the above guideline would have a less-than-significant impact on cultural resources in
Sutter County. Sutter County did not identify any historic features within the IndustrialCommercial Reserve, nor elsewhere in the Natomas Basin. Five historic sites are located in
Area B, all representative of early settlement in Sutter County in the mid-1800s.
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3.6 Land Use
This section describes the general patterns of existing and planned land use within the study
area, including the local land use planning goals and policies relevant to the Proposed
Action. Agricultural land use within the study area is also discussed. Additional discussions
that focus on the habitat categories assigned to biological resources in the Natomas Basin,
including the habitat-based land-use GIS database developed to identify and assess
project-specific impacts to biological resources in the study area, are presented in Section
3.4, Biological Resources.

3.6.1 Surrounding Land Uses

I

The Natomas Basin is bounded by the Natomas Cross Canal to the north, Garden Highway
to the south, the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (i.e., Steelhead Creek) to the east, and
the Sacramento River to the west. Surrounding land uses to the north of the Natomas Basin
are primarily farmlands. The American and Sacramento Rivers are located to the south and
west of the Natomas Basin, respectively. To the east, land uses consist of urbanized and
semirural development within the City of Sacramento and Sacramento County, and
agricultural use in Sutter County. Urbanized centers within the immediate vicinity (less
than 10 miles) of the study area include downtown Sacramento, north Sacramento, and the
City of West Sacramento.

I
I

The City's permit area. is bordered by unincorporated Sacramento County lands to the north
and west, including the peninsula of unincorporated lands in the North Market Boulevard
area (the "panhandle" annexation area). With the exception of the Sacramento International
Airport and commercial and light industrial development along North Market Boulevard,
these unincorporated lands are generally undeveloped. The City plans to annex portions of
this unincorporated panhandle area, which is estimated to be approximately 1,441 acres,
within the permit term of the HCP and the City's ITP. (Authorized development in the
panhandle portion of the City's permit area would be 640 acres.)

7

I

3.6.2 Existing and Planned Land Uses
The Natomas Basin comprises 53,537 acres and is within the local jurisdictions of the City of
Sacramento, Sacramento County, and Sutter County. Table 3-9 shows the jurisdictional
acreage within the Natomas Basin. Land uses within the City of Sacramento, Sacramento
County, and Sutter County are described in the following sections, and are quantified in
Section 3.4. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual have jurisdiction over the canal and drainage
system within the Natomas Basin.
TABLE 3-9
Summary of Total Areas by Jurisdiction in the Natomas Basin
Local Government
Acreage Within Natomas Basin
City of Sacramento
12,801
Sacramento County ( unincorporated)
23,854
Sutter County
16,882
Total
53,537

_
Natomas.Basin HCP Acreage
8,050
1,983
7,467
17,500

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).
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3.6.2.1 City of Sacramento
At the time of the City of Sacramento General Plan Update in 1988, the predominant land uses
in North and South Natomas were agriculture and other vacant land, with a concentration
of urban development (primarily residential and commercial) in southern and eastern South
Natomas (Gardenland and Northgate neighborhoods).

The future land uses anticipated in the General Plan include a variety of uses within the
study area, such as a concentrated core of industrial/employee-intensive land uses north of
1-80, surrounded by mixed residential densities and park/open space /recreational uses; a
core of heavy commercial or warehouse uses north of 1-80 along Northgate Boulevard; and a
regional commercial core along the 1-5 corridor. Other land uses would consist primarily of
mixed residential uses, including recreational and community commercial uses.
Specific land uses within the City's permit area are also identified in the Community Plans
prepared for South and North Natomas. The South Natomas Community Plan, adopted in
1988, describes specific land-use patterns for the area generally bordered by I-80 to the north
and west, Garden Highway to the south, and the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal to the
east. The entire 3,464-acre South Natomas area is almost fully developed, with
approximately 900 acres remaining undeveloped. Lands within South Natomas developed
prior to 1998 would be exempt from compliance with the provisions of the HCP.
Development occurring in the Willow Creek area of South Natomas is included within the
900-acre total for lands subject to the HCP.
North Natomas remains the primary growth area for the City. The North Natomas
Community Plan was adopted in 1994, and generally covers lands within the city limits
north of 1-80 and west of the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal. The community vision
described in the North Natomas Community Plan included four key features: (1) a town center
as a focal point for the community, (2) complete neighborhoods surrounding the town
center, (3) mixed-use employment centers, and (4) effective transit/land use
interdependency. As described in the HCP, approximately 7,150 acres of developable land
within North Natomas would be subject to the HCP. This developable acreage includes a
640-acre portion of the unincorporated panhandle area that is under consideration for
annexation to the City. Development within North Natomas that would be exempt from the
provisions of the Proposed Action includes Arco Arena and commercial/ industrial
development in the North Market Boulevard area. The environmental impacts of that
anticipated developinent were evaluated in separate EIRs for the General Plan Update, the
South Natomas Community Plan, and the North Natomas Community Plan.

3.6.2.2 Sacramento County
Unincorporated Sacramento County lands within the Natomas Basin total approximately
23,854 acres. The primary land use within this area is agricultural, with a diverse mix of
crop types including rice, row crops, and orchards. Nonagricultural land uses include the
1,520-acre Sacramento International Airport complex, light industrial development along
North Market Boulevard, and Teal Bend Golf Course northwest of the airport.
Unincorporated county lands include the panhandle that extends into the North Market
Boulevard area. This 1,441-acre area is under consideration for annexation into the City and,
for planning purposes, 640 acres of this area are included in the 8,050 acres of City lands that
would be addressed by the conservation measures of the Proposed Action.
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The Metro Air Park special planning area (MAP) project comprises the development of
commercial, industrial, manufacturing, and airport-related land uses, open space, and a golf
course. MAP is within unincorporated Sacramento County and has been approved for
development by the Sacramento County Board of Supervisors, and the USFWS issued an
ITP for the MAP HCP on February 21, 2002.
The applicant (MAP Property Owner's Association) prepared and submitted an HCP to the
USFWS for the MAP project independent of the HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS. The MAP
HCP also was the subject of separate environmental review by the USFWS under NEPA.
Although the MAP is not part of the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIR/EIS, the acreage
affected by the MAP project is discussed under the Proposed Action (see Chapter 2) because it
is factored into the 17,500 acres in the Natomas Basin that is the study area of the proposed
HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS. The intent of including the MAP acreage is to address impacts
to covered species in a. way that adequately represents current development plans.

I
i
I

3.6.2.3 Sutter County
The Sutter County portion of the Natomas Basin consists of 16,882 acres of mostly agricultural
land. According to the Sutter County General Plan, the majority of the land within the Natomas
Basin is designated as Industrial-Commercial Reserve along the S.R. 99 corridor. The remainder
of Sutter County lands, within the Natomas Basin and in Area B, are primarily designated for
agriculture. Area B, however, includes four small, low-density.rural communities. These
include Nicolaus, located south of the Bear River near SR 99; East Nicolaus, located at the
intersection of SR 70 and Nicolaus Avenue; Trowbridge, located along Pacific Avenue, north of
Nicolaus Avenue; and Rio Oso, located south of the Bear River at the intersection of Pacific
Avenue and Bear River Drive. Other rural residences and small businesses are found
throughout Area B, primarily in the northern and eastern portions of the area.

Implementation of the Sutter County General Plan 2015 provided for the conversion of a
contiguous portion of land in Sutter County, within the Natomas Basin, from an Agriculture
land-use designation to an Industrial-Commercial Reserve designation. This change
converted 10;500 acres to the Industrial-Commercial Reserve designation, of which
9,588 acres are within the Natomas Basin. The South Sutter County Specific Plan was recently
approved for development of the first 3,500 acres of the Industrial-Commercial Reserve. For
the 3,500-acre Specific Plan area, 85 percent of the land would be for industrial uses and
15 percent would be for commercial uses. Other than specifying the total amount of
development allowed and the ratio of allowable uses within the Industrial-Commercial
Reserve land-use designation, the Sutter County General Plan does not specify or plan the
actual pattern of development. According to the Sutter County General Plan Update EIR, the
County finds that it is likely that development will not occur piecemeal and that an urban
core will be surrounded by an agricultural border, as a result of development in the area.
Each development project would be considered by the County based upon its merits and
whether it is consistent with the General Plan.
Currently, urban development within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve is limited and
mostly occurs along Pacific Avenue between Riego Road and Sankey Road. This
development is primarily for agricultural and heavy-commercial industries, including rice
milling and distribution of heavy equipment and building materials. A 250,000 square-foot
food distribution center (Sysco) was recently constructed at the southeast corner of Sankey
Road and Pacific Avenue.
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3.6.3 Relevant Land-Use Planning Goals and Policies
A local planning agency will set forth goals and policies within its General Plan that provide
direction on how growth and development should occur for the different elements of a
general plan. The following sections summarize the land-use goals and policies, from the
City of Sacramento and Sutter County General Plans, that are most relevant to the HCP.

3.6.3.1 City of Sacramento
Table 3-10 summarizes the relevant land-use goals and policies for the Natomas Basin from
the City of Sacramento General Plan Update.
TABLE 3-10
Summary of City of Sacramento General Plan Land-Use Goals
Topic
Goal
Overall Urban
Growth Policy
Statements

Preservation of
Natural
Resources

Policy Statement

N/A

Policy 1- Quality of Life: It is the policy of the City to enhance and maintain
the quality of life by adhering to high standards for project and plan
evaluation as they relate to the characteristics that help define the quality of
life in the City.

N/A

Policy 3 - Economic Development and Employment Opportunities: It is the
policy of the City to actively promote the continued vitality and diversification
of the local economy, and to expand employment opportunities for City
residents.

N/A

Policy 4 - New Growth Areas: It is the policy of the City to approve
development in the City's new growth areas that promotes efficient growth
patterns and public service extensions, and is compatible with adjacent
developments.

N/A

Policy 5 - Urban Conservation and Infill Areas: It is the policy of the City to
promote the reuse and rehabilitation of existing urban development as a
means to meet projected growth.

N/A

Policy 9 - Local and Regional Government: It is the policy of the City to
cooperate with the region's various public jurisdictions on matters of mutual
interest including social, economic, and environmental issues; land use
policies; and private development project review.

N/A

Policy 10 - Open Space and Natural Resource Conservation: It is the policy
of the City to conserve and protect natural resources and planned open
space areas, and to phase the conversion of agricultural lands to planned
urban uses.

Goal B: Retain the riparian
forest and grassland
vegetation along the
waterways and floodways
in North Natomas and
South Sacramento.

Policy 1: Protect the wooded areas along the drainage canals.

Goal E: Establish
development standards for
the water-related openspace areas throughout
the City to enhance their
visual amenities.

Policy 2: Preserve the undeveloped open space areas and wildlife habitats
along the East Drainage Canal.

Policy 3: Design new floodways to be built in North Natomas and South
Sacramento, to be aesthetically pleasing and offer limited passive
recreation as well as wildlife sanctuaries.
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TABLE 3-10
Summary of City of Sacramento General Plan Land-Use Goals
Topic
Goal
Managed
Production of
Resources

Goal A: Phase the
conversion of agricultural
lands to urban uses while
implementing the goals
and policies in the North
Natomas Community Plan.

Policy Statement

Policy 1: Work with Sacramento County to explore the feasibility of an
agricultural preservation plan.

.

I

Source: City of Sacramento ( 1988a).

3.6.3.2 Sutter County
Table 3-11 summarizes the relevant land-use goals and policies for the study area, from the
Sutter County General Plan 2015 policy document.

I

TABLE 3-11

Summary of Sutter County General Plan Land-Use Goals
Topic

Goal

Policy Statement

Commercial and
Industrial Land

1.D To designate adequate
commercial and industrial land to
provide convenient and valuable
business areas and employment
opportunities within Sutter County.

1.D-1 The County shall designate specific areas
suitable for commercial and industrial development and
reserve such lands in a range of parcel sizes to
accommodate a variety of commercial and industrial
uses.

Industrial Buffers

1.E To reduce the potential for
conflicts between the industrial
land uses and surrounding uses
which are sensitive to the impacts
of industrial development.

1.E-1 New development that may be incompatible with
adjacent uses shall be required to provide buffer zones
consistent with County standards to reduce anticipated
conflicts with existing and future land uses.
1.E-2 The County shall maintain, where feasible, areas
for expansion around existing industrial development
and shall generally discourage the redesignation of
industrial lands to uses not compatible with industrial
development unless it is demonstrated that such
changes will not impact existing or planned future
development.
1.E-3 The County encourages industrial development
to be developed in contiguous or generally
consolidated areas to reduce the potential for conflicts
with surrounding uses.

Agricultural Land

15 To minimize conflicts between
agricultural and non-agricultural
uses.

1.F-2 The County shall require that all land set aside or
utilized for mitigation of development in Sutter County
or the Natomas Basin demonstrates that its creation
and existence will not adversely impact existing and/or
future planned agricultural or urban development.
1.F-3 The County shall continue to implement its Right
to Farm Ordinance.
1.F-4 The County shall protect agricultural operations
from conflicts with non-agricultural uses by requiring
buffers between proposed non-agricultural uses and
adjacent agricultural operations.
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TABLE 3-11

Summary of Suffer County General Plan Land-Use Goals
Topic
Open Space,
Habitat, and
Natural
Resources

I
1.
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
'

Goal

Policy Statement

1.G To preserve and protect open
space and natural resources and
reduce pollution.

1.G-1 The County shall encourage development
projects to minimize their impacts to open space areas
and wildlife habitats.

Source: Sutter County ( 1996a).

3.6.4 Agriculture in the Natomas Basin
Agriculture is the primary land use within the Natomas Basin, with approximately
42,000 acres in agricultural production under the baseline condition. Primary crops grown in
the Natomas Basin include rice, sugar beets, safflower, wheat, barley, alfalfa, corn, pasture
land, tomatoes, and fruit trees. The pattern of agricultural use within the Natomas Basin has
been stable in recent years. According to the Sacramento County General Plan (County of
Sacramento, 1993), approximately 9,195 acres of farmlands are under Williamson Act
contracts in the Sacramento County portion of the Natomas Basin. Sutter County only
recently began participating in the Williamson Act program.
Farmland resources in California are monitored by the Department of Conservation.
The Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) produces maps of important
farmlands, and tracks land use changes that affect important farmlands. As shown in
Table 3-12, most of the undeveloped Natomas Basin is considered important farmland.
TABLE 3-12

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program Acreage in Study Area

Metro Air Park

Other
Sacramento
County

Sutter County

Total

5,010

1,543

14,311

8,494

29,358

856

309

3,918

7,996

12,079

Farmland of Local
Importance°

1,938

0

418

0

2,356

Unique Farmlandd

13

47

667

2

729

Grazing Land

48

38

199

148

433

4,478

0

1,059

118

5,655

494

13

1,284

124

1,915

0

0

12

1

13

12,836

1,950

21,869

16,882

53,538

FMMP Category
Prime Farmlanda
Farmland of
Statewide
Importanceb

Urban and Built-Up
Land
Other Lande
Water
Total
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Prime Farmland is farmland with the best combination of physical and chemical features able to sustain long-term
production of agricultural crops. This land has the soil quality, growing season, and moisture supply needed to
produce sustained high yields. Land must have been used for production of irrigated crops at some time during the
four years prior to the mapping date.
Farmland of Statewide Importance is similar to Prime Farmland but with minor shortcomings, such as greater slopes
or less ability to store soil moisture. Land must have been used for production or irrigated crops at some time during
the four years prior to the mapping date.
C

Farmland of Local Importance is land of importance to the local agricultural economy as determined by each county's
board of supervisors and a local advisory committee. In Sacramento County, locally important farmlands are lands
which do not qualify for Prime, Statewide, or Unique designation but are currently irrigated crops or pasture or
nonirrigated crops; and lands which currently support confined livestock, poultry operations, and aquaculture. For
Sutter County, the Board of Supervisors determined that there will be no Farmland of Local Importance for Sutter
County.
Unique Farmland is farmland of lesser-quality soils used for the production of the state's leading agricultural crops.
This land is usually irrigated, but may include nonirrigated orchards or vineyards as found in some climatic zones in
California. Land must have been cropped at some time during the four years prior to mapping date.
Other Land includes lands not included in any other mapping category. Common examples include low-density rural
developments; brush, timer, wetland, and riparian areas not suitable for livestock grazing; vacant and nonagricultural
land surrounded on all sides by urban development; confined livestock, poultry or aquaculture facilities; strip mines,
borrow pits; and water bodies smaller than forty acres.

FMMP= Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program
Source: Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program, 2001.

Additional discussion on agricultural land use is included in Sections 3.4 and 4.4, Biological
Resources, because land use classes are discussed in this EIR/EIS largely in the context of
habitat for biological resources.

3.7 Socioeconomics
This section summarizes the social and economic conditions, within the study area and
surrounding areas, relevant to determining significant impacts. The information presented
in this section is based on the planning documents described in Section 3.1 and information
obtained from the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG).

I
1

I
I
I
I
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3.7.1 City of Sacramento and Sacramento County
3.7.1.1 Population
The population for the area of the City of Sacramento within the Natomas Basin is estimated
to be 37,513 persons, as summarized in Table 3-13 (SACOG, 2001). A small population
(849 persons) exists within the unincorporated area of Sacramento County. In total, the
population residing within the greater Sacramento area of the Natomas Basin is
approximately 3.25 percent of the population for Sacramento County. The population residing
within the jurisdiction of the City of Sacramento accounts for approximately 9.25 percent of
the City's population. Projections for the year 2025 show that the total estimated population of
Sacramento County is anticipated to increase to approximately 1.7 million persons, of which
the Natomas area will account for approximately 6.24 percent.
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TABLE 3-13
Estimated Population Within the Natomas Basin and Vicinity, Sacramento County
Estimated Current Total
Population (1999)

Estimated Current
Natomas Basin Population
( 1999)

Projected Total
Population (2025)

City of Sacramento

406,000

37,513

528,880

Sacramento County,
Unincorporated

642,700

Sacramento County,
Total

1,189,100

Jurisdiction

849a
38,362

_

1,695,506b

Source: SACOG Website, 2001.
a Study area population based on data for North and South Natomas minor zones for each jurisdiction, as defined by
SACOG.
b 2025 projection data for minor zones not available. Natomas area projected to be 105,879 for both City and County
jurisdictions.

3.7.1.2 Employment
The employment base for the Sacramento region consists of government, trade, and services
sectors. Within the City, employment is balanced among heavy-commercial/warehouse,
office, and retail-commercial sectors, based on estimates from land-use designations.
According to the City of Sacramento General Plan EIR, the Natomas area supports
approximately 3.5 percent of the City's workforce, approximately equally categorized as
industrial jobs and community /neighborhood commercial jobs. These jobs are currently
concentrated primarily in South Natomas because the North Natomas workforce is largely
agricultural. The majority of the City's employment increase is expected to occur in the
Natomas area, primarily North Natomas. Based on land-use designations, the majority of
employment growth is projected to be in the regional office sector; but industrial and
community/neighborhood commercial sectors are projected to grow as well.

3.7.2 Sutter County
3.7.2.1 Population
Sutter County's current total population is approximately 77,900 (SACOG, 2001), and is
projected to be 134,708 in 2025. Both Sutter County portions of the Study area are contained
in SACOG's South Sutter Regional Analysis District (RAD). The population of the South
Sutter RAD is currently 3,036 and is projected to grow to 4,246 in 2025 (Table 3-14;
SACOG, 2001). Minor zones within the South Sutter RAD do not correspond to the Natomas
Basin boundary; therefore, it is difficult to state the current population of the Natomas Basin
in Sutter County. Residences in the Sutter County portion of the Natomas Basin are limited
and include scattered farmhouses along the east side of Garden Highway and the west side
of Natomas Road, and several residences along Howsley Road in the far north of the
Natomas Basin. Therefore, the estimated population would be quite small, relative to the
overall residential population of the South Sutter RAD. The future population in the Sutter
County portion of the Natomas Basin is not expected to grow substantially, because planned
development consists entirely of commercial and industrial land uses.
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TABLE 3-14

Estimated Population Within the Natomas Basin and Vicinity, Sutter County
Area

Estimated Current Population
(1999)

Projected Population
(2025)

Natomas Basin, Sutter County

N/A

N/A

3,036

4,246

77,900

134,708

South Sutter County RAD
Sutter County, Total

I

Source: SACOG, 2001.

3.7.2.2 Employment
Agriculture and related industries provide the key employment base for Sutter County, and
some minor growth is expected in this industry group over the General Plan's planning
horizon. Consistent with other areas dependent on an agricultural employment base, Sutter
County experiences high rates of seasonal unemployment. Most job growth over the past
decade is associated with increases in population, and job growth is expected to continue as
population increases. Growth is primarily expected to occur in service, retail, local
government, and education employment. Moderate growth is expected for manufacturing,
wholesale, and agriculture industry groups. Professional-specialty and
executive/ administrative/ management occupational groups have experienced the greatest
growth in recent years and are expected to continue to grow.

3.8 Traffic and Circulation
This section provides a discussion on the existing transportation network within the vicinity
of the Natomas Basin, which is shown in Figure 1-1.

3.8.1 City of Sacramento
Transportation within the City of Sacramento is highly dependent on automobile use,
although mass transit (light rail and bus) services, bikeways, and pedestrian paths are
available and planned. The I-5/S.R. 99 and 1-80 systems are the primary transportation
corridors within the city limits in the Natomas Basin. Other existing major north/south
roadways within the vicinity of the study area include Power Line Road, El Centro Road,
and Truxel Road. Major east/west roadways include Elverta Road, Elkhorn Boulevard, Del
Paso Road, and San Juan Road.
Other modes of transportation within the City of Sacramento and the study area include
planned light rail service to the Natomas area, and the existing and future-planned
expansion of the fixed-route bus system. Light rail, regional bus service, and a
neighborhood bus shuttle service are identified by the City as planned services for North
Natomas. Existing and proposed on-street and off-street bikeways are on most of the major
and minor roadways in the Natomas area, as part of the Sacramento City/County Bikeway
Master Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan. Off-street bikeways and pedestrian
paths are planned along the north and west boundaries of North Natomas, including along
Fisherman's Lake.
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3.8.2 Sacramento County
Sacramento County is dependent on automobile-based transportation. Freight and
commuter rail, light rail, and bus transit do not currently service the Natomas area of
Sacramento County outside of the panhandle annexation area. The Union Pacific Railroad
operates a line adjacent to the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek), but
does not stop in the area. Major freeway access to Sacramento County includes 1-5,1-80, and
S.R. 99. Elkhorn Boulevard and Elverta Road are the major roadways in the area. Elverta
Road is classified as a two-lane rural highway. Small public and private rural roadways are
located throughout undeveloped Sacramento County, and RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual
maintain a network of access roads along area canals. A description of expected future
congestion on roadways of regional significance is presented above in Section 4.8.

3.8.3 Sutter County
Sutter County is dependent on its roadway system for transportation, with automobile use
comprising the majority of trips taken in the county. S.R. 99/70 is the primary regional
transportation corridor in southern Sutter County, serving north/south travel. Garden
Highway and Natomas Road (abutting the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal) are major
county roads also accommodating north/south traffic in the Natomas Basin, with Pacific
Avenue and Pleasant Grove Road serving north/south travel in Area B. East/west travel is
accommodated by major and minor county roads, including Sankey and Riego roads in the
Natomas Basin, and Howsley Road, West Catlett Road, Nicolaus Avenue, and Bear Creek
Drive in Area B. Small public and private rural roadways are located throughout Sutter
County in the Study area, and RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual maintain a network of access
roads along canals and drains in the Natomas Basin.

Other modes of transportation within Sutter County include a fixed-route bus system that
offers commuter and express services from Marysville and Yuba City to Sacramento and
major Sacramento medical facilities, as well as demand-responsive bus service for elderly
and disabled transportation needs.
Within Sutter County, a limited amount of roadway bikepaths exist, and no off-street
facilities exist. The Yuba-Sutter Bikeway Master Plan has been adopted. The Plan will connect
all cities in Sutter County via a bikeway system, in addition to connections to other counties,
including Sacramento.

3.9 Noise
This section describes the existing ambient-noise environment in the study area. Projected
noise levels were also identified and evaluated for future conditions in previously prepared
CEQA documents for the covered activities related to the Proposed Action of this EIR/EIS.
The findings are summarized in Section 4.9 of this EIR/EIS as they pertain to the Proposed
Action's covered activities.

3.9.1 City of Sacramento
Major noise generators in the City of Sacramento include traffic generated from freeways
and major roadways, and aircraft from the Sacramento International Airport. Industrial
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noise was determined to not be a major contributor to noise impacts within the City. In the
city limits within the Natomas Basin, 1-5,1-80, and other major roadways (see Section 3.8,
Traffic and Circulation) are major noise sources. This area is subject to noise from major
freeways, roadways, the Union Pacific railroad (which operates a line roughly parallel. to
Steelhead Creek), aircraft from the Sacramento International Airport, and the Arco Arena
sports complex in North Natomas.

3.9.2 Sacramento County
Existing noise sources in the Natomas area of Sacramento County include traffic from the
major freeways and roadways in the vicinity, the Sacramento International Airport, and the
Union Pacific Railroad., which operates a line roughly parallel to the Natomas East Main
Drainage Canal (Steelhead Creek).

3.9.3 Sutter County
The major noise generators within Sutter County are related to transportation, primarily
resulting from freeway and roadway traffic. Other noise generators include natural gas
extraction facilities, mining, farming, and industrial facilities. Within the study area,
S.R. 99/70 and the major roadways (see Section 3.8, Traffic and Circulation) are major noise
generators. Other major noise sources within the study area are likely to include freight
train service, natural gas extraction facilities near the Sacramento International Airport,
airplanes from the airport, and ongoing farming activities.

3.10 Air Quality
This section describes the existing air quality conditions in the region, focusing on
compliance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts.

3.10.1 Sacramento Valley Air Basin
The study area is within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The air basin is bounded by the
Coast Range to the west and the Sierra Nevada to the east. The Carquinez Strait, a sea-level
gap in the Coast Range, is located 50 miles southwest, and the intervening terrain is very
flat. The prevailing wind direction in Sacramento is southwesterly, resulting from marine
breezes through the Carquinez Strait. During winter, when the sea breeze diminishes,
northerly winds occur more frequently, but southerly winds still predominate.
A relatively stable high-pressure zone positioned off the coast diverts storms to the north,
away from California, during. the spring, summer, and early fall. The dry, warm, subsiding
air of this system produces an atmospheric condition known as a subsidence inversion,
where warm air overlies cooler air. Subsidence inversions may be several thousand feet
deep and, together with strong sunlight, can produce worst-case smog conditions, of which
ozone is the largest single component. In conjunction with this high-pressure zone, a
thermal trough (a low--pressure zone caused by intense surface heating) is normally
positioned over the Central Valley. The relative positions of these pressure zones cause air
to blow through the Carquinez Strait to the Sacramento Valley. This helps cool the region,
but it also carries pollutants from upwind, urban sources.
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During the late fall, winter, and early spring, the high-pressure zone shifts to the south,
allowing numerous storm fronts to sweep through the region. Typically, over 30 of these
winter storms can be expected per year, accounting for virtually all of the precipitation
Sacramento receives in a typical year (about 18 inches in an average year). Periods of
stagnation between storms are characterized by very light winds. Surface inversions, which
can form under these conditions, are most often observed in the morning from October to
February.

3.10.2 Regulatory Background
Air quality in the air basin is regulated at the federal, state, and regional levels. At the
federal level, the EPA is responsible for overseeing implementation of the Federal Clean Air
Act. The Air Resources Board is the state agency that regulates mobile sources and oversees
implementation of state air quality laws, including the California Clean Air Act.
The primary agencies that regulate air quality on a regional level in the study area are the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD) and the Feather
River Air Quality Management District (FRAQMD). Regional planning and attainment of
air quality goals also involves the neighboring local air quality agencies of El Dorado
County Air Pollution Control District, Placer County Air Pollution Control District, and
Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District. SMAQMD, FRAQMD and these local
agencies have permit authority over stationary sources, act as the primary reviewing
agencies for environmental documents, and develop regulations that must be consistent
with, or more stringent than, federal and state air quality policies.
Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, the EPA has established national ambient air-quality
standards for criteria pollutants, including ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate
matter of respirable size (PMlo and PM2.5). Descriptions of the criteria pollutants are as
follows:

•

Ozone - a pungent, colorless, acutely toxic gas, primarily produced by photochemical
processes in the atmosphere. Reactive organic gases (ROG), including hydrocarbons and
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), react in the atmosphere to form ozone. The common effects of
ozone are eye irritation, respiratory difficulties, and damage to vegetation.

•

Carbon Monoxide - a colorless, odorless, toxic gas produced through the incomplete
combustion of fossil fuels. Concentrations of CO are generally higher in winter when
more fuel is burned and weather conditions in the area favor the buildup of
directly-emitted contaminants. Emissions from gasoline-powered engines are the major
source of this contaminant, with automobiles as the primary contributor. CO passes
through the lungs directly into the bloodstream, where it may interfere with the transfer
of oxygen and deprive sensitive tissues of oxygen.,

•

Respirable Particulate Matter (PMlo and PM2.5) - Fine particulate matter (PMlo) includes
particulates of 10 microns or less in aerodynamic diameter, and PM2.5 includes
particulate matter of 2.5 microns or less. PM,o and PM2.5 are small enough to pass
through the respiratory system when inhaled and become lodged in the lungs,
potentially resulting in adverse health effects. PM1o and PM2.5 may consist of dust, sand,
salt spray, metallic and mineral particles, pollen, smoke, mist, and acid fumes. Primary
man-made sources of fugitive particulate matter are agricultural operations, demolition
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and construction activities, road dust entrained by motor vehicles, and wood burning.
Natural sources and wind erosion of agricultural land also represent significant sources
of airborne dust.

California's ambient air-quality standards are generally more stringent than the national
standards. The national and state standards for ozone, CO, and PMio are presented in
Table 3-15.
The Sacramento Valley Air Basin does not consistently meet several applicable state air
quality standards. Depending on the pollutant, the boundaries of the attainment areas vary.
The air basin, including Sacramento and Sutter counties, is designated as a severe
nonattainment area for the federal and state ozone standards. For C0, the Sacramento
urbanized area was recently reclassified from nonattainment to attainment of the federal
and state standards. Therefore, both Sacramento and Sutter counties meet federal and state
carbon monoxide standards. For the federal PMIO standards, only Sacramento County has
been designated a nonattainment area; however, redesignation to attainment has been
requested by SMAQMD. For the state PMlo standards, the entire air basin is considered a
nonattainment area. Air quality attainment designations for the study area are summarized
in Table 3-16.
"
TABLE 3-15

Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant

Averaging Time

Primaryc

Secondaryd

8 hours

-

0.08 ppm

0.08 ppm

1 hour

0.09 ppm

0.12 ppm

0.12 ppm

8 hours

9 ppm

9 ppm

-

1 hour

20 ppm

35 ppm

-

Annual Geometric Mean

30Ng/m3

-

-

Annual Arithmetic Mean

-

50 pg/m3

50 Ng/m3

24 hours

50 Ng/m3

150 pg/m3

150 pg/m3

Annual Arithmetic Mean

-

15 Ng/m3

15 Ng/m3

24 hours

-

65 Ng/rn3

65 pg/m3

Ozone

Carbon Monoxide

PM10

PM2.5

National Standards°

California
Standardsa

a California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and suspended particulate matter (PMto) are values that are not to
be exceeded.
b National standards, other than ozone and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means, are not to be
exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar
year with maximum hourly average concentrations above the standard is equal to or less than one.
` National Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the
public health.
d
National Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.
ppm

parts per million (by volume)

1
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Source: California Air Resources Board, 2001 a.
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TABLE 3-16

Air Quality Attainment Designations
Standards
Sacramento County
Pollutant
Ozone
Carbon
Monoxide
PM10

Sutter County

National

State

National

State

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Attainment

Attainment

Attainment

Attainment

Nonattainment

Nonattainment*

Nonattainment

Nonattainment

Area meets air quality standard, and ARB has been requested to reclassify area for attainment status.
Source: California Air Resources Board, 2001b.

3.11 Public Health and Safety

I
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I
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In general, the potential public health and safety issues discussed in this EIR/EIS focus on
potential for increased wildlife strikes at the Sacramento International Airport and related
potential increase in safety risk for aircraft passengers at the airport, as a result of the
implementation of the Proposed Action.
The purpose of this section is to provide the environmental and regulatory baseline for
assessing the potential for increased bird strikes as a result of the implementation of the
Proposed Action. The Sacramento International Airport is located in the southwestern
portion of the Natomas Basin (see Figure 1-1). Encounters with wildlife by aircraft have
occurred at the airport during various times of operation during a flight. Of particular
concern is the possibility of encounters with birds by aircraft during approach, within
5 miles north of the airport. Based on information provided by Sacramento International
Airport, the impact evaluation (see Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences) is limited to
the northerly approach pattern within five miles of the airport landing area. The increased
number of bird strikes at Sacramento International Airport since approximately 1993

coincides with a change in rice field management (the removal of rice-field stubble through
flooding) and subsequent observation of increased waterfowl use of the Sacramento Valley
and the lower American Basin (including the Natomas Basin) (SCAS, 2001).

3.11.1 Background on Wildlife Hazards at Airports
Wildlife can be attracted to airports and their vicinities because of the presence of cover,
food, and water sources. The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) considers wildlife
hazards a serious threat to the safety of aircraft passengers and crews, as well as an
economic concern. Presented below is a brief summary of information available on the
magnitude and effects of wildlife hazards at airports.
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Quantitative analysis on wildlife hazards has been compiled for the years 1990 through
1998, and is continuing to be compiled for subsequent years. A detailed report covering the
years 1990 through 1998 summarizes results from the 22,935 strikes that were reported for
this period (Cleary et al., 1999). Reports included strikes encountered with commercial,
business, private, and miscellaneous aircraft. The analysis generally found that:
•

Between 1990 and 1998, there was a 107 percent increase in the number of strikes
reported nationwide and for areas outside of the United States covered by the study.

•

Most bird strikes occurred between July and October during the day, when the aircraft
was approaching or performing the landing roll, and at an altitude of less than
2,000 feet.

•

The majority of birds that were able to be identified for reported strikes were gulls,
followed by waterfowl, doves, and raptors. Other bird groups made up a much smaller
portion of reported, identifiable strikes. In general, larger birds and bird species that
exhibit flocking behavior, such as waterfowl, are most frequently associated with the
potential for bird strike hazards.

•

The majority of strikes did not damage the aircraft (approximately 16,000); substantially
fewer caused the aircraft to suffer minor or substantial damage (approximately
2,000 and 1,300, respectively); and the fewest destroyed 19 aircraft (determined to be
beyond repair).

•

Seventy-eight percent of wildlife strikes (of which 15 percent were bird strikes) had an
adverse effect on flight. An effect on flight was defined as an aborted takeoff,
precautionary landing, engine shutdown, or other. Of those operations that were
affected, the majority resulted in a precautionary landing.

3.11.1.1 Regulatory, Policy, and Guidance Setting
Regulatory requirements, FAA policies, and guidance on wildlife hazards is provided.
•

Federal Aviation Act of 1958, as amended. Among other things, this act empowers the
FAA to issue airport operating certificates and to establish minimum safety standards
for those airports, some of which involve the management of wildlife and wildlife
hazards at or near airports. During regular FAA inspections, control of wildlife hazards
is an issue that is addressed and reported.

•

Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, (CFR) Part 139.337. The FAA is responsible for
enforcing various aspects of aviation. Part 139.337 requires that an ecological study and
wildlife-hazard management plan be implemented at an airport when certain
wildlife-hazard events occur at an airport. Additionally, a staff wildlife biologist will be
assigned to the airport to work with airport operators to identify causes and mitigate
wildlife hazards.

•

Office of Airport Safety and Standards Guidance and Policies. Advisory Circular
Number 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports provides guidance
on identifying and mitigating hazardous wildlife attractants at or in the vicinity of
airports. Although implementation of the guidance is not mandatory, as indicated
above, control of wildlife hazards is an issue addressed in FAA safety inspections. This
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guidance indicates that the FAA has determined that 1 strike per 10,000 operations
(departure or approach) at an airport is an acceptable wildlife strike rate.
•

1
1

^
I
1
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Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan. The Sacramento
International Airport has been required to implement a wildlife hazard management
plan (Plan) in accordance with 14 CFR 139.337, and is described below.

3.11.2 Sacramento International Airport and Vicinity
As discussed above, the Sacramento International Airport experiences bird strikes likely as a
result of the favorable habitat that exists within the vicinity of the airport. Provided below is a
summary of wildlife-strike information available for the airport, specific measures being taken
or considered for implementation for wildlife hazard control, and the relationship of current
land-use practices and wildlife for lands within the northerly approach pattern of the airport.
3.11.2.1 Wildlife Strikes Occurring at Sacramento International Airport
Data on wildlife strikes and strike rates for the Sacramento International Airport indicate an
increase in wildlife strikes from 1990 through 1998 of greater than 300 percent (SCAS, 2001).
As of 1999, the Sacramento International Airport reported a strike rate of 4.5 strikes per
10,000 operations, approximately five times the acceptable level of 1 strike per

10,000 operations set by the FAA. The increase in strikes is generally not attributable to an
increase in aircraft operations. For example, during 1996, the strike rate was
2.9 (172,203 operations occurred with 50 reported strikes), whereas for 1998, the strike rate
was 5.3 (151,205 operations occurred with 80 reported strikes). Increases in strike rates have
been anecdotally attributed to the increased flooding of rice fields in the vicinity of the
airport as a result of air quality rules prohibiting rice-field burning and a general
improvement in the use of the Pacific Flyway by migratory waterfowl (SCAS, 2001).
Most bird strikes at Sacramento International Airport occur from November through
February (SCAS, 2001), which is unlike national trends but coincident with winter migration
and flooding of rice fields. Similar to national trends discussed above, the majority of
reported bird strikes at Sacramento International Airport occur with waterfowl upon
approach and less than 3,000 feet above ground level. The majority of wildlife strikes have
not had an effect on flight, and precautionary landing was the most common effect on flight.
Financial losses as a result of wildlife strikes are not available for Sacramento International
Airport (Personal Communication, John Febbo).

I
t
I
I

3.11.2.2 Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Hazard Management Plan
As described above, the Sacramento International Airport has been required to adopt a
wildlife hazard management plan in accordance with 14 CFR 139.337. The plan describes
areas around the airport for which wildlife hazards are of greatest concern; optimal
management of habitats, water sources, vegetation, and structures; and the food-prey base
for airport property. The plan also describes potential wildlife control procedures, which
include aurally and visually frightening techniques and population-reduction methods in
accordance with federal and state wildlife protection laws. A major long-range goal of the
plan is to reduce wildlife habitat on airport property in accordance with state and federal
wildlife protection laws, and to discourage land use practices on other properties that
increase wildlife hazards.
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The two major areas of greatest concern within the airport vicinity are within a 5-mile radius
of the runway centerline (general zone) and within a 2-mile radius of the centerline (critical
zone). Control efforts documented in the Plan are focused on the critical zone. However,
removal of wildlife habitat on airport property in the general zone and discouragement of
land-use practices near airport property are also long-range goals of the Plan.

1

Other land management efforts at and near the airport include:

•

•

•

Management of water features on airport property includes the removal/ modification of
permanent and temporary water features on airport property, including irrigation
canals/ditches, temporary pools created by sprinklers or airport structures, sewage
treatment ponds on the south side of the airport, and jurisdictional wetlands; and
obstruction of water features through installment of wire grids.
Management of vegetation features on airport property includes modifications to
landscaping to be less attractive to wildlife, such as the use of turf grass as the major
ground cover and removal of trees, and removal of vegetation suitable for wildlife
habitat.

Vegetation management also includes the discontinuance of agriculture on airport
properties within the security fence and up to a mile away from the runway landing if
these areas are determined to be attractive to wildlife. Conduct field preparation
activities at night.

•

Structure management includes consideration during design of reducing structural
attractions to wildlife, removal of unnecessary buildings, and retrofit of problematic
structures.

•

Food-prey base management includes elimination of habitats such as streamside
vegetation and abandoned structures, direct population control methods, removal of
debris, and discouragement of handouts.

Existing Land Management Practices in the Vicinity of Airport
Areas north of the airport are currently in rice production, whereas areas to the south are
managed as row crops. The area to the immediate west of the airport is also managed as
row crops and abuts the Sacramento River and the Vic Fazio/Yolo Basin National Wildlife
Refuge. The area to the east of the airport is managed as rice and field crops. Lands owned
by the airport are managed to reduce the likelihood of wildlife being attracted to the area,
particularly waterfowl, in accordance with its Wildlife Hazard Management Plan, by
eliminating or reducing pooled water.
The Sacramento International Airport and the Natomas Basin Conservancy are engaged in
ongoing discussions in. association with the implementation of the proposed HCP on
optimal use of the lands outside of the airport property in the general zone. The purpose of
this effort is to determine potential use of the lands in the general zone for future habitat
reserves without increasing the potential for bird-strike hazards.
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CHAPTER 4

Environmental Consequences
4.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the impacts analysis for the Proposed Action and the alternatives. It also
presents the significance criteria for the evaluated resource areas and provides mitigation
measures, where applicable, for potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.
As discussed in detail in Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives, the Proposed Action
comprises:

I

•

Applications for Section 10(a)(1)(B) and Section 2081 permits for each of the permittees
(see Section 2.1)

•

Approval of the HCP and issuance of the permits by the USFWS and the CDFG upon
making a determination that issuance criteria have been met by the permittees

•

Implementation of the HCP

•

Adoption of the IA(s) to secure participation and compliance of the HCP applicants
requesting take permits

This introductory section includes the following subsections to provide context for the
analysis contained in this chapter.

1

I
I

^
I

i
I

•

Summary of the resource areas analyzed and brief descriptions of impacts (Section 4.1.1)

•

Cumulative impacts assessment, including the criteria for and identification of
cumulative actions or projects for assessment in this EIR/EIS (Section 4.1.2)

•

Previous analysis of impacts of covered activities (to provide an overall context for
impacts to the Natomas Basin and the study area) (Section 4.1.3), and

•

Analysis of impacts of independent implementation of the Proposed Action by the
applicants (i.e., permittees) to demonstrate effects of implementation by individual as
well as the collective permittees (Section 4.1.4)

4.1.1 Resources Considered and Summary of Impacts
The environmental analysis in this EIR/EIS is focused on how the following key resources
of concern would be affected by the implementation of the Proposed Action.
•

Geology and Soils. Section 4.2 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and
the alternatives would affect geology and soils. Potentially significant erosion impacts
are identified as a result of land disturbance, and recommended mitigation measures
would reduce impacts to a less than significant level. Other potential geology and soils
impacts from implementing the land use and water agencies' conservation measures
would be less-than-significant.
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•

Water Resources. Section 4.3 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and the
alternatives would affect water supply, water quality, and flood control conditions in the
study area. Potentially significant water quality impacts resulting from implementing the
Proposed Action are identified. Impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
with the recommended mitigation measures. Other potential water resources impacts
from implementing the land use and water agencies' conservation measures would be less
than significant.

•

Biological Resources. Section 4.4 describes expected future habitat conditions and species
status with implementation of the Proposed Action and the alternatives. The, issuance of
ITPs has the potential to result in significant impacts to biological resources because, by
definition, the decision to issue ITPs indicates the potential for the take of a species
covered by the permits. The approval and implementation of the HCP, however, would
mitigate for the effects of the taking and reduce those effects to a level that is less than
significant. In instances where the analysis of the Proposed Action indicates the need for
additional mitigation, these measures are presented and discussed in Section 4.4.5.4. The
conservation measures of the HCP are summarized in Chapter 2 as part of the Proposed
Action and are presented in detail in the Draft Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
(City of Sacramento, Sutter County, Natomas Basin Conservancy, Reclamation District
No. 1000, and Natomas Central Mutual Water Company, July 2002).

•

Cultural Resources. Section 4.5 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and
the alternatives would affect archaeological and historical resources. Potentially
significant impacts could include the disturbance of unknown, subsurface archaeological
or historical resources. Impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with
the mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.5. Other potential cultural resources
impacts_ from implementing the Proposed Action would be less than significant.

•

Land Use. Section 4.6 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and the
alternatives would affect local land use conditions, including agricultural resources. The
loss of important farmlands would be a significant and unavoidable consequence of
implementing the HCP. Other potential land use impacts from implementing the
Proposed Action would be less than significant.

•

Socioeconomics. `.iection 4.7 discusses how implementing the Proposed Action and the
alternatives would affect local and regional social and economic conditions (e.g.,
population, employment) and the potential for disproportionate effects on minority and
low-income populations. No significant impacts would occur as a result of
implementing the Proposed Action.

•

Traffic. Section 4.8 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and the
alternatives would affect traffic conditions. Potentially significant traffic safety impacts
are identified. Impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the
mitigation measures recommended in Section 4.8. Other potential traffic impacts from
implementing the land use and water agencies' conservation measures would be less
than significant.

•

Noise. Section 4.9 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and the alternatives
would affect ambient noise levels. Potentially significant noise impacts are identified.
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1

Impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the mitigation measures
recommended in Section 4.9. Other potential noise impacts from implementing the
Proposed Action would be less than significant.
•

Air Quality. Section 4.10 describes how implementing the Proposed Action and the
alternatives would affect regional air quality. Potentially significant air quality impacts
are identified. Impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level with the
recommended mitigation measures. Other potential air quality impacts from
implementing the land use and water agencies' conservation measures would be lessthan-significant.

•

Public Health and Safety. Section 4.11 describes how implementing the Proposed
Action and the alternatives would affect public health and safety. Specifically, the focus
of the analysis is on how waterfowl would affect air traffic safety at Sacramento
International Airport. No significant impacts would occur as a result of implementing
the Proposed Action or the alternatives.

1

4.1.2 Approach to Cumulative Impacts Analysis
4.1.2.1 Requirements for Cumulative Impacts Assessment
The Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA define a

"cumulative impact" for purposes of NEPA as follows:
Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of
time. (40 CFR Section 1508.7).
Cumulative impacts are defined similarly in the CEQA Guidelines:
"Cumulative impacts" refers to two or more individual effects which, when
considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts.

t

^
^
^
t

(a) The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project or a
number of separate projects.
(b) The cumulative impact from several projects is the change in the
environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when
added to other closely related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time.
(California Code of Regulations, Section 15355)
For the purposes of this EIR/EIS, significant cumulative impacts would occur if impacts
related to the implementation of the Proposed Action, added to the environmental impacts of
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable similar actions, result in an adverse
significant effect. For an impact to be considered cumulative, these incremental impacts and
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potential incremental impacts must be related to the types of impacts caused by the Proposed
Action (i.e., the types of impacts caused by implementing conservation measures for the
covered species). Potential cumulative impacts are assessed within the separate resource area
sections in this chapter, and are presented at the end of the individual resource sections.

1

4.1.2.2 Actions Included in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis
In consideration of actions to include in the cumulative impacts assessment in this EIR/EIS,
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions that have the potential, in combination
with the effects of the Proposed Action, to result in cumulative impacts are those that:
•

submitted an urban development permit or other permit application to a federal or nonfederal agency with approval authorityl

•

are related to the types of impacts attributable to those that would result from
implementing the Proposed Action

On the basis of these criteria, the actions identified for consideration in the cumulative
impacts analysis are described below. Generally, the analysis of cumulative effects includes
actions that could affect the management of covered species in the Natomas Basin or in
other parts of their range. This broad scope helps provide an understanding of the relative
importance of the Proposed Action to overall population conditions. These other
management actions include federal and state wildlife refuges, as prescribed by other state
and federal programs, and in other HCPs. The management activities included in the
analysis of cumulative effects are as follows.
•

I

Management of state and federal lands. The region contains several wildlife refuges
and other state and federal lands that provide benefit to wildlife, including many of the
covered species (Figure 4-1). Because management of these state and federal lands must
consider the needs of threatened and endangered species, the management of these
lands is considered in the assessment of cumulative impacts. Specific refuge lands with
geographic proximity to the Natomas Basin are as follows, including a brief description
of refuge management activities.
-

Vic Fazio-Yolo Basin Wildlife Area (managed by the CDFG). The Yolo Basin
Wildlife Area (WA) comprises 3,660 acres of the Yolo Basin floodplain, primarily
south of the Interstate 80 Yolo Causeway. Plans for the Yolo Basin WA include
expansion of the refuge to include substantial additional lands to the north,
including lands directly west of the Natomas Basin. The Yolo Basin (including both
refuge lands and private acreage) contains substantial agricultural acreage and other
habitat types, but the primary purpose of lands within the Yolo Basin is to convey
winter flood flows diverted from the Sacramento River. Private landowners in the
Yolo Bypass, including the Conaway Ranch property north of the refuge, manage
lands in part for the enhancement of wildlife values (e.g., duck clubs). The USFWS
and CDFG maintain conservation easements over much of these areas.

1 As discussed in Section 3.6.2.2, the Metro Air Park industrial Business Park (MAP) project is a separate project (i.e., it is not
part of the Proposed Action evaluated in this EIR/EIS). The acreage of the MAP project is included in the 17,500 acres in the
Natomas Basin that is the study area of the proposed HCP evaluated in this EIR/EIS to address impacts to covered species in
a way that adequately represents current development plans. Because the acreage of the MAP project is considered in the
evaluation of impacts in this EIR/EIS, it is not also included as a cumulative project in this document.
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Stone Lakes National Wildlife Refuge (managed by the USFWS). The Stone Lakes
National Wildlife Refuge (NWR) is located south of Sacramento near Freeport.
Currently, Stone Lakes NWR comprises approximately 4,000 acres under
management, with the eventual refuge boundary under active management being
expanded to approximately 18,000 acres. Within the area managed by the USFWS
(including the area known as Lower Beach Lake), about one-quarter is managed as
restored wetlands and three-quarters as grazed, dry grassland. The refuge is
managed with a biodiversity objective, and supports habitat restoration for
threatened and endangered species (including an emphasis on the giant garter snake
and Swainson's hawk) and Pacific Flyway waterfowl. Included within the Stone
Lakes NWR boundary is Upper Beach Lake, which is currently managed by the
Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District as part of the regional wastewater
treatment plant.

1

Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge Complex (managed by the USFWS). The
Sacramento National Wildlife Refuge Complex (Sacramento NWR Complex)
includes the 2,591-acre Sutter National Wildlife Refuge (Sutter NWR), located
primarily in the Sutter Bypass southwest of Yuba City. Similar to the Yolo Basin WA,
the Sutter NWR is managed for waterfowl and other species that have the potential
to inhabit winter-flooded areas. Portions of the Sutter NWR contain habitat suitable
for giant garter snakes and other Proposed Action-covered species. Other refuge
units of the Sacramento NWR Complex include the Sacramento, Delevan, and
Colusa units, which are managed in a manner similar to the Sutter NWR, and the
Sacramento River NWR, which is managed for riparian habitat values adjacent to the

1

Sacramento River.
-

Gray Lodge Wildlife Area (managed by the CDFG). The Gray Lodge Wildlife Area
(Gray Lodge WA) comprises 9,200 acres. It is managed primarily for waterfowl, but
is also managed for the protection of threatened and endangered species, including
the giant garter snake.

-

Woodbridge Ecological Area (managed by the CDFG). The Woodbridge Ecological
Area, west of Lodi, comprises agricultural lands managed for the protection of
wintering greater sandhill cranes.

-

Grasslands Ecological Area (managed by the USFWS, CDFG, and private entities).
The Grasslands Ecological Area includes over 120,000 acres of state and federal
wildlife areas and private lands that are managed primarily as duck clubs. The state
and federal refuges include management measures for protecting threatened and
endangered species, including those with the objective of bolstering the diminished
populations of giant garter snakes in the San Joaquin Valley.

CALFED Bay-Delta Program. The Multi-Species Conservation Strategy of the CALFED
Bay-Delta Program includes conservation measures to achieve specific goals for
244 evaluated species. Generally, the Multi-Species Conservation Strategy is intended to
enable CALFED-implementing entities to obtain the necessary authorizations for
specific CALFED actions that could contribute to incidental take of federally or statelisted species. The specific goals for species include "recovery," "contribute to recovery,"
and "maintain." One species proposed for coverage under the Proposed Action-the
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valley elderberry longhorn beetle-is included in the CALFED Multi-Species
Conservation Strategy with a "recover" objective. Proposed-Action covered species with
a "contribute to recovery" objective in the CALFED Multi-Species Conservation Strategy
are the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, bank swallow, and Delta tule pea. All other
species proposed for coverage in the ITPs, with the exception of the loggerhead shrike,
are included in the Multi-Species Conservation Strategy with a goal of "maintain."
•

i

I

I

San Joaquin County Habitat Conservation Plan. Similar to the proposed Natomas
Basin HCP, the San Joaquin County HCP addresses the conservation of species in the
context of land-use changes. This includes the acquisition of habitat reserves and the
avoidance or minimization of impacts to covered species. The plan addresses 97 covered
species, including the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, and all of the other species
proposed for coverage under the Proposed Action.

4.1.2.3 Other Potential Actions in the Natomas Basin
The Proposed Action addresses the development of 17,500 acres in the Natomas Basin,
consisting of 8,050 acres in the City of Sacramento (buildout of the North and South
Natomas Community Plan areas), 7,467 in Sutter County (the South Sutter County Specific
Plan area and other areas in the Industrial-Commercial Reserve), and 1,983 acres in the
approved Metro Air Park special planning area. (As noted in Section 1.2.1, the Metro Air.
Park development has been previously approved and is included in the assessment in this
EIR/EIS to provide a comprehensive and conservative assessment of impacts attributable to
the covered activities of planned development). The acreage to be developed represents
planned development for the Natomas Basin based on adopted plans. If granted, take
authorization under the proposed ITPs (an ITP for Metro Air Park was issued on February
21, 2002) would apply to the authorized development of 15,517 acres in the City and Sutter
permit areas and 1,983 acres of Metro Air Park development in the plan area. Local agency
environmental impact analysis for this development has been completed (see Section 4.1.3).
Several other long-term projects have the potential to occur in the Natomas Basin at some
unidentified future date. These projects, if they occur, would not be included in the 17,500
acres of planned development evaluated as part of the Proposed Action unless the HCP is
amended and the ITPs are amended, or a new conservation strategy is developed for that
additional development. Data sufficient to conduct a detailed assessment of cumulative
impacts in this EIR/EIS are not currently available because the environmental review
process for these actions has not been initiated, existing environmental review is limited and
does not provide sufficient detail to assess impacts, or applications for the actions have not
been filed. If and when these proposals become projects subject to environmental review,
separate compliance under CEQA, NEPA, CESA, and ESA (including its take provisions)
will be conducted, where applicable. Approval of any development beyond the 17,500 acres
or outside the permit area would constitute a significant departure from the HCP and
would trigger a reevaluation of the HCP, potential amendments and/or revisions to the
HCP and ITPs, and possible suspension or revocation of the ITPs in the event the applicants
violate such limitations without having completed the required reevaluation, amendments,
or revisions. The projects are described below.
•

Development in Unincorporated Sacramento County. Approximately 16,000 acres of
land remain in unincorporated Sacramento County, excluding Sacramento International
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Airport. This area is outside of the County's Urban Services Boundary, which means
that development is not planned in the foreseeable future. Sacramento County is .
currently considering a long-term proposal, however, to amend its Urban Services
Boundary to include an additional 6,519 acres of land in the Natomas Basin because of
property owner interest in developing this area. The preferred alternative for this
amendment is the area bounded by Sutter County to the north, the Sacramento City
limit to the south, the Natomas Basin boundary (Steelhead Creek) to the east, and S.R.
99/70 to the west. At this time, the planning effort does not include a specific land use
plan, but rather is intended to provide policy direction on urbanization for regional
infrastructure purposes. A draft EIR for this proposal was released in November 2000,
but the proposal is still under consideration. The City of Sacramento is also considering
the possibility of future development in this area. The City's General Plan Amendment
and Comprehensive Annexation Program describes the potential for annexation and
development in portions of the currently unincorporated Natomas Basin, and presents
the option of creating a one-mile permanent open-space buffer east of the Sacramento
River and south of the Sutter County line.
In response to these long-term proposals, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County have engaged in a long-range planning effort to guide the annexation of
farmlands in the Natomas Basin which may be considered for future development.
(These lands are outside of the City's permit area and are not included in the 17,500
acres of planned development analyzed in the HCP, this EIR/EIS, and in previous
environmental documents-See Section 4.1.3). As part of this ongoing program, 10,000
acres of open space along the Sacramento River and in the vicinity of the Sacramento
International Airport would be preserved, and the City would undertake planning
efforts for the annexation of 10,000 acres directly north of Elkhorn Boulevard which may
be developed with commercial and residential development.

t
i

Specific land use plans have not been prepared or proposed for future development of
this 10,000 acre area, and no environmental review or permitting has been initiated. No
specific land uses or projects have been proposed for development at this time.
Any future specific proposals related to annexation and development of additional lands
beyond the 17,500 acres of planned development in the Natomas Basin would be subject
to further planning efforts, technical analyses, CEQA review, and local approvals. Any
lands proposed for development beyond those covered by the proposed HCP and for
which incidental take is authorized would require a new effects analysis and/or
reevaluation of the HCP; a new or amended conservation strategy, consultation with the
USFWS and CDFG, and issuance of incidental take permits.
The HCP conservation measures evaluated in this EIR/EIS address the 17,500 acres of
planned development.
Although future annexation proposals and related development of the identified area
under consideration for annexation may contribute to cumulative impacts to the
resources within the Natomas basin, no specific development projects have been
proposed. Consequently, these effects are considered speculative at this time. Because
the HCP's operating conservation program is based upon limiting total development
within the City and Sutter's respective permit areas to 15,517 acres and limiting
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development of Metro Air Park to 1,983 acres within the plan area, approval of
additional development in Sacramento County would constitute a significant departure
from the HCP's operating conservation plan and would trigger a new effects analysis, a
new conservation strategy, and issuance of incidental take permits to Sacramento
County for that additional development.
•

Sacramento International Airport. Sacramento County currently owns approximately
5,575 acres of land for Sacramento International Airport. The Airport could undertake
new construction activities on its lands (e.g., extending runways, expanding terminals),
but specific development plans are still in the early stages of preparation. In addition,
Sacramento County is considering expanding the airport outside of the current
boundary to include a third runway, potentially requiring from 200 to 800 acres of.
additional lands. Currently, alternatives are being considered for the runway expansion,
and could include additional lands to the west or north of the airport. The Master Plan
Study is not expected to be completed until 2003, and physical expansion beyond the
current airport boundaries is therefore speculative at this time.

•

Sacramento River East Levee Projects. Several projects along the east levee of the
Sacramento River related to water supply and flood control/ drainage improvements are
currently under consideration. These projects include:

•

I

-

Natomas Mutual pumping plant consolidation. Natomas Mutual operates three
pumping plants along the Sacramento River, and is currently studying the potential
for consolidating these pumping stations into one unit and installing state-of-the-art
fish screens. This project would likely include additional canal improvements along
the western boundary of the Natomas Basin. Detailed engineering plans and
environmental review of this project have not been initiated at this time.

-

Urban water intake. Several municipal/industrial water users in the northern
Sacramento region are studying the potential for a new urban water intake from the
Sacramento River. This project would require a new pipeline from the river to
convey water to urban areas east of the Natomas Basin. The feasibility of this. project
is currently being studied, but detailed engineering plans and environmental
documents have not been prepared.

-

Levee improvements. The ACOE has received congressional authorization to raise
the Sacramento River east levee and conduct additional improvements to the east
levee and to the Cross Canal levees. Preliminary engineering plans are currently being
revised, and environmental documentation is expected to be prepared late in 2002.

Highway Improvements. Two projects are under consideration for traffic and
circulation improvements in Sutter County, as follows.
-

S.R. 99/70 - Riego Road Interchange. Sutter County is preparing a Project Report for
a partial cloverleaf interchange to replace the existing traffic signal at S.R. 99/70 and
Riego Road. The partial cloverleaf design will require property acquisition outside of
the current right-of-way. It is expected that the Project Report will be completed
following the adoption of the South Sutter County Specific Plan.

I
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•

Placer Parkway. The Placer County Transportation Planning Authority recently
completed a Project Study Report for the proposed Placer Parkway, a new east-west
expressway that would connect S.R. 65 north of Rocklin with S.R. 99/70 in South
Sutter County. The preferred alignment identified in the Project Study Report places
Placer Parkway entirely in the Industrial-Commercial Reserve, and would therefore
be subject to the HCP without additional amendments. The final alignment,
however, has not been selected, and may include lands that are not considered in
Sutter County's 7,467-acre development area proposed to be covered under the ITPs.

Public Transit Corridor. Regional Transit (RT) is currently studying alternatives for a
new transit corridor from the Amtrak depot in downtown Sacramento to Sacramento
International Airport. RT's alternatives analysis study for this Downtown-NatomasAirport (DNA) corridor is expected to be completed in 2003. In the Natomas Basin, most
of the DNA corridor would be located in the City of Sacramento or Metro Air Park, but a
portion of the corridor between S.R. 99/70 and Metro Air Park is in unincorporated
Sacramento County (Greenbriar Farms area). Development of the DNA corridor in this
area would likely occur within the term of the HCP.

4.1.3 Previous Evaluation of Effects of Covered Activities
Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with construction of the authorized land
development activities (i.e., the ITPs covered activities for the land use agencies) have been
evaluated in the EIR for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update (City of Sacramento,
1987) and the EIR for the Sutter County General Plan (Sutter County, 1996c). Subsequent
environmental review-of direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts has occurred for the North
and South Natomas Community Plans and for the Metro Air Park Area Plan, and for
specific land development projects in the Natomas Basin including the Sysco distribution
center in Sutter County and various neighborhoods in North and South Natomas. The
planned development that would be covered by the issuance of ITPs to the City and Sutter
County has been addressed in the land use agencies' respective General Plans and the
associated environmental documents. Environmental review of land development also was
recently completed for the South Sutter County Specific Plan. Additional environmental
review is anticipated for specific future development projects in North Natomas, South
Natomas, and in the South Sutter County Specific Plan area.
The analysis in this chapter of the EIR/EIS builds on and incorporates the prior extensive
environmental analysis of urban development and infrastructure development included in
the environmental documents prepared for the City of Sacramento General Plan EIR, the
South Natomas Community Plan EIR, the North Natomas Community Plan EIR and
Supplemental EIR, and the Sutter County General Plan EIR/EIS. The USFWS reviewed the
impacts identified in these documents as part of its NEPA review and determined that these
impacts would continue to result from underlying development authorized by the City and
Sutter County, which would allow proceeding with the ITPs.
The following documents provide extensive background information, impact analyses, and
adopted mitigation measures that help form the basis of environmental documentation and
mitigation in the Natomas Basin. The documents below are incorporated by reference into
this EIR/EIS and can be reviewed at the City of Sacramento Environmental Services office
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located at 12311 St., Suite 300, Sacramento, California, and at the USFWS offices at
2800 Cottage Way, Sacramento, California.

I

i

t

•

Draft EIR for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update (SGPU DEIR), (City of
Sacramento, 1987)

•

Draft Supplement to the 1996 North Natomas Community Plan EIR (City of Sacramento, 1993)

•

Draft EIR for the South Natomas Community Plan (City of Sacramento, 1988c)

•

Draft EIR for the Sutter County Comprehensive General Plan Revision (Sutter County, 1996c)

•

Draft EIR for the North Natomas Comprehensive Drainage Plan (City of Sacramento, 1996b)

•

City of Sacramento General Plan Update (City of Sacramento, 1988a)

•

Sutter County General Plan 2015 (Sutter County, 1996a)

Planned development within Sutter County is based on development levels described in the
Sutter County General Plan 2015 (Sutter County, 1996a). Similar to the City's General Plan,
the Sutter County General Plan 2015 outlines the goals, policies, and land use patterns for
future development in Sutter County. The EIR for the General Plan (Sutter County, 1996c)
describes the overall environmental effects of this development, and includes additional
mitigation requirements where appropriate.
For the lands to be developed within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve in Sutter County, 85
percent of the land use would be for industrial uses and 15 percent would be for commercial
uses (Sutter County, 1996a). Other than specifying the total amount of development allowed
and the ratio of allowable uses within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve, the Sutter County
General Plan does not specify or plan the actual pattern of development. According to the
Sutter County General Plan Update (Sutter County, 1996b), the County finds that it is likely that
development would not occur on an incremental basis and that an urban core would be
surrounded by an agricultural border. Each development project would be considered by the
County on the basis of its merits and general plan consistency purposes. Sutter County
prepared a draft Specific Plan for the first 3,500 acres of development within the IndustrialCommercial Reserve. An EIR for that plan has been prepared.
The impacts and mitigation measures for the land use agencies' covered activities are
described in these documents and summarized within the separate resource area sections in
this chapter. In addition, the impacts, mitigation measures, and findings of these
environmental documents are summarized in Appendix C. These prior analyses considered
the effects of planned development, including cumulative effects, within each land use
agency's permit area. The impacts identified in these previous environmental reviews,
therefore, are assessments of the planned development that is a covered activity under the
Proposed Action in this EIR/EIS. The assessments in the prior environmental documents,
therefore, disclose the impacts and provide the mitigation measures for the planned
development (see Appendix C).
The alternatives in the previous environmental documents also address revised
development scenarios and the alternatives evaluated in this EIR/EIS focus on revised
mitigation ratios. One of these alternatives (Alternative 4) could result in changes to the
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planned development, but these changes would be reductions in development. As a result,
the impacts attributable to Alternative 4 would be less than those identified in prior
environmental review documents (see Appendix C). The alternatives in this EIR/EIS would
not result in planned development in excess of 17,500 acres and, therefore, the impacts of
implementing the alternatives would be less than significant.
In addition, impacts attributable to independent implementation by either the City or Sutter
County of the planned development that is a covered activity in the HCP would be the same
or less than those analyzed in the previous environmental documents. Under independent
implementation, either the City or Sutter County would proceed with planned development
(i.e., impacts of less than planned development would be less than the Proposed Action and,
therefore, less than significant.
In instances where the impacts from land development have not been addressed in previous
documents, the need for additional mitigation is considered in this EIR/EIS. (Also see
Sections 2.1 and 2.3 for a discussion of the permittees and their covered activities).
Additional supporting documentation of existing procedures, regulations, and standards
are relied upon in the analysis in this EIR/EIS. These additional supporting materials are
incorporated by reference:

•

City of Sacramento Comprehensive Zoning Comprehensive Zoning Ordinance.

•

City of Sacramento, City Code, Chapter 45, Trees.

•

City of Sacramento. 1995. Manual of Standards for the Design of New Development Onsite
Stormwater Quality Control Measures, Vol. 5 City/County Drainage Manual. Final Draft.
January 23.

•

City of Sacramento Ground Water Discharge Ordinance (Resolution No. 92-439).

•

City of Sacramento. City Code, Chapter 9.26 1001 et. Seq. Regarding Floodplain
Management Uniform Building Code Section 70.

•

California Division of Mines and Geology. Geologic Map of Sacramento Quadrangle. 1987.

•

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, 1991. Sacramento 1991 Air
Quality Attainment Plan. Sacramento, CA.

•

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District. 1994a. Air Quality Thresholds
of Significance. Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District, Sacramento,

I

California. December.

•

The City of Sacramento Grading Ordinance No. 93-068.

4.1.4 Approach to Analysis of Independent Implementation by Individual Permittees
Both the Proposed Action and the alternatives, as defined in Chapter 2: Proposed Action and
Alternatives, are based on the premise that the City, Sutter County, and the Natomas Basin
Conservancy will concurrently seek ITPs for the covered activities implemented by each of
the permittees within its sphere of authority and/or jurisdictions. RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual are currently considering participation as joint applicants. The Proposed Action
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includes proposed conservation measures for the water agencies' covered activities, and
these measures are included in the environmental review in this EIR/EIS (along with those
of the City, Sutter County, and the Conservancy) to provide a comprehensive assessment of
potential impacts as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. The water agencies do
not, however, anticipate filing applications for permits at this time (see Section 1.2.1 for a
discussion of the history and status of the water agencies' participation in the HCP
development and in this EIR/EIS). In addition to the evaluation of impacts if all applicants
submit permit applications, this EIR/EIS also includes an analysis on the impacts of HCP
implementation by individual permit applicants. The intent is to identify any additional
impacts not previously analyzed and mitigated in prior environmental documentation for
the covered activities.
For each of the resource areas in this chapter, an analysis is included of the impacts
anticipated to occur with independent implementation of the HCP. The potential impacts of
implementation by individual permittees are assessed within the separate resource area
sections in this chapter, and are presented at the end of the individual resource sections.
(Also see Section 2.1 and 2.3 for a discussion of the permittees and their covered activities.)

I

Overall, the HCP contains mechanisms to assess incrementally the effects of implementing
the HCP conservation measures, including the scenario of independent implementation by
the individual permittees. The two mechanisms include: (1) an overall program review that
would be conducted when urban development of 9,000 acres has been reached and (2) an
independent mid point review that applies only to the land use agencies. The intent of these
reviews is to recognize that uncertainties exist in the HCP plan implementation, including
levels of development, program adaptations related to the future giant garter snake
recovery plan, possible development of a Swainson's hawk recovery plan, and the ultimate
location of the habitat reserves. Although the adaptive management program of the HCP is
designed to address many of these uncertainties, the overall and midpoint review programs
are intended to supplement these other HCP provisions. These review mechanisms are
described briefly below and in detail in Sections VI.I and VI.J of the HCP.
•

7

Overall program review: This would occur after 9,000 acres of urban development
have been completed. During that review, an additional 3,000 acres (but not more than
12,000 acres) could be developed. Issues that would be evaluated include: (1) the status and
population trends of the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk and all other covered species;
(2) status and effectiveness of the habitat reserve system, including its buffer and setback
requirements; (3) the success of the HCP in meeting the 2,500- and 400-acre-minimum
habitat block size requirements (4) the status and effectiveness of the HCP funding
mechanisms; (5) the relative status and distribution of developed lands and reserve

lands within each of the land use agencies' jurisdictions; (6) the success of the 25 percent
managed marsh/50 percent rice ratio for supporting giant garter snakes; (7) compliance
by the water agencies with approved canal and ditch maintenance practices.
•

Independent midpoint review for land use agencies: In addition to the overall review,
both the City and Sutter County would conduct independent midpoint reviews to
provide additional assurances that the HCP's objectives are being achieved, in the event
that development occurs more rapidly than projected or if one of the land use agencies
discontinues participation in the HCP.
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Overall, these two review mechanisms address the contingency of independent
implementation of the HCP by individual permittees. The remainder of the analysis of
impacts under independent implementation provides specific detail on the impacts to
resources evaluated in. this EIR/EIS if the permittees implement the HCP independently
(and in the absence of the midpoint reviews).

4.2 Geology and Soils
This section describes geological hazards and impacts to soil resources resulting from
implementation of the Proposed Action or the alternatives. For geology and soils, the
Proposed Action would have a significant impact if it would:
•

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death

•

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse

•

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil

A

The analysis in this section concludes that no hazard-related impacts could occur, and that
erosion resulting from the activities of heavy construction equipment during the
Conservancy's habitat-development activities would be minor. Additional discussion of the
secondary water quality and air quality effects associated with erosion are described in
Section 4.3 (Water Resources) and Section 4.10 (Air Quality).

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of
the previous analysis for geology and soils are presented in Appendix C and briefly
summarized here to provide context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS
(See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of
environmental review- documents applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the
location at which they are available for review). As a result of these analyses, both the City
Council of the City of Sacramento and the Sutter County Board of Supervisors determined
that the geology and soils impacts associated with urban development would be less than
significant with the implementation of mitigation requirements. Such requirements include
geotechnical studies to ensure safe buildings and best management practices to minimize
and control erosion.

4.2.1 Proposed Action
4.2.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat
reserves, based on 17,500 acres of development and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves
would be established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the requirements for
one 2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and not more than
20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Potential impacts to geology
and soils would primarily occur during the Conservancy's habitat development activities.
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Earthmoving activities would be limited to parcels acquired for habitat reserves requiring
restoration or conversion to managed marsh and, potentially, upland habitat. For example,
the current management plan for restoring habitat on the Betts-Kismat-Silva property
(338 acres) includes the following activities (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001):
•

Excavation and grading (totaling over 190,000 cubic yards due to the majority of the site
being restored to managed marsh and grassland) using scrapers, dozers, graders, and
other heavy construction equipment

•

Site-specific placement of fill material in berms and levees

•

Construction of ditches, swales, and underground pipelines to carry irrigation water

•

Installation of water control structures at precise elevations

•

Fine grading and soil preparation

Impacts associated with these and similar activities are expected to occur wherever habitat
development would occur in the study area. Such activities are likely to occur on lands
converted to managed marsh and on the portion of the upland reserves converted to native
habitat. With completion of the planned development covered activities, several thousand
acres of reserve lands could be affected. Potential soil hazards associated with grading and
backfilling (such as increasing the potential for unstable soil conditions, liquefaction, lateral
spreading, or subsidence) would not result in significant impacts because, in general, the
composition of the soils would not be changed as a result of creating the habitat reserves.
Developed uses associated with the creation of reserves would be minor or negligible
(e.g., water control structures), and implementing the Proposed Action would not increase
the likelihood of people being exposed to geological hazards. Permanent inhabited
structures are not proposed for the habitat reserves and, therefore, no people or structures
would be subject to geologic or soil-related hazards that could occur in the area.
Temporary, localized erosion could occur on the reserves during the creation of habitat
reserves as a result of bare soils being exposed to rain and wind. This is a potentially
significant impact. Mitigation is recommended for the secondary water quality and air
quality effects of this temporary erosion, as described in Sections 4.3 (Water Resources) and
4.10 (Air Quality). Because of the extent of revegetation anticipated under the site-specific
management plans for the reserves (see Section IV.D. of the HCP), no long-term erosion
impacts would occur.
Potential ongoing erosion impacts associated with activities conducted by both the
Conservancy on the habitat reserves and by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual as part of their
ongoing management generally would result from farming and vehicle use on access roads.
Erosion impacts would be similar to current conditions and, therefore, no impacts would
occur.

1

4.2.1.2 Mitigation
Mitigation for temporary erosion impacts is described in Section 4.3 (Water Resources) and
Section 4.10 (Air Quality). No other mitigation is required for geology and soil impacts
because impacts would be less than significant.
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4.2.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Temporary erosion impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.3 (Water Resources) and
4.10 (Air Quality). Other impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.

4.2.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation
4.2.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of Alternative 1 would require mitigation of 17,500 acres of land, pursuant
to a 1:1 mitigation ratio for new development. The types of potential geology and soil
impacts that could occur as a result of implementing Alternative 1 would be similar to the
those occurring under the Proposed Action, as described in Section 4.2.1.1 above. Because
structural improvements and human habitation are not planned, no impacts associated with
geological and soil-related hazards, including hazards to humans, would occur. Temporary,
localized erosion could occur on the reserves during habitat development as a result of bare
soils being exposed to rain and wind. This is a potentially significant impact, and mitigation
is recommended for the secondary water- and air-quality effects associated with this
temporary erosion, as described in Sections 4.3 (Water Resources) and 4.10 (Air Quality).
Because of the. extent of revegetation anticipated under the site-specific management plans
(see Section IV.D. of the HCP), no long-term erosion impacts would occur.

Potential ongoing erosion impacts associated with activities, both as conducted by the
Conservancy on the habitat reserves and as conducted by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual,
generally would result from farming and vehicle use on access roads. Erosion impacts
would be similar to current conditions, and therefore no impacts would occur.

4.2.2.2 Mitigation
Mitigation for temporary erosion impacts is described in Section 4.3 (Water Resources) and
Section 4.10 (Air Quality). No other mitigation is required for geology and soil impacts
because impacts would be less than significant.

I

4.2.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Temporary erosion impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.3 (Water Resources) and
4.10 (Air Quality). Other impacts would be less than significant without mitigation.

4.2.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential impacts to geology and soils as a result of developing habitat
reserves would be approximately the same as described above for Alternative 1. As
described for the Proposed Action, no impacts would occur as a result of RD 1000's or
Natomas Mutual's activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the.
habitat reserves.
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4.2.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones

t

Alternative 3 focuses on the acquisition of habitat reserves in specific zones within the
Natomas Basin, based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The
acreage to be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the
Proposed Action. The potential impact to geology and soils as a result of developing habitat
reserves, therefore, would be the same as under the Proposed Action. As described for the
Proposed Action, no impacts would occur as a result of RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual
activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

4.2.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat. reserves, using a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the Proposed
Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as habitat
reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed Action). The
soils and geology impacts under this alternative would be similar to the Proposed Action
but the temporary and localized impacts would affect a smaller area. The same mitigation
measures recommended for the Proposed Action would be applied to this alternative and,
as a result, impacts would remain less than significant after mitigation. As described for
the Proposed Action, no impacts would occur as a result of RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's
covered activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

4.2.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system as described under the Proposed Action and the
other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. No other conservation
measures as outlined in the HCP would be implemented. However, as discussed in
Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated mitigation for biological
resources impacts would still occur, and it is expected that such mitigation would require
active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as described above for the
Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current land
management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not expected
to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of existing habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.

4.2.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation

t

As discussed above, the only component of the Proposed Action with the potential to result
in impacts to soils and geology is temporary, localized erosion during the creation of habitat
reserves as a result of bare soils being exposed to rain and wind. Mitigation measures that
include adherence to State Water Resources Control Board requirements and to dust
abatement best management practices are included. They would mitigate these impacts to a
less-than-significant level and are discussed in Sections 4.3 (Water Resources) and 4.10 (Air
Quality). Regardless of whether one or more permittees participated in implementing the
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Proposed Action, these measures would still be applied and, therefore, impacts under
independent implementation would not differ from impacts with participation by all
permittees.

4.2.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the implementation
of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Potential effects on geology and
soil resources associated with management activities in these areas would be similar to the
effects described above in Section 4.2.1.1 (e.g., localized erosion). Temporary, localized erosion
would occur as a result of bare soils being exposed to rain and wind. Impacts associated with
other habitat conservation activities could affect erosion in the study area, but would not
further impact erosion in the study area because these activities would not occur in the
Natomas Basin or Area B. Therefore, cumulative impacts would not occur.

I

4.3 Water Resources
This section describes potential impacts to water resources resulting from implementation of
the Proposed Action or the alternatives, including flooding and drainage, water quality, and
water supply. For purposes, of this analysis, the Proposed Action would have a significant
impact if it were to:
•

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
flooding

•

Substantially alter existing drainage patterns or substantially increase the rate or amount
of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site

•

Create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff

•

Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements

•

Have insufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements
and resources

•

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge

I

The analysis in this section concludes that no flood risk, drainage, or water supply impacts
would occur. Similar to other types of development projects, activities associated with
creation of habitat reserves (e.g., conversion to managed marsh) could contribute to
stormwater quality impacts.
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for water resources are presented in Appendix C and briefly summarized
here to provide context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2:
Proposed Action and Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review
documents applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are
available for review.)
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The City Council of the City of Sacramento determined that environmental impacts
associated with flooding and drainage, including the water quality effects of urban runoff,
could probably be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of
the City's Comprehensive Drainage Plan. At the time substantial new development was
being planned for the Natomas Basin (the 1994 adoption of the North Natomas Community
Plan), the Comprehensive Drainage Plan was still under review. Because the plan was not
finalized, the City did not determine that impacts would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level, and considered impacts to flooding, drainage, and water quality significant
and unavoidable. The City determined that providing drinking water to the development
areas in North and South Natomas would result in less-than-significant environmental
effects because the City's existing surface water rights would ensure a supply of water that
would exceed total demand (see Section 3.3).

In adopting the Sutter County General Plan, the Board of Supervisors determined that
potentially significant flooding, drainage, water quality, and water supply impacts would
occur, and determined that impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level
through the implementation of mitigation measures including future comprehensive
planning (e.g., drainage) and site-specific evaluation during project review.

4.3.1 Proposed Action
4.3.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
This section presents the potential flooding and drainage, water quality, and water supply
impacts of the Proposed Action.

Flooding and Drainage

c

I

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat
reserves, based on 17,500 acres of development and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves
would be established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including 50 percent of the reserve
lands (4,750 acres) remaining in rice production, with the other 50 percent split between
upland (including nonrice farming) and managed marsh habitats. As described in the HCP
(Section IV.D) and in the Conservancy's site-specific management plan (Natomas Basin
Conservancy, 2001), the establishment of habitat reserves does not involve new human
habitation, structural improvements, or impermeable surfaces and, therefore, would not result
in significant flood hazards or hydrologic changes attributable to these factors.
Conservation measures to be implemented during activities by RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual have been developed in consideration of RD 1000's flood control mandate.
Conservation measures in the HCP would be implemented to the extent practicable, subject
to override in emergency conditions as defined in Section V.B.3.c of the HCP.
Water management practices on the habitat reserves would be similar to current agricultural
water management and, therefore, would not result in substantive changes to existing
hydrologic patterns in the study area. Up to 4,750 acres would remain in rice production. As
described in the Conservancy's management plan (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001),
water management on Conservancy rice fields would be similar to existing rice production
practices in the area (including winter flooding for straw decomposition). No impacts,
therefore, are expected as a result of establishing habitat reserves for rice farming. In regard
to managed marsh reserves, water management would vary slightly from typical
E042002017SAC1161795(004.DOC)
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agricultural practices. For example, a seasonal marsh would be similar to a flooded rice field
in winter, but could be maintained in summer with less water than is required for a rice
field. In addition, hydrologic patterns would be slightly altered to create the necessary
contours (and water surface elevations) for seasonal/ perennial marsh and open water
habitats. These alterations, are expected to result in minor changes in local hydrologic
patterns, but the limited extent and geographic scope of these changes would be minor
relative to the overall Natomas Basin drainage system, and would be less than significant.
Water Quality
The Proposed Action could increase the potential for contaminant loading to the drainage
system, and ultimately to the Sacramento and American Rivers. Such impacts could occur as
a result of constructing and operating the habitat reserves. Development of 17,500 acres
would result in the need.to establish 8,750 acres of habitat reserves. In accordance with the
management objectives described in the HCP (Section IV.C), a substantial portion of the
reserve areas would not undergo physical changes; for example, existing rice fields would
likely remain in production in support of the HCP's wetland habitat objectives. The wetland
habitat objectives require that at least 25 percent of the reserves be managed marsh habitat,
and heavy construction activities would be necessary to create this habitat. Although this
construction would occur over time and in several different areas, potential water quality
impacts could occur.
The two general categories of construction-related water quality impacts that typically occur
during land development activities are: (1) increased water erosion and subsequent release of
sediment into the drainage system, and (2) increased risk of pollutants from construction
equipment (e.g:, fuel, oil) being released into the drainage system. The federal Clean Water
Act mandates that the potential for such water quality impacts be minimized, and statewide
and local programs have been implemented pursuant to these requirements. At the state.
level, the State Water Resources Control Board has adopted a notification procedure for
construction sites of more than 5 acres (to be reduced to 1 acre in late 2002), and a
requirement for contractors to prepare and implement a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan. In the study area, these procedures are implemented by the Central Valley Regional
Water Quality Control Board. At the local level, the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County have adopted erosion control programs, consistent with the statewide program,
requiring that specific best management practices be implemented. These requirements are
described in the City's Administrative and Technical Procedures Manual for Grading and Erosion
and Sediment Control (City of Sacramento, 1994b) and the County's Erosion and Sediment
Control Standards and Specifications (County of Sacramento, 1997). At this time, Sutter County
does not have a similar program. These construction-phase stormwater pollution-prevention
requirements provide the regulatory basis for determining thresholds of significance.
Therefore, although Sutter County does not have a similar program, consistency with the
City of Sacramento and Sacramento County programs is recommended as a requirement for
developing the habitat reserves regardless of whether the reserves are to be located in
Sacramento or Sutter County. Following these procedures is not a specific requirement of the
HCP as proposed, and is not specifically required by the current management plan (Natomas
Basin Conservancy, 2001). Accordingly, implementation of the Proposed Action could create
or contribute runoff water that would provide additional sources of polluted runoff, which
would be a significant impact.
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Proposed activities on RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual's system of canals and drains in the
Natomas Basin include those that have the potential to affect water quality. For example,
water agencies conduct maintenance dredging of the canal and drain system, using
mechanical vegetation-removal equipment that could result in increased turbidity in the
waterways. The covered activities of the water agencies are not, however, anticipated to differ
from existing operation and management practices and, therefore, impacts attributable to the
Proposed Action would be the same as those under existing conditions. These impacts would
be less than significant with implementation of the HCP's conservation measures because the
water agencies' activities are conducted in accordance with existing regulations and
guidelines. Management activities associated with rodent control are described below under
the discussion of the Conservancy.
The potential for water quality impacts as a result of the Conservancy's ongoing operation of
the habitat reserves is primarily related to the use of pesticides. Management of the habitat
reserves would be similar to management of agricultural lands, especially for the reserve areas
that remain in rice production. Rice farming typically involves the use of herbicides to control
grasses and broad-leaved aquatic plants, and insecticides to control pest species such as rice
water weevils and tadpole shrimp. Over the past 20 years, the primary regulatory focus has
been directed toward the reform of rice herbicide use, primarily the herbicides molinate
(Ordram®) and thiobencarb (Bolero®). Improved management practices (e.g., holding water on
rice fields for a specified time following herbicide application) implemented by rice growers in
the early 1980s, however, has substantively improved water quality conditions in downstream
receiving waters. Maintaining consistency with these management practices is described in the
Conservancy's site-specific management plan (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001). Because
management of Conservancy rice lands would not change relative to current management
conditions, the impact from implementing the Proposed Action would be less than significant.
Herbicide use on managed marsh and upland areas would be limited to exotic weed
control, as described in the HCP. Other pesticide use is expected to be similarly limited
(e.g., controlling rodents in a manner that is not detrimental to giant garter snakes).
Therefore, no other water quality impacts are expected during ongoing management of the
habitat reserves or for implementation of the water agencies' management actions.

!

I
11

Water Supply
As described in Section 3.3, non-urban water supplies in the Natomas Basin are typically
obtained from either Natomas Mutual (which holds water rights in trust), other riparian or
pre-1914 surface water rights, or groundwater. Some of this water is available as tailwater in
RD 1000's system of drainage ditches. Existing surface water supplies in the Natomas Basin
are highly reliable because of the seniority of Natomas Mutual's water rights and the
shallow, accessible groundwater table. The addition of the habitat reserve system is not
expected to change overall water demands in the Natomas Basin because the timing and
volume of water use on the reserve system would be similar to existing agricultural water
use (see the discussion of water management under Flooding and Drainage, above).
Because water is an integral part of reserve management, the HCP includes a specific water
availability requirement in its reserve land acquisition criteria:

Land has legal water rights to an adequate water supply to serve the anticipated uses
(wetland or upland) of the proposed reserve. This would normally mean rights to water
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from the Natomas Mutual (or its equivalent supplier if outside the Basin), but may
solely include groundwater if a groundwater well or wells exist on the property and that
such wells can meet acceptable water quantity and quality needs. (Section IV.C.2.c.2)

I

This objective is also supported in Section IV.C.3.b.3 of the HCP:

Blocks of reserve lands must also be hydrologically connected to other blocks
through irrigation and drainage systems or other systems to ensure connectivity and
opportunity for travel by giant garter snakes between sections of the reserve system.
The acquisition criteria (stated above) will help ensure that the Conservancy acquires lands
with long-term water supply availability. Because of the reliability of existing water supplies
and the acquisition criteria, the Conservancy is not expected to experience water supply
deficiencies as it purchases lands and develops habitat reserves. It is anticipated that the
reserves would use a .level of irrigation comparable to what is used for existing rice crops
and, therefore, the balance of water supply would not change substantially from existing
uses. In the unlikely event that surface water supplies become unavailable, the Conservancy
anticipates that groundwater supplies can be developed (Natomas Basin Conservancy,
2001). Such unforeseen projects are considered in the mitigation fee structure by the
inclusion of a contingency fee. Overall, water supply impacts would be less than significant.

4.3.1.2 Mitigation
A potentially significant impact was identified in Section 4.3.1.1 above for water quality. The
following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce potential construction-related
stormwater pollution during the creation of habitat reserves.
Construction of habitat reserves shall adhere to the requirements of the State Water
Resources Control Board's General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity, as amended from time to time, by filing an NOI with the
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board. For development activities on
each reserve site, the Conservancy shall prepare a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan that includes best management practices consistent with the City's
Administrative and Technical Procedures for Grading and Erosion and Sediment
Control and Sacramento County's Erosion and Sediment Control Standards and
Specifications, regardless of whether the reserves are located in Sacramento or Sutter
County. Best management practices shall focus on the control of sediment discharge
into local drains (e.g., through installation of barriers such as silt.fences and through
tracking controls) and the release of hazardous materials from construction
operations (e.g., through the use of designated staging areas with onsite controls).

4.3.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Implementation of this mitigation measure would ensure consistency with statewide and
local programs for water quality control during construction, and therefore reduce impacts
to a less-than-significant level.
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4.3.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation
4.3.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of Alternative 1 would require mitigation of 17,500 acres of land, pursuant
to a 1:1 mitigation ratio for new development. Changes in hydrology associated with
reserve development and water management and subsequent effects on flood control,
drainage, and water supply would be greater under Alternative 1 than under the Proposed

Action because of the increased acreage requiring physical changes to improve habitat
conditions. The types of changes, however, would be similar to the types of effects described
for the Proposed Action (see Section 4.3.1.1 above). For the same reasons as described above
for the Proposed Action,, the extent of these changes and the similarity of habitat reserve
management to existing agricultural practices is not expected to result in significant impacts
to flood control and water supply in the Natomas Basin.
Development of habitat reserves would result in land disturbance, which has the potential
to result in a significant impact to water quality because of the generation of sediment and
the potential for the spill of construction fuels (see Section 4.3.1.1)..The extent of land
disturbance associated with reserve development activities would likely exceed 5 acres in
size (the threshold for submitting an NOI under the statewide construction stormwater
program). As described in Section 4.3.1.1, development activities occurring on the habitat
reserves should follow local and statewide requirements for construction-phase stormwater
pollution prevention.

Impacts associated with activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would be the same as
described in Section 4.3.1.1. The potential for impacts or benefits would not change because
the extent of the activities would not increase under Alternative 1 relative to current
conditions.
The potential for water quality impacts during the Conservancy's ongoing operation of the
habitat reserves under Alternative 1 is primarily related to the use of pesticides. As
described in Section 4:3.1.1 above, management of the habitat reserves would be similar to
management of agricultural lands. Because management of Conservancy rice lands would
be similar to current management conditions, water quality impacts would be less than
significant.

I
1
i

4.3.2.2 Mitigation
A potentially significant water quality impact was identified in Section 4.3.2.1, associated
with reserve development activity. The geographical extent of reserve development would
be greater under Alternative 1, but participation in the regional stormwater control program
is expected to continue to provide adequate water-quality mitigation. Accordingly,
implementing the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.3.1.2)
is also recommended for Alternative 1.

4.3.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Implementation of the stormwater control program would ensure consistency with
statewide and local programs for water quality control during construction, and therefore
reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level.

E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

4-23

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

t

4.3.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential impacts to water resources as a result of habitat reserve
development would be approximately the same as described above for the Proposed Action
and Alternative 1. Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under the
Proposed Action (Section 4.3.1.2) is also recommended for Alternative 2. As described for
the Proposed Action, impact from RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's activities, or from
ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves would be less than significant.
4.3.4 Alternative 3. Reserve. Zones
Alternative 3 focuses the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the Natomas
Basin based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The acreage to
be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Therefore, the potential impact to water resources as a result of implementing this
alternative would be the same as for the Proposed Action. Implementing the mitigation
measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.3.1.2) is also recommended for
Alternative 3. As described for the Proposed Action, no impacts would occur as a result of
RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy
management of the habitat reserves.

4.3.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Because less land would be converted to habitat reserves under Alternative 4, the
potential for flooding and drainage, water quality, and water supply impacts relative to the
Proposed Action would decrease. The potential for water quality impacts to occur during
grading to create managed marsh and other habitat areas, although reduced under
Alternative 4, would nevertheless require disturbance of over 5 acres of land, and therefore
warrants the adoption of mitigation (see Section 4.3.1.2). As described for the Proposed
Action, no impacts would occur as'a result of RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's activities, or
as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

4.3.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Implementation of the HCP and establishment of the habitat reserve system described
under the Proposed Action and the other alternatives would not occur under the No Action
Alternative, and no take permits would be issued to the applicants. As discussed in Section
2.6.5, planned land development and the associated mitigation for biological resources
impacts would still occur. It is expected, however, that such mitigation would require active
habitat restoration efforts, resulting in similar effects as described above for the Proposed
Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current land
management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not expected
to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions. Stormwater runoff
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control requirements consistent with the statewide program would be required during these
individual mitigation activities.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their activities
consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the Proposed Action or
the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the Conservancy would still be
required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would therefore be less than significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

I
I

4.3.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation .
As discussed above (Section 4.3.1.1), conversion of agricultural lands to habitat reserves,
especially to managed marsh, could result in impacts to water resources. If the Proposed
Action were implemented independently (including the creation of habitat reserves and
the implementation of conservation measures in the HCP), water resources impacts would
remain the same as if all permittees participated in implementation. If either the City or
Sutter County did not participate in implementing the Proposed Action, fewer acres would
initially be,affected because the acreage of reserve development would decrease
commensurate with reduced land development. Although the water resources impacts under
independent implementation would be comparable to the Proposed Action, they would
initially apply to fewer areas. It is anticipated, however, that land development would still
occur in either the City or Sutter County (even if one jurisdiction did not participate) because
development would occur on a project-by-project basis (see Section 2.6.5).

The initial curtailment of development would not result in different impacts to flood
control, drainage, or water supply concerns because of the limited effects of reserve
development on these resources in the study area. The initial reduced extent of planned
development would reduce potential water quality effects, but construction activities over
5 acres would still occur and, therefore, implementation of the mitigation measure described
in Section 4.3.1.2 would still be required.

r
I

If only the City or Sutter County participated, the Conservancy would still manage the
acquired reserves. The water resources impacts would not differ from the Proposed Action,
and the proposed mitigation measures would still apply.
If only RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual participated, the effects would be comparable to those
described above for just the participation of either the City or Sutter County (except that
development would occur only on a project-by-project basis and, therefore, the water
resources impacts would be the same but would be realized over a longer period of time).
As discussed in Section IV.C.1.d of the HCP and shown in Figure 17 of the HCP, the water
agencies would also maintain canals critical to the operations of their systems. As a result, if
the water agencies did not participate, connectivity for giant garter snakes would be
maintained because the water agencies' lack of participation would not result in system
alterations that would adversely affect access of the giant garter snake to critical habitat.

All impacts would remain less than significant with mitigation, if independent
implementation were to occur.

I
1
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4.3.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). As described
above, potential effects to drainage and flood control associated with the Proposed Actions
are related to minor changes (i.e., less-than-significant) in water management. Impacts
associated with projects evaluated for cumulative impacts could similarly affect flooding
conditions in the study area, but would not adversely affect flood control conditions in the
study area because these activities would not occur within the Natomas Basin or Area B
and; therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur.
Potential water quality impacts of the development of habitat reserves (primarily managed
marsh areas) include erosion (and subsequent sediment generation) and fuel spills
associated with heavy construction activities. Pursuant to the mitigation requirements
(Section 4.3.1.2), the Conservancy would follow local procedures for stormwater control and
submit NOIs to the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board for each
development activity of more than 5 acres in size. Similar procedures and controls would be
implemented during construction related to other habitat-conservation planning projects.
Such measures would achieve consistency with the statewide program for mitigating
stormwater impacts construction activity, which is designed to minimize the cumulative,
nonpoint water pollution effects of development activities. Accordingly, cumulative effects
would remain less than significant with implementation of these measures.

Water supply impacts would be less than significant because of the similarity of water use
on the habitat reserves to existing water use in the study area. Water supply impacts
associated with other :habitat conservation activities could affect water supply conditions in
each local project area, but would not affect water supply conditions in the study area
because these activities would not occur in the Natomas Basin or Area B. Therefore,
cumulative impacts would not occur.

1
1
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4.4 Biological Resources

t

The purpose of this section is to identify and describe potential impacts to biological
resources resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives. This
section is organized in the following subsections:

i

•

Methodology (Section 4.4.1)

•

Significance Thresholds (Section 4.4.2)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Previous Evaluation of Effects of Covered Activities (Section 4.4.3)
Changes to Habitat from Covered Activities (Section 4.4.4)
Proposed Action (Section 4.4.5)
Alternative 1 - Increased Mitigation (Section 4.4.6)
Alternative 2- Habitat-based Mitigation (Section 4.4.7)
Alternative 3 - Reserve Zones (Section 4.4.8)
Alternative 4- Reduced Potential for Incidental Take (Section 4.4.9)
Alternative 5 - No Action Alternative (Section 4.4.10)
Effects Under Independent Implementation (Section 4.4.11)
Cumulative Impacts (Section 4.4.12)
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As noted in Section 4.1.1, the issuance of ITPs has the potential to result in significant
impacts to biological resources because the decision to issue ITPs indicates the potential for
the take of a species covered by the ITPs. Overall, the approval and implementation of the
HCP would offset the impacts and mitigate the effects of take to a level that is less than
significant. Additional mitigation measures (i.e., other than those in the HCP) are in Section
4.4.5.4 of this EIR/EIS.

4.4.1 Methodology

-

To assist in the analysis of expected habitat changes, standard categories of existing land
uses and a GIS land-use database were developed to provide a framework for predicting
future land area assigned to each of these categories (the methodology for developing the
assessment database is also discussed in Section 3.4 because it was used as the basis for
updating 1997 conditions to create an updated baseline). The year 1997 is the initial year in
which land use characteristics in the permit areas are considered because the previous take
permits were approved in 1997. Additional information available since 1997 and field data
gathered in 2001 were used to supplement and update the 1997 data. The database includes
land-use data from the Department of Water Resources (which are updated as described in
Section 3.3 of this EIR/EIS), the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, RD 1000, Natomas
Mutual, and the Conservancy.
An additional component of the GIS land-use database is the system of canals and drains
owned and maintained by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual. Existing digital information on
the canals and drains was obtained from RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual and added to the
database as. linear features. Based on field data and information from Natomas Mutual, the
canals and drains were divided into four categories: Class I (the Canal land-use category
including the primary drainage system), Class II (large), Class III (medium), and Class IV
(small).
Following the completion of. the baseline scenario described above, the last step in the
development of the database was to project a future-land-use scenario corresponding to
build-out conditions in the Natomas Basin. This build-out condition includes the planned
land-development activities of the City and Sutter County, and also includes the
development of the Metro Air Park (MAP) project in unincorporated Sacramento County.
(See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives, for a description of the permittees'
covered activities and for the rationale for including the acreage of the MAP project in the
analysis of the Proposed Action in this EIR/EIS).

4.4.2 Significance Thresholds

i

For the purposes of this analysis, implementation of the Proposed Action and alternatives
would have a significant effect on biological resources if they would:

I
I
I

•

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on
any special-status species

•

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community

^
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•

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means

•

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

•

Substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species (such as causing a fish or
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels), threaten to eliminate a plant or
animal community, or reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered
plant or animal

4.4.3 Previous Evaluation of Effects of Covered Activities
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in. previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of
the previous analysis for biological resources are presented in Appendix C and briefly
summarized here to provide context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (see
Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of
environmental review documents applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the
location at which they are available for review.) The biological resources impacts identified
in the previous review of planned development are as follows:
•

The City determined that impacts to the following habitats and species would be a
significant and unavoidable consequence of implementing the 1988 General Plan
Update: riparian habitat, habitat along creeks and canals, fence-row habitat, vernal
pools, special-status plant species, Swainson's hawk, white-tailed kite, giant garter
snake, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, and water birds (associated with loss of
agricultural habitat). The City adopted partial mitigation to address these impacts
(e.g., preservation of habitat where feasible), but impacts could not be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.

•

The City determined that impacts to the following habitats and species, as a
consequence of implementing the 1988 General Plan Update, would be less than
significant: heritage trees, annual grasslands, old fields, bald eagle, peregrine falcon,
long-billed curlew, western yellow-billed cuckoo, least Bell's vireo, tricolored blackbird,
California tiger salamander, thicktail chub, Sacramento anthicid beetle, golden eagle,
ringtail, river otter, bank swallow, and burrowing owl.

•

The City determined that the biological impacts associated with implementing the South
Natomas Community Plan would be consistent with the impacts identified for
implementation of the General Plan.

•

The City determined that impacts to the following habitats and species would be a
significant and unavoidable consequence of implementing the North Natomas
Community Plan: seasonal wetland values provided by rice fields, giant garter snake,
and other agricultural lands that provide Swainson's hawk foraging habitat.
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measures (e.g., avoiding active nest areas). Impacts to other special-species plant and
animal species evaluated in the EIR would be less than significant with a mitigation
measure to conduct preconstruction surveys.
•
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The City determined that impacts to wetlands and to Swainson's hawk and burrowing
owl nesting areas, as a consequence of implementing the North Natomas Community
Plan, would be less than significant with the adoption of appropriate mitigation

Sutter County determined that, as a consequence of implementing the Sutter County
General Plan, impacts to wetlands and canal habitat and to species associated with rice
fields would be less than significant with the implementation of mitigation measures,
including conducting preconstruction surveys, establishing temporary buffers around
Swainson's hawk nest trees and wetlands, and establishing permanent buffers around
canals.

Additional information for species not proposed for coverage in the ITPs is provided in the
section below entitled "Other Special-Status Species."

4.4.4 Changes to Habitat from Covered Activities
To provide context for the analysis of impacts to biological resources, the following
discussion summarizes the changes to land use that would occur in the Natomas Basin as a
result of planned development. (Planned urban development is a covered activity of the
ITPs and is discussed in Section 2.3 of this EIR/EIS.)
Urban development would occur in the Natomas Basin and, under the Proposed Action, fees
would be collected in conjunction with this development and a system of permanent habitat
preserves would be acquired. Urban development would occur on a total of 17,500 acres in
the Natomas Basin distributed among the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and Metro Air
Park as shown in Table 4-1. This development would result in the conversion of 17,500 acres
in the Natomas Basin to urban and associated uses. The Proposed Action specifies acquisition
and preservation of 0.5 acre of habitat reserves for every 1 acre of land developed in the study
area. Thus, approximately 8,750 acres of land would be acquired by the Conservancy (or
conservation easement purchased) and managed and protected as habitat reserves.
TABLE 4-1
Acreage of Urban Development Covered by the Proposed Action

City of Sacramento

8,050

Sutter County

7,467

Metro Air Park

1,983

Total

17,500

Source: Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan, July 2002

The anticipated future land-use acreages in the Natomas Basin with 17,500 acres of urban
development are shown in Table 4-2. This table shows the allocation of planned development
for each land use agency permit area. Subsequent tables in Section 4.4 are derived from these
data. Table 4-2 and Table 4-4 provide reference information only on the acreage changes that
represent potential habitat for the covered species (see Section 2.1 and Table 2-1).
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)
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As shown in Table 4-2, urban development predominantly would occur in the southern
portion of the basin in the City of Sacramento and in the northern portion of the basin in
Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial Reserve. Most of the land converted to urban uses
would be agricultural lands. Remaining portions of the basin outside of the development
areas would be expected to remain predominantly in agriculture.

I

Canals and ditches also would be affected by urban development. Large canals (Class I)
would persist in developed areas, but the smaller canals (Class II, III, and IV) would
probably be removed (e.g., irrigation canals would be abandoned, drains would be replaced
by pipelines) following urban development. Although Class I canals would remain, the
habitat value of canals in areas subject to urban development likely would decline as urban
development encroached on the canal. The changes with implementation of the covered
activities are shown in. Tables 4-3 and 4-4.

C

TABLE 4-2
Change in Land Use Acreage from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Condition

Airport

1,551

(18)

0

(21)

(39)

1,513

Alfalfa

371

0

0

0

0

371

Canals

503

0

0

0

0

503

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

Highways

1,435

0

0

0

0

1,435

Idle

1,464

(675)

(50)

(8)

(733)

731

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

Oak groves

98

(6)

(2)

0

(8)

89

Orchard

182

(13)

0

0

(13)

169

Other

468

(31)

0

0

(31)

437

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Ponds and seasonally wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

Riparian

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

Ruderal

1,970

(1,137)

(6)

(88)

(1,231)

739

Rural residential

377

(46)

(10)

0

(56)

321

Tree groves

106

(10)

(23)

0

(33)

73

Urban

3,854

8,050

1,983

7,467

17,500

21,354

TOTAL

53,537

0

0

0

0

53,537

Habitat Classa

Nonrice crops

Rice

(#) decrease in acreage
a
Habitat Class is defined in Table 3-1.
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).
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TABLE 4-3
Change in Canal Length from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin (miles)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Class I

35.9

0

0

0

0

35.9

Class II

50.5

(3.6)

(4.0)

(13.9)

(21.5)

29.0

Class III

97.6

(12.1)

(3.5)

(9.8)

(25.5)

72.1

Class IV

62.8

(3.6)

(4.1)

(9.9)

(17.5)

45.3

TOTAL

246.8

(19.3)

(11.6)

(33.6)

(64.5)

182.3

Canal Type

(#) decrease in length
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

TABLE 4-4

Change in Canal Acreage from Planned Development in the Natomas Basin a
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Class I

503

0

0

0

0

503

Class II

404

(29)

(32)

(111)

(172)

232

Class III

582

(72)

(21)

(59)

(152)

430

Class IV

289

(16)

(19)

(45)

(80)

209

TOTAL

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

Canal Type

(#) decrease in acreage
a

Class II, III, and IV canals and drains are linear features in the Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database.
Conversion to area features required using a standard width for each canal type, which was determined to be 65.9,
49.2, and 38.0 feet for Class II, III, and IV canals, respectively, based on information from Natomas Mutual. These
standard widths include adjacent upland areas (e.g., maintenance roads) in addition to channel width.
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

4.4.5 Proposed Action
The Proposed Action would establish a multispecies conservation program to mitigate the
expected loss of habitat values and incidental take of protected species that could result from
the covered activities described in Section 2.3. The Proposed Action contains a variety of
conservation strategies intended to maintain habitat values within the Natomas Basin, which
are described in Sections IV (Conservation Plan) and V (Take Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation) of the HCP. The goal of the Proposed Action is to preserve, restore, and enhance
habitat values found in Natomas Basin in the context of the permittees' covered activities.
(See Section I.C [Biological Goals and Objectives] in the HCP for a detailed listing of goals
and objectives.)
The primary component of the Proposed Action is the creation of habitat reserves. The
reserves would consist of managed marsh habitats (25 percent), upland habitats (25 percent),
rice fields (50 percent, which would typically be leased for use to rice farmers), and associated
buffers and infrastructure. These percentages were assumed for the evaluation of changes
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in wildlife habitat that would occur as a result of planned development. On the basis of
monitoring program results as determined at the midpoint and overall program reviews or
from any future USFWS Giant Garter Snake Recovery Plan or CDFG Swainson's Hawk
Recovery Plan, the Conservancy would manage the reserves to promote habitat values for
covered species. Native riparian trees would also be incorporated into the reserves. Section
IV.C (Conservation Strategies to Mitigate for Urban Development) of the HCP provides
additional information on the characteristics and management of the habitat reserves.
The HCP does not specify any particular land area for acquisition as habitat reserves because
many factors affect the land areas ultimately purchased, including the quality and availability
of parcels and the willingness of owners to sell. In addition to managing the reserves to benefit
covered species, the HCP requires that the final reserve system consist of at least one 2,500-acre
or larger contiguous block of reserve land. At completion, the remainder of the reserve system
would consist of 400-acre or larger blocks of habitat. The reserves would establish a connected
system of habitats that minimize fragmentation. Connections between reserves would

generally take the form of common property boundaries between reserves, and waterways
(primarily irrigation channels) passing between reserves. Connections would also include land
corridors within reserves and adjacent agricultural fields to allow the migration of terrestrial
species between reserves. Reserves would be acquired with a stipulation that an adequate
water supply is available to serve the anticipated uses (e.g., managed marsh, upland).
Under certain circumstances, the Proposed Action allows acquisition of up to 20 percent of the
habitat reserves (1,750 acres) in Area B (see Section N.C [Conservation Strategies to Mitigate for
Urban Development] of the HCP for additional information on the establishment of out-ofbasin reserves): The general effect of establishing a portion of the habitat reserves in Area B
would be a greater amount of agricultural land (up to 1,750 acres) remaining in the Natomas
Basin in the future. Area B consists predominantly of rice fields and lands in other agricultural
production (e.g., pasture). Assuming reserve lands in Area B would comprise 50 percent rice,
25 percent managed marsh and 25 percent upland habitat, 875 acres of rice in Area B would be
incorporated into the reserves, 437.5 acres of existing agricultural land would be converted to
managed marsh, and an additional 437.5 acres of existing agricultural land would be converted
to upland habitat or managed to promote upland-habitat values.
Under the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would implement a monitoring and adaptive
management program to document achievement of the biological goals of the HCP and
determine if and when adjustments in management of the habitat reserves would be
necessary to meet the HCP goals. Monitoring would determine the density and distribution of
covered species on the habitat reserves, among other monitoring requirements (see Section
VLE [Biological Monitoring] in the HCP). Additional information on the monitoring and
adaptive management program is available in Sections VLE (Biological Monitoring), VI.F
(Adaptive Management) and VLH (Program Adaptation for Recovery Plans) in the HCP.
Urban development that occurs near wildlife habitat can increase predation on wildlife by
increasing the number of feral and free-ranging domestic cats. Of the species covered by the
HCP, predation by cats has been identified as a concern for giant garter snakes and could
also be a concern for burrowing owls, tricolored blackbirds and northwestern pond turtles.
The proposed 800-foot setback (see Section 2.4.5.3) would reduce the potential for
special-status species inhabiting the reserves to be affected by predation by cats from urban
areas. In addition, site-specific habitat development plans would be prepared for each
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reserve area. These site-specific management plans and the monitoring and adaptivemanagement program of the HCP would provide a mechanism for addressing predation, as
necessary, to ensure that the reserves are properly functioning for the covered species.

The analysis of impacts of the Proposed Action discusses impacts to: (1) habitat
(Section 4.4.5.1), (2) species covered by the ITPs (Section 4.4.5.2), and (3) other special-status
species (Section 4.4.5.3). Mitigation measures for the Proposed Action are presented in
Section 4.4.5.4, followed by determination of significance after mitigation in Section 4.4.5.5.

4.4.5.1 Impacts to Habitat
Presented below are the impacts to habitat in the Natomas Basin that would result from
urban development. The habitats discussed are: (1) marsh, (2) upland, (3) riparian, (4) oak
groves, and (5) vernal pools.

4.4.5.1.1 Marsh Habitat
Existing wildlife habitat in the basin consists almost entirely of agricultural lands with little
native habitat. Native marsh habitats (i.e., ponds and seasonally wet areas) are virtually
absent from the Natomas Basin, occurring on only about 96 acres (about 0.2 percent) of the
basin. Rice fields and irrigation canals and ditches currently perform some of the functions
of marsh habitat.
Under the Proposed Action, the amount of rice fields in the basin would decline by about
8,087 acres (about 35 percent). Canals and ditches would be reduced by about 404 acres
(about 23 percent). Of the 96 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas in the Natomas Basin,
the analysis conducted for this EIR/EIS indicates that 21 acres (about 22 percent) would be
affected by urban development.

Ponds and seasonally wet areas occur throughout the Natomas Basin as isolated units; the
loss of 21 acres could occur in approximately eight isolated areas subject to urban
development in the City (7 acres), Metro Air Park (4 acres), and Sutter County (10 acres).
Because some of the ponds and seasonally wet areas are likely to be jurisdictional wetlands,
the projected loss of 21 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas from urban development
under the Proposed Action constitutes a substantial adverse effect on wetlands and is a
potentially significant impact. Mitigation is proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.
The creation of the reserves could result in conversion of existing lands to other habitat
types. It is not anticipated, however, that the acquisition of land for reserves and the
creation of reserves would result in conversion of existing wetland/marsh areas to other
habitat types. Therefore, impacts to existing wetland habitat as a result of implementing the
HCP would be less than significant.
The conversion of rice fields and canals and ditches to urban uses would reduce the total
acreage in the basin that functions as wetland (marsh) habitat. Rice fields and canals and
drains provide important habitat for the federally listed giant garter snake. The 8,087-acre
reduction in rice and 404-acre reduction in canals and drains projected under the Proposed
Action would substantially reduce habitat for this species and, therefore, has the potential to
result in potentially significant impacts.

The Proposed Action would, however, offset impacts to covered species potentially
resulting from this decline in wetland acreage by creating 2,187.5 acres of high-quality
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)
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managed marsh habitat (including ponds and seasonally wet areas) to compensate for the
conversion of 21 acres of existing ponds and seasonally wet areas that would occur as a
result of planned development. The created habitat would be preserved in perpetuity. Rice
fields and irrigation canals and ditches are intensively managed systems with little
structural or biological diversity. As such, their value as wildlife habitat is lower than native
marsh. Additional limitations on the habitat value of rice fields include:

•

Agricultural practices and canal maintenance practices in support of agriculture can
directly kill, injure, or disturb wildlife. Pesticide use can affect reproductive success of
some species.

• 'Rice fields do not provide marsh habitat until late spring, when rice plants have grown
enough and prey levels have developed sufficiently to attract wildlife.
•

Rice fields that are not flooded in the winter provide no habitat for marsh-associated
species during the winter.

•

Rice fields are periodically rotated to other crops or fallowed, and therefore do not
provide stable, reliable habitat over time.

The marsh habitat created on the habitat reserves would provide higher-quality habitat than
the rice that would be converted to urban development. Features of'the managed marsh
contributing to the higher habitat quality include:
•

A high amount of wetland/upland edge habitat to maximize structural complexity.

•

Potholes (i.e., areas of deeper water) to provide habitat in late summer and fall after the
rice fields have been drained.

•

Year-round wetland habitat to maintain prey populations and avoid a delay in
development of prey populations in the spring.

•

Absence of mortality sources on managed marsh in the habitat reserves (versus sourses
associated with rice production-e.g., canal maintenance activities, pesticide use).

Finally, the creation of marsh and upland habitat in the reserves would emphasize
restoration to a natural marsh ecosystem. Thus, the habitat reserves would replace rice
(which is an artificial, intensively managed monoculture) with a native ecosystem
characterized by a complex structure and high habitat diversity.
With the restoration of the native ecosystem, the habitat reserves would provide the natural
habitat conditions under which native wildlife species evolved. Preservation, creation, and
management of managed-marsh habitat on the reserves would reduce the impact resulting
from urban development to a less-than-significant level.

4.4.5.1.2 Upland Habitat
Native upland habitat in the Natomas Basin historically consisted of perennial grasslands.
Native perennial grasslands currently are absent from the Natomas Basin, having been
converted to urban uses, agricultural uses (e.g., rice, row crops, pasture, etc.), or annual
grasslands dominated by non-native plant species. Crops such as wheat and alfalfa, ruderal
areas, annual grasslands, and pasture substitute for the habitat functions of native
grasslands.
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Under the Proposed Action, the amount of upland habitat (as represented by alfalfa,
grassland, nonrice crops, pasture, idle and ruderal) would decline by about 9,188 acres
because of urban development. Upland habitat provides important foraging opportunities
for the state-listed Swainson's hawk and other special-status species. Although the upland
areas in the Natomas Basin do not represent a sensitive natural community, describing
overall changes to upland land-use acreage does provide a common baseline for the
discussion of impacts to special-status species. The 9,188-acre reduction in upland habitat
projected to occur as a result of planned development (approximately a 42-percent
reduction) would substantially reduce habitat for and adversely affect the Swainson's hawk
and other special-status species. These effects constitute a potentially significant impact of
the Proposed Action.
The Proposed Action would offset impacts to species covered by the ITPs potentially
resulting from this decline in acreage by acquiring 2,187.5 acres of upland habitat and
preserving this habitat in perpetuity. Upland habitat on the reserves would consist of alfalfa,
pasture, grassland or other habitats conducive to Swainson's hawk foraging. Habitat would
be managed primarily to provide optimal foraging conditions for Swainson's hawks.
Upland habitat in the reserves would provide better-quality habitat than that which would
be converted by the covered activity of planned development. Most of the upland habitat
that would be converted by development would be nonrice crops. Although some nonrice
crops (e.g., wheat) can provide some of the habitat functions of grasslands, most nonrice
crops are row crops, such as tomatoes, that provide little value to wildlife. As with rice,
nonrice crops are intensively managed and provide little habitat diversity and limited prey
abundance. Upland habitat on the reserves would be managed primarily to provide
foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks, but the habitat requirements of other covered
species (e.g., burrowing owls, loggerhead shrikes) would also be incorporated into the
design and management of the habitat reserves. As a result, the upland habitat on the
reserves would be expected to provide higher-quality habitat for wildlife than the nonrice
crops converted under the Proposed Action. Preservation, creation, and management of
upland habitat on the reserves would reduce the impact resulting from urban development
to a less-than-significant level.
The creation of the reserves could result in conversion of existing crops (e.g., tomatoes) to
native upland habitat, crops that have high value as upland habitat (e.g., alfalfa), or
managed marsh. Because no native upland habitat currently occurs in the study area, no
impacts to native upland would occur as a result of creating habitat reserves under the
Proposed Action.

4.4.5.1.3 Riparian Habitat
In the Natomas Basin, riparian habitat is generally restricted to narrow, fragmented bands
along canals and creeks. The basin supports about 124 acres of riparian habitat. Of these
124 acres, approximately 24 acres occur in the City of Sacramento. No riparian habitat occurs
in Metro Air Park or in Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial Reserve. The remaining
100 acres of riparian habitat is in Sacramento County and in Sutter County outside of the
Industrial-Commercial Reserve. The habitat and land use analysis conducted for this
EIR/EIS shows a decrease in riparian habitat of approximately 24 acres. Most of this acreage
(approximately 23 acres) is located along the city's side of Fisherman's Lake. This area is not
designated as exempt from paying mitigation fees, and therefore is included in the habitat
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and land use assessment as an area to be developed. This riparian habitat, however, would
not be developed because of the required agricultural buffer to be created in this area -under
the Proposed Action (in accordance with the North Natomas Community Plan and the
Settlement Agreement). A small, isolated area of riparian habitat comprising the remainder
of the 24 acres of riparian habitat potentially affected (i.e., about 1 acre) is located near the
northbound 1-5 offramp to Del Paso Road. Some of this acreage could be affected by urban
development, but a portion is located within a 100-foot wide freeway buffer, pursuant to the
North Natomas Community Plan, that would be unaffected by development. Roadways and
urban development, however, would surround this area. This small potential reduction in
riparian habitat (i.e., less than 1 acre) attributable to planned development would not :result
in a substantial adverse effect on riparian habitat, and therefore the impact would be less
than significant.
The creation of the reserves could result in conversion of existing crops (e.g., tomatoes) to
native upland habitat or to crops that have high value as wildlife habitat (e.g., alfalfa). It is
not anticipated, however, that the acquisition of land for reserves and the creation of reserves
would result in conversion of riparian habitat to other habitat types. Therefore, impacts to
riparian habitat as a result of implementing the HCP would be less than significant.

I
I
I
I

4.4.5.1.4 Oak Groves
A few small, isolated oak groves remain in the Natomas Basin, totaling about 98 acres. The
analysis of future habitat changes predicts a loss of approximately 8 acres of oak groves
associated with urban development under the Proposed Action. Loss of 8 acres of oak
groves is attributable to three isolated groves in the Willow Creek area of the City of
Sacramento and one 2-acre oak grove on the Metro Air Park property. Under the Proposed
Action, however, valley oaks and other large trees are to be preserved wherever possible
(See Section V.A Land. Use Agencies' Conservation Measures in the HCP). Thus, some or all
of these oak groves likely would be retained under the Proposed Action. The limited
potential for a reduction in oak groves would not comprise a substantial adverse effect m
this sensitive natural community or result in a substantial adverse effect to a special-status
species, and therefore would not constitute a significant impact. The potential for impacts to
mature oak trees would also be addressed during site-specific development review in
accordance with the tree preservation requirements of the City and Sacramento County.
4.4.5.1.5 Vernal Pools
One small vernal pool. complex is known to occur east of the I-5/S.R. 99 split in the City's
permit area. Other vernal pools could occur in the grassland areas along the eastern perimeter
of the Natomas Basin, including lands in both the City and Sutter County permit areas.
The vernal pools east of the 1-5 split and other currently unknown vernal pool areas
(expected primarily in the City's panhandle annexation area and the eastern portion of the
Sutter County Industrial-Commercial Reserve) could be directly lost because of the covered
activity of planned development or indirectly affected by urban development surrounding
the pools. Urban development in areas surrounding vernal pools can change the hydrology
of vernal pools and, therefore, change the suitability of the vernal pools for associated
species. The potential for direct and indirect effects to vernal pools is a potentially significant
impact of planned development because vernal pools: (1) are a sensitive natural community,
(2) provide habitat for several special-status plant and animal species, and (3) in some cases
can be protected waters under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. In addition, amphibians
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associated with vernal pools typically migrate between upland habitats and the breeding
habitat of the vernal pool. Urban development around vernal pools can interfere with this
movement and vehicular traffic can cause mortality for some amphibians (e.g., tiger
salamanders) during their movements between upland and aquatic habitats. The potential
for urban development to interfere with movement of animals between breeding locations in
vernal pools or other seasonal wetlands and upland habitats constitutes a potentially
significant indirect impact of implementing the HCP, which would prevent planned
development from proceeding.
The Proposed Action includes procedures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to
vernal pools and associated species potentially resulting from planned development (see
Section V.A.4 Land Use Agencies' Conservation Measures in the HCP). Vernal pool
resources within the City and the Sutter County permit areas would be identified prior to
disturbance through preconstruction surveys and other biological investigations (e.g., those
related to CEQA project review required for general plan, specific plan, rezone, subdivision,
and other discretionary approvals). The following measures would be implemented by the
City and Sutter County prior to issuance of a development permit when public or private
development projects are proposed for areas that could support wetlands and/or vernal
pool species.
•

In the event a biological reconnaissance survey or the pre-construction survey identifies
that vernal pool resources are onsite, a vernal pool species-specific biological assessment
must be provided by the developer to the land use agency during the vernal "wet" pool
season (as established by USFWS) to determine the type and abundance of species

present.- The species-specific biological assessment must be prepared by a qualified field
biologist and shall list the methods of field analysis, condition of habitat, size and
acreage of direct and indirect impact (as defined by seasonal inundation and hydric soils
and other appropriate characteristics), and species present. This assessment must be
submitted with the formal development application and prior to approval of an urban
development permit by the land use agency.
•

If it is determined that wetland and/or vernal pool resources would be disturbed by a
project, then take of vernal pool associated covered species would be covered under the
ITPs, subject to the following limitation and guidelines:
-

Where site investigations indicate vernal pool species may occur, the developer shall
notify the land use agency regarding the potential for impacts to vernal pool species.
Such notification shall include biological data adequate to allow the land use agency,
and the USFWS and CDFG to determine the potential for impacts vernal pool species
resulting from the proposed development.

-

Following notification by the land use agency, USWFS and CDFG shall identify
specific measures required to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to vernal pool
species to be implemented prior to disturbance and in accordance with adopted
standards or established guidelines. If vernal pool species are found within
proposed project areas, the project proponent shall coordinate with the USFWS and
CDFG to ensure conservation measures are incorporated to avoid and protect
sensitive plant species. In some cases, USFWS and CDFG may require complete
avoidance of vernal pool species, such as the presence of covered species such as
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slender orcutt grass, Sacramento orcutt grass, Colusa grass and/or vernal pool
tadpole shrimp. Such measures shall be identified by USFWS and CDFG within
30 days or as soon as possible thereafter of notification and submittal of biological
data to the agencies by the land use agency.
Developers would also potentially have the option of contributing to a mitigation bank ass
described in Section 2.4.6.1 of this EIR/EIS. With these Proposed Action measures, both
direct (e.g., filling) and indirect (e.g., changes in hydrology) impacts to vernal pools and the
associated species would be avoided or compensated in accordance with regulatory
guidance from the USFWS. Because of the expected low numbers and size of vernal pools in
the Natomas Basin, implementation of the standards outlined in the USFWS Programmatic
Consultation is expected to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Vernal pools also could be affected during development of the habitat reserve system.
Specific locations of all of the reserves have not been identified and, therefore, it is not
possible to determine if vernal pools or vernal pool species would be affected by
implementation of the Proposed Action.. As part of the development of site-specific habitat
creation and management plans under the Proposed Action, surveys to identify covered
species currently or potentially supported by the specific parcel would be conducted. If
vernal pools or vernal pool species are found, impacts to these resource would be avoided
during habitat creation and management activities and appropriate management activities
pursued, as necessary, to retain resources values.

4.4.5.2 Impacts to Species Covered by the ITPs
This section presents the impacts to the species covered by the ITPs. (See Table 2.1 for a list
of the covered species, their habitats, and their statuses. Also see Section 3.4 for a discussion
of existing conditions for these species. The acreages presented in the tables in this section
are based on land use categories developed as part of the land use and habitat database. The
categories represent potential habitat that might be used by the species. The acreages do not,
however, represent habitat known to be occupied by the species.) The organization of the
analysis of impacts to covered species is:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Delta Tule Pea (Section 4.4.5.2.1)
Sanford's Arrowhead (Section 4.4.5.2.2)
Vernal Pool Species (Section 4.4.5.2.3)
California Tiger Salamander (Section 4.4.5.2.4)
Western Spadefoot Toad (Section 4.4.5.2.5)
Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (Section 4.4.5.2.6)
Giant Garter Snake (Section 4.4.5.2.7)
Northwestern Pond Turtle (Section 4.4.5.2.8)
White-faced Ibis (Section 4.4.5.2.9)
Tricolored Blackbird (Section 4.4.5.2.10)
Swainson's Hawk (Section 4.4.5.2.11)
Aleutian Canada Goose (Section 4.4.5.2.12)
Burrowing Owl (Section 4.4.5.2.13)
Bank Swallow (Section 4.4.5.2.14)

•

Loggerhead Shrike (Section 4.4.5.2.15)
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4.4.5.2.1 Delta Tule Pea
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Potential habitat for the Delta tule pea is found in marsh
areas. In the Natomas Basin, ponds and seasonally wet areas are the primary potential
habitat, although some ditches and canals could provide suitable conditions. Rice lands are
not suitable for Delta tule pea because these lands are managed to discourage colonization
by plants other than rice and are harvested annually. The habitat classes (from Tables 4-2
and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for the Delta tule pea and the changes in acreage
from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-5.
TABLE 4-5

Change in Potential Habitat for Delta Tule Pea (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

Canals (all)

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

TOTAL

1,874

(124)

(76)

(225)

(425)

1,449

Habitat Class

(#) decrease in acreage

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
'

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Ponds and seasonally wet areas occur throughout the Natomas Basin as isolated units; the
loss of 21 acres could occur in approximately eight isolated areas subject to urban
development in the City near Arco Arena (7 acres), Metro Air Park near 1-5 (4 acres), and in
various scattered locations in Sutter County (10 acres) (see Figure 3-2). Assuming that smaller
canals and drains do not remain after development has occurred, about 404 acres of Class II,
III, and IV canals and ditches would be removed in the planned development areas. Some of
these canals and ditches could provide suitable conditions for Delta tule pea. Because Delta
tule pea is not known to occur in the Natomas Basin and the Natomas Basin is outside this
species' known range, the loss of potential habitat associated with urban development is not
likely to affect this species.
Under the Proposed Action, a stable and natural marsh environment would be created on
2,187.5 acres, thereby replacing the loss of 425 acres of potential habitat from urban
development. This restored marsh area would substantially increase potential habitat for the
Delta tule pea. The Proposed Action includes a measure for the Conservancy to consider
introducing the Delta tule pea into suitable locations in the Natomas Basin. If pursued, these
introductions would benefit the species by increasing the population size and distribution.
Effects of Construction Activities. The Natomas Basin is outside of the primary range of the
Delta tule pea; and the species is not known to occur in the Natomas Basin, but direct mortality
during construction is a potentially significant impact with regard to existing unknown
populations. Significant impacts could also occur if areas are colonized by this species in
the future. The potential for adverse effects to Delta tule pea would be avoided by the
species-specific take-avoidance and minimization measures of the Proposed Action. Under the
Proposed Action, surveys for covered species (including Delta tule pea) would be conducted
prior to construction activities. If Delta tule pea were identified in construction areas, they
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could be salvaged and transplanted in accordance with the requirements of the California
Native Plant Protection Act, if deemed necessary and appropriate by the USFWS and CDFG.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Maintenance of the canal and drain
system in the Natomas Basin could affect potential habitat for the Delta tule pea and directly
remove individual plants. These potential effects are unlikely to occur, however, because the
Natomas Basin is outside of the species' range, and the species is not currently known to
occur in the basin. If the range of this species expanded and it colonized the canals and
ditches in the Natomas Basin, activities conducted by Natomas Mutual and RD 1000 could
affect individual plants.
The Proposed Action does not include specific requirements for water agency-covered
activities to address potential impacts to Delta tule pea. The likelihood that this species
would occur in the canals or ditches during the permit term, however; is low because of the
routine sediment and vegetation control maintenance activities. Natomas Mutual and RD
1000 conduct regular operation and maintenance activities on the canals and ditches. These
types of activities would continue under the Proposed Action. If Delta tule pea occurs, it
would have colonized and persisted in the drains or canals coincident with these ongoing
activities. Therefore, if Delta tule pea naturally colonizes the ditches and canals in the future,
it would be expected to persist.
Delta tule pea could colonize portions of the habitat reserves in the future and/or the
Conservancy could pursue introductions of this species under the Proposed Action. If this
species becomes established in the habitat reserves, the Conservancy would implement
measures to avoid and minimize take of plants. To determine if this plant colonizes the
habitat reserves, the Conservancy would monitor for this species on the habitat reserves.
Overall Effects on Delta Tule Pea. Because this species is not known to occur in the Natomas
Basin and its range does not include the Natomas Basin, the small loss of potential habitat
attributable to planned development would not substantially adversely affect this species'
distribution or abundance. Thus, any potential impact would be less than significant.
Potential mortality impacts associated with construction would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level by the preconstruction survey measures in the HCP. Moreover, the
establishment of habitat that could support this species would benefit Delta tule pea. The
species would benefit if it were successfully introduced into the Natomas Basin or if its
range expanded and it naturally colonized managed marsh on the habitat reserves.
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4.4.5.2.2 Sanford's Arrowhead
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Potential habitat for the Sanford's arrowhead is found in
marsh areas. In the Natomas Basin, ponds and seasonally wet areas are the primary
potential habitat, although some ditches and canals could provide suitable conditions. Rice
lands are not suitable for Sanford's arrowhead because these lands are managed to
discourage colonization by plants other than rice and are harvested annually. The habitat
classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for Sanford's arrowhead and
the changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-6.
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TABLE 4-6

Change in Potential Habitat for Sanford's Arrowhead (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

Canals (all)

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

TOTAL

1,874

( 124)

(76)

(225)

(425)

1,449

Habitat Class

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Ponds and seasonally wet areas occur throughout the Natomas Basin as isolated units; the
loss of 21 acres would occur in approximately eight isolated areas subject to urban
development in the City near Arco Arena (7 acres), Metro Air Park near 1-5 (4 acres), and in
various locations in Sutter County (10 acres). Assuming that canals and drains do not
remain after development has occurred, about 404 acres of Class II, III, and IV canals and
drains would be removed in the development areas, some of which could contain emergent
marsh values suitable for Sanford's arrowhead. Because Sanford's arrowhead is not known
to occur in the Natomas Basin, the loss of potential habitat because of urban development is
not likely to affect this species, and this impact would be less than significant.
Under the Proposed Action, a stable and natural marsh environment would be created on
2,187.5 acres, thereby replacing the loss of 425 acres of potential habitat from urban
development. This restored marsh area would substantially increase potential habitat for the
Sanford's arrowhead. Because Sanford's arrowhead is not known to occur in the Natomas
Basin, this increase in potential habitat on the habitat reserves could have no effect on the
species. The Proposed Action, however, includes a measure for the Conservancy to consider
introducing the Sanford's arrowhead into suitable locations in the Natomas Basin. If
pursued, these introductions would benefit the species by increasing the population size
and distribution.
A stable marsh environment would be created as part of the habitat reserve system. This
restored marsh area would substantially increase potential habitat for Sanford's arrowhead.
Because Sanford's arrowhead is not known to occur in the Natomas Basin, the loss of habitat
from covered activities is not anticipated to have an effect on the species. The HCP includes
a measure for the Conservancy to consider introducing Sanford's arrowhead into suitable
locations in the Natomas Basin, which would benefit the species by increasing its population
size and distribution.
'
Effects of Construction Activities. Sanford's arrowhead is not currently known to occur in
the Natomas Basin, but direct mortality during construction is a potentially significant
impact with regard to unknown populations. Significant impacts could also occur if areas
are colonized by this species in the future. The potential for adverse effects to Sanford's
arrowhead would be avoided by the species-specific take-avoidance and minimization
measures of the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, surveys for covered species
including Sanford's arrowhead would be conducted prior to construction activities. If
Sanford's arrowhead were identified in construction areas, they could be salvaged and
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)
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transplanted in accordance with the requirements of the California Native Plant Protection
Act if deemed necessary and appropriate by the USFWS and CDFG.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Maintenance of the canal and drain
system in the Natomas Basin could affect individual Sanford's arrowhead plants. The
Natomas Basin is within the known range of Sanford's arrowhead, and this species could
inhabit smaller canals and drains. The Proposed Action does not include specific
requirements for water agency-covered activities to address potential impacts to Sanford's
arrowhead. The likelihood that Sanford's arrowhead could occur in the canals or ditches,
however, is low because of the routine sediment and vegetation control-maintenance
activities conducted by Natomas Mutual and RD 1000 on the canals and ditches. These
types of activities would continue under the Proposed Action. If Sanford's arrowhead
occurs, it would have colonized and persisted in the drains or canals coincident with these
ongoing activities. Therefore, if Sanford's arrowhead currently occurs in the canals or
ditches, it would be expected to persist.

Sanford's arrowhead could colonize portions of the habitat reserves in the future and/or the
Conservancy could pursue introductions of this species under the Proposed Action. If
Sanford's arrowhead becomes established in the habitat reserves, the Conservancy would
implement measures to avoid and minimize take of plants. To determine if this plant colonizes"
the habitat reserves, the Conservancy will monitor for this species on the habitat reserves.
Overall Effects on Sanford's Arrowhead. This species is not known to occur in the Natomas
Basin but potential habitat is present. The small loss of potential habitat from the covered
activity of planned development would not substantially adversely affect this species'
distribution or abundance. Thus, any potential impact would be less than significant.
Potential mortality impacts associated with construction would be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level by the preconstruction survey measures in the HCP. The species would
benefit if it was successfully introduced to suitable habitat in the Natomas Basin or if it
naturally colonized managed marsh on the habitat reserves.

4.4.5.2.3 Vernal Pool Species
Vernal pools represent important remnants of the natural landscape of the foothills and valley
floor of the Central Valley. Resulting from a combination of surface topography (shallow,
closed depressions) and soil condition (low permeability), vernal pools support numerous
special-status species. Ten species inhabiting vernal pools are covered by the ITPs. These
species include five plant species, three vernal pool shrimp species, and two amphibian
species (Table 4-7). Impacts to these species are assessed collectively in the following analysis
because the potential effects to vernal pools from implementing the Proposed Action would
be similar for each species. The two amphibian species (California tiger salamander and
western spadefoot toad), however, are not restricted to vernal pools and could occupy other
types of wetland habitats. Effects of the Proposed Action on these two species are also
evaluated separately from this assessment of vernal pool species (see Section 4.4.5.2.4 and
Section 4.4.5.2.5).
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TABLE 4-7

I
1.

Vernal Pool Species Covered by the ITPs
Plants
Boggs Lake hedge hyssop
Sacramento Orcutt grass
Slender Orcutt grass

Crustaceans

Amphibians

Vernal pool fairy shrimp

California tiger salamander

Vernal pool tadpole shrimp

Western spadefoot toad

Midvalley fairy shrimp

Colusa grass
Legenere
Source: Proposed Revised Natomas Basin HCP, July 2002
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Effects of Changes in Habitat. One small vernal pool complex is known to occur east of the
I-5/S.R. 99 split in the City's permit area. Other vernal pools could occur in the grassland
areas along the eastern perimeter of the Natomas Basin, including lands in both the City and
Sutter County permit areas. In addition, isolated seasonal wetlands could occur elsewhere
in the Natomas Basin and could support vernal pool vegetation and special-status vernal
pool species. Potential effects of the Proposed Action on vernal pool habitat were described
previously.
Effects of Construction Activities. The vernal pools east of the 1-5 split and other, currently
unknown vernal pool areas (expected primarily in the City's panhandle annexation area and
the eastern portion of the Sutter County Industrial-Commercial Reserve) could be directly
affected because of urban development or indirectly affected by urban development
surrounding the pools. Under the Proposed Action, vernal pool resources within the City
and the Sutter County permit areas would be identified prior to disturbance through
preconstruction surveys and other biological investigations (e.g., related to CEQA project
review required for general plan, specific plan, rezone, subdivision, and other discretionary
approvals). Mitigation measures would be implemented as described above under Vernal
Pool Habitat. Such mitigation would consist of measures substantially consistent with
USFWS' Programmatic Formal Endangered Species Act Consultation on Issuance of 404 Permits for
Project with Relatively Small Effects on Listed Vernal Pool Crustaceans within the Jurisdiction of the
Sacramento Field Office (USFWS, 1996b).
Construction impacts also could occur during development of the habitat reserve system.
Specific locations of all of the reserves have not been identified and, therefore, it is not
possible to determine if vernal pools or vernal pool species would be affected. As part of the
development of site-specific habitat-creation and management plans, surveys to identify
covered species currently or potentially supported by the specific parcel would be conducted
as part of the mitigating conservation strategy of the HCP. If vernal pools or vernal-pool
species are found, impacts to these resources would be mitigated in the same manner as
described in the above paragraph for the covered activity of planned development.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Activities conducted by RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual to maintain ditches and canals are not likely to affect vernal pool species
because suitable habitat for these species is restricted to vernal pools. These species are not
expected to use water conveyance facilities maintained by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual.
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As described above, habitat creation and management plans for the reserve system would
be designed to protect vernal pool resources and associated covered species. The HCP
(Section IV.C.5) states the following regarding vernal pool species:

I

The primary purpose of listing the vernal pool-associated species within the NBHCP
is to provide protection to [the Conservancy] with regard to the management of
future wildlife reserves. It is anticipated that the complex of wetland /upland habitat
to be developed by [the Conservancy] will provide enhanced opportunities for the
establishment and proliferation of these species.
The HCP specifies four measures for the Conservancy to implement that focus on
identifying conservation opportunities for the vernal pool species identified in Table 4-7,
including the creation of suitable habitat. This has been implemented on the Betts-KismatSilva reserve, where a vernal pool complex has been created. Impacts could occur during
ongoing Conservancy management, both to vernal pools that could occur on lands to be
acquired and to species colonizing new habitat created by the Conservancy. It is expected
that the overall impact would be. beneficial because the Conservancy has provided new
habitat and would continue to seek opportunities for vernal pool habitat improvement in
accordance with the HCP conservation measures.
Overall Effects on Vernal Pool Species. Currently, the Natomas Basin contains a minor
amount of vernal pool habitat, and use of the Natomas Basin by covered species dependent
on vernal pools appears to be very limited. Nevertheless, because vernal pool habitat has
been reduced substantially throughout the Central Valley and the plant and crustacean
species listed in Table 4-7 are largely dependent on vernal pools, any loss of vernal pool
habitat would have a substantial adverse effect on these species. Therefore, the potential loss
of vernal pool habitat attributable to the covered activities of urban development would be
considered a significant impact to special-status species dependent on vernal pools. With
implementation of measures under the Proposed Action to identify vernal pools or seasonal
wetlands, avoid or mitigate impacts to vernal pools and associated species, and restore
vernal pools, this potential impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Further,
one or more of the vernal pool species could benefit if the Conservancy was successful in
attracting vernal pool species to the habitat reserves.

4.4.5.2.4 California Tiger Salamander
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Potential habitat for California tiger salamander in the
Natomas Basin consists of vernal pools and other ponds and seasonally wet areas and
upland areas surrounding these features. Only a few small areas of vernal pools are likely to
occur in the Natomas Basin on the eastern edge of the basin. In addition, 96 acres of ponds
and seasonally wet areas occur as isolated units throughout the Natomas Basin and are
potential habitat for California tiger salamander.
Potential effects of the Proposed Action on habitat for tiger salamander consist of the direct
loss of vernal pools, ponds, or other seasonally wet areas because of construction. Indirect
effects could also occur. Under the Proposed Action, approximately 21 acres of ponds and
seasonally wet areas could be directly affected by development (7 acres in the City, 4 acres
in Metro Air Park, and 10 acres in Sutter County), which could reduce the availability of
breeding habitat for tiger salamander. Urban development in areas surrounding aquatic
habitat also can directly affect habitat for tiger salamander by eliminating upland areas
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where tiger salamanders seek refuge during much of the year. Tiger salamanders migrate
between upland habitats and aquatic breeding habitat, and urban development around
aquatic habitats that tiger salamanders use for breeding can interfere with this movement.
In some areas, vehicular traffic can be a major cause of mortality for California tiger
salamander during their movements between upland and aquatic habitats.
The Proposed Action includes procedures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to vernal
pools and other seasonal wetlands potentially used by tiger salamanders for breeding. Under
the Proposed Action's Vernal Pools Conservation Strategy, if wetlands that support the
species would be affected, developers would consult with the USFWS and CDFG to develop
appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the listed species.
Although the tiger salamander is not federally listed, consultations for other species
associated with wetland habitat would be expected to minimize impacts to this species
because replacement of habitat also is typically required by the USFWS to mitigate for the
removal of habitat. Thus, the Vernal Pool Conservation Strategy of the HCP would provide
protection for aquatic habitats that California tiger salamanders could use. As a result of
these requirements, impacts to habitat for this species from urban development would be
avoided or mitigated to a level that is less than significant.
Depending on the specific characteristics of the upland and managed-marsh habitat
provided on the reserves, tiger salamanders could be attracted to the habitat reserves. As
part of the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would periodically consult with experts to
identify conservation opportunities for California tiger salamander on the habitat reserves.
Such opportunities could include establishment or creation of wetland and upland habitats
suitable for tiger salamanders within the reserve system (e.g., stock ponds or "artificial"
vernal pools) and, if appropriate, re-introduction of tiger salamanders into the basin.
Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities within the Natomas Basin are not
likely to affect California tiger salamander because this species is not currently known to
inhabit the Natomas Basin. It is possible that construction activities could affect existing
unknown occurrence of tiger salamanders or areas colonized by this species in the future.
Under the Proposed Action, prior to approval of development permits, the City and Sutter
County would require preconstruction surveys for tiger salamanders. If preconstruction
surveys determine the presence of California tiger salamander, the City and Sutter County
would require developers to consult with CDFG to determine appropriate measures to
avoid and minimize take of individual animals.
Construction impacts also could occur during development of the habitat reserve system.
As part of the development of site-specific habitat-creation and management plans, surveys
to identify covered species currently or potentially supported by the specific parcel would
be conducted. If tiger salamanders are found, impacts to individuals would be avoided
during habitat creation and management activities, and appropriate management activities
pursued as necessary to retain habitat values for this species.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. The California tiger salamander is
not known to occur in the Natomas Basin, and RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's water
conveyance facilities do not provide suitable habitat for this species. The water agencies'
covered activities, therefore, are not likely to affect California tiger salamander.
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If tiger salamanders occur on the habitat reserves in the future, it is possible that some of the
Conservancy's management activities could kill or injure individual animals. Under the
Proposed Action, the Conservancy would implement measures to avoid take of California
tiger salamanders included in habitat-creation and management-reserve plans. Further, the
Conservancy will consult experts periodically during HCP implementation to identify
additional conservation opportunities for this species in the habitat reserve system.
Overall Effects on the California Tiger Salamander. Currently, the Natomas Basin is not
known to support California tiger salamander and contains a minor amount of potential
habitat. Nevertheless, because vernal pool habitat and other potential breeding habitats
(e.g., seasonal ponds) :have been reduced substantially throughout the Central Valley, any
loss of vernal pool habitat or seasonally wet areas that are potentially suitable breeding
areas for tiger salamanders would have a substantial adverse effect on this species.
Therefore, the potential loss of vernal pool and marsh habitat attributable to urban
development would be considered a significant impact to California tiger salamanders.
With implementation of the HCP mitigation measures under the Proposed Action to
identify vernal pools and seasonal wetlands and avoid or mitigate impacts to these potential
habitats for tiger salamander, potential impacts to tiger salamanders would be reduced to a
level that is less than significant. Further, California tiger salamander could benefit if the
Conservancy was successful in attracting individuals to the habitat reserves or if it reintroduced the species to the habitat reserves.

4.4.5.2.5 Western Spadefoot Toad
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Potential habitat for western spadefoot toad in the Natomas
Basin consists of vernal pools and other ponds and seasonally wet areas and upland areas
surrounding these features. Only a few small areas of vernal pools are likely to occur in the
Natomas Basin on the eastern edge of the basin. In addition, 96 acres of ponds and
seasonally wet areas occur as isolated units throughout the Natomas Basin and are potential
habitat for western spadefoot toad.

Potential effects of the Proposed Action on habitat for spadefoot toad consist of the direct loss
of vernal pools, ponds, or other seasonally wet areas because of construction as well as
indirect effects. Under the Proposed Action, 21 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas could
be directly affected by development (7 acres in the City, 4 acres in Metro Air Park, and 10
acres in Sutter County), which could reduce the availability of breeding habitat for western
spadefoot toad. Urban development in areas surrounding aquatic habitat also can directly
affect habitat for spad.efoot toad by eliminating upland areas where this species seeks refuge
during much of the year. Spadefoot toads move between upland habitats and aquatic
breeding habitat, and urban development around aquatic habitats that are used for breeding
can interfere with this movement. Vehicular traffic can cause mortality of spadefoot toads
during their movements between upland and aquatic habitats.
The Proposed Action includes procedures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to vernal
pools and other seasonal wetlands potentially used by western spadefoot toad for breeding.
Under the Proposed Action's Vernal Pools Conservation Strategy, if.jurisdictional wetlands
would be affected, developers would consult with the USFWS and CDFG to develop
appropriate measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to the listed species.
Although the western spadefoot toad is not federally listed, consultations for other species
associated with wetland habitat would be expected to minimize impacts to this species as
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well because replacement of habitat ,is typically required by the USFWS to mitigate for the
removal of habitat. If wetlands that are not jurisdictional would be affected by development,
the City and Sutter County would work with the USFWS and CDFG to develop specific
measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to vernal pool species, including western
spadefoot toad. Thus, the Vernal Pool Conservation Strategy of the HCP would provide
protection for aquatic habitats that western spadefoot toad could use. As a result of these
requirements, impacts to this species' habitat from urban development would be avoided or
mitigated to a level that is less: than significant. Depending on the specific characteristics of
the upland and managed-marsh habitat provided in the reserves, spadefoot toads could be
attracted to the habitat reserves. As part of the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would
periodically consult experts to identify conservation opportunities for western spadefoot
toad on the habitat reserves.
Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities within the Natomas Basin are not
likely to affect western spadefoot toad because this. species is not currently known to inhabit
the Natomas Basin. It is possible that construction activities could affect existing unknown
occurrence of spadefoot toads or areas colonized by this species in the future. Under the
Proposed Action, prior to approval of development permits, the City and Sutter County
would require preconstruction surveys for spadefoot toads. If preconstruction surveys
determine the presence of western spadefoot toad, the City and Sutter County would
require developers to consult with CDFG to determine appropriate measures to avoid and
minimize take of individuals.'

Construction impacts also could occur during development of the habitat reserve system.
As part of the development of, site-specific habitat-creation and management plans, surveys
to identify covered species currently or potentially supported by the specific parcel would
be conducted: If western spadefoot toads were identified, impacts to individuals would-be
avoided during habitat creation and management activities, and appropriate management
activities pursued as necessary to retain habitat values for this species.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. This species is not known to occur
in the Natomas Basin, and RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's water conveyance facilities do
not provide suitable habitat for this species. The water agencies' covered activities,

therefore, are not likely to affect western spadefoot toad.
If western spadefoot toads occur on the habitat reserves in the future, it is possible that some
of the Conservancy's management activities could kill or injure individual animals. Under
the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would implement measures to avoid take of western
spadefoot toads included in habitat creation and management plans. Further, the

Conservancy will consult experts periodically during implementation of the HCP to identify
additional conservation opportunities for this species in the habitat reserve system.
Overall Effects on Western Spadefoot Toad. Currently, the Natomas Basin is not known to
support western spadefoot toad and contains a minor amount of potential habitat.
Nevertheless, because vernal pool habitat and other potential breeding habitats

(e.g., seasonal ponds) have been reduced substantially throughout the Central Valley, any
loss of vernal pool habitat or seasonally wet areas that are suitable breeding areas for
western spadefoot toads would have a substantial adverse effect on this species. Therefore,
the potential loss of vernal pool and marsh habitat because of urban development would be
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a significant impact to spadefoot toads. With implementation of measures under the
Proposed Action to identify vernal pools and seasonal wetlands and avoid or mitigate
impacts to these potential habitats for spadefoot toad, potential impacts to spadefoot toad
would be reduced to a. level that is less than significant. Further, the species could benefit if
the Conservancy was successful in attracting individuals to the habitat reserves or if it
introduced the species to the habitat reserves.

4.4.5.2.6 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Riparian habitat potentially supports elderberry shrubs on
which the valley elderberry longhorn beetle (VELB) depends. As explained previously, less
than 1 acre of riparian habitat would be converted as a result of urban development
occurring near the northbound off ramp from 1-5 to Del Paso Road. Individual or small
groups of shrubs could occur in other planned development areas and could be affected.
Although the covered activity of urban development could result in impacts to some
elderberry shrubs, habitat availability for VELB would not be expected to decline in the
project area for several reasons. First, if elderberry shrubs occurred in a development area,
the shrubs would be transplanted and additional seedlings planted in accordance with the
USFWS Conservation Guidelines for Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999a): As the
seedlings developed, habitat for VELB would increase. Second, the riparian corridor along
Fisherman's Lake, which supports elderberry shrubs, is expected to remain intact because of
the reserve lands on the west side of the lake and agricultural buffer on the City side of the
lake. Third, the General Plan Amendment proposed for the 1-mile buffer area in Sutter
County along the Sacramento River would protect some riparian habitat potentially
containing elderberry shrubs. Last, elderberry shrubs would be planted in the habitat
reserves. Accordingly, no significant impacts to VELB would occur. Rather, overall habitat
availability in the Natomas Basin would increase for the VELB and much of the habitat
would be in areas protected in perpetuity.
Effects of Construction Activities. Although overall habitat availability for the VELB would
improve, impacts to individual elderberry shrubs (resulting in potential elderberry beetle
mortality) could still occur. Shrubs could be affected during construction associated with
urban development or with habitat creation on the reserves. The practice of avoiding
and/or mitigating impacts to elderberry shrubs in accordance with the Conservation
Guidelines is common in the Central Valley, and would continue to be the required practice
with implementation of the Proposed Action. Potential impacts to the valley elderberry
longhorn beetle during urban development are addressed in the Proposed Action by
requiring compliance with the USFWS' Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry
Longhorn Beetle (USFWS, 1999). Key aspects of the Conservation Guidelines include:
•

Surveys for the beetles and elderberry host plants by a qualified biologist prior to
construction.

•

Avoidance of elderberry bushes with a 100-foot construction buffer area (may be
reduced with the approval of the USFWS).

•

Mitigation of elderberry bushes where avoidance is not possible. The preferred
mitigation is to transplant mature elderberry bushes during their dormant season (when
the beetles are in their larval stage in the interior of the plant) to permanent mitigation
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lands and to plant a specified number of seedlings; planting additional elderberry
seedlings may be allowed ;when transplanting is not feasible.
Construction impacts also could occur during development of the habitat reserve system.
Specific locations of all of the reserves have not been identified and, therefore, it is not
possible to determine the number of shrubs that could be affected by development of the
habitat reserves. Reserve acquisitions to date have not included lands with existing
elderberry shrubs, but it is possible that elderberry shrubs would be present on lands
acquired in the future. If elderberry shrubs occur on habitat reserves, the Conservancy
would strive to preserve the shrubs. If shrubs must be removed to develop habitat on the
reserves, the Conservancy would mitigate in accordance with the Conservation Guidelines.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. The existing system of canals and
drains in the Natomas Basin is highly maintained, and therefore is unlikely to contain mature
elderberry shrubs that are potential habitat for VELB. Some areas under management by RD
1000 and Natomas Mutual (e.g., Fisherman's Lake, RD 1000 Pumping Plant No. 2), however,
contain mature riparian habitat that could contain elderberry shrubs. Areas under the
management of the water agencies that support mature riparian habitat necessarily are those
areas in which the water agencies do not routinely conduct vegetation control. As a result, the
water agencies' continued activities are not likely to remove elderberry shrubs supporting or
potentially supporting VELB. The potential for removal of elderberry shrubs of sufficient size
to support VELB is limited to construction activities associated with facility replacement or
restructuring of canals. The number of shrubs potentially affected over the project duration by
these activities and their suitability for VELB is unknown, but such construction activities are
not a part of the Proposed Action and, therefore, impacts would not occur as a result of the
Proposed Action.
Some of the Conservancy's management actions on the reserves have the potential to affect
elderberry shrubs. The Conservancy would implement measures to avoid and minimize
take of VELB as a result of habitat management actions. The Conservancy would ensure that
necessary and appropriate take avoidance measures are included in reserve management
plans, as well as additional measures determined to be necessary during the development of
management plans.
Overall Effects on Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle. Implementation of the covered
activities under the Proposed Action has a relatively limited potential to affect elderberry
shrubs that are inhabited by UELB or that are suitable habitat for VELB. As a result, these
activities under the Proposed Action are not expected to adversely affect VELB directly or
indirectly through changes in habitat, and no significant impacts would result. Further, with
implementation of the avoidance and mitigation measures for the covered activities, longterm protection of existing riparian habitat, and planting and protection of additional
elderberry shrubs on the habitat reserves, implementation of the Proposed Action would
increase habitat for VELB in the Natomas Basin resulting in a potential benefit.

4.4.5.2.7 Giant Garter Snake
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Potential habitat for the giant garter snake in the Natomas
Basin currently consists of rice fields, irrigation canals and drains, ponds and seasonally wet
areas, and uplands adjacent to' these habitat types. Wetland habitats are used by snakes
during the summer months for foraging and cover. During winter, snakes use upland areas
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for hibernation. Upland areas that snakes use for hibernating are always in close proximity
to wetland-type habitats, typically within 100 feet but up to 820 feet (Hansen, 1988, cited in
USFWS 1999; Wylie et al., 1997).
The amount of rice fields, irrigation canals and drains, and ponds and seasonally wet areas
represents total habitat for giant garter snake (both marsh and upland habitat) in the
Natomas Basin. For rice fields and ponds and seasonally wet areas, the habitat and land use
database incorporates these features into the overall habitat designation so that the acreage
estimates for rice and ponds and seasonally wet areas encompassed both marsh and upland
areas (i.e., small-scale .features such as rice checks, berms, and road embankments that could
provide upland habitat are integrated into the more inclusive categories). The acreage
estimates for canals and drains also included both the wetted portion of the canal and the
adjacent embankments that could provide upland habitat for giant garter snake.
The habitat classes from Tables 4-2 and 4-4 that provide potential habitat for giant garter
snake and the changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are summarized
for giant garter snake and presented in Table 4-8. As shown in this table, ponds and
seasonally wet areas, rice, and irrigation canals and ditches in the Natomas Basin provide
approximately 24,567 acres of potential habitat for giant garter snake. (This represents about
half the acreage of the entire Natomas Basin study area.) The potential habitat is limited
almost exclusively to rice fields and irrigation canals and ditches. Rice fields are intensively
managed monocultures that are highly altered from the natural marsh conditions in which
the giant garter snake evolved. Native marsh occur on only about 97 acres (approximately
0.2 percent of the Natomas Basin).
TABLE 4-8
Change in Potential Habitat for Giant Garter Snake (acres)
Metro Air
City of
Park
Baseline
Sacramento
Habitat Class
Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas
Rice
Canals (all)
TOTAL

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

24,567

(1,094)

(1,617)

(5,802)

(8,512)

16,055

1
I

^

(#) decrease in acreage

Of this potential habitat acreage, the data in Table 4-8 show that the covered activity of
urban development would reduce giant garter snake habitat in the Natomas Basin by about
8,512 acres, to a future condition of approximately 16,055 acres of potential giant garter
snake habitat. For several reasons, however, these projected acreages for reduced habitat
and future-condition habitat are overestimated.

First, only a portion of the total potential habitat in the Natomas Basin is expected to be used by
giant garter snakes because available data suggest this species concentrates its activities along
the edges of its potential habitat (wetland/upland interfaces). In rice fields, snakes primarily
use edges along the field perimeter or along check structures (Wylie and Casazza, 2000).
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Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database ( CH2M HILL, 2002).
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Second, portions of Sacramento County and Sutter County (outside of the proposed HCP
permit areas for the City and Sutter County) would not be affected by planned urban
development. These areas are assumed to provide habitat for snakes in existing rice fields or
in the habitat reserve system (i.e., rice or managed marsh) that would be created under the
Proposed Action. In addition, where urban development does occur, the activities would be
limited to the north and south portions of the basin (i.e., City of Sacramento and the
Industrial-Commercial Reserve). As a result, extensive areas in the middle and northwestern
portions of the basin would remain as habitat (predominantly as rice or managed marsh).

I

About 16,055 acres of potential habitat for giant garter snake would remain in the Natomas
Basin, which is a reduction of 8,512 acres from the existing level of 24,567 acres. Most of the
reduction in potential habitat would be rice (8,087 acres) with only small amounts consisting
of canals (404 acres) or ponds and seasonally wet areas (21 acres) that resemble the snake's
natural habitat of marsh to a greater degree than rice.

I

t
t
^
^
I
I
I
I

Habitat Loss Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP. Under the Proposed Action,
permanent habitat reserves would be created, consisting of 4,375 acres of rice and
2,187.5 acres of managed marsh. The rice within the reserves would most likely be derived
from existing rice fields. Thus, 4,375 of the 14,606 acres of rice projected in the basin under
the future condition would be incorporated into the reserve system. The 2,187.5 acres of
managed marsh could be created from existing rice fields or lands that do not currently
provide habitat for giant garter snake. If all of the managed marsh were derived from rice,
the net reduction in the acreage of habitat for giant garter snake would be the 8,512 acres
attributable to urban development. If all of the managed marsh component of the habitat
reserves were created from nonhabitat, then the net reduction habitat for giant garter snake
would be about 6,324.5 acres.
The conceptual designs for 1,296 acres of existing reserve lands include creating marsh
habitat with a high degree of edge habitat (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001). Because of
the large amount of edge in the managed marsh, the managed marsh would provide a
greater amount of usable habitat than an equivalent acreage of rice.
Although rice provides important habitat for giant garter snakes, the managed-marsh
habitat reserves created under the Proposed Action are expected to provide greater quality
habitat (on an acre-for-acre basis) than acreage cultivated for rice. Some of the limitations of
rice in providing habitat for giant garter snake are described below.

•

Rice fields do not provide habitat for giant garter snakes until late spring when the rice
plants have grown enough to provide cover and prey levels have developed. Use of rice
fields by giant garter snakes is relatively low until summer when the rice plants are
established (Wylie and Casazza, 2000).

•

Rice fields typically are drained in September, and habitat for snakes can become limited
to canals and drains during the last weeks of their active period (Wylie and Casazza, 2000).2

2

There is some uncertainty over whether the timing of draining rice fields is beneficial or detrimental. It has been suggested
that the timing of rice field dewatering benefits snakes by concentrating prey in the ditches so that snakes can feed heavily
prior to entering hibernation (City of Sacramento et al., 2002).
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•

Agricultural practices (tilling, grading, and harvesting) and canal maintenance practices
in support of agriculture can directly kill or injure snakes (Leidy, 1992).

•

Rice fields are periodically rotated to other crops or fallowed and, therefore, do not
provide stable, reliable habitat over time. Furthermore, fluctuations in the amount and
distribution of rice could affect the distribution, survival, and reproductive success of
the giant garter snake.

The 2,187.5 acres of managed marsh on the reserves would provide permanent year-round
habitat, currently only provided by the canals and ponds and seasonally wet areas. Urban
development is projected to impact 425 acres of canals and ponds and seasonally wet areas.
The managed marsh on the habitat reserves would replace this loss of permanent, year-round
habitat at greater than a 0.5:1 ratio. The managed marsh also would provide higher-quality
habitat for giant garter snakes than canals, further increasing the value of the managed marsh
relative to the most similar habitat available that would be affected (i.e., canals and ponds and
seasonally wet areas).
The managed marsh would be designed and managed specifically to provide optimal
habitat conditions for giant garter snakes and avoid these limitations. Design features and
management practices of managed marsh habitat that would benefit giant garter snakes
include:

i
1

1

•

A ftigh amount of wetland and upland edge habitat to maximize the amount of useable
habitat, included in the conceptual designs for 1,296 acres of reserve lands already
acquired (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001). Because of the large amount of edge in the
managed marsh, the managed marsh would provide a greater amount of useable habitat
than an equivalent acreage of rice.

^
t
I

•

Potholes (i.e., areas of deeper water) to provide habitat in late summer and fall after the
rice fields have been drained.

1

•

A water-managerrLent regime that provides habitat throughout the snakes' active period.

•

Year-round wetland habitat to maintain prey populations and avoid a delay in
development of prey populations in the spring when snakes emerge from hibernation.

•

Integration of upland habitat with marsh habitat so that snakes are not exposed to
hazards such as crossing roads when they move into hibernation habitats.

•

Absence of mortality sources associated with rice production (e.g., canal maintenance
activities, pesticide use).

Finally, the creation of marsh and upland habitat in the reserves would emphasize
restoration to a natural marsh ecosystem. The habitat reserves would replace rice, an
artificial, intensively managed monoculture, with a native ecosystem characterized by a
complex structure and high habitat diversity. With the re-creation of the native ecosystem,
the habitat reserves would provide the natural habitat conditions under which the giant
garter snake evolved. Natural marsh habitat is nearly absent from the Natomas Basin,
consisting of only about 97 acres. Under the Proposed Action, marsh habitat acreage would
be increased to more ihan 20 times the existing acreage. Wylie and Casazza (2000) found
that giant garter snakes at Fisherman's Lake seldom ventured into surrounding rice fields.
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These observations indicate that snakes were able to find adequate resources (e.g., prey,
basking sites, cover, hibernation habitat) in Fisherman's Lake to support themselves. Wylie
and Casazza (2000) suggested that created marsh, such as would occur under the Proposed
Action, could similarly fulfill these habitat requirements for snakes.
Management of the marsh reserves could be modified based on monitoring data, new
species information, or other factors, as described in the adaptive management provisions of
the HCP (see Section 2.4.7 of this EIR/EIS). Such modifications, which are an important
component of the habitat conservation strategy for giant garter snakes, would help ensure
that the needs of giant garter snakes are considered in perpetuity.
About 8,087 acres of rice would be affected by urban development. Although the habitat
reserves would contain about,one-half this amount of rice (4,375 acres), the rice fields in the
reserve system also could provide higher habitat quality than the rice fields that would be
converted by the covered activity of planned development. Rice in the reserve system
would be managed using snake-friendly techniques, including:
•

Maintenance of rice checks, berms, and other water-control structures in as natural a
state as practicable by limiting mowing or herbicide treatment

•

Maintenance of prey species (e.g., mosquito fish) in or near the rice fields through
appropriate management ^

•

Other measures, as appropriate

Specific measures for managing rice fields in the reserve system would be determined by
the HCP Technical Advisory Committee. In addition to the direct removal of habitat, urban
development can indirectly affect snakes through increased predation and vehicle strikes as
follows•

Free-ranging domestic cats often are introduced by the establishment of residential
areas. Residential development close to areas inhabited by snakes can lead to increased
predation by cats. While predation by cats on giant garter snakes is believed to occur, its
impact on snake populations has not been determined.

•

Mortality to snakes from vehicle strikes also has been reported (Leidy, 1992). Snakes
could experience increased mortality from increased motor vehicle activity associated
with urbanization.

Under the Proposed Action, habitat reserves would be located at least 800 feet from urban
areas and areas designated for urban development (unless a smaller distance is approved by
CDFG and USFWS on a case-by-case basis) and a buffer at least 30 feet wide established within
the reserve between marsh habitat and roadways (see Section IV.C [Conservation Strategies to
Mitigate For Urban Development] in the HCP). By locating habitat for snakes away from urban
areas and creating a buffer between snake habitat and roads, death or injury to snakes from
vehicle strikes and predation by cats could be reduced, although not eliminated.
Summary of Effect to Habitat. In summary, implementation of the Proposed Action is expected
to result in a net loss of habitat for the giant garter snake in the Natomas Basin. The reduction in
habitat value, however, is expected to be less than indicated by the acreage reduction because:
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•

Snakes primarily use the edges of rice fields, not the entire rice field. Because snakes
would not use all the acreage identified as rice habitat, the actual amount of giant garter
snake habitat in the Natomas Basin is not directly correlated to the changes in land use
acreage that resulted from the land use analysis.

•

Managed-marsh land would provide more habitat for snakes than rice fields on an acrefor-acre basis because of the larger amount of edge habitat.

•

Managed-marsh habitat would be designed to accommodate year-round habitat
requirements, as previously described.

•

Rice in the reserve system would be managed to provide better habitat quality than
existing rice fields.

Based on the provisions of the HCP, implementation of the Proposed Action would offset
impacts to the giant garter snake habitat. Thus, implementation of the Proposed Action would
have a less-than-significant effect on giant garter snake habitat and no additional mitigation
measures (other than the conservation strategy of the HCP) are required.
Effects of Construction Activities. Urban development and the construction of habitat
reserves are anticipated to affect habitat for the giant garter snake as described above. Giant
garter snakes also could be killed or injured during construction by vehicle strikes on roads,
crushing beneath heavy construction equipment, or entombment in their winter retreats.
Death or injury to snakes has been reported because of vehicle strikes on roads (Leidy, 1992)
and excavation from winter retreats (Wylie and Casazza, 2000).
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP Related to Construction
Activities. The Proposed Action includes measures to avoid and minimize direct loss of
giant garter snakes from construction (see Section V.A [Land Use Agencies' Conservation
Measures] in the HCP). Both the Conservancy and individual developers would implement
the following measures to avoid and minimize the potential to take snakes during
construction activities.
•

•

4-54

Timing restrictions: No grading, excavating or filling activities will take place within
30 feet of existing giant garter snake habitat between October 1 and May 1, unless
approved by CDFG. By conducting earth-moving activities during the summer months
when snakes are active, it is expected that snakes in the construction area will be able to
avoid construction equipment such that direct injury or mortality would be avoided.
Further, snakes will not be in their winter retreats where they are vulnerable to injury
during earth-moving activities.
Dewatering requirements: Dewatering of existing habitat will begin after November 1,
but no later than April 1 of the following year. All water must be removed from existing
habitat by April 15, or as soon thereafter as weather permits, and the habitat will be kept
dry without any standing water for 15 consecutive days after April 15 and prior to
excavating or filling the dewatered habitat. By dewatering habitat between November 1
and April 1, snakes would not be attracted to construction zones when they emerge from
their winter retreats. If habitat must be dewatered after April 15, it must remain dry for
15 consecutive days prior to excavating or filling the habitat. Snakes have been found to
leave habitat within a few days of dewatering (USFWS, 1999b). By waiting for 15 days
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after dewatering, it reasonable to expect that any snakes would have left the construction
zone prior to the start of construction activities and injury to snakes would be avoided.
Summary of Effects from Construction Activities. In combination, these measures would
minimize direct injury and mortality to giant garter snakes. Therefore, implementation of
the Proposed Action would reduce construction impacts to a less-than-significant level and
no further mitigation measures are required.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Canals and ditches provide
important habitat for giant garter snakes in the Natomas Basin. In Wylie and Casazza's
(2000) radio-telemetry study, about half of the snake locations during the summer were in
rice and half were in ditches. In the spring (before the rice fields had developed), however,
the majority of snake locations were in ditches. During the spring and fall, ditches can be the
only habitat available to snakes in rice-producing-areas (Wylie and Casazza 2000). In
addition to providing habitat, ditches could be important in maintaining population
connectivity.
RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are responsible for maintaining and operating the ditches
and canals in the Natomas Basin. The quality of ditches as habitat for snakes can be
influenced by operation and maintenance practices that affect the amount of vegetation, the
presence of water in the ditches, and the availability of burrows in canal banks that snakes
can use for escape or as winter retreats. Further, giant garter snakes can be killed or injured
by maintenance equipment, such as mowers and construction equipment used for sediment
removal and bank resloping (Leidy, 1992).
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP Related to Water Agency and
Conservanci Management. Under the Proposed Action, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual
would implement practices to avoid and minimize adverse effects to giant garter snakes
from their operation and maintenance activities (see Section V.C [Water Agencies'

Conservation Measures] in the HCP). These measures include:
•

Restrictions on timing of management activities. Where giant garter snakes are known to
exist, maintenance activities (excluding vegetation control, road maintenance, and
rodent control) will be restricted to after May 1 and before October 1 in any calendar
year. By conducting in-channel maintenance activities during the summer when the
snakes are active, it is expected that snakes will be able to avoid equipment and thereby
avoid injury. Further, the potential for snakes to be killed or injured in their winter
retreats by ditch cleaning (e.g., sediment removal) would be avoided.

•

Dewatering of ditches and canals identified for maintenance. Dewatering two weeks
prior to construction removes an essential element (aquatic features) of giant garter
snake habitat. Snakes have been found to leave dewatered habitat within a few days of
dewatering such that it is reasonable to expect that snakes would leave the construction
area in search of more suitable habitat and would not reenter the construction area.

•

Restrictions on management intensity. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual will limit canal and
ditch maintenance activities (excluding vegetation control, road maintenance, and rodent
control) during any calendar year to not more than 10 percent of the total miles of canals
and ditches within each agency's respective service area. Vegetation control would be
limited to one side of the ditch per year. Fitch (1940, cited in Leidy, 1992) noted that the
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banks of ditches where he was searching for snakes were usually overgrown with tules,
willows, and weeds, making it difficult to see snakes. Later, Hansen (1980, cited in Leidy,
1992) reported that canals cleared of vegetation were rarely used by snakes, while ditches
supporting tules and willows appeared to be good habitat. Thus,.vegetation that

potentially provides habitat for snakes would be retained on one side of the ditch and the
ditch could continue to provide cover for snakes following maintenance activities.
•

Management of vegetation-control measures in giant garter snake habitat. Burning
would be restricted to October 1 through April 30 when snakes are inactive. When
mowing for weed control, mower blades would be kept at least 6 inches high, solhat the
blades would not contact snakes on the banks.

Some of the activities conducted by the Conservancy to manage the habitat reserves have
the potential to kill or injure giant, garter snakes. For example, the Conservancy conducts
ditch and canal maintenance activities similar to those conducted by RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual to maintain appropriate water delivery and drainage from rice and managed marsh
units. Under the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would implement take-avoidance
measures to minimize potential take that may occur on reserve lands (e.g., road kills, take
during construction of managed marsh wetlands, etc.). To accomplish this, the Conservancy
would, where applicable, ensure that all take-avoidance measures described in Section V
(Take Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation) in the HCP (e.g., dewatering of irrigation
ditches owned by the Conservancy) are implemented during management of reserve lands.
The Conservancy also would implement take-avoidance measures included in habitat
creation and management plans.
In managing rice fields on the habitat reserves, the Conservancy would implement
conservation measures to enhance habitat values and minimize the potential for injury to
snakes. The measures include guidelines related to vegetation management (including weed
management, treatment of crop stubble through burning and disking, and use of herbicides),
and maintenance of those ditches that are owned by the Conservancy (time of maintenance,
alternating bank maintenance on an annual basis). Section IV.D (Reserve Management/Site
Specific Management Plans) of the HCP provides additional information on the conservation
measures that the Conservancy would implement.
Summary of Effects from Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Implementation of
the above measures by RD 1000, Natomas Mutual, and the Conservancy would minimize
impacts to giant garter snakes to a less-than-significant level.
Overall Effects on Giant Garter Snake. The current distribution and abundance of the giant
garter snake is considerably reduced from former times (FR 58:54053). The population
reduction and range restriction has been largely attributed to conversion and loss of
wetland habitat in the Central Valley. Loss of habitat is considered the primary threat to the
persistence of the giant garter snake and the primary factor limiting the abundance and
distribution of the population (USFWS, 1999b).
Within suitable wetland habitat, the factors determining the population size and
distribution of giant garter snake are poorly understood. Prey availability can influence the
total population size and reproductive success. Whether prey availability drops to levels
that limit the population, however, has not been determined. Hypothesized or documented
sources of mortality include predation, dormant season flooding, road kill, mechanical
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injury, pest control, collection and vandalism, disease and parasites, and toxic substances
(Leidy, 1992). The relative importance of these sources of mortality in determining the size,
distribution, and trend of the population remains uncertain.
The Natomas Basin is located within the American Basin population area of the giant garter
snake which, when combined with the Colusa Basin and Sutter Basin, represents the largest
extant population of giant garter snakes. Giant garter snakes have been reported in the
American Basin since the 1970s (Leidy, 1992). Recent investigations of giant garter snakes in
the Natomas Basin found a wide range of size classes (Wylie and Cassaza 2000). The range
of size classes suggests that the population is reproducing, juveniles are being recruited into
the population, and adults are surviving to older age classes.
Implementation of the Proposed Action is expected to result in a net loss of habitat for giant
garter snake. Despite a net loss of habitat, implementation of the Proposed Action would
encourage the persistence of giant garter snakes in the Natomas Basin for several reasons.
First, the loss of habitat is expected to be less than projected based solely on the acreage
conversion resulting from the planned development because: (1) the acreage of rice that is
used by snakes is likely overestimated because the snakes tend not.to use the open water
areas of the field, and (2) the managed marsh habitat would be designed to provide a large
amount of edge habitat. Second, both the managed marsh and rice created in the habitat
reserve system would have a greater value as giant garter snake habitat than would the
habitat affected by urban development. This higher-quality habitat could support a larger
population of snakes as a result of improved habitat conditions (e.g., more prey) or reduced
mortality (e.g., fewer road kills). Third, the habitat reserves would provide habitat that is
stable in location, amount, availability, and quality for years over the long term, thereby
providing conditions conducive to supporting a stable population of giant garter snakes.
Fourth, management actions undertaken by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would minimize
the potential for death or injury of snakes and, more importantly, would improve the
availability and stability of habitat for snakes in the canal and drain system over the long
term by allowing suitable habitat conditions to persist in the canals and ditches. This habitat
would have the dual benefit of providing additional habitat for snakes and travel corridors
to maintain population connectivity.
Finally, portions of lands adjacent to the east and west sides of Fisherman's Lake, a welldocumented area for giant garter snakes, will be preserved. Wylie and Casazza (2000) found
that snakes using Fisherman's Lake remained within the lake, and did not exploit
surrounding ricelands. They suggest that Fisherman's Lake provided a stable habitat so that
snakes rarely needed to leave to fulfill their life requisites. With the persistence of buffer
lands along both the east and west sides of Fisherman's Lake and management to maintain
its habitat value, this known population of'snakes would be protected. Creation of
managed-marsh habitat under the Proposed Action would result in additional "stable"
habitats, and in combination with Fisherman's Lake and remaining rice fields, encourage
the persistence of giant garter snakes in the Natomas Basin.
A primary goal of the HCP is to ensure connectivity among individual reserves, and among
the reserves and surrounding agricultural lands. The primary opportunity for connectivity
among reserves is the system of channels maintained and operated by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual. These agencies have noted that the elimination of existing channels would
generally occur only in response to urban development. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual

E042002017SAC/1 61795(004. DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

4-57

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

would manage ditches and canals in a manner that would allow and encourage continued
use by snakes. With regard to basin-wide connectivity, RD 1000 identified key drainage
channels within the Natomas Basin that would be retained regardless of urban development
(see Figure 17 in the H:CP). With the exception of one property in the northeastern portion of
the basin, all of the Conservancy lands acquired to date are interconnected by drainage
channels that will remain despite urban development. In addition to these drainage
channels, canals and ditches would remain in areas continuing to be in agricultural
production. Because snakes readily and routinely use canals and drains in the Natomas
Basin (Wylie and Cassaza, 2000), the canal and drainage systems would provide for
movement of snakes among the habitat reserves, thereby minimizing the potential
occurrence of adverse effects resulting from small and isolated populations.
Urban development would substantially reduce the amount of habitat (i.e., rice and ponds
and seasonally wet areas) for giant garter snakes in the Natomas Basin and, therefore, could
result in significant impacts to this species. Under the Proposed Action, however, it is
anticipated that the preservation of wetland habitat and the creation and management of
reserves that support 6,562 acres of habitat for giant garters snake would provide similar or
better overall habitat value to that of the 8,512 acres of potential habitat consisting
predominantly of rice that would be lost to urban development. The 2,187.5 acres of
managed marsh on the reserves would provide permanent year-round habitat similar to
that which is provided under existing conditions by the canals and ponds and seasonally
wet areas. Urban development is projected to affect only 425 acres of canals and ponds and
seasonally wet areas. The managed marsh on the habitat reserves would replace this loss of
year-round, permanent habitat at a ratio greater than 0.5:1. The managed marsh also would
provide higher-quality habitat for giant garter snakes than is currently provided by canals.
This would further increase the value of the managed marsh relative to the most similar
habitat available that would be affected (i.e., canals and ponds and seasonally wet areas).
About 8,087 acres of rice would be affected by urban development. Although the habitat
reserves would contain about one-half this amount of rice (4,375 acres), rice on the reserves
would provide better habitat conditions for snakes because it would be stable in space and
time and would be managed in accordance with techniques that benefit wildlife. Thus,
impacts to giant garter snakes attributable to the 17,500 acres of urban development covered
by the Proposed Action are expected to be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The
conservation strategy of the HCP mitigates the impacts of the covered activities on giant
garter snakes to a less--than-significant level and is an important component in maintaining
giant garters snakes in the Natomas Basin.

4.4.5.2.8 Northwestern Pond Turtle
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Northwestern pond turtles are highly aquatic and are closely
associated with wetland and aquatic habitats. In the Natomas Basin, potential habitat
consists of canals, rice, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and riparian. Turtles use upland
areas for hibernation and for nesting. Upland areas used by turtles typically are close to
aquatic habitats but can be as far as 1,300 feet from water.
The amount of rice fields, irrigation canals and drains,-ponds and seasonally wet areas, and
rice is used to represent total habitat for the northwestern pond turtles (both marsh and
upland habitat) in the Natomas Basin. For rice and ponds and seasonally wet areas, the
habitat and land use database does not distinguish small-scale features such as rice checks,
berms, and road embankments that could provide upland habitat. Rather, these features are
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incorporated into the overall habitat designation so that the acreage estimates for rice and
ponds and seasonally wet areas include both marsh and upland areas. The acreage
estimates for canals and drains also include both the wetted portion of the canal and the
adjacent embankments that could provide upland habitat for turtles. The habitat classes
(from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for northwestern pond turtles and
the changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-9.
Based on the GIS database, the Natomas Basin supports about 24,691 acres of habitat (marsh
and upland combined) for pond turtles.
TABLE 4-9

Change in Potential Habitat for Northwestern Pond Turtle (acres)
Habitat Class

t

Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

(1,118)

(1,617)

(5,802)

(8,536)

16,155

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas
Rice
Riparian
Canals (all)

TOTAL
24,691
(#) decrease in acreage

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

I
1

t

Under the Proposed^ Action, potential habitat for northwestern pond turtles would decline
by about 8,536 acres as a result of the covered activity of urban development. This reduction
in habitat would predominantly consist of rice fields, although about 404 acres would be
canals. No substantial change in riparian habitat would occur because most of the 24 acres
of riparian habitat in the City of Sacramento occurs along Fisherman's Lake. Under the
Settlement Agreement and as part of the Proposed Action, the riparian habitat adjacent to
Fisherman's Lake thus would be retained. About 16,155 acres of potential habitat for
northwestern pond turtles would remain in the Natomas Basin (assuming no change in land
use in Sacramento County other than at Metro Air Park and inconsequential loss of riparian
habitat in the City of Sacramento as described above), a reduction of 8,436 acres from the
existing level of 24,691 acres. Under the Proposed Action, permanent habitat reserves would
be created consisting of 4,375 acres of rice and 2,187.5 acres of managed marsh. The rice
within the reserves would most likely consist of existing rice fields. Thus, 4,375 of the 14,606
acres of rice projected in the basin under the future condition would be incorporated into
the reserve system. The 2,187.5 acres of managed marsh could be created from existing rice
fields or lands that do not currently provide habitat for northwestern pond turtles. If all of
the managed marsh was derived from rice, the net reduction in the acreage of habitat for
no
pond turtles would be the 8,536 acres attributable to urban development. If all
of the managed marsh component of the habitat reserves was created from nonhabitat, then
the net reduction habitat for northwestern pond turtles would be about 6,324.5 acres.
The 2,187.5 acres of upland habitat in the habitat reserves could be equally important to the
managed marsh in supporting pond turtles. Pond turtles require upland sites for
over-wintering and nesting. The availability an&suitability of nesting habitat could be
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contributing to poor recruitment in northwestern pond turtle populations (Jennings and
Hayes, 1994). The habitat reserves would provide this critical element in the maintenance of
pond turtle populations.
In addition to reducing habitat availability, urban development in areas adjacent to those
inhabited by pond turtles could indirectly impact this species. Free-ranging domestic cats
are often introduced to an area by the establishment of residences. Residential development
close to areas inhabited by turtles can lead to increased predation by cats. Although
predation by cats on northwestern pond turtles has not been specifically identified as a
concern, predation by other terrestrial predators (e.g., nonnative red fox, raccoons) has been
noted (Jennings and Hayes, 1994). Mortality to turtles from vehicles also is possible and
turtles could experience increased mortality from increased motor vehicle activity
associated with urbanization. Under the Proposed Action, habitat reserves would be located
at least 800 feet from urban areas and areas designated for urban development (unless a
smaller distance is approved by CDFG and USFWS on a case-by-case basis) and a buffer at
least 30 feet wide established within the reserve between marsh habitat and roadways. By
locating habitat reserves away from urban areas, the potential for death or injury to turtles
from vehicle strikes and predation by cats could be reduced, although not eliminated.
Despite the net reduction in the total amount of potential habitat, the Proposed Action likely
would improve habitat conditions for northwestern pond turtles through the creation and
protection of marsh complexes on the habitat reserves. Rice fields provide poor habitat
quality for northwestern pond turtles as they are intensively managed monocultures with
little structural or biological diversity. In particular, an abundance of basking sites (a key
element of pond turtle aquatic habitat) is lacking in rice fields. Beneficial components of the
habitat reserves include:

•

Long-term certainty of habitat availability. Created marsh habitat would be protected in
perpetuity.

•

Higher-quality habitat than rice. Created marsh habitat would provide all essential
habitat elements for northwestern pond turtles, e.g., basking sites, cover, and prey
availability.

•

Nearby suitable and undisturbed nesting and wintering habitat.

•

Provision of large areas of contiguous, suitable habitat.

•

Reduced exposure to agricultural practices. Current agricultural practices involve the
routine use of pesticides and fertilizers as well as exposure to heavy farm machinery
(e.g., disking or harvesting). The created marsh would not be subject to this type of
maintenance and rice would be managed using wildlife-friendly techniques.

•

The Conservancy would consult with pond turtle experts during implementation of the
Proposed Action to identify management actions to further improve habitat quality for
pond turtles.

Lastly, under the Settlement Agreement and Proposed Action, lands immediately adjacent
to the west side of Fisherman's Lake have been acquired, and an agricultural buffer would
be preserved on the City side of Fisherman's Lake. Fisherman's Lake is known to be
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inhabited by pond turtles. With acquisition of the buffer lands adjacent to the lake, the
probability of this population persisting would be improved.

1

t
t

Effects of Construction Activities. The covered activity of urban development and the
Proposed Action's construction of habitat reserves are anticipated to reduce the amount of
habitat for northwestern pond turtles in the Natomas Basin, as described above. Pond
turtles could be killed or injured during construction by vehicle strikes on roads, crushing
beneath heavy construction equipment, or entombment in their winter retreats. Measures in
the Proposed Action to avoid and minimize these types of direct impacts to giant garter
snakes also would benefit pond turtles because of their similar habitat requirements and life
history traits. The avoidance measures for giant garter snakes would have similar beneficial
effects to pond turtles, and implementation of the measures in the HCP would result in lessthan-significant impacts.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Operation and maintenance
activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual could affect northwestern pond turtles because
these activities typically focus on canals and drains that provide suitable habitat for this
species. Pond turtles could be killed or injured by construction equipment used for sediment
removal. Carrying out the covered activities also could result in the removal of bank and
emergent vegetation, important components of cover for the northwestern pond turtle.
Under the Proposed Action, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would implement measures to
avoid and minimize potential impacts on the giant garter snake. Pond turtles have similar
seasonal activity patterns and habitat requirements as giant garter snakes. The effects of the
water agencies' covered activities (including implementation of the avoidance and
minimization measures of Proposed Action) on pond turtles would be the same as described
for giant garter snakes.

Some of the activities conducted by the Conservancy to manage the habitat reserves have
the potential to kill or injure pond turtles. For example, the Conservancy conducts ditch and
canal maintenance activities similar to those conducted by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual to
maintain appropriate water delivery and drainage from rice and managed-marsh units.

1

t

r

The Conservancy would implement take-avoidance measures to minimize potential take
that may occur on reserve lands (e.g., road kills, take during construction of managed marsh
wetlands, etc.). To accomplish this, the Conservancy would, where applicable, ensure that
all take-avoidance measures described in Section V (Take Avoidance, Minimization, and
Mitigation) of the HCP (e.g., dewatering of irrigation ditches owned by the Conservancy)
are implemented during management of reserve lands. The Conservancy also would
implement take-avoidance measures included in habitat creation and management plans.
These measures would typically include actions that would protect affected species during
construction of habitat reserves. An example of such measures for giant garter snake
include: (1) implementing habitat construction during the giant garter snakes' active period
(May 1- October 1), (2) implementing a worker awareness program, (3) conducting a survey
24 hours prior to construction, (4) having a biological monitor onsite during the initial week of
construction, and (5) dewatering wetted areas, if necessary, to achieve the complete removal
of ponded water two weeks prior to construction (Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001).
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In managing rice fields on the habitat reserves the Conservancy would implement
conservation measures to enhance habitat values and minimize the potential for injury to
pond turtles. These measures include guidelines related to vegetation management
(including weed management, treatment of crop stubble through burning and disking, and
use of herbicides), and maintenance of those ditches that are owned by the Conservancy
(time of maintenance, alternating bank maintenance on an annual basis). Section IV.D
(Reserve Management/Site Specific Management Plans) of the HCP provides additional
information on the conservation measures that the Conservancy would implement. These
practices would have similar effects for pond turtles as described for the water agencies.
Overall Effects on the Northwestern Pond Turtle. Jennings and Hayes (1994) characterized
western pond turtles as endangered from the Salinas River south along the California coast,
and from the Mokelumne River south in inland portions of the state. In the remainder of the
state, Jennings and Hayes (1994) considered the species to be threatened. Although loss of
habitat has probably been the primary cause of population reductions of this species, other
factors threaten the persistence of pond turtles in remaining habitat. Pond turtles in many
locales do not appear to be reproducing well, as evidenced by populations increasingly
dominated by adults (Jennings and Hayes 1994). Potential contributors to their poor numbers
include predation on hatchlings and juveniles by bullfrogs and introduced fishes, competition
with introduced fish, lack of suitable nesting habitat, and impacts to nesting habitat during
egg incubation (e.g., agricultural practices, grazing) (Jennings and Hayes, 1994).
The current status of the northwestern pond turtle in the Natomas Basin and factors limiting
the population are uncertain. Nevertheless, the Proposed Action is expected to improve the
likelihood that pond turtles would persist in the Natomas Basin. The majority of the
potential habitat that would be converted by planned development would be rice. Rice
provides poor-quality aquatic habitat for northwestern pond turtles and suitable nesting
and wintering habitats might not be available near many rice fields. The habitat reserves
created under the Proposed Action would provide high-quality aquatic habitat interspersed
with and in close proximity to upland habitat suitable for nesting and wintering. As part of
the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would work with experts to improve and maintain
habitat for pond turtles. Through these consultations, the Conservancy would be able to
avoid or minimize factors that are believed to reduce reproduction. Pond turtles are known
to occur on some of the Conservancy's lands. If successfully reproducing populations of
pond turtles can be established and/or maintained on the habitat reserves, it would
substantially benefit this species given its poor reproductive success elsewhere in its range
and potentially. in the Natomas Basin.
The habitat reserves would improve the likelihood that successfully reproducing
populations of turtles would be supported in the basin. In addition, areas currently known
to be inhabited by pond turtles (East Drain and Fisherman's Lake) would remain under the
Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action, the City would establish an agricultural
buffer along the east side of Fisherman's Lake. The East Drain would not be affected by
urban development. If turtles are currently reproducing in these areas, they could persist
under the Proposed Action. The creation and long-term management and protection of
managed marsh and upland habitat on the reserves under the Proposed Action would
reduce potential impacts to northwestern pond turtles to a less-than-significant level.
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4.4.5.2.9 White-faced Ibis

i

t

Effects of Changes in Habitat. White-faced ibis winter in the Natomas Basin. Potential
foraging habitat includes alfalfa, rice, canals, and ponds and seasonally wet areas. The
habitat classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for white-faced ibis
and the changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in
Table 4-10. The Natomas Basin supports about 25,000 acres of these habitats.
Under the Proposed Action, urban development would convert about 8,512 acres of
potential habitat for white-faced ibis to nonhabitat. Most of the reduction in potential habitat
would be rice. As explained for giant garter snakes, the characteristics and management of
rice can limit its value to wildlife. For white-faced ibis (which currently occur in the
Natomas Basin during winter), only flooded rice fields in the winter provide habitat; fields
that are not flooded provide little or no value. White-faced ibis are associated with emergent
wetland habitats, particularly for nesting. Native marsh habitat has been largely eliminated
from the Natomas Basin. Although this species is able to exploit flooded rice fields and
other agricultural field types (e.g., alfalfa) as wintering habitat, these habitats are not
suitable for nesting.
TABLE 4-10

Change in Potential Habitat for White-faced Ibis (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Alfalfa

371

0

0

0

0

371

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96'

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

24,938

(1,094)

( 1,617)

(5,802)

(8,512)

16,426

Habitat Class

t

Rice
Canals (all)

I
1
I

TOTAL

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

The reduction in potential foraging habitat would be partially offset by creation and longterm protection of marsh and upland habitat in the reserves. Under the Proposed Action,
8,750 acres of permanent habitat reserves would be created, consisting of 4,375 acres of rice,
2,187.5 acres of managed marsh, and 2,187.5 acres of upland habitat. All this habitat could
be used by white-faced ibis. There would still be a net loss of habitat for white-faced ibis in
the Natomas Basin, but it is expected that the habitat in the reserves would be of higher
quality than the rice fields and canals converted to urban development. Marsh and upland
habitat in the habitat reserves would be managed to restore native marsh and upland
habitat and to promote wildlife habitat values.
White-faced ibis are more flexible in their use of foraging habitat than nesting habitat and
probably are not limited by foraging habitat availability in winter. Under the Proposed
Action, foraging habitat would remain abundant in the Natomas Basin (about 16,500 acres
plus up to an additional 8,570 acres in the habitat reserves) and in agricultural areas
adjacent to the basin. As a result, the decline in foraging habitat would not be expected to
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)
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adversely affect ibis using the Natomas Basin. Further, with their long-term protection and
management for habitat that is stable in quality and location, the reserves would support
continued foraging by white-faced ibis in the Natomas Basin.
White-faced ibis are known to nest in the Central Valley but have not been reported to nest
in the Natomas Basin. Managed-marsh habitat on the habitat reserves could attract whitefaced ibis to nest. White-faced ibis typically nest in large emergent wetlands with minimal
disturbance. These types of conditions would be created in the habitat reserves and could
result in the establishment of additional nesting colonies.
D

Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities would be required for urban
development and for habitat creation and restoration actions for the habitat reserves. These
activities have little potential to result in adverse effects to white-faced ibis. This species is
not known to nest in the-Natomas Basin, but rather uses the basin for foraging during the
winter. Potential effects would be limited to displacement of birds foraging or roosting on a
field during the initial phases of construction when fields are graded. Because grading
typically is done in the spring and summer and ibis occur in the basin in winter, no adverse
effects to foraging or roosting birds are expected during construction activities.
White-faced ibis could nest in the Natomas Basin in the future, and construction for urban
development on nearby properties or for habitat creation could disturb or displace nesting
birds. Because habitat reserves are to be located at least 800 feet away from urban
development or areas designated for urban development unless an exception is granted, the
potential for this type of impact would be minimized. Finally, under the Proposed Action,
surveys would be conducted prior to construction activities. If white-faced ibis occur,
disturbance would be avoided during the nesting season to the maximum extent possible.
Similarly, the Conservancy would avoid disturbance to white-faced ibis nest sites during
reserve management and enhancement activities to the maximum extent practicable.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. White-faced ibis could forage in
canals and ditches, and management activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual could
displace ibis foraging in the drains. The Proposed Action's avoidance and minimization
measures for the giant garter snake would reduce the potential for water agencies' covered
activities to affect ibis. These measures include:
•

Implementation of timing restrictions. Canal and ditch maintenance primarily would be
conducted during the summer. White-faced ibis currently are winter residents in the
Natomas Basin. By conducting management activities during the summer, potential
impacts to ibis would be avoided.

•

Dewatering of ditches and canals identified for maintenance. By dewatering canals and
ditches two weeks prior to construction, white-faced ibis would seek foraging
opportunities in other locations and therefore would not be in the vicinity when
maintenance and construction activities are conducted.

•

Restrictions on management intensity. RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual will limit canal
and ditch maintenance activities (excluding vegetation control, road maintenance, and
rodent control) during any calendar year to not more than 10 percent of the total miles of
canals and ditches within each water agency's respective service area. Vegetation control
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would be limited to one side of the ditch per year. Thus, vegetation that potentially
provides habitat for white-faced ibis would be retained on one side of the ditch.

With implementation of these Proposed Action measures, there would be minimal potential
for white-faced ibis to be adversely affected by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual activities and,
therefore, any impacts that would occur would be less than significant.
White-faced ibis currently use the Natomas Basin for wintering and migrating. At least over
the short-term, white-faced ibis would be expected to use the habitat reserves only for
foraging and potentially roosting during the winter or migration. Management actions
could temporarily displace foraging birds, but this minor displacement would not have
adverse effects on white-faced ibis, as these birds are typically very mobile in their use of
foraging habitat during winter and migration.
In the event that white-faced ibis nest on Conservancy lands in the future, management
activities could disturb and displace nesting birds. If ibis are found to nest on the habitat
reserves, the Conservancy would avoid disturbing nesting birds during management
activities.

I
I

Overall Effects on White-faced Ibis. Breeding white-faced ibis populations declined in
distribution and abundance during the 1960s and 1970s, especially in the western United
States (Ryder and Manry, 1994; Shuford et al., 1996). The primary reason for the decline of
the white-faced ibis as a nesting species in California was the loss of extensive marsh
habitats (Remsen, 1978; Shuford et a1.,1996). Pesticides also are believed to have contributed
to population declines in the 1960s and 1970s. Since the 1980s, however, there has been an
increase in western white-faced ibis populations as a result of improved nesting habitat
management, increased planting of alfalfa, and a ban on DDT and other pesticide use in the
early 1970s. In California, the winter population appears to have increased especially since
the 1970s (Shuford et al., 1996). This increase could be a result of changes in agricultural
practices that provide more ibis winter habitat or because the species was overlooked and
not surveyed adequately in the early part of the century.
The Proposed Action is not expected to result in adverse effects to white-faced ibis, and
could have beneficial effects. Although the Proposed Action would result in a net loss of
potential foraging habitat (predominantly rice) for white-faced ibis, potential foraging
habitat would remain abundant in the Natomas Basin (about 16,500 acres). Potential
foraging habitat also would persist in agricultural areas surrounding the Natomas Basin.
Given the abundance of foraging habitat in and around the basin, the reduction in potential
foraging habitat under the Proposed Action would not be expected to limit the white-faced
ibis population. Therefore, impacts to white-faced ibis from reduction in foraging habitat
because of planned urban development would be less than significant.

Of greater concern for white-faced ibis is the availability of large marshes free from
disturbance where ibis could nest. Marshes suitable for nesting by white-faced ibis are
currently absent from the Natomas Basin. The habitat reserves created under the Proposed
Action, however, would create large areas of emergent vegetation that could support
nesting by white-faced ibis in the future. Given the small number of nesting colonies known
in California, the establishment of a colony at the habitat reserves would benefit this species.

1
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4.4.5.2.10 Tricolored Blackbird
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Tricolored blackbirds are associated with marsh habitat with
tall dense stands of cattails or tules. Thickets of willow, blackberry, and wild rose also are
used. They forage in these habitats and open habitats such as croplands and annual
grasslands. In the Natomas Basin, large canals, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and riparian
habitat have the potential to support nesting colonies. For foraging, pasture, annual
grassland, alfalfa, rice, and nonrice crops could be used in addition to the nesting habitats.
The habitat classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for tricolored
blackbirds and the changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are
presented in Table 4-11. Based on these definitions, the Natomas Basin currently supports
about 1,998 acres of potential nesting habitat and 41,310 acres of potential foraging habitat.

:-1

TABLE 4-11

Change in Potential Habitat for Tricolored Blackbird (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

Riparian

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

Canals (all)

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

Total Nesting

1,998

(148)

(76)

(225)

(449)

1,549

371

0

0

0

0

371

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Rice

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

Total Foraging

41,310

(6,083)

(1,888)

(7,341)

(15,311)

25,998

Habitat Class
Nesting Habitat

Foraging Habitat Only
Alfalfa
Nonrice crops

t

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

A total of 449 acres of potential nesting habitat (consisting of 404 acres of canals, 21 acres of
ponds and seasonally wet areas, and 24 acres of riparian) would be converted to urban .
development as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. For several reasons, however,
the loss of suitable nesting habitat is expected to be less than projected based solely on the
acreage conversion resulting from the planned development. First, most of the 24 acres of
riparian habitat would not be affected by development because it is in the buffer lands
adjacent to Fisherman''s Lake. Second, much of the acreage of the canals consists of open
water with vegetation that could serve as nesting substrates limited to the margins.
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The projected loss of potential nesting habitat would be offset by creation of 2,187.5 acres of
managed marsh in the habitat reserves created under the Proposed Action. The habitat on
the reserves would be designed and managed to promote marsh habitat values. The
managed marsh would support emergent marsh vegetation, including cattails and tules,
that provide optimal nesting habitat for the tricolored blackbird. The habitat reserves also
consist of large blocks that would allow development of large areas of marsh vegetation that
are preferred by tricolored blackbirds. Tricolored blackbirds would benefit from the
substantial increase in high-quality nesting habitat under the Proposed Action and,
therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
In addition to reducing habitat availability, urban development in areas adjacent to areas
inhabited by tricolored blackbirds can indirectly affect this species. Free-ranging domestic
cats are often introduced to an area by the establishment of residential areas. Tricolored
blackbirds are believed to be vulnerable to nest destruction by mammalian predators
(Bent, 1958), and residential development close to areas inhabited by tricolored blackbirds
could lead to increased predation by cats. Under the Proposed Action, habitat reserves
would be located at least 800 feet from urban areas and areas designated for urban
development in the applicable plan (unless a smaller distance is approved by CDFG and
USFWS on a case-by-case basis) and a buffer at least 30 feet wide established within the
reserve between marsh habitat and roadways. By locating habitat reserves away from urban
areas, the potential for predation by cats could be reduced although not eliminated.

..-

The total amount of potential foraging habitat would decline in the Natomas Basin by about
15,311 acres. This reduction in potential foraging habitat reflects the diverse foraging habits
of tricolored blackbirds. In the Natomas Basin and elsewhere the occurrence and
distribution of tricolored blackbird are likely determined by the availability of suitable
nesting habitat rather than foraging habitat. Given the current abundance of foraging
habitat but scarcity of nesting habitat in the Natomas Basin, the population size and
distribution of tricolored blackbird are likely to be limited by the availability and
distribution of nesting habitat rather than foraging habitat. With about 25,998 acres of
foraging habitat remaining in the basin and their ability to use a wide diversity of foraging,
the reduction in foraging habitat is not expected to adversely affect tricolored blackbirds.
Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities for urban development or
associated with habitat creation on the habitat reserves has the potential to disturb nesting
birds or directly destroy nests if birds were nesting in vegetation removed during
construction. For construction associated with urban development, preconstruction surveys
would be conducted. If tricolored blackbirds are found, disturbance to nesting colonies
would be avoided during the nesting season to the maximum extent possible. Similarly, the
Conservancy would avoid disturbance to tricolored blackbirds' nest sites during reserve
management and enhancement activities to the maximum extent practicable.

t

Effects of Water Agency and Conservanc3^ Management. The water agencies would
implement measures to avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on
giant garter snakes. These measures could have some minor benefits to tricolored blackbird.
Specifically, the water agencies would limit some of their maintenance activities to 10
percent of the canal and ditch systems annually and only one side of the canal would be
treated annually where vegetation control is conducted. These measures would contribute
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to maintaining vegetation along the canals and ditches that could provide some nesting
opportunities for tricolored blackbirds.
Effects on tricolored blackbirds associated with the water agencies' covered activities are
expected to be rare. Canals and drains that would be affected support only limited habitat
potentially suitable for tricolored blackbirds, and this species is rare in the Natomas Basin.
As such, they are unlikely to occur in areas where management activities are conducted.
A colony of tricolored blackbirds currently occurs on the Betts-Kismat-Silva property that is
part of the Conservancy's habitat reserve system. It is likely that tricolored blackbird
colonies will become established on other Conservancy lands as managed marshes develop.
Management activities on the habitat reserves supporting tricolored blackbirds have the
potential to disturb nesting birds or directly destroy nests if vegetation supporting nesting
birds is removed during-the nesting season. Under the Proposed Action, the Conservancy
would avoid conducting management activities that would disturb nesting tricolored
blackbirds between April and July or while birds are-present.
Overall Effects on Tricolored Blackbirds. The Proposed Action is expected to benefit the
tricolored blackbird. Loss of marsh habitat has been the primary factor in the decline of
tricolored blackbirds (Kaufman, 1996; DeHaven et al. 1975) and a major component of the
Proposed Action is the creation and protection of marsh habitat. With the limited amount of
marsh habitat currently in the basin, the habitat reserves would substantially increase the
amount of nesting habitat available to tricolored blackbirds. One colony of tricolored
blackbirds is already protected on Conservancy lands. With the creation of marsh habitat,
additional colonies likely would establish on the habitat reserves and contribute to
increasing the size and distribution of tricolored blackbirds in California. Thus, the impacts
of the Proposed Action would be less than significant.

4.4.5.2.11 Swainson's Hawk
Effects of Changes in Habitat. The Natomas Basin supports both nesting and foraging
habitat for Swainson's hawks. For nesting, Swainson's hawks typically use riparian forest
habitats where large trees are available, but can use isolated trees or groves of trees outside
of riparian zones (SHTAC, 2000). Of the existing land-use types in the Natomas Basin (see
Section 4.4.4), riparian, oak groves, and tree groves are considered potential nesting habitat
for Swainson's hawk. Based on these land-use types, the area covered by the Proposed
Action supports about 328 acres of nesting habitat for Swainson's hawk (Table 4-12). This
acreage does not include riparian habitat along the Sacramento River on the west side of the
levees, which is outside of the study area.
Foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk consists of, alfalfa, grasslands, pasture and certain row
crops such as tomatoes and sugar beets. Lands designated as idle and ruderal also provide
foraging opportunities for Swainson's hawk. Although Swainson's hawks have been observed
to forage along the margins of rice fields when the fields are flooded, rice provides relatively
little habitat for Swainson's hawk; therefore, this habitat type is not considered as foraging
habitat in this analysis. Based on this characterization, the Natomas Basin supports about
22,051 acres of foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. The habitat classes (from Tables 4-2
and 4-4) that provide potential nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk and the
changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-12.
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TABLE 4-12
Change in Potential Habitat for Swainson's Hawk (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

Riparian

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

Oak groves

98

(6)

(2)

0

(8)

89

Tree groves

106

(10)

(23)

0

(33)

73

Total Nesting

328

(40)

(25)

0

(65)

263

371

0

0

0

0

371

1,464

(675)

(50)

(8)

(733)

731

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Ruderal

1,970

(1,137)

(6)

(88)

(1,231)

739

22,051

(6,925)

(403)

(1,860)

(9,188)

12,862

Habitat Class
Nesting Habitat

Foraging Habitat
Alfalfa
Idle
Nonrice crops

t

Total Foraging

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

1

I

Effects to Swainson's Hawk Nesting Habitat. The land-use analysis indicates that the
covered activity of planned urban development could reduce potential nesting habitat by
65 acres. The change in the amount of nesting habitat, however, would be substantially less
than this amount for several reasons. Loss of 8 acres of oak groves is attributable to three
isolated groves in the Willow Creek area of the City and one 2-acre oak grove on the Metro
.Air Park property; these mature oak groves are likely to remain after development in
accordance with the tree protection requirements of the City of Sacramento and Sacramento
County. The 24 acres of riparian lands are primarily located along the east (i.e., City) side of
Fisherman's Lake. This area is not designated as exempt from paying mitigation fees, and
therefore is included in the calculation of areas to be developed; however, this riparian
habitat would not be developed because of the agricultural buffer to be created in this area
under the Proposed Action. A small, isolated area of riparian habitat is also located near the
northbound 1-5 offramp to Del Paso Road. Loss of 33 acres.of tree groves is primarily
associated with a 21-acre grove in the Metro Air Park property; this grove is not slated for
preservation in the Metro Air Park master plan. A 6-acre tree grove has been incorporated
into the landscape features of the River View Oaks office complex in the City, and a 1.5-acre
tree grove will be preserved as part of the Witter Ranch Historic Farm (a county park),
pursuant to the North Natomas Community Plan. Four remaining groves totaling
approximately 4.5 acres are located as follows: (1) one near the recently annexed City area
near where 1-80 crosses the Sacramento River, (2) one west of 1-5 near the proposed
Natomas Crossing Drive overpass (formerly known as South Loop Road), (3) one in the
City's proposed "panhandle" annexation area immediately south of Elkhorn Boulevard;
and (4) one in the Sutter County Industrial-Commercial Reserve north of Sankey Road.
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These four parcels were assumed to be converted to urban development, although
preservation could be required during review of site-specific development proposals.
None of the riparian habitat, oak groves, or tree groves that could be lost because of urban
development contains Swainson's hawk nest sites. Thus, the projected habitat change would
not directly affect the existing Swainson's hawk population in the Natomas Basin.
Nesting Habitat Loss Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP. In addition to the above,
the Proposed Action includes measures to protect existing habitat areas that could be used
by Swainson's hawks for nesting in the future (see Section 2.4.6.1). The Proposed Action
requires:
•

Avoiding removal of known nest trees

•

Preserving valley oaks, tree groves, riparian habitat, and other large trees wherever
possible

•

Preserving and restoring riparian habitat, particularly at Fisherman's Lake (see

Section V.A Land Use Agencies' Conservation Measures of the HCP)
These measures would contribute to maintaining existing nesting opportunities for
Swainson's hawks.

u

The Proposed Action also includes measures to increase nesting opportunities for Swainson's
hawks over the 50 year permit term. Specifically:
•

Riparian trees would be planted on Conservancy lands

•

Fifteen saplings would be planted on the habitat reserves for every Swainson's hawk
nest tree affected by development

•

The City would plant 60 sapling trees within 14 months of approval of the HCP

•

A tree-planting program would be implemented to plant trees throughout the basin (see
Section V.A Land Use Agencies' Conservation Measures of the HCP)

It is estimated that four territories could be affected by development within the City. To
reduce the temporal effects associated with the potential loss of these territories, the City
would advance funding to plant 60 sapling trees within 14 months of approval of its ITP,
thus accelerating development of alternate nest sites to those expected to be affected by
development. The tree-planting program and incorporation of riparian trees into the
Conservancy's habitat reserves would be particularly beneficial because these measures
could facilitate an increase in the number of nesting territories. Portions of the Natomas
Basin, particularly the east, support foraging habitat but provide few nesting opportunities.
As a result, the available foraging habitat could be underused. The tree-planting program
and incorporation of riparian trees on the habitat reserves could create nesting opportunities
in areas with limited nesting habitat but that have adequate foraging habitat, and result in
an overall increase in the nesting population of hawks in the basin.

In addition to these measures, the Proposed Action recognizes the importance of nesting
habitat along the Sacramento River and at Fisherman's Lake. Under the Proposed Action, a
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goal of "no net loss" of nesting habitat would be established for the Swainson's Hawk Zone3
and no development in the Swainson's Hawk Zone would be permitted under the Proposed
Action, other than the existing City lands that are currently located in the Swainson's Hawk
Zone. Buffer lands would be preserved adjacent to Fisherman's Lake as described
previously. This area supports four Swainson's hawk nest sites (SHTAC, 2000). With these
measures, the known nesting sites associated with Fisherman's Lake would be protected
and additional ones could be created with restoration of riparian habitat on habitat reserves
in the Fisherman's Lake area.
Summary of Effects to Swainson's Hawk Nesting Habitat. In combination, all of the above
measures would avoid or minimize the loss of occupied and potential nesting habitat while
creating additional nesting opportunities. The measures in the Proposed Action would
reduce the potential for significant impacts to a level that is less than significant.
Effects to Swainson's Hawk Foraging Habitat. Potential foraging habitat for Swainson's
hawks could be reduced by about 9,188 acres (a 42 percent reduction) in the Natomas Basin
as a result of urban development. About 12,862 acres of potential foraging habitat would
remain in the Natomas Basin. Loss of foraging habitat has the potential to result in indirect
impacts to Swainson's hawks.
Foraging Habitat Loss Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP. Under the Proposed
Action, 2,187.5 acres would be dedicated to upland habitat in permanent habitat reserves.
This upland habitat could consist of existing foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks or could
be created from lands that do not currently provide foraging opportunities for Swainson's
hawks. If the entire upland habitat component of the habitat reserves consisted of protection
of existing habitat, the net reduction in foraging habitat would be the 9,188 acres attributable
to urban development. If the entire upland habitat component of the habitat reserves was
created from nonhabitat, then the net reduction in foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks
would be about 7,000.5 acres (a 32 percent reduction).
The importance of suitable foraging habitat to Swainson's hawks is influenced by its
proximity to nest sites. Swainson's hawks have been found to forage up to 18 miles from
nest sites, but most foraging occurs much closer to nest sites. Foraging habitat located closer
to nest sites is considered to be more important than foraging habitat at greater distances.
The CDFG considers habitat within 1 mile of the nest site as more valuable foraging habitat
than habitat at greater distances. The acreage of foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk
within 1 mile of nest sites is presented in Table 4-13. Of the 22,051 acres that provide
potential foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks in the Natomas Basin, about 12,446 acres
are within 1 mile of a known nest site.

3

I

The "Swainson's Hawk Zone" is defined as a corridor beginning at the Sacramento River levee, extending eastward for 1
mile, and running from the intersection of the Sacramento River and Natomas Cross Canal in the north of the Natomas Basin
to where Interstate 80 crosses the Sacramento River. For purposes of this assessment, the Swainson's Hawk Zone is
considered to include those Swainson's hawk nest trees that are outside of but immediately adjacent to the Natomas Basin
along the Sacramento River.
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TABLE 4-13

Change in Foraging Habitat Within 1 Mile of Swainson's Hawk Nest Sites (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total Change

Future
Condition

280

0

0

0

0

280

Grassland

51

(21)

0

0

(21)

30

Idle

619

(264)

(47)

0

(311)

308

9,698

(2,523)

(232)

(159)

(2,915)

6,784

Pasture

353

(3)

(20)

0

(23)

330

Ruderal

1,444

(868)

(6)

(5)

(879)

565

12,446

(3,679)

(305)

(165)

(4,149)

8,297

Habitat Class
Alfalfa

Nonrice crops

Total

1

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Most of the nest sites in and immediately adjacent to the Natomas Basin are within the
Swainson's Hawk Zone along the Sacramento River. In addition to these nest sites, the Cross
Canal supports several nest sites. Based on the location of planned urban development,
conversion of potential foraging habitat to urban uses would generally occur at distances of
greater than 1 mile from nest sites. Of the 12,446 acres of foraging habitat within 1 mile of a nest
site, urban development is predicted to convert 4,149 acres of foraging habitat (a reduction of
about one-third). More than half this acreage would consist of nonrice crops. With
implementation of the Proposed Action, 2,187.5 acres would be acquired and protected and
upland habitat created or enhanced as foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. If upland habitat
for the reserves is created from areas that currently do not provide foraging habitat, up to
2,187.5 acres of additional foraging habitat could be created in the basin under the Proposed
Action. The Conservancy would prioritize the acquisition of upland reserve sites in the
Swainson's.Hawk Zone. Following approval of the HCP, Sutter County would initiate a general
plan amendment process to redesignate the portion of Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial
Reserve in the Swainson's Hawk Zone as agriculture (see Section IV.C Conservation Strategies
to Mitigate for Urban Development in the HCP). This redesignation would provide additional
assurance that foraging habitat would be maintained for Swainson's hawks.
The net reduction would be at least partially, if not entirely, offset by the greater quality of
upland habitat in the habitat reserves. The predominant habitat that would be lost would be
nonrice crops. Nonrice crops (e.g., row crops) are used less (Estep, 1989; Babcock, 1995) and
considered poorer quality foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk than native grasslands,
alfalfa, and pasture. Upland habitat in the reserves would be alfalfa or native grassland and
would be managed specifically to provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. Further,
the upland habitat in the reserves would be available throughout the entire period of time
that the hawks are in the basin and would be stable in amount and location over the long
term. In agricultural fields, Swainson's hawks often concentrate foraging in agricultural
fields during or immediately following harvest (Estep, 1989). When the fields are not being
harvested, prey in agricultural habitats might not be accessible to Swainson's hawks so that
the effective amount of habitat is less than indicated by the total acreage. Crop types also
fluctuate in the Natomas Basin and could shift over time to crops that are less favorable to
Swainson's hawks for foraging.
4-72
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The habitat reserves would provide certainty of the amount, quality and location of foraging
habitat, resulting in a beneficial effect. Within the habitat reserves, upland habitat would be
managed specifically to produce prey for Swainson's hawks. In addition to the upland
habitat in the reserves, Swainson's hawks could use portions of the managed marsh, and at
times, the rice fields. To provide over-wintering habitat for giant garter snakes, managed
marshes would include upland areas. These areas also would provide foraging opportunities
for Swainson's hawks. Some of the managed marshes would be seasonal and would not be
inundated during the late spring and summer. When not flooded, seasonal marshes could be
used by Swainson's hawks if the marshes are colonized by small mammals.
Similarly, rice fields could provide foraging opportunities for hawks for several months
each year when they are dry. Under the Proposed Action, 10 percent of the rice on the
habitat reserves would be fallowed each year. This would further provide potential foraging
opportunities. Collectively, the habitat reserves effectively would provide greater foraging
opportunities than indicated by the upland component alone, although the specific amount
of foraging habitat available in any given year cannot be quantified.
Importantly, the Conservancy would monitor future proposed development in the
Swainson's Hawk Zone, where the majority of known Swainson's hawk nest sites are located
(see Section V.B.3.b [The Natomas Basin Conservancy's Conservation Measures] in the HCP).
Based on existing general plans, development in this zone is expected to be limited over the
permit term. If urban development does occur, however, reserve lands established as

mitigation for that development would likewise be located within the Swainson's Hawk
Zone. In addition, the Conservancy would set as a top priority the acquisition of upland
reserve sites in the Swainson's Hawk Zone (via easement or land purchase), irrespective of
any specific development proposals in this area (see Section V.B.4.b [The Natomas Basin
Conservancy's Conservation Measures] in the HCP).
Summary of Effects to Swainson's Hawk Foraging Habitat. The above actions would help
maintain foraging habitat in proximity to a majority of the nesting sites and mitigate losses
in the amount of potential foraging habitat in the basin. The measures in the Proposed
Action would reduce the potential for significant impacts to a level that is less than
significant.
Effects of Construction Activities. Urban development and the construction of habitat
reserves have the potential to displace or disturb nesting Swainson's hawks. Nest
disturbance from the operation of heavy construction equipment and continued presence of
activity near nest sites could cause Swainson's hawks to abandon a nesting attempt or
interfere with incubation and feeding of young in a way that reduces nesting success.
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures Included in the HCP Related to Construction Activities.
The Proposed Action includes measures to avoid and minimize the potential for impacts to
Swainson's hawks from construction associated with urban development and for the habitat
reserves (see Sections V.A [Land Use Agencies' Conservation Measures] and V.B [The
Natomas Basin Conservancy's Conservation Measures] in the HCP). These measures include:

1
I

•

Pre-construction surveys to determine whether any Swainson's hawk nest sites occur on
or within 1/2 mile of the lands designated for development
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•

Timing restrictions for construction activity if an occupied Swainson's hawk nest is
identified (i.e., defer construction activities until after the nesting season) and then, if
unavoidable, the nest tree may be destroyed during the non-nesting season

•

An onsite biological monitor (CDFG-approved raptor biologist funded by the developer)
would be assigned to the project if construction or other project-related activities that
could cause nest abandonment or forced fledging are proposed within the 1/4 mile
buffer zone

Summary of Effects from Construction Activities. In combination, the above measures in the
Proposed Action would help ensure that nest sites-are identified prior to the start of
construction and that actions are taken to minimize or avoid adverse effects to the birds
during the nesting season. Implementation of these measures would reduce the potential for
significant impacts to a level that is less than significant.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Activities conducted by RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual could affect Swainson's hawks during their breeding season. Isolated
trees along the canal and ditch system support nesting by Swainson's hawks. Nesting birds
could be affected by noise from maintenance equipment, such as mowers and construction
equipment used for sediment removal, as well as human activity in the vicinity of an
occupied nest. Swainson's hawks that nest in trees along irrigation canals and ditches have
selected and used these trees coincident with the ongoing activities. Swainson's hawks that
nest in trees on irrigation canals and ditches have successfully fledged young (SHTAC
2001). Thus, no adverse effects to Swainson's hawks are anticipated as a result of ongoing
management activities.
Activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual also have the potential to affect Swainson's
hawks indirectly through vegetation control and rodent control practices along the ditches
and canals. Canal banks can provide foraging opportunities for Swainson's hawks.
Management practices can influence the quality of canal banks as foraging opportunities for
Swainson's hawk through effects on vegetation and directly through rodent control. Under
the Proposed Action, the water agencies would implement conservation measures to
maintain vegetative cover on the ditches and canals, providing food and protection for prey
species (see Section V.C [Water Agencies' Conservation Measures] in the HCP). The water
agencies also would limit rodent-control measures to those necessary to maintain
structurally sound flood control levees.

I
1

t

The Conservancy would manage the habitat reserves to provide nesting and foraging
habitat for Swainson's hawks. Thus, Conservancy operations and maintenance activities
overall would have beneficial effects on Swainson's hawks. For example, under the
Proposed Action, the Conservancy would manage upland habitats on the reserves to
support mice and insects, promoting a prey base for the hawks. If Swainson's hawks nest on
the habitat reserves, operations and maintenance activities would have the potential to
disturb nesting birds. Under the Proposed Action, the Conservancy would implement
take-avoidance measures to minimize potential take that could occur during
habitat-enhancement and management activities on reserve lands. The Conservancy would
implement take-avoidance measures included in habitat-creation and management plans.

1
4-74

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E042002017SAC/761795(004.DOC)

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Overall Effects on Swainson's Hawk. Swainson's hawks once were one of the most common
raptors in California. The breeding population in California has been estimated at about

a
I
I

10 percent of its historic level (Bloom, 1980). The substantial reduction in riparian forest and
oak woodland habitat that Swainson's hawks use for nesting has been considered the
primary cause of this species' decline in California. Conversion of grassland to agricultural
and urban uses also could have contributed to declines, although the hawks have adapted
to using some types of agricultural fields for foraging. It is uncertain if the availability and
quality of foraging habitat is currently a limiting factor for Swainson's hawks in the
Natomas Basin.
Currently, there are 892 known Swainson's hawk nesting site occurrences in California.
Three of these occurrences have been extirpated, and seven reported nest sites have not
been relocated. Of the remaining 882 known occurrences presumed extant, 141 are reported
in Sacramento County, and 53 are reported in Sutter County (CDFG, 2001). The most recent
survey of the Natomas Basin (SHTAC, 2001) shows 35 nest sites along the Sacramento River
(22 on the east side and 13 on the west side) and 27 nest sites located in the basin, for a total
of 62 nest sites in or immediately adjacent to the Natomas Basin. Two of the sites in the
basin are considered abandoned, and five of the known nest trees have been removed.
Not including the two abandoned territories, seven of the known nest sites are within the
approved development areas of the Proposed Action. As presented on Figure 3-5 of this
EIR/EIS, five of these sites are located within the City and two are within Metro Air Park (both
of the Metro Air Park nest trees were removed in 2002). Except for one of the sites, all were used
in 2001. These seven nest sites have the greatest potential to be affected by the covered activities
(i.e., urban development) of the HCP. The planned development could result in the direct loss
of nesting habitat at these sites if removal of nest trees is not avoided or if territories are
abandoned because of the indirect effects of reduced foraging habitat around the nest site. This
potential loss of nesting habitat would adversely affect Swainson's hawks and thereby
potentially result in significant impacts to this species.
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If the nest trees are retained, three of the territories in the City (NB-1, NB-2, and NB-25)
would likely remain viable because of the large amount of foraging habitat available within
about one-quarter mile between the City's western edge and the Sacramento River. The
remaining two territories in the City (NB-3 and NB-6) would be surrounded by urban
development and would be between one-half mile and 1 mile from alternate foraging habitat.
These territories have the potential to be abandoned by Swainson's hawk. There are,
however, territories in the Natomas Basin that are surrounded by urban development and
more than 1 mile from suitable foraging habitat that have successfully fledged young. Thus,
these territories could remain occupied if the nest tree is retained. One of the territories in the
Metro Air Park area (NB-7) is within about one-quarter mile of foraging habitat that would
not be developed and, therefore, is not expected to be lost because of reduced foraging
habitat at Metro Air Park. The second nest site at Metro Air Park (NB-26) was a new site in
2001. Fallowing of rice fields in the Metro Air Park property in the last few years could have
facilitated establishment of this territory. Little alternate foraging habitat is available near this
nest site, and the, potential exists for it to be abandoned with development of Metro Air Park.
The potential for urban development to result in abandonment of these nest sites would be a
potentially significant impact. Both of the Metro Air Park nest trees were removed in 2002
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Overall, two territories with remaining nest trees are considered at risk to be abandoned
(NB-3 and NB-6). Although these sites have the greatest potential of those in the basin to be
affected by urban development, it is uncertain if they would be abandoned. Nevertheless,
the HCP includes restoration actions on the habitat reserves to offset a potential loss of
territories, specifically the creation of additional nest sites, implementation of the tree
planting program, and restoration of riparian habitat. A short-term reduction in the number
of territories could occur prior to the development of alternate nest sites, but over the long
term the Proposed Action would encourage the establishment of new territories as long as
nesting habitat and not foraging habitat is the primary limiting factor. The short-term
reduction in nest trees is mitigated by the requirement under the Proposed Action to plant
saplings of suitable nest tree species within 14 months after issuance of ITPs. The
preservation of upland habitat, retention of existing nesting habitat, and the creation of
suitable nesting habitat in the future under the Proposed Action would reduce potential
impacts to territories -within the authorized development area to a less-than-significant level.
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Urban development could reduce the amount of foraging habitat available within the
Natomas Basin as a whole and result in potentially significant impacts to Swainson's hawks.
Few territories, however, are likely to be abandoned as a result of the projected reduction in
foraging habitat acreage for the following reasons:
•

Loss of potential foraging habitat would primarily occur away from nest sites where it is
less valuable to nesting Swainson's hawks

•

Maintenance of foraging habitat in the Swainson's Hawk Zone would be a focus of the
Proposed Action, and most of the nest sites are located in this zone

•

Upland reserves would be managed to provide better quality foraging habitat for
Swainson's hawk than is provided in agricultural fields

•

Foraging habitat is probably not currently limiting because of the large amount of
agricultural fields available in the Natomas Basin and surrounding areas and the ability
for Swainson's hawks to forage over large distances

Lastly, upland reserve sites in the Swainson's Hawk Zone would be acquired with habitat
contiguity as a primary consideration. The acquisitions by the Conservancy would ensure
that substantial amounts of Swainson's hawk habitat would be maintained in close proximity
to occupied nesting habitat. In addition, acquisition would ensure that upland habitats
would be selected using a strategy that maximizes the Conservancy's ability to maintain
Swainson's hawks in the basin (i.e., upland habitats would not be randomly selected for the
reserve system, either inside or outside the zone). For these reasons, the reduction in foraging
habitat associated with the covered activity of urban development is not expected to result in
the loss of territories associated with nest trees located outside of the development areas.
Therefore, the Proposed Action's conservation program for Swainson's hawks would reduce
potential impacts to Swainson's hawks to a less-than-significant level.

i
t

4.4.5.2.12 Aleutian Canada Goose
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Aleutian Canada geese do not breed or winter in the Natomas
Basin, but could use habitats in the Natomas Basin as a stopover while migrating between
breeding grounds in Alaska and wintering grounds in the San Joaquin Valley. Pasture, rice
fields, and other croplands in the Natomas Basin could be used by migrating geese for
foraging or roosting. Currently, much of the Natomas Basin (40,053 acres) could be used by
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Aleutian Canada geese. The habitat classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential
habitat for the Aleutian Canada goose and the changes in acreage from implementing the
Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-14. It is important to note that only a portion of
the areas designated as nonrice crops constitute potential habitat for the Aleutian Canada
geese. Only grain crops such as corn and wheat would likely be used by Aleutian Canada
geese; nongrain crops such as tomatoes do not provide habitat. As such, the amount of
habitat for Aleutian Canada geese is overestimated in Table 4-14.
TABLE 4-14

Change in Potential Habitat for Aleutian Canada Goose (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Condition

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Rice (roosting
and foraging)

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

TOTAL

40,053

(5,656)

(1,888)

(7,207)

(14,751)

25,302

Habitat Class
Nonrice crops
Pasture

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).
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Under the Proposed Action, the total amount of potential habitat for the Aleutian Canada
goose would be reduced by about 14,750 acres because of urban development. With urban
development of 17,500 acres, an estimated 25,302 acres of potential habitat for Aleutian
Canada geese would remain in the basin. The basin would continue to provide for use by
migrating geese, given this abundance of potential habitat.
This net reduction in potential habitat for the Aleutian Canada goose is unlikely to result in
take of individual geese or affect the viability of the species. Potential habitat would remain
abundant in the basin, and agricultural areas are present and abundant both north and south
of the basin. State and federal refuges also are distributed along the Central Valley and are
managed to provide wintering and stopover habitat for ducks and geese. Further, the
Aleutian Canada goose was listed as threatened because of threats on the species' breeding
grounds in Alaska; the availability of migratory habitat has not been identified as a limiting
factor for this species. Thus, projected changes in the amount of habitat in the Natomas Basin
potentially used by Aleutian Canada geese would not be expected to affect the species'
population. In the event that use of the Natomas Basin by Aleutian Canada geese increases in
the future, the Conservancy would use applicable USFWS-approved recovery or management
plans, to implement any additional conservation measures deemed appropriate.
The net loss of potential habitat would be at least partially offset by creation and protection
of the Proposed Action's habitat reserves. All of the habitats on the 8,750 acres in the reserve
system would provide potential habitat for Aleutian Canada geese in perpetuity. The
system of reserves would provide a mosaic of wetland, upland, and agricultural habitats, all
of-which could be used by Aleutian Canada geese. The reserves would be protected in
perpetuity, thereby providing certainty of the availability of stopover habitat for Aleutian
Canada geese over the long term. The stability and quality of habitat provided by the
proposed system of permanent reserves would help ensure that Aleutian Canada geese
could continue to use the Natomas Basin as a stopover area on their migration.
E042002017SAC1161795(004.DOC)
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Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities associated with urban
development or creation of habitat would not be expected to adversely affect Aleutian
Canada geese. Potential effects would be limited to displacement of birds foraging or
roosting on a field during the initial phases of construction when fields are graded. Aleutian
Canada geese only occur in the basin for brief periods during migration and in small
numbers during migration such that the potential for construction activities to coincide with
the presence of Aleutian Canada geese is minimal.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Operations and maintenance
activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are unlikely to affect the Aleutian Canada goose.
These activities would be focused on canals and drains, which do not provide suitable
habitat for this species.. Further, the Natomas Basin is of limited importance to the Aleutian
Canada goose, and the species is highly mobile during potential stopover periods in the
Natomas Basin.
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Ongoing maintenance of the habitat reserves by the Conservancy would be unlikely to
affect the Aleutian Canada goose. Potential effects would be limited to displacement of birds
foraging or roosting on a field. Potential disturbance would be of limited scope and short
duration. Also, Aleutian Canada geese only occur in the basin for brief periods and in small
numbers during migration, so that the Conservancy could schedule maintenance activities
to avoid disturbance. If hunting is allowed on the reserves, CDFG requirements would be
followed. Hunting would not be allowed if it conflicted with the species' ongoing recovery.

I
Overall Effects on Aleutian Canada Goose. Aleutian Canada geese use the Natomas Basin to
a limited degree during their seasonal migrations. Potential habitat is expected to remain
abundant under the Proposed Action. This species is not believed to be limited by wintering
habitat so that the reduction in potential habitat in the Natomas Basin should not have any
effects on the population. The habitat reserves under the Proposed Action would provide
high-quality habitat that is stable in amount and location in perpetuity. The long-term
availability of this habitat could be beneficial to the Aleutian Canada goose if future
development in the Central Valley substantially reduces other wintering and migratory
habitat. Therefore, impacts to this species would be less than significant with
implementation of the habitat reserve system under the Proposed Action.

4.4.5.2.13 Burrowing Owl
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Burrowing owls are associated with open grassland habitats.
They are dependent on burrowing mammals, particularly ground squirrels, to excavate
burrows, and thus their occurrence and distribution is linked to these mammals. In the
Natomas Basin, grasslands and pastures provide nesting and foraging habitat for burrowing
owls. Burrowing owls also could forage in alfalfa, but nesting would not be expected
because of routine disturbance caused by harvesting. Burrowing mammals often create
burrows in road and canal embankments and burrowing owls can be found nesting in these
areas. For this analysis, grassland, pasture, and alfalfa are considered habitat for burrowing
owl. Based on this definition, the Natomas Basin supports about 1,931 acres of potential
habitat for burrowing owls. The habitat classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide
potential habitat for burrowing owls and the changes in acreage from implementing the
Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-15.
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TABLE 4-15

Change in Potential Habitat for Burrowing Owl (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Condition

Alfalfa

371

0

0

0

0

371

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

TOTAL

1,931

(450)

(22)

(235)

(707)

1,223

Habitat Class

It

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

Under the Proposed Action, urban development would affect about 700 acres of potential
habitat for burrowing owls. Most of the habitat that would be converted would be grassland
and pasture in the northern portion of the City's "panhandle" annexation area and the
northeastern portion of Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial Reserve. This habitat loss,
however, would be offset by the upland mitigation strategy of the Proposed Action.

It'
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The upland mitigation strategy of the Proposed Action is to create and maintain optimum
nesting and foraging habitat for Swainson's hawk. Upland foraging habitat for Swainson's
hawk includes open grassland and pasture areas and field crops (e.g., alfalfa) that are also
suitable habitat for burrowing owl. Thus, the 2,187.5 acres of upland habitat in the reserves
would be suitable for both burrowing owls and Swainson's hawks. Uplands associated with
the wetland reserves could provide additional habitat.
In addition to increasing the total amount of habitat for burrowing owls, habitat in the
reserve system would provide better habitat conditions for burrowing owl than the habitat
that would be converted to urban use. The Proposed Action requires specific management
requirements for burrowing owls on the proposed system of upland reserves. Key
requirements include creating mounded areas suitable for burrowing owl nesting,
enhancing prey populations, and avoiding disturbance during management activities.
In addition to reducing habitat availability, urban development in areas adjacent to
burrowing owl colonies can indirectly impact this species. Free-ranging domestic cats are
often introduced to an area by the establishment of residential areas. Residential
development close to burrowing owl colonies could increase predation by cats. Nearby
residential areas could also lead to harassment of owls by humans. In a Florida study area,
harassment of owls by children was a leading cause of nest failures by burrowing owls
(Millsap and Bear, 2000). Under the Proposed Action, habitat reserves would be located at
least 800 feet from urban areas and areas designated for urban development in applicable
plan (unless a smaller distance is approved by CDFG and USFWS on a case-by-case basis),
and human access would be controlled. With these provisions, predation by cats and
harassment by humans would be reduced, although not necessarily eliminated.
Effects of Construction Activities. Burrowing owls could be directly affected by construction
activities associated with urban development and habitat creation on the habitat reserves.
Earth-moving activities can trap or injure owls in their burrows. The Proposed Action
requires the following measures to avoid impacts to burrowing owls:
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•

Preconstruction surveys would be conducted prior to the initiation of grading or
earth-disturbing activities to determine if any burrowing owls are using the site for
foraging or nesting.

•

Occupied burrows would not be disturbed during the nesting season
(February 1- August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by the CDFG verifies
that either: (1) the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; or (2) that juveniles
from'the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent
survival.

•

If nest sites are found, the USFWS and the CDFG shall be contacted regarding,.suitable
mitigation measures, which may include a 300-foot buffer from the nest site during the
breeding season (February 1 - August 31), or a relocation effort for the burrowing owls if
the birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation or the juveniles from the occupied
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent survival.

•

If relocation of the owls is approved for the site by the USFWS and the CDFG, the
developer shall hire a qualified biologist to prepare a plan for relocating the owls to a
suitable site.

•

Where onsite avoidance is not possible, disturbance and/or destruction of burrows shall
be offset through development of suitable habitation on Conservancy upland reserves.

i

By following these measures, the potential for injury or trapping of owls in their burrows
would be reduced. These measures also require relocation of owls and habitat protection if a
colony is displaced by construction. With this requirement, there would be no net change in
the number of colonies as a result of urban development.
On the habitat reserves,, habitat creation would be designed and conducted so as to avoid
impacts to burrowing owl colonies. For example, the habitat creation plan for the BettsKismat-Silva property maintains the existing burrowing owl colonies intact. If future land
acquisitions support burrowing owl colonies, they would be similarly protected.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Operations and maintenance
activities conducted by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual have the potential to directly and
indirectly affect burrowing owls. Activities such as sediment removal have the potential to
trap owls in their burrows. Because burrowing owls do not inhabit canal and ditch
embankments to a large degree, however, impacts to the burrowing owl population are
expected to be infrequent and to affect a small number of owls. Rodent-control activities
have the potential to indirectly affect burrowing owls. Burrowing owls are dependent on
burrowing rodents to create burrows. Under the Proposed Action, the water agencies would
conduct rodent-control activities only as necessary to maintain structurally sound flood
control levees. While not avoiding this potential impact entirely, this measure would reduce
the potential impacts of these activities on populations of burrowing mammals on which the
burrowing owl depends.

I
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The Conservancy would avoid impacts to burrowing owls during management activities of
the habitat reserves by following CDFG's Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.
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Overall Effects on Burrowing Owl. With the increased amount and quality of habitat for
burrowing owls and long-term protection of habitat in the reserve system, the Proposed
Action would improve habitat conditions for burrowing owls in the Natomas Basin. Reserve
acquisitions to date have included known burrowing owl populations (i.e., Betts-KismatSilva), and it is likely that burrowing owls would occur on future reserve lands so that the
number of colonies in areas permanently protected would increase. The overall combination
of the measures (i.e., preconstruction surveys for covered species and their habitat); speciesspecific measures (e.g., avoidance of burrow sites during the breeding season both within
development lands and reserve lands, species relocation); additional mitigation according to
CDFG guidelines; and long-term protection, creation, and enhancement of upland habitat in
the reserve system would be expected to at least maintain the existing population level of
burrowing owls in the Natomas Basin and potentially increase it over time. Therefore,
impacts to burrowing owls under the Proposed Action would be less than significant.

1

4.4.5.2.14 Bank Swallow
Effects of Changes in Habitat. Bank swallows nest in vertical riverbanks with friable soils.
Waterways within the Natomas Basin are largely channelized canals and ditches that are
designed to resist erosion and therefore do not support suitable nesting substrates for bank
swallows. Bank swallows do not nest in the Natomas Basin and the expected changes in
land use do not include the removal or creation of bank swallow nesting habitat.

Y

Bank swallows prey on insects and can forage in a variety of open habitats. However,
typically they concentrate foraging in riparian areas, wetlands, and open water habitats
(e.g., canals, ponds and seasonally wet areas) where insects tend to be abundant. Grasslands
and other croplands also could be foraged. There are no bank swallow nesting colonies in
the Natomas Basin, but bank swallows from colonies outside of the Natomas Basin or
migrating birds could forage in the basin.

l
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Bank swallows could forage in almost any open habitat in the Natomas Basin. The habitat
classes (from Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that provide potential habitat for bank swallows and the
changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-16. As
summarized in Table 4-16, open habitats where bank swallows could forage would decline
by about 15,760 acres under the Proposed Action. This reduction in potential foraging habitat
would not be expected to adversely affect bank swallows for several reasons. First, the
abundance and distribution of bank swallows are determined by the availability and location
of suitable nesting substrates rather than the availability of foraging habitat. Second,
potential foraging habitat would remain abundant (about 27,500 acres) and, given the low
level of use of the Natomas Basin by bank swallows, the habitat remaining in the basin with
full implementation of the Proposed Action would be sufficient to support the existing level
of use. Also, bank swallows foraging in the Natomas Basin most likely come from nesting
colonies on the Sacramento River and probably forage close to the river. The urban
development contemplated under the Proposed Action would occur away from Sacramento
River and would not affect the areas likely receiving greatest use by bank swallows.
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TABLE 4-16

Change in Potential Habitat for Bank Swallow (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Condition

Alfalfa

371

0

0

0

0

371

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

22,693

(970)

(1,541)

(5,577)

(8,087)

14,606

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

43,308

(6,231)

(1,964)

(7,566)

(15,760)

27,547

Habitat Class

Nonrice crops

Rice
Riparian
Canals (all)
TOTAL

I
1

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

To the extent that bank swallows use the basin, the system of habitat reserves would be
managed to provide a marsh ecosystem which would support a greater abundance and
diversity of insects than agricultural fields. The creation of reserves could improve foraging
opportunities for bank swallows. The habitat reserves also would be protected in perpetuity
and provide habitat that is stable in quality and location. The Conservancy would manage
the habitat reserves in accordance with applicable USFWS- or CDFG-approved bank
swallow recovery or management plans. The Proposed Action also contains management
provisions to implement any additional conservation measures deemed appropriate if use
of the Natomas Basin by this species increase in the future.
Effects of Construction Activities. No bank swallow nesting colonies are currently recorded in
the Natomas Basin, and such colonies are unlikely to occur because suitable nesting habitat
(i.e., vertical banks with fine-textured soils) is absent. Accordingly, construction-related
impacts are unlikely to occur. The Proposed Action requires that surveys be conducted prior
to the approval of the urban development permit. In the event that a bank swallow
nestingcolony is found in a development area, impacts would be avoided during the nesting
season. Similarly, in creating habitat on the habitat reserves, the Conservancy would avoid
impacts during the nesting season if a nesting colony occurs on the habitat reserves.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Operations and maintenance
activities by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are unlikely to affect the bank swallow. These
activities would be focused on canals and drains, which do not provide suitable nesting
habitat for this species. Operations and maintenance activities would not preclude or
interfere with foraging by bank swallows.

Ongoing management of the habitat reserves by the Conservancy is unlikely to affect the
bank swallows because suitable nesting habitat is not expected to occur on reserve lands. In
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the event that a bank swallow colony does occur on the habitat reserves, the Conservancy
would avoid disturbance of colonies during the nesting season. Operation and maintenance
activities would not preclude or interfere with foraging by bank swallows. If use of the
Natomas Basin by bank swallows appreciably increased in the future, the Conservancy
would implement additional conservation measures deemed appropriate, based on
applicable USFWS- or CDFG-approved bank swallow recovery or management plans, or the
Adaptive Management provisions of the Proposed Action.
Overall Effects on Bank Swallow. The loss of foraging habitat for bank swallows in the
Natomas Basin has the potential to result in significant impacts to species habitat conditions.
The creation of managed marsh reserves under the Proposed Action, however, would ensure
that available habitat remains in the Natomas Basin in perpetuity. Therefore, the overall
impact would be less than significant with implementation of the HCP conservation measures
in the Proposed Action, and the potential loss of active nest areas would be mitigated to a lessthan-significant level with implementation of the avoidance measures under the Proposed
Action.

4.4.5.2.15 Loggerhead Shrike

M

0
I

c

Effects of Changes in Habitat. In the Natomas Basin, potential foraging habitat for the
loggerhead shrike primarily consists of pasture, grasslands, ponds and seasonally wet areas,
croplands, orchards, and ruderal habitats. Shrikes also could nest in trees or shrubs
occurring in or along the margins of these habitats. Canals, riparian areas, and oak and tree.
groves also provide nesting opportunities for this species. The habitat classes (from
Tables 4-2 and 4-4) that would provide potential habitat for loggerhead shrike and the
changes in acreage from implementing the Proposed Action are presented in Table 4-17.
Based on the GIS, the Natomas Basin supports about 23,300 acres of potential habitat for
loggerhead shrike.
Only a portion of the potential habitat would be used by loggerhead shrikes. This species
occurs in close association with small trees and shrubs that it uses as perch sites from which
foraging bouts are launched and as nest sites. Small trees and shrubs are not found in the
middle of the field; rather, they occur sporadically along the margins of the fields.
Telephone lines along the roads also are used as perch sites. Because loggerhead shrikes
forage by making short forays from perch sites, they would not use the inner portions of
fields that occur at some distance. from perch sites. Thus, loggerhead shrikes predominantly
would use only the margins of fields and areas where there are perch sites. Considering the
entire acreage of agricultural fields as potential habitat for loggerhead shrike overestimates
the amount of habitat available to this species in the Natomas Basin.
Based on the habitat and land use analysis, potential habitat for loggerhead shrike would
decline by about 9,000 acres as a result of urban development (Table 4-17). Most of the
potential habitat that would be lost would be nonrice crops. Nonrice crops provide
relatively poor habitat for loggerhead shrike because this species feeds predominantly on
insects and intensive management of agricultural lands strives to reduce insect pests.
Further, insecticides are used to control insect pests and insecticide use is believed to be
contributing to declines in loggerhead shrike populations (Kaufman, 1996).
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TABLE 4-17

Change in Potential Habitat for Loggerhead Shrike (acres)
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Condition

Alfalfa

371

0

0

0

0

371

Grassland

886

(427)

0

(134)

(560)

325

16,686

(4,663)

(325)

(1,529)

(6,517)

10,169

Oak groves

98

(6)

(2)

0

(8)

89

Orchard

182

(13)

0

0

(13)

169

Pasture

674

(23)

(22)

(101)

(147)

527

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas

96

(7)

(4)

(10)

(21)

75

Riparian

124

(24)

0

0

(24)

100

Ruderal

1,970

(1,137)

(6)

(88)

(1,231)

739

Rural
residential

377

(46)

(10)

0

(56)

321

Tree groves

106

(10)

(23)

0

(33)

73

Canals (all)

1,778

(117)

(72)

(215)

(404)

1,374

23,348

(6,473)

(464)

(2,077)

(9,014)

14,332

Habitat Class

Nonrice crops

TOTAL

I
I
I

i

(#) decrease in acreage
Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002).

The habitat reserves would provide 2,187.5 acres of high-quality habitat for loggerhead
shrike in perpetuity. This habitat would be stable in quality and location and encourage the
establishment and long-term persistence of a breeding population in the Natomas Basin.
Specifically to attract and maintain loggerhead shrikes, the Conservancy would encourage
development and maintenance of perching and nesting sites on habitat reserves. Riparian
habitat and some of the managed marsh on the reserves could provide additional nesting
opportunities and foraging perch sites. The mosaic of upland, riparian, and marsh habitats
on the reserves would provide nesting opportunities in close proximity to foraging habitat
and provide all essential habitat features for loggerhead shrikes.
In addition to reducing habitat availability, urban development near areas inhabited by
shrikes can have indirect effects. Free-ranging domestic cats are often introduced to an area
by the establishment of residential areas. Residential development close to areas inhabited
by shrikes could lead to increased predation by cats. Under the Proposed Action, habitat .
reserves would be located at least 800 feet from urban areas and areas designated for urban
development in applicable plan (unless a smaller distance is approved by CDFG and
USFWS on a case-by-case basis). By locating habitat reserves away from urban areas,
predation by cats could be reduced although not eliminated.

Effects of Construction Activities. Construction activities associated with development or
for habitat creation on the habitat reserves could disturb or displace loggerhead shrikes.
Under the Proposed Action, preconstruction surveys would be conducted for loggerhead
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CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

shrikes prior to urban development. If loggerhead shrikes are found, disturbance would be
avoided during the nesting season to the maximum extent possible. Construction activities
adjacent to the habitat reserves could disturb shrikes nesting on the reserves. The potential
for this impact is low because the habitat reserves would be located 800 feet from urban
development or lands designated for urban development (unless a smaller distance is
approved by CDFG and USFWS on a case-by-case basis). On the habitat reserves, the
Conservancy similarly would avoid disturbance to loggerhead shrike nest sites during
construction activities for habitat creation.
Effects of Water Agency and Conservancy Management. Operations and maintenance
effects on loggerhead shrike are expected to be rare or infrequent. Canals and drains that
would be affected by these activities generally do not support suitable habitat for
loggerhead shrike. .
On the habitat reserves, management activities by the Conservancy could disturb or
displace loggerhead shrikes nesting on the reserve. Under the Proposed Action, the
Conservancy would avoid disturbance of loggerhead shrikes during the nesting season
while conducting management activities to the maximum extent practicable.
Overall Effects on Loggerhead Shrike. The net reduction in agricultural fields under the
Proposed Action likely would reduce the total population of loggerhead shrikes in the
Natomas Basin. Although there would be a net reduction in potential habitat for loggerhead
shrike, with creation and protection of high-quality habitat on the habitat reserves under the
Proposed Action and the persistence of habitat outside of the reserve system, loggerhead
shrikes would continue to be supported in the Natomas Basin. The changes in habitat from
planned urban development, therefore, would be mitigated by implementing the Proposed
Action's conservation strategy. As a result, the population of loggerhead shrike in the
Natomas Basin would not be adversely affected. Therefore, impacts to this species would be
reduced to a level that is not significant.

4.4.5.3 Impacts to Other Special-status Species
This section presents the impacts to other special-status species not covered by the ITPs.
These are:
•
•

Suisun Marsh Aster (Section 4.4.5.3.1)
Dwarf Downingia (Section 4.4.5.3.2)

•

Rose Mallow (Section 4.4.5.3.3)

•
•
•
•
•

Cooper's Hawk (Section 4.4.5.3.4)
Short-eared Owl (Section 4.4.5.3.5)
American Bittern (Section 4.4.5.3.6)
Ferruginous Hawk (Section 4.4.5.3.7)
Mountain Plover (Section 4.4.5.3.8)

•

Black Tern (Section 4.4.5.3.9)

•
•
•
•
•

Lark Sparrow (Section 4.4.5.3.10)
White-tailed Kite (Section 4.4.5.3.11)
Pacific Slope Flycatcher (Section 4.4.5.3.12)
Little Willow Flycatcher (Section 4.4.5.3.13)
American Peregrine Falcon (Section 4.4.5.3.14)
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•
•

Greater Sandhill Crane (Section 4.4.5.3.15)
Bald Eagle (Section 4.4.5.3.16)

•
•
•
•

Long-billed Curlew (Section 4.4.5.3.17)
Bewick's Wren (Section 4.4.5.3.18)
Fish Species of Special Concern (Section 4.4.5.3.19)
Waterfowl (Section 4.4.5.3.20)

The species considered in this section are those special-status species that have a reasonable
expectation. of occurring in the Natomas Basin but are not covered species under the
Proposed Action. Section 3.4.2 presents the process for identifying special-status species in
the Natomas Basin, and Table 3-8 lists 101 species that were identified. In combination,
Sections 4.4.5.2 and 4.4.5.3 address potential impacts to species that could reasonably occur
in the Natomas Basin (the 22 covered species and 29 other species). For the reasons
presented in Table 3-8, the 50 other identified special-status species are not likely to occur in
the Natomas Basin. Generally, these species are not likely to occur either because suitable
habitat is not present or because the Natomas Basin is outside of the species' known range.
Therefore, impacts would be less-than-significant and the species are not addressed further
in this document. If any of these species are encountered on a development site (e.g., during
the required preconstruction surveys), then any applicable USFWS and/or CDFG species
protection guidelines would be followed.

4.4.5.3.1 Suisun Marsh Aster
Suisun marsh aster has not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. As described in Section 3.4 of this
EIR/EIS, Suisun Marsh aster is not known to occur in the Natomas Basin. The small loss of
potential habitat (i.e., ponds and seasonally wet areas) from the covered activity of urban
development would not substantially adversely affect this species' distribution or
abundance. Thus, no impacts would occur. The species would benefit if it colonized the
managed-marsh habitat created and maintained on the habitat reserves.

4.4.5.3.2 Dwarf Downingia
Dwarf downingia was addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan, which
required site-specific surveys prior to development, but was not specifically addressed in
other environmental documents for land development in the Natomas Basin. In the
Natomas Basin, dwarf downingia could occur in vernal pools and seasonal wetlands. Urban
developmerit could result in the loss of up to 21 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas,
and also in the loss of currently unknown vernal pool resources. The loss of this habitat
could result in the loss of individual dwarf downingia plants, which is a potentially
significant impact.

4.4.5.3.3 Rose Mallow
Rose mallow was addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan, which
required site-specific surveys prior to development. In addition, the EIR for the City of
Sacramento General Plan Update evaluated effects to special-status plant species, including
rose mallow, and concluded that impacts would not be possible to mitigate to a less-thansignificant level. Specific impacts to rose mallow were not addressed in the EIR for the
Sutter County General Plan.
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Rose mallow could occur in the ditches and canals and in vernal pools. Urban development
could result in the loss of up to 21 acres of ponds and seasonally wet areas, currently
unknown vernal pool resources, and 404 acres of canals and ditches. The loss of this habitat
could result in the loss of individual rose mallow plants, which is a potentially significant
impact.

4.4.5.3.4 Cooper's Hawk
Cooper's hawks were addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan, which
required site-specific surveys prior to development, but were not specifically addressed in
other environmental documents for land development in the Natomas Basin. Cooper's
hawks typically are found in areas with trees but do not requires densely wooded areas.
Foraging Cooper's hawks exploit a relatively wide variety of habitats, including residential
areas. Because of their broad use of habitat for foraging, no impacts would be expected from
reductions in habitat that might support foraging.
For nesting, Cooper's hawks often use small groves of trees. Up to 42 acres of oak groves,
riparian lands, and tree groves could be converted as a result of implementing the covered
activity of urban development. These groves constitute potential nesting habitats for
Cooper's hawks. This loss of habitat, however, is not expected to have a substantial adverse
effect on Cooper's hawks because of the small acreage involved and this hawk's ability and
willingness to nest in residential areas. A nest tree, however, could be removed during
construction, which could cause mortality of eggs or chicks. Removal of a nest tree would
violate the California Fish and Game Code and mortality of chicks or destruction of eggs
would violate the Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The potential for
these effects is considered a significant impact related to urban development.
Cooper's hawks would benefit from measures to protect nesting sites for Swainson's hawks
and from creation of upland. and marsh habitat in the habitat reserves. Under the Proposed
Action, valley oaks and other large trees and stands of riparian trees would be maintained
where possible. Trees also would be integrated into the habitat reserves. The mosaic of
habitats in the reserves would provide additional habitat for Cooper's hawks. Although
potential benefits attributable to the Proposed Action are expected to occur, these benefits
would not reduce the potential direct impact (i.e., loss of an active nest tree) to a less-thansignificant level. Additional mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.5.3.5 Short-eared Owl
Short-eared owls were addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan, which
required site-specific surveys prior to development, but were not specifically addressed in
other environmental documents for land development in the Natomas Basin. Short-eared
owls are associated with grassland and wetland habitats. Under the Proposed Action, the
total amount of open habitats in the Natomas Basin would decline. However, this species is
not known to occur in the Natomas Basin in large numbers and is not likely to be limited by
foraging habitat during its winter residency in the basin. Therefore, habitat loss is not
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on short-eared owls. Because short-eared
owls are not known to nest in the Natomas Basin, there is no potential for the covered
activities to cause direct mortality.

The habitat reserves would at least partially offset the net reduction in habitat by providing
higher-quality habitat. The habitat reserves would consist of a mosaic of wetland and
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upland habitats managed for wildlife habitat value. Uplands in particular would be
managed to provide small mammal prey for Swainson's hawks. Short-eared owls also prey
on small mammals and would benefit from the availability of foraging habitat. Furthermore,
the reserves would provide high-quality foraging habitat consistently over years and in
known locations.

Overall, impacts to short-eared owls would be less than significant because adverse effects
would not be substantial and potential long-term benefits are anticipated to occur with
implementation of the Proposed Action's habitat reserve system development.

4.4.5.3.6 American Bittern
American bitterns have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. American bitterns are associated with
wetland habitat. In the Natomas Basin they use canals and ditches; rice fields also could
provide habitat. Under the Proposed Action,, some canals and ditches would be converted to
urban development and the total amount of rice in the basin would decline. These habitats
provide relatively low-quality habitat for bitterns. Rice fields are intensively managed with
low structural and biological diversity. Ditches and canals generally support only small and
fragmented patches of emergent vegetation. Individual bittern nests, however, could be
destroyed as a result of urban development or the management of canals and drains.
Destruction of an active nest would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is a
potentially significant impact.

The managed-marsh habitat created and maintained on the habitat reserves would provide
high-quality habitat for American bittern. Further, large canals where the largest, most
contiguous patches of wetland habitat occur would remain. Although potential benefits are
expected from implementing the Proposed Action, these benefits would not reduce the
potential direct impact (i.e., loss of an active nest) to a less-than-significant level. Additional
mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.5.3.7 Ferruginous Hawk
Ferruginous hawks have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. Ferruginous hawks are rare winter
visitors to the Natomas Basin. For foraging, they use open grassland habitats; they do not
forage in agricultural fields to a large degree. Although open grassland areas are projected
to decline under the Proposed Action, this habitat loss is not expected to result in a
substantial adverse effect on ferruginous hawks because of their low numbers. Because
ferruginous hawks are not known to nest in the Natomas Basin, there is no potential for the
covered activities to cause direct mortality.
Given their association with grasslands rather than agricultural fields, the Proposed Action
would likely increase habitat availability for ferruginous hawks because some of the upland
habitat in the habitat reserves would be managed as grassland habitat that could provide
suitable foraging conditions for ferruginous hawks. Overall, the Proposed Action would not
result in substantial adverse changes to ferruginous hawk foraging habitat, would not affect
nesting habitat, and could benefit the species through improved habitat availability and
quality. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant with no additional mitigation
(other than the Proposed Action measures) needed.
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4.4.5.3.8 Mountain Plover
Mountain plovers have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. The Proposed Action would result in a
net loss of mountain plover foraging habitat (i.e., agricultural fields) in the Natomas Basin.
Mountain plovers do not occur in the Natomas Basin in large numbers; primary wintering
grounds are in the San Joaquin and Imperial valleys. Given the small numbers that use the
basin, it is unlikely that foraging habitat is limited for them in the area. Suitable habitat is
also available and used by mountain plovers in other nearby areas (e.g., Yolo County).
Therefore, no substantial adverse effects would occur to mountain plover foraging habitat.
Because the species does not nest in the Natomas Basin, no direct mortality would occur.
Benefits to mountain plovers are unlikely because the species probably would not use the
habitat reserves, given their preference for sparsely vegetated habitats. Overall, the
Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse changes to mountain plover
foraging habitat and would not affect nesting habitat. Therefore, impacts would be less than
significant with no additional mitigation (other than the Proposed Action).

4.4.5.3.9 Black Tern
Black terns have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents relating
to land development in the Natomas Basin. The Proposed Action would not adversely affect
black terns and could have beneficial effects. Black terns are generally uncommon in the
Natomas Basin but are known to forage in rice fields. Potential foraging habitat for black
terns in the Natomas Basin would decrease under the Proposed Action. The Natomas Basin,
however, is not known as an important foraging area for this species, and other foraging
areas are available nearby (e.g., the Yolo and Sutter basins). Therefore, the projected land
use changes would not result in a substantial adverse affect to black tern foraging habitat.
Potentially, black terns could nest in seasonally wet areas that support marsh vegetation or
in marsh vegetation supported in the canals and ditches. Urban development, management
of canals and drains, or other covered activities could destroy an active nest. Destruction of
an active nest would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is a potentially
significant impact.
Under the Proposed Action, a native marsh ecosystem would be created on the habitat
reserves. The high quality and natural marsh conditions on the habitat reserves could ,
encourage nesting by black terns with beneficial effects to the species. Although potential
benefits are expected as a result of creating reserves, the benefits would not reduce the
potential direct impact (i.e., loss of an active nest) to a less-than-significant level. Additional
mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.5.3.10 Lark Sparrow
1!

I
I
I
^

Lark sparrows have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. Lark sparrows typically inhabit brushy
habitats and grasslands with scattered trees. In the Natomas Basin, they are most likely to
occur in association with ditches and canals where shrubby vegetation develops. Under the
Proposed Action, open space areas would be created on both the east and west sides of
Fisherman's Lake. Lark sparrows are known to occur at Fisherman's Lake, preservation
measures along Fisherman's Lake would contribute to. maintaining this habitat for this
species. Canals and ditches also would continue to support habitat for lark sparrows
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because maintenance would become less intensive under the Proposed Actiorb. Because
habitat would continue to be available in the Natomas Basin, no substantial adverse effects
are expected from the implementation of the Proposed Action. Individual lark sparrow
nests, however, could be disrupted during their active season. This could occur as a result of
urban development, management of canals and drains, or other covered activities.
Destruction of an active nest would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is a
potentially significant impact.
The habitat reserves also likely would provide suitable habitat for lark sparrows as trees and
shrubs would be incorporated into the marsh/upland habitat mosaic. Although potential
benefits are expected as a result of creating the reserves, these benefits would not reduce the
potential direct impact (i.e., loss of an active nest) to a less-than-significant level. Additional
mitigation measures are .proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.5.3.11 White-tailed Kite
White-tailed kites were addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan,
which required site-specific surveys prior to development. In addition, the EIR for the City
of Sacramento General Plan Update evaluated effects to white-tailed kites and concluded
that impacts would not be possible to mitigate to a less-than-significant level. White-tailed
kites were not specifically addressed in the EIR for the Sutter County General Plan.
White-tailed kites are a common resident in the Natomas Basin. White-tailed kites have
similar habitat requirements to Swainson's hawks, nesting in trees and foraging in
agricultural fields. Because of the similarity in habitat requirements, effects of the Proposed
Action on white-tailed kites would be similar to that described for Swainsori s hawks.
Projected changes in foraging habitat for white-tailed kites would occur under the Proposed
Action, generally corresponding to changes to uplands (e.g., nonrice crops, grasslands)
throughout the basin. Because of the extent of changes to upland land uses throughout the
basin as a result of the covered activities, the loss of habitat for white-tailed kites is a
potentially significant impact. Removal of an active roosting or nesting tree could cause
direct mortality to this special-status (and fully protected) species. The potential for direct
mortality would be a violation of the Fish and Game Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty
Act, and is a potentially significant impact related to urban development.

As described above for Swainson's hawk, the net reduction in habitat for white-tailed kites
would be at least partially, if not entirely, offset by the greater quality of upland habitat in
the habitat reserves created under the Proposed Action. The benefits of the permanent
system of upland reserves include an emphasis on native grasslands and crops that provide
higher-quality foraging opportunities (e.g., alfalfa) and long-term habitat stability in terms
of amount and location of habitat. Additional benefits from implementing the Proposed
Action are expected in the upland areas of managed marsh and rice reserves, as described
above for Swainson's hawks. For these reasons, the expected loss in foraging habitat from
urban development would be offset by the creation of habitat reserves under the Proposed
Action, and potential impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Impacts,
associated with the loss of active roosting or nesting trees, however, would remain
potentially significant. Additional mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.
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4.4.5.3.12 Pacific-slope Flycatcher
Pacific-slope flycatchers have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental
documents relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. As described in Section 3.4,
Pacific-slope flycatchers are a widespread and fairly common summer resident in warm
moist woodlands, including valley foothill and montane riparian, coastal and blue oak
woodlands, and montane hardwood-conifer habitats. In the Natomas Basin, these habitat
conditions occur at Fisherman's Lake and in isolated tree and oak groves. Under the
Proposed Action, areas would be protected on both the east and west sides of Fisherman's
Lake, which would contribute to maintaining this habitat for this species. Tree groves and
oak groves would be protected under the Proposed Action where possible. Therefore, no
substantial adverse changes in habitat for Pacific-slope flycatchers would occur. An active
nest, however, could be removed during construction for urban development, management
of canals and ditches, or other covered activities. Removal of an active nest could destroy
eggs or kill chicks. Destruction of an active nest would be a violation of the Migratory Bird
Treaty Act, and is a potentially significant impact.
The habitat reserves under the Proposed Action would support suitable habitat conditions
for Pacific-slope flycatchers because trees and shrubs would be incorporated into the
marsh/upland habitat mosaic. Although potential benefits are expected, these benefits
would not reduce the potential direct impact (i.e., loss of an active nest tree) to a less-thansignificant level. Additional mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.5.3.13 Little Willow Flycatcher
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Little willow flycatchers have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental
documents relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. Little willow flycatchers are
rare visitors to the Natomas Basin, occasionally occurring during migration. Because of their
infrequent and transient occurrence in the basin, they are unlikely to be affected by the
Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
4.4.5.3.14 American Peregrine Falcon
Impacts to peregrine falcons were determined to be less than significant in the EIR for the
City of Sacramento General Plan, but were not specifically addressed in other environmental
documents addressing land development in the Natomas Basin. Peregrine falcons are rare
winter visitors to the Natomas Basin. Peregrine falcons forage in open habitats and,
therefore, could forage in most of the Natomas Basin. They are most likely, however, to focus
foraging activities in rice fields and grain fields where ducks and geese congregate in the
winter. Although foraging habitat is projected to decrease as a result of urban development,
this habitat loss is not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on peregrine falcons
because of their low numbers. Because peregrine falcons are not known to nest in the
Natomas Basin, there is no potential for the covered activities to cause direct mortality.
As described below in Section 4.4.5.3.20, waterfowl are expected to benefit because rice and
marsh habitat would persist in the Natomas Basin, thereby maintaining this area as a
migratory stopover and wintering area for waterfowl. Peregrine falcons are also expected to
benefit. Overall, the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse changes to
peregrine falcon foraging habitat, would not effect nesting habitat, and could benefit the
species by ensuring the persistence of waterfowl habitat. Therefore, with implementation of
the mitigation measures in the HCP's conservation strategy, impacts would be less than
significant with no additional mitigation needed.
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4.4.5.3.15 Greater Sandhill Crane
Greater sandhill cranes have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental
documents relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. Urban development would
result in a net loss of foraging habitat (i.e., grasslands and upland crop areas) in the
Natomas Basin. Sandhill cranes are not known to winter in the Natomas Basin, with nearby
historic wintering grounds including the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta and the Cosumnes
River area to the south and the Butte Sink to the north. Because the Natomas Basin is not a
historic wintering ground for sandhill cranes, the loss of grasslands and upland foraging
areas is not a substantial adverse effect on sandhill crane foraging habitat. Because the
species does not nest in the Natomas Basin, no direct mortality would occur.
The system of permanent habitat reserves established under the Proposed Action would
ensure the availability of suitable habitat for sandhill cranes in the future. The availability of
this habitat could become important in the future if currently-used wintering areas
elsewhere are lost. Overall, the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse
changes to sandhill crane foraging areas, would not affect nesting habitat, and could benefit
the species by ensuring future habitat availability. Therefore, with implementation of the
mitigation measures in the HCP's conservation strategy, impacts would be less than
significant with no additional mitigation needed.

4.4.5.3.16 Bald Eagle
The EIR for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update evaluated effects to special-status
species, including bald eagles, and concluded that impacts would be less than significant.
Bald eagles were not specifically addressed in other environmental documents relating to
land development in the Natomas Basin. Bald eagles are rare winter visitors to the Natomas
Basin, where they principally prey on waterfowl. Waterfowl would continue to be
supported in the basin on flooded rice fields and in the managed marsh of the habitat
reserves (see analysis below). With the continued presence of waterfowl, the low level of use
of the Natomas Basin by bald eagles would be expected to continue. Therefore, with
implementation of the mitigation measures in the HCP's conservation strategy, the impact
would be less than significant.

4.4.5.3.17 Long-billed Curlew
Long-billed curlews were addressed in the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan,
which required site-specific surveys prior to development. In addition, the EIR for the City
of Sacramento General Plan Update evaluated effects to special-status species, including
long-billed curlews, and concluded that impacts would be less than significant. Long-billed
curlews were not specifically addressed in the EIR for the Sutter County General Plan.
Long-billed curlews are common winter residents in the Natomas Basin where they forage
in a variety of agricultural field types. The overall amount of foraging habitat for long-billed
curlews in the Natomas Basin would decline under the Proposed Action. Given the
availability of agricultural lands in many areas surrounding the Natomas Basin, however,
and that reduction in :nesting habitat is believed to be the primary cause for declines in this
species, the reduction in foraging habitat in the basin is not expected to result in a
substantial adverse effect to the species. Because the species does not nest in the Natomas
Basin, no direct mortality would occur.
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Marsh and upland habitat on the reserves would partially offset the reduction in wintering
habitat and continue to support use of the basin by long-billed curlews. Overall, the
Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse changes to long-billed curlew
foraging habitat, would not affect nesting habitat, and could benefit the species through
improved habitat availability and quality. Therefore, with implementation of the mitigation
measures in the HCP's conservation strategy, impacts would be less than significant with no
additional mitigation needed.

4.4.5.3.18 Bewick's Wren
Bewick's wrens have not been specifically addressed in prior environmental documents
relating to land development in the Natomas Basin. Bewick's wrens are associated with the
shrubby understory of riparian habitats. In the Natomas Basin, these habitat conditions occur
at Fisherman's Lake and in some of the ditches and canals. Under the Proposed Action, areas
would be protected on the east and west sides of Fisherman's Lake, thereby contributing to
maintaining this habitat for this species. Canals and ditches also would continue to support.
habitat for Bewick's wren because maintenance activities would become somewhat less
intensive. Because habitat would continue to be available in the Natomas Basin, no substantial
adverse effects are expected from the implementation of the Proposed Action. Individual
Bewick's wren nests, however, could be destroyed. This could occur as a result of urban
development, management of canals and drains, or other covered activities. Destruction of

^l

an active nest would be a violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and is a potentially
significant impact. Additional mitigation measures are proposed in Section 4.4.5.4.

I
I

The habitat reserves also likely would create suitable habitat conditions for Bewick's wrens
as trees and shrubs would be incorporated into the marsh/upland habitat mosaic. Although
potential benefits are expected, these benefits would not reduce the potential direct impact
(i.e., loss of an active nest tree) to a less-than-significant level.

I
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4.4.5.3.19 Fish Species of Special Concern
The USFWS and CDFG have identified 11 fish species of special concern, including
anadromous salmonids, as potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin (see Table 3-8 of this
EIR/EIS). The Proposed Action includes the potential for the Conservancy to acquire habitat
along the east levee of the Sacramento River adjacent to the Natomas Basin (defined for the
HCP as the area inside the surrounding levees). The Conservancy is the only permittee with
the potential to affect these levee areas (see Sections 2.1 and 2.2 for a discussion of the
Proposed Action study area and the permittees' permit areas). This area is included in the
HCP to facilitate the Conservancy's acquisition and preservation of Swainson's hawk
habitat. The levee areas include riparian forest areas containing mature trees, and supports
extensive Swainson's hawk nesting habitat (see Figure 3-5). Because of the lack of
slow-moving backwater areas, fish habitat in this area is generally limited to providing a
migration corridor for immigrating adult and emigrating juvenile salmonids. Conservancy
actions in this area would focus on acquiring and preserving existing nesting habitat for
Swainson's hawks, and actions would not include tree removal or development actions
involving land disturbance that could reduce shaded riverine aquatic cover or result in
discharge of sediment or construction waste into the Sacramento River. Therefore, adverse
effects to fish habitat would not occur, and there would be no impact. In addition, water
quality effects would be less than significant with mitigation (see Section 4.3 of this
EIR/EIS), and secondary fisheries effects associated with drainage in the Natomas Basin
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(i.e., through RD 1000 discharges into the Sacramento River, Steelhead Creek, and the
Natomas Cross Canal) would also be less than significant.

I

4.4.5.3.20 Waterfowl
Rice fields currently provide most of the wintering and migratory stopover habitat for
waterfowl in the Natomas Basin. Under the Proposed Action, the acreage of rice in the basin
would decline by about 5,700 acres. The impact of this change on waterfowl and other water
birds was considered a significant and unavoidable consequence of implementing the City
of Sacramento General Plan, a conclusion that the City also reached in the EIRs for the
North and South Natomas Community Plans. Waterfowl were not specifically addressed in
the EIR for the Sutter County General Plan. Wintering habitat is probably not currently
limiting populations in the Central Valley because of the abundance of rice fields in the
North Sacramento Valley, the increased use of winter flooding in rice fields, and the
increased acreage of state and federal refuges and private conservation areas for waterfowl
habitat throughout the Central Valley.
Under the Proposed Action, the reduction in potential habitat would be partially offset by
creation and preservation of 2,187 acres of managed marsh on the habitat reserves so that
the net reduction in habitat for waterfowl would be about 3,500 acres. In addition,
4,375 acres of rice would be incorporated into the reserve system and managed using
wildlife-friendly techniques, including winter flooding in most cases. Accordingly, the
Proposed Action would provide long-term benefits to waterfowl by ensuring that rice and
marsh habitat would persist in the Natomas Basin, thereby maintaining this area as a
migratory stopover and wintering area for waterfowl. Because of the persistence of
waterfowl habitat in the Natomas Basin and the availability of habitat in surrounding areas
and throughout the Central Valley, the change in waterfowl habitat attributable to the
Proposed Action does not represent a substantial adverse change, and the impact would be
less than significant with implementation of the mitigation measures in the HCP's
conservation strategy.

4.4.5.4 Mitigation Measures
Overall, no mitigation is required for potential impacts to habitat and covered species
because the overall impact of the Proposed Action, including implementation of the planned
conservation measures, would be less than significant.
The Proposed Action's conservation strategy for vernal pools adequately mitigates potential
impacts to a less-than-significant level. Impacts to other jurisdictional wetlands, however,
are not addressed by the vernal pool conservation strategy. To supplement the 404 permit
process for other wetlands subject to ACOE jurisdiction, the following mitigation measure is
proposed:
•

As part of the process for development review, the City and Sutter County will include a
provision that public or private development projects that could support jurisdictional
wetlands will result in no net loss of wetlands and will ensure that the wetlands
functions and values will be maintained.

With this measure, both direct (e.g., filling) and indirect (e.g., changes in hydrology) impacts
to jurisdictional wetlands would be avoided or compensated and, therefore, reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
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The potential exists for significant impacts to occur to some of the special-status species
potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not addressed in the HCP. In some
cases, such potential impacts could be mitigated by measures proposed in the EIRs prepared
for development in the various permit areas. For example, preconstruction surveys are
required pursuant to the EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan for all special-status
species, but similar mitigation is not prescribed in the EIRs for the Sutter County General
Plan and the South Natomas Community Plan. To consolidate these measures and help
facilitate species conservation, the following mitigation measures are recommended.
•

Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section V.A.1 of the HCP shall encompass
the habitat areas that could support dwarf downingia or rose mallow. If dwarf
downingia or rose mallow are found during the habitat surveys, mitigation shall
conform to the mitigation requirements for Delta tule pea and Sanford's arrowhead as'
described in the HCP and in accordance with the California Native Plant Protection Act.

•

Preconstruction surveys required pursuant to Section V.A.1 of the HCP shall encompass
the habitat areas where nesting birds could occur. In accordance with the requirements
of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, vegetation containing an occupied nest and an
appropriate-sized buffer around the nests of Cooper's hawks, American bitterns, black
terns, lark sparrows, white-tailed kites, Pacific-slope flycatchers, and Bewick's wrens
shall not be removed until the nest has been abandoned by the nesting pair or the young
have fledged.

4.4.5.5 Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.1.2, all impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

4.4.6 Alternative 1 - Increased Mitigation

I
I
I
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Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit for the City, Sutter County, and Metro Air Park would
remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of development would result in the acquisition of
17,500 acres of mitigation land. The requirement for one contiguous block of 2,500 acres
would not change, and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that they form
400-acre contiguous blocks. Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and
management activities would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

4.4.6.1 Impacts
4.4.6.1.1 Land Use and Habitats
Under this alternative, conversion of habitat to urban uses would be the same as under the
Proposed Action. Thus, the potentially significant impacts associated with changes in the
amount of marsh habitat, vernal pools, and upland habitat attributed to urban development
under the Proposed Action also would occur under Alternative 1. Twice as much mitigation
land, however, would be incorporated into the habitat reserves under Alternative 1. A total
of 17,500 acres would be acquired and protected in habitat reserves. The percent
composition of the habitat reserves would be the same as under the Proposed Action (i.e.,
25 percent marsh habitat, 25 percent upland habitat, and 50 percent rice). Thus, the reserves
would support 4,375 acres each of marsh and upland habitat and 8,750 acres of rice. Because
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the impacts attributable to the covered activities would be the same as described for the
Proposed Action, the following evaluation focuses on differences in habitat and impacts to
special-status species attributable to differences in the habitat reserves.

Marsh Habitat
This alternative would substantially increase the amount of marsh habitat in the Natomas
Basin.-Very little native marsh (less than 100 acres) currently exists in the basin. Under
Alternative 1, 4,375 acres of managed marsh would be created and protected in perpetuity.
As described for the Proposed Action, managed marsh provides better habitat quality than
rice for wetland-dependent species. In addition, 8,750 acres of rice would be protected in
perpetuity on the habitat reserves and managed for wildlife habitat values. This alternative
would substantially improve habitat conditions (both amount and quality) for marshassociated species in the Natomas Basin and would reduce impacts associated with urban
development to a. less-than-significant level.

Upland Habitat
Under this alternative, 4,375 acres of the reserve system would be upland habitat managed
predominantly to provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks. As described under the
Proposed Action, upland habitat on the habitat reserves would provide higher-quality
habitat than the agricultural fields that would be lost to urban development. While the total
amount of upland habitat in the Natomas Basin might not change substantially, this
alternative would improve the quality of the available upland habitat for upland-associated
species. Given the improvement in habitat quality, and long-term protection of habitat, this
alternative would reduce impacts associated with urban development to a less-thansignificant level.

Riparian Habitat

I
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For the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action, no substantial change in the
amount of riparian habitat would occur under Alternative 1. Therefore, impacts to riparian
habitat would be less than significant.

Oak Grass
For the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action, no substantial changes to oak
groves are expected under Alternative 1. Therefore, impacts to oak groves would be less
than significant.

Vernal Pool Habitat
The same measures for vernal pools would be implemented under Alternative 1 as under
the Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to vernal pools under this alternative would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action.

4.4.6.1.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and management activities would
be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects
to covered species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. The following
analysis focuses on habitat effects to species covered under the ITPs potentially resulting
from Alternative 1.
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Delta Tule Pea

I

With creation of 4,375 acres of marsh habitat, this alternative would substantially increase
the amount of habitat for Delta tule pea. If Delta tule pea colonized marsh on the habitat
reserves or if the Conservancy introduced individuals to the habitat reserves, this species
would benefit from an increased population size and distribution. Effects of Alternative 1
would be qualitatively the same as the Prqposed Action, but with the greater amount of
marsh habitat created and protected on the reserves, this alternative could provide greater
benefits to the species. As under the Proposed Action, no substantial adverse effects to Delta
tule pea would occur, and the impact would be less than significant.

Sanford's Arrowhead
Effects of Alternative 1 on Sanford's arrowhead would be the same as described for the
Delta tule pea.

Vernal Pool Species

I
I
I
I
I
I
1

I
I
n

The same measures for vernal pools would be implemented under Alternative 1 as under
the Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to vernal pool species under this alternative would
be the same as described for the Proposed Action.

California Tiger Salamander
The same measures to identify, avoid, and mitigate impacts to vernal pools and other wetland
habitats would be implemented under Alternative 1 as under the Proposed Action. Therefore,
impacts to California tiger salamander under this alternative generally would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action (less than significant). This alternative would differ from
the Proposed Action, however, in that twice as much managed marsh would be provided

in the habitat reserves. California tiger salamander could benefit if the Conservancy was
successful in attracting individuals to the habitat reserves or if it re-introduced the species to
the habitat reserves. Impacts to this species under Alternative 1 would be less than significant.
Western Spadefoot Toad
Under Alternative 1, the same measures to identify, avoid, and mitigate impacts to vernal
pools and other wetland habitats would be implemented as under the Proposed Action.
Therefore, impacts to western spadefoot toad generally would be the same under this
alternative as described for the Proposed Action (less than significant). Alternative 1 would
differ from the Proposed Action, however, in that twice as much managed marsh would be
provided in the habitat reserves. This increased amount of habitat could provide additional
benefits to western spadefoot toads if individuals were attracted to the habitat reserves or if
the Conservancy successfully re-introduced the species to the habitat reserves. No
significant impacts to western spadefoot toad would occur under Alternative 1.

Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
The same measures for valley elderberry longhorn beetles (VELB) would be implemented
under Alternative 1 as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to VELB under this
alternative would be generally the same as described for the Proposed Action (less than
significant). Because plantings of elderberry shrubs would be included in the habitat
reserves, this alternative would provide greater opportunities for increasing the amount of
land for VELB, given the greater acreage in the habitat reserves relative to the Proposed
Action. Actual increases in the availability of elderberry shrubs would depend on specific
designs for the habitat reserves.
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Giant Garter Snakes
Like the Proposed Action, urban development under this alternative would convert about
8,500 acres of habitat for giant garter snakes to urban uses. Most of the reduction in habitat
would be rice, which does not provide optimal habitat for giant garters snakes. A total of
17,500 acres would be incorporated into the habitat reserve system, of which 13,125 acres
would be habitat (rice or managed marsh) for giant garter snakes. The quality of habitat for
giant garter snakes under Alternative 1 would increase substantially as 4,375 acres of
managed marsh would be created and managed for snakes. As described for the Proposed
Action, managed marsh provides higher-quality habitat than rice and is preferred by giant
garter snakes. Currently, less than 100 acres of native marsh exists in the Basin. With the
creation of over 4,000 acres of managed marsh, this alternative would substantially increase
the amount of marsh habitat. Further, rice on the reserves would be managed to provide
habitat for giant garter snakes and minimize adverse effects of rice management on snakes.
The substantially greater quality of habitat that would be provided in the habitat reserves,
and its long-term protection of habitat under Alternative 1, would substantially benefit giant
garter snakes. Therefore, impacts to giant garter snakes under Alternative 1 would be less
than significant.

Northwestern Pond Turtle
Changes in habitat for northwestern pond turtles under this alternative and the effects of
those changes on this species would be qualitatively the same as described for Proposed
Action (less than significant). Most of the reduction in potential habitat would consist of
rice, which does not provide optimal habitat for pond turtles. The quality of habitat under
Alternative 1 would increase substantially as 4,375 acres of managed marsh which provide
natural habitat conditions for pond turtles would be created. Currently, less than 100 acres
of native marsh exists in the Natomas Basin. Further, rice on the reserves would be
managed so as to improve habitat value and minimize adverse effects of rice management
on wildlife. Rice and marsh habitat on the reserves also would be protected in perpetuity.
Thus, this alternative would substantially increase the availability of high-quality habitat for
northwestern pond turtles and benefit this species over all. Therefore, impacts to this species
under Alternative 1 would be less than significant.

White-faced Ibis
The quality of habitat for white-faced ibis under Alternative 1 would increase substantially
from the creation of 4,375 acres of managed marsh. As described for the Proposed Action,
marsh constitutes the natural habitat for white-faced ibis and is required for nesting.
Currently, fewer than 100 acres of native marsh exists in the basin and marshes suitable for
nesting are absent. With the substantial increase in marsh habitat and its long-term
protection, this alternative could attract nesting birds in the future. Further, rice on the
reserves would be managed so as to improve habitat value. The substantially greater quality
of habitat that would be provided in the habitat reserves would benefit white-faced ibis, and
impacts would be less than significant.

Tricolored Blackbird
Under Alternative 1, the amount of foraging habitat would decrease to levels similar to that
expected under the Proposed Action. Effects to tricolored blackbirds from declines in
potential foraging habitat would be generally the same as described for the Proposed Action
(less than significant). Relative to the Proposed Action, however, under Alternative 1, a
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greater amount of foraging habitat would be maintained on the habitat reserves. Therefore,
declines in potential foraging habitat would be offset to a greater degree by the habitat
reserves under Alternative 1 relative to the Proposed Action. As under the Proposed Action,
impacts to tricolored blackbird resulting from changes in the amount of foraging habitat
would be less than significant.
Alternative 1 would substantially increase the amount of nesting habitat for tricolored
blackbirds from about 713 acres to nearly 5,000 acres, substantially benefiting tricolored
blackbirds. Loss of marsh habitat has been the primary factor in the decline in tricolored
blackbirds. Under this alternative, 4,375 acres of marsh would be created and protected in
the habitat reserves. With the limited amount of marsh habitat currently in the basin, the
habitat reserves would substantially increase the amount of nesting habitat available to
tricolored blackbirds. One colony of tricolored blackbirds is already protected on the
Conservancy's Betts-Kismat-Silva reserve. With the creation of marsh habitat, additional
colonies likely would establish on the habitat reserves and contribute to increasing the size
and distribution of tricolored blackbirds in California. With the benefits of managed-marsh
habitat afforded to tricolored blackbirds under this alternative, impacts to this species under
Alternative 1 would be less than significant.

Swainson's Hawk
Alternative 1 would have generally the same effects on nesting habitat for Swainson's hawk
as the Proposed Action. With the greater acreage incorporated into the habitat reserves
under this alternative, more of the oak groves, tree groves, and riparian habitat existing in
the basin could be incorporated into the reserve system and more trees could be planted in
the reserves to develop into nesting habitat than under the Proposed Action. Increases in the
amount of nesting habitat on the reserves would depend on the degree to which trees were
incorporated into the habitat design.
Foraging habitat would decline under Alternative 1 to about the same level as expected
under the Proposed Action. Thus, this alternative would have similar effects on Swainson's
hawks as the Proposed Action. Under this alternative, however, a greater amount of upland
habitat would be incorporated into the reserves where it would be protected in perpetuity
and managed to provide optimal foraging habitat condition for Swainson's hawks. Given
the long-term protection and greater quality of the habitat, this alternative would further
benefit Swainson's hawks relative to the Proposed Action. As described for the Proposed
Action, impacts to Swainson's hawk under Alternative 1 would be less than significant.
Aleutian Canada Goose
The amount of potential habitat for Aleutian Canada geese under Alternative 1 would be
similar to the Proposed Action. Therefore, effects of Alternative 1 on Aleutian Canada geese,
relative to the No Action Alternative, would be qualitatively similar to that described for the
Proposed Action (less than significant). Because a greater amount of habitat would be
protected in the habitat reserves than under the Proposed Action, this alternative could
improve habitat quality for Aleutian Canada geese and would provide greater certainty that
habitat would be available in the Natomas Basin over the long term. For the same reasons as
described for the Proposed Action, impacts to Aleutian Canada geese under Alternative 1
would be less than significant.
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Burrowing Owl
Protection and management of upland habitat in the habitat reserves under Alternative 1
would substantially increase the amount and quality of potential habitat for burrowing
owls. Under this alternative 4,375 acres of the habitat reserves would be managed for
upland habitat values. Effects of Alternative 1, relative to the No Action Alternative, would
be similar to that described for the Proposed Action. As for the Proposed Action, impacts to
burrowing owls would be less than significant.

Bank Swallow
Under Alternative 1, potential foraging habitat for bank swallows would decrease to levels
similar to that expected under the Proposed Action. Therefore, effects of Alternative 1 on
bank swallows, relative to the No Action Alternative, would be generally similar to that
described for the Proposed Action (less than significant). However, because a greater
amount of habitat would be incorporated in the habitat reserves (including a greater
amount of managed marsh) than under the Proposed Action, this alternative would provide
improved habitat conditions for bank swallows and would provide greater certainty that
habitat would be available in the Natomas Basin over the long term. For the same reasons as
described for the Proposed Action, impacts to bank swallows under Alternative 1 would be
less than significant.

Loggerhead Shrike
Habitat for loggerhead shrikes would decline to about 10,400 acres under Alternative 1. This
amount of habitat would be similar to that expected under the Proposed Action and effects on
loggerhead shrike would be similar (less than significant). However, twice as much upland
habitat would be incorporated into the reserves. As under the Proposed Action, management
of upland habitat on the reserves would include incorporating features to improve habitat
quality for loggerhead shrikes. Thus; while Alternative 1 would result in a similar total
acreage of habitat for loggerhead shrikes as the Proposed Action, more high-quality habitat
would be created. Further, Alternative 1 would provide greater long-term certainty of the
availability of habitat in the Natomas Basin compared to the No Action and the Proposed
Action. Therefore, impacts to loggerhead shrikes would be less than significant.

4.4.6.1.3 Other Special-status Species
Effects of Alternative 1 on special-status species not covered by the ITPs would be
qualitatively similar to that described for the Proposed Action. Because a greater amount of
habitat would be incorporated into the habitat reserves (where it would be managed for
wildlife habitat values) than under the Proposed Action, however, this alternative would
improve habitat conditions for special-status species not covered by. the ITPs and would
provide greater certainty that habitat would be available in the Natomas Basin over the long
term. Avoidance and :minimization measures for construction and management activities
would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management
effects to other special-status species would be the same as described for the Proposed
Action (potentially significant in some cases).

4.4.6.1.4 Waterfowl
Waterfowl would benefit from the substantial increase in marsh habitat under Alternative 1.
With the long-term protection and management of marsh habitat and rice in the habitat
reserves, the Natomas Basin would continue to serve as an important wintering area for
waterfowl. Therefore, impacts to waterfowl under Alternative 1 would be less than significant.
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4.4.6.2 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for potential impacts to habitat and covered species because the
overall impact of Alternative 1, including implementation of the planned conservation
measures, would be less than significant. Potential impacts could occur to vernal pools and
some of the special-status species potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not
addressed in the HCP. Mitigation is required as described in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.6.3 Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.5.4, all impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

4.4.7 Alternative 2- Habitat-based Mitigation
Under Alternative 2, the mitigation ratio to compensate for urban development impacts
would be based on the habitat value of the lands to be developed. Site-specific management
plans would be developed as the reserve lands are acquired, and these reserve lands would
be subject to the same requirements as under the Proposed Action: For this alternative,
mitigation requirements would be based on the habitat needs of the two key species, giant
garter snakes and Swainson's hawks. For giant garter snakes, managed marsh and rice
would be incorporated into reserves according to the ratios shown in Table 4-18. These
mitigation ratios are substantially consistent with the USFWS's Programmatic Formal
Consultation for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 404 Permitted Actions, which is widely used
for developing giant garter snake mitigation requirements. Swainson's hawk mitigation
ratios are based on CDFG's Staff Report Regarding Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson's
Hawks in the Central Valley of California. The Staff Report recommends that Habitat
Management lands be acquired, either through fee acquisition or conservation easements on
farmlands, to replace foraging habitat lost to development. The mitigation ratios to
determine the amount of land to be acquired varies, based on the distance from the habitat
that would be lost to a Swainson's hawk nest. Avoidance and minimization measures for
construction and management activities would be the same as under the Proposed Action.
TABLE 4-18

Mitigation Ratios Under Alternative 2
Species/Habitat

Ratio

Giant garter snake
Rice

1:1

Canals and ditches

3:1

Swainson's Hawk
Within 1 mile of nest

1:1

Within 1 to 5 miles of nest

0.75:1

Within 5 to 10 miles of nest

0.5:1

Li
I
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

4-101

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.4.7.1 Impacts
4.4.7.1.1 Land Use and Habitats
Under this alternative, conversion of habitat to urban uses would be the same as under the
Proposed Action. Thus, the potentially significant impacts associated with changes in the
amount of marsh habitat, vernal pools, and upland habitat attributed to urban development
under the Proposed Action also would be applicable to Alternative 2. Because the impacts
attributable to urban development would be the same as described for the Proposed Action,
the following evaluation focuses on difference in habitat and impacts to special-status
species attributable to differences in the habitat reserves.
About twice as much land would be incorporated into the habitat reserves under this
alternative compared with the Proposed Action. The area that would be developed contains
about 8,475 acres of rice,-404 acres of secondary canal, and 4,746 acres within one mile of a
Swainson's hawk nest,, excluding rice fields that would be subject to the giant garter snake
mitigation requirements. The remainder of the development area is within 5 miles of a
Swainson's hawk nest and totals 4,438 acres, not including rice fields subject to the giant
garter snake mitigation requirements. Based on the mitigation ratios shown in Table 4-18, a
total of 17,763 acres would be acquired and protected in habitat reserves. Of this acreage,
9,687 acres would be managed marsh and rice and 8,074 acres would be upland habitat that
provides foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks.

The total amount of land incorporated into the reserves (17,763 acres) under this alternative
would be nearly the same as Alternative 1, under which 17,500 acres would be incorporated
into the reserve system. Much of the basin would either be developed or incorporated into the
habitat reserves under Alternative 1. This situation also would occur under Alternative 2.

Marsh Habitat
This alternative would substantially increase the amount of marsh habitat in the Natomas
Basin. Very little native marsh (less than 100 acres) currently exists in the Natomas Basin.
Under Alternative 2, over 9,000 acres of managed marsh and rice would be created and
protected in perpetuity. As described for the Proposed Action, managed marsh provides
better habitat quality than rice for wetland-dependent species. This alternative would
substantially improve habitat conditions (both amount and quality) for marsh-associated
species in the Natomas Basin. Impacts resulting from changes in marsh habitat would be
less than significant.

Upland Habitat
Under this alternative, 8,074 acres of the reserve system would be upland habitat managed
predominantly to provide foraging habitat for Swainson's hawks. As described under the
Proposed Action, upland habitat on the habitat reserves would provide higher-quality
habitat than the agricultural fields that would be lost to urban development. While the total
amount of upland habitat in the Natomas Basin might not change substantially, this
alternative would substantially improve the quality of the available upland habitat for
upland-associated species. Given the improvement in habitat quality, impacts from changes
in upland habitat would be less than significant.
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Riparian Habitat
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For the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action, no substantial change in the
amount of riparian habitat would occur under Alternative 2. Therefore, impacts to riparian
habitat would be less than significant.

Oak Groves
For the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action, no substantial changes to oak
groves are expected under Alternative 2. Therefore, impacts to oak groves would be less
than significant.

Vernal Pool Habitat
The same measures for vernal pools would be implemented under Alternative 2 as under
the Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to vernal pools under this alternative would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action.

4.4.7.1.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and management activities would
be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects
to covered species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. Changes in the
total amount of habitat in the Natomas Basin for covered species would be generally similar
to Alternative 1. As such, effects to covered species under this alternative would be the same
as described for Alternative 1. The primary differences between this alternative and

Alternative 1 is that a greater amount of upland habitat would be incorporated into the
reserve system under Altemative 2, thereby providing improved habitat, quality and longterm certainty of the availability of upland habitat relative to Alternative 1. For the same
reasons described for Alternative 1, this alternative would reduce impacts attributable to
urban development to a less-than-significant level.

4.4.7.1.3 Other Special-status Species
Special-status species not covered by the ITPs would benefit from the creation and
protection of a substantial amount of marsh habitat and management and protection of
upland habitat for wildlife values. Avoidance and minimization measures for construction
and management activities would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore,
construction and management effects to other special-status species would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action (potentially significant in some cases).

4.4.7.1.4 Waterfowl
Waterfowl would benefit from the substantial increase in marsh habitat under this
Alternative 2. With the long-term protection and management of marsh habitat in the
habitat reserves, the Natomas Basin would continue to serve as an important wintering and
migratory stopover area for waterfowl.

4.4.7.2 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for potential impacts to habitat and covered species because the
overall impact of Alternative 2, including implementation of the planned conservation
.measures, would be less than significant. Potential impacts could occur to vernal pools and
some of the special-status species potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not
addressed in the HCP. Mitigation is required as described in Section 4.4.5.4.
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4.4.7.3 Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.5.4, all impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

4.4.8 Alternative 3. Reserve Zone Alternative
Alternative 3 identifies specific reserve zones that would be emphasized in reserve
acquisition efforts. These reserve zones would be outside the North and South Natomas
Community Plan areas, and outside of Sutter County's Industrial-Commercial Reserve.
Land acquisition would occur based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio as under the Proposed
Action. Alternative 3 differs from the Proposed Action, however, in that reserve acquisition
would focus on five overlapping zones that are distributed throughout the Natomas Basin
based on the habitat needs of giant garter snakes and Swainson's hawks, rather than on the
Proposed Action's broad requirement to mitigate generally within the basin.

I
1

^
^

The Proposed Action requires that the individual reserves be at least 400 acres in size, and
that one reserve block be at least 2,500 acres in size. The five zones would allow for the
minimum reserve sizes to be met as follows.
•

Swainson's Hawk Zone: two 400-acre blocks

•
•

Eastern Portion of the Natomas Basin: one 400-acre block
Fisherman's Lake Area: two 400-acre blocks

•
•

"Snake Alley": four 400-acre blocks
Northwestern Portion of the Natomas Basin: one 2,500-acre block and one 400-acre block

1

Any remaining`mitiga.tion acreage could be located within these five zones or elsewhere in
the Natomas Basin.

4.4.8.1 Impacts
4.4.8.1.1 Land Use and Habitats
Considering the basin as a whole, this alternative would have the same effects on land use
and habitats as the Proposed Action. Under this alternative, land acquisition would occur
based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio as under the Proposed Action. However, acquisition of
lands to incorporate into the reserve system would be focused in five areas selected on the
basis of the habitat needs and current distribution of giant garter snakes and Swainson's
hawks. The total amount of marsh habitat, upland habitat, and rice in the reserves would be
the same as under the Proposed Action. Effects of this alternative on marsh habitat and
upland habitat would be the same as described for the Proposed Action (less than
significant). The amount of riparian habitat and oak groves would not change substantially
under Alternative 3 for the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action. The same
measures for vernal pools would be implemented under Alternative 3 as under the
Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to vernal pools under this alternative would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action (potentially significant in some cases).

4.4.8.1.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 3 would be the same as
under the Proposed Action. Therefore, effects to covered species from changes in habitat
would be the same as described for the Proposed Action (less than significant). Avoidance
and minimization measures for construction and management activities would be the same
4-104
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as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects to covered
species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. (less than significant)
4.4.8.1.3 Other Special-status Species
Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 3 would be the same as
under the Proposed Action. Therefore, effects to other special-status species from changes in
habitat would be the same as described for the Proposed Action (less than significant).
Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and management activities would
be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects
to other special-status species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action
(potentially significant in some cases).

4.4.8.1.4 Waterfowl
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Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 3 would be the same as
under the Proposed Action. Therefore, effects to waterfowl would be the same as described
for the Proposed Action (less than significant).

4.4.8.2 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for potential impacts to habitat and covered species because the
overall impact of Alternative 3, including implementation of the planned conservation
measures, would be less than significant. Potential impacts could occur to vernal pools and
some of the special-status species potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not
addressed in the HCP. Mitigation is required as described in Section 4.4.5.4.

4.4.8.3 Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.5.4, all impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

4.4.9 Alternative 4. Reduced Development

I

For Alternative 4, developable lands have been reduced by 5,500 acres. Development of
12,000 acres under Alternative 4 (5,197 acres in the City of Sacramento, 4,820 acres in Sutter
County, and 1,983 acres for Metro Air Park) would result in the acquisition of 6,000 acres of
habitat reserves, at 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Acquisition criteria, management, oversight, and
other aspects of the planned habitat reserve system would remain the same as described in
the HCP.

1

4.4.9.1 Impacts
4.4.9.1.1 Land Use and Habitats

1

s

Under this alternative, 12,000 acres would be converted to urban uses. Although urban
development under this alternative would result in less habitat loss than the Proposed
Action, potentially significant impacts from changes in the amount of marsh habitat, vernal
pools, and upland habitat caused by urban development under the Proposed Action also
would be applicable to Alternative 4. With 12,000 acres of urban development, 6,000 acres
would be incorporated into the habitat reserves. The percent composition of habitat reserves
would be the same as under the Proposed Action (i.e., 25 percent marsh habitat, 25 percent
upland habitat, and 50 percent rice). Thus, the reserves would support 1,500 acres each of
managed marsh and upland habitat and 3,000 acres of rice. Lands not converted to urban
uses or incorporated into the habitat reserves would remain predominantly in agriculture.
E042002017SAC1161795(004.DOC)
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Baseline and future land uses are shown in Table 4-19. The primary differences between this
alternative and the Proposed Action would be that a greater amount of habitat (principally
rice and nonrice crops) would not be subject to authorized development, and a smaller
amount of land would be incorporated into the habitat reserve system. Considering the
Natomas Basin as a whole and assuming that no development occurs other than the 12,000
acres of authorized development under this alternative, Alternative 4 would provide about
5,000 acres more habitat consisting of rice and row crops than the Proposed Action (see
Tables 4-2 and 4-19). The amount of habitat protected in perpetuity in the reserves, however,
would be about 2,750 acres less than under the Proposed Action.

1

TABLE 4-19

Land Use Acreage in the Natomas Basin under Baseline and Future Conditions Under Alternative 4 (acres)
HCP
Baseline

City of
Sacramento

Metro Air
Park

Sutter
County

Total
Change

Future
Conditiona

Airport

1,561

(11)

0

(13)

(25)

1,536

Alfalfa

372

0

0

0

0

372

Canals

493

0

0

0

0

493

Grassland

868

(288)

0

(86)

(374)

494

Habitat Class

Highways

1,206

0

0

0

0

1,206

Idle

1,440

(437)

(50)

(5)

(489)

952

Nonrice crops

16,571

(2,997)

(325)

(982)

(4,304)

12,267

Oak groves

98

(4)

(2)

0

(6)

92

Orchard

181

(8)

0

0

(8)

173

Other

476

(20)

0

0

(20)

456

Pasture

682

(16)

(22)

(65)

(103)

579

97

(5)

(4)

(6)

(15)

82

22,979

(628)

(1,541)

(3,583)

(5,752)

17,227

Riparian

123

(16)

0

0

(16)

108

Ruderal

1,940

(730)

(6)

(57)

(793)

1,147

Rural
residential

319

(33)

(10)

(22)

(66)

253

Tree groves

107

(7)

(23)

0

(30)

78

4,024

5,197

1,983

4,820

12,000

16,025

0

0

53,537

Ponds and
seasonally
wet areas
Rice

Urban
TOTAL
a

53,537

0

0

Marsh Habitat
Under this alternative, 1,500 acres of managed marsh would be created and protected on the
habitat reserves. As explained for the Proposed Action, the managed marsh on the habitat
reserves would provide higher habitat quality than the rice that would be lost to urban
development. Rice in the habitat reserves and remaining in the Natomas Basin outside of
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Does not include the effects associated with the creation of habitat reserves.

Source: Habitat and Land Use Assessment Database (CH2M HILL, 2002)
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development areas and habitat reserves also would provide habitat for marsh-associated
wildlife, and impacts resulting from changes in marsh habitat would be less than significant.
Upland Habitat

I

The habitat reserves would contain 1,500 acres of upland habitat managed predominantly to
support foraging by Swainson's hawks. As explained for the Proposed Action, upland
habitat on the reserves would provide higher-quality habitat than that lost to urban
development. Agricultural fields, pastures, and grasslands outside of development areas
and the habitat reserves would continue to provide habitat for upland-associated wildlife.
Creation and management of upland habitat on the reserves would reduce the impact
resulting from reduced upland habitat (i.e., alfalfa, grassland, idle, nonrice crops, pasture,
and ruderal) to a less-than-significant level.

Riparian Habitat

I
I

For the same reasons as described for the Proposed Action, no substantial change in the
amount of riparian habitat would occur under Alternative 4. Therefore, impacts to riparian
habitat would be less than significant.

Oak Groves
For the same reasons as described above for the Proposal Action, no substantial change in
oak groves is expected under Alternative 4. Therefore, impacts to oak groves would be less
than significant.

Vernal Pool Habitat

I

The same measures for vernal pools would be implemented under Alternative 4 as under
the Proposed Action. Therefore, impacts to vernal pools under this alternative would be the
same as described for the Proposed Action.

1

4.4.9.1.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 4 would be generally
similar to those projected under the Proposed Action and, therefore, effects to covered
species from changes in habitat would be the same as described for the Proposed Action.
Avoidance and minimization measures for construction and management activities would
be the same as under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects
to covered species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action (less than
significant).

4.4.9.1.3 Other Special-status Species

E

J
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Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 4 would be similar to the
Proposed Action and, therefore, effects to other special-status species from changes in
habitat would be the same as described for the Proposed Action. Avoidance and
minimization measures for construction and management activities would be the same as
under the Proposed Action. Therefore, construction and management effects to other
special-status species would be the same as described for the Proposed Action (potentially
significant in some cases).

4.4.9.1.4 Waterfowl
Future habitat conditions in the Natomas Basin under Alternative 4 would be similar to the
Proposed Action. Therefore, effects to waterfowl would be the same as described for the
Proposed Action (less than significant).
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4.4.9.2 Mitigation Measures
No mitigation is required for potential impacts to habitat and covered species because the
overall impact of Alternative 4, including implementation of the planned conservation.
measures, would be less than significant. Potential impacts could occur to vernal pools and
some of the special-status species potentially occurring in the Natomas Basin that are not
addressed in the HCP. Mitigation is required as described in Section 4.4.5.4.

1

4.4.9.3 Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of mitigation measures described in Section 4.4.5.4, all impacts to
biological resources would be less than significant.

4.4.10 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
4.4.10.1 Impacts
Under the No Action Alternative, no incidental take authorization would be issued to the
City, Sutter County, the Conservancy, RD 1000, or Natomas Mutual by the USFWS and
CDFG, and no comprehensive HCP would be implemented. In the absence of a
comprehensive habitat conservation planning program, the needs of listed species would be
addressed on a project-by-project basis.

4.4.10.1.1 Land Use and Habitats
Urban development would still be expected to occur in the City, Sutter County, and at
Metro Air Park under the No Action Alternative. If a federal action is not triggered,
individual developers could seek Section 10 ITPs on a project-by-project basis, and habitat
mitigation would be identified and implemented on a project-specific basis. Mitigation
ratios similar to those under Alternative 2 probably would be used to identify appropriate
mitigation. Thus, the composition and amount of habitat created and protected under the
No Action Alternative would be expected to be similar to Alternative 2 for the same level of
development. However, whereas most of the habitat created and protected under
Alternative 2 would be in the Natomas Basin, the location of habitat mitigation under the
No Action Alternative would not be similarly constrained. As such, there would be no
guarantee regarding the amount of habitat that would remain in the Natomas Basin, and the
coordinated conservation strategy of the Proposed Action would not be realized.
Furthermore, because mitigation would be conducted on a project-by-project basis,
mitigation sites could be small and fragmented and therefore the benefits of the large,
contiguous blocks that would be created under the Proposed Action would not be realized.
The implementation of habitat mitigation under the No Action Alternative also would
potentially occur at unknown future dates, thus delaying creation of habitat reserves and
implementation of other HCP measures (or not occurring at all). In Sutter County, the
General Plan would not be amended to retain lands within the Swainson's Hawk Zone in

4.4.10.1.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
Under the No Action Alternative, avoidance and mitigation measures for specific species
would be implemented on project-specific basis. Take of state- or federally-listed species
would need to be authorized by the CDFG and/or USFWS if a proposed development
would result in the take of listed species. As described above under Land Use and Habitats,
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agriculture and these lands could be developed.
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habitats for listed species would be mitigated on a project-specific basis. Avoidance
measures and habitat enhancements included in the Proposed Action for unlisted species
would not be implemented.

4.4.10.1.3 Other Special-status Species

t

Some species that are state-listed or federally-listed, but not proposed for coverage in the
ITPs, could be adversely affected by urban development. Mitigation measures would be
implemented for these species on a case-by-case basis. Special-status species not proposed
for coverage would respond to habitat changes resulting from urban development and
associated habitat mitigation.

4.4.10.1.4 Waterfowl
Rice fields should continue to be abundant in the Natomas Basin and would continue to
support wintering waterfowl. If marsh habitat is created as mitigation for giant garter
snakes, waterfowl would also use this habitat.

4.4.11 Independent Implementation

1

I
L
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In implementing the HCP, the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the Conservancy
each would receive an ITP from the USFWS and CDFG (see Chapter 1: Purpose and
Need/Objectives, and Chapter 2: Proposed Action and Alternatives). Although RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual are not filing applications or seeking ITPs at this time, their
participation/non participation is evaluated in this section because they may seek permits
at a future date.
The preceding analysis of the Proposed Action considered the effects with participation in
the HCP and receipt of ITPs by all these permit applicants. Each of these applicants,
however, could independently implement the HCP. This section discloses the effects on
biological resources if these entities independently implemented the HCP or if some but not
all of the permittees participated.
Overall, the HCP contains mechanisms to assess incrementally the effects of implementing
the HCP conservation measures. The two mechanisms are: (1) an overall program review
that would be conducted when urban development of 9,000 acres has been reached, and (2)
an independent midpoint review that applies only to the land-use agencies. The intent of
these reviews is to recognize that uncertainties exist in the HCP plan implementation,
including levels of development, program adaptations related to the future giant garter
snake recovery plan, possible development of a Swainson's hawk recovery plan, and the
ultimate location of the habitat reserves. Although the adaptive management program of the
CP is designed to address many of these uncertainties, the overall and midpoint review
programs are intended to supplement these other HCP provisions. These review
mechanisms are described briefly below and in detail in Sections VI.I and VI.J of the HCP.
•

Un

L Il

Overall program review: This would be conducted after 9,000 acres of urban
development have occurred. During that review, an additional 3,000 acres (but not more
than 12,000 acres) could be developed. Issues that would be evaluated include: (1) the
status and population trends of the giant garter snake, Swainson's hawk, and other
covered species; (2) status and effectiveness of the habitat reserve system, including its
buffer and setback requirements; (3) the success of the HCP in meeting the 2,500- and
400-acre minimum habitat block size requirements; (4) the status and effectiveness of the
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HCP. funding mechanisms; (5) the relative status and distribution of developed lands and
reserve lands within each of the land-use agencies' jurisdictions; (6) the success of the 25
percent managed marsh/50 percent rice ratio for supporting giant garter snakes; and (7)
compliance of the water agencies with approved canal and ditch maintenance practices.
•

Independent midpoint review for land use agencies: In addition to the overall review,
both the City and Sutter County would conduct a midpoint review to provide additional
assurances that the HCP's objectives are being achieved, in the event that development
occurs more rapidly than projected or if one of the land-use agencies discontinues
participation in the HCP.

Overall, these two review mechanisms address the contingency of independent
implementation of the HCP by individual permittees. The remainder of this analysis
provides specific detail on the impacts to biological resources if the permittees
independently implement the HCP (and in the absence of the midpoint reviews).

4.4.11.1 Land Use and Habitats
The primary conservation strategy of the Proposed Action is creating and protecting habitat
reserves at a 0.5:1 ratio of acres protected in the habitat reserves for every acre developed (see
Section 2.3 for,a discussion of the covered activities). Creation and management of habitat
reserves would remain the primary conservation strategy if either the City of Sacramento or
Sutter County independently implemented the Proposed Action. The total acreage acquired,
however, would be reduced to reflect the level of urban development within the participating
agency's jurisdiction. Under the Proposed Action, the habitat reserves are to consist of 25
percent managed marsh, 50 percent rice and 25 percent upland habitat. If only the City of
Sacramento or Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, it would be considered a
changed circumstance under the HCP. For this changed circumstance, the HCP allows for an
assessment of the percent habitat composition and an adjustment in consideration of the
habitats affected by urban development in the participating jurisdiction. If only the water
agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat reserves would be created.
As an entity responsible for implementing the HCP, the Conservancy also would hold an
ITP. The ITP. would authorize any take of covered species that occurs as a result of
management activities by the Conservancy on the habitat reserves. The Conservancy exists
because of and is financially supported by actions taken by the City of Sacramento and
Sutter County. In the event that these agencies did not participate in implementation of the
HCP, the Conservancy would continue to manage the habitat reserves that have been
acquired to date for the benefit of species covered by the ITPs. No additional reserve lands
would be acquired. The successful implementation of the HCP depends on participation of a
plan operator. If the Conservancy did not participate, the permittees would select a new
plan operator to continue to acquire and manage habitat reserve lands.

4.4.11.1.1 Marsh Habitat
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres in the Natomas Basin would be converted from existing uses to urban
development. This development would affect 1,097 acres of rice, ponds and seasonally wet
areas, and canals. As described under the Proposed Action, 50 percent of the reserve lands
would be managed as rice and 25 percent would be managed as marsh. This would result in
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3,019 acres of the habitat reserves providing habitat for marsh-associated species. This is
approximately three times the acreage that would be converted to urban uses. Managed
marsh would be created on about 1,000 acres. Managed marsh would provide higher-quality
habitat than the approximately 1,000 acres of rice that would be lost to urban development.

I
I

Independent implementation by the City of Sacramento, however, would constitute a
changed circumstance under the HCP. In this case, the HCP allows for the percent habitat
composition of the reserves to be adjusted to reflect more accurately the habitat that would
be affected (see the introduction to Section 4.4.11 for a discussion of the overall and
midpoint review programs and the ability of the City to use these two review mechanisms

to address the contingency of independent implementation of the HCP). Because a relatively
greater amount of upland habitat would be affected by urban development in the City of
Sacramento, the habitat reserves could contain a higher percentage of upland habitat. Given
the relatively small amount of marsh habitat (about 1,000 acres) that would be affected, the
City could increase the amount of upland habitat in the reserves and still mitigate impacts
associated with reduced marsh habitat to a level that is less than significant.
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 5,802 acres of marsh habitat (i.e., rice, ponds and
seasonally wet areas, and canals). As described under the Proposed Action, 50 percent of the
reserve lands would be managed as rice and 25 percent would be managed as marsh. This
would result in 2,800 acres of the habitat reserves providing habitat for marsh-associated
species, which is about one-half the amount that would be converted to urban uses. The
managed marsh and rice on the habitat reserves would provide higher-quality habitat than
the rice that would be lost to urban development.

i
u
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Comparable to the City, independent implementation by Sutter County would constitute a
changed circumstance under the HCP, and the Proposed Action allows for the percent
habitat composition of the reserves to be adjusted to reflect more accurately the habitat that
would be affected (see the introduction to Section 4.4.11 for a discussion of the overall and
midpoint review programs and the ability of Sutter County to use these two review
mechanisms to address the contingency of independent implementation of the HCP).
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the HCP, no habitat reserves
would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. Changes in marsh habitat from urban
development would be same as under the No Action Alternative. The water agencies would
implement measures to avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on
giant garter snakes (e.g., reduced management intensity) which could increase the value of
canals and ditches to marsh-associated wildlife.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Effects to marsh habitat from
actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be the
same as described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.1.2 Upland Habitat
City of Sacramento. Under the Proposed Action, 8,050 acres would be developed in the City
of Sacramento. This development would affect 6,917 acres of upland habitat. The habitat
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reserve system would consist of 4,025 acres. Under the Proposed Action, the habitat reserves
are to consist of 25 percent managed marsh, 25 percent upland habitat, and 50 percent rice.
With 25 percent of the habitat reserves, 1,006 acres in the habitat reserves specifically would
be upland habitat. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
however, this would be considered a changed circumstance and the percentage composition
of the habitat reserves could be adjusted in response to the specific habitats affected by the
participating jurisdiction. Thus, the amount of upland habitat could be increased to match
more closely the anticipated reduction in upland habitat (see the introduction to Section
4.4.11 for a discussion of the overall and midpoint review programs and the ability of the
City to use these two review mechanisms to address the contingency of independent
implementation of the HCP).
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 1,860 acres of upland habitat. With 25 percent of the
habitat reserves as upland habitat, 933 acres in the reserves would be upland habitat. This
acreage is about one-half the total amount of upland habitat that would be converted to
urban uses. This acreage would be provided within the reserve lands. Because of the small
net loss of upland habitat, no substantial adverse effects to species associated with upland
habitat would be expected.

Comparable to the City, independent implementation by Sutter County would constitute a
changed circumstance under the HCP, and the Proposed Action allows for the percent
habitat composition of the reserves to be adjusted to reflect more accurately the habitat that
would be affected (see the introduction to Section 4.4.11 for a discussion of the overall and
midpoint review programs and the ability of Sutter County to use these two review
mechanisms to address the contingency of independent implementation of the HCP).
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. Changes in upland habitat from
urban development would be same as under the No Action Alternative. Management
activities by the water agencies would not affect upland habitat.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Effects to upland habitat from
actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as
described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.1.3 Riparian Habitat

I

I
I

City of Sacramento. No adverse effects to riparian habitat would occur if only the City
implemented the Proposed Action, because riparian habitat that would be affected by urban
development occurs only in a small area of land adjacent to the 1-5 off ramp to Del Paso
Road. Other riparian habitat near Fisherman's Lake would be protected because an
agricultural buffer is planned along the eastern boundary of Fisherman's Lake.

Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, no adverse effects
to riparian habitat would occur. As described for the Proposed Action, urban development
within the City of Sacramento would have a minimal effect on riparian habitat. Continued
management activities by the water agencies would not affect riparian habitat. The amount
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of riparian habitat in the Natomas Basin could be increased through management of the
habitat reserves.
_

I

Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no
substantial change in riparian habitat would occur. As described for the Proposed Action,
no substantial change in riparian habitat in the Natomas Basin would occur from urban
development in the City of Sacramento or Sutter County or continued activities by the
water agencies. If only the water agencies participated (i.e., the land use agencies did not
participate), the expected benefits to riparian habitat would not occur relative to the
Proposed Action increase because habitat reserves would not be established nor would a
tree-planting program be implemented.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented
the Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Riparian habitat would be
expected to increase as management of the habitat reserves includes planting of riparian
trees.

4.4.11.1.4 Oak Groves
City of Sacramento. Impacts to oak groves could occur if only the City implemented the
Proposed Action, but it is expected that removal of oak groves would be prohibited as a
condition of site-specific development review in accordance with City and Sacramento
County Tree Ordinance requirements.

i
I

Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, impacts would be the
same as described above for the City because of City and Sacramento County Tree Ordinance
requirements, and because no oak groves are located in Sutter County's permit area.
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, impacts
would be the same as described above for the City because of the City and Sacramento
County Tree Ordinance requirements, and because no oak groves are located in Sutter
County's permit area.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. If only the Conservancy implemented the Proposed Action, its
actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing acquired habitat reserves for
the benefit of covered species. Oak tree.planting is expected to occur on the habitat reserves,
and therefore oak groves would be expected to increase.

4.4.11.1.5 Vernal Pool Habitat

'

City of Sacramento. Effects to vernal pools with implementation of the Proposed Action by
the City of Sacramento would be the same as with participation by all permittees. Prior to
issuance of development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If
vernal pools or covered vernal pool species were identified, avoidance and mitigation
measures would be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all applicants
(i.e., Sutter County, Conservancy, water agencies).
Implementation by the City of Sacramento only would not result in protection to vernal
pools in Sutter County. If urban development by Sutter County would affect vernal pools
that are jurisdictional wetlands, developers would need to obtain a permit from the ACOE.
Through this process, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures could be required.
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Sutter County. Effects to vernal pools with implementation of the Proposed Action by Sutter
County would be the same as with participation by all permittees. Prior to issuance of '
development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If vernal pools
or covered vernal pool species were identified, avoidance and mitigation measures would
be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all applicants.
Implementation by Sutter. County only would not provide any protection to vernal pools in
the City of Sacramento, which could be affected by urban development. If urban
development by the City of Sacramento would affect vernal pools that are jurisdictional
wetlands, developers would need to obtain a permit from the ACOE. Through this process,
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures could be required.

7

Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, the
requirements for vernal pools related to urban development would not be implemented
under the Proposed Action. Current regulatory requirements consist of conducting
preconstruction surveys, obtaining ACOE permits if jurisdictional wetlands are involved,
conducting Section 7 consultation with the USFWS if ACOE permitting is required, and
implementing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. This permitting process
would continue even if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action. If a vernal
pool that was not jurisdictional would be affected by urban development, no protections for
these resources would be afforded if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing

acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. If vernal pools occurred on the
habitat reserves, the Conservancy would maintain and protect these resources. If urban
development in the City of Sacramento or Sutter County would affect vernal pools that are
jurisdictional wetlands, developers would need to obtain a permit from the ACOE. Through
this process, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures could be required.

I

4.4.11.2 Species Covered Under the ITPs
The following discussion evaluates the effects on each of the covered species with
independent implementation by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual, and the Conservancy. Unless otherwise stated, the habitat composition of
the reserves is assumed to be 25 percent managed marsh, 50 percent rice, and 25 percent
upland habitat.

4.4.11.2.1 Delta Tule Pea
City of. Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed. This development would affect 7 acres of ponds and
seasonally wet areas, and 117 acres of canals and ditches for a total of 124 acres of affected
potential habitat for Delta tule pea. On the habitat reserves, 1,006 acres of managed marsh
would be created, which would provide potential habitat for Delta tule pea. This acreage
would more than offset the 124 acres of potential habitat predicted to be affected by urban
development in the City of Sacramento.
Sutter County. Development in Sutter County would affect 10 acres of ponds and seasonally
wet areas and 215 acres of canals and ditches for a total impact to potential Delta tule,pea of
225 acres. With total urban development of 7,467 acres, 3,733 acres would be incorporated
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into a habitat reserve system. The reserve system would support about 933 acres of
managed marsh, which would provide potential habitat for Delta tule pea. This acreage
would more than offset the 225 acres of potential habitat predicted to be affected by urban
development in Sutter County.
Water Agencies. Independent implementation of the Proposed Action by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual would not be expected to affect Delta tule pea because this species' known
distribution does not include the Natomas Basin and it is not known to inhabit the basin. If
the species colonized canals or ditches in the future, management activities-conducted by
RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual could affect individuals. No additional permanent habitat
reserves with restored marsh habitat would be created that would provide potential habitat
for Delta tule pea. In addition, no attempts to introduce Delta tule pea would be made.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from
actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as
described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.2 Sanford's Arrowhead

t
I

City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed. This development would affect 7 acres of ponds and
seasonally wet areas, and 117 acres of canals and ditches for a total of 124 acres of potential
affected habitat for Sanford's arrowhead. On the habitat reserves, 1,006 acres of managed
marsh would be created, which would provide potential habitat for Sanford's arrowhead.
This acreage would more than offset the 124 acres of potential habitat predicted to be
affected by urban development in the City of Sacramento; therefore, impacts would be less
than significant.
Sutter County. Development in Sutter County would affect 10 acres of ponds and seasonally
wet areas, and 215 acres of canals and ditches for a total impact to potential Sanford's
arrowhead of 225 acres. With total urban development of 7,467 acres, 3,733 acres would be
incorporated into a habitat reserve system. The reserve system would support about 933 acres
of managed marsh, which would provide potential habitat for Sanford's arrowhead. This
acreage would more than offset the 225 acres of potential habitat predicted to be affected by
urban development in Sutter County; therefore, impacts would be less than significant.
Water Agencies. Independent implementation of the Proposed Action by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual would not be expected to affect Sanford's arrowhead because this species
is not known to inhabit the basin. If the species colonized canals or ditches in the future,
management activities conducted by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual could affect individual
animals. No additional permanent habitat reserves with restored marsh habitat would be
created to provide potential habitat for Sanford's arrowhead. Further, no attempts to
introduce Sanford's arrowhead would be made.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from

E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRlEIS

4-115

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as
described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.3 Vernal Pool Species
City of Sacramento. Effects to vernal pools with implementation of the Proposed Action by
the City of Sacramento would be the same as with participation by all applicants. Prior to
issuance of development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If
vernal pools or covered vernal pool species were identified, avoidance and mitigation
measures would be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all applicants.
Sutter County. Effects to vernal pools under implementation of the Proposed Action by
Sutter County would be the same as with participation by all applicants. Prior to issuance of
development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If vernal pools
or covered vernal pool species were identified, avoidance and mitigation measures would
be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all applicants.

i

Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, the
requirements for vernal pool species related to urban development would not be
implemented under the Proposed Action because the water agencies' covered activities do
not directly affect vernal pool species. Current regulatory requirements consist of
conducting preconstruction surveys, obtaining ACOE permits if jurisdictional wetlands are
involved, conducting Section 7 consultation with the USFWS if ACOE permitting is
required, and implementing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. If ACOE
permitting and Section 7 consultations are not necessary, the land-use agencies would work
with the USFWS and CDFG to identify specific measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate
impacts to vernal pool species pursuant to the Proposed Action if the development action
would affect vernal pools or vernal pool species.-This latter protective measure would not
be implemented if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No

f

Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.4 California Tiger Salamander
City of Sacramento. Effects to California tiger salamander with implementation of the
Proposed Action by the City of Sacramento would be the same as with participation by all
applicants. Prior to issuance of development permits, areas proposed for development
would be surveyed. If vernal pools or other wetland habitat or tiger salamanders were
identified, avoidance and mitigation measures would be implemented in the same manner
as with participation by all applicants.
Sutter County. Effects to California tiger salamander with implementation of the Proposed
Action by Sutter County would be the same as with participation by all applicants. Prior to
issuance of development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If
vernal pools or other wetland habitat or tiger salamanders were identified, avoidance and
mitigation measures would be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all
applicants.
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Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, the
requirements of the HCP related to urban development for vernal pools and specifically
for tiger salamanders would not be implemented. The requirements of the Proposed Action
consist of conducting preconstruction surveys, obtaining ACOE permits if jurisdictional
wetlands are involved, conducting Section 7 consultation with the USFWSif ACOE
permitting is required, and implementing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures.
If ACOE permitting and Section 7 consultations are not necessary, the City and Sutter County
would work with the USFWS and CDFG to identify specific measures to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts to vernal pool species (including tiger salamanders) if the development
action would affect vernal pools or vernal pool species. This latter protective measure would
not be implemented if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.5 Western Spadefoot Toad
City of Sacramento. Effects to western spadefoot toads with implementation of the Proposed
Action by the City of Sacramento would be the same as with participation by all applicants.
Prior to issuance of development permits, areas proposed for development would be
surveyed. If vernal pools or other wetland habitat or spadefoot toads were identified,
avoidance and mitigation measures would be implemented in the same manner as with
participation by all applicants.
Sutter County. Effects to spadefoot toads with implementation of the Proposed Action by
Sutter County would be the same as with participation by all applicants. Prior to issuance of
development permits, areas proposed for development would be surveyed. If vernal pools
or other wetland habitat or spadefoot toads were identified, avoidance and mitigation
measures would be implemented in the same manner as with participation by all applicants.

t

Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, the
requirements of the HCP related to urban development for vernal pools and specifically for
spadefoot toads would not be implemented. The requirements of the Proposed Action consist
of conducting preconstruction surveys, obtaining ACOE permits if jurisdictional wetlands are
involved, conducting Section 7 consultation with the USFWS if ACOE permitting is required,
and implementing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. If ACOE permitting
and Section 7 consultations are not necessary, the City and Sutter County would work with
the USFWS and CDFG to identify specific measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts
to vernal pool species (including western spadefoot toad) if the development action would
affect vernal pools or vernal.pool species. This latter protective measure would not be
implemented if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.
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4.4.11.2.6 Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle
City of Sacramento. No riparian habitat would be affected if only the City of Sacramen.to
implemented the Proposed Action. An unknown number of elderberry shrubs potentially
inhabited by VELB could be affected by urban development in the City of Sacramento. The
Service's Conservation Guidelines would be followed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate the
impacts of urban development on VELB. The amount of potential habitat for VELB would
probably increase over time as seedlings planted to compensate for removal of mature
shrubs became large enough for VELB. Following the Service's Conservation Guidelines
would mitigate for development-related impacts in the City of Sacramento.
Sutter County. If Sutter County independently implemented the Proposed Action, mitigation
for removal of elderberry shrubs during urban development would follow the USFWS's
Conservation Guidelines, Following these guidelines would mitigate for development-related
impacts in Sutter County and, therefore, impacts would be less than significant.

Water Agencies. Although urban development would not be covered by the Proposed Action
if only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, developers would need
incidental take authorization to remove elderberry shrubs inhabited by VELB. Any removal of
elderberry shrubs because of development therefore would be mitigated in accordance with
the Conservation Guidelines, with similar effects to participation by all applicants anticipated.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the existing
acquired habitat reserves for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from
actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as
described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.7 Giant Garter Snake
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed. This would affect 1,094 acres of giant garter snake habitat
(i.e., rice, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and canals). As described under the Proposed
Action, 50 percent of the reserve lands would be managed as rice and 25 percent would be
managed as marsh. On this basis, 3,019 acres in the habitat reserves would provide habitat
for giant garter snake. The managed marsh and rice on the habitat reserves would provide
higher-quality habitat than the rice acreage that would be converted to urban development.
If the City of Sacramento implemented the HCP independently, the conservation strategy
would mitigate the impacts to giant garter snakes associated with urban development
within the City limits to a level that is less than significant.
If only the City participates (i.e., if the water agencies did not participate), no impacts would
occur to the giant garter snake as a result of nonparticipation by the water agencies, because
the canals and ditches would be maintained by the water agencies, regardless of whether
RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual participated in implementing the HCP. As discussed in Section
IV.C.1.d and shown in Figure 17 of the HCP, the water agencies have identified key canals
that would be maintained for the duration of the 50-year permit term. These canals would
be maintained as part of the water agencies' ongoing operations and would not be affected
by their participation (or lack of participation) in the HCP.
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Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 5,802 acres of giant garter snake habitat (i.e., rice, ponds
and seasonally wet areas, and canals). Most of the reduction in potential habitat (i.e.,
existing acreage) would be rice (5,577 acres). Smaller amounts of canals (215 acres) and
ponds and seasonally wet areas (10 acres) would also be converted by urban development.
With 75 percent of the habitat reserves managed as rice and managed marsh, 2,800 acres in
the habitat reserves would provide habitat for the giant garter snake. Of this amount, 1,866
acres would be rice and 934 acres would be managed marsh. The managed marsh would
provide permanent, year-round habitat currently available only in canals and ponds and
seasonally wet areas. The managed marsh would mitigate the. impact to this important
habitat at a ratio of about 4:1. The managed marsh and rice on the habitat reserves would
provide higher-quality habitat than the rice that would be converted to urban development,
resulting in impacts that are less than significant. It is anticipated that only about one third
of the rice acreage that would be affected by urban development would be incorporated into
the reserve system. As discussed above, the rice on the reserve system would provide
higher-quality habitat than the rice acreage that would be affected by development. What is
uncertain, however, is whether the 2,800 acres of higher-quality habitat on the reserves (both
the rice and managed marsh) would provide the equivalent habitat value of the existing
acreage (i.e., rice, canals, and ponds and seasonally wet areas).

If only Sutter County participates, (i.e., if the water agencies did not participate), no impacts
would occur to the giant garter snake as a result of nonparticipation by the water agencies
because the canals and ditches would be maintained by the water agencies, regardless of
whether RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual participated in implementing the HCP. As discussed
in Section IV.C.1.d and shown in Figure 17 of the HCP, the water agencies have identified
key canals that would be maintained for the duration of the 50-year permit term. These
canals would be maintained as part of the water agencies' ongoing operations and would
not be affected by their participation (or lack of participation) in the HCP. In addition, if
Sutter County did not participate, any development that occurred would be subject to
Section 7 consultation under the ESA. This process would lead to site-specific mitigation
measures being developed for the giant garter snake.
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. The water agencies would
implement measures to avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on
giant garter snakes. These measures could have beneficial effects on the giant garter snake
population in the Natomas Basin by reducing injury and mortality of snakes as well as
improving the quality of the canals and ditches as habitat for giant garter snakes.

I

e

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.8 Northwestern Pond Turtle
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed which would affect 1,118 acres of potential habitat for
northwestern pond turtles (i.e., rice, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and canals). With
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75 percent of the habitat reserves as rice or managed marsh, 3,019 acres in the habitat
reserves would be habitat for northwestern pond turtles, about three times more than would
be converted to urban uses. Managed marsh would be created on about 1,000 acres. Managed
marsh would provide 1-ugher-quality habitat than the approximately 1,000 acres of rice that
would be lost to urban development. In addition, upland habitat on the reserves would
provide requisite nesting and wintering habitat. With the City of Sacramento's independent
implementation of the Proposed Action, the conservation strategy would mitigate the impacts
to northwestern pond turtles associated with urban development within the City limits.

I

Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed which would affect 5,802 acres of pond turtle habitat (i.e., rice, ponds and
seasonally wet areas, and canals). The habitat reserves would contain 933 acres of managed
marsh, 933 acres of upland habitat and 1,867 acres of rice, unless these acreages were
adjusted in consideration of the adaptive management and midpoint review mechanisms if
all the applicants do not participate. Based on Jennings and Hayes (1994), the availability of
nesting habitat and rearing habitat free from predators and competitors appears to be the
primary limiting factors to pond turtle populations in California. If these factors are
similarly critical for pond turtles in the Natomas Basin, the habitat reserves would be
expected to benefit northwestern pond turtles by providing areas where they can
successfully reproduce.

Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. The water agencies would
implement measures to avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on
giant garter snakes. These measures could have beneficial effects to the northwestern pond
turtle population in the Natomas Basin by reducing injury and mortality of turtles as well as
improving the quality of the canals and ditches as habitat for pond turtles.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.9 White-faced Ibis
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed. This development would affect 1,094 acres of potential
habitat for white-faced ibis (i.e., rice, ponds and seasonally wet areas, canals). A 4,025-acre
habitat reserve system would be created, consisting of 25 percent managed marsh, 25
percent upland habitat and 50 percent rice. All of these habitats are potential habitat for
white-faced ibis. Thus, about four times more habitat would be protected in the reserves
than would be converted to urban uses. The habitat reserves would also provide
higher-quality habitat. With this higher quality of habitat expected on the reserves, and
considering that foraging habitat on wintering grounds and migratory routes probably is
not limiting to ibis, protection and enhancement of four times the acreage affected by urban
development would mitigate the impacts to white-faced ibis associated with urban
development within the City limits. The creation of marsh habitat could support nesting
and benefit the species, considering that nesting is the primary concern for this species.
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Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 5,802 acres of habitat potentially used by white-faced ibis
(i.e., rice, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and canals). The habitat reserves would consist of
about 933 acres of managed marsh, 933 acres of upland habitat, and 1,867 acres of rice, for a
total of 3,733 acres. For the same reasons as explained above for the City of Sacramento, the
creation of managed marsh could benefit ibis by creating nesting opportunities.
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. The water agencies would
implement measures to avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on
giant garter snakes. These measures could have minor beneficial effects to white-faced ibis
by reducing the disturbance of ibis that might be foraging in the canals or ditches.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.10 Tricolored Blackbird
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed, affecting 148 acres of potential nesting habitat for tricolored
blackbird (i.e., riparian, ponds and seasonally wet areas, and canals). With 25 percent of the
habitat reserves as managed marsh, 1,006 acres in the habitat reserves would be habitat for
high-quality nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird, about 10 times more than would be
converted to urban uses. With the City of Sacramento's independent implementation of the
Proposed Action, the conservation strategy would more than offset the impacts to tricolored
blackbirds potentially resulting from urban development within the City limits. The
substantial increase in suitable nesting habitat and its long-term protection would benefit
tricolored blackbird.

Sutter County. Urban development proposed in Sutter County would result in the loss of
about 225 acres of potential nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird. With 25 percent of the
habitat reserves as managed marsh, 933 acres in the habitat reserves would be high-quality
nesting habitat for tricolored blackbird, about four times the acreage that would be
converted to urban uses. This level of habitat creation and protection would more than
offset the impacts to tricolored blackbirds resulting from urban development in Sutter
County. The substantial increase in suitable nesting habitat and its long-term protection
would benefit tricolored blackbird.
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. As explained above, management
activities conducted by the water agencies are not anticipated to adversely affect tricolored
blackbirds.

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
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of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No

1

Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.11 Swainson's Hawk
City of Sacramento. Under the Proposed Action, 8,050 acres would be developed in the City
of Sacramento. This development would affect 6,925 acres of potential foraging habitat for
Swainson's hawk, of which 3,679 acres would be within 1 mile of known nest sites. As
explained above, urban development in the City of Sacramento has the potential to lead to
the abandonment of two existing territories.
The primary conservation strategy of the Proposed Action for mitigating the impacts of
urban development is creating and protecting habitat reserves at a 0.5:1 ratio of acres
protected in the habitat reserves for every acre developed. The habitat reserve system would
consist of 4,025 acres. Under the Proposed Action, the habitat reserves are to consist of
25 percent managed marsh, 25 percent upland habitat, and 50 percent rice. Specifically, 1,006
acres in the habitat reserves would be upland habitat managed for Swainson's hawk foraging.
If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action, this would be considered a
changed circumstance and the percentage composition of the habitat reserves could be

adjusted as part of the adaptive management and midpoint review programs in response to
the specific habitats affected by the participating jurisdiction. Thus, the amount of upland
habitat could be increased to match more closely the anticipated reduction in upland habitat
if only the City were to participate. Foraging opportunities for hawks also would be available
in portions of the rice and managed marsh on the reserves, which would be considered in
adjusting the habitat proportions of the reserves. In addition to creation and protection of the
habitat reserves, the City of Sacramento would implement other measures for Swainson's
hawk. These measures include protecting valley oaks and other trees that could provide
nesting opportunities and implementing a tree-planting program to create new territories.
With adjustments in the composition of the habitat reserves to provide more upland habitat
in combination with other measures of the Proposed Action (e.g., tree-planting program),
impacts to Swainson's hawk from urban development would be mitigated.
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 1,860 acres of potential foraging habitat for Swainson's
hawk, of which 165 acres would be within 1 mile of an existing nest site. No impacts to
nesting habitat are predicted. With 25 percent of the habitat reserves as upland habitat,
933 acres in the reserves would be upland habitat specifically managed for Swainson's
hawk. This acreage is about one-half the total amount of potential foraging habitat that
would be converted to urban uses, but more than five times the amount of potential
foraging habitat within 1 mile of an existing nest site. Because upland habitat for Swainson's
hawk would be located to the extent possible in the Swainson's Hawk Zone along the
Sacramento River, where it would be within 1 mile of existing nest sites, this level of habitat
preservation would offset the impacts of urban development in Sutter County. In addition
to the upland habitat component of the habitat reserves, portions of the rice and managed
marsh on the reserves would provide additional foraging opportunities. Native trees would
be incorporated into the habitat reserves, which would provide for the establishment of
additional territories as the trees developed. Sutter County would initiate a general plan
amendment process to redesignate the portion of the Industrial-Commercial Reserve in the
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Swainson's Hawk Zone as agriculture. In combination, these measures.would offset impacts
to Swainson's hawk from urban development in Sutter County.
Water Agencies. If only the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no habitat
reserves would be acquired and protected in perpetuity. The covered activities probably
have minimal potential to affect Swainson's hawks. The water agencies would implement
best management practices to maintain vegetative cover on the ditches and canals,

providing food and protection for prey species. The water agencies also will limit rodent
control measures to those necessary to maintain structurally sound flood-control levees.
These measures would moderate the minor potential for the water agencies' covered
activities to affect Swainson's hawks.

a

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.12 Aleutian Canada Goose

I

t
e
II

Ci!Y of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action, about
5,656 acres of potential Aleutian Canada goose habitat would be affected by urban
development. All of the habitat in the 4,025-acre reserve system would provide potential
habitat for the Aleutian Canada goose. Because Aleutian Canada geese currently use the
Natomas Basin to a limited extent, urban development in the City of Sacramento is not
expected to. affect the species, at least in the short term. To the extent that Aleutian Canada
geese use the basin in the future, the habitat reserves would be beneficial in providing
high-quality habitat that is stable in amount and location in perpetuity.
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, almost all of which would be potential habitat for the Aleutian Canada goose
(7,207 acres). All of the habitat in the 3,733-acre reserve system would provide potential
habitat for the Aleutian Canada goose. Because this species uses the Natomas Basin to a
limited degree, urban development in Sutter County is not expected to affect the species
adversely. To the extent that Aleutian Canada geese use the basin in the future, the habitat
reserves would be beneficial in providing high-quality habitat that is stable in amount and
location in perpetuity. T1lerefore, no adverse impacts are anticipated.
Water Agencies. As with full participation, management activities conducted by the water
agencies would not be expected to affect Aleutian Canada geese. If only the water agencies
implemented the Proposed Action, no permanent habitat reserves would be established. As
such there would be no certainty that habitat would be available that could be used by
Aleutian Canada geese in the future.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of coveredl species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.
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4.4.11.2.13 Burrowing Owl
City of Sacramento. If only the City of Sacramento implemented the Proposed Action,
8,050 acres would be developed, which would affect 450 acres of potential burrowing owl
habitat. With 25 percent of the habitat reserves as upland habitat, 1,006 acres in the habitat
reserves would be habitat for burrowing owl, more than twice than would be converted to
urban uses. With the City of Sacramento's independent implementation of the Proposed
Action, this level of habitat protection would mitigate the impacts to burrowing owl
associated with urban development within the City limits.
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, affecting 235 acres of potential habitat for burrowing owl. With 25 percent of
the habitat reserves as upland habitat, 933 acres in the reserves would be upland habitat.
This acreage is about four times the total amount of habitat that would be converted to
urban uses. With Sutter County's independent implementation of the Proposed Action, this
level of habitat protection would mitigate the impacts to burrowing owl associated with
urban development within the county limits.
Water Agencies. The water agencies would not implement any measures specifically to
avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on burrowing owls. The
impact of their activities on burrowing owl, however, is anticipated to be minor. If only the
water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no permanent habitat reserves would be
established. As such there would be no certainty that habitat for burrowing owl would be
available and colonies protected over the long term.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.14 Bank Swallow
City of Sacramento. Independent implementation of the Proposed Action by the City of
Sacramento would not be expected to positively or negatively affect bank swallows. As
explained above, the availability of suitable nesting substrates is the primary limiting factor
for bank swallows. No suitable nesting sites exist or are expected to occur in the City of
Sacramento. To the extent that bank swallows forage in areas that would be developed,
creation of habitat reserves would provide higher-quality (more insects) foraging habitat
that would be stable in amount and location in perpetuity, to. compensate for any
development effects.
.Sutter County. For the same reasons as described for the City of Sacramento, independent
implementation of the Proposed Action by Sutter County would not affect the bank
swallows (either positively or negatively).
Water Agencies. Independent implementation of the Proposed Action by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual would not be expected to positively or negatively affect the bank swallow.
These agencies' operation and maintenance activities would not affect bank swallows.
Although no permanent habitat reserves would be created, nesting habitat rather than
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foraging habitat limits the bank swallow population. Foraging habitat in the Natomas Basin
probably plays a minor role in maintaining the nearest colonies to the basin.

II

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.

4.4.11.2.15 Loggerhead Shrike
City of Sacramento. Under the Proposed Action, 8,050 acres would be developed which
would affect 6,473 acres of potential habitat for loggerhead shrike. The primary
conservation strategy of the Proposed Action for mitigating the impacts of urban
development is creating and protecting habitat reserves at a 0.5:1 ratio of acres protected in
the habitat reserves for every acre developed. The habitat reserve system would consist of
4,025 acres. Under the Proposed Action, the habitat reserves are to consist of 25 percent
managed marsh, 25 percent upland habitat, and 50 percent rice. With 25 percent of the
habitat reserves, 1,006 ac res in the habitat reserves would be upland habitat suitable for
loggerhead shrike. Implementation of the Proposed Action solely by the City of Sacramento
would be considered a changed circumstance, and the percentage composition of the habitat
reserves could be adjusted in response to the specific habitats affected by the participating
jurisdiction. With this provision, the amount of upland habitat could be increased to more
closely match the anticipated reduction in upland habitat.

Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, 7,467 acres would
be developed, which would affect 2,077 acres of potential habitat for loggerhead shrikes.
With 25 percent of the habitat reserves as upland habitat, 933 acres in the reserves would be
potential habitat for loggerhead shrike. This acreage is about one-half the potential habitat
that would be converted to urban uses. The Conservancy also would provide trees and
shrubs suitable for perching and nesting by loggerhead shrikes, ensuring that suitable
conditions for shrikes are provided on the habitat by reserves, resulting in a
less-than-significant impact.
Water Agencies. The water agencies would not implement any measures specifically to
avoid and minimize the effects of their maintenance activities on loggerhead shrikes. The
affect of their activities on loggerhead shrikes, however, is anticipated to be minor. If only
the water agencies implemented the Proposed Action, no permanent habitat reserves would
be established. Thus, there would be no certainty that habitat for loggerhead shrikes would
be available over the long term.
Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Effects to covered species from actions taken by the City
of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No
Action Alternative.
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4.4.11.3 Other Special-status Species
City of Sacramento. Habitat reserves created in response to urban development in the City
of Sacramento would benefit special-status species not covered by the ITPs by providing
high-quality habitat in perpetuity. Effects to special-status species from urban development
in Sutter County would be as described for the No Action Alternative.
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, habitat reserves
would be created in response to urban development. The habitat reserves would benefit
special-status species not covered by the ITPs by providing high-quality habitat in
perpetuity. Effects to special-status species from urban development in the City of
Sacramento would be as described for the No Action Alternative.
Water Agencies. Minor beneficial effects to special-status species not covered by the ITPs
could result from the water agencies' implementing avoidance, minimization, and
mitigation measures for giant garter snakes. If only the water agencies implemented the
Proposed Action, no habitat reserves would be created. Effects to special-status species not
covered by the ITPs from urban development in the City of Sacramento and Sutter County
would be as described for the No Action Alternative.

I
t
1
J

11

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Other special-status species likely would benefit from
management of the habitat reserves. Effects to other special-status species from actions
taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the water agencies would be as
described for the No Action Alternative.

4.4.11.4 Waterfowl.
City of Sacramento. Habitat reserves created in response to urban development in the City
of Sacramento would benefit waterfowl by providing marsh and upland habitat in
perpetuity that waterfowl could use as wintering or migratory stopover habitat. Effects to
waterfowl from urban development in Sutter County would be as described for the No
Action Alternative:
Sutter County. If only Sutter County implemented the Proposed Action, habitat reserves
would be created in response to urban development. The habitat reserves would benefit
waterfowl species by providing marsh and upland habitat that could be used as wintering
and migratory stopover habitat over the long term. Effects to waterfowl from urban
development in the City of Sacramento would be as described for the No Action Alternative.
Water Agencies. Because of the low level of use of ditches and canals by waterfowl,
independent implementation of the Proposed Action by the water agencies would not affect
waterfowl. Effects to waterfowl from urban development in Sutter County or City of
Sacramento would be as described for the No Action Alternative.

Natomas Basin Conservancy. As described above, if only the Conservancy implemented the
Proposed Action, its actions would focus on maintaining and managing the habitat reserves
for the benefit of covered species. Waterfowl would benefit from the provision of habitat on
the reserves. Effects to waterfowl from actions taken by the City of Sacramento, Sutter
County, and the water agencies would be as described for the No Action Alternative.
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4.4.12 Cumulative Impacts
As described in Section 4.1.2.2, the cumulative impact analysis considers other local and
regional projects that address wildlife conservation, including special-status species. These
other projects predomin antly include protection and management of marsh habitat (i.e., state
and federal refuges). The Proposed Action would contribute to the existing network of marsh
areas under long-term conservation in the Central Valley. As such, in combination with other
projects, the Proposed Action would have a cumulatively beneficial effect on wildlife habitat,
particularly marsh habitat. The CALFED Bay-Delta Program and the San Joaquin County
Habitat Conservation Pli ri specifically address listed species, with the goals of maintaining or
recovering listed speciesi and, special-status species. The Proposed Action would further
benefit listed species and special-status species by maintaining them in the Natomas Basin. In
combination with other projects, the Proposed Action would cumulatively contribute to the
maintenance and recovery of listed species in the Central Valley.

4.5 Cultural Resources
Potential archaeological and historical resource impacts that could occur in the study area
are summarized in this section. For purposes of this analysis, potential impacts to cultural
and historical resources would primarily occur during habitat development activities on the
reserve system. Reserve development generally includes earth-moving activities associated
with the conversion of upland or other land uses to managed marsh or rice fields. Impacts to
cultural and historical resources would be considered a significant impact if the activities
would:
I

•
•
•

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource
Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries

The potential for significant effects on cultural resources exists wherever grading and other
land-disturbing activities occur. Potential impacts could be mitigated to a less-thansignificant level by implementing avoidance measures described in this section. These
avoidance measures are standard practice for large-scale developments, and are
recommended for the implementation of the Proposed Action and other alternatives.
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for cultural resources are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to
provide context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed
Action and Alternatives). I (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review
documents applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are
available for review.)
Both the City Council of the City of Sacramento and the Sutter County Board of Supervisors
determined that potential impacts to cultural resources associated with urban development
could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with the implementation of mitigation

measures. In its EIRs for the North and South Natomas Community Plans, the City
identified two areas of high sensitivity - the Witter Ranch Historic Farm and the area in the
southwest corner of South Natomas near where 1-80 crosses the Sacramento River and
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Garden Highway. As part of the North Natomas Community Plan, the City required the
preservation of Witter Ranch, which is now under the ownership of Sacramento County as
part of the regional park system. The City's mitigation requirements for the area in the
southwest corner of South Natomas, and for Sutter County in general, include
archaeological reconnaissance surveys prior to development, with implementation of
additional measures as recommended by a qualified archaeologist on a site-specific basis.
Areas of high archaeological sensitivity were not specifically identified in the Sutter County

I
1

General Plan EIR.

4.5.1 Proposed Action
4.5.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat
reserves, based on 17,500 acres of urban development and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat
reserves would be established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the
requirements for one 2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and
not more than 20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Potential
impacts to cultural resources would primarily occur during habitat restoration activities.
Earthmoving would be limited to parcels acquired for habitat preserves requiring
restoration to managed marsh or other high-quality habitat, and such improvements would
likely be required on at least 25 percent of the reserve lands (2,187.5 acres). Earthmoving
activities would typically include grading, excavating, and other activities involving the use
of heavy equipment. These activities could result in exposure, damage, or crushing of
surface and buried artifacts. Because the study area has been determined to be a medium to
high area of potential chance for encountering artifacts (see Section 3.5), this would be a
potentially significant impact.

I
I
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The entire Natomas Basin is considered part of the RD 1000 Rural Historic Landscape District,
which recognizes the substantial public works achievement of reclaiming the Natomas Basin
through a comprehensive system of levees and drainage canals. Implementation of the
Proposed Action would result in some land use changes as described above, including
converting some agricultural areas to managed marsh and uplands, but these activities do
not conflict with the character of the Rural Historic Landscape District because the overall
agricultural/ open space character of the Natomas Basin will be maintained.
Potential impacts to cultural resources on an ongoing basis could result from the operation
and maintenance of canals and ditches by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual, and habitat
preserves managed as ricefields by the Conservancy through seasonal disking of rice fields.
The potential for long-term impacts, however, is limited because such work would generally
be limited to surface activities (e.g., mowing, disking) in areas that have been subject to
ongoing management and disturbance.

4.5.1.2 Mitigation
Standard cultural resources mitigation procedures of the City and Sutter County (City of
Sacramento, 1987; Sutter County, 1996c) include site-specific record searches, field review
where appropriate, and construction monitoring (by an archaeologist where recommended
or by construction personnel). These mitigation requirements generally apply to new
development. Because the potential cultural resource impacts associated with habitat
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reserve development are similar to the impacts of land development (e.g., grading and
excavation), similar mitigation is warranted. Accordingly, the following mitigation
measures are recommended for potential cultural-resource impacts.
Parcels being considered for habitat reserves shall undergo preconstruction literature
review and/or field surveys, based on the discretion of a qualified archaeologist. Based
on the findings of the cultural resource review and the potential for land disturbance to
occur on the reserve, the Natomas Basin Conservancy could be required to complete an
archaeological report and implement site-specific mitigation measures as a condition for
restoration.
and

In the event that any historic or archaeological features (surface or subsurface) or
deposits, including locally darkened soil ("midden") that could conceal cultural
deposits, animal bone, shell, obsidian, mortars, or human remains, are uncovered during
construction, work within 100 feet of the find shall cease and a qualified archaeologist
and a representative of the Native American Heritage Commission shall be consulted to
develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to reduce any archaeological impacts
to a less-than-significant level before construction continues.
and
When Native American archaeological, ethnographic, or spiritual resources are
involved, all identification and treatment shall be conducted by qualified archaeologists
who are either certified by the Society of Professional Archaeologists (SOPA) or who
meet the federal standards as stated in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 61), and
Native American Representatives who are approved by the local Native American
community as scholars of their cultural traditions. In the event that no such Native
American is available, persons who represent tribal governments and/or organizations
in the locale in which resources could be affected shall be consulted. When historic
archaeological sites or historic architectural features are involved, all identification and
treatment is to be carried out by historical archaeologists or architectural historians.
These individuals shall meet either SOPA or 36 CFR 61 requirements.
and
If human bone of unknown origin is found during construction, all work shall stop in
the vicinity of the find and the County Coroner shall be contacted immediately. If the
remains are determined to be Native American, the Coroner shall notify the Native
American Heritage Commission who shall notify the person it believes to be the most
likely descendant. The most likely descendant shall work with the contractor to develop
a program for reinternment of the human remains and any associated artifacts. No
additional work is to take place within the immediate vicinity of the find until the
identified appropriate actions have been carried out.

4.5.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation

UI'

Implementation of these mitigation measures is expected to reduce potential cultural
resources impacts to a less-than-significant level. Site-specific cultural resource review could
show a greater potential for significant impacts; however, specific information is not known
at this time.
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4.5.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio
4.5.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of Alternative 1 would require mitigation of 17,500 acres of land, pursuant
to a 1:1 mitigation ratio for new development. The types of potential cultural resource
impacts would be similar to the Proposed Action (potentially significant), but the potential
for impacts would be greater as a result of implementing a 1:1 mitigation ratio. The specific
level of impact, however, is not possible to estimate because impacts would occur only as a
result of disturbing sensitive resources during grading and other land-development
activities. As described above for the Proposed Action, site-specific cultural resources
evaluation should be required.
Potential impacts to cultural resources on an ongoing basis could result from the operation
and maintenance of canals and ditches by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual, and habitat
preserves managed as ricefields by the Conservancy through seasonal disking of rice fields.
The potential for long-term impacts, however, is limited because such work would generally
be limited to surface activities (e.g., mowing, discing) in areas that have been subject to
ongoing management and disturbance.

4.5.2.2 Mitigation

I
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Implement the mitigation measures described for the Proposed Action (Section 4.5.2.1).

4.5.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Implementation of the mitigation measures described for the Proposed Action is expected to
reduce potential cultural resources impacts to a less-than-significant level. Site-specific
cultural resource review could show a greater potential for significant impacts; however,
specific information is not known at this time.

4.5.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential impacts to cultural resources as a result of habitat reserve
development would be approximately the same as described above for Alternative 1.
Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action
(Section 4.5.1.2) is also recommended for Alternative 2. As described for the Proposed
Action, no impacts would occur as a result of RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's activities, or
as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

t
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4.5.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the Natomas
Basin based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The acreage to
be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Therefore, the potential impact to cultural resources as a result of habitat reserve
development would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Implementing the
mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.5.1.2) is also
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recommended for Alternative 3. As described for the Proposed Action, no impacts would
occur as a result of RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's activities, or as a result of ongoing
Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

4.5.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative.4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Because less land would be developed as habitat reserves under Alternative 4, the
potential for impacts to cultural resources relative to the Proposed Action would decrease.
Regardless, the potential for impacts to cultural resources to occur during grading to create
managed marsh and other habitat areas, although reduced under Alternative 4, warrants
the adoption of the mitigation measures described under the Proposed Action (Section
4.5.1.2) because of the extent of the reserve development activities. As described for the
Proposed Action, no impacts would occur as a result of RD 1000's or Natomas Mutual's
activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves.

4.5.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system and the conservation measures in the HCP under
the Proposed Action and the other alternatives would not occur under the No Action
Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated
mitigation for biological resources impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that
such mitigation would require active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as
described above for the Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be
similar to current land management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas,
and are not expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions.
The mitigation measures described in Section 4.5.1.2 would likely be required as a result of
CEQA review during these individual habitat conservation activities.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would therefore be less than significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

4.5.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
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Regardless of whether all the permittees participate or individual permittees participate, the
potential exists for cultural resources to occur on lands acquired as habitat reserves.
Although the potential for impacts diminishes with less land disturbance, independent
implementation of the Proposed Action by individual permittees would not reduce the level
of potential significance because land disturbance (and the potential for disrupting
unknown, subsurface cultural resources) would still occur. With implementation of the
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)
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mitigation measures described in Section 4.5.1.2 above, however, impacts would remain less
than significant. Because implementation by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would have no
effect on cultural resources, there would be no change in the level of significance of impacts
if the water agencies did not participate in implementing the HCP.

4.5.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Potential effects
on cultural resources associated with management activities in these areas would likely be
similar to the effects described above in Section 4.5.1.1 (e.g., exposure, damage, or crushing
of surface and buried artifacts). Although impacts associated with other habitat
conservation activities could affect site-specific cultural resources, these impacts would not
affect cultural resources in the study area because these activities would not occur in the
Natomas Basin or Area B. Therefore, no cumulative impacts would occur.

4.6 Land Use
This section describes the compatibility of the Proposed Action with surrounding land uses,
and the Proposed Action's consistency with local land use plans and policies. The loss of
agricultural lands as a result of converting rice crops to habitat reserves is also addressed in
this section. Other environmental factors that serve as indicators of land use compatibility,
such as diminished air quality, unacceptable noise levels, and substantial traffic congestion,
are discussed in other sections. For purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Action would
have a significant impact if it were to:

•

Physically divide an established community

•

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with
jurisdiction over the Proposed Action (including, but not limited to the general plan,
specific plan, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect

•

Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract

•

Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use

•

Involve other changes in the existing environment which, because of their location or
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to nonagricultural use

Implementation of the Proposed Action would have less-than-significant land use impacts,
but would have significant, and likely unavoidable, impacts on agricultural lands because
of the amount of land that would be converted to managed marsh and other natural habitat
areas. No land use impacts would occur as a result of activities undertaken by RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual. From a land-use compatibility perspective, RD 1000's and Natomas
Mutual's activities under the Proposed Action would be similar to and consistent with current
approved practices. Accordingly, implementation of the Proposed Action by RD 1000 and
Natomas Mutual is not discussed further in. this section.
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As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for land use are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to provide
context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and
Alternatives). ( Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review documents
applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are available
for review.)
Both the City Council of the City of Sacramento and the Sutter County Board of Supervisors
determined that impacts to agricultural land would be a significant and unavoidable
consequence of urban development in the Natomas Basin. Both jurisdictions adopted partial
mitigation to reduce the extent of the impact ( generally consisting of buffers in the City and
compact development in Sutter County), but these mitigation measures would not reduce
impacts to a less-than-significant level. The City also determined that new development
potentially could be incompatible with existing development, but that such potential
impacts could be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through buffering and the sitespecific development review process. Sutter County did not identify other potentially
significant land use impacts..

4.6.1 Proposed Action
4.6.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Land Use Compatibility
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in 8,750 acres of habitat reserves, based
on urban development of 17,500 acres and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be
established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the requirements for one
2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and not more than 20 percent
of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. The conservation measures outlined in the
HCP would be implemented. Subsequent to the approval of the 1997 HCP (see Section 1.2)
and prior to the release of this Draft EIR/EIS,12 parcels have been acquired for conversion to
habitat reserves, totaling over 2,000 acres. In addition, as a result of the Court Opinion (see
Section 1.2.2), the City entered into a Settlement Agreement on May 10, 2001, which provided
for an additional 1,668 acres of development and included specific reserve acquisition goals.
A management plan has been prepared for nine of the 12 acquired parcels. This
management plan, together with the general policies of the Natomas Basin HCP, provide a
framework for understanding the potential land use consequences of the Proposed Action.
Creation of habitat reserves within a predominately agricultural area could result in land
use compatibility conflicts. Habitat reserves would be managed primarily to meet the life
needs of giant garter snakes, Swainson's hawks, and other covered species, whereas
adjacent farmlands would generally be managed for crop production. Rice farming is
recognized, however, in the HCP as an important contributor to maintaining giant garter
snake populations, and therefore up to 50 percent of the habitat reserves would remain in
rice production as part of the overall wetland conservation strategy. This promotes land use
compatibility between the habitat reserves and adjacent farmlands. In addition, various
components of the overall reserve acquisition strategy and management criteria would

E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

4-133

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

provide additional protection against potential conflicts between habitat reserves and
adjacent lands, as follows.
•

Buffers are intended to help ensure that habitat requirements are met onsite and are not
diminished by adjacent land use activities. This also protects adjacent landowners from
any responsibility or liability related to species' needs on the habitat reserves.

•

Setbacks are an acquisition criteria for reserve lands, intended to prevent the acquisition
of reserves that abut potentially incompatible land uses, including single-family
residential uses as these uses expand into the Natomas Basin.

•

Mosquito, and rodent control measures would be implemented on the reserve lands.

•

Patrolling of the reserves would occur periodically to monitor for prohibited activities
such as vandalism,, shooting, and off-road vehicle activity.

These requirements are considered to be an effective means of limiting potential land use
incompatibility. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant, and no additional
mitigation would be necessary beyond the proposed requirements of the HCP.
Consistency With Land Use Plans and Policies
The assessment of consistency of the habitat reserves with land use plans and policies
focuses on Sutter County and unincorporated Sacramento County. Lands acquired for
habitat reserves in Sacramento County are most likely to be located outside of the County's
urban services boundary. These lands are designated primarily as agricultural cropland in
the Sacramento County General Plan. Habitat reserves in Sutter County are most likely to be
located outside of the Industrial-Commercial Reserve. These lands are designated primarily
as agriculture in the Sutter County General Plan.
Both the Sacramento County and Sutter County General Plans recognize the potential for
conflicts between habitat reserves and adjacent farmlands. The Sacramento County General
Plan recognizes that agricultural lands could be converted to nonfarm uses other than urban
development, and includes a series of policies (Policies AG-9 through AG-15) that address
"encroachment by natural resource preserves. These policies focus on the need to preserve
farmers' rights to carry out routine agricultural activities, and not to have those rights
hindered by a noncompatible adjacent use. Similarly, the Sutter County General Plan states
that lands set aside as mitigation for development in the Natomas Basin shall not result in
impacts to existing and future agricultural or urban development (Policies 1.F-2 and 6.A-5).
In addition to these policies, both counties have right-to-farm ordinances.
As described in the above sections, the Proposed Action includes measures such as buffers
and setbacks to avoid conflicts with surrounding land uses. It is the responsibility of the
implementing agencies to ensure that land use conflicts do not occur as a result of
acquisition and ongoing management of the habitat reserves. For these reasons,
implementing the Proposed Action is expected to be consistent with the Sacramento County
and Sutter County General Plans.

Wildlife preserves are a permitted use in the zoning ordinance for Sacramento County, but
are not mentioned in the Sutter County zoning ordinance.
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Conversion of Agricultural Land
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat
reserve lands. These reserves would be located in the Natomas Basin and (potentially) other
nearby areas that are productive farmlands. Accordingly, up to 8,750 acres of farmlands in the
Natomas Basin would become habitat reserves. As described in Section 3.6, most of the
undeveloped lands in the Natomas Basin are considered "important farmlands" by the
California Department of Conservation. A portion of the habitat reserves would remain in
agricultural production (e.g., 50 percent in rice production, some Swainson's hawk foraging
areas) and be preserved in perpetuity, but a substantial amount of reserve lands would be
converted to managed marsh or upland habitat areas. Because of the managed marsh
objectives of the HCP, it is expected that 25 percent of the reserves (2,187.5 acres) would be
converted from current uses (primarily agriculture) to managed marsh. In addition, a portion
of the upland reserves might also be converted to non-farm use (e.g., tree groves). This loss of
at least 2,187.5 acres of important farmlands would be a significant impact. Preservation in
perpetuity of the habitat reserves managed for agriculture would be a beneficial impact.

4.6.1.2 Mitigation
A significant impact has been identi fied for the loss of farmland. Mitigation for this impact
should focus on integrating farmland preservation, where practicable, into site-specific
management plans. The following mitigation measure is recommended:

To the extent practicable (and to the extent that biological goals are not compromised),
development of site-specific management plans will incorporate provisions that
consider farmlands and agricultural use.

4.6.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
The ability to implement this mitigation measure could be limited by the priority of other
criteria for acquisition of reserve lands (e.g., the habitat suitability of lands to be acquired),
and by the availability of nonagricultural land in the study area. Accordingly, impacts to
agricultural land are likely to remain significant.

4.6.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio
4.6.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Land Use Compatibility
Implementation of Alternative 1 would require mitigation of 17,500 acres of land, pursuant
to a 1:1 mitigation ratio for the planned development (see Chapter 2 for a discussion of the
land use agencies' covered activities under the Proposed Action). The potential for land use
incompatibility impacts as a result of implementing Alternative 1 would increase with the
additional mitigation acreage required, but impacts are expected to remain less than
significant because of the, implementation of the reserve acquisition and management
requirements described in Section 4.6.1.1. For the same reasons as described above for the
Proposed Action, impacts associated with RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual activities, or as a
result of ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves, would remain less than
significant under Alternative 1.
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Consistency With Land Use Plans and Policies
Consistency with land use plans and policies would be the same as described in
Section 4.6.1.1 if 17,500 acres of habitat reserves are acquired.

Conversion of Agricultural Land
Compared with the Proposed Action, the requirement to acquire 17,500 acres of habitat
reserve lands under Alternative 1 would double the amount of land taken out of agricultural
production and converted to habitat use. Based on a 1:1 mitigation ratio with 25 percent of the
acquired reserve lands converted to managed marsh, at least 4,375 acres of agricultural lands
could be taken out of production. As described in Section 4.6.1.1 under the discussion of the
Proposed Action, the loss of a substantial amount of agricultural lands would be a significant
impact. Preservation in perpetuity of the habitat reserves managed for agriculture would be a

I

beneficial impact.

4.6.2.2 Mitigation
The mitigation is to implement the mitigation measure stated in Section 4.6.1.2 for the loss of
farmland.

4.6.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
The ability to implement this mitigation measure fully could be limited by the priority of
other criteria for acquisition of reserve lands ( e.g., the habitat suitability of lands to be
acquired) and by the availability of nonagricultural land in the study area. Accordingly,
impacts to agricultural land are likely to remain significant.

4.6.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential land use impacts as a result of implementing a habitat-based
mitigation alternative would be approximately the same as described above for
Alternative 1. Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under the
Proposed Action (Section 4.6.1.2) is also recommended for Alternative 2. For the same
reasons as described above for the Proposed Action, impacts associated with RD 1000 or
Natomas Mutual activities, or as a result of ongoing Conservancy management of the
habitat reserves, would remain less than significant under Alternative 2.

4.6.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses on the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the
Natomas Basin, based on giant garter snake and Swainsori s hawk habitat availability. The
acreage to be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the
Proposed Action. Therefore, the potential land use impacts as a result of implementing the
Reserve Zone Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Implementing
the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.6.1.2) is also

recommended for Alternative 3. For the same reasons as described above for the Proposed
Action, impacts associated with RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual activities, or as a result of
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ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves, would remain less than
significant under Alternative 3.

4.6.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). For the reasons described above in Section 4.6.1.1, impacts associated with land use
compatibility and consistency with land use plans and policies would be less than
significant. Under Alternative 4, less agricultural land would be converted to managed
marsh and other habitat areas. Conversion of farmland to managed marsh would occur on
25 percent of the acquired reserve lands (i.e., 1,500 acres); this represents a substantial loss of
farmland acreage, and would bela significant impact. The mitigation measure described in
Section 4.6.1.2 is recommended, but mitigation to a less-than-significant level could be
limited by the priority of other criteria for acquisition of reserve lands (e.g., the habitat
suitability of lands to be acquired), and by the availability of nonagricultural land in the
study area (see Section 4.6.1.3). Preservation in perpetuity of the habitat reserves managed
for agriculture would be a beneficial impact. For the same reasons as described above for the
Proposed Action, impacts from RD 1000 or Natomas Mutual activities, or as a result of
ongoing Conservancy management of the habitat reserves, would remain less than
significant under Alternative 4.

4.6.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system or implementation of the conservation strategy
under the Proposed Action and the other alternatives would not occur under the No Action
Alternative. As discussed in Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated
mitigation for biological resources impacts would still occur, and it is expected that such
mitigation would require active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as
described above for the Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would
be similar to current land-management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat
areas, and are not expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current
conditions.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives, and therefore, impacts would not differ from
existing conditions. Management of existing habitat reserves by the Conservancy would still
be required, resulting in similar impacts as described for the Proposed Action and other
alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative. Relative to the No Action Alternative, land use consistency impacts would
continue to be less than significant, and activities would remain consistent with adopted
land use plans and policies.
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4.6.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
4.6.7.1 Land Use Compatibility
Under the Proposed Action, land use incompatibility is not likely to occur on lands
developed as habitat reserves because of the measures described in Section 4.6.1.1, above,
(e.g., buffers, setbacks). If only the City and Sutter County participate in implementing the
Proposed Action, this conclusion would not change because the same measures would be
implemented by either the City or Sutter County. If only one land use jurisdiction
participated in the HCP, however, fewer acres would initially be affected because the
acreage of reserve development would decrease commensurate with reduced land
development. Although the land use impacts under independent implementation would be
comparable to the Proposed Action, they would initially apply to fewer areas. It is
anticipated, however, that land development would still occur in either the City or Sutter
County (even if one jurisdiction did not participate) because development would occur on a
project-by-project basis (see Section 2.6.5).

If only the water agencies participated, no land use incompatibility would result because the
water agencies' covered activities would not change from existing conditions, and these
exisiting management activities are conducted in accordance with applicable land use plans.

7

I
I
I

The Conservancy's mandate is to acquire and manage habitat reserve lands, and their
participation is aligned with continued management of existing reserves and acquisition
and management of future reserves consistent with existing land uses.

4.6.7.2 Consistency With Land Use Plans and Policies
Consistency with land use plans and policies would not change if the City or Sutter County
did not participate in implementing the HCP. If only one of these entities participated, it
would still comply with its applicable land use plans and policies. As noted above, the
water agencies' and the conservancy's covered activities would remain the same as existing
conditions (water agencies) or would be focused on managing existing reserves
(conservancy). These actions would be consistent with land use plans and policies.

4.6.7.3 Conversion of Agricultural Land
As with land use compatibility (Section 4.6.7.1), less land would initially be converted from
prime agricultural land if only the City or Sutter County participated. Based on the
proposed 0.5:1 mitigation ratio with 25 percent of the habitat reserves removed from
agricultural production, nonparticipation by the City or Sutter County. would result in
1,006 and 933 fewer acres, respectively,.removed from production. Although limited
participation could reduce the amount of agricultural land conversion, impacts would
remain significant based on the amount of land (likely in excess of 1,000 acres) that would
be converted to nonagricultural use. In addition, development in either the City or Sutter
County could occur outside of the Proposed Action process evaluated in this EIR/EIS.

If only the water agencies participated, no significant impacts to agricultural land would
occur because the water agencies' covered activities would not result in development that
would convert agricultural land to urban use. In addition, the water agencies' activities
would not result in the creation of habitat reserves that would convert existing agricultural
lands to non-agricultural uses. Similarly, the Conservancy's covered activities would.
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generally be limited to management of existing reserves and, therefore, would not result in
conversion of agricultural land. The potential does exist, however, for the Conservancy to
acquire additional lands, and this could result in some conversion of agricultural lands and
is a potentially significant impact. These lands, however, would be converted to habitat
reserves with the objective of species preservation, and such a conversion would not
represent an irretrievable loss of the lands to urban development.

4.6.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). The potential for
land use incompatibility or plan consistency effects associated with management activities
in the areas covered by other regional conservation or management plans would be similar
to the effects described above in Section 4.6.1.1. Potential land use incompatibility and plan
consistency impacts caused by other habitat conservation activities could have effects in the
study area, but would not result in cumulative impacts because these activities would not
occur in the Natomas Basin or Area B. Therefore, cumulative impacts would not occur.
Implementation of other habitat-conservation planning activities could result in local
conversions of agricultural lands to nonagricultural uses. Because loss of prime farmland is
a statewide issue of concern, these management actions could contribute to the significant
effect of approximately 2,187.5 acres of farmland converted to managed marsh with
implementation of the Proposed Action. This could result in a cumulatively considerable
incremental contribution to the statewide loss of agricultural lands. Mitigation for this
impact is described in Section 4.6.1.2. Additional mitigation could include the purchase of
conservation easements on other agricultural lands to ensure the preservation of farming,
but mitigation to less-than-significant levels may not be possible.

4.7 Socioeconomics
This section describes the potential impacts of the Proposed Action on social and economic
conditions. The section focuses primarily on how changing land use from private farmlands
to habitat reserves operated by the Conservancy would affect employment and tax
revenues. For purposes of this analysis, the Proposed Action would have a significant
impact if it were to result in a substantial loss of:
• Employment opportunities
• Income-producing activities
• - Property tax revenues
The analysis in this section concludes that adverse social and economic impacts would occur
as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. To some extent, these effects would be
offset by the management actions by the Conservancy. These impacts, however, would be
less than significant in relation to the overall economies of Sacramento and Sutter Counties.
The social and economic effects associated with ongoing activities by RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual would not change relative to current conditions. Therefore, the potential social and
economic impacts associated with these activities are not discussed further in this section.
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This section also addresses the issue of environmental justice. Pursuant to Executive Order
12898 (February 11, 1994), the environmental and human-health effects of a project on
minority and low-income communities must be considered in federal decisionmaking. In
.accordance with the requirements of Executive Order 12898, an environmental-justice
impact would occur if minority or low-income communities were subjected to
disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects, or if minority and low-income
populations were not granted an opportunity to participate in the public review process.
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for socioeconomics are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to
provide context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed
Action and Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review
documents applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are
available for review.)

The City Council of the City of Sacramento determined that no potentially significant
impacts to population, employment, and housing would occur as a result of implementing
the North and South Natomas Community Plans.

4.7.1 Proposed Action.
4.7.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the creation of 8,750 acres of habitat
reserves, based on 17,500 acres of development and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves
would be located in the Natomas Basin and other nearby areas that are productive
farmlands. As discussed in Section 4.6, a portion of the habitat reserves would remain in
agricultural production (e.g., lands remaining in rice production, Swainson's hawk foraging
areas), but a substantial amount of reserve lands would be converted to managed marsh or
upland habitat areas. For this analysis, it is assumed that at least 2,187.5 acres would
converted to nonagricultural use (representing acreage converted to managed marsh
reserves).

Social Conditions
In 1999, there were 3,500 and 4,800 agricultural workers in Sacramento County and Sutter
County, respectively (California Employment Development Department, 2001). The loss of
up to 2,187.5 acres of farmlands in the two counties under the Proposed Action is expected
to result in the direct loss of about 35 agricultural jobs. The 35 jobs were derived by

multiplying employment per acre by the number of acres that are expected to go out of
production as a result of the creation of habitat reserves. Assuming that there are three
nonagricultural jobs for every agricultural job, the indirect labor loss would be 105 jobs. The
combined direct and indirect labor loss in the two counties is 140, or about 1.7 percent of the
total 1999 agricultural labor workforce of 8,300. Assuming that one-half of the reserves are
located in each county, the total direct and indirect labor loss per county equates to 70 jobs
in Sacramento County (2 percent of the Sacramento County agricultural workforce) and
70 jobs in Sutter County (about 1.5 percent of the Sutter County agricultural workforce).
This reduction in agricultural employment is not significant because it: (1) does not result in
a significant decrease in the agricultural employment sector in the two counties, and
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(2) would be offset by the projected continued improvement in the overall labor market
conditions in both counties resulting from the planned urban development (i.e., the land use
agencies' covered activities).

Potential employment benefits associated with_ the Proposed Action are expected to be
minor. Because a substantial amount of the reserve lands would be converted to managed
marsh and upland habitat areas, and because the labor demands on such areas are typically
low, the creation of the habitat reserves is not expected to result in more than several
minimum-wage to low-wage jobs.
The projected loss of jobs would occur throughout the agricultural sector, including farm
workers and businesses dependent on agricultural production. There would not be a
disproportionate effect on any one component of the agricultural sector and, therefore, the
Proposed Action would not disproportionately affect minority or low-income workers.
Additionally, new employment would be generated in the Natomas Basin because of new
commercial and industrial development that would occur as covered activities under the
HCP. Accordingly, environmental justice impacts would be less than significant.
Economic Conditions
Of the 8,750 acres needed for habitat creation in the two counties, it is assumed that
2,187.5 acres would be converted from agricultural use to habitat reserves. The current
agricultural production activities on the 2,187.5 acres are primarily related to rice (both for
consumption and seed) and several other crops. Assuming that all agricultural production is
lost on the 2,187.5 acres, Sacramento and Sutter Counties together are likely to lose between
$900,000 and $1 million in gross production value. The estimated loss is based on the gross
production value of rice for consumption and seed (Sacramento County Agricultural
Commissioner, 2001) as well as the 5-year average price for the various other crops grown in
the basin. The loss in gross agricultural output is about 0.2 percent of the total 1999
agricultural output from the two counties, a figure well within the typical swings in
agricultural output and value.
The Conservancy is considering providing hunting opportunities on its reserve lands, which
would generate additional revenues (estimated to be approximately $31 /acre). This
potential economic benefit would partially offset the loss of farm revenues.
Agricultural land is assessed property taxes at one percent of its assessed value in both
Sacramento and Sutter Counties. Both counties are expected to lose property-tax revenues
as a result of converting agricultural lands currently in production to habitat. Assuming that
one-half of the reserve lands are acquired in each county, Sacramento County's share of the
estimated 2,187.5 acres that go out of agricultural production under the Proposed Action is
1,094 acres. Assuming that agricultural land sold for the same price in Sacramento County
as it did in Sutter County in 2000 (especially land in the same basin), i.e., $2,500 to $2,700 per
acre (Korhummel, 2001), Sacramento County is expected to lose about $28,000 in propertytax revenues per year. The loss in property taxes is about 0.04 percent of the 2000 to 2001
secured property tax revenues for the county. Thus, the loss in property tax revenues for
Sacramento County is not a significant impact.

Under the Proposed Action, Sutter County's contribution to the 2,187.5 acres that go out of
agricultural production would also be 1,094 acres, assuming one-half of the reserve lands
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are acquired in Sutter County. Based on the price paid for agricultural land that remained in
agricultural production in 2000 (i.e., $2,500 to $2,700 per acre), Sutter County is also
expected to lose about $28,000 in property tax revenues per year. The loss in property tax
revenues is about 0.6 percent of the 2000-2001 secured property-tax revenues for the county.
This loss in property-tax revenues is less than significant because it is likely to be offset by
property-tax revenues from the planned development in the basin.

4.7.1.2 Mitigation
No significant impacts were identified; therefore, no mitigation is necessary.

4.7.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation

I
E
J

I

The impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

4.7.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation
Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit would remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of
development would result in the need to acquire 17,500 acres of mitigation land. As
discussed previously for the Proposed Action, the mitigation requirement would not be
based on the habitat value of the land developed, and the land would be acquired within
the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the basin subject to the 20 percent
limitation prescribed in the HCP. All other components of the Proposed Action (e.g., land
acquisition and management, canal and ditch maintenance) would not change under,
Alternative 1. The requirement for one contiguous block of 2,500 acres would not change,
and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that they form 400-acre contiguous
blocks. For this analysis, it is assumed that at least 4,375 acres would be converted to
nonagricultural use (representing acreage converted to managed marsh reserves).

4.7.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Social Conditions
The types of social impacts of implementing Alternative 1 would be similar to'the Proposed
Action, but at approximately double the level. Assuming that 4,375 acres are converted from
agriculture to habitat reserves, total direct and indirect employment impacts in Sacrainento
and Sutter Counties would be about 275 jobs. This represents about 3.3 percent of the total
agricultural workforce in the two counties. Assuming that one-half of the reserves are

located in each county, the total direct and indirect labor loss per county equates to 138 jobs
in Sacramento County (about 3.9 percent of the Sacramento County agricultural workforce)
and 138 jobs in Sutter County (about 2.9 percent of the Sutter County agricultural
workforce). This reduction in agricultural employment is not significant since (1) it does not
result in a significant decrease in the agricultural employment sector in the two counties,
and (2) it would be offset by the projected continued improvement in the overall
labor-market conditions in both counties associated with the projected development.
Potential employment benefits resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action are
expected to be minor. Because a substantial amount of the reserve lands would be converted
to managed marsh and upland habitat areas and the labor demands on such areas are
typically low, the creation of the habitat reserves is not expected to result in more than a
couple of minimum- to low-wage jobs.
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Similar to the Proposed Action, environmental justice impacts would be less than significant
for the reasons described in Section 4.7.1.1.

Economic Conditions
The types of economic impacts of implementing Alternative 1 would be similar to the
Proposed Action, but at approximately double the level. Assuming that all agricultural
production is lost on the 4,375 acres converted to habitat reserves, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties together are likely to lose between $1.8 million and $2 million in gross production
value. The loss in gross agricultural output is about 0.3 percent of the total 1999 agricultural
output from the two counties, a figure well within the typical swings in agricultural output
and value.

The Conservancy is considering providing hunting opportunities on its reserve lands, which
would generate additional revenues (estimated to be approximately $31/ acre). This
potential economic benefit would partially offset the loss of farm revenues.
Loss of property tax revenues under Alternative 1 are expected to be roughly double the
losses under the Proposed Action. Assuming that one-half of the reserve lands are acquired
in each county, Sacramento County's share of the estimated 4,375 acres that go out of
agricultural production under the Proposed Action is 2,187.5 acres. Assuming that
agricultural land sold for the same price in Sacramento County as it did in Sutter County in
2000 (i.e., $2,500 to $2,700 per acre; Korhummel, 2001), Sacramento County is expected to
lose about $56,000 per year in property-tax revenues. The loss in property taxes is about
0.08 percent of the 2000-2001 secured property-tax revenues for the county. Thus, the loss in
property-tax revenues for Sacramento County is not a significant impact.
Under the Proposed Action, Sutter County's contribution to the 4,375 acres that go out of
agricultural production would also be 2,187.5 acres, assuming one-half of the reserve lands
are acquired in Sutter County. Based on the price paid for agricultural land that remained in
agricultural production in 2000 (i.e., $2,500 to $2,700 per acre), Sutter County is also

expected to lose about $56,000 in property tax revenues. The loss in property-tax revenues is
about 1.1 percent of the 2000-2001 secured property-tax revenues for the county. This loss in
property tax revenues is less than significant because it is likely to be offset by property-tax
revenues from new developments in the basin.

4.7.2.2 Mitigation
No significant impacts have been identified; therefore, no mitigation is necessary.
4.7.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
The impact would be less than significant without mitigation.
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4.7.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential social and economic impacts as a result of implementing a
habitat-based mitigation alternative would be approximately the same as described above
for Alternative 1.
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4.7.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the Natomas
Basin based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The acreage to
be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Therefore, potential social and economic impacts as a result of implementing the
Reserve Zone Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action.

4.7.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Potential impacts to socioeconomic conditions would remain similar (less than
significant) to the Proposed Action.

4.7.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system envisioned under the Proposed Action and
the other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. As discussed in
Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated mitigation for biological
resources impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that such mitigation would
require active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as described above for
the Proposed Action and the other alternatives.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would be less than significant relative to the No Action Alternative
baseline.

4.7.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
As discussed above, significant adverse social and economic effects are not anticipated to
occur with implementation by all permittees because the benefits attributable to urban
development would be greater than the impacts from loss of agricultural employment.
Under independent implementation by either the City or Sutter County, the social and
economic effects described above (i.e., loss of jobs, farm revenues, and property taxes)
would be proportionally reduced if the City or Sutter County did not participate in
implementing the HCP, but the impact would remain less than significant. If the water
agencies were the sole participants, there would be no adverse socioeconomic impact
because the water agencies' covered activities would not differ from existing operations for
canals and drainage areas. If the Conservancy were to implement the HCP independently,
no adverse socioeconomic impacts would occur because the conservancy would continue to
manage existing reserves.
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4.7.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Conversion of
other lands for habitat management purposes would remove lands from agricultural
production, resulting in similar types of social and economic effects as anticipated to occur
with implementation of the Proposed Action (e.g., loss of farm production and jobs). The
additional impacts associated with other habitat conservation activities would affect sitespecific social and economic conditions, but would not further affect socioeconomic
conditions in the study area because these activities would not occur in the Natomas Basin
or Area B. Therefore, cumulative impacts would not occur.

4.8 Traffic
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This section evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternatives on traffic
conditions. The Proposed Action would have a significant impact on traffic levels if it were to:
•

Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and
capacity of the street system

•

Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)

The analysis in this section concludes that, depending on the location of the habitat reserves,
minor traffic safety impacts could occur resulting from the movement of construction
equipment during reserve-development activities. These impacts would be similar to other
types of development activities, and therefore standard traffic safety mitigation
requirements should be implemented, if warranted on a case-by-case basis, to reduce
potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
On an ongoing basis, the public could encounter maintenance equipment conducting
activities on the canals and drains (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual), or on the habitat reserves
(Conservancy). In addition, the public could encounter farm vehicle equipment on public
roads for those sites being managed as rice fields. Potential impacts could include increased
delays or risk of accidents resulting from slow-moving farm equipment on the roadways.
These activities, however, would be about the same as current conditions. Therefore, the
potential traffic impacts associated with RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's activities, and
associated with Conservancy operations, are not discussed further in this section.
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for traffic are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to provide
context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and
Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review documents
applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are available
for review.)
The City has identified that increased congestion would occur in North and South Natomas
as a result of implementing the planned development, as discussed in the North and South
Natomas Community Plans. As described in the Draft EIR for the South Natomas
E042002017SACl161795(004.D0C)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

4-145

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Community Plan and the Draft Supplemental EIR for the North Natomas Community Plan,
some traffic impacts attributable to covered activities can be mitigated to less-thansignificant levels through road widening (e.g., East Commerce Boulevard and Truxel Road,
and portions of 1-5 and 1-80), mass transit, and the unique land-use plan proposed for North
Natomas. Some roadways in Natomas cannot have traffic impacts reduced to less-thansignificant levels because of engineering constraints or the need to displace existing
development, including portions of 1-5 and 1-80, Truxel Road south of Gateway Park
Boulevard, West El Camino Avenue, Garden Highway, Northgate Boulevard, and the
Arden-Garden Connector.
Sutter County has concluded, in its General Plan EIR, that several of the major roadways
within the Sutter County portion of the study area are projected to be congested by 2015
unless improvements are made (Sutter County, 1996c). Accordingly, Riego Road, Sankey
Road, Natomas Road, Howsley Road, and Pleasant Grove Road are to be expanded to fourlane thoroughfares, and Garden Highway will be upgraded to a two-lane urban roadway.
Sutter County expects that improvements to these roadways would result in an acceptable
level of service. An interchange is planned at Riego Road and S.R. 99/70, and S.R. 99/70
may be widened to six lanes south of Riego Road. In addition, a new east-west expressway
(Placer Parkway) is currently under consideration that would link S.R. 99/70 to S.R. 65 in
Placer County: This expressway would cross the Industrial/ Commercial Reserve, ending at
a new intersection with S.R. 99/70 in Sutter County.

In addition to an increased demand on roadways, Sutter County will likely experience an
increased demand for public transit, rail, and bikeway transportation. Future development
is expected to be required to consider providing these services at the discretion of the transit
authority (i.e., Yuba-Sutter Transit) in accordance with the implementation of
transportation-related policies for the General Plan.

4.8.1 Proposed Action
4.8.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in 8,750 acres of habitat reserves,
based on development of 17,500 acres and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be
established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the requirements for one
2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum..reserve sizes, and not more than
20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Impacts to traffic and,
circulation (e.g., public-safety hazards and other construction-related nuisances) could occur
during reserve development. This would include the increased potential for vehicles
traveling on local roadways to encounter construction equipment, temporary open trenches
during grading and backfilling, and other construction site hazards. Nuisances that the
public could encounter include localized congestion, delays, lane closures, and detours in
the immediate vicinity of parcels undergoing site restoration. The extent of the construction
activities (estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation requirement, or

2,187.5 acres, based on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would be dispersed
over a period of many years and over several construction sites, depending on the rate at
which urban land is developed, reserve land is acquired, and habitat reserves are created.
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For many local roadways (e.g., Powerline Road, east-west roads west of S.R. 99/70, Area B),
it is not expected that public safety or nuisance impacts would occur given the low levels of
traffic. Some local roadways (such as Elverta Road and Riego Road east of S.R. 99/70),
however, currently experience high levels of traffic because they link the S.R. 99 / 70 corridor
with Rio Linda, Roseville, and other areas in northeastern Sacramento. Heavy construction
activity associated with reserve development along these roadways could result in traffic
impacts as described above.

4.8.1.2 Mitigation
Traffic levels on local roadways could change over the permit term and, therefore, it is
difficult to predict the specific areas where reserve development might contribute to traffic
safety impacts. The following mitigation measure, however, is recommended to address the
potential for traffic safety impacts and minimize the potential for impacts.
•

t
I
t
1

Prior to commencing substantial habitat reserve development activities, the
Conservancy shall evaluate traffic levels on any adjacent rural roadways that would
provide construction access. Where potential traffic-safety impacts are identified, the
Conservancy and/or its contractor shall prepare a Traffic Control Plan that addresses
potential impacts to public safety and other construction-related nuisances. The Traffic
Control Plan shall be reviewed and approved by the City of Sacramento and/or Sutter
County, and should be submitted for review by Sacramento County for projects located
within the unincorporated portion of Sacramento County. Traffic management measures
to be included in the Traffic Control Plan include, but are not limited to, the following:

-

Provide adequate warning to users of the roadway in the vicinity of the construction,
through signs or other means visible from the roadway

-

Provide adequate assistance to the public in navigating the construction site through
the use of flagmen

- Install adequate signage for construction zones and detours
- If traffic and circulation would be interrupted for an extended period of time,
provide for the opportunity for public input from affected residents

4.8.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, potential traffic-related impacts would
be less than significant.

4.8.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation

II
fj

Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit for the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County would
remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire
17,500 acres of mitigation land. As discussed previously for the Proposed Action, the
mitigation requirement would not be based on the habitat value of the land developed, and
the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the
basin subject to the 20 percent limitation prescribed in the HCP. All other components of the
Proposed Action (e.g., land acquisition and management, canal and ditch maintenance)
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would not change under Alternative 1. The requirement for one contiguous block of
2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that
they form 400-acre contiguous blocks.

I
5

4.8.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Potential impacts to traffic and circulation are similar to those discussed above for the
Proposed Action. Although increasing the amount of habitat reserves created could increase
the potential for traffic-safety hazards, substantial hazards are not expected given the low
levels of traffic on local roadways. In addition, the extent of the construction activities
(estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation requirement, or 4,375 acres, based
on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would be dispersed over a period of many
years and over several. construction sites. Similar to the Proposed Action, however, the
potential exists for the impact to be significant.

j
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4.8.2.2 Mitigation
Implement the mitigation measure stated in Section 4.8.1.2.

4.8.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, potential traffic-related impacts would
be less than significant.

4.8.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential traffic-safety impacts as a result of implementing a habitat-based
mitigation alternative would be approximately the same as described above for Alternative 1.
Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under.the Proposed Action
(Secti on 4.8.1.2) is recommended for Alternative 2 as well.

4.8.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the Natomas
Basin based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The acreage to
be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Therefore, potential traffic-safety impacts as a result of implementing the Reserve
Zone Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Implementing the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.8.1.2) is recommended
for Alternative 3 as well.

4.8.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Potential traffic-safety impacts would remain similar to, but slightly less than, the
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Proposed Action. The potential for impacts to traffic safety, although reduced relative to the
Proposed Action, warrants mitigation (see Section 4.8.1.2) because of the extent of reserve
development activities.

4.8.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system envisioned under the Proposed Action and the
other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. As discussed in
Section 2.6.5, land development and the associated mitigation for biological resources
impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that such mitigation would require
active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as described above for the
Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current
land-management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not
expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions. The
mitigation measures described in Section 4.8.1.2 would likely be required as a result of
CEQA review during these individual habitat-conservation activities.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.

The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would therefore be less than significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

4.8.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
Under independent implementation, potential impacts to traffic and circulation would be
similar to those discussed above for the overall impact of participation by all applicants
because the traffic impacts that would occur would be those related to creation of habitat
reserves. If only the City or Sutter County participated, the Conservancy would still
construct reserves (although the acreage of the reserve area would be less than the acreage
that would be realized under full participation of both the City and Sutter County). In
addition, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures (see Section 4.8.1.2),
impacts would be less than significant if only the City or Sutter County participated. If any
one of the individual permittees were to participate independent of all other permittees, the
impacts would remain less than significant because the mitigation would be conducted by
the Conservancy and the appropriate land use agency would approve the mitigation plan.
4.8.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Potential traffic
impacts associated with development in these local project areas would be similar to the
effects described above in Section 4.8.1.1 (e.g., public-safety hazards and other constructionrelated nuisances). Impacts associated with other habitat-conservation activities could affect
traffic conditions in the local project area, but would not further impact traffic conditions in
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the study area because these activities would not occur in the Natomas Basin or Area B.
Therefore, cumulative impacts would not occur.

4.9 Noise
This section evaluates the impacts of the Proposed Action and alternatives on noise levels in
the study area. For purposes of this analysis, noise-generating activities associated with the
Proposed Action and alternatives consist primarily of operating construction equipment
during reserve development.

l

The Proposed Action would have a significant impact on noise levels if it were to result in:

•

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the study area
vicinity above levels existing without implementation of the Proposed Action

The analysis in this section concludes that minor noise impacts could occur resulting from
the activities of heavy construction equipment during the creation of managed marshes and
other restored natural areas on the habitat reserves. These impacts would be similar to other
types of development activities, and therefore standard noise control requirements are.
recommended to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
On an ongoing basis, the public could experience noise impacts resulting from activities on
the canals and drains (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual), or on the habitat reserves
(Conservancy). In addition, the public could experience noise from farm equipment on
those reserve areas being managed as rice fields. Noise levels occurring as a result of these
activities, however, would be about the same as current conditions. Therefore, the potential
noise impacts associated with RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual activities, and associated with
Conservancy operations, are not discussed further in this section.

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action have
been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for noise are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to provide
context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and
Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review documents applicable
to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are available for review.)
As described in the EIRs for the North and South Natomas Community Plans, future noise
levels from implementation of the Proposed Action's covered activities (urban development)
within the City would increase to significantly adverse levels along roadways. Exterior noise
levels are likely to remain at significantly adverse levels unless mitigation is approved.
Under these conditions, new residential projects would be required to prepare acoustical
reports to determine appropriate site-specific development, proper site planning and
architectural layout, noise barriers, and construction modifications.
As described in the Sutter County General Plan EIR, Sutter County expects that noise levels
along some major roadways in the Sutter County portion of the study area would increase
to levels that will have a significant impact on the ambient noise environment and would
require mitigation. Mitigation for traffic-related noise impacts includes not allowing noisesensitive development near major roadways, project-specific mitigation for new

transportation sources, and preparation of acoustical reports for new non residential
development to determine the appropriateness of project-specific mitigation.
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The industrial activities to be developed within the Industrial-Commercial Reserve area
could generate significant noise levels. Specific mitigation for the development of this area is
not provided in the EIR for the Sutter County General Plan because of the inability to
meaningfully quantify development possibilities and site design. New development in this
area will undergo project-specific review processes to mitigate noise levels in excess of
acceptable County noise standards.

4.9.1 Proposed Action
4.9.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Implementation of the Proposed Action by the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County
would result in the need to establish 8,750 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1
mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be established subject to the provisions of the HCP,
including the requirements for one 2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum
reserve sizes, and not more than 20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas
Basin. Construction activities (estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation
requirement, or 2,187.5 acres, based on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would
be dispersed over a period of many years and over several construction sites. The
substantial construction activities associated with development of habitat reserves would
increase ambient noise conditions within the study area. Because of the generally rural
character of much of the Natomas Basin and Area B, it is not expected that sensitive
receptors (e.g., residences) would be located near the construction areas. Accordingly, noise
impacts are not likely to occur in these areas. Although much of the study area is rural in
character, sensitive receptors are located in several areas (e.g., Rio Ramaza, Nicolaus,
Trowbridge) and farmhouses are distributed throughout the study area. Heavy construction
activity associated with reserve development in these areas could result in noise impacts to
sensitive receptors.

4.9.1.2 Mitigation
Because specific habitat reserve lands are not identified, it is difficult to predict the specific
areas where reserve development might contribute to high noise levels. The following
mitigation measure, however, is recommended to address the potential for noise impacts
and reduce the potential for impacts.
Prior to commencing substantial habitat reserve development activities, the
Conservancy shall determine if residences or other sensitive receptors are located
within 1000 feet of the construction site. If sensitive receptors are located within 1000
feet of the construction site, operation of construction equipment and vehicles would
occur between the hours of 7:00 am and 6:00 pm, Monday through Saturday, and
between 9:00 am and 6:00 pm on Sunday.

II
Ii

4.9.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, potential noise impacts would be less
than significant.

p
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4.9.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation
Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit for the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County would
remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire
17,500 acres of mitigation land. As discussed previously for the Proposed Action, the
mitigation requirement would not be based on the habitat value of the land developed., and
the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the
basin subject to the 20 percent limitation prescribed in the HCP. All other components of the
Proposed Action (e.g., land acquisition and management, canal and ditch maintenance)
would not change under Alternative 1. The requirement for one contiguous block of
2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that
they form 400-acre contiguous blocks.

I

4.9.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Temporary increases in noise levels in association with an increased mitigation ratio of
1:1 for Alternative 1 would occur in a manner similar to the Proposed Action. Impacts
include temporary increases in noise because of the operation of construction equipment for
site preparation. Although increasing the amount of habitat reserves created could increase
the potential for noise impacts, substantial impacts are not expected given the generally low
ambient noise conditions in the undeveloped study area. In addition, the extent of the
construction activities (estimated to be about 25 percent of the total mitigation requirement,
or 4,375 acres, based on the amount of managed marsh to be created) would be dispersed
over a period of many years and over several construction sites. Similar to the Proposed
Action, however, the potential exists for the impact to be significant.

t

4.9.2.2 Mitigation '
Implement the mitigation measure stated in Section 4.9.1.2.

4.9.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
With the implementation of this mitigation measure, potential noise impacts would be less
than significant.

4.9.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential noise impacts as a result of implementing a habitat-based mitigation
alternative would be approximately the same as described above for Alternative I.
Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action
(Section 4.9.1.2) is recommended for Alternative 2 as well.

4.9.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses on the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the
Natomas Basin, based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability. The
acreage to be acquired and all other implementation requirements would be the same as the
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Proposed Action. Therefore, potential noise impacts as a result of implementing the Reserve
Zone Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Implementing the
mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.9.1.2) is recommended
for Alternative 2 as well.

4.9.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Potential noise impacts would remain similar to, but slightly less than, the
Proposed Action. Potential noise impacts, although reduced relative to the Proposed Action,
warrant the adoption of a mitigation measure (see Section 4.9.1.2) because of the extent of
reserve-development activities.

4.9.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system envisioned under the Proposed Action and the
other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. As discussed in
Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated mitigation for biologicalresources impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that such mitigation would

require active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as.described above for
the Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current
land-management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not
expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions. The
mitigation measures described in Section 4.9.1.2 would likely be required as a result of
CEQA review during these individual habitat-conservation activities.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would therefore be less than significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

4.9.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation

I1

II

Potential noise impacts with limited participation would be similar to the overall impacts
discussed above for implementation by all permittees. The portion of potential impacts that
the City or Sutter County would contribute would be less than, but similar to, the overall
impact. The portion of potential impacts that the City or Sutter County would contribute
would be less than significant-if the mitigation measure described in Section 4.9.1.2 was
implemented.

n
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4.9.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Potential noise
impacts in this area would be.similar to the effects described above in Section 4.9.1.1 (e.g.,
construction-related nuisances). Cumulative impacts resulting from the implementation of
the Proposed Action, in combination with other cumulative actions, would not occur

t

because noise impacts are localized. Therefore, noise impacts attributable to the Proposed
Action would be isolated to the Proposed Action .'s defined area of study.

4.10 Air Quality
This section presents a summary of potential air-quality impacts associated with
implementation of the Proposed Action or the other alternatives. For this Proposed Action,
air-quality impacts would be limited to potential construction-equipment emissions and
dust generation that would occur on a temporary basis during grading and earth-moving
activities on the habitat reserves. The Proposed Action would have a significant impact if it
would:

•

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans

•

Violate any air-quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air-quality violation

I

The analysis in this section concludes that minor air-quality impacts could occur, resulting
from the activities of heavy construction equipment during the creation of managed
marshes on the habitat reserve areas. These impacts would be similar to other types of
development activities, and therefore standard emissions- and dust-control requirements
are recommended to reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level.
On an ongoing basis, activities that affect air quality would continue to occur, resulting from
activities on the canals and drains (RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual) and on the habitat.
reserves (Conservancy), including the ongoing management of rice fields. Air-quality
impacts occurring as a result of these activities, however, would be about the same as
current conditions. Therefore, the potential air-quality impacts associated with RD 1000's
and Natomas Mutual's activities, and associated with Conservancy operations, are not
discussed further in this section.
As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents, and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for air quality are briefly summarized here and in Appendix C to provide
context for the action being evaluated in this EIR/EIS (See Chapter 2: Proposed Action and
Alternatives). (Also see Section 4.1.3 for a list of environmental review documents
applicable to the permittees' covered activities and the location at which they are available
for review.)
Both the City Council of the City of Sacramento and the Sutter County Board of Supervisors
determined that the regional air-quality impacts of urbanization would be significant and
unavoidable, and each adopted Statements of Overriding Considerations pursuant to

t
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CEQA. Mitigation measures were adopted to minimize the extent of air-quality impacts, but
the impacts could not be mitigated to a less-than-significant level.

4.10.1 Proposed Action
4.10.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees

I

^
t
I
t
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I

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the need to establish 8,750 acres of
habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat reserves would be established
subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the requirements for one 2,500-acre
contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and not more than 20 percent of
reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. Potential impacts to air quality would be
limited to construction activities during site preparation of the habitat reserves. These effects
would include an increase in vehicle emissions (e.g., ozone precursors, CO, PMlo) and
fugitive dust on a temporary basis during earth-moving activities. CO is generally .
considered to be of primary concern in areas exposed to high concentrations of vehicle
exhaust, such as urban intersections. Because these conditions are not present in the areas
where habitat reserves would be created, issues associated with pollution concentration (i.e.,
CO levels) are not considered to be. of concern for the Proposed Action.
For construction of the habitat reserves, ozone precursors (NOX and ROG) would be
generated primarily by the operation of vehicles including construction vehicles, generators,
and the personal vehicles of construction workers. Approximately 50 percent of reserve
lands would remain in rice production, and is not anticipated to be affected by designation
as a habitat reserve. Heavy construction activity is expected to occur on a portion of the
remaining lands, primarily during conversion of a rice field to a managed marsh system, but
also during grading to restore an upland areas to native vegetation. For five of the existing
reserve lands, 'estimates of vehicle use are provided in the Habitat Management Plan
(Natomas Basin Conservancy, 2001). This report indicates use of heavy construction
equipment in areas that are being converted to managed marsh and uplands. For example,
restoration of the Betts-Kismat-Silva parcel would require up to 190,000 cubic yards of
material to be moved (5,000 cubic yards a day over about two months). This level of activity
would occur as lands are acquired by the Conservancy and converted to habitat, and would
likely occur over several years and in several different locations in the Natomas Basin and
(potentially) Area B.
Implementation of the Proposed Action would not conflict with the implementation of the
Sacramento. Area Regional Ozone Attainment Plan, which is a part of the 1994 State
Implementation Plan for Ozone under the federal Clean Air Act. This plan describes the
control measures that would be implemented regionally to lower ozone precursor levels,
and bases its conclusions on baseline information, including assumptions about existing and
future land uses. The activities proposed on the habitat reserves are similar to the
contouring work undertaken by rice farmers, and an therefore not substantially different
than could be expected to occur within the study area without implementation of the
Proposed Action. Accordingly, the potential for conflicts with regional air quality
attainment plans would be a less-than-significant impact. Because the Sacramento region is
a non-attainment area for ozone and PMlo, however, additional contributions of these
pollutants is a potentially significant effect.
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Sensitive receptors, such as schools, hospitals, and retirement and nursing homes would not
be subject to substantial pollutant concentrations as a result of implementing the Proposed
Action because these uses are not currently located, or planned to be located, in the areas
where habitat reserves could be created. Objectionable odors would not be generated as a
result of the Proposed Action.

I
I

4.10.1.2 Mitigation
Because the Sacramento region is a nonattainment area for ozone and PMo, additional
contributions of these pollutants is a potentially significant effect. Accordingly, measures
have been identified to reduce or otherwise minimize air-pollution emissions that could
occur during creation of the habitat reserves.

The following measures shall be implemented to reduce emissions of ozone precursors
during construction activities on the habitat reserves.
•

To the extent feasible, the Natomas Basin Conservancy shall work with contractors who
include low-NOX, heavy-duty construction vehicles.

•

Construction activities shall be phased to reduce the simultaneous operation of
construction equipment.

•

The contractor shall perform routine tuning and maintenance of construction
equipment.

•

The contractor shall use existing on-site electric power sources in place of diesel
generators to the extent that these sources are available.
and

The following measures shall be implemented to reduce construction-related emissions of
fugitive dust (PM,o).
•

The contractor shall reduce or suspend grading and excavation activity during windy
periods (i.e., winds in excess of 15 miles per hour).

•

The contractor shall post and enforce speed limits on unpaved driving areas.

•

The contractor shall apply water twice daily to disturbed areas and active construction
sites.

•

The contractor shall treat completed sites with soil binders or vegetation.

•

Dirt shall be washed off trucks and other equipment before leaving the construction site.

4.10.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce air-quality impacts to a lessthan-significant level.

i
1
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t
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4.10.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation
Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit for the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County would
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remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire
17,500 acres of mitigation land. As discussed previously for the Proposed Action, the
mitigation requirement would not be based on the habitat value of the land developed, and
the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the
basin subject to the 20 percent limitation prescribed in the HCP. All other components of the
Proposed Action (e.g., land acquisition and management, canal and ditch maintenance)
would not change under Alternative 1. The requirement for one contiguous block of

2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that
they form 400-acre contiguous blocks.

4.10.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees
Potential impacts to air quality associated with constructing habitat reserves based on a
1:1 mitigation ratio would be similar to the overall impacts (potentially significant) for the
Proposed Action, as discussed above. Implementation of Alternative 1 could increase the
use of construction equipment as a result of a greater amount of reserves that would be
development; however, the implementation of Alternative 1 would not conflict with air
quality attainment plans.

4.10.2.2 Mitigation
Implement the mitigation measures stated in Section 4.10.1.2.
4.10.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation

I
I

I
l]

0

I

Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce air-quality impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

4.10.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential air-quality impacts as a result of implementing a habitat-based
mitigation alternative would be approximately the same as described above for
Alternative 1. Accordingly, implementing the mitigation measure described under the
Proposed Action (Section 4.10.1.2) is recommended for Alternative 2 as well.

4.10.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 includes a more strict acquisition criteria than the Proposed Action, but the
acreage to be acquired and most other requirements would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Therefore, potential air-quality impacts as a result of implementing the Reserve
Zone Alternative would be the same as under the Proposed Action. Implementing the
mitigation measure described under the Proposed Action (Section 4.10.1.2) is recommended
for Alternative 3 as well.

4.10.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the
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Proposed Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as
habitat reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed
Action). Air-quality impacts would remain similar to, but slightly less than, the Proposed
Action. Potential air-quality impacts, although reduced relative to the Proposed Action,
warrant the adoption of the mitigation measures stated in Section 4.10.1.2 because of the
extent of reserve-development activities.

4.10.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system envisioned under the Proposed Action and the
other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. As discussed in
Section 2.6.5, planned land development and the associated mitigation for biologicalresources impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that such mitigation would
require active habitat restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as described above for
the Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current
land-management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not
expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions. The
mitigation measures described in Section 4.5.1.2 would likely be required as a result of
CEQA review during these individual habitat conservation activities.

r
I

Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and impacts would therefore be less than significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

4.10.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
Potential air-quality impacts with limited participation would be similar to the overall
impacts discussed above for implementation by all permittees. The portion of potential
impacts that the City or Sutter County would contribute would be less than, but similar to,
the overall impact. The portion of potential impacts that the City or Sutter County would
contribute would be less than significant if the mitigation measures described in
Section 4.10.1.2 above were implemented.

I
I

4.10.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). Potential
air-quality impacts in this area would be similar to the effects described above in
Section 4.10.1.1 (e.g., dust and ozone-precursor generation). Cumulative impacts resulting
from the implementation' of the Proposed Action, in combination with other cumulative
actions, would not occur because the cumulative actions are characterized by habitat
conservation and species preservation. Although localized impacts could occur, they are
expected to be short-term and temporary.

I
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4.11 Public Health and Safety
This section describes potential increases in public health-and-safety risks associated with
bird strikes at Sacramento International Airport as a result of implementing the Proposed
Action or alternatives. Public health- and safety-issues other than bird strikes have not been
identified. For potential public health and safety impacts, the Proposed Action would have a
significant impact if it would:
•

Cause changes in land use patterns such that waterfowl occurrence would be
concentrated within a 5-mile radius of Sacramento International Airport runway
centerlines (i.e., the FAA General Zone), 2-mile radius of runway centerlines (i.e., the
FAA Critical Zone), or 1-mile radius of runway centerlines

•

Impair the ability of Sacramento International Airport to implement control techniques
identified in its Wildlife Hazard Management Plan

The analysis concludes that potential health-and-safety impacts associated with bird strikes
would be less-than-significant because of the similarity of habitat-reserve management with
existing land uses. Additionally, the analysis discusses potential waterfowl habitat changes
in the Natomas Basin and concludes that the concentration of waterfowl would not
substantially change within the safety zones of Sacramento International Airport.

t
t

Concerns over wildlife hazards relate to the establishment and management of habitat
reserves, and therefore the canal activities of RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual are not
considered further in this section.

As discussed in Section 4.1.3, the covered activities associated with the Proposed Action
have been analyzed in previous environmental documents and the collective findings of the
previous analysis for public health and safety are summarized in Appendix C to provide
context for the impacts attributable to covered activities. The specific effect of bird strikes
was not evaluated in these prior environmental documents.

4.11.1 Proposed Action 4.11.1.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees

LI!

n

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the need to establish 8,750 acres of
habitat reserves, based on 17,500 acres of development and a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Habitat
reserves would be established subject to the provisions of the HCP, including the
requirements for one 2,500-acre contiguous reserve, 400-acre minimum reserve sizes, and
not more than 20 percent of reserves allowed outside of the Natomas Basin. As described in
the HCP, the types of habitats created would be 50 percent rice fields, 25 percent managed
marsh, and 25 percent uplands.
The types of wildlife with the greatest potential for risk to aircraft operations at Sacramento
International Airport are waterfowl, particularly ducks and geese. Flocking by ducks and
geese while in flight is considered to have a greater potential for risk to aircraft operations
compared to solitary flying behavior. In the Sacramento area, winter is the period of the
year with the greatest potential for risk associated with flocking. The 5-mile and 2-mile
zones around the airport runways are important zones for safe operation of aircraft based
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on FAA requirements. Additionally, the 1-mile north of the runways is also considered a
particularly important safety area because the majority of flights into the airport approach
from the north (Febbo, pers. comm.). At a 1-mile distance from the airport, aircraft begin to
descend at an altitude where the majority of waterfowl fly (2,000 feet or less above ground
level). Most of the undeveloped Natomas Basin is within the 5-mile zone, and much of the
northwest quadrant of the Natomas Basin (where substantial reserve acquisition is
expected) is within the 2- and 1-mile zones (Figure 4-2).

5

Flooded rice fields and other wetlands in the Natomas Basin provide winter resting,
foraging, and loafing habitat for waterfowl, both as winter residents and during migration.
In the winter, managed marsh may not be as, attractive to waterfowl compared with rice
fields, because rice fields could have more food sources than managed marsh. Upland
habitat is not as attractive to waterfowl compared with rice fields or managed marsh,
because it does not support the most preferable type of environment and food sources used
by waterfowl. Based on these generalizations, issues regarding the potential for reserve
lands to conflict with Sacramento International Airport can be summarized as follows:
•

The location of upland reserves (25 percent, or 2,187.5 acres, under the Proposed Action)
is not.relevant to public health and safety with regard to Sacramento International
Airport because waterfowl use of uplands during the winter is limited.

•

The location of managed marsh reserves (25 percent, or 2,187.5 acres, under the
Proposed Action) is potentially relevant to the bird strike issue. The requirements for
managed marsh reserves necessitate the conversion of nonrice areas to attractive openwater habitat within the areas of primary concern for Sacramento International Airport.

I

The substantial acreage of rice lands north of Sacramento International Airport and in the
general vicinity of the airport is a concern because of the heavy use of flooded rice fields by
ducks and geese during the winter.
Because of the soil types in the Natomas Basin, agricultural land use patterns are not
expected to substantially change. For example, existing upland areas along the western edge
of the Natomas Basin would not be converted to rice fields because of soil composition. The
soils in this area would not support rice farming. Likewise, upland reserves would likely
not be created in the north-central portion of the Natomas Basin that currently supports
heavy rice production. Managed marsh areas could be created in most areas in the basin,
but would primarily be created in areas that would support standing water. Based on
information available for future habitat-reserve acquisitions within the critical 5-, 2- and
1-mile zones of the airport, implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in land
uses that are more attractive to waterfowl compared to current conditions. Under the
Proposed Action, many existing rice fields within these zones (including directly north of
the airport) would be purchased for future habitat management; however, land uses would
not be changed. Accordingly, 50 percent of the required reserve lands (4,375 acres in rice
production) would be established with no change in land use relative to current conditions.
Habitat reserves could be acquired in the areas north of the airport and could be converted
to managed marsh. Because managed marsh is not likely to attract winter waterfowl more
than rice fields, the creation of managed marsh reserves is not expected to alter waterfowl
use in the area. In addition, management of the rice reserves would remain similar to
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current management practices, especially with the increase in winter flooding that has
occurred in the basin since the early 1990s with the increased restrictions on straw burning.
relative to existing conditions and regardless of where the reserves are established, the
establishment of rice and managed marsh reserves is not expected to change the potential
for bird strikes at Sacramento International Airport.

One notable aspect of the Conservancy's proposed management is the possibility that a
waterfowl-hunting program could be established on the reserves. Waterfowl hunting in rice
fields and managed marsh could be beneficial to prevent flocking behavior. Periodic
hunting acts disturb flocking behavior such that large flocks of waterfowl are not likely to
congregate in a relatively small area. Such a program implemented in the primary areas of
concern for Sacramento International Airport could result in beneficial effects relative to
existing conditions.
Because of the overall changes in waterfowl habitat that would occur in the Natomas Basin,
an analysis was conducted to determine if waterfowl could become more concentrated near
the airport. This analysis projected existing and future rice acreage within the critical airport
safety zones and the potential for waterfowl to become concentrated within these zones. As
shown in Table 4-20, the proportion of rice fields occurring in the future within the airport
safety zones, compared to the total rice fields in the Natomas Basin, is approximately the
same as under existing conditions. Within the 1-mile zone, the concentration of rice acreage
within the safety zones is expected to decrease by 3.48 percent compared to existing
conditions. Within the 2- and 5-mile zones, the concentration of rice fields within the safety
zones is expected to increase by 2.25 percent and 4.44 percent, respectively, compared to
existing conditions.
TABLE 4-20

Existing and Future Rice Field Distribution
Existing (Acres)

Future (Acres)

1-mile Zone 2-mile Zone 5-mile Zone 1-mile Zone 2-mile Zone 5-mile Zone
Rice Fields in Airport Zones

1,628

4,661

16,550

514

3,212

10,901

Total Rice Fields in Basin

22,979

22,979

22,979

14,258

14,258

14,258

Percent of Rice Fields in
Airport Zones (Compared
With Total Rice Fields in
Basin)

7.08%

20.28%

72.02%

3.60%

22.53%

76.46%

For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the current population of waterfowl within
the Natomas Basin would not change. It is also assumed that waterfowl are equally
distributed throughout the basin, so that no one area tends to concentrate waterfowl
disproportionately to other areas. (For further details on waterfowl habits, refer to
Section 4.4.) Based on future land use changes in the Natomas Basin, the population of
waterfowl within the airport safety zones is expected to remain similar to existing
conditions. Within the 1-mile zone of the airport, a slight reduction in waterfowl population
is expected to occur. Although waterfowl concentrations would be higher on the remaining
rice lands, fewer rice lands would be available within this area and the net result is expected
E042002017SAC/161795(004.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

4-163

CHAPTER 4: ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

to be a slight decrease in waterfowl numbers. Within the 2- and 5-mile zone, a slight
increase in waterfowl population is projected. Waterfowl concentrations would be higher on
the remaining rice lands, but fewer rice lands would be available within this area. Because
the concentration of rice lands within the safety zones would increase (Table 4-20) the net
result is expected to be a slight increase in waterfowl numbers. The expected changes in
waterfowl populations within these zones could change the potential for bird strikes. These
future changes in the concentration of rice acreage are, however, relatively small and are not
expected to have a significant adverse impact on the potential for bird strikes to occur.
The implementation of the Sacramento International Airport Wildlife Management Plan
requires direct wildlife-management techniques on airport property and also states the need
to discourage land uses within the vicinity of the airport that are attractive to wildlife.
Control techniques to be. implemented by the Wildlife Management Plan on airport
property include removal of wildlife habitat by removing sources of food, cover, and water,
and direct population control. The Wildlife Management Plan also states the need for the
airport to discourage surrounding land uses from attracting wildlife.
As discussed above, the Proposed Action would not directly interfere with the
implementation of these measures on airport property. Although the Proposed Action does
not specifically require avoiding reserve acquisition in the vicinity of the airport,
implementation of the Proposed Action would not conflict with implementation of the
airport's Wildlife Management Plan. In addition, representatives from the airport and the
Conservancy have been engaged in discussion regarding efforts to minimize the potential
for management of the habitat reserves to affect airport operations. Any potential conflict of
undesirable land uses according to the Wildlife Management Plan as a result of the
Proposed Action could be reduced with ongoing consultation between the Conservancy and
Sacramento International Airport. Specific land use and habitat-management measures that
could reduce potential flocking behavior of waterfowl within 1 mile north of the airport
during winter and also meet the biological goals and objectives of the HCP would be the

t

goal of these discussions.

4.11.1.2 Mitigation
No significant impacts were identified, therefore no mitigation is necessary.

4.11.1.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
The impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

4.11.2 Alternative 1. Increased Mitigation Ratio
Under Alternative 1, the mitigation ratio for developed land would be increased from
0.5:1 to 1:1. The development limit for the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County would
remain at 17,500 acres, but this amount of development would result in the need to acquire
17,500 acres of habitat reserves. As discussed previously for the Proposed Action, the
mitigation requireme:nt would not be based on the habitat value of the land developed, and
the land would be acquired within the Natomas Basin from willing sellers or outside of the
basin subject to the 20 percent limitation prescribed in the HCP. All other components of the
Proposed Action (e.g., land acquisition and management, canal and ditch maintenance)
would not change under Alternative 1. The requirement for one contiguous block of
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2,500 acres would not change, and other reserve lands would be acquired to ensure that
they form 400-acre contiguous blocks.

4.11.2.1 Impacts With Participation by All Permittees

1

Potential impacts to air quality associated with the City, Metro Air Park, and Sutter County
jointly constructing habitat reserves based on a 1:1 mitigation ratio would be similar to the
overall impacts for the Proposed Action. As discussed above, the conversion of agricultural
lands to habitat reserves is not expected to result in waterfowl use that is substantially
different than existing conditions. In addition, development-related changes in waterfowl
concentration would not change under this alternative. This would remain true with

17,500 acres of habitat reserves under Alternative 1. Effects associated with the
concentration of waterfowl, however, would remain the same as under the Proposed Action
because land development would remain at 17,500 acres.

4.11.2.2 Mitigation
No significant impacts were identified, therefore no mitigation is necessary.
4.11.2.3 Level of Significance After Mitigation
The impact would be less than significant without mitigation.

I

4.11.3 Alternative 2. Habitat-based Mitigation
Implementation of Alternative 2 would require the acquisition of 17,763 acres of land for
mitigation pursuant to the habitat-based mitigation ratios described in Section 2.6.2. Because
the mitigation acreage under Alternative 2 would be approximately the same as under
Alternative 1, potential public health-and-safety impacts as a result of implementing a
habitat-based mitigation alternative would be approximately the same as described above
for Alternative 1.

4.11.4 Alternative 3. Reserve Zones
Alternative 3 focuses on the acquisition of habitat reserves of specific zones within the
Natomas Basin based on giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat availability,
including firm reserve areas north of Sacramento International Airport. The acreage to be
acquired and all other HCP implementation requirements would be the same as the
Proposed Action. Because of the availability of land in this area for large habitat blocks,
implementation of the Proposed Action could result in similar land use patterns as the
Reserve Zone Alternative. Therefore, potential health-and-safety impacts as a result of
implementing the Reserve Zone Alternative could be similar to the Proposed Action. Specific
future habitat-reserve acquisition under the Proposed Action, however, remains speculative.
4.11.5 Alternative 4. Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Development of 12,000 acres under Alternative 4 would result in the acquisition of
6,000 acres of habitat reserves, based on a 0.5:1 mitigation ratio. Compared with the Proposed
Action, implementing Alternative 4 would result in less land being conserved as habitat
reserves (6,000 acres under Alternative 4 versus 8,750 acres under the Proposed Action). As
described under the Proposed Action, waterfowl use of habitat reserves would be similar to
existing conditions. Fewer habitat reserves under Alternative 4 would also not change
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waterfowl use relative to existing conditions. The potential for bird-strike impacts associated
with the increased concentration of waterfowl in remaining rice fields would remain similar
to, but slightly less than, the Proposed Action because of the reduction development.

4.11.6 Alternative 5. No Action Alternative
Establishment of the habitat reserve system envisioned under the Proposed Action and the
other alternatives would not occur under the No Action Alternative. As discussed in
Section 2.6.5, planned :land development and the associated mitigation for biologicalresources impacts would still occur, however, and it is expected that such mitigation would
require active habitat-restoration efforts resulting in similar effects as described above for
the Proposed Action and the other alternatives. These activities would be similar to current
land management practices in the Natomas Basin and similar habitat areas, and are not
expected to result in substantially different impacts relative to current conditions.
Under the No Action Alternative, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual would continue their
activities consistent with current,practices, with no substantial change relative to the
Proposed Action or the other alternatives. Management of habitat reserves by the
Conservancy would still be required, resulting in similar impacts as under the Proposed
Action and other alternatives.
The Proposed Action and alternatives are expected to have similar effects as the No Action
Alternative, and would therefore be less-than-significant relative to the No Action
Alternative baseline.

4.11.7 Effects Under Independent Implementation
The adverse public health-and-safety effects described above would be proportionally
reduced if the City or Sutter County did not participate in implementing the HCP.
Significant impacts, however, were not identified for implementation by all permittees.
Although adverse effects would be lessened with limited participation, conclusions about
the significance of impacts would not change.

4.11.8 Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts would include the additional effects associated with the
implementation of other regional conservation activities (see Section 4.1.2). These actions
could have the potential for increasing public health-and-safety risks for Sacramento
International Airport. Refuge management activities and some private lands include the
expansion of seasonal wetlands and other actions to implement the North American
Waterfowl Management Plan and further the goals of the Central Valley Habitat Joint
Venture. The North American Waterfowl Management Plan, implemented jointly by the
governments of the United States, Canada, and Mexico, seeks to restore waterfowl
populations through habitat protection, restoration, and enhancement activities throughout
North America. The goals of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan are
implemented locally by the Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture. The goals of the Joint
Venture include: (1) enhancing the natural resource values on remaining wetland areas in
the Central Valley (approximately 300,000 acres), (2) enhancing 443,000 acres of private
agricultural lands for feeding and nesting waterfowl, (3) protecting 80,000 acres of existing
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wetlands through perpetual easements or fee title purchase, and (4) restoring and protecting
120,000 acres of former wetlands.
Substantial progress has been made statewide to further the goals of the joint Venture.
Locally, this has included contributions to the establishment of the Vic Fazio/Yolo Basin
Wildlife Area and acquisition of conservation easements over farmland in the northern Yolo
Basin. Because the 5-mile "general zone" around the Sacramento International Airport's
runways extends into the Yolo Basin, potential cumulative public health-and-safety impacts
could occur as a result of habitat-conservation efforts within the Yolo Basin. Yolo Basin
lands are undeveloped and currently provide habitat for migrating winter waterfowl, and
therefore establishing new conservation easements is not expected to result in substantial
changes in migratory-waterfowl populations within the 5-mile zone. Accordingly,
cumulative impacts would be less than significant. No other habitat areas or conservation
easements for waterfowl management exist within a 1- or 2- mile radius of Sacramento
International Airport.

4.12 Other Impact Categories
4.12.1 Irreversible Environmental Changes

J

For some projects, the environmental impacts caused by implementing the project would
generally be irreversible (e.g., land development). The Proposed Action would result in
substantial land use changes where lands are converted to managed marsh and other
natural habitats. These changes would occur through the acquisition of habitat reserve lands
and are intended to be maintained as habitat reserves in perpetuity. The intent to acquire
and manage the reserve lands to the benefit of the HCP's covered species would not,
however, physically change the landscape so that the acquired reserve lands could not be
converted to agricultural or other use.

4.12.2 Relationship Between Short-term Uses of the Environment and the
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-term Productivity
For this Proposed Action, long-term productivity is defined by the continuing ability of the
Natomas Basin to provide for the needs of the various wildlife and plant species that are
considered in this analysis. As described in Section 4.4, the Proposed Action is expected to
provide for the continuing viability of species in the Natomas Basin, including the giant
garter snake and Swainson's hawk. No irreversible changes would occur that would
preclude the ability for adaptive management to help ensure that species viability is
preserved. Accordingly, long-term productivity is expected to be sustained with
implementation of the Proposed Action.

I

4.12.3 Unavoidable Environmental Effects
The conversion of agricultural lands to managed marsh and other natural habitats, a
significant impact, would be an unavoidable and unrnitigatable consequence of this
Proposed Action. Other significant and unavoidable impacts associated with authorized
development were identified in prior environmental analyses as summarized in Sections 4.2
through 4.11 and in Appendix C.
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4.12.4 Growth-inducing Impacts
Projects that foster economic or population growth, or remove obstacles to population
growth, are considered to have a growth-inducing effect. The Proposed Action is prepared
to address the biological impacts of growth in a comprehensive, planned program, and is
not in itself growth-inducing. The consequences of acquiring 8,750 acres of habitat reserves
include substantial land use changes where the reserves convert existing farmlands to
managed marsh and other natural habitats. As described in Sections 4.6 and 4.7, this would
result in a substantial loss of productive farmland, but the social and economic
consequences of these changes would be less than significant. These land use changes could
result in changes to the workforce composition and adjustments in the relative role of the
agricultural sector in the overall economy, but this is expected to result in a shift to other
sectors that reflect the urbanizing character of the Natomas Basin. These changes are not
expected to induce substantial growth.

1
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CHAPTER 7

Glossary
2081 Permit: A permit issued by CDFG to authorize the incidental take of listed species
pursuant to Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code. Generally similar to the
USFWS's Incidental Take Permit.

II

Adaptive Management: The process that allows the HCP's conservation program and
reserve acquisition and management decisions to be adjusted during the life of the permit to
ensure that the most up-to-date information available on the covered species is being
utilized and that the conservation program is as effective as possible.

Annexation Area: The "panhandle" of unincorporated Sacramento County lands in the
northeastern portion of North Natomas that is proposed to be annexed into the City of
Sacramento.

I
III

Covered Activities: Urban development (both public and private), operations and
maintenance of canals and drains, habitat reserve construction and management.
Covered Species: Those species that are proposed to be included in the Incidental Take
Permit and 2081 Permit issued in conjunction with approval of the HCP. Incidental take of
these species would be authorized under the permits associated with this project.
Endemic: Native or confined (restricted) to a particular geographic region.

I

t
I

Fully Mitigate: A component of CDFG's approval criteria for a 2081 Permit. Any authorized
take must be fully mitigated.
Habitat Conservation Plan: The plan that is prepared as a requirement for obtaining an
Incidental Take Permit. The HCP includes the management measures that state how
incidental take is intended to be minimized and mitigated to the maximum extent
practicable.
Implementing Agreement: The agreement entered into by the parties to the Incidental Take
Permit documenting the obligations of each party in implementing the HCP.
Incidental Take Permit: The permit granted by the USFWS under Section 10(a)(1)(b) of the
federal Endangered Species Act authorizing take of a listed species that is incidental to an
otherwise lawful activity.
Industrial Commercial Reserve: That portion of the Natomas Basin in Sutter County
designated in the Sutter County General Plan that would be allowed to be developed by the
year 2015 under the General Plan.

Listed Species: A species that is officially listed as either Endangered or Threatened under
either the federal Endangered Species Act or the California Endangered Species Act. Also
includes plant species listed as Rare under the California Endangered Species Act.
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Maximum Extent Practicable: A component of the USFWS's approval criteria for an
Incidental Take Permit. Any authorized take must be minimized and mitigated to the
maximum extent practicable.

I

Mitigation Ratio: The ratio of acres to be set aside in habitat reserves to the acres of
development to mitigate for the effects of development on the covered species.
Natomas Basin: The land area in Sutter and Sacramento counties bordered by the Natomas
Cross Canal to the north, Garden Highway to the south, the Natomas East Main Drainage
Canal (Steelhead Creek) to the east, and the Sacramento River to the west. For this project,
the Natomas Basin is defined as the area in the interior of the surrounding levees.
Neotropical Migrant: a species (primarily birds) that migrates between northern areas and
the neotropics, that region of the New World that stretches southward from the Tropic of
Cancer and includes southern Mexico, Central and South America, and the West Indies.
O& M: Operations and management activities carried out by RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual
to operate and maintain the drainage infrastructure in the Natomas Basin.
Ruderal: A land-use classification that includes former agricultural lands ,that are no longer
in production, primarily due to proximity to urbanized areas. Ruderal lands typically
consist of non-native grasses, and most are occasionally tilled for fire control.
Special-status Species: Special-status species are those that are listed as Threatened or
Endangered, are proposed or a candidate for listing, are federal Species of Concern
(formerly Category 2), are state Species of Special Concern, or are fully protected (state) in
accordance with applicable federal or state laws.
Swainson's Hawk Zone: The area between the Interstate 80 crossing of the Sacramento
River and the Natomas Cross Canal. Generally one-mile in width from the toe of the
Sacramento River east levee, but not including incorporated areas of the City of Sacramento.
Take: Broadly defined to include the direct or indirect mortality of a listed species. The
USFWS's definition of Take has been interpreted to specifically include habitat loss.

Vernal Pool: Wetlands (generally seasonal or ephemeral) away from stream or river
influence. Vernal pools are seasonally to semi-permanently flooded depressions typically
occurring on sites with poor drainage.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Fish and Wildlife Service

Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement and Habitat
Conservation Plan for the Natomas Basin, Sacramento County, California

AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service, Interior.

ACTION: Notice of Availability.

SUMMARY: The City of Sacramento, Sutter County, and the Natomas Basin
Conservancy (the "applicants") have applied to the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
for 50-year incidental take permits for 22 covered species pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B)
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The applications address the
potential for "take" of covered species associated with various activities within the
Natomas Basin, a 53,537-acre area in the Sacramento region. These activities (the
"covered activities") include 17,500 acres of planned land development, and development
and management of mitigation lands. A conservation program to minimize and mitigate
for the covered activities would be implemented as described in the Natomas Basin

1

Habitat Conservation Plan (Plan), which would be jointly implemented by the applicants.

The permit applications, available for public review, include the Plan which describes the
proposed program and mitigation, and an accompanying Implementing Agreement (legal
contract).

The Service also announces the availability of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft ER/EIS) that addresses the
environmental effects associated with issuing the permits and implementing the Plan.

The analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS is intended to accomplish the following:
inform the public of the proposed action and alternatives; address public comments
received during the scoping period; disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental effects of the proposed action and each of the alternatives; and indicate
any irreversible commitment of resources that would result from- implementation of the
proposed action.
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DATES: Written comments should be received on or before October 16, 2002.

Public meetings are scheduled as follows:
1. September 23, 2002, First Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Second Session: 7:00 p.m.
to 9:00 p.m., Sacramento, California;
2. September 25, 2002, First Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.; Second Session: 7:00 p.m.
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to 9:00 p.m., Yuba City, California.

ADDRESSES: Comments should be addressed to the Field Supervisor, Fish- and
Wildlife Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office, 2800 Cottage Way, W-2605,
Sacramento, California 95825. Written comments may be sent by facsimile to (916) 4146711.

The public meetings will be held at the following locations:
1. Sacramento-1231 I Street, First Floor;
2. Yuba City -Whitaker Hall, 44 Second Street.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Ms. Vicki Campbell, Chief,
Conservation Planning Division, at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office (see
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ADDRESSES); telephone: (916) 414-6600.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

Availability of Documents

Individuals wishing copies of the applications, Draft EIR/EIS, Plan, and Implementing
Agreement should immediately contact the Service by telephone at (916) 414-6600 or by
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letter to the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office [see ADDRESSES]. Copies of the
Draft EIRJEIS, Plan, and Implementing Agreement also are available for public
inspection, during regular business hours, at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Offlce; the
City of Sacramento Planning and Building Department, 12311 Street, Room 300,
Sacramento, California; State Library, 914 Capitol Mall, Sacramento, California; Central
Library, 828 I Street, Sacramento, California; South Natomas Library, 2901 Truxel Road,
Sacramento, California; and Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes Avenue, Yuba City,
California.
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Comments

I
Written comments will be received at the public meetings. Written comments also may
be received after the public meetings, until the close of the comment period [see
DATES]. All comments received, including names and addresses, will become part of
the official administrative record and may be made available to the public.

Background Information

Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation prohibit the "take" of animal species listed as
endangered or threatened. Take is defined under the Act as harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect listed animal species, or attempt to engage in
such conduct (16 USC 1538). However, under limited circumstances, the Service may

4
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issue permits to authorize "incidental take" of listed animal species. "Incidental take" is
defined by the Act as take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out of an
otherwise lawful activity. Regulations governing permits for threatened species and
endangered species, respectively, are at 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.

The applicants are seeking permits for take of the following federally listed species: the
threatened giant garter snake (Thamnophis gigas), threatened valley elderberry longhorn
beetle (Desmocerus californicus dimorphus), threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp
(Branchinecta lynchi); endangered vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus packardi),
threatened Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusan a), endangered Sacramento Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia viscida), and threatened slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis). The proposed
permits.would also authorize future incidental take of the currently unlisted Swainson's
hawk (Buteo swainsoni), Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia), bank
swallow (Riparia riparia), tricolored blackbird (Agelaius tricolor), northwestern pond
turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata), white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi), loggerhead
shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), California tiger
salamander (Ambystoma californiense), western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii),

midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta mesovallensis), Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop
(Gratiaola heterosepala), legenere (Legenere limosa), delta tule pea (Lathyrus jepsonii
ssp. 'e sonii and Sanford's arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii), should any of these species
become listed under the Act during the life of the permit. Collectively, the 22 listed and
unlisted species are referred to as the "covered species" in the Plan.
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The applicants propose to minimize and mitigate the effects to covered species associated
with the covered activities by participating in the Plan. The purpose of this basin-wide
conservation program is to promote biological conservation in conjunction with economic
and urban development within the Natomas Basin. Through the payment of development
fees, one-half acre of mitigation land would be established for every acre of land
developed within the various permit areas (a total of 8,750 acres of mitigation land to be
acquired based on 17,500 acres of urban development). The mitigation land would be
acquired and managed by the Natomas Basin Conservancy. In addition to the
requirement to pay mitigation fees, the Plan also includes take avoidance and
minimization measures.
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The Draft EIR/EIS considers four alternatives in addition to the Proposed Action and the
No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, no section l0(a)(1)(B) permits
would be issued for take of listed species associated with the covered activities; the

applicants would address the potential for take of listed species on a case-by-case basis.
The Increased Mitigation Ratio Alternative would double the extent of required
mitigation land relative to the Plan. The Habitat-Based Mitigation Alternative would

I
I

prescribe mitigation based on the value of habitat to be disturbed, rather than on a general
ratio applied to all lands to be disturbed. The Reserve Zone Alternative would prioritize
specific areas Within the Natomas Basin for acquisition, in contrast to the general
acquisition strategy described in the Plan. The Reduced Potential for Incidental Take
Alternative would result in reduced urban development covered by the permits, and

I
I
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would therefore reduce the potential for incidental take associated with urban
development.

In August 2001, (66 FR 43267), two water agencies, Reclamation District No. 1000 (RD
1000), and Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (Natomas Mutual), decided to join
the City of Sacramento and Sutter County as applicants for permits and participated in
drafting the Plan. At this time, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual have chosen not to submit
an application for an incidental take permit. They may decide to apply at a later time and

I
I
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commit to the terms of the Plan, and through issuance of a permit by the Service, join as
full permittees at a future date. It should be noted that because of RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual's previous participation as potential applicants, and the possibility that they may
decide to apply for a permit at some future date, the description of and analysis of the two
water agencies as permittees has remained in both the Plan and the EIR/EIS. Should the
water agencies apply for a permit in the future, then additional notification and
documentation may be needed pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act.

The Service invites the public to comment on the Plan and Draft EIR/EIS during a 60-day
public comment period. This notice is provided pursuant to section 10(a) of the

I
I
I
I

Endangered Species Act and Service regulations for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (40 CFR 1506.6). The Service will evaluate the
application, associated documents, and comments submitted thereon to prepare a Final
EIR/EIS. A decision on the permit applications will be made no sooner than 30 days after

7

the publication of the Final EIR/EIS.

Date:

Deputy Manager, California/Nevada Operations Office
Sacramento, California
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A Joint Public Notice of

City of Sacramento
and
Sutter County
DATE:

August 16, 2002

TO:

Responsible Agencies and Interested Persons

FROM:

City of Sacramento and Sutter County

ACTION:

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY - DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE NATOMAS BASIN
HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN

SUMMARY:
The City of Sacramento and Sutter County are lead agencies under CEQA for this project. The City of Sacramento
(City), Sutter County ( County) and The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) (the "applicants") have applied to the
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for a 50-year incidental take permit for 22 covered species (both
federal and state) pursuant to Section 10(a)(I)(B) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The
City and County intend to submit an application to the California Department of Fish and Game for an incidental
take permit ( ITP) under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code in accordance with CESA.
The applications address the potential for "incidental take" of covered species associated with various activities
within the Natomas Basin, a 53,537-acre area in the Sacramento region. These activities (the "covered activities")
include 17,500 acres of planned land development, and development.and management of mitigation lands. A
conservation program to minimize and mitigate for the covered activities would be implemented as described in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (Plan), which would be jointly implemented by the applicants.
The permit applicatiori (available for public review) includes the Plan that describes the proposed program and
mitigation, and an accompanying Implementation Agreement (legal contract).

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY OF A DRAFT EIR/EIS:
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The City of Sacramento (City) and Sutter County (County) announce the availability of a Draft Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIRlEIS) that addresses the environmental effects associated
with issuing the permits and implementing the Plan. The United State Fish and Wildlife Service (The USFWS) is
the lead agency for NEPA and the City and County are the lead agencies under CEQA.. The City and County are
noticing the release. of the Draft EIR/EIS per CEQA Guidelines Section 15087. The Draft EIR/EIS is being sent to
the State Clearinghouse (OPR) for review by interested state agencies, including responsible and trustee agencies
under CEQA. In addition, the release of the Draft EIR/EIS is being noticed in local newspapers of general
circulation and the Notice of Availability is being mailed to interested persons, groups and responsible agencies.
The analysis provided in the Draft EIR/EIS is intended to accomplish the following: inform the public of the
proposed action and alternatives; identify the environmentally superior alternative; address public comments
received during the scoping period; disclose the direct, indirect, and. cumulative environmental effects of the
proposed action and each of the alternatives; identify significant impacts resulting from the proposed action; identify
feasible mitigation measures to reduce significant impacts; identify significant unavoidable impacts and indicate any
irreversible commitment of resources that would result from implementation of the proposed action.

I
The proposed permit would authorize incidental take of seven federally listed species, six state listed species and the
potential future incidental take of 9 currently unlisted species for a total of 22 covered species, including one species
that. is a candidate for listing, if any of them become listed under the Act during the lifetime of the permits.
The Dratt EIR/EIS identifies significant impacts to geology and soils, traffic, air quality, noise, biological resources,
water, cultural resources and land use. Implementation of the proposed project would result in the loss of important
farmlands which is considered a significant unavoidable impact. All other impacts would be mitigated to a less than
significant level. The Draft EIR/EIS is being circulated for a 60 day public review period from Friday, August 16,
2002 through Monday, October 16, 2002.

I
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DATES:
Written comments on the Draft EIR should be received NO LATER THAN 5:00 PM, October 16, 2002.
Comments should be addressed to the Field Supervisor, United State Fish and Wildlife Service, 2800 Cottage Way,
W-2605, Sacramento, California, 95825. Written comments may be sent facsimile to (916) 414-6711.
Public meetings are scheduled as follows:
•

Sacramento at 12311 Street, First Floor on September 23, 2002, Afternoon Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.;
Evening Session: 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Sacramento, CA, 95814;

•

Yuba City at Whitaker Hall, 44 Second Street, on September 25, 2002, Afternoon Session: 4:00 p.m. to 6:00
PM and Evening Session: 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM, Yuba City, CA, 95991

For additional meeting information, contact Ms. Vicki Campbell, Chief, Conservation Planning Division at
(916) 414-6600

I
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Ms. Vicki Campbell, Chief, Conservation Planning Division, United States Fish and Wildlife Office, W-2605, 2800
Cottage Way, Sacramento, California; telephone: (916) 414-6600.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
Availability of Documents
Individuals wishing copies of the applications, Draft EIR/EIS, Plan, and Implementation Agreement should
immediately contact the USFWS by telephone at (916) 414-6600 or by letter to the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS, Plan and Implementation agreement are also available for public inspection,
during regular business hours at the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office; State Library, 914 Capitol Mall,
Sacramento, CA; City of Sacramento libraries located at: 828 I Street, Sacramento, CA; 1620 W. El Camino
Avenue, Sacramento, CA; California State University Sacramento Library; and Sutter County Library, 750 Forbes
Avenue, Yuba City, CA.

I
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The Plan and the Draft EIR/EIS are also available for review on the City of Sacramento's website at
www.cityofsacramento.org
Background Information
Section 9 of the Act and Federal regulation prohibit the "take" of animal species listed as endangered or threatened.
Take is defined under the Act as harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect listed animal
species, or attempt to engage in such conduct (16 USC 1538). Under limited circumstances, however, the USFWS
may issue permits to authorize "incidental take" of listed animal species. "Incidental take" is defined by the Act as

I
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take that is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out of an otherwise lawful activity. Regulations governing
permits for threatened species and endangered species, respectively, are at 50 CFR 17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
The California Endangered Species Act (CESA) prohibits "take" of species designated as threatened and
endangered, as well as species designated as candidates for listing under CESA. (Fish and Game Code, Section
2080, 2085) "Take", for the purposes of CESA, means hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt,
pursue, catch, capture, or kill. (Id., Section 86) Killing that is incidental to an otherwise lawful activity and not the
primary purpose of the activity also constitutes take under. CESA. (Department of Fish and Game v. AndersonCottonwood Irrigation District (1992) 8 Ca1.App.4th 1554.) In limited circumstances, the Department may
authorize take of species protected under CESA where such take is incidental to'an otherwise lawful activity.
Standards governing the issuance of an ITP under CESA are set forth in Section 2081, subdivisions (b) and (c) of the
California Fish and Game Code, and in Section 783.4 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations.

I
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The applicants are seeking permits for incidental take of the following federally listed species and state listed
species: the threatened giant garter snake (Thamnonhis gigas), threatened valley elderberry longhorn beetle
(Desmocerus califonvcus dimorphus), threatened vernal pool fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchi), endangered vernal
pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus pack), threatened Colusa grass (Neostapfia colusana), endangered Sacramento
Orcutt grass (Orcuttia viscida), threatened slender Orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and the threatened Swainson's
hawk (Buteo swainsoni), threatened bank swallow (RiUaria Lipari a) , and the endangered Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop
(Gratiaola heterosepala). The following species are also covered should any of these species become listed under the
Act during the life of the permit: Aleutian Canada goose (Branta canadensis leucopareia),), tricolored blackbird
(Agelaius tricolor), northwestern pond turtle (Clemmys marmorata marmorata), white-faced ibis (Ple adis chihi),
loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), California tiger salamander
(Ambvstoma californiense), western spadefoot toad (Scaphiopus hammondii), midvalley fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
mesovallensis),, legenere (LeQenere limosa), delta tule pea (Lathyrus iepsonii ssp. 'e sonii and Sanford's
arrowhead (Sagittaria sanfordii). Collectively, the 22 listed and unlisted species are referred to as the "covered
species" in the Plan.
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The applicants propose to minimize and mitigate the effects to covered species associated with the covered activities
by participating in the Plan. The purpose of this comprehensive conservation program is to promote biological
conservation in conjunction with economic and urban development within the Natomas Basin. Through the
payment of mitigation fees, one-half acre of mitigation land would be established for every acre of land developed.
The proposed NBHCP and Incidental Take Permit (ITP) for the City of Sacramento would authorize development of
8, 050 acres of urban uses. In turn, the proposed NBHCP requires the City of Sacramento to collect mitigation fees
to support the acquisition and management of 4, 025 acres of mitigation lands. Similarly, the proposed NBHCP and
related ITP will authorize Sutter County to develop up to 7,467 acres of urban development and in turn, mitigation
fees will be collected to support the acquisition and management of 3,733.5 acres of mitigation lands. Combined
with the previously approved Metro Air Park HCP and ITP which authorized 1,983 acres of urban development, a
total of 17,500 acres of development is proposed in the Natomas Basin at this time. A total of 8,750 acres of
mitigation lands or reserve lands would be created. The mitigation land would be acquired and managed by the
Natomas Basin Conservancy. In addition to the requirement to pay mitigation fees, the Plan also includes incidental
take avoidance and minimization measures.
The Draft EIR/EIS considers four alternatives in addition to the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, no section 10(a)(1)(B) or 2081 permits would be issued for incidental take of
listed species associated with the covered activities; the applicants would address the potential for incidental take of
listed species on a case-by-case basis.
•

The Increased Mitigation Ratio Alternative would double the extent of required mitigation land relative to the
Plan.

•

The Habitat-Based Mitigation Alternative would prescribe mitigation based on the value of habitat to be
disturbed, rather than on a general ratio applied to all lands to be disturbed.
The Reserve Zone Alternative would prioritize specific areas within the Natomas Basin for acquisition, in
contrast to the general acquisition strategy described in the Plan.

•
•

The Reduced Potential for Incidental Take Alternative would result in reduced urban development covered by
the permits, and would therefore reduce the potential for incidental take associated with urban development.

I
As a result of the analysis conducted for the Proposed Action and the alternatives, all significant impacts (except one) can be
reduced to a level below significance with implementation of the conservation strategy as presented in the Plan and with
additional mitigation measures outlined in the EIR/EIS. Impacts to familand cannot be mitigated to a level below significance,
and mitigation measures_ are proposed to reduce the magnitude of impacts to this resource.
In August 2001, (66 FR 43267), two water agencies, Reclamation District No. 1000 (RD 1000), and Natomas Central Mutual
Water Company (Natomas Mutual), decided to join the City of Sacramento and Sutter County as applicants for permits and
participated in drafting the Plan. At this time, RD 1000 and Natomas Mutual have chosen not to submit an application for an
incidental take permit. They may decide to apply at a later time and commit to the terms of the Plan, and through issuance of a
permit by the USFWS, join as full permittees at a future date. It should be noted that because of RD 1000's and Natomas
Mutual's previous participation as potential applicants, and the possibility that they may decide to apply for a permit at some
future date, the description of and analysis of the two water agencies as permittees have remained in both the Plan and the
EIR/EIS. If the water agencies apply for a permit in the future, then additional notification and environmental documentation
may be needed.

SUMMARY:
The USFWS, the City and the County invite the public to comment on the Plan and Draft ER/EIS during a 60-day public
comment period. This notice is provided pursuant to section 10(a) of the Endangered Species Act and The Service regulations
for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (40 CFR 1506.6) and the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15087 and 15105. The USFWS, the City, and the County will evaluate the application,
associated documents, and comments submitted thereon to prepare a Final EIR/EIS. A decision on the permit applications will
be made no sooner than 30 days after the publication of the Final EIR/EIS.
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION(NOP) TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ( EIR/EIS) FOR THE
NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (NATOMAS HCP)
PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD: DECEMBER 18, 2000 through JANUARY 16, 2001
Introduction
In 1997, the Natomas Basin HCP was approved by the City of Sacramento, the USFWS and CDFG. An
Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared by the USFWS for the NEPA requirement and a Negative
Declaration was prepared by the City of Sacramento for the CEQA requirement. The USFWS and CDEG issued
an ITP to the City of Sacramento. The HCP and ITP were subsequently challenged and on August 15, 2000. the
federal court ruled that an EIS was required foi^ the project: Based on this ruling, the City of Sacrament and
Sutter County, are jointly managing the preparation on an EIR/EIS on behalf of the USFWS
An EIR/EIS is being prepared for the Natomas Basin HCP in compliance with CEQA and NEPA requirements.
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is the lead agency for the preparation of an EIS and the
City of Sacramento and Sutter County are co-lead agencies for the preparation of an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the above referenced project located in the Natomas Basin as identified in Figure 3 from the
Natomas HCP document and the City of Sacramento. The Natomas Basin HCP is being be revised to address the
issues identified in the lawsuit and the federal Judge's ruling.
The EIR/EIS will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Natomas Basin HCP. The Natomas Basin
HCP is a conservation plan supporting application for a federal permit under. Section 10(ax1)(B) of the
Endangered Species Act (ESA) and a state permit under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code, i.e.,
an Incidental Take Permit (ITP). The purpose of the Natomas Basin . HCP is to promote biological conservation
along with economic development and continuation of agriculture within-the Natomas Basin while allowing
urban development to procee accor mg to 1-icat7and usepTans: "fhe Jui-is Ic ons see mg approva o
e

. an '4T? are the City of_.Sacramento
Natomas
Basin
_
_. _„
..,;. ..and Sutter
_ . .:Coun
.. ., :
.". - HCP.:and
CEQA Section 15082 states that, once a decision is made to prepare an EIR, the lead agency, the City o
must prepare a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform all. A'
County are co-leads,
Sacramento and Sutter
6
,
_
responsible:agenctes that an EIR will be prepared. "The NOP must also be sent to eac governmental agency;
expected toe involved in approving or funding elements ofthe project The purpose of the:NOP is to provi
sufficient infonmation describing the project and the potential environmental effects to enable the agencies;to ";.
.
.
.
.
..
__^__._'Cai_.•_t__..^:..«...1.:..1...1.....^JL..:....t._^__f:L:.L.:
make a meaningful response regarding me scope and
EIR.
Corresponding with the NOP, a Notice of Intent (NOI) is being issued by USFWS for publication in the. Federal_,
Register in compliance with Section 1501 .7 ofthe National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA): As provided for,
under Section 15170 of CEQA, " a lead agency may work with a federal agency.to prepare a,lotnt environmental :
document". The joint,EIRI'EIS is such a document for the Natomas Basin HCP. The NOI and NOP will be ;'. ;.
released for a30-day, public review on 12/15/00.
The NOI.and NOP provide parallel opportunities for early public input and comment. Responses may be to one
Notice or.the other, but need not be to both. All comments to the NOP and NOI shall be incorporated into the
EIR/EIS as a whole.
Project Area
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The Natomas Basin HCP area is 53, 341 acres bounded on the west by the Sacramento River, on the north by the
Natomas Cross Canal, on the east by the Natomas East Main Drain Canal (NEMDC), and on the south by the
Garden Highway. The Natomas Basin contains incorporated and unincorporated areas within the jurisdictions of
the City of Sacramento, Sacramento County, and Sutter County. Please see Figure 2 from_the Natomas HCP
document.
Project Description
Project Purpose
The Natomas Basin HCP is a conservation plan supporting application for a federal permit under Section
10(a)( 1)(B) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and a state permit under Section 2081 of the California Fish
and Game Code, i.e., an Incidental Take Permit (ITP). The purpose of the Natomas Basin HCP is to promote
biological conservation along with economic development and continuation of agriculture within the Natomas
Basin while allowing urban development to proceed according to local .land use plans. The City of Sacramento .
and Sutter County are seeking approval of the Natomas Basin HCP and an ITP from USFWS and CDFG.
Project Elements
The proposed project consists of the following elements:
•

•
•

Revised Natomas Basin HCP: The adopted 1997 Natomas Basin HCP will be revised to address
the issues in the federal court ruling of August 15, 2000 and to include specific plan elements
for City of Sacramento and Sutter County.
Implementation Agreement: Each participating jurisdiction will enter into an Implementation
,
Agreement for the HCP with. USFWS and the CDFG.
Application for Incidental Take Permit (ITP): The part icipating jurisdictions shall submit an
application for an ITP to USFWS and CDFG.
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The USFWS.wouldtake the following actions:
Approve the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan;
Issue an Incidental Take Permit (ITP),
.Approve Implementation Agreements with each of the participating jurisdictions.
Adopt'the:EIR/EIS.
The City of Sacramento and Sutter County wouldtake^the following actions:,

1

Approve. the Natomas Basin Habitat•Conservation Plan;. •
Approve the Implementation Agreement with the USFWS; :.,
Adopt the EIR/EIS..

I

Environmental Effects
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The USFWS determined that an EIR/EIS should be prepared. Topical areas to be included in the EIR/EIS are
identified below in addition to issues identified in the federal court ruling that must be addressed in the HCP
and the EIR/EIS analysis.
•

The record does not support the USFWS's finding that the Plan will minimize and mitigate the impacts
of take to the maximum extent practicable with respect to the mitigation fee, mitigation land ratio, and
rice farming best management practices. (Applies to Plan and ITP)

.

The record does not support the "No Jeopardy" findings contained in the Biological Opinion as it applies
to the ITP for the following reasons:
Funding for mitigation may not be adequate if only the City's lands are developed under the
Plan;
There needs to be an analysis of the quality of City's lands as habitat for covered species;
Need a discussion of the effect on:GGS if the Plan's goals of large, connected blocks of reserve
lands cannot be met by the City;
The 9,000 acre midcourse review may occur too late to effect any change based on projected
City development if the City is the only permittee;
Need to discuss whether the monitoring and adaptive management provisions of the Plan could
be effective if the City is the sole penmittee.
The record does not support the USFWS `s finding that the City will ensure adequate funding for the
Plan as it applies to the ITP because the Plan does not permit retroactive fee increases resulting in
funding shortfalls if other jurisdictions do not participate

Many of th e issues identified in the Tulin g relate to the
impacts associated with a sole I TP permrttee.
ento and Sutter County must also be addressed.

:,:
Topical Areas to be Considered in-the''EME
Land Use = The EIR/EIS will evaluatee
th' project's link to future urbanization of the Natomas Basm .:T6is
discussion is specific to jurisdiction.' -' "
Conversion oJAgricultural:Laiids - The. EIR/EIS will evaluate the impact of the project on conversion o
agricultural lands. The loss of agricultural :land; the type of soil, its classification and its importance .to the region
as well as its permanent conversion to urban uses and marsh
Air Quality - The EIR/EIS will address the project's impact on regional air pollutants and their precursors as:well
as localized Carbon Monoxide;impacts-utilizing.the appropriate air quality modeling tools. The analysis will
address both indirect (long-term) and construction level (short-term) impacts.
Soils - Geology and soils will be addressed in the EIRIEIS at a programmatic level. Implementation of the HCP
will require the disruption, compaction and overcovering of soil to create changes in topography and relief
feature to create habitat. Site-specific soil-related impacts need to .be addressed in site-specific management plans
for each property acquired, by the Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC).
Water Quality/Water/Supply/Drainage/Flooding - The EIR/EIS will address at a programmatic level issues
regarding drainage, flooding, water supply and water quality (Clean Water Act). Site specific water-related
impacts will need to be addressed in site-specific management plans for each property acquired by the NBC.
Biological Resources - The HCP is designed to minimize and mitigate direct, indirect and cumulative impacts-to
all covered species resulting from. development in the Natomas Basin. The EIR/EIS will analyze the impacts to
species as a result of urbaii development in the Basin. The EIR/EIS will provide a more detailed and specific
analysis for each covered species in accordance with new regulations and policies on HCPs as well as the Judge's
opinion (e.g:, "No Surprises" and the Five-Point Policy). The federal court ruling identified other biological
issues to be covered in the EIRIEIS.
CulturaUAistorical Resources - The EIR/EIS will identify- and evaluate any potentially historic and/or
archaeological impacts. The EIR/EIS will also identify and evaluate the impact of the project on the
Reclamation District l 000 Historic Rural Landscape District. Consultations with the State Historic Preservation
Officer and/or State Reclamation Board will be necessary should negotiations take place regarding mitigation
strategies on identified potentially significant impacts. These strategies and/or mitigation measures will be
discussed in the EIR/EIS.
Socio/Economic - The EIR/EIS will evaluate the amount of the mitigation.fee, the uncertainty regarding increasing mitigation costs, interference with existing agriculture, and the loss of tax revenue that may occur as
lands are removed from agricultural production for the purpose of creating mitigation habitat. Existing
documents contain most of the necessary information to respond to these issues.,

Cumulative and Growth Inducing - In accordance with CEQA and NEPA requirements, an analysis of the
cumulative impacts will be undertaken and discussed in the EIR/EIS. In compliance with CEQA requirements,
the EIRIEIS will address the potential for growth inducing impacts of the project focusing on whether there will
be a removal of any impediments to growth associated with project.

Alternatives
The EIR/EIS will examine a range of feasible alternatives to the proposed project. Feasible alternatives will be
defined by the USFWS based on the EIR/EIS analysis, public scoping meetings and workshops, and. public
comments received on the NOP and NOL Alternatives that may be considered in the EIR/EIS include, but are
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Variation ofHabitat Mix
Different Mitigation Ratio
Variation in General Plan Build-Out by Jurisdiction .

Public Workshops

Several public workshops are anticipated during the NOP and NOI 30-day public comment period. The dates,
times and locations of the workshops are provided below. The workshops will be noticed in the Sutter County
Appeal Democrat and the Sacramento Bee newspapers.

Workshop Schedule
Sutter County Workshop:

City of Sacramento Workshop: :.

Wednesday; January 3, 2001; 2=5 p.m.
Hot Tractor Manufacturing
Large Conference Room
7310 Pacific Avenue
Pleasant Grove, CA
(916)991-8200

Thursday, January 4, 200I,
.2-5 p.m. and 6-8 p.m:
City of Sacramento
12311 Street, First Floor, Room 102
Sacramento, CA , ._
(916) 264-5381

Submittine Comments
To ensure that the full range of project issues of interest to responsible government agencies and the public are
addressed, comments and suggestions are invited from all interested parties. Written comments or questions
concerning the EIR/EIS for the project should be directed to either of the following addresses by 5:00 p.m. on
Friday, January 16,2001:

City of Sacramento
ATTN: Grace Hovey
12311 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 264-7601
(916) 2647185 fax
ghovevna,ci tvofsacram ento.org

Sutter County /PMC.
ATTN: Jeff Pemstein
1160 Civic Center Drive
Yuba City, CA 95993
(916) 361-8384
(916) 361-1574 fax
Jpemstein(a-)vacificmunicipal.com
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OMB review, in compliance with the
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C.
Chapter 35). To request a copy of these
documents, call the SAMHSA Reports
Clearance Officer on (301) 443-7978.
Substance Abuse Prevention and
Treatinent Block Grant Regulations--45
CFR part 96 (OMB No. 0930-0163;
Extension, no change)-This interim

final rule provides guidance to States
regarding the Substance Abuse
Prevention and Treatment Block Grant
legislation. The rule implements the
reporting and recordkeeping
requirements of 42 U.S.C. 300x21-35
and 51-64 by specifying the content of
the States' annual report on and
application for block grant funds. The
Number of
respondents

45 CFR Citation

reporting burden hours are counted
towards the total burden for the
Substance Abuse Prevention and
Treatment Block Grant Application
Format (OMB No. 0930-0080) for which
separate approval is obtained. The total
annual reporting and recordkeeping
burden estimate is shown below:
Responses/
respondent

Hours/
response

Total hour
burden

Reporting Burden
Annual Report:
96.122(d)1 .............. ..................................................................................
96-122(f); 96.126(f) ...................:...................................................._.........
96.134(d) ................ _............................................................ _ ...................
State Plan:
96.122(g) ................................................. _.
96.124(c)(1) ..............................................................................................
96.127(b) .......................:..........................................................................
96.131(f) ....................................................................................... ............
96.133(a) ......................................................................•---._......... .............
Waivers: 2
96.122(d) ..................................................................................................
96.124(d) ............................................................................................ .....
96.132(d) ....................•-----........................................................................
96.134(b) ..................................................................................................
96.135(d) ...... . ............................................ .........................................
Total Reporting Burden 3 ............................................ ..

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . _.. . . . . . . .

60
60
60

0
152
16

0
9,120
960

60
60
60
60
60

162
40
8
8
80

9,720
2,400
480
480
4,800

26
0
0
3
0
60

1
40
16
40
8

26
0
0
120
8
28,106

Recordkeeping Burden
96.129(a)(13) ..................................•--.......:...........:_.........................................

60
16
960
1 There was a one-time burden associated with change of the due date for the annual report effective with the FY 2001 application.
2The number of respondents per year for the waiver requests is based on actual experience me rr e pas severa I years.
3All reporting burden is associated with the annual report, State plan, and waivers is approved under OMB control number 0930-0080. Only
the information collection language in the regulation and the recordkeeping burden are approved under OMB control number. 0930-0163.

Written comments and
recommendations concerning the
proposed information collection should
be sent within 30 days of this notice to:
Stuart Shapiro, Human Resources and
Housing Branch, Office of Management
and Budget, New Executive Office
Building, Room 10235, Washington, DC
20503.
Dated: December 11, 2000.
Richard Kopanda,
Executive Officer, SAMFISA.
[FR Doc. 00-32104 Filed 12-15-00; 8:45 am)
BILUNG CODE 4162-20-P

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Fish and Wildlife Service
Notice of Intent To Prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement for
Issuance of Permits, to Incidentally
Take Threatened and Endangered
Species, to the City of Sacramento and
Sutter County in Association with a
revised Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, Sacramento and
Sutter Counties, California
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
Interior.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

I
I
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SUMMARY: The Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service), is considering approval of a
revised Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (Plan) and reissuance of an Endangered Species Act
Incidental Take Permit (Permit), under
section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered
Species Act, to the City of Sacramento
(City) and issuing a Permit to Sutter
County. These municipalities have the
majority of land use authority in the
Natomas Basin. The permit would
authorize incidental take of listed

species and.unlisted species that may be
listed in the future. Incidental take of
listed species could occur as a result of
urban development, certain on-going
rice farming activities, and management
of habitat reserves.
Pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act, the Service
intends to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement addressing the
proposed action of approving the Plan
and issuing Permits: The Plan covers the
entire 53,341-acre Natomas Basin,
including portions of the City and
Sacramento and Sutter Counties that
occur within the basin. The
Environmental Impact Statement will
also serve as an Environmental Impact
Report under the California
Environmental Quality Act. The Plan
addresses the incidental take of the
federally listed threatened giant garter
snake (Thamnophis gigas), Aleutian
Canada goose (Branta canadensis
leucopareia), valley elderberry longhorn
beetle (Desmocerus californicus
dimorphus), the endangered vernal pool
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta lynchil,
vernal pool tadpole shrimp (Lepidurus
packardi), conservancy fairy shrimp
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(Branchinecta conservatio), longhorn
fairy shrimp (Branchinecta
longiantenna), Colusa grass (Neostapfia
colusana), Sacramento Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia viscida), slender Orcutt grass
(Orcuttia tenuis), and 16 currently
unlisted species and their habitats

associated with borders of the irrigation
canals and drainage ditches.
Portions of the Natomas Basin that are
within the jurisdiction of the City were
included in the original December 1997
Plan and Permit. The City is seeking reissuance of its Permit for urban
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:
development activities and certain onresulting from development, certain
Background
going rice farming activities, and Sutter
agricultural activities, and species and
County is seeking issuance of a Permit
habitat management actions in the
Section 9 of the Act and Federal
for urban development and rice farming
Natomas Basin. The Plan includes a
regulation. prohibit the "take" of animal
in. its portion of the Natomas Basin. In
process for covering third party
species listed as endangered or
addition, a separate Permit application
development and agricultural activities
threatened. Take is defined under the
is under review by the Service for the
within the two jurisdictions that are
Act as harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
Metro Air Park Property Owners
carried out in conformance with the
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or
Association. The Metro Air Park
Plan.
collect listed animal species, or attempt
application proposes participation in
This notice describes the proposed
to engage in such conduct (16 U.S.C.
the Basin-wide conservation program.
action and possible alternatives, invites
1538). However, under limited
The Metro Air Park Permit would cover
public participation in the scoping
circumstances, the Service may issue
process for preparation of the joint
permits to authorize "incidental take" of the urbanization of approximately 2,000
acres of land within the Natomas Basin
Environmental Impact Statement/
listed animal species. "Incidental take"
portion of unincorporated Sacramento
Environmental Impact Report, solicits
is defined by the Act as take that is
County. The total acreage within the
written comments, and identifies the
incidental to, and not the purpose of,
basin
for which take resulting from
Service official to whom questions and
carrying out an otherwise lawful
urban development activities is being
comments concerning the proposed
activity. Regulations governing permits
sought under the revised Natomas Basin
action should be directed.
for threatened species and endangered
Plan and the Metro Air Park Plan is
DATES: Written comments are
species, respectively, are at 50 CFR
17,500 acres.
encouraged and should be received on
17.32 and 50 CFR 17.22.
Under the Plan, the effects of
or before January 16, 2001.
Prior to adoption of the Plan and the
urbanization and other activities are
Public Meeting: The Service, City, and Service's issuance of the Permit to the
expected to be minimized and mitigated
Sutter County will hold public scoping
City in December.1997, an
through the City and Sutter County's
meetings on January 3, 2001, 2:00 p.m.
Environmental Assessment was
participation in a Basin-wide
to 5:00 p.m., Holt Tractor
prepared by the Service in accordance
conservation program, which will be
Manufacturing, large conference room,
with the National Environmental Policy
described in the revised Plan. The focus
7310 Pacific Avenue, Pleasant Grove,
Act and a Negative Declaration was
of this Basin-wide conservation program
California; and, January 4, 2001, 2:00
prepared by the City pursuant to the
is the preservation and enhancement of
p.m. to 5:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.'to 8:00
California Environmental Quality Act. A
ecological communities that support
p.m., City of Sacramento, 12311 Street,
Federal court ruling on August 15, 2000, species associated with wetland and
First Floor, Room 102, Sacramento,
held that the Service's decisions to issue upland habitats. Through the payment
California. Verbal and written
the Permit to the City and its decision
of development fees, one-half acre of
comments will be accepted at the
not to prepare an Environmental Impact
mitigation land is expected to be
meetings. For additional meeting
Statement for the project were arbitrary
established for every acre of land
information, contact Vicki Campbell,
and capricious. The City and Sutter
developed within the Basin. The
Division Chief, Conservation Planning
County are preparing a revised Plan for
mitigation land will be acquired by the
at (916) 414-6600.
the Natomas Basin that will address the
Natomas Basin Conservancy, a nonADDRESSES: Information, written
court's concerns and support the
profit conservation organization
comments, or questions related to the
issuance of Permits to both the City and
established in 1998 to implement the
preparation of the Environmental
Sutter County. The goals of the Plan, as
original Plan. Mitigation fee amounts,
Impact Statement/Environmental
revised, are to conserve listed and
and the mitigation and minimization
Impact Report and the National
unlisted species and their habitat in the
strategies will be subject to the
Environmental Policy Act process
basin while accommodating compatible
adjustment required under the Plan, as
should be submitted to Vicki Campbell,
development and certain on-going
revised. The Plan also contains take
Division Chief, Conservation Planning,
agricultural activities.
avoidance and minimization measures
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
The Plan study area comprises the
that include the requirements for
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office,
entire 53,341-acre Natomas Basin within developers and landowners to conduct
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605,
both Sacramento and Sutter Counties,
pre-construction surveys and to carry
Sacramento, California 95825; FAX
California. Agriculture is the dominant
out minimization measures prior to site
(916) 414-6713. All comments received, land use in the Natomas Basin. The
development.
including names and addresses, will
predominant crops are rice, corn, sugar
The City, County, and Service have
become part of the official
beets, grain, tomatoes, and pasture land.
selected CH2M Hill to prepare the joint
administrative record and may be made
Natural and uncultivated vegetation
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
available to the public.
types are interspersed .throughout the
Environmental Impact Report. The
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lori
agricultural areas of the Natomas Basin.
Environmental Impact Statement will be
Rinek or Kelly Hornaday, Fish and
Natural areas, are found primarily along
prepared in compliance with the
Wildlife Biologists, Sacramento Fish
irrigation canals, drainage ditches,
National Environmental Policy Act and
and Wildlife Office at (916) 414-6600.
pasture lands, and uncultivated fields.
the Environmental Impact Report will
Persons wishing to obtain background
Narrow strips of emergent vegetation
be prepared in compliance with the
materials should contact Grace Hovey,
and/or wooded riparian areas are
California Environmental Quality Act.
City of Sacramento, 12311 Street, Suite
300, Sacramento, California 85814 at
(916) 264-7601, or Jeff Pemstein, Sutter
County, 10461 Old Placerville Road,
Suite 110, Sacramento, California 95827
at (916) 361-8384, extension 203.
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Although CH2M Hill will prepare the
suggestions and information from other
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/
agencies and the public on the scope of
Environmental Impact Report, the
issues to be addressed in the
Service will be responsible for the scope Environmental Impact Statement/
and content of the Environmental
Environmental Impact Report.
Impact Statement, and the City and
Comments and participation in the
County will be responsible for the scope scoping process are hereby solicited.
and content of the Environmental
The 1997 Plan, upon which the revised
Impact Report.
Plan is based, was subject to extensive
The Environmental Impact Statement/ public review. However, because of
Environmental Impact Report will
likely changes in the Plan, including
consider the proposed action (issuance
addition of the benefits of the "No
of section 10(a)(1)(B) Endangered
Surprises" regulation (63 FR 8859) and
Species Act permits to the City and
the Services' "Five-Point Policy" (65 FR
Sutter County), and a reasonable range
35242), additional public review and
of alternatives as summarized below.
input is being sought.
Plan components related to the court's
The primary purpose.of the scoping
ruling that will be addressed, include
process is to identify, rather than to
the following:
debate, significant issues related to the
1. The Plan's mitigation fee structure,
proposed action. Interested persons are
mitigation land ratio, and rice farming
encouraged to provide comments on the
best management practices;
scope of issues and alternatives to be
2. The viability of the Plan if fewer
addressed in the Draft Environmental
than all of the three jurisdictions with
Impact Statement/Environmental
land in the basin participate in the Plan
Impact Report.
with respect to mitigation fees, the
Dated: December 11, 2000.
quality and location of habitat that
Elizabeth H. Stevens,
would be lost and preserved under the
DeputyManager, Region 1, California/Nevada
Plan, and the impacts to the covered
Operations Office, Sacramento, California.
species and their habitats;
3. Analysis of the species and the
(FR Doc. 00-32095 Filed 12-15-00; 8:45 am]
quality, quantity and location of habitat
BILLING CODE 4310-55-P
within each jurisdiction;
4. Analysis of the effect on giant garter
snakes if the Plan's goals of large,
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
connected blocks of reserve lands
Bureau of Land Management
cannot be met, and the design of a
process to be built into the plan to
[ W 0-220-1050-P F-01-241 A]
assure its habitat goals are achieved;
5. Analysis of the midcourse review
Extension of Approved Information
procedure incorporated into the plan to
Collection, OMB Number 1004-0182
respond to new information and address
AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management,
implementation issues if the City (or
Interior.
Sutter County) is the only permittee;
and
ACTION: Notice and request for
comments.
6. Analysis of the effectiveness of the
monitoring and adaptive management
SUMMARY: In accordance with the
provisions of the Plan if the City (or
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, the
Sutter County) is the sole permittee.
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is
Potential alternatives may include a
announcing its intention to request
decreased development alternative, an
extension of an existing approval to
increased mitigation ratio alternative,
collect certain information from Alaska
and a No Action alternative. Under the
Natives interested in conducting
No Action alternative, the Service
reindeer grazing activities on BLM
would not issue section 10(a)(1)(B)
administered lands. This information
permits to the City and Sutter County in
allows BLM to begin the assessment of
the Natomas Basin.
Environmental review of the revised
Plan will be conducted in accordance
with the requirements of the 1969
National Environmental Policy Act, as
amended ( 42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.),
National Policy Act regulations (40 CFR
parts 1500-1508), other applicable
regulations, and Service procedures for
compliance with those regulations. This
notice is being furnished in accordance
with section 1501.7 of the National
Environmental Policy Act to obtain

the compatibility of reindeer grazing on
public lands with multiple-use
objectives (43 CFR 4300).
DATES: You must submit your comments
to BLM at the appropriate address below
on or before February 16, 2001. BLM
will not necessarily consider any
comments received after the above date.
ADDRESSES: Comment may be mailed to:
Regulatory Affairs Group (630), Bureau
of Land Management, 1849 C Street NW,
Room 401LS, Washington, DC 20240.
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Comments may be sent via Internet to:
WOComment@blm.gov. Please include
"ATTN: 1004-0182" your name and
return address in your Internet message.
Comments may be hand-delivered to
the Bureau of Land Management,
Administrative Record, Room 401, 1620
L street, NW, Washington, DC.
Comments will be available for public
review at the L Street address during
regular business hours (7:45 a.m. to 4:15
p.m.), Monday through Friday.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Larry Field, BLM Northern Field Office,
on (907) 474-2343 (Commercial or FTS).
Persons who use a telecommunications
device for the deaf (TDD) may call the
Federal Information Relay Service
(FIRS) at 1-800-877-8330, 24 hours a
day, seven days a week, to contact Mr.
Field. .
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 5 CFR
1320.12(a) requires BLM to provide 60day notice in the Federal Register
concerning a collection of information
contained in regulations found in 43
CFR 2812 to solicit comments on (a)
Whether the proposed collection of
information is necessary for the proper
performance of the functions of the
agency, including whether the
information will have practical utility;
(b) the accuracy of the agency's estimate
of the burden of the proposed collection
of information, including the validity of
the methodology and assumptions used;
(c) ways to enhance the quality, utility,
and clarity of the information to be
collected; and (d) ways to minimize the
burden of the collection of information
on those who are to respond, including
through the use of appropriate
automated, electronic, mechanical, or
other technological collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology. BLM will receive and
analyze any comments sent in response
to this notice and include them with its
request for approval-from the Office of
Management and Budget under 44
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.
The Act of September 1, 1937 (50 Stat.
900; 25 U.S.C. 500 et seq.) authorizes
the Secretary of the interior to manage
the reindeer industry in Alaska to
maintain a self-sustaining industry for
Natives of Alaska. The Act also
authorizes the Secretary to issue permits
to those Natives for grazing reindeer on
public lands. The implementing
regulations at 43 CFR 4300 authorize
Alaska Natives to apply to BLM for
permits to graze reindeer and to
construct improvements on the land.

The Grazing Lease or Permit
Application (Form 4210-1) and the
Reindeer Grazing Permit (Form 4132-2)
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA
1231I STREET
ROOM 300
SACRAMENTO, CA
958142998

PLANNING AND
BUILDING DEPARTMENT

I
I
i

PH 916-264-5381
FAX 916-264-5328

DATE:

August 17, 2001

TO:

Interested Persons

FROM:

Grace Hovey, Environmental Project Manager

SUBJECT:

REVISED NOTICE OF PREPARATION(NOP) TO PREPARE A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (ER /EIS) FOR THE
NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION PLAN (NATOMAS BASIN HCP)

SCH#:

1997062064

E
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PUBLIC REVIEW PERIOD:

August 17, 2001 through September 17, 2001

Introduction
The NOP for this proposed action is being revised to include Reclamation District No. 1000 (RD 1000) as a co-lead agency
under CEQA, representing itself and Natomas Central Mutual Water Company (NCMWC), to prepare the EIRJEIS for the
revised Natomas Basin HCP and to request issuance of permits by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG). Revisions to the proposed action as a result of including RD 1000 as a colead agency and NCMWC as an applicant are described below.
Summary of Project Revisions
On December 18, 2000, the City of Sacramento and Sutter County issued an NOP to prepare an EIR/EIS for the USFWS to
consider the revised Natomas Basin HCP and issuance of Incidental Take Permits (ITPs) under Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the
Endangered Species Act, and for DFG to consider issuing permits under Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code.
At that time, the USFWS was considering amending the ITP for the City of Sacramento and issuing an ITP to Sutter County.
RD 1000 and NCMWC have now joined the City of Sacramento and Sutter County as applicants for ITPs. RD 1000 plans to
participate as a co-lead agency with the City of Sacramento and Sutter County and would encompass the operations and
maintenance activities of both itself and NCMWC. In addition, Sacramento County may also apply for an ITP.
The ITPs would authorize incidental take of listed species and unlisted species that may be listed in the future. The original
scope for the EIl2/EIS was to consider incidental take occurring as a result of urban development within the City of
Sacramento and Sutter County, certain farming activities, and management of habitat reserves. Take resulting from
Sacramento County's activities is anticipated to be similar in scope to that resulting from City of Sacramento and Sutter

County activities described above. With the proposed addition of the RD 1000 and NCMWC ITPs, the EH;/EIS will also
consider incidental take associated with RD 1000's and NCMWC's operation and maintenance of water delivery and drainage
canals and ditches, as well as the previously identified urban development, farming activities, and management of habitat
reserves.
Corresponding with the revised NOP, a revised Notice of Intent (NOn is being issued by USFWS for publication in the
Federal Register in compliance with Section 1501.7 of the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA). As provided for
under Section 15170 of CEQA, " a lead agency may work with a federal agency to prepare a joint environmental document."
The jo'int EIR/EIS is such a document for the Natomas Basin HCP. The prior NOI and NOP were circulated from December
18, 2000 through January 16, 2001, and the lead agencies conducted three public scoping meetings in the vicinity during the
NOP/NOI comment period. This notice reopens the scoping process because the project description has been changed to
include the participation of RD 1000 and NCMWC, and written comments are being solicited for the EIR/EIS regarding the
inclusion of RD 1000 and NCMWC.
The NOI and NOP provide parallel opportunities for early public input and comment. Responses may be to one Notice or the
other, but need not be to both. Comments previously submitted during the initial scoping period will be addressed in the
EIR/EIS, as appropriate.

Submitting Comments
To ensure that the full range of project issues of interest to responsible government agencies and the public are addressed,
comments and suggestions are invited from.all interested parties. Written comments concerning the EIR/EIS for the project
should be directed to the following address by 5:00 p.m. on September 17, 2001. All comments received, including names
and addresses, will become part of the official administrative record and may be made available to the public.
Vicki Campbell
Division Chief, Conservation Planning
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Service Office
2800 Cottage Way, W-2605
Sacramento, CA 95825
FAX#: (916) 414-6713
Additional Information

I

Additional information can be obtained from the City of Sacramento [Grace Hovey, (916) 264-7601], Sutter County [Jeff
Pemstein, (916) 361-8384], RD 1000 [Jim Clifton, (916) 922-9173], NCMWC [Peter Hughes (916) 419-5936], and the
USFWS [Lori Rinek or Kelly Hornaday, (916) 414-6600].
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comment letters were received on the
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
A response to each comment received in Fish and Wildlife Service
these letters has been included in the
Revised Notice of Intent to Prepare an
Final Environmental Impact Statement.
Environmental Impact Statement for
The Final Environmental Impact
Issuance of Permits, to Incidentally
Statement considers four alternatives,
Take Threatened and Endangered
including the Proposed Action and the
Species, to the City of Sacramento,
No-Action/No Take Alternative. Under
Sutter County, Reclamation District
the No-Action/No Take Alternative, no
No. 1000, and Natomas Central Mutual
section 10(a)(1)(B) permit would be
Water Company in Association With a
issued for take of listed species during
Revised Natomas Basin Habitat
urban development and other activities
in the Plan area. Landowners within the Conservation Plan, Sacramento and
Sutter Counties, CA
Plan area would continue to apply for
individual incidental take permits on a
AGENCY: Fish and Wildlife Service,
case-by-case basis, resulting in
Interior.
piecemeal planning that would establish
ACTION: Revised notice of intent.
smaller and more isolated patches of
mitigation land. This could result in
SUMMARY: On December 18, 2000, the
cumulatively significant adverse
Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
impacts to those species which would
issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) regarding
benefit from larger tracts of
an Environmental Impact Statement for
interconnected habitats.
a revised Natomas Basin Habitat
The Increased Mitigation Ratio
Conservation Plan (Plan) and Incidental
Alternative examines the environmental
Take Permits (Permits) under section
effects of applying a higher mitigation
10(a)(1)(B) of the Endangered Species
ratio than is required under the Natomas
Act. At that time, the Service was
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan and the
considering amending the Permit for the
proposed Plan for addressing impacts to
City of Sacramento and issuing a Permit
the giant garter snake and the
to Sutter County. Reclamation District
Swainson's hawk. This alternative
No. 1000 (RD 1000) and Natomas
would require a site-specific analysis of
Central Mutual Water Company
habitat values in order to determine
(Natomas Mutual) have now joined the
specific mitigation obligations.
City of Sacramento and Sutter County as
The Reduced Development
applicants for Permits. RD 1000 plans to
Alternative would result in reduced
participate as a co-lead agency with the
development of the Metro Air Park site.
City of Sacramento and Sutter County.
The 18-hole golf course situated on
In addition, Sacramento County may
approximately 279 acres would be
also apply for a Permit.
reduced to a 140-acre 9-hole golf course.
The Permits would authorize
This would reallocate 140 acres on-site
incidental take of listed species and
for the creation of habitat as a mitigation
unlisted species that may be listed in
area for covered species. Because an onsite mitigation area would eventually be the future. The original scope of the
Environmental Impact Statement, as
surrounded by urban development it
described in the December 18, 2000
should be anticipated that adverse
NOI, was to consider incidental take
urban "edg e effects" will occur.
occurring as a result of urban
The ana]ysis provided in the Final
development within the City of
Environmental Impact Statement is
Sacramento and Sutter County, certain
intended to accomplish the following:
inform the public of the proposed action farming activities, and management of
habitat reserves. Take resulting from
and alternatives; address pub]ic
Sacramento County is anticipated to be
comments received on the Draft, .
similar in scope to the City of
Environmental Impact Statement;
Sacramento and Sutter County. With the
disclose the direct, indirect, and
Proposed addition of the RD 1000 and
cumulative environmental effects of the
Natomas Mutual Permits, the
proposed action and each of the
Environmental Impact Statement will
alternatives; and indicate any
also consider incidental take associated
irreversible commitment of resources
with RD 1000's and Natomas Mutual's
that would result from implementation
operation and maintenance or water
of the proposed action.
delivery and drainage canals and
Dated: August 3, 2001.
ditches, as well as the previously
John Engbring,
identified urban development, farming
Acting Deputy Manager, California/Nevada
activities, and management of habitat
Operations Office,Sacramento, California.
reserves.
[FR Doc. 01-20068 Filed 8-16-01; 8:45 am]
Pursuant to the National
BILLING CODE 4310•65-P
Environmental Policy Act, the Service

43267

intends to prepare an Environmental
Impact Statement addressing the
proposed action of amending the Plan
and issuing Permits. This
Environmental Impact Statement will be
prepared jointly with an Environmental
Impact Report pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act. Pursuant to
the prior NOI, the Service conducted
public scoping from December 18, 2000
to January 16, 2001, including three
meetings in the project vicinity. This
notice reopens the scoping process and
solicits written comments because the
project description has changed to
include the participation of RD 1000
and Natomas Mutual. Comments
previously submitted during the initial
scoping period will be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Report/
Environmental Impact Statement.
DATES: Written comments are
encouraged and should be received on
or before September 17, 2001.
ADDRESSES: Information, written
comments, or questions related to the
inclusion of RD 1000 and Natomas
Mutual into the Plan and Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement should be submitted to Vicki
Campbell, Division Chief, Conservation
Planning, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Sacramento Fish and Wildlife
Office, 2800 Cottage Way, W-2605,
Sacramento, California 95825; FAX
(916) 414-6713. All comments received,
including names and addresses, will
become part of the official
administrative record and may be made

available to the public.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Lori
Rinek or Kelly Hornaday, Fish and
Wildlife Biologists, Sacramento Fish
and Wildlife Office at (916) 414-6600.
Additional information can also be
obtained from the City of Sacramento
[Grace Hovey, (916) 264-76011, Sutter
County [Jeff Pemstein, (916) 361-83841,
RD 1000 [Jim Clifton, (916) 922-91731,
and Natomas Mutual [Peter Hughes,
(916) 419-5936].
Dated: August 10, 2001.
Daniel Walsworth,
DeputyManager, California/Nevada
Operations Ojjice,Sacramento, California.
[FR Doc. 01-20696 Filed 8-16-01; 8:45 am]
BIWNG CODE 4310.35-P
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APPENDIX B

Fish and Wildlife Service Species List
and CNDDB Summary Lists
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
2800 Cottage Way, Room W2605
Sacramento, California 95825-1846

IN REPLY REFER TD:

1-1-01-SP-2902

1
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August 30, 2001

Mr. Matt Franck
Environmental Planner
CH2M HILL/Sacramento
2485 Natomas Park Drive, Suite 600
Sacramento, California 95833-2937

Subject:

Species List for Natomas Basin HCP, Sacramento and Sutter Counties,
California.

Dear Mr, Franck:
We are sending the enclosed list in response to your August 9, 2001, request for information
about endangered and threatened species (Enclosure A). The list covers the following U. S.
Geological Survey 7'/2 minute quads of Rio Linda, Sacramento East, Taylor Monument, Grays
Bend, Sacramento West, Pleasant Grove, and Verona.

Please read Important Information About Your Species List (enclosed). It explains how we made
the list and describes your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. Please contact
Harry Mossman, Biological Technician, at (916) 414-6674, if you have any questions about the
attached list or your responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act. For the fastest response
to species list requests, address them to the attention of Mr. Mossman at this address. You may
fax requests to him at 414-6712 or 6713.
Sincerely,

Jan C. Knight
Chief, Endangered Species Division
Enclosures

ENCLOSURE A
Endangered and Threatened Species that May Occur in
or be Affected by Projects in the Selected Quads Listed Below
01 -SP-2902 Natomas Basin HCP, CH2M Hill

t
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August 9, 2001
QUAD : 512B

RIO LINDA

Listed Species

Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles
giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (1)
Fish
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)

Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

I

m

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)
Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (f)

valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus

m

vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Proposed Species
Birds

mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)
Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concern
Mammals

t

Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, MyoBs ciliolabrum (SC)
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long-eared myotis bat, Myo6s evofis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myotis thysanodes (SC)

IT

long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, MyoSs yumanensis (SC)

t

San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)

bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata marmorata

(SC)

California horned lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum frontale (SC)
Amphibians

western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipensermedirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
California linderiella.fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)
Plants
Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, Gratiola heterosepala (CA) `
legenere, Legenere limosa (SC)

^
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QUAD : 512C

SACRAMENTO EAST

Listed Species
Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles
giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)
Fish
Critical habitat, delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)

I

Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)

t

Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)

Critical habitat, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus californicus dimorphus
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)

F

Proposed Species
Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)

Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus.(=Plecotus) townsendii townsenori (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myo6s ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis. (SC)

m
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fringed myotis bat, Myo6s thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myo6s yumanensis (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)

ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)
bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata mannorata (SC)

f

California horned lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum frontale (SC)
Amphibians
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)

Fish
green sturgeon„ Acipensermedirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)

Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus antiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)
Plants

valley sagittaria, Sagittaria santordii (SC)

1
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QUAD : 513A

TAYLOR MONUMENT

Listed Species
Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles

giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians
California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)
Fish

delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacitiicus (T)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

t

Cr)

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macro%pidotus (f)
Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Proposed Species
Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)

Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myofis ciliolabrum (SC)
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long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evoSs (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myo6s thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myo6s volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)

N

San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)

western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)

•

ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis (CA)
white-tailed (--black shouldered) kite, flanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsten (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)
bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles

northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata marmorata (SC)
Amphibians
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC).
Fish

green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)

r

Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus antiochensis
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus.sacramento

(SC)

(SC)

California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)

1
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QUAD : 513B

GRAYS BEND

Listed Species
Birds
. bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles

giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians
California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)
Fish
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)

Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
winter-run chinook salmon, Ohcorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

m

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)
Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Plants
palmate-bracted bird's-beak, Cordylanthus palmatus (E)
Proposed Species

Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma catifomiense (C)
Fish
Central Valley falUlate fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)

1
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Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myotls thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)

western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)

Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis (CA)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)

bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata marmorata (SC)
Amphibians
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipensermedirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)

I

I
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Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus anfiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)

I

Plants

alkali milk-vetch, Astragalus tener var. tener (SC)

-

brittlescale, Atriplex depressa (SC)
valley spearscale, Atriplex joaquiniana (SC) '
QUAD : 513D

SACRAMENTO WEST

Listed Species
Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles
giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians
California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonn (T)
Fish

Critical habitat, delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacit"icus (T)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha
Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)
Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Proposed Species
Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)

m
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Candidate Species
Amphibians

California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense .(C)
Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)

I

Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific.western big-eared bat, Corynort►inus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myotis thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)

San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)

r

Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)

ferruginous hawk, Butea regalis (SC)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus teucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)

bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys mannorata mannorata (SC)
California horned lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum frontale
Amphibians

western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)

(SC)
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Fish
green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)

Pacific lamprey, Lampetra. tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus antiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)

1

QUAD : 528C

PLEASANT GROVE

Listed Species
Birds

1
I

bald eagle, Hatiaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles
giant garter.snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians
California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)
Fish

delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
Sacramento splittail; Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)
Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Proposed Species
Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)

m
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Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) towr►sendii townsendii (SC)
greater western mastiff-bat, Eum"ops perotis califomicus (SC)

1

small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myotis thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volaris (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myo6s yumanensis (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)

bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys mannorata marmorata (SC)
California horned lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum frontale (SC)
Amphibians
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipensermedirostris (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)

(CA)

f
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QUAD : 529D

VERONA

Listed Species
Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)

I

Reptiles

giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians
California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)

It
Fish

delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (1)
Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

m

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)

Invertebrates
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
Proposed Species
Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
California tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)

Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fallAate fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concern
Mammals
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Ptecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliotabrum (SC)
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long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myolis thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myofis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inomatus (SC)
Birds

t
I

I

tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)

western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)

1

ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis (CA)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)
bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles

northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys mannorata marmorata (SC)
Amphibians
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipensermedirostris (SC)
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus anfiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occident ails (SC)

I
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KEY:

I
6

(E)

Endangered

Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

(T)

Threatened

Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.

(P)

Proposed

Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as endangered or threatened.

(PX) Proposed

Proposed as an area essential to the conservation of the species.

Critical Habitat
(C)

Candidate

(SC) Species of
Concern
(MB) Migratory

Candidate to become a proposed species.
May be endangered or threatened. Not enough biological information has been
gathered to support listing at this time.
Migratory bird

Bird
(D)

Delisted

(CA) State-Listed

Listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California.

(')

Possibly extirpated from this quad.

Extirpated

( " ) Extinct
Critical Habitat

I
t

Delisted. Status to be monitored for 5 years.

Possibly extinct.
Area essential to the conservation of a species.

Endangered and Threatened Species that May Occur in or be Affected by
Projects in the Area of the Following California Counties
Reference File No. 01-SP-2902 Natomas Basin HCP, CH2M Hill
August 9, 2001
SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Listed Species

I

Mammals
riparian (San Joaquin Valley) woodrat, Neotoma fuscipes rlparia (E) "
Birds
bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles
giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)
Fish

Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)

t

winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha ' (E)
Critical habitat, delta smelt, Hypomesus transpaci6cus (T)
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T)

Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)

I

Invertebrates
Conservancy fairy shrimp, Branchinecta conservatio (E)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)

.1

Critical habitat, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
delta green ground beetle, Elaphrus viridis (T)

1'

I

Plants
Antioch Dunes evening-primrose, Oenothera deltoides ssp. howellii (E)
Sacramento Orcutt grass, Orcuttia viscida (E)
slender Orcutt grass, Orcuttia tenuis (T)
Proposed Species
Birds

mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)

^
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Candidate Species
Amphibians

California tiger salamander, Ambystoma californiense (C)
Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concern
.Mammals
pale Townsend's big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii pallescens (SC)
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynothinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
greater western mastiff-bat, Eumops pero6s calitomicus (SC)

1

I
I

small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)

!r,

fringed myotis bat, Myotis thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myotis volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)
San Francisco dusky-footed woodrat, Neotoma fuscipes annectens (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inornatus (SC)
Birds
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis (CA)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)

greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
black rail, Laterallusjamaicensis cotumiculus (CA)

t
!

bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)
Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)
American peregrine falcon, Falco peregnnus anatum (D)
Snowy Egret, Egretta thula (MB)
tricolored blackbird, Agelaius tricolor (SC)
grasshopper sparrow, Ammodramus savannarum (SC)
short-eared owl, Asio flammeus (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
American bittern, Botaurus lentiginosus (SC)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo regalis (SC)
black tern, Chlidonias niger (SC)

lark sparrow, Chondestes grammacus (SC)

I
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hermit warbler, Dendroica occidenta/is (SC)
white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)
Pacific-slope flycatcher, Empidonax diffcilis (SC)
loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludovicianus (SC)
Lewis' woodpecker, Melanerpes lewis (SC)

I

long-billed curlew, Numenius americanus (SC)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi ,(Sc)

rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)

'I

red-breasted sapsucker, Sphyrapicus ruber (SC)
Brewer's sparrow, Spizella breweri (SC)
Reptiles
silvery legless lizard, Anniella pulchra putchra (SC)
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys mannorata marmorata (SC)

r

I
t

southwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata pallida (SC)
California horned lizard, Phrynosoma coronatum frontale (SC)
Amphibians
foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boyln° (SC)
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondi (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)

Kern brook lamprey, Lampetra hubbsi (SC)
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus anfiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)

C

Midvalley fairy shrimp, Branchinecta mesovallensis (SC)
San Joaquin dune beetle, Coelus gracilis (SC)
curved-foot hygrotus diving beetle, Hygrotus curvipes (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)
Plants

1

I
1

Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, Gratiola heterosepala (CA)
Suisun Marsh aster, Aster lentus (SC)
valley spearscale, Atriplex joaquiniana (SC)

Tuolumne coyote-thistle, Erynglum pinna6sectum (SC)
_Ahart's_cush,Jmcus-leio.spEr.mus-_var_ ahartli. (SC) . _ .. .. . .
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delta tule-pea, Lathyrus jepsonii var. jepsonii (SC)
legenere, Legenere /imosa (SC)
Mason's lilaeopsis, Lilaeopsis masonii (SC)
pincushion navarretia, Naverretia myersii spp. myersii (SC)
valley sagittaria, Sagittaria sanfordii (SC)

s

Northern California black walnut, Juglans califomica var. hindsii (SC) *
SUTTER COUNTY

I
I

Listed Species
Birds
bald eagle, Hatiaeetus leucocephalus (T)
Reptiles

1

giant garter snake, Thamnophis gigas (T)
Amphibians

California red-legged frog, Rana aurora draytonii (T)

I

Fish

Critical habitat, winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)

I

winter-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (E)
Central Valley steelhead, Oncorhynchus mykiss (T)
Central Valley spring-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (T)
Critical Habitat, Central Valley spring-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha

m

t

Sacramento splittail, Pogonichthys macrolepidotus (T)
delta smelt, Hypomesus transpacificus (T) *
Invertebrates

1

Conservancy fairy shrimp, Branchinecta conservatio (E)
vernal pool tadpole shrimp, Lepidurus packardi (E)
vernal pool fairy shrimp, Branchinecta lynchi (T)
valley elderberry longhorn beetle, Desmocerus califomicus dimorphus (T)
Plants

t

Hartweg's golden sunburst, Pseudobahia bahiifolia (E) *
Proposed Species

Birds
mountain plover, Charadrius montanus (PT)
Candidate Species
Amphibians
.... Califomia tiger salamander, Ambystoma califomiense (C)

1
t

Iii

t
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Fish
Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook salmon, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Critical habitat, Central Valley fall/late fall-run chinook, Oncorhynchus tshawytscha (C)
Species of Concem

Mammals

i;

I
I
I
I
I

pale Townsend's big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii pallescens (SC)
Pacific western big-eared bat, Corynorhinus (=Plecotus) townsendii townsendii (SC)
Marysville Heermann's kangaroo rat, Dipodomys califomicus eximius (SC)
greater western mastiff-bat, Eumops perofis carfomicus (SC)
small-footed myotis bat, Myotis ciliolabrum (SC)
long-eared myotis bat, Myotis evotis (SC)
fringed myotis bat, Myofis thysanodes (SC)
long-legged myotis bat, Myo6s volans (SC)
Yuma myotis bat, Myotis yumanensis (SC)
San Joaquin pocket mouse, Perognathus inornatus (SC)
Birds
Swainson's hawk, Buteo Swainsoni (CA)
Western yellow-billed cuckoo, Coccyzus americanus occidentalis (CA)
little willow flycatcher, Empidonax traillii brewsteri (CA)
greater sandhill crane, Grus canadensis tabida (CA)
bank swallow, Riparia riparia (CA)

Aleutian Canada goose, Branta canadensis leucopareia (D)

I
^
r

American peregrine falcon, Falco peregrinus anatum (D)
Snowy Egret, Egretta thula (MB)
grasshopper sparrow, Ammodramus savannarum (SC)
short-eared owl, Asio flammeus (SC)
western burrowing owl, Athene cunicularia hypugaea (SC)
American bittern, Botaurus len6ginosus (SC)
ferruginous hawk, Buteo tegalis (SC)
black tern, Chlidonias niger (SC)
lark sparrow, Chondestes grammacus (SC)
black swift, Cypseloides niger (SC)

hermit warbler, Dendroica occidentalis (SC)
I

white-tailed (=black shouldered) kite, Elanus leucurus (SC)

I

least bittern, western, Ixobrychus exilis hesperis (SC)
loggerhead shrike, Lanius ludovicianus (SC)

Lewis' woodpecker,. Melanerpes lewis (SC)

Page 5
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long-billed curlew, Numenius americanus (SC)
white-faced ibis, Plegadis chihi (SC)

Page 6
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rufous hummingbird, Selasphorus rufus (SC)
Reptiles
northwestern pond turtle, Clemmys marmorata marmorata (SC)

San Joaquin coachwhip (=whipsnake), Masticophis flagellum ruddocki (SC)
Amphibians
foothill yellow-legged frog, Rana boyln" (SC)
western spadefoot toad, Scaphiopus hammondii (SC)
Fish
green sturgeon, Acipenser medirostris (SC)
river lamprey, Lampetra ayresi (SC)
Pacific lamprey, Lampetra tridentata (SC)
longfin smelt, Spirinchus thaleichthys (SC)
Invertebrates
Antioch Dunes anthicid beetle, Anthicus antiochensis (SC)
Sacramento anthicid beetle, Anthicus sacramento (SC)
Sacramento Valley tiger beetle, Cicindela hirticopis abrupta (SC)
California linderiella fairy shrimp, Linderiella occidentalis (SC)
Plants

Ferris's milk-vetch, Astragalus tener var. ferrisiae (SC) '

I
11

I
I
t
d
I

veiny monardella, Monardella douglasii ssp. venosa (SC) '

-7
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KEY:
(E)

Endangered

(T)

Threatened

Listed as likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future.

(P)

Proposed

Officially proposed (in the Federal Register) for listing as endangered or threatened.
Proposed as an area essential to.the conservation of the species.

(PX) Proposed

Listed (in the Federal Register) as being in danger of extinction.

Critical Habitat
(C)

Candidate

(SC) Species of

Candidate to become a proposed species.
Other species of concern to the Service.

Concern

(D) Delisted
(CA) State-Listed
Extirpated

..

Delisted. Status to be monitored for 5 years.
Listed as threatened or endangered by the State of California.
Possibly extirpated from the area.

Extinct

Possibly extinct

Critical Habitat

Area essential to the conservation of a species.

I
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--------------------------List of Elements and Status by Scientific Name

Verona Quad

Scientific/Common Name
----------------------------------------

Federal/
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
------------------------------

AGELAIUS TRICOLOR
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD

None/
None

G3 /
S3

SC

ATHENE CUNICULARIA
BURROWING OWL

None/
None

G4/
S2

SC

BRANCHINECTA LYNCHI
VERNAL POOL FAIRY SHRIMP

Threatened/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

BUTEO SWAINSONI
SWAINSON'S HAWK

None/

Threatened

G4/
S2

LEPIDURUS PACKARDI
VERNAL POOL TADPOLE SHRIMP

Endangered/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

NYCTICORAX NYCTICORAX
BLACK-CROWNED NIGHT HERON

None/
None

G5/
S3

POGONICHTHYS MACROLEPIDOTUS
SACRAMENTO SPLITTAIL

Threatened/
None

G2/
S2

RIPARIA RIPARIA
BANK SWALLOW

None/
Threatened

G5/
S2S3

THAMNOPHIS GIGAS
GIANT GARTER SNAKE

Threatened/
Threatened

G2G3/
S2S3

Date: .08/30/2001
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-----------------List of Elements and Status by Scientific Name
Pleasant Grove Quad

Scientific/Common Name
----------------------------------------

Federal/
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
---------------------- -- ------

ATHENE CUNICULARIA
BURROWING OWL

None/
None

G4/
S2

BRANCHINECTA LYNCHI
VERNAL POOL FAIRY SHRIMP

Threatened/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

DOWNINGIA PUSILLA
DWARF DOWNINGIA

None/
None

G3/
S3.1

LEPIDURUS PACKARDI
VERNAL POOL TADPOLE SHRIMP.

Endangered/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

LINDERIELLA OCCIDENTALIS
CALIFORNIA LINDERIELLA

None/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

SCAPHIOPUS HAMMONDII
WESTERN SPADEFOOT

None/
None

G3?/
S3?

I
I
t

SC

2/
1-2-1

SC

I
I
I
I
I
J

I
I
I
I
I
1
I
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Grays Bend Quad

Scientific/Common Name - - - - --- -----

Federal/
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status

AGELAIUS TRICOLOR
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD

None/
None

G3/
S3

ASTRAGALUS TENER VAR TENER
ALKALI MILK-VETCH

None/
None

G1T1/
Si.l

1B/
3-2-3

ATRIPLEX DEPRESSA
BRITTLESCALE

None/
None

G2Q/
S2.2

1B/
2-2-3

ATRIPLEX JOAQUINIANA
SAN JOAQUIN SALTBUSH

None/
None

G2/
S2,1

1B/
2-2-3

BUTEO SWAINSONI
SWAINSON'S HAWK

None/
Threatened

G4/
S2

CHARADRIUS ALEXANDRINUS NIVOSUS
WESTERN SNOWY PLOVER

Threatened/
None

G4T2/
S2

SC

CHARADRIUS MONTANUS
MOUNTAIN PLOVER

Proposed
Threatened/
None

G3/
S2?

SC

CORDYLANTHUS PALMATUS
PALMATE-BRACTED BIRD'S-BEAK

Endangered/
Endangered

G1/
S1.1

1B/
3-3-3

LEPIDIUM LATIPES VAR HECKARDII
HECKARD'S PEPPER-GRASS

None/
None

G4T1/
S1:2

1B/
3-2-3

PLEGADIS CHIHI
WHITE-FACED IBIS

None/
None

G5/
S1

SC

POGONICHTHYS MACROLEPIDOTUS
SACRAMENTO SPLITTAIL

Threatened/
None

G2/
S2

SC

Threatened/
Threatened

G2G3/
S2S3

THAMNOPHIS GIGAS
GIANT GARTER SNAKE

SC

I
E
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Taylor Monument Quad

Scientific/Common Name

Federal!
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
---------------------

AGELAIUS TRICOLOR
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD

None/
None

G3/
S3

ARDEA ALBA
GREAT EGRET

None/
None

G5/
S4

ATHENE CUNICULARIA
BURROWING OWL

None/
None

G4/
S2

BUTEO SWAINSONI
SWAINSON'S HAWK

None/
Threatened

G4/
S2

DESMOCERUS CALIFORNICUS DIMORPHUS
VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE

Threatened/
None

G3T2/
S2

EGRETTA THULA
SNOWY EGRET

None/
None

G5/
S4

NYCTICORAX NYCTICORAX
BLACK-CROWNED NIGHT HERON

None/
None

G5/
S3

POGONICHTHYS MACROLEPIDOTUS
SACRAMENTO SPLITTAIL

Threatened/
None

G2/
S2

THAMNOPHIS GIGAS
GIANT GARTER SNAKE

Threatened/
Threatened

G2G3%
S2S3

SC

SC

SC
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Rio Linda Quad

Scientific/Common Name
-------------------------------NORTHERN CLAYPAN VERNAL POOL

None/
None

G1/
S1.1

NORTHERN HARDPAN VERNAL POOL

None/
None

G3!
S3_1

THAMNOPHIS GIGAS
GIANT GARTER SNAKE

Threatened/
Threatened

G2G3/
S2S3

.

I
I
I
I
I

Federal/
Global!
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
------------------------------
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I
I
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Sacramento West Quad

Scientific/Common Name

Federal/
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
------------------------------

AGELAIUS TRICOLOR
TRICOLORED BLACKBIRD

None/
None

G3/
S3

SC

ARCHOPLITES INTERRUPTUS
SACRAMENTO PERCH

None/
None

G3/
Si

SC

BUTEO SWAINSONI
SWAINSON'S HAWK

None/
Threatened

G4/
S2

DESMOCERUS CALIFORNICUS DIMORPHUS
VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE

Threatened/
None

G3T2/
S2

ELDERBERRY SAVANNA

None/
None

G2/

GREAT VALLEY COTTONWOOD RIPARIAN FOREST

None/
None

G2/
S2.1

HIBISCUS LASIOCARPUS
ROSE-MALLOW

None/
None

G4/
S2.2

POGONICHTHYS MACROLEPIDOTUS
SACRAMENTO SPLITTAIL

Threatened/
None

G2/
S2

I
I
I
I
1

I
I

S2.1

I
2/
2-2-1

SC
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Sacramento East Quad

Scientific/Common Name
----------------------------------------

Federal/
Global/
CNPS/
CDFG
State Status State Rank R-E-D Status
-----------------------------

ACCIPITER COOPERII
COOPER'S HAWK

None/
None

G4/
S3

SC

ATHENE CUNICULARIA
BURROWING OWL

None/
None

G4/.
S2

SC

BRANCHINECTA LYNCHI
VERNAL POOL FAIRY SHRIMP

Threatened/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

DESMOCERUS CALIFORNICUS DIMORPHUS
VALLEY ELDERBERRY LONGHORN BEETLE

Threatened/
None

G3T2/
S2

ELDERBERRY SAVANNA

None/
None

G2/
S2.1

LEPIDURUS PACKARDI
VERNAL POOL TADPOLE SHRIMP

Endangered/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

LINDERIELLA OCCIDENTALIS
CALIFORNIA.LINDERIELLA

None/
None

G2G3/
S2S3

RIPARIA RIPARIA
BANK SWALLOW

None/
Threatened

G5/
S2S3

SAGITTARIA SANFORDII
SANFORD'S ARROWHEAD

None/
None

G3/
S3.2

1B/
2-2-3
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Summary of Previous Environmental Review of
Planned Urban Development
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-1

Prior Analysis of Geology and Soils Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Potential for exposure to
earthquake groundshaking
at a maximum intensity of
VIII (on the Modified Mercalli
Scale).

Significant.

Potential for liquefaction,
triggered by groundshaking.

Significant.

Implement Goal A and Policies 1, 3, and 7 of the Health and
Safety Element (Seismic Safety section) of the General Plan.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Engineer structures for earthquake resistance.

Implement Policies 2, 4, and 7 of the Health and Safety
Element (Seismic Safety section) of the General Plan.
Require the evaluation of liquefaction potential of proposed
development sites and implement appropriate specially
engineered earthwork and structural design.

Incremental contribution to
the loss of aggregate
resources if all mineral
resources sectors within the
SGPU area (except the
American River Parkway)
were rendered unavailable
for aggregate production due
to urbanization.

Significant.

9,700 acres meeting the soil
criteria of the prime land
component of the Important
Farmland Inventory of
California, 7,500 acres of
which are currently irrigated
and considered prime
farmland, would be removed
from agricultural production.

Significant.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-1.00C)

Implement Goal B and Policies 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the Opeh
Space Element (Managed Production of Resources section)
of the General Plan.
Zone mineral resources sectors and adjacent lands to permit
aggregate mining.
Require reclamation of mined lands for urban uses.

Full mitigation would require the adoption of the No Project
Alternative. The City Council determined that this was
infeasible.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-1

Prior Analysis of Geology and Soils Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
No significant impacts
identified.

N/A

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

N/A

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3.1. Future
development in accordance
with the proposed General
Plan may expose structures
and people to moderate
ground shaking.

Potentially
Significant

Implement General Plan Goal 7.B, Policy 7.B.2, and
Implementation Program 7.1.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3.2. Future
development in accordance
with the proposed General
Plan may expose structures
to liquefaction and/or seismic
compaction..

Potentially
significant.

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3.3. Future
development in accordance
with the proposed General
Plan may expose structures
to subsidence.

Potentially
significant.

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
No significant impacts
identified.
Sutter County General Plan EIR

Mitigation Measure 4.3.1. Prior to permitting development in
areas of geologic or soils hazards, the County shall require
the preparation of a soils engineering and/or geotechnical
analysis by a licensed civil or geotechnical engineer. The
County shall review and enforce the recommendations of
said analysis by adopting them as conditions of specific
project-level approvals.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS
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TABLE C-1

Prior Analysis of Geology and Soils Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.3.4. Future
development within the
County in accordance with
the General Plan may
subject new development to
geologic hazards associated
with expansive soils.

Potentially
significant.

Same as Mitigation Measure 4.3.1.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3.5. Future
development in accordance
with the proposed General
Plan will require grading
activities, resulting in
exposed earth and the
potential for soil erosion.

Potentially
significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.2. Prior to or concurrent with a specific Less than significant.
development proposal, the County shall adopt and implement a
grading ordinance or other appropriate measures. The grading
ordinance shall limit the effects of soil erosion and shall include,
but is not limited to, the following specific areas: (1) timing of
grading operations (targeted for April 15 - November 15); (2)
erosion control methods which utilize sediment traps, barriers,
covers, or other methods approved by the County; (3)
recommendations for cut and fill angles of slopes; (4)
recommendations for mulching, seeding, revegetation, and other
stabilization measures as approved by the County; and (5) plans
for deposition and storage of excavated materials.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3.6. Increased
urbanization proposed by the
General Plan may decrease
accessibility to natural gas
resources or result in
hazards due to new
construction in the vicinity of
abandoned gas well sites.

Potentially
significant.

Implement General Plan Goal 4.H (DESCRIBE); Policies 4.H.1
(DESCRIBE), 4.H.2 (DESCRIBE), 4.H.3 (DESCRIBE), 4.H.4
(DESCRIBE), and 4.H.5 (DESCRIBE); and Implementation
Program 4.5 (DESCRIBE).

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.3.3. For future development proposals
located within the vicinity of an abandoned gas well, the
applicant shall demonstrate to the satisfaction of the County that
reabandonment operations have been successfully completed, if
necessary, in consultation with the Department of Conservation,
Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources. If any plugged
and abandoned or unrecorded wells are damaged or uncovered
during excavation or grading, remedial plugging operations may
be required. The cost of reabandonment operations is the
responsibility of the property owner.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
The number of persons and
Significant.
developments exposed to
potential flood damage from
levee failure would increase by
an unknown amount,
especially in North Natomas.
The amount is unknown since
the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, at the request of
the Federal Emergency
Management Agency, is still in
the process of updating 100year floodplain maps for the
American River levees, the
Sacramento River east levee
north of the American River,
and several levees along local
creeks and drainage canals in
the SGPU area.

Full mitigation. would require: (1) assisting in the
reconstruction of inadequate levees as development occurs,
(2) assisting in the implementation of one or more Corps of
Engineers flood control alternatives, and (3) restricting
development in areas subject to flooding. The City Council
determined that full mitigation under (1) and (2) above was
infeasible because implementation of possible flood control
alternatives is the responsibility of the.federat government.
The City Council adopted (3).

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Transport of pollutants to
streams would increase from
construction activities and
runoff from industrial,
commercial, and residential
development.

Implement precautionary measures during construction, such
as minimizing surface disturbance, disposing excavated
materials away from water sources, and grading spoil
disposal sites to minimize surface water erosion.

Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

Significant.

Implement measures to reduce long-term water quality
impacts, such as provision of onsite retention and detention
storage; designing storm drainage to slow water flows;
minimizing impervious surfaces; and maximizing percolation,
evaporation, and evapotranspiration of stormwater.
The City Council determined that is was infeasible to adopt
full mitigation because the analysis of water quality measures
are conducted on a project-specific basis, and therefore the
feasibility of mitigating citywide water quality impacts could
not be determined.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Continued rice herbicide
application has the potential
to impact surface and
groundwater quality, thereby
exposing an increased
population to hazards.

Significant.

The maximum average
water demand would
increase 104 percent to
368.2 million gallons per
day, requiring expansion of
existing water treatment
plants, possible a new plant
in North Natomas, additional
storage reservoir capacity,
and new transmission lines.

Significant.

Mitigation
Reduce the release of agricultural chemicals by establishing
an effective regulatory program.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

The City Council determined that this mitigation measure is
the responsibility of the County and state regulatory bodies.

Implement the following Goal and Policy from the Public
Services and Facilities Element (Water section) of the
General Plan: Goal A, Policy 5
Require water facilities prior to development.
Require water conservation measures.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.7-1. The [North
Natomas Community Plan]
Update will result in drainage
impacts relating to hydrology
and water quality arising
from the conversion of
agricultural lands to urban
uses. That conversion will
change existing drainage
patterns and increase peak
stormwater discharge rates,
increase stormwater flows in
drainage canals resulting in
increased pump station flows
and discharge requirements,
require increased
maintenance of canals to
prevent bank sloughing, and

Potentially
significant.

At the time the EIR was adopted, mitigation requirements
were assumed to be met by the City's Comprehensive
Drainage Plan, which was in draft for at that time.
The Update also included implementing policies for the
drainage system, which were determined to also provide
mitigation measures to reduce drainage impacts.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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The City determined
that impacts would be
lessened by the
adoption of the
mitigation
requirements. Because
the draft
Comprehensive
Drainage Plan had not
been adopted and
environmental review
completed on the draft
plan, the City
determined that
impacts could not be
demonstrated to be
less than significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.
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TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

could result in mosquito
abatement problems arising
from the ponding of drainage
waters.
Impact 4.7-2. The Update
area is located in a part of
the City that, at the time the
EIR was adopted, had
protection from a 63-year
flood event. Implementation
of the Update would
therefore expose people and
property to the risk of injury
and damage in the event of
a 63-year or greater flood
event.

Significant.

The following groundwater
and seepage impacts would
result from development of
the Update area: (1) an
alteration of groundwater
flow patterns in the vicinity of
new canal segments could
result from the interception
of near surface groundwater
with surface drainage; (2) a
reduction in groundwater
recharge due to increased
impervious surfaces in the
area; (3) a reduction in
irrigated agriculture could
lower groundwater levels by

Potentially
significant.

Various future scenarios are discussed in which the flood
hazard risk would be lessened. These scenarios generally
involved the actions of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and
the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency to increase flood
protection in the Natomas Basin.
In addition, the Update also contains measures designed to
reduce flooding by prohibiting new development until flood
protection is secured.

No mitigation proposed.
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The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

The groundwater
recharge. groundwater
level, and seepage
impacts of
implementing the
update are irreversible,
unavoidable, and
significant adverse
eff ects.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.
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protection from major
storm events, no
matter how high the
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

decreasing groundwater
recharge; and (4) lower
groundwater levels due to
canal excavation would
reduce seepage problems in
low-lying areas near the
Sacramento River.
The following impacts to
water quality would result
from development of the
Update area: (1) urban'point
discharges and storm water
would increase; (2)
cumulative pollutant
discharge into the
Sacramento River would
increase; and (3)
groundwater resources could
be infiltrated by leaking
chemicals.

Potentially
significant.

The Update contains the following measures: (1) meet all
NPDES and other regulatory permit requirements; (2) all
drainage flows from the NNCP will be discharged to the
Sacramento River; (3) utilize Best Management Practices
emphasizing upstream and on-site treatment; (4) the
Comprehensive Drainage Plan must meet all EPA and Corps
of Engineers 404 permit requirements; (5) ensure that the
CDP operational plans are compatible with the other uses of
the existing canals such as drainage, water delivery, and
preservation of existing Fisherman's Lake water levels: (6)
the CDP must be designed in a manner compatible with and
complementary to the Habitat Mitigation Plan under
development by SAFCA for the American River Flood Control
Project; (7) incorporate water quality control into the lake,
canal, and basin maintenance programs; (8) grease and oil
traps should be integrated into the storm drain system
wherever practical; (9) industries that use solvents and/or
other toxic or hazardous materials should be sited in
concentrated locations, on sites with low permeability soil, far
from drainage canals and basins, and close to the freeway to
reduce intrusion of trucks transporting chemicals into
residential neighborhoods; and (10) industries that use
solvents and other hazardous materials will be required to
prepare a Hazardous Substance Management Plan.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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Although impacts
would be lessened by
the mitigation
measures, significant
impacts were
determined to remain.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.
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TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
The entire South Natomas
community is located within
an area which may not be
protected by 100 year !evel
flood protection due to the
potential instability of the
Sacramento River Levee
and the lack of adequate
height of the East Main
Drainage Canal and the
Natomas Main Drainage
Canal Levees.

Potentially
significant.

The City identified fu!l mitigation as increasing the height of
the East Main Drain Levee and the Natomas main canal
levee to an adequate level, build additional levees to protect
the area, and stabilize the levee along the Sacramento River.
The City determined that fu!l mitigation was infeasible
because reconstruction of the levees is the responsibility of
the federal government, and recommended partial mitigation
to prohibit additional development in South Natomas.

The City did not
identify a!eve! of
significance associated
with the mitigated
project.

Increased flows to
Reclamation District 1000
exceed the capacity of the
existing system.

Potentially
significant.

The City determined that RD 1000 is responsible for
mitigating this impact.

New developers may be None.
required to contribute to
sufficient system
improvements to reduce
this impact to a lessthan-significant level.

Significant.

Implement General Plan Goals 3.D and 7.C; Policies 3.D.1,
3.D.2, 3.D.3, 3.D.4, 3.D.5, 7.C.1, 7.C.2, and 7.C.3; and
Implementation Programs 3.9, 3.10, 3.11, 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4.

Less than significant.

The City determined that partial
mitigation was not feasible
because of specific economic,
social, and environmental, and
other considerations.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.4.1. Future
development under the
provisions of the General
Plan would alter existing
drainage patterns and
increase stormwater runoff.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-2.DOC)
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No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.1. Prior to the approval of
subsequent development projects in accordance with the
General Plan, the project applicant must demonstrate the
project's compliance with the County's Flood Damage
Prevention Regulations, and any approved !ocal drainage
master plan. In the absence of such regulations and local
master plans, project applicants sha!l be required, on a
project-by-project basis, to demonstrate specific drainage and
flooding impacts and mitigation in accordance with CEQA
and consistent with County policy.
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TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Mitigation Measure 4.4.2. For any development proposed
within the 100-year floodplain, such development will be
conditioned upon the applicant's ability to demonstrate that
finished grade elevations are raised above inundation levels,
or that other site-specific flood control measures are
implemented to protect new structures from 100-year
inundation.
Impact 4.4.3. Future
development under the
provisions of the General
Plan could result in the
degradation of surface and
groundwater quality due to
urban runoff.

Significant

Implement General Plan Goals 3.B and 3.C; Policies 3.B.2,
3.B.3, 3.B.4, 3.B.5, 3.B.6, 3.C.1, 3.C.2, 3.C.3, 3.C.4, 3.C.5,
3.D.6, 4.A.2, 9.A.2 and 9.A.3; and Implementation Programs
3.5, 3.6, and 3.8.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.4.4. As a condition of future projectlevel development approvals, project proponents shall
provide and implement a comprehensive plan to prevent
erosion, siltation, contamination of stormwater during
construction, and "first flush" contaminants after construction.
Detail of the plan shall reflect the scale of the project. Such a
plan shall be prepared in accordance with permit conditions
and requirements of the NPDES general industrial
stormwater•permit, when applicable.
Mitigation Measure 4.4.5. As a condition of future projectlevel development approvals, project proponents,shall
provide and implement Best Management Practices to
reduce pollutants from entering the waterways. Best
management practices to reduce pollutants include the use of
oil and sand separators, grassy swales, detention ponds,
vegetative buffers, and other source control measures.
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TABLE C-2

Prior Analysis of Water Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.4.4. Future
development under the
provisions of the General
Plan may reduce recharged
groundwater supplies as a
result of converting
agricultural uses to urban
uses, and as a result of a
reduction of permeable
ground surface.

Potentially
significant.

Same as above for Impact 4.4:3. The policies and
implementation actions described above are effective only
when implemented in conjunction with Mitigation Measures
4.10.1, 4.10.2, and 4.10.3 for water supply [see below].

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.10.1. Future urban
development in accordance
with the General Plan
Revision would result in
increased demand for water
in the County. The demand
for water would require
either expansion of existing
systems and/or development
of new water systems.

Significant
impact.

Implement General Plan Goals 3.B and 4.A; Policies 3.B-1,
3.B-2, 3.B-3, 3.B-4, 3.B-5, 3.B-6, 3.B-7, 3.B-8, 3.B-9, 3B-10,
and 4.A-3; and Implementation Programs 3.5, 3.6, and 3.7.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.10.1. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals, project applicants shall submit to the
County for verification that the expansion of an existing water
supply system or acceptable alternative water system
improvements in accordance with Policy 3.B-1 (deemed to be
appropriate by the Community Services Department
Environmental Services Program to meet the water needs of
that project) will be completed.
Mitigation Measure 4.10.2. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals, project applicants shall demonstrate
that the water system proposed for the project is designed to
meet the projected water capacity and fire flow requirements
and specifications.
Mitigation Measures 4.10.3. All buildings constructed as
part of subsequent, development projects shall be
encouraged to include low-flow plumbing fixtures within
project designs in order to conserve water.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
The elimination or
conversion of five natural
communities would occur.
All occurrences of these
communities are not
known. Of the ones that
are known, the following
would be potentially
affected: (1) blue oak
woodland in North
Sacramento east of the
Union Pacific Railroad; (2)
riparian stands in South
Natomas north of Garden
Highway (on either side of
1-5 north and adjacent to
Garden Highway) and
along the Natomas East
Main Drainage Canal, and
in North Sacramento along
Magpie Creek; (3) habitat
supported by creeks and
canals in North Natomas
and South Sacramento;
(4) northern hardpan
vernal pools in North
Sacramento east of Raley
Boulevard and in South
Sacramento north of
Sheldon Road; and (5)
fence row habitat along
the undeveloped edges of
urban and agricultural
habitats.
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Significant.

Full mitigation would include preservation of significant
habitat areas by allowing only compatible low-intensity uses.
The City Council determined that full mitigation was
infeasible. Adopted partial mitigation included the
implementation of the following Goals and Policies from the
General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element
(Preservation of Natural Resources section): Goal B, Policies
1 and 2; Goal C, Policies 1 and 2; Goal D, Policy 1; Goad E,
Policies 1 and 2.
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Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Elimination or conversion
of potential (but previously
unknown or unsearched)
habitat could occur for
federally listed, proposed,
and candidate threatened
or endangered plant
species, and California
Native Plant Society rare
and endangered plant
species (especially in
previously unsearched
northern hardpan vernal
pools and riparian
communities).

Significant.

Full mitigation would include site-specific surveys of all sites
where special-status plants could potentially occur, and
preserving those habitats where special-status plants are
found. The City Council determined that full mitigation was
infeasible. Adopted partial mitigation included the
implementation of the following Policy from the General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element (Preservation of
Natural Resources section): Policy 1.

Significant:

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Elimination or conversion
for habitat for the statelisted Swainson's hawk
and the California fully
protected white-tailed kite.

Significant.

Full mitigation would require the avoidance of all nest and
roost sites by creating a buffer zone (typically a 400-meter
radius) around each nest. The City Council determined that
full mitigation was infeasible. Proposed partial mitigation
included the implementation of the following Policy from the
General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element
(Preservation of Natural Resources section): Policy 1.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Elimination or conversion
of habitat for the federal
candidate (Category 2)
and state-threatened giant
garter snake and the
federally listed threatened
valley elderberry longhorn
beetle.

Significant.

Full mitigation would include site-specific surveys of all sites
where special-status animals could potentially occur, and
preserving those habitats where special-status animals are
found. The City Council determined that full mitigation was
infeasible. Adopted partial mitigation included the
implementation of the following Policy from the General Plan
Conservation and Open Space Element (Preservation of
Natural Resources section): Policy 1.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Removal of potential
heritage trees, as defined
in the City's Heritage Tree
Ordinance, could occur.

Level of
Significance
Significant.

Mitigation
Implement Policy 2 of the Conservation and Open Space
Element (Preservation of Natural Resources section) of the
General Plan.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Identify and preserve native and nonnative trees of
outstanding value as heritage trees by enforcing the City's
Heritage Tree Ordinance.
Canal and river
maintenance activities,
including the removal of
vegetation and soils,
would alter natural
habitats, introduce weedy
species, and introduce
pollutants into water
bodies supporting fish
populations.

Significant.

Full mitigation includes developing citywide canal and creek
maintenance plans (as a joint effort of the reclamation and
flood control districts and the City) to preserve wetland
vegetation growing on the edges of canals and creeks and to
require revegetation with natural species where vegetation
removal could not be avoided. The City Council determined
that full mitigation was infeasible. Partial mitigation included
the implementation of the following Goals and Policies of the
General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element
(Preservation of Natural Resources section): Goal B, Policies
1 and 2; Goal C, Policies 1 and 2; Goal D, Policy 1; and Goal
E, Policies 1 and 2.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

The elimination of 21,871
acres of agricultural land
would destroy the habitat
for thousands of water
birds.

Significant.

The only mitigation available was to implement the No Project
Alternative. The City Council did not adopt this mitigation
measure.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

City parks supporting
important natural
communities such as
riparian and freshwater
marsh habitats would be
subject to vegetation, soil,
and wildlife disturbance by
increased human use of
the parks.

Significant.

Implement Policy 5 of the Public Facilities Element
(Recreation Services section) of the General Plan.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.DOC)

Design parks to control user densities to be compatible with
preservation of natural habitats by directing use away from
sensitive areas with natural barriers and judicious use of
trails, interpretive paths and displays, and guides.
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.5-1. The Update
has the potential to
generate short-term dust
and erosion impacts
during construction
activities that could impact
water quality via increased
turbidity, and subsequently
could impact biological
resources.

Less than
significant
because of
compliance with
City erosion
control
standards.

All construction sites shall be graded such that the new
topography makes a smooth transition to existing adjacent
topography. Dust and soil control measures shall be
implemented during the construction phases of all projects.
Additional measures include: (a) watering exposed soils, (b)
covering exposed soils with straw or other materials, (c)
adopting measures to prevent construction vehicles from
tracking mud onto adjacent roadways, (d) covering trucks
containing loose and dry soils, and (e) providing interim
drainage measures during the construction period. In nonpavement areas, any vegetation covered or removed during
grading or construction is to be replaced following the
construction activities.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.5-2. Removal of
any tree with an active
Swainson's hawk nest or
disturbance of an active
nest.

Significant.

No disturbance will be allowed within 1/2 mile of an active nest
between March 1 - August 15 or until fledglings are no longer
dependent upon nest tree habitat (which could be as late as
September 15). If the nest tree is to be removed and
fledglings are present, the nest tree may not be removed until
September 15 or until CDFG has determined that the young
have fledged or are no longer dependent upon the nest tree.
If construction or other project-related activities which may
cause nest abandonment or forced fledgling are proposed
within the 1/2 mile buffer zone, intensive monitoring (funded by
the project sponsor) by a CDFG-approved raptor biologist will
be required. Exact implementation of this measure will be
based upon specific information at the project site.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Projects should be designed to avoid direct and indirect
impacts to nest trees. In addition, the revegetation of
historical nesting habitat with suitable native nest tree species
(e.g., oaks, cottonwoods, sycamores, etc.) adjacent to
adequate foraging habitat shall be undertaken. Sites at least
five acres in size are recommended.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

The Environmental Design Standards contained in the
Update also contain measures to mitigation any impacts to
Swainson's hawk nest trees and nesting activities: (1) Valley
oaks and other large trees should be preserved wherever
possible. Preserve and restore stands of riparian trees used
by Swainson's hawks and other animals for nesting,
particularly adjacent to Fisherman's Lake. (2) Improve the
wildlife value of landscaped parks, buffers, and developed
areas by planting trees and shrubs which are native to the
North Natomas areas and therefore used by many native
animals. Simulate natural riparian and valley oak woodlands
by planting larger stands. (3) Avoid the raptor nesting season
when scheduling construction near nests.
Impact 4.5-3. Loss of
wooded riparian/wetland
habitat.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.DOC)

A significant
impact could
occur, although
the City
determined that
implementation
of the proposed
Comprehensive
Drainage Plan
would likely
result in a lessthan-significant
impact because
of the small
amount of
habitat
expected to be
affected.

No specific mitigation measures were considered necessary.
The Update also contains a number of measures intended to
reduce the impacts of the project on wooded riparian/wetland
habitat types: (1) Valley oaks and other large trees should be
preserved whenever possible. Preserve and restore stands of
riparian trees used by Swainson's hawks and other animals
for nesting, particularly adjacent to Fisherman's Lake. (2)
Improve the wildlife value of landscaped parks, buffers, and
developed areas by planting trees and shrubs which are
native to the North Natomas area and therefore used by
many native animals. Simulate natural riparian and valley oak
woodlands by planting larger stands.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Impact 4.5-4. The Update
would result in the
conversion of agricultural
lands used as rice fields to
urban uses. Those rice
fields provide seasonal
wetlands values to wildlife.

Level of
Significance
Significant and
unavoidable.

Impact 4.5-5.
Significant.
Implementation of the
Update would result in the
conversion of agricultural
lands other than rice fields,
to urban uses. These
agricultural lands include
pastures, grain fields, alfalfa,
and fallow fields, which all
provide some value to
wildlife as foraging areas as
well as nest sites. The
Update could also result in
the loss of tree resources,
such as small stands of oaks
or other trees which provide
nesting and roosting sites for
raptors and other birds.
There is also some potential
for the loss of Heritage trees
or City Street trees.

Mitigation

'io, 'M!

Action

The Environmental Design Standards of the Update propose
Significant and
unavoidable.
the creation of a minimum 250-foot wide greenbelt along the
northern and western boundaries of the Update area to create
a strong edge between the urban area and adjacent areas of
permanent agriculture. The landscaping in this greenbelt will
be of native trees and shrubs, which are used by many native
animals. riparian and wetland areas will have limited human
use so as to enhance their value for wildlife. In addition,
various landowners in the Update Area have entered into a
Memorandum of Understanding with CDFG for the creation of
a Habitat Mitigation Plan. The HMP will preserve and create
wildlife habitat for a riparian species such as the Giant Garter
Snake which is found near rice fields. Thus the HMP will also
mitigate for the loss of rice fields which provide wetland habitat
values during certain.times of the year.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

The City Arborist will review individual project applications
and recommend trees for preservation. All trees not
designated for removal and/or replanting shall be protected
during construction by the following means: (1) the placement
of temporary chain link fencing around individual trees or
around protected groves or lines of trees, (2) no trenching or
grading below the driplines of trees shall be allowed, (3) cuts
or fills near trees to be retained on site shall not cause water
to pond continuously around trees, and (4)no parking of
vehicles or storage of material shall occur within fenced
areas.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

Significant.

Various landowners in the Update Area have agreed with
CDFG to work for the creation of a Habitat Management Plan
to preserve and create habitat for certain species, such as
the Swainson's hawk, which use these "other agricultural
lands" as foraging habitat. To the extent that a HMP is
adopted, it will mitigate for the loss of these types of "other
agricultural lands."

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS
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TABLE C•3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

The Update contains measures to reduce the impacts arising
from a loss of trees in its Environmental Standards Section:
(1) Valley oaks and other large trees should be preserved
wherever possible. Presenre and restore stands of riparian
trees used by Swainson's hawks and other animals for
nesting, particularly adjacent to Fisherman's Lake. (2)
Improve the wildlife value of landscaped parks, buffers, and
developed areas by planting trees and shrubs which are
native to the North Natomas area and therefore used by
many native animals. Simulate natural riparian and valley oak
woodlands by planting larger stands.
Impact 4.5-6.
Implementation of the
Update could result in the
loss of wetland habitat
values and acreage from
areas other than rice
fields. Drainage ditches
and canals may represent
a source of wetlands
habitat. There is also a
slight potential for the
existence of vernal pools
in some areas of North
Natomas, although none
have yet been identified.
The Army Corps of
Engineers and
Environmental Protection
Agency consider any fill
activity in jurisdictional
wetlands to be a
significant impact.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.00C)

Significant.

Prior to any physical alteration on property which contains
jurisdictional wetlands, the applicant shall submit a wetland
mitigation and compensation plan for the creation or
preservation of wetlands. That plan shall include detailed
plans for the creation of new wetlands (when required), the
specific designated area for the wetlands and supporting
watershed, a monitoring program and provision for long-term
maintenance of the created wetlands, fencing and buffer
details, and provisions for future ownership or stewardship
acceptable to the City of Sacramento. The plan shall specify
vegetative performance criteria and standards to judge the
success of the created wetlands, and remedial actions to be
taken if the performance standards are not met. If
endangered, threatened, or candidate species are found to
inhabit or use the wetlands, mitigation shall occur per the
appropriate regulations and guidelines (where promulgated)
or through consultation with the appropriate regulatory
agency. The applicant shall also obtain the applicable Section
404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and enter
into any required Streambed Alteration Agreement with
CDFG for any proposed modification to jurisdictional
wetlands or streambeds.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Impact 4.5-7.
Implementation of the
Update may lead to the
enlargement of
abandonment of the
existing system of
drainage canals which
provide important habitat
for the Giant Garter
Snake.

Level of
Significance
The loss of
modification of
canal habitat
used by Giant
Garter Snake
would be a
significant
impact since the
snake is listed
as Threatened
by the California
Endangered
Species Act and
is a Category 1
candidate for
endangered
status under the
Federal
Endangered
Species Act.

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

In cases where a drainage canal is being abandoned, the canal Less than significant.
should be allowed to dry out slowly while emergent vegetation in
newly restored areas is establishing itself. This allows a
transition period for the emergent vegetation and provides
CDFG with an opportunity to relocate any Giant Garter Snakes
to the new areas if desired. Because relocation or replacement
of Giant Garter Snake habitat will not meet the habitat quality
goal in the short term, replacement of existing habitat will require
compensation at a 2:1 ratio in order to overcome possible
population declines that may occur during the time between
destruction of the original habitat and maturation of the new
habitat. Habitat relocation procedures and timing considerations
specified in the SEIR were: (1) no grading, excavating, or filling
activities may take place within 30 feet of existing Giant Garter
Snake habitat between October 1 and May 1, unless authorized
by CDFG; (2) the construction of replacement habitat may take
place at any time of year, but summer is preferred; water may be
diverted from existing habitat as soon as the new habitat is
completed, but the placement of dams or other diversion
structures in the existing habitat will require on-site CDFG
approval; (3) replacement habitat will be revegetated as directed
by CDFG; (4) dewatering of existing habitat may begin at any
time after November 1, but must begin by April 1 of the following
year; (5) any Giant Garter Snake surveys required by the CDFG
must be completed to the satisfaction of CDFG prior to
dewatering; (6) all water must be removed from existing habitat
by April 15, or as soon thereafter as weather permits, and the
habitat must remain dry without any standing water for 15
consecutive days after April 15 and prior to excavating or filling
the dewatered habitat; (7) CDFG is to be notified when
dewatering begins and when it is completed.

Action
No further action necessary.

In addition to the above described mitigation measures, further
measures may.be required as described in areport published
by CDFG in January 1992 entitled Status and Future
Management of the Giant Garter Snake (Thamnophis gigas)
within the Southern American Basin, Sacramento and Sutter
Counties, California, by John M. Brode and George E. Hansen.
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

The Environmental Standards Section of the Update also
contained measures to lessen the impacts of the Project on
the Giant Garter Snake: (1) Maintain the natural beauty of
wildlife habitat of creeks and drainage canals and basins as
part of the necessary improvements, including the planting of
native, drought tolerant plants. (2) Protect existing riparian
and wetland habitats when building the proposed drainage
canals and detention basins. (3) Provide vegetation along the
new and existing canals to provide suitable habitat for Giant
Garter Snakes and other wetland species.
In addition to the above mitigation measures, various
landowners in the Update Area have agreed to work with
CDFG for the creation of a Habitat Mitigation Plan to preserve
and create suitable habitat for the Giant Garter Snake.
Impact 4.5-8. The clearing
and removal of riparian
trees during drainage
canal improvements, and
the removal of other
stands of trees (such as
large cottonwoods and
oaks) for various
developments has the
potential to eliminate
nesting habitat for the
Swainson's hawk, a
protected species under
the California Endangered
Species Act. The
cottonwood trees
bordering Fisherman's
Lake are considered the
best nesting habitat in the
area of the Update.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.DOC)

Significant.

See above for Impact 4.5-2 and below for Impact 4.5-9.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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Less than significant,

No further action necessary.
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.5-9.
Implementation of the
Update would remove
agricultural fields used as
foraging habitat by
Swainson's hawks which
next along the
Sacramento River and
Fisherman's Lake, west of
the Update area.

Significant.

Prepare a Habitat Mitigation Plan to lessen the impacts of the
Significant.
Update on the Swainson's hawk and other wildlife species.
Also preserve as open space or agriculture the western part of
the Project Area near the Swainson's hawk nesting sites along
the Sacramento River and Fisherman's Lake, or the
preservation and enhancement of foraging habitats outside the
Project Area but near known nesting territories. In order to
provide funding for the costs of the Swainson's hawk mitigation
measures, the developer/applicant shall pay such lawful fees,
taxes, or assessments as the City may impose through
development fees, impact fees, fee districts, community
facilities district, assessment districts, or other similar fair,
equitable, and appropriate mechanisms designed to address
the cost of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat mitigation, and
that the developer/applicant be required to execute an
agreement satisfactory to the City Attorney and suitable for
recordation which obligates the developer/applicant to pay
development fees, assessments, or taxes.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

Impact 4.5-10. Earth
moving activities and
construction activities may
cause a direct loss of
burrowing owls or their
habitat.

Potentially
significant.

Prior to initiation of grading or other earth disturbing activities,
the applicant/developer shall hire a qualified biologist to
perform a pre-construction survey of the site to determine if
any burrowing owls are using the site for foraging or nesting.
If any nest sites are found, CDFG shall be contacted
regarding suitable mitigation measures, which may include
the provision of a 300-foot buffer from the nest site during the
breeding season (March 15 - August 31), or a relocation
effort for the burrowing owls. The pre-construction survey
shall be submitted to the City for review prior to the
commencement of construction activities. If future surveys
reveal the presence of burring owls on the project site, the
applicant/ developer shall prepare a plan for relocating the
owls to a suitable site. The relocation plan must include:
(1) the location of the nest and owls proposed for relocation;
(2) the location of the proposed relocation site; (3) the
number of owls involved and the time of year when the
relocation is proposed to take place; (4) the name and
credentials of the biologist who will be retained to supervise

No further action necessary.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Less than significant.
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

the relocation; (5) the proposed method of capture and
transport for the owls to the new site; (6) a description of the
site preparations at the relocation site (e.g., enhancement of
existing burrows, creation of artificial burrows, one-time or
long-term vegetation control, etc.), and (7) a description of
efforts proposed to monitor the relocation.
The Environmental Standards Section of the Update also
contains mitigation measures: (1) Search for special-status
plants during flowering season prior to construction and
special-status animals during the appropriate season, and (2)
avoid the raptor nesting season when scheduling
construction near nests.
Impact 4.5-11. The
implementation of the
Update could result in the
direct destruction of other
special-status species or
the destruction of their
nesting or foraging habitat.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.DOC)

Potentially
significant.

Various landowners and CDFG are taking steps to develop a
Habitat Mitigation Plan that may be expanded to protect all
known threatened, endangered, and candidate species in the
Update Area. Potential impacts could be mitigated by the
measures previously discussed for the protection of specific
habitats. In addition, specific nesting and roosting areas could
be protected from development, along with buffer zones.
Known sites include a communal roost of white-tailed kites at
Fisherman's Lake and several burrowing owl colonies.
Another mitigation measure would be the scheduling of
construction in the vicinity of raptor nests so as to avoid the
breeding season. Impacts to special-status plant species
could be mitigated by conducting site-specific searches
during the flowering season by a qualified botanist before
construction begins. Mitigation plans could thereafter be
determined if populations of those plants are found. The
Update also contains mitigation measures in its
Environmental Standards Section: (1) Valley Oaks and other
large trees should be preserved wherever possible. Preserve
and restore stands of riparian trees used by Swainson's
hawks and other animals for nesting, particularly adjacent to
Fisherman's Lake. (2) Improve the wildlife value of
landscaped parks, buffers, and developed areas by planting
trees and shrubs which are native to the North Natomas area
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

and therefore used by many native animals. (3) Riparian and
wetland areas are more valuable as wildlife habitat when they
are located where human use is limited, such as along
agricultural and freeway buffers and other large open space
areas. (4) Avoid the raptor nesting season when scheduling
construction near nests. (5) Search for special-status plants
during the flowering season prior to construction and specialstatus animals during the appropriate season.
Impact 4.7-5. Excavation
and maintenance of
existing RD 1000 canals
could have significant
impacts on existing
riparian and wetland
habitat in Fisherman's
Lake and the East
Drainage Canal. In
addition, contamination of
surface and groundwater
could potentially result in
adverse impacts on
wetland and riparian
habitats.

Determined to
be significant
and unavoidable
in the prior
(i.e., 1986)
environmental
review.

The draft Comprehensive Drainage Plan avoids the widening
and alteration of the existing wetland and riparian areas along
existing drainage canals.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

No mitigation measures were identified.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Elimination of agricultural,
waste field, and fence row
habitat for wildlife caused
by urbanization of these
lands.

Significant.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Disturbance to wildlife
habitat along Bannon
Slough and main drainage
canal.

Level of
Significance
Significant.

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Preserve riparian habitat and dedicate to the City.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Implement General Plan Goals 4.B, 4.C, and 4.D; Policies
4.B-1, 4.B-2, 4.B-3, 4.B-4, 4.C-1, 4.C-2, 4.C-3, 4,C-4, 4.C-5,
4.C-6, 4.C-7, 4.D-1, 4.D-2, 4.D-3, 4.D-4, 4.D-5; and
Implementation Programs 4.1, 4.2, 4.3, and 4.4.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.8.1. Future
development in
accordance with the
proposed General Plan
will disturb or degrade
jurisdictional and other
wetland habitat resulting
from modifications of the
canal system and loss of
habitats associated with
existing rice fields.

Considered a
significant
impact.

Mitigation Measure 4.8.1. Prior to modification of canals,
biological surveys targeting sensitive species shall be
conducted and evaluated. In addition to the implementation of
any mitigation measures prescribed as a result of these
surveys, the following measures shall be implemented: (a)
Prior to destruction or modification of any canals, workers will
allow the canals to slowly drain thus providing escape
opportunities for displaced wildlife. (b) Prior to draining,
replacement canal areas similarly suitable for habitat shall be
constructed and constituent vegetation allowed to become
established. (c) Whenever possible, new canals should be
established in close proximity to existing canals to provide for
easy relocation by displaced wildlife, Sufficient time for
translocation of species if so desired by trustee agencies
should be allowed. (d) A monitoring program to determine the
success of habitat management objectives shall be
developed and implemented by a qualified biologist.
Mitigation Measure 4.8.1 A. Subsequent development
projects shall provide species and habitat mitigation in
accordance with the provisions of the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan, should this plan be adopted by Sutter
County. In the absence of an adopted HCP, or should an
applicant choose not to participate in the adopted HCP,
subsequent development projects for specific sites shall be
required to: (a) Submit to Sutter County verification that no

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-3.DOC)
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

special-status species, sensitive resources, or significant
habitat exist at that site; or (2) Participate in an alternative
comprehensive mitigation plan as developed and implemented
by the County. Such a plan would be developed in consultation
with CDFG and USFWS, and would plan for the replacement
of suitable Swainson's hawk and giant garter snake habitat. (c)
Conduct individual site-specific biological reconnaissance
surveys and provide site-specific mitigation for wetlands,
special-status species, and significant habitat areas. Individual
project mitigation strategies for identified resources will require
review and approval of the County, COE, CDFG, and USFWS
to obtain individual permits; and (4) Implement the general
mitigation strategies of MM 4.8-1 through MM 4.8-6 below.
Mitigation Measure 4.8.2. Prior to any construction activities
resulting from development under the proposed General Plan,
a temporary 100-foot buffer zone shall be established during
project construction near wetlands to avoid possible
inadvertent impacts to wetland habitats. This fenced zone shall
be exclusionary and any construction related activities
including activities which may cause inadvertent fill or
contamination of wetlands shall be avoided within these zones.
Mitigation Measure 4.8.3. Prior to approval of subsequent
project-specific development proposals which would modify
and/or remove man-made and natural wetlands, a
comprehensive mitigation plan shall be prepared at applicant
expense by a qualified habitat restoration specialist. Said
plan shall be developed in cooperation with COE and in
accordance with current requirements.
Mitigation Measure 4.8.4. Prior to disturbance of any
identified vernal pools, project applicants will consult with
COE and negotiate an acceptable mitigation plan. These
plans may consist of construction of artificial pools or
wetlands banking, however, because the COE has
jurisdictions over these wetlands, they retain final approval
authority over all mitigation plans.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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TABLE C-3

Prior Analysis of Biological Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basin,
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Mitigation Measure 4.8.5. Prior to site specific development
within 1/4 mile of documented Swainson's hawk nest trees,
measures to ensure no disturbance during the breeding
season of March 1 to September 15 shall be applied to
project-specific development approvals in consultation with
CDFG and USFWS. Any activities which may cause the
parents to leave the nest and abandon the young will
constitute a "take."
Mitigation Measure 4.8.6. Prior to development under the
General Plan within the vicinity of existing and new canals,
measures to ensure the preservation of a band of giant garter
snake habitat shall be required (e.g., 100 feet between a
canal and urban development). Although the primary purpose
of the bank would be giant garter snake habitat, limited
compatible uses such as bike trails may be allowed.
Impact 4.8.2. Future
development in
accordance with the
proposed General Plan
will adversely affect
populations and critical
habitat of special-status
animal species.

Significant.

Same as described above for Impact 4.8.1.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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TABLE C-4

Prior Analysis of Cultural Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Prehistoric and historic
resources would be
adversely impacted
through ground
disturbance and other
development activities.
The primary prehistoric
impact areas have been
identified as: (1) along the
Sacramento and American
Rivers, (2) North Natomas,
(3) portions of North
Sacramento lying north of
1-80 along drainage
courses and the American
River floodplain, (4)
southwest portion of South
Natomas, and (5) Florin
Road vicinity. The primary
historic impact areas are
the: (1) Central city, (2)
0.5-mile buffer along the
Sacramento River in the
Pocket area and Airport
Meadowview, and (3) 0.5mile buffer along Folsom
Boulevard in East
Broadway.

Significant.

Require consultation with the North Central Information
Center to identify known cultural resources and potential
cultural resources that could be found on land proposed for
development.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Require an archeological field survey if the development area
is sensitive.
Implement specific preservation measures recommended by
the survey archeologist.
Cease construction activities and consult qualified
archaeologists upon discovery of potential cultural resources.
Maintain confidentiality of significant resource locations.
Adopt cultural resource policies as part of the SGPU.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
None identified.

N/A

N/A

N/A

E0420020i7SAC116179^-fTAFi F ^^._d tNli^i

No further action necessary.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-4

Prior Analysis of Cultural Resources Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Potential disturbance of
community cultural
resources in the southwest
corner of the community.

Significant.

Cultural resource survey may be required prior to approval for
specific developments in the affected area.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Implement General Plan Goal 5.B, Policy 5.B-3, and
Implementation Program 5.2.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.9-1. Future
development in
accordance with the
proposed General Plan
will require excavation and
grading activities, resulting
in potential damage to any
unidentified prehistoric or
historic resources.

Potentially
significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.9-1. The County shall require that an
archeological reconnaissance be conducted and a report be
prepared for development projects located in areas of high
archeological sensitivity. Should the report conclude that an
archeological site exists onsite, the County shall require the
project proponent to implement the report's mitigation
strategy.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

E0420020178AC/161795 TABLE P 4 DOC
(

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-5

Prior Analysis of Land Use Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Farming on parcels
adjacent to the SGPU area
would be more difficult due
to increased restrictions on
agricultural activities that
are incompatible with urban
uses.

Significant.

Full mitigation would require the adoption of the No Project
Alternative. The City Council determined that this was not
feasible. No partial mitigation was identified.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

21,871 acres of
vacant/agricultural land
would be converted to
urban use, including
approximately 9,700 acres
of prime agricultural lands
(7,500 acres of which are
currently irrigated) and 100
acres of land under
Williamson Act contracts.

Significant.

Full mitigation would require the adoption of the No Project
Alternative. The City Council determined that this was not
feasible. Identified partial mitigation included (1) establishing
a development phasing program, (2) redesignating SGPU
land uses to reduce project development by one-half, (3)
converting non-farmland to new farmland of equivalent quality
and quantity, (4) minimizing agricultural conversion impacts
on higher quality soils by directing conversion onto lower
quality soils, (6) protecting other existing agricultural land
through the use of Williamson Act contracts, and (7)
establishing greenbelt areas. The City Council adopted (1)
and (7) above, and determined that measures (2) through (6)
were not feasible.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Develop a greenbelt along the northern and western
boundaries of the Project area to create a strong edge
between the community and adjacent areas of permanent
agriculture. This greenbelt should be a minimum of 250-feet
wide, not including the Elkhorn Boulevard right-of-way and
the irrigation canals and maintenance roads on the north side
of Elkhorn. The City Council determined that it was infeasible
to fully mitigate this impact, and that significant impacts would
remain after the adoption of this mitigation measure.

Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts attributable
to the project would be
outweighed by specific economic,
fiscal, social, environmental, land
use, and other overriding
considerations.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.2-3. Cumulative
planned development in the
vicinity of the Project has
the potential to result in the
conversion of
approximately 12,670 acres
of farmland to urban uses.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-5.DOC)
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TABLE C-5

Prior Analysis of Land Use Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
There is the potential that
adjacent land uses would
be incompatible.

Significant.

Buffer incompatible features through design review of
individual projects.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Conversion of agricultural
land to urban use.

Significant.

None available.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

Removal of 2,500 acres of
prime agricultural soil from
production.

Significant.

None available.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.1.1. The
proposed General Plan
Update will disrupt the
existing physical
arrangement by allowing for
industrial, commercial,
residential, as well as
recreational and natural
resource uses.

Significant.

Implement, General Plan Goals 1.A, 1.C, 1.D, and 9.C; Policies Less than significant.
1.A-1, 1.A-2, 1.A-3, 1.A-4, 1.A-5, 1.A-6,1.A-7, 1.C-1, 1.C-2,
1.C-3, 1.C-4, 1.D-1, 9.C-1, 9.C-2, 9.C-3, 9.C-4, and 9.C-5; and
Implementation Programs 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, and 1.5.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-1. Concurrent with project
application submittals, the County will ensure that such
proposals are evaluated for potential project impacts upon
surrounding development patterns and land uses. This
evaluation may be accomplished through the Community
Services Department Planning Program in conjunction with
an administrative zoning clearance process, or through
subsequent CEQA documentation, depending upon the scale
and nature of the project.
Appropriate project-level design standards and mitigation
shall either be included within subsequent development
proposals, or be required through the environmental review
process to eliminate or reduce any identified land use impact.
Mitigation strategies to be considered should include (but not
be limited to): ( 1) concentration of development within the
Industrial-Commercial Reserve, (2) appropriate development
phasing and the logical provision of infrastructure,
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
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TABLE C-5

Prior Analysis of Land Use Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

(3) site-sensitive land planning to ensure adequate transitions
between type and intensity of land use patterns both internally
and between parcels, (4) design guidelines and edge
treatments between land uses, and (5) landscape standards.
Impact 4.1.2. The
proposed General Plan has
the potential to conflict with
adjacent land uses or
cause a substantial adverse
change in the types or
intensity of existing land
use patterns.

Significant.

Implementation of the
project will result in a loss
of prime agricultural land as
defined by the SCS Soil
Classification System
and/or other farmlands
designated as Important
Farmlands by the State
Important Farmlands
Inventory.

Significant.

Implement General Plan Goals 1.C, 1.E, 11, and 9.C;
Policies 1.C-4, 1.E-1, 1.E-2, 1.E-3, 1.F-1, 1.F-2, 1.F-3, 1.F-4,
9.C-1, 9.C-2, 9.C-3, 9.C-4, and 9.C-5; and Implementation
Programs 1.4 and 1.7.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Significant.

The Board of Supervisors
determined that the remaining
unavoidable and irreversible
impacts of the Project are
acceptable in light of the
economic, fiscal, social, planning,
land use, and other considerations
set forth herein because the
benefits of the Project outweigh
any significant and unavoidable or
irreversible adverse environmental
impacts of the Project.

Mitigation Measure 4.1-2. In order to ensure that new
development in the South County in the vicinity of the
Sacramento International Airport does not create a conflict in
terms of land use compatibility, the County shall review all
new development projects within the overflight zones for
consistency with the applicable airport comprehensive land
use plan.
Implement General Plan Goal 6.A; Policies 6.A-1, 6.A-2, 6.A4, and 6.A-5; and Implementation Programs 6.3, 6.4, and 6.5.
Mitigation Measure 4.2-1. The County shall encourage
future development of the 3,500 acres within the 10,500
acres of the Industrial-Commercial Reserve designation to
locate outside the area with soils classified as I and II
bordering the Sacramento River.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-5.DOC)

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIRIEIS

^ r^ M PW M - M M M M M M r^ WM M wr ^ =^

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-6

Prior Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Secondary impacts related
to increased housing costs,
longer commute trips, and
difficulties in attracting
workers would occur with
the project increase in the
employment-to-housing
ratio.

Significant

Full mitigation would require the redesignation of land uses
to achieve a one-to-one ratio of employment to housing. The
City Council determined that full mitigation was not feasible..
Identified partial mitigation included: (1) encouraging
additional medium- to high-density housing in the Central
City, (2) rezoning infill areas to residential, (3) using zones
of opportunity to encourage residential construction,
(4) rezoning 54 blocks along R Street from C-4 to residential
uses, and (5) establishing citywide requirements for the
development of housing as a mitigation measure for the
creation of jobs. The City Council adopted measures (1),
(3), and (4) above, and determined that (2) and (5) were
not feasible.

Significant.

The City Council determined
that economic, social, and other
considerations make it
infeasible to mitigate the
impacts to below significant
levels.

An increase in the absolute
number of households
unable to afford market rate
units would occur.

Significant.

Full mitigation would require establishing a fee program to
provide financial assistance for the construction and/or
rehabilitation of affordable housing. The City Council
determined that this was not feasible. Partial mitigation was
to adopt a Housing Trust Fund ordinance for nonresidential
developers to partially offset the increased demand for lowincome housing generated by new employment. The
feasibility of implementing this measure could not be
determined.

Significant.

The City Council determined
that economic, social, and other
considerations make it
infeasible to mitigate the
impacts to below significant
levels.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
None identified.
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TABLE C-6

Prior Analysis of Socioeconomic Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
The Community Plan
shows more jobs than
housing units.

Significant.

The square footage of many new non-residential housing
units has been reduced under the revised Community Plan,
but there is still an excess of jobs over housing units. No
further mitigation was available.

Significant.

Approval was justified by
specific economic, social,
environmental, and other
considerations.

The Community Plan
changes the mixture of
housing units whereby at
buildout 60 percent of the
housing units are singlefamily units.

Significant.

In adopting the Community Plan, the square footage of new
office space was reduced and additional single-family homes
was permitted on some of the vacant land created. In
addition, the maximum density in several residential areas
was reduced from 14 units to 10 units per acre.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Changes to the Plan which
reduce the number of
housing units provided in
South Natomas have an
adverse effect on the
availability of housing to the
Central City.

Significant.

The Council reduced the square footage of new nonresidential projects and allowed some of the vacant land
made available to be used for residential purposes. Additional
mitigation called for the increase in the supply of housing
planned in the Central City including the R Street Corridor,
2"d Street to Alhambra Boulevard. The Council determined
that this additional mitigation measure was not feasible
because of ongoing studies on the R Street Corridor.

Significant.

Approval was justified by
specific economic, social,
environmental, and other
considerations.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
No impacts identified.

N/A

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.

REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

-

"

am

No

-

M

=

'

"

^

"

M

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-6.DOC)

-

No

am

"

®

",

Im

-

M ON M" ^= MM
APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-7

Prior Analysis of Transportation Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Traffic modeling showed
that approximately 90
roadway segments would
operate at an
unacceptable level of
service with
implementation of the
General Plan Update.

Significant.

No mitigation is available to reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level because existing development
would have to be displaced.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Traffic modeling showed
that three segments of I80 and one segment of 1-5
would operate at an
unacceptable level of
service with
implementation of the
General Plan Update.

Significant.

Widening these highway segments to 8 lanes would reduce
the impact to a less-than-significant level. However, widening
of freeways requires State approval, and funding was not
programmed in the State Transportation Improvement
Program.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Traffic modeling showed
that about 35 local
roadway segments would
operate at an
unacceptable level of
service with
implementation of the
General Plan Update.

Significant.

For each roadway, full mitigation was identified, or it was
stated that full mitigation was not possible. The City
determined that the mitigation measures were not feasible
to adopt for one of the following reasons: (1) the identified
improvement was not contained in the City's 5-year Capital
Improvement Program, and funding would require
displacement of funds for other needed projects;
(2) mitigation is the responsibility of another local agency
(e.g., Sacramento County); ( 3) the measure would have
adverse social and neighborhood impacts; or (4) the measure
was being studied.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

There would be increased
delays to transit caused by
greater auto traffic.

Significant.

Implement all proposed mitigation measures for traffic
impacts identified above. The City Council determined that
this would be infeasible for the reasons described above.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.
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TABLE C-7

Prior Analysis of Transportation Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Demand for transit would
increase, thereby requiring
that fundinq be available
to expand that service.

Significant.

Potential for conflicts
between Light Rail and
vehicles would increase,
causing significant delays
to Light Rail.

Significant.

Potential for bike-vehicle
conflicts and other safety
problems for bicyclists
would increase.

Significant.

Mitigation
Establish funding mechanisms to finance transit expansion.
The City determined that it has no authority to implement this
measure.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

No further action needed.

Establish off-street bikeways where feasible. Also implement
Goal A, Policies 1 and 3 from the General Plan Circulation
Element (Bikeways section).

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Additional turn lanes and/or optimization of traffic control at
major intersections, together with stringent access
management policies, will mitigate impacts at three of these
roadway segments. Additional travel lanes will be required on
the other roadway segments.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Also implement Policy 4 of the General Plan Circulation
Element (Transit section).
Establish and enforce yield requirements for vehicles using
shared lanes.
Design access to Light Rail stations to minimize disruption to
main line traffic flows and to assure efficient ingress and
egress.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.3-1(A). Traffic
modeling shows that the
existing plus Project daily
traffic volumes (assuming
all single-occupancy
vehicles) will result in
avoidable impacts to
seven roadway segments.

Significant.

The Update also contains Guiding Policies to mitigate for
the impacts to the circulation system: (1) link all land uses
with all modes of transportation; (2) connect, don't isolate,
neighborhoods or activity centers; (3) rage an orderly
development pattern through phasing that provides for
adequate local circulation resulting in completion of the
community-wide circulation system; (4) provide multiple
routes and connections to adjacent developments; (5) the
size and layout of the major street system should be based
on traffic projections that assume successful implementation
of the trip and emission reduction programs; (6) street system
capacity should be based on no greater than the future traffic
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS
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TABLE C-7

Prior Analysis of Transportation Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

projections; and (7) develop street cross-sections that
encourage all street to be as pedestrian friendly as possible
to encourage walking instead of vehicle use.
Impact 4.3-2(A). Traffic
modeling shows that the
existing plus Project daily
traffic volumes ( assuming
the SACMET mode split
and a 12% reduction in
vehicle trips) will result in
avoidable impacts to six
roadway segments.

Significant.

Additional turn lanes and/or optimization of traffic control at
major intersections, together with stringent access
management policies, will mitigate impacts at two of these
roadway segments. Additional travel lanes will be required on
the other roadway segments. The Update also contains
Guiding Policies to mitigate for the impacts to the circulation
system as described above.

Impact 4.3-2(B). If Light
Rail is not extended to
North Natomas, then
demands for bus service
will increase (12% trip
reduction scenario).

Potentially
significant.

Provide for expanded operation by Regional Transit, including Less than significant.
additional buses and personnel, along major roadways in the
North Natomas area. The Update also contains Guiding
Policies that will mitigate for the impacts to the transit system:
(1) provide a concentration of density at each phase to support
appropriate transit service, (2) design for a phased
implementation of transit corridors to accommodate
intermediate stages of land development, (3) maximize
rider access to transit stops and stations, and (4) each
non-residential project shall comply with the Citywide
Transportation Systems Management Ordinance and a
Transportation Management Plan shall be required.

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.3-3(A). Traffic
modeling shows that the
existing plus Project daily
traffic volumes (assuming
the SACMET mode split
and a 35% reduction in
vehicle trips) will result in
avoidable impacts to five
roadway segments.

Significant.

Additional turn lanes and/or optimization of traffic control at
major intersections, together with stringent access
management policies, will mitigate impacts at two of these
roadway segments. Additional travel lanes will be required on
the other roadway segments. The Update also contains
Guiding Policies to mitigate for the impacts to the circulation
system as described above.

No further action necessary.
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No further action necessary.
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TABLE C-7

Prior Analysis of Transportation Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Impact 4.3-3(B). If Light
Rail is not extended to
North Natomas, then
demands for bus service
will increase (35% trip
reduction scenario).

Level of
Significance
Significant.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

Same as described above for the 12% trip reduction
scenario.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Construct recommended intersection improvements.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

No mitigation measures are available.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

Implement General Plan Goal 2.A; Policies 2.A-1, 2.A-2,
2.A-3, 2.A-4, 2.A-5, 2.A-6, 2.A-7, 2.A-8, 2.A-9, 2.A-10, and
2.A-1 1; and Implementation Programs 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3.

Less than significant.

No additional action necessary.

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Traffic modeling indicated
that unacceptable level of
service would occur at two
intersections.

Significant.

Traffic modeling indicated
that unacceptable level of
service would occur at
17 roadway segments and
18 intersections.

Significant.

Traffic modeling indicated
that unacceptable level of
service would occur at
three additional roadway
segments.

Significant.

Identified mitigation measures (e.g., road widening) were
determined to be infeasible for one or more of the following
reasons: (1) the required road widening would exceed the
maximum design width of City streets, (2) the required road
.widening would displace existing development, (3) additional
study was warranted, (4) the project was within the jurisdiction
of another agency, ( 5) the project would have significant
environmental impacts, or (6) the project was cost-prohibitive.

- Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.5-1.
Implementation of the
Revised General Plan
Land Use Diagram would
result in numerous State
highway and county
roadway segments to
operate at unacceptable
levels of service in 2015.

Significant.

In addition, specific improvements were recommended to 10
roadway segments throughout the County (5 within the
Natomas Basin).
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-7

Prior Analysis of Transportation Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Implementation of the
proposed land use
diagram may have a longterm impact on existing or
planned transit facilities
and services. Although
implementation of the
Revised General Plan will
not directly disrupt,
interfere, or conflict with
existing or planned
operations, future
development will introduce
demand to areas not
currently planned for
transit service.

Potentially
significant.

Impact 4.5.3. Future
development will create
additional demand to the
bicycle/pedestrian
circulation system in areas
not currently planned to
accommodate such
facilities.

Potentially
significant.

Mitigation
Implement General Plan Goal 2.B; Policies 2.6-1, 2.B-2, 2.B3, 2.B-4, and 2.13-5; and Implementation Programs 2.4, 2.5
and 2.6.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.5-11. Modification of transit service to
accommodate new development should be made in
consultation with the County and Yuba-Sutter Transit. to
enhance the potential for transit service in the areas with
modified land uses, development in these areas should
include land dedication, easement agreements, and funding
for the installation of transit and rideshare facilities (e.g., bus
turnouts, transit shelters, park and ride lots).

Implement General Plan Goal 2.C; Policies 2.C-1 and 2.C-2;
and Implementation Programs 2.6 and 2.7.
Mitigation Measure 4.5-12. Future development under the
Revised General Plan should provide adequate right-of-way
and funding to construct pedestrian/bikeway system facilities
to support increased demand. Such projects should also be
incorporated into the Yuba-Sutter Bicycle Master Plan.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Interior noise levels along
some roadway segments
in areas proposed for
development would
exceed normally
acceptable levels for
residential land uses and
would create an adverse
community response.

Significant.

Reduce noise levels to the normally acceptable levels
identified in the Noise Element through proper site planning
and architectural layout, noise barriers, and construction
modification. Also implement the following Goals and Policies
from the General Plan Health and Safety Element (Noise
section): Goal A; Policies 1, 2, and 3.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Exterior noise levels along
some roadway segments
in areas proposed for
development would
exceed normally
acceptable levels for
residential land uses and
would create an adverse
community response.

Significant.

Same as above for interior noise levels.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Interior noise levels along
some roadway segments
in currently developed
areas would exceed
normally acceptable levels
for residential land use
and would create an
adverse community
response.

Significant.

Reduce noise levels to the normally acceptable levels
through proper site planning and architectural layout, noise
barriers, and construction modification. The City Council
determined that it was infeasible to adopt this measure
because it would be impracticable to require owners to retrofit
their homes to comply with the Noise Element since no
mechanism exists to enforce such a requirement and no
public funding sources have been identified to retrofit existing
uses.

Significant.

The City Council determined
that economic, social, and other
considerations make it
infeasible to mitigate the
impacts to below significant
levels.
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TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Interior noise levels along
some roadway segments
in currently developed
areas would exceed
normally acceptable levels
for residential land use
and would create an
adverse community
response.

Significant.

Same as above for interior noise levels.

Significant.

The City Council determined
that economic, social, and other
considerations make it
infeasible to mitigate the
impacts to below significant
levels.

North Natomas residents
in the vicinity of
Sacramento International
Airport would be exposed
to noise levels in excess of
that considered normally
acceptable (the proposed
SGPU Noise Element
identifies 60dB).

Significant.

One of the following measures would be required to mitigate
this impact: ( 1) amend the noise standard, (2) amend the
land uses in the North Natomas Community Plan, or (3)
request the County Division of Airports to make flight
modifications. The City Council adopted measure (3) above,
but determined that full mitigation, including measures (1)
and (2), would be infeasible.

Significant.

The City Council determined
that economic, social, and other
considerations make it
infeasible to mitigate the
impacts to below significant
levels.

Additional residences
would be exposed to
interior noise levels in
excess of that considered
normally acceptable as a
result of railroad
operations.

Significant.

Reduce noise levels to the normally acceptable levels
identified in the SGPU Noise Element through proper site
planning and architectural layout, noise barriers, and
construction modifications. Also implement the following
Goals and Policies from the General Plan Health and Safety
Element (Noise section): Goal A; Policies 1, 2, and 3.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Additional residences
would be exposed to
exterior noise levels in
excess of that considered
normally acceptable as a
result of railroad
operations.

Significant,

Same as above for interior noise levels.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.6-1 (A). Trafficrelated noise would impact
residential land uses
proposed within the 60dB
traffic noise contour line.

Potentially
significant.

Conduct a detailed acoustical analysis for any land use that
would be potentially incompatible with outdoor noise limits
specified by the City's Noise Element. Residential land uses
should be developed such that there is some usable outdoor
space associated with the development which provides an
exterior noise level that does not exceed a day/night average
sound level of 45dB. Each development proposal should be
reviewed to ensure compliance with this goal. In addition, the
Environmental Standards Section of the Update also contains
mitigation measures for traffic-related noise impacts, as
follows: (1) A detailed acoustical study shall be required for
any land use which potentially would be incompatible with
outdoor noise limits specified by the requirements of the
Noise Element of the General Plan, or which is located within
the Noise Impacts areas shown in the EIR. (2) Development
exposed to surface transportation noise should be designed
to be consistent with the goals of the City General Plan.
Residential land uses should be developed such that there is
some usable outdoor space associated with the development
that provides an exterior noise level that does not exceed an
Ldn of 45dB. (3) Indoor noise levels shall not exceed an Ldn
of 45dB. (4) Setback and landscaping requirements for major
roads identified in the Circulation Element should be provided
dependent on the function of the road and adjacent land
uses. (5) The 1-5 Corridor Overlay Zone, described in Section
27 of the City's Zoning Ordinance, specifies a 100-foot
building setback on both sides of the freeway. The Council
determined that these measures, although feasible to
implement, would not reduce noise impacts to a less-thansignificant level.
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Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.6-1(B). Traffic
associated with the
Update may generate
significant traffic noise
impacts in the South
Natomas area.

Potentially
significant.

No specific mitigation measures were identified to reduce the
traffic generated noise impacts of the Update on existing
sensitive receptors in South Natomas. All new development
along Northgate (from 1-80 to Rosin Court), Truxel (from 1-80
to Rosin Court), and San Juan (from 1-80 to Rosin Court)
should include a detailed acoustical analysis and the use of
design measures on new structures that would reduce
potential noise impacts. The City Council determined that
these measures could not assure that noise impacts would
be mitigated below the 60dB threshold.

Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

Impact 4.6-2(A). Aircraft
noise exposures
associated with existing
and future operations at
Sacramento International
Airport will not affect land
use compatibility in the
Update area because the
area will lie outside the
60dB CNEL contour.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.6-2(B). Aircraft
noise exposures
associated with existing
and future operations at
Sacramento International
Airport will not affect land
use compatibility in the
South Natomas because
South Natomas lies
outside the 60dB CNEL
contour.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.
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TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.6-3(A). Based
on the distances to the
predicted light rail
day/night average noise
level contours, it is anticipated that roadway
traffic on streets adjacent
to the proposed light rail
lines will dominate the
noise environment.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Impact 4.6-3(B). Based
on the distances to the
predicted light rail
day/night average noise
level contours, it is
anticipated that roadway
traffic on streets adjacent
to the proposed light rail
lines will dominate the
noise environment in
South Natomas.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further actions necessary.
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TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.6-4(A). Noise
from outdoor concerts at
the Sports Complex could
potentially affect land use
compatibility at the
southeast corner of the
Sports Complex, near the
intersection of
Stadium/Market Boulevard
and Truxel Road. In
addition, use of the public
address system could
potentially affect land use
compatibility to the north,
east, and southeast of the
complex.

Potentially
significant.

The stadium operator in the Sports Complex should be
required to carefully orient the speaker arrays to minimize
directing sound beyond the seating areas. This can be
accomplished through speaker array design and by the
location of seating areas. The primary mitigation measures
for outdoor concerts and the public address system are
careful targeting of the speaker arrays, establishment of
design sound levels within the stadium, and requirements for
noise level monitoring during concerts and sporting events.
The Update also proposes Guiding Policies and
Environmental Design Standards to mitigate the impacts of
the Sports Complex on surrounding land uses, as follows: (1)
construct and operate stadium and arena to minimize traffic
problems and negative impacts on surrounding residential
neighborhoods. (2) Indoor noise levels shall not exceed an
Ldn of 45dB. (3) A detailed acoustical study shall be required
for any land use which potentially would be incompatible with
outdoor noise limits specified by the requirements of the
Noise Element of the General Plan, or which is located within
the Noise Impacts Areas shown in the EIR. The City Council
determined that further mitigation was not feasible.

Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts
attributable to the project would
be outweighed by specific
economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and
other overriding considerations.

Impact 4.6-4(B). The
South Natomas
Community Plan area is

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

outside of the projected
65dBA noise contour line
for the Sports Complex's
public address system and
the 55dBA contour line for
concerts.
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TABLE C-8

Prior Analysis of Noise Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Exterior noise levels along
many roadway segments
in areas proposed for
development will exceed
normally acceptable levels
for residential
development.

Significant.

Implement the policies of the Noise element of the General
Plan (described above). The City Council determined that it
was not feasible to fully implement the Noise Element.

Significant.

Approval was justified by
specific economic, social,
environmental, and other
considerations.

Implement General Plan Goal 8.A; Policies 8.A-1, 8.A-2, 8.A3, 8.A-4, 8.A-5, 8.A-6; and Implementation Programs 8.1, 8.2,
and 8.3.

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.7.1. The
potential exists for noise
levels at existing and
future noise-sensitive land
uses to exceed acceptable
noise exposures as
defined by the General
Plan.

Significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.7.1. Consistent with the General Plan
Policies, noise exposure may be reduced by increasing the
distance between the noise source and receiving use.
Setback areas can take the form of open space, frontage
roads, recreational areas, storage yards, etc. The available
noise attenuation from this technique is limited by the
characteristics of the noise source, but is generally 4 to 6dB
per doubling of distance from the source. Setbacks, if utilized
as mitigation, will be identified by the project applicant within
subsequent development proposals.
Mitigation Measure 4.7.2. Consistent with the General Plan
policies, noise exposure may be reduced by placing walls,
berms, or other structures, such as buildings, as shielding
between the noise source and the receiver. The effectiveness
of a barrier depends upon blocking line-of-sight between the
source and the receiver, and is improved with increasing the
distance the sound must travel to pass over the barrier as
compared to a straight line from the source to the receiver.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-9

Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
Reactive organic gas
emissions would increase
by 47 percent over
existing levels, and
nitrogen oxide emissions
would decrease by 1
percent, thereby
exacerbating the region's
non-attainment status for
the federal ozone
standard.

Carbon monoxide levels
would increase, thereby
resulting in violations of
state or federal carbon
monoxide standards in all
Community Plan areas
except for North
Sacramento and the
Pocket area.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-9.D0C)

Significant.

Significant.

The City Council determined that full mitigation was not
feasible. Partial mitigation included: (1) implementing
Transportation Systems Management measures, such as
ridesharing incentives, parking management measures,
alternative transportation incentives, park-and-ride lots,
bicycle facilities, major roadway and intersection
improvements, signal synch ronization,'signal preemption,
alternatives fuels, bus tokens for employee business travel,
employee bicycle fleets, flex time, employee-subsidized bus
passes, carpool verification programs, and two-way video
communication links and other electronic communication
facilities; (2) implement all proposed mitigation for traffic
impacts; (3) construct regional facilities; and (4) implement
measures to encourage pedestrian travel, such as eliminate
rounded curbs, separate sidewalks and roadways whenever
possible, and require off-street parking for guests in higherdensity neighborhoods. The City Council determined that it
was feasible to adopt measures (1) and (4) because of the
Goals and Policies contained in the following sections of the
General Plan Circulation Element: Transportation Systems
Management, Central City Transportation, Transit, Parking,
Pedestrianways, Bikeways, and Pedestrians. The City
Council determined that it was infeasible to adopt measures
(2) and (3) for the same reasons as described under 'Traffic."

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible to
mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

Same as above for reactive organic gasses and nitrogen
oxides.

Significant.

The City Council determined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible to
mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.
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TABLE C-9

Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
Impact 4.4-1. Buildout of
the proposed Update will
result in an increase in the
regional air quality
pollutants such as reactive
organic gases, nitrogen
oxides, particulate matter,
and sulfur oxides.

Significant.

Mitigation measures would not entirely eliminate an lni,rease
in emissions. Partial mitigation could be achieved through

implementation of the Air Quality Mitigation Strategy, which
established a goal of reducing reactive organic gases by 35
percent over the baseline by achieving a 1.4 person per
vehicle average ridership ratio and promoting low-emission
vehicle use. Specific measures were of three types: ( 1) site
design measures, such as orienting buildings to promote
transit use; (2) target area measures, such as reducing the
amount of parking allowed at any site within 1/4 mile of a light
rail station; and ( 3) community-wide measures, such as the
provision of a community shuttle system. The Update also
contains a number of Guiding Policies which also act as
mitigation measures to reduce the regional air quality impacts
of the update, including the following: ( 1) development in
North Natomas shall comply with the Federal and the
California Clean Air Acts; (2) the Air Quality Mitigation
Strategy shall have as a goal a 35 percent community-wide
daily reduction in vehicle and other related reactive organic
compound emissions at buildout; ( 3) structure the community
and each development to minimize the number and length of
vehicle trips; (4) each non-residential project shall comply
with the Citywide Transportation Systems Management
Ordinance and a Transportation Management Plan shall be
required; (5) minimize air quality impacts through direct street
routing, providing a support network for zero-emissions
vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians, and sizing streets
suitable to the distance and speed of the traveler. The City
Council adopted this partial mitigation.
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Significant.

The City determined that any
remaining unmitigated
environmental impacts attributable
to the project would be outweighed
by specific economic, fiscal, social,
environmental, land use, and other
overriding considerations.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-9

Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Impact 4.4-2. Buildout of
the Update will result in
increased levels of carbon
monoxide concentrations,
but these concentrations
will not exceed the
strictest guidelines set for
one-hour and eight-hour
localized emissions.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No additional action necessary.

Impact 4.4-3. Buildout of
the Update will result in
increased levels of carbon
monoxide concentrations
in South Natomas, but
these concentrations are
not expected to exceed
state and federal
standards at any
intersections in South
Natomas.

Less than
significant.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Implement the Transportation Systems Management
measures prescribed in the General Plan.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Development in South
Natomas will contribute to
increased ozone
emissions by exacerbating
the region's nonattainment status of the
Federal ozone standard.

Significant.
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REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-9

Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact
Violation of the carbon
monoxide standards are
expected to occur under
full buildout of South
Natomas with worst-case
traffic conditions resulting
from buildout of
surrounding areas at
various intersections
throughout the Community
Plan.

Level of
Significance
Significant.

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Implement the measures described under Traffic that reduce
traffic congestion. As described in that section, most
intersection improvements could not be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.

Significant.

Approval was justified by specific
economic, social, environmental,
and other considerations.

Implement General Plan Goal 4.1; Policies 4.1-1 and 4.1-2; and
Implementation Program 4.6.

Significant.

The Board of Supervisors
determined that the remaining
unavoidable and irreversible impacts
of the Project are acceptable in light
of the economic, fiscal, social,
planning, land use, and other
considerations set forth herein
because the benefits of the Project
outweigh any significant and
unavoidable or irreversible adverse
environmental impacts of the
Project.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.6.1.
Implementation of the
Comprehensive General
Plan Revision will result in
exceedance of ambient air
quality standards and
contribute to an existing or
projected air quality
violation.

Significant.

Implement the following mitigation measures (MM 4.6.1
through 4.6.11. (1) For subsequent development proposals,
the County shall encourage (or condition) the use of energy
efficient street lighting and parking lot lighting to reduce
emissions at the power plant which serves the County. (2) For
subsequent development proposals, the County shall
encourage (or condition) the use of low polluting and high
efficiency appliances for development plans wherever
possible. (3) For subsequent development proposals, the
County shall consider the design of circulation systems, traffic
flow and ingress and egress points to minimize idling vehicle
emissions. (4) Sutter County shall coordinate with the Feather
River Air Quality Management District and other local air
districts to implement consistent air quality policies and
coordinate efforts to regulate and monitor regional problems,
such as pollutant transport. (5) The County shall promote the
use of signal synchronization, one-way streets, computerized
traffic controls, removal of unnecessary signals, and other
engineering techniques to decrease idling time and maximize
the speed of traffic on congested surface streets. (6) For
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TABLE C-9
Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Level of
Significance

Impact

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

subsequent development proposals, the County shall require
that space and water heaters comply with District Stationary
Source Rules and Uniform Mechanical Code requirements.
(7) For subsequent development proposals, the County shall
recommend (or condition) the use of HVAC equipment with a
SEER of 12 or greater. (8) The County shall explore the
feasibility of converting (or participating in a program which
converts) a portion of the local public service vehicle fleet from
gasoline or diesel to compressed natural gas (CNG), or
electricity. Examples include county owned vehicles, local
transit providers, U.S. Postal Service vehicles, and school
buses. (9) The County shall encourage the retirement of pre1974 vehicles to help offset new emissions generated by the
General Plan land uses. (10) The County shall encourage (or
condition) the use of Parking Management Programs for land
uses which generate peak attraction or event-related traffic
volumes.'(11) The County shall promote county-wide or
departmental implementation of employee-based trip reduction
strategies, such as flexible work week schedules and carpool
incentives, as an example for other County residents. The
Board of Supervisors determined that these measures were
feasible to implement, but would not reduce impacts to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 4.6.2.
Implementation of the
Comprehensive General
Plan Revision will cause
an increase in the
concentration of localized
pollutants resulting from
construction that, as
predicted, would result in
a violation of the most
stringent State or federal
standards.

Significant.

E042002017SAC/161795(TABLE C-9.DOC)

Implement General Plan Goal 4.J, Policy 4.J-1, and
Implementation Program 4.7.
Implement the following mitigation measures (MM 4.6.12
through 4.6.21. (12) For subsequent development proposals
under the General Plan, the County shall require that all active
portions of construction sites, earthen access roads, and
material excavated or graded by sufficiently watered to prevent
excessive amounts of dust. Watering shall occur at least twice
a day with complete coverage, preferably in the late morning
and after work is done for the day. Where feasible, reclaimed
water shall be used. (13) For subsequent development
proposals under the General Plan, the County shall require
that all clearing, grading, earth moving, or excavation activities
REVISED NATOMAS BASIN HCP
EIR/EIS

Less than significant.

No further action necessary.

APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-9

Prior Analysis of Air Quality Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

shall cease during periods of winds greater than 20 miles per
hour averaged over one hour. (14) For subsequent
development proposals under the General Plan, the County
shall require that all material transported off site shall be either
sufficiently watered or securely covered to prevent excessive
amounts of dust. (15) For subsequent development proposals
under the General Plan, the County shall require that the area
disturbed by clearing, earth moving, or excavation activities
shall be minimized at all times. This can be accomplished by
mowing instead of discing for weed control and seeding and
watering inactive portions of the construction site until grass is
evident. (16) Construction site vehicle speeds shall be limited
to 15 miles per hour, unless particular vehicles require greater
speeds to operate. (17) For subsequent development
proposals under the General Plan, the County shall require the
use of petroleum-based dust palliatives, if used, that meet the
road oil requirements set forth by the Air District. (18) For
subsequent development proposals, the county shall require
that streets adjacent to specific project sites shall be swept as
needed to remove silt that may have accumulated from
construction activities. (19) For subsequent development
proposals under the General Plan, the County shall require
that all internal combustion engine driven equipment shall be
properly maintained and well tuned according to the
manufacturers specifications. (20) For subsequent
development proposals under the General Plan constructed
during the smog season (May through October), the County
shall encourage the lengthening of the construction period to
minimize the number of vehicles and equipment operating at
the same time. (21) For subsequent development proposals
under the General Plan, the County shall encourage the use of
diesel powered or electric equipment in lieu of gasoline
powered engines.
a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented would
be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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TABLE C-10

Prior Analysis of Aesthetic Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
The urbanization of 22,000
acres of currently vacant
land in the City of
Sacramento would change
many viewsheds and
intensify the urban character
of Sacramento.

Significant
and
unavoidable.

Partial mitigation included updating the Community Design
Element. Partial mitigation was not adopted because: (1)
future urbanization of vacant land will generally occur in
areas with existing community plan design elements (e.g.,
North and South Natomas), and existing design guidelines
expressed in the Community Plans partially address the
impact; and (2) City policy requires that large development
projects be permitted as Planned Unit Developments, which
would include project-specific design guidelines that could not
be evaluated at the time the Findings were adopted.

Significant.

The City Councitdetermined that
economic, social, and other
considerations make it infeasible
to mitigate the impacts to below
significant levels.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Implement General Plan Goal 1.H, Policy 1.H-3, and
Implementation Program 1.9.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
No significant impacts
identified.

N/A

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
No significant impacts
identified.

N/A

Sutter County General Plan EIR
Impact 4.12.2. Future
development in accordance
with the proposed General
Plan and require
infrastructure improvements
will introduce new sources of
light and glare into the
development areas and
surrounding rural setting.

Significant.

Mitigation Measure 4.12.1. The County shall review and
approve the type, location, and limits of project lighting for
consistency with the adopted design and development
standards. Lighting standards shall be structured and
implemented to minimize project contribution to ambient light
production and minimize direct nuisance light sources.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated it the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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TABLE C-11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
impact

Level of
Significance

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Mitigation

Action

City of Sacramento General Plan EIR
The averaqe dailv drv
weather flows would
increase to 88.5 million
gallons per days, possibly
requiring expansion of the
Regional Plant earlier than
currently planned.

Significant.

Reevaluate phasing of the Regional Plant expansion and
accelerate construction of the expansion, as needed. Also,
adopt Goal A and Policy 1 from the Public Facilities and
Services Element (Sanitary Sewers section) of the General
Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary,

Sewer collection facilities
would be inadequate to
serve North Natomas and
Airport-Meadowview.

Significant.

Require sewerage facilities in advance of development. Also,
adopt Goal A and Policies 1 and 3 from the Public Facilities
and Services Element (Sanitary Sewers section) of the
General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Infill would necessitate that
deteriorating sewer lines be
upgraded.

Significant.

Provide necessary infrastructure in infill areas. Also, adopt
Policy 2 from the Public Facilities and Services Element
(Sanitary Sewers section) of the General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Solid waste generation
would increase by 165
percent to 543,338 tons
annually, necessitating
additional landfill capacity.

Significant.

Expand landfill capacity. Also, adopt Goal A and Policy 5
from the Public Facilities and Services Element (Solid Waste
section) of the General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

496 additional sworn police
officers (90 percent
increase) and facilities would
be required.

Significant.

Provide adequate funding for needed police personnel and
facilities. Also, adopt Goal A from the Public Facilities and
Services Element (Police Services section) of the General
Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

The potential for criminal
activity would increase
(especially where residential
and commercial uses are
proximate, where high
technology industry is
proposed, in parks, and in
new large-scale
developments).

Significant.

Require expanded site design review by the police
department. Train officers to combat high technology crime.
Establish crime control programs in recreation areas. Require
additional security for special generators. Expand public
education and involvement in crime prevention. Also, adopt
Goal A and Policies 1 and 2 from the Public Facilities and
Services Element (Police Service section) of the General
Plan- Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Demand for fire services,
facilities, and flows would
increase.

Significant.

Require site design review by the fire department. Expand
fire protection education programs. Provide adequate funding
for needed fire facilities and personnel. Assess the ability of
existing fire services and facilities to accommodate infill
growth. Also, adopt Goal A and.Policies 1-5 from the Public
Facilities and Services Element (Fire section) of the General
Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Demand for library services
would increase.

Significant.

Expand temporary use of portables until permanent facilities
can be constructed. Reevaluate and update the libraries
master plan. Provide funding mechanisms for library
improvements. Also, adopt Goal A and Policies 1 and 2 from
the Public Facilities and Services Element (Library section) of
the General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Demand for heath services
would increase.

Significant.

Continue to require special permits for health care facilities.
Coordinate with other health care organizations. Also, adopt
Goal A and Policies 1-3 from the Public Facilities and
Services Element (Medical Facilities section) of the General
Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact .

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

The total student yield would
increase by 57 percent to
106,366, requiring the
designation of additional
school sites or deletion of
surplus sites.

Significant.

Six mitigation measures were identified for which the school
districts have primary responsibility for implementation
(provide adequate school sites, reevaluate school sites where
a surplus is projected, institute extended day programs where
needed, institute year-round attendance where needed,
evaluate redistribution of students, and establish funding
mechanisms for school improvements). A seventh mitigation
measure was to increase school involvement in City planning,
which would be accomplished by adopting Goal A and
Policies 1, 2, 3, and 5 from the Public Facilities and Services
Element (Schools section) of the General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Peak electricity demand
would increase to
approximately four times the
current annual actual use of
1,381,597 kW, requiring a
significant expansion in
electrical capacity.

Significant.

Three mitigation measures were identified for which the
Sacramento Municipal Utility District has primary
responsibility for implementation (develop and utilize
alternative energy sources to the extent feasible, incorporate
energy management and conservation measures, and
coordinate with energy suppliers to ensure designation of
right-of-way for transmission lines and substations). Two
other mitigation measures were to adopt energy conservation
policies and to require maximum practicable use of solar
technologies. These two measures would be implemented by
the City through adoption of Goal C, Policy 7 of the
Residential Land Use and Housing Element and Goal A,
Policies 1 and 2 of the Public Facilities and Services Element
(Miscellaneous Utilities section) of the General Plan Update.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

N/A

N/A

No further action necessary.

Provide additional funding for police personnel and
equipment as development occurs and by buffering, lighting,
and numbering of buildings.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

North Natomas Community Plan EIR
No significant impacts
identified.

N/A

South Natomas Community Plan EIR
Increased demand for police
officers.

Significant.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE G11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Mitigation

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Increased demand for
additional 500 gallons per
minute of water for fire
protection.

Significant.

Include safety measures in final discretionary approvals for all
developers.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

New students for Del Paso,
Natomas Union, and Grant
Union School Districts would
exceed capacity.

Significant.

The City Council determined that school districts and not the
City are responsible for mitigating these impacts. The City
Council further determined that state school funding and
developer fees should enable the school districts to mitigate
the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Planned development would
increase demand for parks in
excess of the amount of park
space currently available.

Significant.

Additional land for parks is to be dedicated by developers of
Sutter West, Natomas Corporate Center, River Plaza, and
Capital 80 projects. In addition, new parks will be acquired
pursuant to the City's Quimby Act ordinance in the
Metropolitan Center and Willow Creek projects.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Increase of potentially 83.7
megawatts over existing
electrical demand constitutes
adverse environmental
impact and may require two
to three new substations to
be constructed.

Significant.

The City Council determined that another public agency,
Sacramento Municipal Utility District, is responsible for
mitigating these impacts. The City Council further determined
that SMUD construction of substations and its programs for
energy conservation and load management measures should
mitigate this impact to a less-than-significant level.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Sutter County General Plan EIR
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C•11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Impact 4.10.2. The
proposed General Plan
Revision will allow for urban
uses, which will result in an
increases in wastewater
flows over current treatment
capacity, will require the
extension of sewer trunk
lines, and will require
construction of treatment
facilities.

Significant.

Impact 4.10.3. The
proposed project may
generate the need for
approximately 13 additional
sworn patrol deputies, and
may create additional
demands upon the existing
administrative unit and
capital facilities of the
County Sheriff's Department.

Significant.

Mitigation
Implement General Plan Goal 3.C, Policies 3.C-1 through
3.C-5, and Implementation Program 3.8.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.10.4. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals, the applicant shall submit to the
County verification that the appropriate service district has
adequate capacity to process the estimated wastewater
generated for that phase of the project.
Mitigation Measure 4.10.5. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals, the proposed use of individual
sewage disposal systems, if applicable, must be addressed in
an engineer's report as required by the County to confirm that
such systems are acceptable.
Implement General Plan Goal 3.F and Policies 3.F-1 and 3.F2.
Mitigation Measure 4.10.6. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals in the areas of proposed land use
changes, project applicants shall submit verification that the
County Sheriff's Department can provide adequate police
protection, and that the subject project does not significantly
degrade the level of service currently being provided in the
County. The applicant shall also participate in the County's
existing public facility fee program (which is required of all
projects), and/or provide "fair share" funding as required by
the County.
Mitigation Measure 4.10.7. In conjunction with the
development review process, plans shall be made available
for review by the County Sheriff's Department for specific
service or crime-prevention recommendations.
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APPENDIX C: SUMMARY OF PREVIOUS ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW OF PLANNNED URBAN DEVELOPMENT

TABLE C-11

Prior Analysis of Public Service and Utility Impacts from Planned Urban Development in the Natomas Basina
Impact

Level of
Significance

Impact 4.10.4.
Implementation of the
proposed General Plan
Amendment will result in a
significant increase in the
service demands on the
various fire districts.
Additional fire facilities and
personnel will be required to
serve the project area.

Significant.

Impact 4.11.1. Long-term
implementation of the
General Plan will result in
increased consumption of
energy resources to support
the proposed land uses.

Significant.

Mitigation
Implement General Plan Goals 3.G, 7.D, and 7.F; Policies
3.G-1, 3.G-2, 3.G-3, 7.D-1, 7.D-2, 7.F-1, 7.F-2, 7.F-3, 7.F-4,
and 7.F-5; and Implementation Programs 7.5, 7.7, 7.8, 7.9,
7.10, and 7.11.

Level of Significance
with Mitigation

Action

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Less-than-significant.

No further action necessary.

Mitigation Measure 4.10.8. As a condition of subsequent
project-level approvals, the applicant shall obtain verification
from the appropriate fire protection district that facilities and
personnel are available as required to provide adequate fire
protection service, and that the subject project does not
significantly degrade the level of service currently being
provided in the County based upon ISO ratings or other
County standard. The applicant shall also participate in the
County's existing public facility fee program (which is required
of all projects), and/or provide 'lair share" funding as required
by the County.
Mitigation Measure 4.11.1. The Community Services
Department Building Inspection Program shall continue to
enforce Title 24 of the California Administrative Code as
related to energy conservation. The County shall also '
encourage the use of alternative energy resources for new
development whenever feasible.

a The analysis of environmental impacts presented in these documents was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. No changes to the types of impacts presented
would be anticipated if the documents were prepared for NEPA purposes.
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