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March 31, 2021 

Record of Decision for the Final Environmental Impact Statement on  
Placer County Conservation Program 

I.  Introduction and Background 

This Record of Decision (ROD) was developed by the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS) in compliance with decision-making requirements, pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, as amended (40 CFR 1505.2).  The purpose of this 
ROD is to document NMFS’ decision regarding the project. 

This ROD is designed to:  (1) state NMFS’ decision and present the rationale for that decision; 
(2) identify the alternatives considered in the final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 
reaching the decision; and (3) state whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize 
environmental harm from implementation of the selected alternative have been adopted, and if 
not, why they were not (40 C.F.R. § 1505.2). 

NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) proposes to issue an Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) section 10(a)(1)(B) Incidental Take Permit (ITP) for the Placer County Conservation 
Program (PCCP).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has issued an ITP for the PCCP, 
pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA.  USFWS is the lead federal agency and prepared the 
EIS/EIR, while NMFS is a cooperating agency listed on the EIS/EIR (USFWS and Placer 
County 2020) and will be adopting the EIS/EIR. 

The County of Placer, City of Lincoln, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority 
(SPRTA), Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), and the Placer Conservation Authority (PCA) 
(collectively, the permit applicants) have applied for ITPs from both USFWS and NMFS, 
pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) of the ESA.  The permits from both agencies authorize take of 
Covered Species, which includes federally listed species and some species that may be listed 
over the 50-year permit term, from Covered Activities described in the Placer County 
Conservation Program Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) (Placer County 2020).  The issuance of 
ITPs by the USFWS and NMFS, together with subsequent adoption and implementation of the 
PCCP by the permit applicants consistent with the permits, is the proposed action considered in 
this EIS/EIR. 

NMFS shares responsibility with USFWS for implementing the ESA.  Like USFWS, NMFS 
must decide whether to issue an ITP for the federally listed species covered under the plan that 
are under their jurisdiction.  The same issuance criteria, pursuant to section 10(a)(2)(B) of ESA, 
must be met before NMFS may issue its ITP.  NMFS is a cooperating agency under NEPA. 

II.  Alternatives Considered 

The EIS/EIR evaluated impacts associated with four alternatives identified in the screening 
process: 

• Alternative 1—No Action. 
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• Alternative 2—Proposed Action. 
• Alternative 3—Reduced Take/Reduced Fill. 
• Alternative 4—Reduced Permit Term. 

Under Alternative 1, the no action alternative, permits would not be issued by USFWS, NMFS, 
or California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) for incidental take of the proposed 
Covered Species through a regional-scale programmatic HCP or natural community conservation 
plan (NCCP).  Accordingly, the permit applicants and the private developers within the local 
jurisdictions would remain subject to the take prohibition for federally listed species under the 
ESA, and permit applicants and others with ongoing activities or future actions in the plan area 
would need to apply, on a project-by-project basis, for incidental take authorization.  Under 
Alternative 1, because the permit applicants and private developers would generate 
environmental documentation and apply for permits on a project-by-project basis, there would be 
no comprehensive means to coordinate and standardize mitigation and compensation 
requirements of ESA, Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) Act, California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), NEPA, and the Clean Water Act (CWA) within the plan 
area. 

Alternative 2 is the implementation of the PCCP as described in the plan.  The PCCP is a 
regional, comprehensive program intended to protect, enhance, and restore natural resources in 
western Placer County while streamlining endangered species permitting for Covered 
Activities.  For purposes of this EIS/EIR, the proposed action consists of the following:  ITP 
issuance by USFWS and NMFS, and NCCP permit issuance by CDFW; approval and execution 
of the implementing agreement for the NCCP portion of the plan by CDFW; and the permit 
applicants’ adoption and implementation of the PCCP.  The activities covered under the PCCP 
are widespread and varied, comprising urban and rural development, water management, 
conservation measures, facilities maintenance, and numerous other actions undertaken by the 
permit applicants. 

Under Alternative 3, the Covered Species, Covered Activities, permit duration, and 
implementation of the plan would be the same as under Alternative 2.  However, Alternative 3 
would reduce the conversion of vernal pool complex in the Valley Potential Future Growth 
(PFG) Area by 10% (about 1,250 acres) compared to the proposed action.  There would be 
similar reductions in other communities associated with wetlands or other waters.  To minimize 
the impact on non–wetland-associated communities, the total extent of conversion of non–
wetland-associated communities in the Valley PFG would be reduced compared to the proposed 
action. 

Under Alternative 4, the plan area, Covered Species, Covered Activities, and implementation of 
the plan would be the same as under Alternative 2.  Under this alternative, the plan would 
include the same permit conditions for Covered Activities and similar conservation measures and 
conservation strategy as the PCCP, except the permit term would be for 30 years instead of 50. 

The action alternatives (i.e., Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) would all add a regional framework for 
natural community conservation and for biological resource impact avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation.  The impact analysis of the action alternatives focuses on how permit issuance could 
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affect a resource differently from Alternative 1, the no action alternative.  Each action alternative 
would include a version of the PCCP. 

Conclusions about the significance of these impacts are based on the extent of the expected land 
use changes and the adequacy of the regulatory framework (e.g., local regulations and 
requirements) to provide effective mitigation. 

Under the action alternatives, impacts could occur during construction or operations and 
maintenance related to the proposed action and Covered Activities, which would include habitat 
restoration and creation (conservation measures designed to protect, enhance, restore, and 
improve the ecological function of natural communities, and to avoid, minimize, and compensate 
for effects on Covered Species); adaptive management and monitoring activities; the existing, 
planned, and proposed land uses over which the local jurisdictions have land use authority; 
transportation projects; and water and wastewater projects.  The EIS/EIR determined less than 
significant impacts for all fish species under all four alternatives. 

III.  Public Involvement 

USFWS formally initiated environmental review of the project through a Notice of Intent (NOI) 
to prepare an EIS in the Federal Register on March 6, 2005.  This NOI announced a 30-day 
public scoping period, during which other agencies, tribes, and the public were invited to provide 
comments and suggestions regarding issues and alternatives to be included in the EIS.  Public 
scoping meetings were also announced in the NOI; they were held at three locations.  These 
public meetings involved a mix of informal and formal presentations, and a variety of 
informational material related to the proposed action was made available to attendees. 

A Draft EIS was subsequently produced and made available for a 60-day public comment period 
announced in the Federal Register on June 21, 2019.  Public meetings were held at two 
locations.  During the comment period, 49 comment letters were received from federal and state 
agencies, tribes, private landowners, environmental organizations, and the general 
public.  Primary issues raised in the comments related to ESA, NEPA process, alternatives, 
impacts, and economics.  Appendix I of the Final EIS contains the comments received on the 
draft EIS and USFWS’ responses.  In the FEIS, underlined text and strikethrough text indicate 
additions and deletions, respectively, to the Draft EIS. 

The Final EIS was subsequently produced and made available for a 30-day public review period 
announced in the Federal Register on May 22, 2020.  During the review period, 15 comment 
letters were received and are summarized in Appendix A of this ROD. 

A review of the comments revealed that most of the issues had already been raised in public 
comments on the Draft EIS, and they had been addressed in the preparation of the Final 
EIS.  The rest of the comments were considered during USFWS’ and NMFS’ decision-making 
process. 

IV.  Environmentally Preferable Alternative(s) 

NMFS identifies Alternative 2 as the environmentally preferable alternative that will cause the 
least impact to the biological and physical environment, and that best protects, preserves, and 
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enhances historic, cultural, and natural resources.  The PCCP is a regional, comprehensive 
conservation plan that establishes a framework for complying with state and federally listed 
species and environmental regulations for the applicants, while accommodating compatible 
future land use and development.  The PCCP is intended to establish and implement a regional 
and coordinated program to conserve ecologically important resources in the permit area.  All 
Covered Activities must incorporate the relevant conditions on Covered Activities in order to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects on Covered Species and natural communities.  The 
conservation strategy of the PCCP is designed to provide for the conservation of landscapes, 
natural communities, and Covered Species.  The conservation strategy defines overarching 
biological goals, sets measurable objectives, and defines implementation actions that will 
achieve those goals. 

V.  Results of Consultations 

NMFS performed an intra-service Endangered Species Act (ESA) section 7 consultation with 
itself for issuance of the ITP.  Covered Species considered in the NMFS biological opinion (BO) 
were California Central Valley (CCV) steelhead, Central Valley (CV) fall-run Chinook salmon, 
and CV late fall-run Chinook salmon.  The NMFS BO considered critical habitat for CCV 
steelhead and habitat for CV fall-run and CV late fall-run Chinook salmon.  NMFS concluded 
that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of CCV steelhead, CV 
fall-run Chinook salmon, or CV late fall-run Chinook salmon, or destroy or adversely modify 
designated critical habitat for CCV steelhead.  No critical habitat has been designated or 
proposed for CV fall-run Chinook salmon or CV late fall-run Chinook salmon; however, if 
critical habitat is designated in the permit area in the future, the proposed action is not likely to 
destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. 

NMFS also performed an intra-service Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act essential fish habitat (EFH) response for the Pacific Coast salmon fishery 
management plan.  EFH in the action area consists of adult migration habitat, spawning habitat, 
and juvenile rearing and migration habitat for two Chinook salmon runs (CV fall- and late fall-
run Chinook salmon).  Habitat areas of particular concern (HAPCs) that may be either directly or 
indirectly adversely affected include:  (1) complex channels and floodplain habitats, (2) thermal 
refugia, and (3) spawning habitat.  The other HAPCs for Pacific Coast Salmon:  (4) estuaries, 
and (5) marine and estuarine submerged aquatic vegetation, are not present in the action 
area.  The restoration and conservation planned by the PCCP will offset adverse effects to EFH, 
so no further conservation recommendations were provided. 

USFWS performed an intra-service ESA section 7 consultation with itself for issuance of the 
ITP.  Covered Species considered in the USFWS BO were Swainson’s hawk, California black 
rail, western burrowing owl, tricolored blackbird, giant garter snake, western pond turtle, foothill 
yellow-legged frog, California red-legged frog, valley elderberry longhorn beetle, vernal pool 
fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, conservancy fairy shrimp, and critical habitat for vernal 
pool fairy shrimp.  USFWS concluded that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of any of these species nor destroy or adversely modify designated critical 
habitat for vernal pool fairy shrimp. 
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Because USFWS as the lead federal agency satisfied the requirements for NHPA, NMFS did not 
consult separately on NHPA. 

VI.  Mitigation and Monitoring 

The conditions on Covered Activities are designed to ensure the activities are consistent with the 
PCCP’s goals and objectives to minimize the impacts of these activities and to provide standard 
and predictable requirements for project applicants.  The process by which individual project 
proponents apply for and obtain incidental take coverage is described in Sections 2.5 and 6.2 of 
the PCCP.  Applicants planning to implement a Covered Activity will provide project documents 
to the PCA demonstrating all appropriate conditions are incorporated into the project design.  All 
private entities seeking coverage under the PCCP will obtain approval from the applicant with 
jurisdiction over the activity.  Participating special entities may also receive take authorization 
under the PCCP and must submit a participation package (described in section 6.2.4 of the 
PCCP) to the PCA.  To receive incidental take coverage, all projects must demonstrate that all 
appropriate conditions and avoidance and minimization measures (AMMs) on Covered 
Activities (section 6.3 of the PCCP) will be implemented to avoid and minimize take.  AMMs 
are fully described in section 6.3 of the PCCP and include general conditions; conditions for 
regional public programs, such as design requirements for transportation projects; reserve 
management conditions; and measures to reduce impacts on natural communities, streams, and 
Covered Species.  All appropriate conditions and measures must be incorporated into the project 
for it to receive take authorization under the PCCP (section 6.2 of the PCCP). 

The conservation strategy is fully described in Chapter 5 of the PCCP.  The conservation strategy 
will mitigate the impacts on Covered Species and their habitats, as well as contribute to the 
recovery of Covered Species, as required pursuant to the State Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act.  The conservation strategy is based on landscape-level, natural community-level, 
and species-level biological goals and objectives (Section 5.2.5 of the PCCP) and will:  

• Create a reserve system that protects at least 47,300 acres of natural communities and 
Covered Species’ habitat.  The reserve system will be designed to preserve habitat 
linkages and corridors throughout the permit area. 

• Protect and restore at least 1,410 acres of riparian habitat within the reserve system to 
benefit the natural community and Covered Species. 

• Establish a framework for long-term adaptive management of the PCCP conservation 
lands throughout the permit area. 

Conservation measures have been established to achieve the biological goals and objectives 
(section 5.3 and table 5-8 of the PCCP).  The conservation measures are designed to protect, 
enhance, and restore natural communities and the Covered Species’ habitats they support; 
improve the ecological function of natural communities; avoid, minimize, and mitigate for 
impacts on Covered Species associated with the implementation of Covered Activities; and 
provide for the conservation of Covered Species in the permit area.  The conservation measures 
would collectively achieve the PCCP’s biological goals and objectives.  The conservation 
measures are designed to be flexible and allow for adaptive management as new knowledge 
becomes available during the permit term.  There are four broad conservation measures that 
include many specific measures that provide detailed guidance and requirements to particular 
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aspects of the overarching measure.  The specific measures provide information and guidance on 
landscape-level, natural community-level, and species-level actions that will contribute to 
achieving the conservation measures listed below. 

• Section 5.3.1, Conservation Measure 1:  Establish Reserve System.  Describes the 
protection and restoration commitments for natural communities, the constituent habitats, 
and species throughout the reserve system; reserve system components; and reserve 
design criteria at the landscape-level, natural community-level, and species level. 

• Section 5.3.2, Conservation Measure 2:  Manage and Enhance the Reserve 
System.  Describes the required components and development of reserve unit 
management plans; and the landscape-level, natural community-level, and species-level 
management and enhancement actions that will be implemented throughout the reserve 
system. 

• Section 5.3.3, Conservation Measure 3:  Restore and Create Natural Communities and 
Covered Species’ Habitat.  Describes the timing for restoration activities, the 
development of site restoration plans, and the natural community-level and species-level 
restoration actions that will be implemented within the reserve system. 

• Section 5.3.4, Conservation Measure 4:  Plan Area-wide Actions.  Describes three 
programs – low-impact development (Conservation Measure 4 L-1), improvements of 
vernal pool complex (Conservation Measure 4 VPCG-1), and improvement of wetlands 
and ponds (Conservation Measure 4 A/W-1) – that the PCA will implement outside of the 
reserve system with landowners to benefit Covered Species and natural communities 
throughout the permit area. 

The PCCP’s stay-ahead provision, described in section 8.4.3 of the PCCP, requires that the 
proportion of each land cover type protected or restored to the total protection requirement for 
that land cover type be greater than the proportion of the land cover type impacted to the total 
amount of that land cover type that can be affected by Covered Activities.  For example, if 25 
percent of the expected impacts on emergent wetlands has occurred, then at least 25 percent of 
the required land acquisition for emergent wetlands must have also occurred.  To provide 
flexibility during implementation, the PCA may fall behind by a maximum of 10 percent of its 
conservation strategy requirements and still be in compliance with the PCCP’s stay-ahead 
provision.  This deviation accounts for the likely pattern of infrequent land acquisition of large 
parcels.  However, once the ITP ends (i.e., through expiration, suspension, revocation), the 
applicants will be held responsible for any outstanding requirements in the ITP, the PCCP, and 
the Implementing Agreement. 

The PCCP, as well as the USFWS’ and NMFS’ implementing regulations (50 CFR Parts 13 and 
17), identify monitoring obligations and enforcement mechanisms to ensure the PCCP is 
properly implemented.  The PCCP’s monitoring and adaptive management program is fully 
described in chapter 7 of the PCCP.  Monitoring will be performed by the PCA, with scientific 
expert input and oversight from the NMFS, USFWS, and CDFW (collectively “wildlife 
agencies”). 

The two main types of monitoring that will occur during PCCP implementation are compliance 
monitoring and effectiveness monitoring.  Compliance monitoring will ensure impacts are 
consistent with those analyzed in chapter 4 of the PCCP, and the conditions on Covered 
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Activities are incorporated and implemented in projects (chapter 6 of the PCCP).  Compliance 
monitoring will also ensure that all monitoring and management actions taken are in accordance 
with chapter 5 of the PCCP.  Effectiveness monitoring will assess the biological success of the 
PCCP and the effects of management activities (i.e., implementation of conservation measures 
described in section 5.3 of the PCCP).  Effectiveness monitoring is focused on the status of 
Covered Species within the reserve system and the results of conservation measures.  The 
purpose of this monitoring is to ascertain the success of management in achieving desired 
outcomes, to provide information and mechanisms for altering management if necessary, and to 
evaluate whether the conservation strategy was successful. 

Due to the programmatic nature of the PCCP, it was not possible to develop a prescriptive 
monitoring plan prior to developing the ROD and making a permit decision.  Instead, chapter 7 
of the PCCP details the monitoring framework and requirements for the reserve system, natural 
communities, and Covered Species.  Monitoring compliance and effectiveness at the landscape 
level, natural community-level, and species-level will ensure the conservation strategy, 
biological goals, and biological objectives are achieved.  Additional restoration and other site-
specific monitoring will be implemented as needed (described in section 8.11 of the 
PCCP).  Monitoring results will be incorporated into the annual reports prepared by the PCA and 
submitted to NMFS, USFWS, and CDFW no later than March 1 every year.  Section 8.11 lists 
the minimum required information that will be included in each annual report. 

Section 8.2 of the PCCP describes the roles and responsibilities of the applicants and the wildlife 
agencies.  NMFS’s primary responsibility during PCCP implementation will be to ensure the 
applicants are in compliance with the ITP, PCCP, and the Implementing Agreement.  The PCCP 
also requires wildlife agencies to review and approve the following components during 
implementation: 

• Determine whether PCCP implementation is proceeding in compliance with the terms 
and conditions of the regulatory authorizations; 

• Enforce the terms and conditions of the regulatory authorizations; and  
• Modify, suspend, or revoke regulatory authorizations, consistent with the terms and 

conditions of the ITP, the PCCP, the Implementing Agreement, and applicable state or 
federal law. 

The wildlife agencies will also provide input on a range of implementation actions the PCA will 
carry out.  The PCA will work closely with the wildlife agencies to ensure ongoing compliance 
with the ITPs and authorizations. 

VII.  Decision and Rationale for Decision 

Through the EIS and the documentation in this ROD, NMFS considered the objectives of the 
proposed action and analyzed a reasonable range of alternatives that adequately address the 
objectives of the proposed action, and the extent to which the impacts of the action could be 
mitigated.  NMFS also considered public and agency comments received during the EIS scoping 
and review periods.  In balancing the projected effects of the various alternatives presented in the 
EIS and the public interest with economic, technical, NOAA statutory mandates, and matters of 
national policy, NMFS has decided to implement the proposed action, Alternative 2, which is the 



8 

Preferred Alternative.  NMFS will issue an ITP to the applicants pursuant to section 10(a)(1)(B) 
of the ESA authorizing the incidental take of three species and extending assurances under 
USFWS’ and NMFS’ “No Surprises” rule to each of the species covered by the PCCP for a 
period of 50 years.  Consequently, NMFS concludes that the approved alternative provides 
reasonable, practical, and practicable means to avoid, minimize, or compensate for 
environmental harm from the action. 

The Preferred Alternative was selected because it best satisfied the purpose and need of the 
FEIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR), met permit issuance criteria as required by section 
10(a)(2)(B) of the ESA and implementing regulations (50 CFR parts 13.21, 17.22, and 17.32), 
and would not result in the jeopardy of Covered Species or destroy or adversely modify 
designated critical habitat.  USFWS and NMFS evaluated all alternatives relative to applicable 
laws, regulations, and policies and also considered relevant issues, concerns, and opportunities 
raised by agencies, organizations, and individuals throughout the planning and public review 
process. 

As demonstrated in the FEIS/EIR, conservation of biological resources under the Preferred 
Alternative is superior to the no action, reduced take/reduced fill, and reduced permit term 
alternatives.  Impacts to biological resources under the Preferred Alternative and Reduced 
Take/Reduced Fill would be similar or less than the No Action Alternative.  However, the 
benefit to covered and non-covered species resulting from the conservation of suitable habitat 
would be superior under the Preferred Alternative.  Impacts to biological resources would be 
substantially less under the Reduced Permit Term Alternative, but the benefit to Covered Species 
from the conservation of habitat would also be significantly less.  NEPA impacts resulting from 
the Preferred Alternative on the three NMFS species analyzed were less than 
significant.  Additionally, project impacts were significant for biological resources, but 
mitigation measures were provided in the FEIS/EIR to reduce the impact to the less than 
significant level.   

The Preferred Alternative best satisfies the purpose and need of the Federal action:  to 
comprehensively protect and conserve multiple species and to conserve, enhance, and restore 
habitats and ecosystems upon which these species depend to ensure their long-term survival in 
the permit area.  In doing so, all practicable means of avoiding or minimizing environmental 
harm were incorporated into the proposed action.  Impact and take limits (Chapter 4 of the 
PCCP) and conditions (Chapter 6 of the PCCP) are the primary means of avoiding and 
minimizing impacts from Covered Activities under the proposed action.  Maximum take limits of 
natural communities and the constituent habitats (Table 1, Table 4-1 of the PCCP) and species 
(Table 2, Table 4-11 of the PCCP) are discussed in section 4.3 of the FEIS/EIR.   

The PCCP’s conservation strategy (Chapter 5 of the PCCP) will fully mitigate unavoidable 
adverse effects resulting from Covered Activities.  The conservation strategy focuses on off-site 
habitat preservation, enhancement, and adaptive management.  The applicants agree to 
permanently protect, manage and monitor up to 47,300 acres of natural communities and 
Covered Species’ habitats.  Tables 5-3 and 5-4 of the PCCP describe the total protection and 
restoration commitments for natural communities, and Table 5-6 of the PCCP describes the total 
protection commitment for Covered Species.  The conservation lands will be assembled in 
accordance with the reserve design criteria in Sections 5.3.1 through 5.3.3 of the PCCP.  Habitat 
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enhancement and restoration will further compensate for unavoidable impacts as these actions 
will improve habitat for Covered Species.  Improved habitat conditions are conducive to species 
fitness and fecundity because they enhance spawning, feeding, and sheltering opportunities for 
future generations.  

As a joint habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan, the PCCP not only 
fully mitigates the impact of the taking, but also contributes to the recovery of Covered Species 
in the permit area.  The PCCP’s conservation strategy will be fully funded in perpetuity, as 
described in section 9.4 of the PCCP.  The mitigation measures, monitoring, and enforcement 
components of the PCCP, described in section IV above, have been adopted as part of NMFS’ 
decision.  For the reasons described above, NMFS’ decision to select the Preferred Alternative is 
consistent with the biological opinion (NMFS 2021a) and findings (NMFS 2021b) for the 
PCCP.  

 

_______________________________  ____________________ 
Barry A. Thom      Date 
Regional Administrator 
West Coast Region 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
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Appendix A  

Responses to Comments Received after Public Release of the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County Conservation 

Program (from Appendix A of the USFWS ROD) 

The National Environmental Policy Act/California Environmental Quality Act Lead Agencies 
received several written comment letters after public release of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report on May 22, 2020.  Neither the California 
Environmental Quality Act or the National Environmental Policy Act require written responses 
to comments submitted on a final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report.  (See, 40 C.F.R. section 1503.4; Public Resources Code section 21091(d)(1).) Pursuant to 
the National Environmental Policy Act, a Record of Decision will be signed no sooner than 30 
days after the publication of the Notice of Availability for the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report in the Federal Register.  However, the Lead Agencies, 
in cooperation with the California Environmental Quality Act Responsible and Trustee agencies 
and National Environmental Policy Act Cooperating agencies, have prepared responses, which 
are attached and incorporated hereto.  

Generally, the comments either identified issues that were not related to the project’s 
impacts/effects on the environment or noted issues that have already been addressed in the Draft 
and Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  However, some 
comments were received that identified issues to which the agencies have elected to provide 
additional response.  These are identified and discussed individually below.  

None of the comments received after the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report was issued for public release on May 22, 2020, resulted in any changes to Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report conclusions or otherwise 
constitute significant new information.  Recirculation of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report is not required.  

Comment Letter 1. Sheppard Mullin on behalf of AKT Investments, Inc.  

Response Generally  

The comments relate to the merits of the proposed project and not the Draft or Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  However, the comments and 
responses below are intended to provide additional clarification by the County, Permittees, and 
state and federal agencies.  

Comment  

Commenter states a concern that the Corps’ proposed Programmatic General Permit will become 
unavailable to project proponents if the Western Placer County In Lieu Fee Program (In-lieu Fee 
Program) is unable to keep pace with impacts to waters of the U.S. or to identify sufficient 
opportunities for specific types of mitigation.  Commenter also states a concern that the Corps’ 
decision to disallow use of mitigation bank credits as a mitigation option under the Programmatic 
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General Permit effectively eliminates a large part of the market for such credits within the Plan 
Area, including the Antonio Mountain Ranch Mitigation Bank managed by AKT.  Commenter 
requests that the Antonio Mountain Ranch Mitigation Bank be afforded the same opportunity for 
inclusion in the In-lieu Fee Program as other Corps’ approved mitigation banks.  Commenter 
also requests further clarification regarding the use of In-lieu Fee Program credits under the 
Programmatic General Permit, specifically whether such credits must be “purchased,” or whether 
they may also be acquired through land dedication in lieu of fees or other means.  

Response 

In order for the Corps Clean Water Act 404 Permit Strategy process to be streamlined and to 
allow activities to report solely through the Placer County Conservation Program reporting 
process, at this time, the Corps has determined the purchase of In-lieu Fee Program credits is the 
only available compensatory mitigation under the Programmatic General Permit.  Three 
alternatives are available for the use of other existing and future mitigation bank credits:  (1) 
Applicants can apply for a permit using the Placer County Conservation Program letter of 
permission or standard permit streamlined processes (or regular nationwide permit) and propose 
the use of mitigation bank credits; (2) Applicants can apply for an applicable nationwide permit 
or other Regional General Permit; or (3) Applicants can pay In-lieu Fee Program fees, and the 
In-lieu Fee Program can purchase mitigation bank credits, subject to the review and concurrence 
of the Corps.  These alternatives would apply to the Antonio Mountain Ranch Mitigation Bank, 
along with other approved mitigation banks.  The Corps’ intent is not to eliminate the use of 
Corps-approved mitigation banks within Placer County.  Rather, it is to streamline the permitting 
process to the maximum extent allowed by the Compensatory Mitigation Rule recognizing there 
are significant other activities projected to occur outside of the In-lieu Fee Program service area 
(Roseville, Rocklin, Loomis, etc.) that are likely to use mitigation bank or other in-lieu fee 
credits and/or permittee-responsible mitigation.  

Regarding the County Aquatic Resource Program (CARP) modification, dedications of land may 
be used to offset a portion of the In-lieu Fee Program fees.  For example, a dedication of land 
that can be used as the site for an In-lieu Fee Program mitigation project can be used to offset the 
portion of In-lieu Fee Program fees that would otherwise be used for land acquisition.  The 
amount of the offset would generally be determined based on the value of the land.  This is 
similar to what is allowed under the Habitat Conservation Plan/Natural Community 
Conservation Plan or “Plan”—land dedications can be used to offset a portion of Plan 
development fees.  Because payment of Plan fees will fulfill the requirement to pay In-lieu Fee 
Program fees—the fees are combined, not additive—proposed land dedications in lieu of fee 
payments would ordinarily be approved concurrently for both In-lieu Fee Program and Plan 
purposes.   

Comment  

Commenter urges the County to work with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control 
Board to adopt a Memorandum of Understanding that establishes an expedited process for Clean 
Water Act 401 certifications and, if applicable, waste discharge requirements issued under state 
law for impacts to waters of the state that are not subject to federal jurisdiction.   
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Response  

The County agrees with these comments and will continue to work in cooperation with the 
Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board toward this end. 

Comment  

Commenter urges the County to ensure that the Memorandum of Understanding entered into 
with the Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board provides that the Placer County 
Conservation Program will be accepted as a watershed plan for purposes of state wetland 
permitting procedures and that compliance with the avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
requirements of the Plan and the CARP will constitute compliance with the analogous provisions 
of the state wetland permitting procedures and their process for project review. 

Response  

The Plan, CARP, and In-lieu Fee Program are expected to serve as a “Watershed Plan” for the 
purposes of fulfilling the State’s dredge and fill procedures.  The Programmatic 401 Clean Water 
Certification is anticipated to address the associated streamlining and outline the requirements 
for submittal and approval of Project Specific 401 Certifications under the Program.   

Comment  

Commenter urges the County to continue to work with the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife prior to approval of the Placer County Conservation Program to streamline the process 
of complying with Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. and providing waivers where 
appropriate.  

Response  

The County and Permittees have worked closely with California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife to align the requirements of the CARP, Natural Community Conservation Planning Act, 
and Fish and Game Code section 1600 et. seq. as much as possible.  The Placer Conservation 
Authority and other Permittees will continue to work in cooperation with California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife to ensure the process is as streamlined as possible.  However, because the 
process under Fish and Game Code section 1600 et seq. must directly involve the affected 
landowner, streamlining will be achieved through ongoing collaboration between California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the Plan Permittees, rather than by establishing a separate 
Placer County Conservation Program-specific process prior to approval of the Placer County 
Conservation Program.  

Comment Letter 2. Amber Beckler  

Comment  

Commenter states that the conservation strategy should protect wildlife corridors in the Reserve 
Acquisition Area through to the Potential Future Growth area to Eastern/South Placer County to 
Folsom Lake.  
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Response  

While it would be ecologically ideal to restore wildlife corridors from future reserves in the 
Reserve Acquisition Area south – southeast to Folsom Lake, the Placer County Conservation 
Program does not specifically focus conservation actions to link these two regions of Western 
Placer County.  Due to existing and past land uses, protecting and restoring a wildlife corridor(s) 
between the Reserve Acquisition Area and Folsom lake would require extensive acquisition of 
land between the western portion of the Plan Area and Folsom Lake.  This landscape is heavily 
fragmented into relatively small urban residential parcels and commercial land use in the non-
participating City of Roseville.  It would not be practicable to acquire and restore the extensive 
number of parcels needed to connect the Reserve Acquisition Area to Folsom Lake because it is 
uncertain whether there would be sufficient interest from willing sellers and the cost would be 
prohibitive.  

Rather, the Placer County Conservation Program focuses on protecting and enhancing landscape 
connectivity along stream systems connected to the Sacramento River watershed from the west 
into the Plan Area to the southeast corner of the Plan Area by protecting, enhancing, and 
avoiding impacts to the Stream System, particularly through and along Miner’s Ravine (Plan 
Figure 5-1).  

More broadly, the Plan has a strategy to improve landscape connectivity through 1) the 
landscape-level aggregation of high-value lands in the Reserve Acquisition Area, 2) overarching 
riverine and riparian connectivity goals, and 3) specific corridor protections.  

Regarding landscape-level connectivity, the Plan’s conservation strategy aims to acquire and 
manage large and interconnected blocks of land (See Plan Section 5.1.3, Conservation Strategy 
Components, Goal L-1, Objective L-1., Goal L-2, Objective L-2.1, L-2.2).  For riverine and 
riparian connectivity, see response to Center for Biological Diversity Letter 3, comment #2 
regarding riverine and riparian systems included herein.  

Also see Plan Chapter 5 (Conservation Strategy) Section 5.2.6.3, Riverine and Riparian Complex 
Natural Communities, for Riverine and Riparian Goals and Objectives that establish connectivity 
between the valley and foothills across and through the existing and planned future growth area 
including:  

Objectives RAR-1.1 and RAR-1.2 Rationale.  The assembly of the Reserve System will 
substantially increase the amount of protected riverine and riparian constituent habitats in the 
Plan Area.  The riverine and riparian protection commitments are large enough (with 
contribution from Objective RAR 1.3 to expand and connect fragmented patches of riparian 
community) to protect corridors for movement from the Valley floor to the Foothills, which will 
contribute to achieving Landscape Objective L-2.3, Establish East–West Corridors.  

Specific corridor protections are focused on the Stream System (Objective L-2.3) and vernal pool 
complexes (Objective L-2.4).  

Objective L-2.3.  Establish East–West Corridors will establish corridors for east-west 
movement by Covered Species and other native species along the Stream System by protecting 
and restoring interconnected riverine and riparian natural communities.  
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Objective L-2.4.  Conserve North–South Connectivity will create an interconnected network of 
vernal pool complex, grassland, rice land, and agricultural reserves extending from the border of 
the Plan Area A with Sutter County, east and north to the border of Yuba and Nevada Counties.  

Comment  

Commenter recommends that the Placer County Conservation Program encompass all of Placer 
County. 

Response  

The Plan is focused only on Western Placer County.  The requirements for a habitat conservation 
plan and natural community conservation plan require significant data, information, public 
outreach and collaboration with the state and federal agencies, the result of which has been a 
roughly 20-year process to produce a draft plan covering 260,000 of the roughly 1,000,000 acres 
in the county.  The Plan as proposed covers the majority of the areas subject to the greatest 
growth pressure and development anticipated to occur during its 50-year permit term.  Because a 
habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan is a required component of the 
federal and state incidental take permit applications, the Plan focuses on the area where take and 
mitigation for impacts of the taking will occur.  Placer County crosses multiple bioregions from 
the grassland/agricultural Central Valley through the coniferous forests up to the montane crest 
of the Sierra Nevada, including a large portion of Lake Tahoe making it unrealistic to develop a 
Conservation Plan for all of the County.  

Comment  

Commenter recommends including a clause in the Plan that allows the Placer Conservation 
Authority to halt the approval and permitting process as needed to ensure that land acquisition 
and conservation can stay ahead of development and impacts in the Potential Future Growth 
Area.  

Response  

The Plan identifies a range of potential solutions that will be included in a plan of action if 
needed to ensure the Plan remains in compliance with the Stay Ahead Provision.  (Section 8.4.3., 
Stay Ahead Provision.) Slowing or stopping the extension of take authorization for covered 
activities is one of the potential solutions that would be implemented, if necessary.  (Plan Section 
8.4.3.6, Stay Ahead Reporting and Process for Addressing Non-compliance.)  

In addition, the Plan includes an “Advance Acquisition” requirement (see Plan Section 
8.4.6).  This provision requires that the Placer Conservation Authority acquire vernal pool 
complex lands containing a minimum of 160 acres of vernal pool constituent habitats, of which 
at least 53 acres will be delineated as vernal pools.  No more than 1,800 acres of vernal pool 
complex and 80 wetted acres of vernal pool constituent habitats may be authorized for take under 
the Plan until this advance acquisition goal is met.  

Comment  
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Commenter states that an independent “technical” science-based entity separate from the Placer 
Conservation Authority should be formed and able to propose changes based on the effectiveness 
of Plan implementation.  

Response  

See Plan Section 7.6.3 and Section 8.2.7 regarding the Plan’s Science Advisors, whose role will 
be to provide the Placer Conservation Authority with science-based expert opinion and 
recommendations regarding key scientific aspects of Plan implementation including reserve 
assembly, reserve management, and monitoring protocols. 

Comment  

Commenter refers to the Center for Biological Diversity’s comments regarding mitigation ratios 
and increased conservation through higher fees.  

Response  

See response to Center for Biological Diversity Comment Letter 3.  included herein.  

Comment Letters 3 and 4. Center for Biological Diversity and California Oaks Program 
of California Wildlife Foundation  

Comments provided in comment letters 3 and 4 address similar issues.  Responses to both letters 
are provided together below to reduce duplication.  

Introductory Comment  

Commenter states the Placer County Conservation Program would catalyze development in 
western Placer County and would not do enough to protect biological resources, thereby 
contributing to the decline of habitats and species.  

Response  

Based on growth projections by the County, state, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, 
and others, a significant level of development is likely to occur in western Placer County whether 
or not the Plan is adopted.  The County’s and City’s General Plans and implementing ordinances, 
not the Plan and permits, determine what land uses are allowed and how much growth and 
development can occur in the Plan Area.  As shown in the Plan’s growth model (Plan Appendix 
M – Growth Scenario Model), the demand for housing and other development is high, and the 
need for affordable housing in particular is increasing.  For example, the Sacramento Area 
Council of Governments’ Regional Housing Needs Plan calls for 43.6 percent of all new housing 
to be Low- or Very Low-income qualified starting in 2021 in the unincorporated area of Placer 
County and this form of housing requires high-density residential development with urban 
services and infrastructure.  Species and aquatic resource impacts from projected development 
could be authorized under existing state and federal permitting mechanisms (endangered species 
acts, Clean Water Act, and others) without the adoption of the Plan.  Potential impacts under the 
continuation of the existing ad-hoc, project-by-project permitting process are discussed in the 
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draft and final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report treatment of the 
“no project” alternative, which assumes that activities would continue consistent with current 
regulatory practices.  The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
concluded that the effects of the “no project” alternative would result in greater impacts than 
would occur through implementation of any of the other alternatives, including the Plan.  The 
conservation strategy described in Chapter 5 of the Plan would protect large intact mosaics of 
oak woodland, vernal pool complex and grassland habitats, stream corridors including migratory 
and spawning/rearing habitat for salmonids, and riparian buffers that are commensurate with the 
size, hydrology and ecological services associated with different stream systems.  

One of the principal reasons the Plan was prepared was to provide a level of assurance to protect 
Placer County’s natural heritage more completely and effectively than would be likely under 
current regulatory procedures and permitting processes.  The Plan does not replace local general 
plans or other land use documents and would not increase the level of development likely to 
occur in western Placer County.  It would instead provide a consistent regulatory framework and 
would make it possible to conserve large, intact areas of habitat that provide the full range of 
ecological services.  

1. The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
fails to adequately mitigate impacts to oak woodlands.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan will not protect or restore enough oak woodlands to provide adequate 
mitigation for the impacts of covered activities and should do more to preserve existing oak 
woodlands because of uncertainties associated with restoration.  

Response  

Direct impacts of future growth in the planning area are projected to affect 5,100 acres of oak 
woodlands and 100 acres of Valley oak woodland (PlanTable 4-1).  While difficult to measure, 
the indirect effects from ongoing rural residential fragmentation are estimated to impact 6,056 
acres of oak woodland and 108 acres of Valley oak woodland (Plan Tables 4-4A/B/C and Table 
4- 5).  To compensate for those effects, up to 10,110 acres of oak woodland will be acquired and 
preserved in the Reserve System.  An additional 100 acres of oak woodland and 225 acres of 
Valley oak woodland will be restored within the Reserve System regardless of effects to oak 
woodlands (Plan Table 5-4).  Additional mitigation for impacts to Valley oak woodlands would 
include the restoration of Valley oak woodland at a 1.5:1 ratio of restoration to impacts.  In 
addition, because Valley oak woodland is often located within the Stream System, the Plan’s 
emphasis on Stream System avoidance will result in additional protection of valley oak 
woodland.  With regard to the relatively rare Valley oak woodlands, emphasis on avoidance and 
restoration along with acquisition is anticipated to increase the current extent of such 
woodlands.  The history of Placer County includes a period when vast areas of oak woodland 
were removed and replaced with orchards.  When those orchards were abandoned, oaks re-
established in some locations.  The successful re-establishment of oaks in these areas suggests 
that planned oak restoration can be successful.  
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The Plan’s conservation strategy for oak woodland and Valley oak woodland will contribute to 
improving and enhancing oak woodlands within a large, interconnected Reserve System.  Large 
swaths of the oak woodlands in the Plan Area have been fragmented by rural residential, 
orchards and other agricultural uses.  These fragmented areas do not perform the same ecological 
functions as intact oak woodlands.  The Plan would help to focus development in areas where 
past land uses and development have led to fragmented or isolated patches of oak woodland that 
do not provide significant ecological services.  At the same time, the Plan’s Reserve System 
would protect oak woodlands with limited or no fragmentation.  

Oak woodlands face many threats beyond those posed by development, including those caused 
by climate change, inadequate or inappropriate fuels management, and factors that limit oak 
regeneration.  The Plan commits not only to protecting oak woodlands as part of the Reserve 
System but managing oak woodlands within the Reserve System in perpetuity.  

Management actions will focus on improving conditions to promote regeneration including 
planting and protecting seedlings and saplings.  Management will also focus on reducing fuel 
loads to decrease the chance of catastrophic fires.  By reducing impacts, and by protecting the 
most intact areas, oak woodlands should be adequately conserved, and oak woodland impacts 
should be adequately mitigated.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan should increase preservation of existing oak woodlands, citing the 
East Bay Regional Conservation Investment Strategy goal of preserving 75% of oak woodlands 
and 90% of Valley oak woodlands as an appropriate goal for the Plan.  

Response  

See Responses to Comment Letters 24 and 44 in Appendix I of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report incorporated herein by reference.  

The East Bay Regional Conservation Investment Strategy’s conservation goals reflect the broad, 
desired outcomes for conservation in Contra Costa and Alameda Counties.  Because it is a 
voluntary plan and implementation is not required, there is no funding mechanism or 
implementation structure in place to achieve the broad conservation goals of the Regional 
Conservation Investment Strategy.  There are also no requirements that the Regional 
Conservation Investment Strategy goals and objectives be achieved or even be practicable; nor 
are there constraints on how or when the Regional Conservation Investment Strategy 
conservation goals should be achieved.  For example, East Bay Regional Conservation 
Investment Strategy conservation goals can be achieved through public and private conservation 
investments such as federal wildlife refuges, protection for multi-uses compatible with resource 
conservation (e.g., regional parks districts), and through mitigation.  The East Bay Regional 
Conservation Investment Strategy’s strategy area includes the East Contra Costa County Habitat 
Conservation Plan/Natural Community Conservation Plan’s plan area, and habitat conserved 
through the habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan is counted toward 
meeting the Regional Conservation Investment Strategy conservation goals.  
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In contrast to the East Bay Regional Conservation Investment Strategy, the Plan’s conservation 
measures, objectives, and goals must be achievable for the purpose of complying with state and 
federal incidental take permits.  The conservation commitments must be achieved within the 
Plan’s 50-year permit term using resources and funding identified in and provided by the Plan 
and taking into consideration where and to what extent oak woodlands can be acquired and 
protected in western Placer County.  Because of this, the broad, voluntary goals of the East Bay 
Regional Conservation Investment Strategy are not equivalent to and cannot reasonably be 
applied to the Plan.  

Comment  

Commenter cites Santa Barbara County’s Deciduous Oak Tree Protection and Regeneration 
Ordinance, which requires a 15:1 mitigation ratio for removed oak trees and states the Plan 
mitigation ratio should be at least 3:1 for in-kind mitigation, 5:1 for restored/enhanced 
mitigation, and 8:1 for created habitat.  Commenter states that Public Resources Code section 
21083.4 applies to the Plan’s oak woodland conservation measures, and that oak woodland 
restoration should therefore be monitored for at least seven years. 

Response  

The 15:1 replacement ratio in the Santa Barbara Ordinance pertains to the number of trees, while 
ratios in the Plan apply to acres of oak woodlands conserved and restored.  The Santa Barbara 
Ordinance states that “Protection, maintenance, restoration, and enhancement of large blocks of 
savanna, woodland, and forests are given priority over maintenance, restoration, and 
enhancement of smaller, more isolated habitat patches.” (Sec. 35-911 a (2)).  It further states that 
“Protected oak trees that are removed shall be compensated at a 15:1 ratio by replacement 
planting, or protection of naturally occurring oak trees between six (6) inches and six (6) feet tall 
on the lot.” (Sec 35-911d (2)).  The remainder of the section discusses the manner in which 
compensation for removed trees can be achieved (i.e., protection of existing trees, planting on 
site or off-site, etc.).  

Like the Santa Barbara Ordinance, the Plan places a high priority on the acquisition and 
protection of unfragmented habitat acres for purposes of compensatory mitigation.  The 2004 
Independent Science Advisors Committee identified the protection of “large conservation areas” 
with “high quality habitat” as a priority.  The Science Advisors also recommended that wildland 
fire management, and management for regeneration was the best approach for protecting oak 
woodland functions and services in Placer County.   

As it relates to California Environmental Quality Act and the Public Resources Code, Section 
21083.4 describes approaches by which Counties can mitigate impacts on oak 
woodlands.  Although planting and maintaining plantings are permissible approaches available to 
comply with California Environmental Quality Act, the Plan focuses on PRC 21083.4 (b) (1) 
which states that the conservation of “…oak woodlands through the use of conservation 
easements.” is a viable approach to mitigating effects on oak woodlands.   

Further, the code section exempts “Projects undertaken pursuant to an approved Natural 
Community Conservation Plan or approved subarea plan within an approved Natural Community 
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Conservation Plan that includes oaks as a covered species or that conserves oak habitat through 
natural community conservation preserve designation and implementation and mitigation 
measures that are consistent with this section” (PRC 21083.4 (d) (1)).  Section 21083.4 of the 
Public Resources Code is being implemented through numerous objectives in Chapter 5 of the 
Plan including Goal OW-1 and Objectives L-1.1 (Establish a Large, Interconnected Reserve 
System), OW-1.1 (Protect Oak Woodlands), OW-1.2 (Restore Oak Woodlands), OW-1.3 
(Maintain and Enhance Oak Woodlands), OW-1.4 (Protect Valley Oak Woodlands) and OW-1.5 
(Restore Valley Oak Woodlands).  

The conservation strategy for oak woodlands is consistent with the recommendations of the 
Science Advisors and will provide a mitigation strategy consistent with the requirements of 
California Environmental Quality Act.  

2. The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report fails 
to adequately mitigate impacts to riverine and riparian systems. 

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan fails to adequately protect riverine and riparian systems in the Plan 
Area, that Plan aquatic resource and aquatic habitat buffers and setbacks should be increased to a 
minimum of 200-300 feet, and that the Plan’s mitigation ratios should be at least 3:1 for 
preservation, 5:1 for restoration/enhancement and 8:1 for created riverine/riparian habitats.  

Response  

The broad characterization of habitat from other areas around the state used as examples by the 
commenter does not describe the riverine and riparian systems in western Placer County.  In the 
Potential Future Growth Area and portions of the Reserve Acquisition Area, the boundaries of 
the Stream Systems (as defined by the Plan) outside of stream channels are largely fragmented 
and historically channelized by agriculture with detached floodplains dominated by weedy 
invasive species.  The Plan’s Stream System boundary is used to determine avoidance, 
minimization and mitigation requirements to these fragmented and channelized streams.  As 
such, the implementation of the conservation strategy would in fact restore and expand 
riverine/riparian habitat and associated functions/services as compared to present conditions.   

The Stream System boundary proposed to be implemented in the Plan and CARP is based upon a 
report prepared specifically for the Plan Area in 2005 (Setback Recommendations to Conserve 
Riparian Areas and Streams in Western Placer County, Jones & Stokes and PRBO Conservation 
Science, February 2005).  The setback recommendations in the report cover a suite of ecological 
functions including, hydrologic, geomorphic, biogeochemical, salmonid habitat, plant habitat, 
and terrestrial animal habitat.  For first- and second-order stream segments, the report 
recommended a buffer of 30 meters (approximately 98 feet) measured outward from the active 
floodplain.  For third order and higher streams, the report recommended a buffer of 100m-150 
meters (approximately 328-492 feet).  The study considered the active floodplain as the 
geomorphic surface adjacent to the stream channel that is typically inundated on a regular basis 
(i.e., a recurrence interval of about 2–10 years or less).  The Plan’s setback recommendation 
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study is the result of regionally specific input and represents the best available science for the 
preparation of the conservation strategy.  

In consultation with the Wildlife Agencies, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the 
Corps, the report’s setback recommendations were designed to be implemented through an 
objective, repeatable and measurable regulatory program.  The Stream System boundary and 
other Conditions on Covered Activities described in the Plan are the result of deliberations on 
how to implement the 2005 study recommendations.  The report’s recommendations also 
influenced other elements of the conservation strategy including wetland and riparian buffer 
requirements, avoidance and minimization measures for riparian/riverine and aquatic/wetland 
constituent habitats, and mitigation requirements.  When viewed together these numerous 
requirements match and, in many cases, exceed the recommendations of the 2005 report.  

In addition, the Plan requires compensatory mitigation for direct and indirect effects on 
riverine/riparian habitat within the Stream System and for areas outside the Stream 
System.  Direct and indirect effects on riverine/riparian habitat will require payment of the 
Stream System Encroachment Fee and the Riverine/Riparian Special Habitat Fee.  Indirect 
effects on riparian vegetation outside the Stream System will require payment of the 
Riverine/Riparian Buffer Fee (See Plan Figure 3-9).  These fees will be used to implement the 
Plan’s compensatory mitigation for impacts to riverine/riparian habitat.  

The proposed compensatory mitigation ratio for restoration of Riverine/Riparian habitat is 
1.52:1.  Similarly, the various habitats that are found in the Stream System are also mitigated at a 
ratio of 1.52:1 (See Plan Objective RAR-1.3).  To understand the application of the ratios that 
result from the conservation strategy for these two important natural communities, it is necessary 
to consider how the conservation objectives for the Stream System and Riverine/Riparian habitat 
work together.  

As stated in Plan Objective RAR-1.3, “The Stream System also includes other communities, in 
addition to constituent habitats (e.g., grassland, valley oak woodland).  Effects on other such 
communities within the Stream System will also be mitigated at a ratio of 1.52:1 by restoration 
of riverine/riparian constituent habitats to mitigate the irreversible loss of the valuable ecosystem 
services provided by land within the Stream System.  In other words, funds derived from the 
Stream System Encroachment fee, regardless of the land cover type, will be used to restore 
riverine/riparian habitat.  Similarly, the funds derived from the Riverine/Riparian Buffer Fee will 
also be used to restore riverine/riparian habitat.  While this approach will not reach the 
restoration, enhancement and creation ratios requested by the commenter, it will result in the 
restoration of riverine/riparian habitat in excess of 1.52:1.  As noted in Chapter 5 of the Plan, a 
take limit of 490 acres of riverine/riparian habitat will result in 2,200 acres of protected 
riverine/riparian habitat in the Reserve System and 1,425 acres of restoration of riverine/riparian 
habitat of which 32 acres will be restored independent of effects (See Plan Tables 5-4 and 5-5).  

Lastly, as noted in the comment, all mitigation lands will be protected in perpetuity as described 
in Chapter 8 of the Plan and funding for all monitoring, adaptive management and land 
stewardship costs will be provided as described in Chapter 9 (Costs and Funding) of the Plan.  
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3. The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report fails 
to adequately mitigate impacts to vernal pool complexes.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan would authorize the permanent removal 12,550 acres of vernal pool 
complexes, temporary direct effects to 455 acres, and indirect effects to an estimated 1,979 acres; 
fails to accurately describe the extent of potentially significant impacts; and, therefore, 
undermines the Plan’s attempts to provide sufficient mitigation for such impacts.  Commenter 
further states the Plan’s failure to describe such impacts hinders the public’s ability to assess the 
Plan.  Commenter recommends that the Plan should modify the Potential Future Growth Area to 
avoid impacts to high-density vernal pool complex, rather than trying to recreate vernal pool 
complex.  Commenter states the Plan mitigation ratio for vernal pool impacts is inadequate and 
should be a minimum of 3:1 for habitat preservation, 5:1 for habitat restoration/enhancement, 
and 8:1 for habitat creation.  Commenter recommends the Plan should give high priority to the 
preservation of habitat linkages and connectivity.  Commenter concludes the Plan will continue 
the decline of vernal pool complexes in western Placer County. 

Response  

See Response to Comment 44-23 in Appendix I, Responses to Comments on the Draft 
Documents, of the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, 
incorporated herein by reference.  

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report includes a detailed analysis 
of potential impacts to vernal pool complexes and vernal pool constituent habitat using the best 
available scientific information and analysis.  The commenter states that because impacts to 
vernal pool complex do not include impacts to grasslands, which are often associated with vernal 
pools and provide upland habitat for vernal pool species, the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report may underestimate impacts to vernal pool 
species.  However, the Plan mapped vernal pool complex based on the presence and density of 
vernal pool constituent habitat such that land cover mapped as vernal pool complex contains the 
vast majority of vernal pool constituent habitat.  The Plan also acknowledges that some vernal 
pool constituent habitat may occur in other land cover types and places a cap on the amount of 
vernal pool constituent habitat that can be impacted by Covered Activities (regardless of whether 
it occurs in vernal pool complex or grassland); therefore impacts to vernal pool habitat in 
grassland are captured in the analysis.  The commenter also states that development in the 
Potential Future Growth Area would likely result in numerous small, isolated, fragmented 
patches of habitat making impacts to vernal pool complex greater than reported in the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  However, the Plan’s 
conservation strategy is designed to minimize the extent to which this occurs and considers open 
space proposed as part of development within the Potential Future Growth Area to be 
permanently affected and not exempted from mitigation requirements, unless the open space 
meets certain avoidance criteria (see Plan Section 6.3.1.3.1).  In addition, in order to limit habitat 
fragmentation and isolation resulting from avoided areas that are adjacent to and/or surrounded 
by development, the Plan sets a cap of 56 acres of indirect effects that may result from on-site 
avoidance within the Potential Future Growth Area.  Therefore, impacts associated with habitat 
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fragmentation and isolation within the Potential Future Growth Area are captured in the 
analysis.   

The analysis in the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report took into 
consideration the Plan’s proposed landscape scale conservation of vernal pool complex, the 
commitments to improving the overall functions and services of vernal pools in the Plan Area, 
and the management of vernal pool complexes in perpetuity to ensure the impacts to vernal pools 
and vernal pool complexes are avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the maximum extent 
practicable.  The Plan’s mitigation ratios for impacts to vernal pool complexes were derived 
from the mitigation necessary to create an adequate and successful Reserve System that would 
conserve vernal pool complexes and habitats in western Placer County and meet the 
requirements of the Act and Natural Community Conservation Planning Act.   

The Plan’s objectives, conservation measures, and conditions are designed to ensure that the 
conservation strategy, including the biological goals and objectives, are achieved in conformance 
with habitat conservation plan and natural community conservation plan issuance criteria.  The 
Service and National Marine Fisheries Service will determine, based on the best available 
scientific information, whether the Plan meets the issuance criteria at Endangered Species Act 
Section 10(a)(1)(B) when they finalize their intra-Service biological opinions and make their 
Findings and Recommendations.  In order to issue the permits, both the Service and National 
Marine Fisheries Service must determine that the application and Plan meet all issuance 
criteria.  The California Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, before issuing an Natural 
Community Conservation Planning Act permit, must make similar determinations.  

In the context of the Plan, the protection and restoration of large, interconnected vernal pool 
complexes that are well distributed and contain high-quality vernal pools with populations of 
Covered Species that are equal to or greater than the affected population are expected to 
adequately offset the impacts of Covered Activities and contribute to the recovery of the Covered 
Species.  Plan Section 5.3.3.3.1, Vernal Pool and Grassland Communities; Section 5.3.3.4.3, 
Vernal Pool Branchiopods; and Section 5.3.4.2.1, Vernal Pool Complex and Grassland Natural 
Communities describe conservation measures specific to vernal pool species and vernal pool 
complexes.  Section 5.4.11, Vernal Pool Branchiopods, summarizes conservation outcomes for 
the species.  

In addition to the acquisition and restoration of 17,000 acres of vernal pool complex to mitigate 
effects of covered activities, the Plan requires an additional 3,000 acres of vernal pool complex 
to be conserved and a minimum of 30 acres of constituent habitat to be restored.  These 
requirements were developed in consultation with the Independent Science Advisors Committee, 
Wildlife Agencies, and stakeholders and ensure that high quality vernal pools and complexes are 
preserved and restored in large interconnected reserves.  

Additional natural community objectives for vernal pool complexes and grasslands are detailed 
in 5.3.1.5.2, Vernal Pool Complexes and Grassland Natural Communities.  These include 
requirements intended to meet Natural Community Conservation Planning Act standards to 
further ensure the vernal pools and vernal pool complex preservation not only mitigates for 
effects but also provides for the conservation of, and contributes to the recovery of, the species.  
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To ensure that conserved vernal pool complexes contain adequate wetland habitat, the Plan is 
required to contain at least 790 wetted acres of vernal pool constituent habitats, of which a 
minimum of 250 acres must be vernal pools.  At least 50 percent of the vernal pool complex 
acquired will be at high (greater than 5 percent density of vernal pool constituent habitat) or 
intermediate wetland density (i.e., 1 to 5 percent density of vernal pool constituent habitat).   

The Plan provides multiple assurances that vernal pool complexes, vernal pool constituent 
habitats, and covered vernal pool branchiopods will be adequately protected and restored, as 
follows:  

• The Placer Conservation Authority will stay ahead of the loss of vernal pool complex and 
vernal pool constituent habitats by protecting and restoring vernal pool complex and 
vernal pool constituent habitats in accordance with the Stay-Ahead provisions described 
in Section 8.4.3, Stay- Ahead Provision.  

• The Plan ensures that the Placer Conservation Authority will protect, restore, and create 
vernal pools at a rate and quality equal to, or greater than, occupied pools lost to Covered 
Activities (Section 5.3.1.6.10, Vernal Pool Branchiopods and Chapter 7, Monitoring and 
Adaptive Management, Section 7.5.11.1, Document and Monitor Status of Vernal Pool 
Covered Species). 

• The Plan requires that restoration/creation of vernal pool constituent habitats be 
completed before the end of the permit term.  Specifically, restoration/creation of vernal 
pool constituent habitats independent of effect will be completed by Year 35, and 
restoration/creation of vernal pool constituent habitats dependent on effect will be 
completed by Year 40.  This allows enough time for restored/created pools to be 
monitored and adaptively managed to ensure that those pools are suitable for, and 
support, covered vernal pool branchiopods.) (Section 5.3.3.3.1, Vernal Pool and 
Grassland Natural Communities). 

Additionally, to ensure that more high-quality vernal pools and vernal pool complexes are 
protected than are impacted by covered activities, and to ensure the Placer Conservation 
Authority exceeds its rough proportionality requirement early in the permit term, the Placer 
Conservation Authority will provide acquisition in advance of effects (advanced acquisition) and 
set an associated take limit.  By the end of Year 2, the Placer Conservation Authority will protect 
vernal pool complex containing a minimum of 160 acres of vernal pool constituent habitats, of 
which at least 53 acres will be delineated as vernal pools (21 percent of the total vernal pool 
constituent habitat to be protected).  In addition, no more than 1,800 acres of vernal pool 
complex and 80 wetted acres of vernal pool constituent habitats (15 percent of the total allotted 
effects) will be authorized for take under the Plan until the advance acquisition goal described 
above has been met.  The advance acquisition will also mitigate effects on vernal pool 
constituent habitat.  The advance acquisition of these vernal pool complex lands will be subject 
to Wildlife Agency review and approval and must meet the criteria for Reserve System lands in 
Section 8.4.1, Criteria for Reserve System Lands.  

Based on these detailed Plan-specific mitigation and conservation measures, the Plan is designed 
to provide adequate mitigation for, and to provide for the conservation of, vernal pool species 
and natural communities in accordance with the Act and the Natural Community Conservation 
Planning Act.  The Service and California Department of Fish and Wildlife will make a final 
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determination regarding adequacy of the proposed mitigation for vernal pool complexes in their 
respective decision documents.  

Concluding Comment  

Commenter states the Plan does not adequately offset impacts and should be revised to decrease 
the amount of development allowed in the Plan Area and increase mitigation ratios.  

Response  

See Response to Comment Letter 17 (Sierra Club Mother Lode Chapter, 2019) and responses 44- 
2 and 44-10 Center for Biological Diversity, in Appendix I of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  

4. Decrease the Amount of Development  

The Plan was developed using the best available science and in conjunction with a panel of 
Independent Science Advisors who contributed to Plan development and helped inform the 
conservation strategy, specifically with respect to species conservation, including vernal pools 
and vernal pool complexes.  The Service and National Marine Fisheries Service will determine, 
based on the best available scientific information, whether the Plan meets the issuance criteria at 
Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act, when they finalize their intra-Service biological opinions and 
make their Findings and Recommendations.  In order to issue the permits, both the Service and 
National Marine Fisheries Service must determine that the application and Plan meet all issuance 
criteria, including whether the Plan will minimize and mitigate the impacts of the taking to the 
maximum extent practicable.  California Department of Fish and Wildlife, before issuing a 
Natural Community Conservation Planning Act permit, must make similar determinations.  

The City and County regulate land use through their respective general plans and zoning 
ordinances as the proper means to guide development.  The Plan is not a growth/development or 
land use control plan.  Rather, the Plan assumes growth and development consistent with the 
City and County general plans and implementing ordinances.  This growth and development 
would result in the conversion of natural and semi-natural habitat and wetlands pursuant to the 
status quo project-by-project regulatory approach or through the Plan.  

If the Plan and permits provided coverage for less than the maximum extent of development 
anticipated for coverage during the proposed 50-year permit term, it would not preclude 
additional development from occurring.  That development would simply need to undergo 
permitting on a project-by-project basis instead of under the Plan.  

Under current growth projections, these effects are expected to continue as a consequence of 
projected growth allowed under the general plans and zoning.  However, they would not be 
covered by the Plan’s comprehensive avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures or 
landscape scale conservation strategy, and minimization and mitigation measures would instead 
be determined on a project by project basis without benefit of a regional conservation 
strategy.  This would likely lead to less desirable mitigation/conservation opportunities and 
outcomes.  
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5. Increase Mitigation Ratios  

The Plan was developed to achieve specific biological goals and objectives.  Plan mitigation 
ratios (with the exceptions noted below) are derived from those goals and objectives and reflect 
the overall extent of mitigation needed to ensure the Plan’s conservation strategy can be 
successfully implemented.  The mitigation ratios would be applied based on the effects of 
individual covered activities, but they are designed to require an amount of compensatory 
mitigation that will be sufficient to achieve the Plan’s biological goals and objectives.  The 
Plan’s conservation measures will create an overall functional ecological lift resulting from a 
landscape scale Reserve System being assembled and actively managed and enhanced according 
to a Reserve System Management Plan.  

The Plan includes additional mitigation ratios specifically for impacts to aquatic resources and 
for Valley oak woodlands.  For all aquatic resource types other than Riverine/Riparian, the 
mitigation ratio is 1.5:1.  The mitigation ratio for Riverine/Riparian is 1.52:1.  The mitigation 
ratio for impacts to the Stream System is also 1.52:1 because it will be restored to 
Riverine/Riparian.  The only non-wetland habitat type that has an explicit mitigation ratio is 
Valley oak woodland at 1.5:1 (See Section 6.3.2).  

The Plan’s mitigation ratios may be lower than ratios used in some cases in project-by-project 
permitting.  However, mitigation required under the Plan’s comprehensive conservation program 
is designed to be more effective and achieve a better ecological outcome than mitigation required 
through ad-hoc permits issued on a project-by-project basis.  Absent a comprehensive 
conservation program, mitigation actions over time often result in a range of smaller, often 
fragmented, mitigation sites (See Effectiveness of Small Vernal Pool Preserves, Prepared for 
Placer Land Trust, December 2009) which runs counter to the recommendations of the 
Independent Science Advisors 2004 report.  Under the Plan, all mitigation actions must advance 
the goals and objectives of the conservation strategy, must be located within the County, and 
meet the Reserve System requirements.  Conserving, restoring, and managing lands to mitigate 
impacts as part of a comprehensive conservation program will result in a large, interconnected 
Reserve System, ensuring habitat connectivity, minimizing the risk that mitigation sites will be 
surrounded by incompatible land uses over time, while providing more effective mitigation.  

In addition to mitigation requirements, the Plan includes conservation goals, objectives, and 
actions independent of impacts.  See Section 5.2.1 Approach to Developing Conservation 
Commitments and Table 5-4 Natural Community Restoration Commitments 
(Independent/Dependent of Effects).  For example, vernal pool grassland constituent habitat 
requires mitigation for the wetted area component at 1.5:1 but also includes an overarching 
conservation objective.  (Objective VPGC 1.2:  In addition to the protection of 17,000 acres of 
existing vernal pool complex, restore/create 3,000 acres of vernal pool complex in the Reserve 
System by Year 35, independent of effects…).  At least 30 wetted acres of vernal pools will be 
restored/created independent of effects (Plan Table 5-4)).  Thus, the Plan’s overall benefit to 
Covered Species and habitats is not limited solely to the protection and restoration of vernal pool 
complexes and other habitat based on mitigation ratios.  

The adequacy of the Plan’s mitigation ratios should be considered within the context of the 
impact of the takings (effects to covered species) associated with the Plan’s covered activities 
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and the Plan’s overarching conservation strategy, which includes measures to mitigate impacts to 
vernal pool complexes and other habitats.  Implementation of the Plan’s conservation strategy 
will result in a large, diverse, and ecologically connected Reserve System occupied by Covered 
Species that will be adaptively managed and monitored in perpetuity.  

Comment Letter 5. Placer County Tomorrow / Friends of North Fork  

The comment letter generally does not relate to the draft or final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County Conservation Program.  However, 
the responses below are intended to provide additional clarification.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Placer County Conservation Program does not meet the California Natural 
Community Conservation Plan and Federal Habitat Conservation Plan requirements.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42.  See also Response to Center for Biological Diversity / 
California Wildlife Foundation-Oaks Program Letters 3 and 4 herein. 

Under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act, the Service and National Marine Fisheries Service are 
proposing the issuance of incidental take permits for the implementation of the Plan.  The Plan is 
a regional conservation plan developed by the Permittees with assistance from the state and 
federal wildlife agencies to achieve the permit issuance criteria presented in section 10(a)(1)(B) 
of the Act.  The Plan is designed to minimize habitat fragmentation and provide ecosystem level 
protection to covered species and habitats, while allowing appropriate and compatible land 
uses.  The Plan would provide regulatory incentives intended to focus development near existing 
developed areas.  

Implementation of the Plan’s conservation strategy is expected to be adequate to meet 
requirements of the Act to minimize and mitigate impacts to the maximum extent practicable and 
Natural Community Conservation Planning Act requirements to provide for the conservation of 
Covered Species.  

The Service and National Marine Fisheries Service will determine, based on the best available 
scientific information, whether the Plan meets the issuance criteria at Section 10(a)(1)(B) of the 
Act when they finalize their intra- Service biological opinions and make their Findings and 
Recommendations.  In order to issue the permits, both the Service and National Marine Fisheries 
Service must determine that the application and Plan meet all issuance criteria.  California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife, before issuing an Natural Community Conservation Planning 
Act permit, must make similar determinations.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan does not promote conservation and that even prior to approval is 
having impacts to wetlands.  



27 

Response  

The Plan’s conservation strategy is fully described in Chapter 5 of the Plan.  The conservation 
strategy will mitigate the impacts on Covered Species and their habitats, as well as contribute to 
the recovery of the Covered Species, as required pursuant to the State’s Natural Community 
Conservation Planning Act.  The conservation strategy is based on landscape-level, natural 
community-level, and species-level biological goals and objectives (described in Section 5.2 of 
the Plan) and on conservation measures that will be implemented to achieve the biological goals 
and objectives (described in Section 5.3 of the Plan).  By the end of the 50- year permit term, an 
approximately 47,300-acre Reserve System will be established within the Plan Area; see Plan 
Table 5-3 for acreages of natural communities and constituent habitats that will be preserved in 
the Reserve System.  

In addition, within the Reserve System the Placer Conservation Authority will restore at least 
4,375 acres of natural communities regardless of the amount of impacts from Covered Activities 
(independent of effects), and, because additional restoration of habitat will be implemented to 
mitigate for impacts from Covered Activities at certain ratios (dependent on effects), will restore 
up to 6,220 acres of natural communities if all allowable loss proposed under the Plan occurs 
(see Plan Table 5-4).  These protected and restored lands will augment the approximately 16,000 
acres of existing reserves in the Plan Area (see Plan Section 5.3.1.3.5, The Role of Existing 
Protected Areas in the Conservation Strategy).  Cumulatively, approximately 38 percent of the 
present natural and semi-natural landscape in Plan Area A would ultimately be subject to 
conservation management.   

Regarding permit applications that have been filed with the Corps for certain projects that point 
to use of the In-lieu Fee Program for mitigation of impacts to aquatic features, should these 
projects seek coverage under a future permitted Plan, these activities would only receive take 
authorization under the Plan if they are Covered Activities under the Plan and meet all Plan 
requirements.   

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan will create urban runoff and harm protected species.  

Response  

See Plan Chapter 6 (Program Participation and Conditions on Covered Activities), including 
General Conditions regarding Watershed Hydrology and Water Quality including site design 
requirements such as source control measures, and Best Management Practices for:  

• Minimizing the potential impacts on Covered Species that are most likely to be affected 
by changes in hydrology and water quality  

• Reducing stream pollution by removing pollutants from surface runoff before it reaches 
local streams  

• Minimizing degradation of streams and maintaining or improving the hydrograph to 
maintain populations of Covered Species and enhance recovery  

• Reducing the potential for scour at storm water outlets to streams by controlling the rate 
of flow into the streams  
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Comment  

Commenter states the plan is without defined governance, that the composition of the joint 
powers authority membership was not adequately disclosed, and therefore requests an extension 
of the comment period.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42-15.  

The Plan’s implementation structure has been explained in detail in Plan Chapter 8 and response 
to comment letter 42-15.  Primary responsibility for implementation is assigned to the Placer 
Conservation Authority, a joint exercise of powers agency that is a separate legal entity from the 
County and the City.  The structure and implementation responsibilities of the Placer 
Conservation Authority, as well as the composition of the joint powers authority membership, 
are described in Plan Section 8.2.2, Placer Conservation Authority which states that the Placer 
Conservation Authority will be governed by a Board of Directors consisting of representatives of 
the County and the City.  The Placer County Water Agency and South Placer Regional 
Transportation Authority will provide input to the Placer Conservation Authority through 
advisory roles. 

Comment  

Commenter states that public involvement and public information requirements have not been 
met.  

Response  

See response to Placer County Tomorrow Letter 7 to the Placer County Planning Commission 
included herein.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Plan has inadequate funding.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letters 42 and 44.  This comment was specifically addressed in Response 
to Comments 42-16 and 44-25.  

Comment  

Commenter states a joint powers agency is inadequate for the responsibilities of implementing 
the Placer County Conservation Program.  

Response  
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See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42-15 which specifically addresses this comment.  

Joint exercise of powers agencies are commonly responsible for implementing regional habitat 
conservation plans and natural community conservation plans, including the South Sacramento 
Habitat Conservation Plan, the East Contra Costa County Habitat Conservation Plan and Natural 
Community Conservation Plan, and the Santa Clara Valley Habitat Conservation Plan and 
Natural Community Conservation Plan.  In the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement that formed 
the Placer Conservation Authority, it was expressly given the power to implement the Placer 
County Conservation Program.  

Comment  

Commenter states California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s approval of the Plan would 
violate the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act.  

Response  

The Plan was developed in collaboration with California Department of Fish and Wildlife to 
ensure that it would meet the requirements of the Natural Community Conservation Planning 
Act.  California Department of Fish and Wildlife will determine whether to approve the Plan in 
accordance with the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act based on the Plan, the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County 
Conservation Program, and other information in the administrative record, and will prepare 
findings in support of its determination.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Service fails to comply with applicable law by allowing the Placer 
Parkway to be a covered activity in the Plan. 

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42-9.  

To be eligible for incidental take authorization, covered activities must be:  (1) otherwise lawful, 
(2) non-Federal, and (3) under the direct control of the permittee.  Endangered Species Act 
section 10 regulations do not limit the type and extent of activities that a habitat conservation 
plan can cover, as long as the activities meet all the eligibility criteria and the habitat 
conservation plan meets the permit issuance criteria.  

The Plan was developed with assistance from the Service to try to help ensure that it would meet 
the requirements of the Act.  The Service will determine whether to approve the Plan in 
accordance with the Act based on the Plan the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report for the Placer County Conservation Program, and other information in the 
administrative record, and will prepare findings in support of its determination.  In order to issue 
a permit, the Service must determine that the application and Plan meet all issuance criteria  



30 

Comment  

Commenter states a more effective habitat protecting plan exists.  

Response  

Comment is noted.  However, the references provided by commenter do not explain how the 
comment or the referenced plans relate to the Placer County Conservation Program.  The Placer 
County Conservation Program would not preclude more specific habitat designs or plans for 
specific projects, so long as the projects, designs, and plans are consistent with the Placer County 
Conservation Program.  

Comment Letter 6. James and Jean Piette  

The comments generally do not cover the draft or final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County Conservation Program.  However, 
the comments and responses below are intended to provide additional clarification.  

Comment  

Commenter requests further analysis of potential impacts, including impacts from the Hidden 
Falls Regional Park Expansion.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letters 19 – 22 and Response to Leslie Warren Letter 8, included herein.  

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report evaluates the environmental 
impacts associated with the implementation of the Placer County Conservation Program 
including the effects of recreational use of reserve lands (see Section 4.10, Recreation, of the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report).  Recreational use of 
conservation lands that have been protected through the initiatives of the Placer Land Trust, non 
participating cities, or conservation organizations with no affiliation to the Placer County 
Conservation Program are not subject to review by this Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  The exception is for those lands that are held by Placer 
Land Trust that are proposed for enrollment into the Reserve System (e.g., Harvego Bear River 
Preserve owned by Placer Land Trust).  

The Placer County Parks Division is preparing a parks and trails master plan (the public draft 
was released in March 2019) and is also preparing a final Environmental Impact Report for the 
expansion of the Hidden Falls Regional Park Trails Expansion Project 
(SCH#2007062084).  That Environmental Impact Report is anticipated to analyze the impacts of 
trails and recreation at a project level independent of the Placer County Conservation Program.  

Comment Letter 7. Placer County Tomorrow (To Planning Commission Only)  
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The comments generally do not relate to the draft or final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Placer County Conservation Program.  However, 
the responses below are intended to provide additional clarification.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Placer County Conservation Program planning process does not meet 
public involvement requirements and requests additional public meetings and opportunities for 
public comment.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42.  

Extensive opportunities for public involvement and comment have been provided over the nearly 
two decades in which the Placer County Conservation Program was developed.  

Pursuant to the terms of the Natural Community Conservation Planning Agreement between the 
County and state/federal wildlife agencies, a Stakeholder Working Group (Biological Working 
Group) was formed in 2001 composed of designated representatives from environmental, 
development, agriculture, land trusts, and other groups.  This committee participated in the 
development of the Plan and comprehensively reviewed the drafts, section by section, providing 
feedback and edits throughout the planning process.  

The Natural Community Conservation Planning Act’s (Fish and Game Code Section 2800 et 
seq.) planning, public involvement, and public notice requirements have been met.  The public 
review draft Plan, CARP, Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report, and 
other related documents were made available beginning on June 21, 2019.  

Earlier versions of the Plan were available on the County’s website and the County Board of 
Supervisors held publicly noticed hearings to receive updates, public comment, and provide 
direction on the conservation strategy throughout the 20-year planning process.  

In addition to the Biological Working Group’s review of numerous drafts, public hearing 
presentations, public interest meetings, and meetings at the request of individuals have been 
ongoing and routine over the history of the Placer County Conservation Program’s planning 
process. 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report and Placer County 
Conservation Program documents were made available for public review and inspection by local, 
state and federal agencies beginning on May 22, 2020.  A publicly noticed meeting of the Placer 
County Planning Commission was held on July 9, 2020 to provide a recommendation to the 
Placer County Board of Supervisors at their regularly scheduled meeting on August 25, 
2020.  Subsequent adoption meetings will be held by the other Permittees including the Placer 
County Water Agency, South Placer Regional Transportation Authority, and the City of 
Lincoln.  Public participation required under the National Environmental Policy Act for 
publication of an Environmental Impact Statement for a habitat conservation plan, as described 
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in the Service 2016 revised The Habitat Conservation Planning and Incidental Take Permit 
Processing Handbook, has been met, with the following:  

The publication of a Notice of Intent to prepare the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report was published in the Federal Register on March 7, 2005 
(70 FR 11022).  Three public scoping meetings were held to solicit comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report on March 15-17, 2005, in 
Auburn, Lincoln and Roseville.  Public comments on the scope of the alternatives and associated 
environmental effects were accepted through April 6, 2005.  

A Notice of Availability for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report and the Draft Plan was published in the Federal Register on June 21, 2019 (84 FR 
29224).  Two public meetings were held:  one on August 1, 2019 at the Placer County Planning 
Commission in Auburn and one at Lincoln City Hall on August 15, 2019.  

A Notice of Availability for the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report and Final Plan was published in the Federal Register on May 22, 2020 (85 FR 31203) 
with a 30-day public inspection period noticed through June 22, 2020.  

Comment Letter 8. Leslie Warren  

Comment  

Commenter states the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report fails to 
analyze the environmental impact of recreation and fails to recommend methods and safeguards 
to ensure conservation values will be preserved.  Commenter further states the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report is incomplete because mitigation 
measures have not been identified.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 21-4 and Response to Curt and Jane Wurst Letter 9, included 
herein.  

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report evaluates the environmental 
impacts associated with the implementation of the Placer County Conservation Program 
including the effects of recreational use of reserve lands (see Section 4.10, Recreation, of the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report). 

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report also points out that adoption 
and implementation of the Placer County Conservation Program does not authorize the 
construction of new or expanded facilities on the Plan’s Reserve System.  The authorization for 
new recreational uses on reserve lands would require approval by the County/City, the Placer 
Conservation Authority, and the Wildlife Agencies.  A subsequent environmental review will be 
prepared for any proposed development of recreational facilities on reserve lands when required 
by California Environmental Quality Act/National Environmental Policy Act.  
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Additionally, any new or expanded facilities on Reserve System lands would be Covered 
Activities and would be subject to the Plan’s conditions, including the following:  Section 
6.3.6.1.1, Restrictions on Recreational Uses in Future Reserves Acquired during Plan 
Implementation; Section 6.3.6.1.2, New Trail Design and Use Standards for Future Reserves; 
and Section 6.3.6.2, Reserve Management Condition 2, Recreation Component of Reserve Unit 
Management Plans.  These three sections, in addition to the other conditions on Covered 
Activities, provide a comprehensive set of standards that would limit the effects from the limited 
amount of recreational activities allowed in the Reserve System.  

For Hidden Falls Regional Park, only portions of the park meeting the biological goals and 
objectives of the Plan would be incorporated into the Reserve System.  Those portions could be 
incorporated into the Reserve System only if a reserve unit management plan were prepared and 
approved by the Wildlife Agencies, and if the site were protected by a conservation easement 
compliant with Plan requirements.  Additionally, Section 6.3.6.3.1 of the Plan states that existing 
trails may be deducted from the acreage counted toward Reserve System requirements and that 
future trails would be deducted (18-foot-wide) from the Jump Start credit.  

The Placer County Parks Division is preparing a parks and trails master plan (the public draft 
was released in March 2019) and is also preparing a final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the expansion of the Hidden Falls Regional Park 
Trails Expansion Project (SCH#2007062084).  That Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report is anticipated to analyze the impacts of trails and 
recreation at a project level independent of the Placer County Conservation Program.  

Comment  

Commenter states that existing conservation banks are proposed to be included in the Placer 
County Conservation Program (Warm Springs Mitigation Bank, Moore Ranch Conservancy, 
Antonio Mountain Ranch, Orchard Creek Conservation Bank).  Commenter further states that in 
the Sunset Area Plan, these mitigation banks are proposed to be developed for paths for walking, 
jogging, pet exercising and other active uses which will disturb wildlife and introduce invasive 
grasses which, along with development, is a key factor in grassland bird decline.  

Response  

The Plan identifies these existing conservation banks as “Existing Protected Areas and Other 
Reserves” that broadly include public and private lands owned by or subject to conservation or 
agricultural easements held by 3rd parties including the State of California, Placer Land Trust, 
Wildlife Heritage Foundation and others but are not counted toward the Plan’s land conservation 
goals or Reserve System requirements.  Some are simply owned by conservation oriented third 
parties.  While others, such as the Antonio Mountain Ranch Mitigation Bank, are mitigation 
banks subject to an Army Corps of Engineers’ Bank Enabling Instrument, Conservation 
Easement (in this case held by the Placer Land Trust), endowments, and other perpetual 
protections from incompatible uses.  These conservation easements, long term management 
plans, and other regulatory mechanisms generally control use of the lands and ensure that 
incompatible uses do not impact conservation values.  
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Three of the sites referenced in the comment are mitigation banks, and one site, the Moore Ranch 
Conservancy, is a mitigation site that is not used for banking purposes.  None of these sites have 
been approved for inclusion within the Plan’s Reserve System.  However, if a bank is approved 
for use by the Plan as described in Plan Section 8.4.7, credits purchased at that bank may count 
toward Plan protection and restoration commitments if they are consistent with all of the relevant 
standards.  

There is a potential for the Placer Conservation Authority to purchase bank credits from 
approved mitigation banks through the Western Placer In Lieu Fee program, which is a 
component of the Placer County Conservation Program.  However, the use of those sites for 
mitigation purposes is regulated by state and federal agencies separate from the Placer County 
Conservation Plan.  

Comment  

Commenter states that the term “disturbance” should be defined and asks why disturbances from 
recreation within the Reserve System would be allowed.  

Response  

See the response above regarding the Plan’s requirements regarding potential indirect effects 
resulting from recreational use on Plan reserve lands.  

The Plan addresses the direct and indirect effects of covered activities.  Disturbance from 
recreation would be considered an indirect effect.  Typically, the term “indirect effect” is used to 
evaluate activities that do not result in a direct effect and that are detrimental to covered 
species.  Chapter 4 of the Plan defines an indirect effect as follows:  

Indirect effects are defined by the Service and National Marine Fisheries Service as “those that 
are caused by the proposed action and are later in time, but are still reasonably certain to occur” 
(50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 402.02).  For the purposes of this Plan, indirect effects 
also include those effects that occur at the time of the proposed action but extend beyond the 
footprint of a project or activity (i.e., beyond the area of land-cover disturbance).  Indirect effects 
can undermine species’ viability or habitat quality, especially if multiple indirect or direct effects 
cumulatively affect the species or degrade its habitat.  

The implementation of avoidance and minimization measures and conditions on Covered 
Activities required by the Plan will address the wide range of potential indirect effects to 
Covered Species.  Examples of indirect effects addressed in the Plan include oak woodland 
fragmentation, water quality impacts on salmonids, and riparian buffer standards along streams. 

Comment  

Commenter states the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report fails 
to analyze whether active park use will reduce the richness and diversity of flora and fauna and 
fails to analyze how Covered Activities will affect mitigation banks.  Commenter further states 
that the California Environmental Quality Act and National Environmental Policy Act require 
that the analysis be supported by substantial evidence.  
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Response  

Please see the response above regarding the Plan’s analysis of and response to the potential for 
indirect effects resulting from recreational use.  Any mitigation banks counted toward Reserve 
System land acquisition commitments would have to meet Plan standards and requirements for 
minimizing impacts from recreational uses.  

Comment  

Commenter questions the validity of vernal pool mapping for the Plan as compared to that used 
in other plans and states that mapping data must be reviewed with actual field conditions.  

Response  

Please see Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 39-6 which responds specifically to this comment.  

In addition, the data and analyses in the Plan and draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report were developed based on best available information 
reviewed by the Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife Service, and the 
Independent Science Advisors, including Covered Species accounts, species distribution models, 
inventory of existing conditions, and numerous general sources, such as species recovery plans, 
species occurrence data, scientific literature, and others listed in Section 5.2.3, Data Sources, of 
the Plan.  Mapping of vernal pool complexes is specifically described in Plan Section 3.3.1.2.4.  

Any discrepancies between the Plan’s land cover data on vernal pool complexes and actual field 
conditions for projects applying for take authorization under the Plan would be resolved with 
field surveys and wetland delineations by qualified biologists prepared as part of project- level 
proposals for specific Covered Activities (Plan Section 6.2.4, HCP/NCCP Participation 
Package).  If field verification of land cover mapping finds more vernal pool habitat than 
mapped in land cover data, limits on impacts set by the Plan (see Plan Table 4-1) remain the 
same and will ensure that impacts do not exceed those analyzed in the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  

Comment  

Commenter questions the fee program and whether fees will be applied fairly to both small 
landowners and large development projects.  Commenter also questions whether the Plan 
provides sufficient information on which a lead agency could make a fiscally informed decision 
on the financial viability of the Plan. 

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letters 42 and 44.  This comment was specifically addressed in Response 
to Comments 42-16 and 44-25.  
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The Plan’s fee structure is intended to ensure that fees accurately reflect the cost of providing 
compensatory mitigation for both large and small projects.  The Plan’s Cost and Funding Plan is 
based upon four interlinked elements of Plan implementation.  A growth model (Plan Appendix 
M) predicted the amount of land conversion over the permit term.  A take model (Plan Appendix 
G) predicted the levels of take on species and their habitat that would result from that 
growth.  The conservation strategy identified how the take would be mitigated.  A cost model 
(Plan Appendix L) determined the cost to implement the conservation strategy.  Once completed, 
the cost model was reviewed by a stakeholder Finance Committee and peer reviewed by 
Economic Planning Systems.  The models were included in the draft Plan and have been 
available for public review since June 2019.  All applicable fees described in chapter 9 of the 
Plan must be applied in order for a covered activity to receive take authorization under the 
Plan.  In order to ensure that Plan measures are consistently applied, Plan Section 6.2.4, 
HCP/NCCP Participation Package describes the process that all covered activities must undergo 
to determine impacts and applicable measures from the Plan that apply to the activity.  

Changes in the fee program are necessary to account for numerous potential changes to the cost 
elements over time described in the cost model (land costs, labor costs, inflation, etc.).  Annual 
adjustments to these fees are necessary to ensure that the fee program matches the actual cost to 
implement the plan and that fee adjustments need to be made to keep pace with economic 
elements described above.  The five year comprehensive review of plan costs is consistent with 
the requirements of California’s Mitigation Fee Act also known as AB 1600 (See California 
Government Code Section 66001(d)).  The adjustment to fees is described in Section 9.4.1.7 of 
the Plan.  

Comment  

Commenter states that the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
should provide clear project level mitigation and conservation-design standards and requirements 
for Placer Parkway that will support the objectives of the Plan.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42-9.  

The Plan includes avoidance and minimization measures, and conditions on covered activities, 
including those in Plan Section 6.3.4.1, Regional Public Projects Condition 1, Transportation 
and Other Infrastructure Projects Design Requirements, which will apply to the Placer Parkway 
project.  However, a separate, detailed environmental analysis specifically of that project’s 
environmental effects has been and will continue to be carried out.  The Placer Parkway Corridor 
Selection project and its Tier 1 Environmental Impact Statement/Program Environmental Impact 
Report was certified on December 3, 2009 by South Placer Regional Transportation 
Authority.  South Placer Regional Transportation Authority also selected the route alternative 
that would be further evaluated when Tier 2 documents were prepared (Alternative #5 with a No-
Access buffer).  On May 7, 2010, the Federal Highway Administration completed its Record of 
Decision and also selected Alternative 5 with a No-Access Buffer Zone.  The Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report prepared for Tier 1 included numerous 
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mitigation measures to offset the impacts of the corridor on fish and wildlife species and their 
habitat including a substantive non-access area for future road crossings and interchanges.   

The County of Placer approved a Mitigated Negative Declaration that was prepared in June of 
2015 for the Phase 1 improvements for the Parkway.  The Mitigated Negative Declaration 
describes numerous avoidance and minimization measures used to avoid effects on biological 
resources and includes eleven mitigation measures, which reduced effects on biological 
resources to a less than significant level.  

Comment  

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report should address Placer 
County Conservation Plan implementation being too complicated and subjective to be 
implemented fairly over time and by successor administrators.  

Response  

Application of the Plan’s development fees and other Plan requirements are described in the Plan 
including Appendix I (Project Take Mitigation Assessment Example).  The Plan’s fee structure is 
necessarily somewhat complex because it is designed to fund compensatory mitigation for 
impacts analyzed in the Plan which includes many different habitats, covered species, and types 
of impacts within a large area and over a long period of time (i.e. 50 years).  The impacts and 
Plan measures to mitigate them are also somewhat complex.  However, the various conditions, 
best management practices, survey requirements and other plan standards have been written to be 
as clear and objective as possible with oversight by the state and federal agencies.  

Comment Letter 9. Curt and Jane Wurst  

Comment  

Commenter states the Placer County Conservation Plan planning process was not transparent or 
inclusive of stakeholder and residents in the Plan’s Reserve Acquisition Area, did not collaborate 
with cattle operators in the “Big Hill” acquisition area, and was fully developed before affected 
stakeholders and residents were notified.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 42.  

Pursuant to the terms of the Natural Community Conservation Plan Planning Agreement between 
the County and state/federal wildlife agencies, the Biological Working Group, composed of 
designated representatives from environmental, development, agriculture/ranching, land trusts, 
and other groups formed in 2001.  This committee participated in the development of the Plan 
and comprehensively reviewed the drafts, section by section, providing feedback and edits.  Prior 
to the public review draft documents being made available on June 21, 2019, earlier versions 
were available on the County’s website.  In addition to the Biological Working Group’s review 
of numerous drafts, public hearing presentations, public interest meetings, and meetings at the 
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request of individuals have been ongoing and routine over the history of the Placer County 
Conservation Program planning process.  

Comment  

Commenter states that they were not notified that their property was targeted for acquisition by 
the Plan.  

Response  

The commenter’s property is located within the Reserve Acquisition Area designation of the 
Plan.  As defined in Section 1.2.5 of the Plan the Reserve Acquisition Area is the area where “the 
ultimate Reserve System will be built based upon property owners’ willingness to sell property 
or conservation easements and the ability of these properties to meet Plan mitigation and 
conservation requirements”.  The Reserve Acquisition Area designation does not “target” 
specific parcels or change General Plan or Zoning or land uses currently allowed within this 
area.  It is the area where the County would seek willing landowners to conserve and protect 
large parcels with significant conservation values.  As such, the entire Reserve Acquisition Area 
is not intended to be incorporated into the Reserve System and the ultimate configuration of the 
Reserve System will depend upon the location of properties that owners are willing to sell.  

Comment  

Commenter raises concerns about the history of Placer Legacy land acquisitions, which are 
unrelated to the draft or final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report.  

Response  

The approximately 321-acre Taylor Property is owned by the Placer Land Trust.  The County 
participated in the acquisition of the property along with the State of California, California 
Wildlife Foundation and others.  The County’s share of funding was derived from mitigation 
funds and the corresponding acreage cannot be used for Placer County Conservation Program 
conservation purposes.  

The Placer Land Trust holds a Conservation Easement on the approximately 313-acre Liberty 
Ranch property.  The County participated in the acquisition of the easement along with the State 
of California, California Wildlife Foundation and others.  The County’s share of funding was 
derived from the Open Space Trust fund.  If the conservation values and terms of the existing 
conservation easement are reviewed and approved by the state and federal wildlife agencies to be 
consistent with the biologic goals and objectives of the Plan, the proportional acreage could be 
counted toward the Plan’s conservation objectives (i.e., conservation over and above the 
mitigation requirements).  

Placer County’s Williamson Act Ordinance specifically allows placement of conservation 
easements on the same land under a Williamson Act contract, as long as such easements 
recognize the agricultural nature of the property and do not preclude such activity.  

Comment  
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Commenter notes that the Liberty, Beard, and Oest Ranches and other properties are listed as 
“Existing Plan Reserves”. 

Response  

The Plan identifies these properties as “Existing Protected Areas and Other Reserves” that 
include public and private lands owned by or subject to conservation or agricultural easements 
held by 3rd parties including the State of California, Placer Land Trust, Wildlife Heritage 
Foundation and others but are not counted toward the Plan’s land conservation goals.  Some are 
simply owned by conservation oriented third parties, such as the Placer Land Trust, but are not 
protected.  For these lands, if their conservation values and type of protections allow, they may 
be included in the Plan’s Reserve System in the future subject to the owner’s willingness, 
incorporation of management and monitoring consistent with requirements and guidelines in the 
Plan, and approval by the state and federal wildlife agencies.   

Comment  

Commenter suggests that the Plan treats recreation as a higher priority than conservation or 
protection of agricultural lands and states the Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental 
Impact Report does not adequately identify or analyze the effects of recreational activities.  

Response  

See Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report Appendix I – 
Response to Comment Letter 21.  

The Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report does evaluate the 
environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the Placer County Conservation 
Program, including the effects of recreational uses within Reserve System lands (see Section 
4.10, Recreation, of the draft and final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact 
Report).  Recreational uses will be allowed within the Plan’s Reserve System only to the extent 
consistent with the Plan’s biological goals and objectives and Reserve System requirements.  

Comment  

Commenter states the Hidden Falls Regional Park does not meet all Plan biological goals and 
objectives for conservation due to the high volume of users, trails, access roads and parking lots.  

Response  

See Response to Leslie Warren Letter 8, included herein.  

As the Commenter notes, there are portions of Hidden Falls Regional Park that are not consistent 
with the biological goals and objectives of the Plan’s Reserve System, such as areas near parking 
lots and recreational facilities.  However, there is a significant amount of acreage outside these 
areas with much lower use or trail density that may be consistent with Reserve System 
requirements.  If any portion of the Park is to be counted toward the Plan’s Reserve System land 
acquisition commitments, a conservation easement would have to be recorded over that portion, 
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and a Reserve System Management Plan (including fuel load reduction and fire management, 
and minimization of recreational impacts) would have to be prepared.  

Comment  

Commenter states the recreational uses are inconsistent with the conservation purposes of the 
Placer County Conservation Program. 

Response  

Commenter is correct that the Plan is not a recreation plan or program.  The Plan was written 
with assistance from the state and federal agencies to ensure that it includes specific conditions 
on recreation and trails, recognizing that they exist and are likely to occur in the future with or 
without the Placer County Conservation Program.  The Plan provides that if trails and recreation 
facilities are constructed by any of the participating agencies after Plan adoption, that they be 
subject to its avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures to avoid and minimize effects on 
species and habitat.  When recreational facilities are proposed in the Reserve System, the Plan 
places limits on how many new trails can be constructed (i.e., 50 acres of ground disturbance for 
the whole 47,300 acre Reserve System) and places numerous limitations on trail and other 
recreational uses (See Section 6.3.6.1.1 Restrictions on Recreational Uses in Future Reserves 
Acquired during Plan Implementation and Section 6.3.6.1.2 New Trail Design and Use 
Standards for Future Reserves).  

Comment  

Commenter hopes the Placer County Conservation Program and County will remain committed 
to the conservation purpose of the Plan, particularly with regard to the Hidden Falls Regional 
Park Expansion.  

Response  

The first guiding principle in Chapter 1 of the Plan describes the balance that the Plan seeks to 
achieve, “Protect and enhance ecological diversity and function in the greater portion of western 
Placer County, while supporting appropriate and compatible growth in accordance with 
applicable laws.”  

In terms of recreation, the acquisition of 47,300 acres for a future Reserve System does not 
include recreational uses, “to the degree of the Hidden Falls Regional Park expansion”.  The 
Hidden Falls Regional Park currently has approximately 30 miles of trails on the 1,200-acre 
site.  The Reserve System will allow for a maximum of an additional 70 miles/50 acres of trails 
within the 47,300-acre Reserve System by the end of the 50-year permit term.  There will be 
other recreational developments by the County and City of Lincoln constructed over the permit 
term, but these recreational areas will not be included in the Plan’s Reserve System.  

Comments Letters Expressing Support / Comment Noted, No Response Required:  

• Terry Davis, Placer County Conservation Program Biological Working Group  
• Dry Creek Conservancy  
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• Lincoln Area Chamber of Commerce  
• Lincoln Village 3 Landowners  
• Placer Community Foundation  
• Placer Land Trust 
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