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ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING
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This memorandum summarizes the development and screening of alternatives for the Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan EIS prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Placer
Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) is a proposal to develop a large-scale, regional mixed-use

residential project on a site in southwestern Placer County.

The federal action currently under analysis is the review and approval of the Department of Army
(DA) permits under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which if approved would allow the
Applicants to fill approximately 119 acres! of jurisdictional waters of the United States in
conjunction with the development of a large-scale, regional mixed-use residential project. The
PVSP includes development of a 5,230-acre (2,116-hectare) site with a mix of land uses,
predominantly residential use with some commercial and office uses, public and quasi-public uses,
parks, and open space, and the infrastructure improvements to support these uses. The USACE has
22 active permit applications to develop up to 3,746 acres (1,516 hectares) of land within the PVSP
area and an application for the development of backbone infrastructure. The owners of the
remaining properties (comprising 505 acres [204 hectares] within the PVSP area outside of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) and 979 acres [396 hectares] within the SPA) are not applying for DA
permits at this time. However, for purposes of the EIS, the Proposed Action encompasses the

development of the entire PVSP site consistent with the footprint of the County-approved PVSP.

Under the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) National Environmental Protection Act
(NEPA) Implementing Regulations, comparative analysis of the environmental impacts associated
with a proposed project and the identified alternatives serves to define the issues and provide
decision makers with a clear basis for a “choice among options” (40 CFR 1502.14). An EIS is
therefore required to consider alternatives. Consideration is limited to alternatives that are feasible,
which is defined for NEPA purposes as meaning those that would meet the project’s purpose and
need and are capable of being carried out in the context of technical, economic, environmental, and
other factors. The range (the number and nature) of alternatives to be considered is governed by

the rule of reason—that is, an EIS is not required to consider all possible alternatives, only those

1 This includes about 115 acres of jurisdictional waters on the PVSP site and about 4.2 acres off-site in

conjunction with the construction of off-site infrastructure improvements.
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that are necessary to permit a reasoned choice. Once a range of possible alternatives has been
identified, a set of screening criteria may be used to “screen” the alternatives and narrow down the
range of alternatives to those that will be carried forward for EIS analysis. If alternatives have been
identified but eliminated from detailed consideration, the EIS must briefly discuss the reasons why

they were not carried forward (40 CFR 1502.14[a]).

To establish the range of alternatives for this project, the USACE first developed the project’s
purpose and need statement. Next, the USACE identified a broad range of potential alternatives.
Finally, the USACE evaluated the potential alternatives against screening criteria based on the
aspects of feasibility identified under NEPA —technical, economic, and environmental —to focus
consideration on alternatives that meet NEPA stipulations for feasibility. In order to integrate this
analysis with the Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, screening criteria that were used in the
analysis were also based on the practicability criteria under 404(b)(1) — technology, logistics, and
cost. This approach ensures that a site is screened out only if it is both infeasible under NEPA and
impracticable under Section 404(b)(1) and a potential least environmentally damaging practicable

alternative (LEDPA) is not eliminated from further analysis for reasons exclusive to NEPA.
1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED AND DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.1 Background

Following the adoption of the West Placer Community Plan (WPCP) in 1990, Placer County
identified the remaining area to the west of the WPCP as appropriate for urban development. In its
1994 General Plan, the County noted that this area could develop following adoption and
implementation of a comprehensive Specific Plan, and the County amended the boundaries of the

Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to include this land.

Consistent with the direction provided by the Placer County 1994 General Plan, the Applicants
sponsored the preparation of a specific plan for this area. In July 2007, the County Board of
Supervisors approved the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) and certified the PVSP
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. The
purpose of the PVSP was to comprehensively plan the development of the remaining unplanned
area in southwestern Placer County for the establishment of a new residential community that not
only included residential and commercial uses but also other public uses, including a mixed-use
Town Center that provided for civic and community activities, uses that are necessary for a fully

integrated and viable community. The PVSP covers an area of 5,230 acres in the southwestern

portion of the County.
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In May 2006, the Placer Vineyards Owners’ Group (Applicants) submitted 24 applications to the
USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the development of backbone infrastructure
and the development of several properties within the PVSP (participating properties). Since then,
one application has been withdrawn and there are now a total of 22 applications for the
development of 22 properties with the Plan area and a permit application for the development of
backbone infrastructure. While the overall PVSP area is 5,230 acres, the acreage proposed for
development at this time and for which permit applications have been filed is 3,744 acres; of the
remaining 1,486 acres, about 970 acres are designated as a Special Planning Area and about
516 acres are non-participating properties (i.e., properties for which land use planning has been
completed by Placer County but no Section 404 permit applications has been filed with the
USACE).

1.2 Project Purpose

According to the USACE and the Applicants, the project purpose is:

to construct a large-scale regional mixed-use residential project in western Placer County
1.3 Project Need

The Applicants’ stated need for the Proposed Action is described as follows.

The project is proposed as a large scale residential community because the primary purpose
of the Project is to accommodate projected population growth in Placer County and provide
a coordinated development envelope consisting of residential, commercial, recreational,
public/quasi-public land uses, required infrastructure and open space to accommodate a
population range of approximately 30,000 to 50,000 persons. The project is intended to
assist in meeting the region’s future mneeds for residential opportunities through
comprehensive planning.

The primary purpose of the project is to accommodate projected population growth in Placer
County and provide a coordinated development envelope consisting of residential, commercial,
recreational, public/quasi-public land wuses, required infrastructure, and open space to
accommodate a population of approximately 30,000 persons. The project is intended to assist in

meeting the region’s future needs for residential opportunities through comprehensive planning.

The project is proposed as a mixed-use community with adequate employment-generating non-
residential uses in order to provide a balance of jobs, housing, and other amenities. The commercial
component of this community is important and necessary so that the County has sufficient tax

revenues to provide services to the project. A large-scale residential-only development would not
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be fiscally sustainable because the tax revenue from property taxes alone would be insufficient to
provide the needed County services (Hausrath 2006). This is especially the case for the project site
and its vicinity in western Placer County where a high proportion of the property tax revenues go
to the local school district and the County share is relatively small. In addition, there are no nearby
existing retail centers to serve the Placer Vineyards area, so early development of a commercial

center is important from a service standpoint as well as for fiscal reasons.

Given the proposed size of the regional residential community, the project is proposed with a
mixed use Town Center and other public/quasi-public uses such as a government center, fire
station, library, police station, and a cemetery, uses that would be proposed only in the context of a
new community or new town. The Town Center component of the project would consist of a
mixture of specialty retail tenants focusing on a pedestrian environment with smaller specialty
retail stores, restaurants, and service providers that would generally serve only the Placer
Vineyards community market area with unique shopping opportunities. The Town Center would
not have large format retailers that require significant parking and demand locations adjacent to

major arterials in order to serve the greater market area beyond the PVSP area.

Placer County identified this area for urban development (PVSP EIR 2007). This was based on a
number of important planning factors, including that (1) the cities and areas surrounding the Plan
area are experiencing rapid growth in jobs, creating the need for additional housing in
southwestern Placer County; (2) the area is contiguous to existing urban development to the south
(Sacramento County) and new development to the north (Roseville); and (3) the region is planning
improvements to the transportation network that could accommodate the level of growth
associated with the Specific Plan; and (4) the Plan area is better suited to concentrated new growth
than other locations, as it would create less sprawl. For purposes of this EIS, western Placer County

is defined as the portion of Placer County west of Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 65.
1.4 Proposed Action (Applicants’ Proposed Project)

The Placer Vineyards Development Project is a proposal to develop a large-scale, regional, mixed-

use residential project in southwestern Placer County.

The project site is flanked to the east by existing development within the Dry Creek Community
Plan area, to the north by Baseline Road and undeveloped land further north of the roadway, and
to the south by existing rural residential development in Sacramento County, and to the west by
undeveloped agricultural lands in Sutter County. Baseline Road, Sutter County line, and

Sacramento County line makes the site’s northern, western and southern boundaries respectively.
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The approximately 5,230-acre PVSP area includes some parcels that are either already developed
and therefore not part of the project or are not included in the proposed development project for
other reasons. The Proposed Action would entail development of about 3,744 acres with a mix of
land uses, including 2,005 acres of residential uses, for a total of 11,010 residential units at buildout;
approximately 278 acres of commercial and mixed uses including 579 residential units; 291 acres of
quasi-public (public facilities/services, religious facilities, schools) land uses; and 1,169 acres of
parks, open space, arterials and collectors. If the area under open space (675 acres) is excluded, the
project’s development footprint would be 3,069 acres. Development of the master-planned
community envisioned under the Placer Vineyards Development Project would be a long-term
undertaking; construction is expected to begin in 2013 and, depending on market conditions,

would be completed in 20 or 30 years.

There are approximately 176.7 acres of waters of the U.S. within the project site. Of this acreage, the
Proposed Action will result in on-site impacts to approximately 115 acres. The Proposed Action
would affect another 4.2 acres of wetlands off-site. The remaining 61.7 acres of wetlands will be

preserved.
2.0 DEVELOPMENT OF OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES

The USACE has determined that the project purpose and need could be satisfied by a similar
project elsewhere in western Placer County. Therefore, alternatives development identified other

sites in western Placer County where such a project could reasonably be developed.
21 Potential Alternate Sites
211 Definition of Study Area

As a first step the study area for off-site alternatives was defined. Based on the project purpose as
identified by the USACE, the geographic area examined for alternate sites was limited to western
Placer County, which is defined as the area bound by Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 65 (SR 65)

to the east, Sacramento County line to the south, and Sutter County line to the west and the north.
2.1.2 Size of the Alternate Site

Within the defined study area, the next task was to identify areas offering relatively large tracts of
contiguous undeveloped or sparsely developed land, appropriate to support development of a
large-scale, mixed-use regional residential community. To assist with the identification of the sites,

a minimum site size was established by the USACE.
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In order to meet the project purpose to create a “regional” residential community, the proposed
project would develop a new town with a town center and public/quasi-public uses such as a
government center, fire station, library, police station, and a cemetery. Based on data regarding
large-scale master-planned communities that were approved in Placer County (jurisdictions of
Roseville, Lincoln, Rocklin and unincorporated Placer County), the proposed project is the largest
locally approved development, while the smallest approved large-scale development was
909 acres. However, the proposed project is the only example of a large-scale regional mixed-use
residential project in western Placer County and is the only example of a project in the County that
would establish a self-sufficient new town that includes not only residential and commercial land

uses but also public and quasi-public land uses necessary to serve the town’s population.

The USACE examined other projects proposed in the Central Valley with town centers (see Table 1,
Central Valley New Town Projects, below). Of the three such projects that were identified, the
smallest of the new town proposals with town centers and urban amenities was a community of

2,766 acres (1,119 hectares).

Table 1
Central Valley New Town Projects

Residential
Name Acreage Population Land Uses

Sutter Pointe 7,528 43,000 A new town with a mix of land uses, including employment
centers, many different housing types, retail shopping
villages, recreation amenities, schools, community services,
supporting on-and off site infrastructure, roadway
improvements, open space, and various public uses including
a town center

Mountain House 4,784 46,818 A self-sufficient community with a mixed-use Town Center
that provides for civic and community activities, in addition to
residential and commercial uses.

University 2,766 31,000 A residential community (including a town center, schools,

Community and other amenities) to support UC Merced.

Based on these examples, the smallest size for a mixed-use regional community/new town is

approximately 2,766 acres, which is smaller than the size of the PVSP.

In view of the above, the minimum size of the alternate site would need to be about 2,700 acres. In
addition, as noted earlier, although the PVSP encompasses 5,230 acres, approximately 970 acres are
within the SPA, an area that is expected to remaining substantially in its current condition. Of the
remaining 4,260 acres, approximately 698 acres would be placed in open space and about

3,562 acres will be developed. Based on this number, the USACE determined that the minimum
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size of the alternative site to develop the Proposed Action is approximately 2,400 acres which is
about two-thirds the size of the area proposed for development under the PVSP. This land area

would need to be generally contiguous land that is undeveloped or sparsely developed.
213 Identification of Potential Alternative Sites

Next, the study area was examined to identify all lands that are known not to be available for

development. These include the following types of lands:

1. Parcels that are either existing or proposed mitigation sites, mitigation banks, preserves, or
otherwise protected from development.

2. Parcels that are proposed for development by other developers/entities for which there are
active proposals either with the USACE or with the cities of Roseville or Lincoln, or with Placer
County. These include the Sierra Vista SP site (including the Westbrook project site), the
Creekview SP site, and the Fiddyment Ranch site.

3. Parcels for which information was available to the USACE that those parcels are not available
for purchase.

Figure 1 shows all of the land areas that are known to not be available for purchase by the
Applicants. The figure also shows areas that are available and are considered candidate areas for
the development of the Proposed Action. These candidate areas are outlined in Figure 2 and
labeled as Site 1- Lincoln Village 4, Site 2- Lincoln Villages 5-6, Site 3- Placer Ranch-Northeast site,
Site 4 - Northwest, and Site 5 - Southwest.

Figure 2 also shows another large area in the northwestern portion of the study area (west of Sites 1
and 2, and north of Site 4 in unincorporated Placer County) that is potentially available for
development. This area was not considered a candidate area as it is distant from existing
development in Placer County, and is not identified for development in any of the regional plans.
Furthermore, this area is sparsely populated and is not served by existing or planned roadways. As
a result, this area is unlikely to be able to support the commercial component of the Proposed
Action, and would therefore not meet the project purpose and need. There are other small pockets
of land shown on Figure 2 that are potentially available for development. However, as the graphic
shows, each of these areas is substantially less than the minimum acreage that is needed in order to

develop a large-scale mixed-use regional residential community that meets the project’s purpose

and need.
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Each of the five candidate areas/sites is described below.
Site 1: Lincoln Village 4

The Lincoln Village 4 site is one of several “village” areas designated in the City of Lincoln General
Plan. It is located within the City of Lincoln’s sphere of influence, immediately south of the Placer
County-Sutter County boundary. The Lincoln General Plan calls for the area to be primarily
residential. The Village 4 site comprises approximately 2,598 acres, including over 800 acres
dedicated to wetland mitigation for impacts of the SR 65 Bypass Project. There are no active or

dormant proposals at this time for the development of any portion of this site.
Site 2: Lincoln Villages 5-6

Site 2 is made up of a portion of Lincoln Village 5 and all of Lincoln Village 6. The total area of the
site is approximately 3,025 acres. Both villages are designated in the Lincoln General Plan for
development as a “suburban village.” The site includes Auburn Ravine, Orchard Creek, and a
buffer surrounding the City of Lincoln’s Wastewater Treatment Plant and the Western Regional
Sanitary Landfill. There are no active or dormant proposals at this time to develop any portion of

this site.
Site 3: Placer Ranch SP-Northeast

This candidate site combines Placer Ranch SP site (2,250 acres) with lands to the west, including the
Brookfield site (1,350 acres) and an approximately 584-acre area north of Reason Farms, for a total
area of about 4,184 acres. The central portion of the site is within the County-defined Western
Regional Landfill buffer area, within which development is restricted to non-residential uses. The
site has previously been proposed for development of 6,793 residential dwelling units, 527 acres of
business park and light industrial uses, 150 acres of office, 99 acres of commercial uses and a
300-acre branch campus for the California State University, Sacramento. A development
application was submitted to the City of Roseville in 2007, but the project has been on hold since
early 2008. The project is not approved at this time.
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The Brookfield portion of the site is located between the Placer Ranch SP area to the east and
Reason Farms to the west. The future alignment of Placer Parkway cuts across the northwest
portion of the Brookfield site, reducing the area available for development to about 1,300 acres.
Previously there was a proposal to develop about 2,700 homes on this site, but that project is

currently on hold.2

The western portion of Site 3 comprises approximately 584 acres bounded by Reason Farms to the
west and south, by Sunset Boulevard to the north, and by the proposed Brookfield project site to
the east. This site has not previously been proposed for development and there are no proposals at

this time to develop it.
Site 4: Northwest Site

This is an approximately 2,416-acre site in unincorporated Placer County, bounded by Sunset
Boulevard to the north, the Sutter County line to the west, the City of Roseville stormwater
retention basin, and Reason Farms to the east, and Placer Parkway alignment to the south. This site
has not previously been proposed for development and there are no proposals at this time to

develop any portion of this site.
Site 5: Southwest Site

This is an approximately 2,400-acre site bounded by the extension of Sankey Road and the County-
approved Regional University and Community SP Area to the north, the Sutter County line to the
west, Baseline Road to the south, and the easterly portion of Curry Creek Community Plan area to
the east. This site has not previously been proposed for development and there are no proposals at

this time to develop any portion of this site.
2.2 Off-site Alternatives Screening

Screening of these five alternative sites was completed in two phases. In the first phase, the five
potential sites identified above were evaluated under two criteria: (1) Biological Resource
Sensitivity; and (2) Viability of Commercial Uses at Alternate Site. For each criterion, sites were
evaluated as Feasible, Conditionally Feasible, or Not Feasible. Sites that received a Not Feasible
rating for either criterion were eliminated from further consideration. Sites that remained in
consideration following the first screening phase were then evaluated in a second screening phase
under a third criterion, Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage, which was rated on a binary
basis (Feasible or Not Feasible). The following sections describe the two screening phases and the

criteria in detail, and the results of the analysis.

2 Pease, personal communication, May 27, 2010.
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Phase 1 Screening Criteria and Results

The Phase 1 screening criteria for off-site alternatives were defined as follows.

Off-Site Alternative Criterion 1 — Biological Resources Sensitivity evaluated the nature,
extent, and quality of biological resources on the sites, with a particular focus on aquatic
resources and special-status species. Sites with extensive, high-quality aquatic resources were
rated as Not Feasible for this criterion unless those resources are already protected by
conservation easements or other land use management mechanisms. Sites with substantial
resources were rated as Conditionally Feasible. Sites with less extensive or more highly
fragmented resources, and/or resources of lower quality, were rated as Feasible. Because
detailed information (e.g., specific acreage of various sensitive habitat types) was not equally
available for all of the potential alternate sites, evaluation under Criterion 1 was conducted in a
generalized, non-quantitative manner, based on a reconnaissance-level evaluation of relative
sensitivity.

Off-Site Alternative Criterion 2 — Viability of Commercial Uses at Alternative Site evaluated
the feasibility of developing the regional commercial component of the Proposed Action at the
alternative site. An alternate site that includes a commercial center location with a population
of at least 100,000 persons within 5 miles by 2040 would be considered Feasible under this
criterion and a site with less than 100,000 persons within the 5-mile radius of the commercial
center location by 2040 would be considered Infeasible. More information on how this criterion
was developed and used is presented in Appendix A.

Table 1 shows the evaluation of the five potential sites under Criteria 1 and 2.

Table 1
Screening-Level Comparison of Potential Alternate Sites

encumbered by a conservation easement. The
wetlands are of high quality and are known to
support listed vernal pool crustaceans. Trees are
very sparse. The southern portion of the site
contains a drainage that supports open water,
marsh, and limited riparian habitat.

Given the extensiveness and high quality of
aquatic resources, as compared to the Proposed
Action, the site is not feasible for further
consideration.

Conclusion: Not Feasible

Criterion 2
Criterion 1 Viability of Commercial Uses at
Site Biological Resources Sensitivity Alternate Site
Lincoln This site is mostly open pasture with a large The population data for the area surrounding this
Village 4 number of vernal pools/seasonal wetlands site has not been calculated as of June 13, 2011.
scattered over most of the property. Much of this Conservatively, the site is considered feasible with
2598 acres area is in an existing vernal pool preserve and respect to this criterion.

Conclusion: Feasible
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Criterion 2
Criterion 1 Viability of Commercial Uses at
Site Biological Resources Sensitivity Alternate Site
Lincoln The majority of this site is rice lands but there are The population data for the area surrounding this
Villages 5-6 | substantial areas of vernal pool grasslands. Vernal | site has not been calculated as of June 13, 2011.
pool/seasonal wetlands are of moderate quality Conservatively, the site is considered feasible with
and listed crustaceans are likely. The wetlands are | respect to this criterion.
3,025 acres .
of moderate quality. Trees are abundant along Conclusion: Feasible
Auburn Ravine, which flows through the northern
portion. The most biologically valuable habitat is
already protected within a conservation easement
(Wildlands).
The site would be feasible because the highest
quality aquatic resources are already preserved
and much of the remainder is in rice.
Conclusion: Feasible
Placer The Placer Ranch portion of the site is entirely The population of the area within 5 mile radius of
Ranch - annual grassland. It is mostly in a fallow state and Placer Ranch (113,546 persons) is currently
Northeast there are very few structures or current uses. adequate to support one power center and two
Vernal pools/seasonal wetlands are scattered centers by 2040. However, a power center at this
throughout the site, more commonly associated site is not considered feasible for a number of
3,056 acres with drainage ways. These are of moderate quality. | reasons. First, the Placer Ranch site is located
Listed crustaceans are likely. There is almost no within 5 miles of two highly developed established
woody vegetation. A tributary (lacking riparian commercial areas in the Cities of Lincoln and
vegetation) to Pleasant Grove Creek flows through | Roseville where numerous power centers are
the site. The resources on this portion of the site are | already developed that would cut into the trade
generally similar to the Proposed Action. area of the Placer Ranch power center. Second, the
The Brookfield portion of the site is entirely annual | Flacer Parkwaylhas yet to be develop.ed, In the. )
grassland. A wetland swale system arcs through absence of a major thoroughfare, businesses within
the site from east to west, flowing out of an the power center(s) at the Placer Ranch -Northeast
irrigated pasture. It is impounded,/forming a site would no't receive any drive-by trips. Lastly,
narrow stock pond. The swale conveys irrigation should a portion of the Placer Parkway be
runoff during the summer months. The property developed as parf of the Pl?cer Ranch alternatlve?,
contains a considerable amount of vernal pools and | POwer center businesses W}n choose to locate at its
seasonal wetlands, primarily associated with the intersection/interchange ‘f‘”th Route 65 than on the
drainage in the northern half and the clayey soils Placer R.anch-Nort}}east site becau.se there will be
near the southern portion. These wetland habitats | MOT€ drnlle-by traffic and population to serve at
may support listed crustaceans. that location. For all of these reasons, a power
. o . . center would not be viable at this site until such
The western pOl‘thI’} of the site is also. Pljlmanly time that additional residential uses establish to the
annual grassland with some areas of irrigated west of the site.
pasture. Vernal pools/seasonal wetlands are . .
prevalent and scattered throughout most of the Conclusion: Not Feasible
property. Most of the wetlands are of high quality
and are relatively undisturbed. Listed crustaceans
are known to occur in some areas of this site.
Native trees occur along the drainages but are very
sparse in the open areas. Pleasant Grove Creek
flows through the southern portion of the site and
supports an oak riparian woodland.
This large grassland unit is less disturbed and the
landform and its aquatic resources are of higher
quality as compared to the Proposed Action. The
site is therefore considered not feasible.
Conclusion: Not Feasible
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Criterion 1

Criterion 2
Viability of Commercial Uses at

There are numerous residences, including one with
two water-ski lakes, which fragment the landscape.
Fallow areas support a substantial amount of
moderate quality vernal pool/seasonal wetlands.
Listed crustaceans are likely. Trees are confined to
residential areas and drainage ways. Curry Creek
flows through the fallow and active contour rice in
the northern area.

The site would be feasible because the property is
quite fragmented with variable land uses. The
aquatic resources and watersheds are
compromised compared to the Proposed Action
site.

Conclusion: Conditionally Feasible

Site Biological Resources Sensitivity Alternate Site

Northwest This site is approximately half rice lands. The The population within a 5-mile radius of the
remaining area is mostly dry pasture, including Northwest site was approximately 4,576 in 2009.
some that has been historically leveled but is This population is expected to increase to

2/416 acres currently fallow. The northeast portion of this site approximately 39,776 persons by 2025 and 41,327
was in contour rice farmed but is currently fallow. | persons by 2040, including the population
Wetlands are forming behind the checks. The non- | associated with the Proposed Action. This
rice areas of this site (about half of the site) contain | population would at best support two grocery
a high percentage of vernal pools/seasonal stores. It would not be large enough to support a
wetlands and wetland swales. Listed crustaceans power center within the Proposed Action’s
are likely. Trees are confined to a few residences timeframe.
and the Pleasant Grove riparian corridor. Conclusion: Not Feasible
The site would be feasible because aquatic
resources are limited due to extensive agricultural
land conversion and lack of a large natural
resource component as compared to the Proposed
Action site.
Conclusion: Conditionally Feasible

Southwest This site contains a high diversity of habitats and The population within a 5-mile radius of the
land uses. Rice lands, row crops, and various Southwest site was approximately 39,409 in 2009.

2 400 acres disking practices account for a variable landscape. This population is expected to increase to

approximately 92,881 persons by 2025 and 106,236
persons by 2040, including the population
associated with the Proposed Action. This
population would be adequate to support a power
center.

Conclusion: Feasible

Table 2 below summarizes the results of the evaluation. “F” represents a rating of Feasible, “C”

represents a rating of Conditionally Feasible, and “N” represents a rating of Not Feasible.

Table 2

Summary of Phase 1 Screening Evaluation of Alternate Sites

Screening Criteria

Site 1 2 Outcome
Site 1 - Lincoln Village 4 N F Eliminated
Site 2 - Lincoln Villages 5-6 F F Retained
Site 3 - Placer Ranch -Northeast N N Eliminated
Site 4 - Northwest C N Eliminated
Site 5 - Southwest C F Retained
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222 Phase 2 Screening Criteria and Results

The two sites that were not eliminated in Phase 1 screening were screened further using Criterion 3

which was defined as follows.

e Off-site Alternative Criterion 3 — Feasibility of Acquiring Sufficient Acreage evaluated the
feasibility of acquiring title to the property through purchase, land exchange, or another
mechanism. This was explored by the Applicants through direct landowner inquiries and
independently verified by the USACE. Sites where sufficient contiguous acreage
(approximately 2,400 acres, the minimum size to support a project like the PVSP) could not be
acquired by the Applicants were eliminated from further consideration.

Site 2 - Lincoln Villages 5-6

Based on inquires made by the Applicants, there are approximately 1,676 acres of land available for
purchase on the Lincoln Villages 5-6 site. This acreage is less than 2,400 acres which is the
minimum acreage needed to develop a regional residential community similar to PVSP.
Furthermore, as shown on Figure 3, the land available on the site is fragmented such that the
development of a large-scale regional residential community would not be feasible. The parcels
that make up the central portion of the site are unavailable for purchase by the Applicants, which
leaves approximately 862 acres of available land in the northern portion of the site and
approximately 813 acres of land in the southern portion of the site for development. Either area

alone would not be of a sufficient size to accommodate a regional residential community.

Furthermore, the northern development area is fragmented by parcels of land not available for
purchase and the Auburn Ravine floodplain, which further precludes development of a community

in this area because the land would not be contiguous.

In addition, a substantial portion (300 acres) of the southern development area is within the 1-mile
landfill buffer area of the Placer County landfill. Placer County General Plan policy prohibits the
establishment of residential uses within this 1-mile buffer of the existing landfill and its approved
expansion area; the policy allows the development of non-residential uses in this buffer zone.
Considering the landfill buffer, only about 550 acres in the southern development area would be
available for residential development. This would be substantially smaller than the approximately

1,200 — acre residential component proposed under the PVSP.

The commercial component of the proposed project comprises approximately 309 acres of land
throughout the PVSP site. The commercial component of the PVSP could be developed within the

300-acre landfill buffer area on Site 2. However, the commercial component at this location would
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not be viable because regional access to this commercial area would be compromised by existence
of the landfill directly east of this area. Furthermore, the commercial area would not be located
along a major regional roadway and therefore would not be able to draw customers from the

broader region. In essence, a power center will likely not be viable at this location.

If conservatively, a land use plan were to be developed for all of the available land at this site, the
various land uses could be distributed as shown in Table 3, below. Assuming no open space, the
land use plan for this site would include approximately 1,100 acres of residential uses. Based on the
average density from the PVSP, the alternative could accommodate about 15,477 residents. This
population would not be large enough to constitute a self-sufficient town that would be provided a

complete suite of community services.

Table 3
Summary of Land Uses on Alternative Sites

PVSP Lincoln Villages

Land Uses PVSP Area* Percent of Total 5-6 Southwest Site
Residential 2,383 acres 66% 1,100 acres 727 acres
Commercial Mixed Use 51 acres 1% 24 acres 16 acres
Commercial 258 acres 7% 119 acres 79 acres
Public Uses 397 acres 11% 183 acres 121 acres
Parks and Roads 542 acres 15% 250 acres 165 acres
Total** 3,631 acres 100% 1,676 acres 1,108 acres
Total Population at 33,531 residents 15,477 residents 10,232 residents
Buildout***

* This acreage excludes the Special Planning Area but includes all of the NAPOTS. The totals are based on the PVSP numbers and
are slightly different from the numbers reported elsewhere in this memorandum.

Total excludes open space

Based on a density of 5.6 dwelling units per acre, and assumes 2.46 persons per household, based on the PVSP.

For these reasons, the Lincoln Villages 5-6 Alternative is not feasible under Criterion 3.
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Site 5 - Southwest

Based on enquires made by the Applicants, there are about 1,470 acres of land available for
purchase on the Southwest site. This acreage is substantially less than the minimum acreage
(2,400 acres) necessary to develop a regional residential community. Furthermore, a large-scale

mixed-use residential development would not be feasible at this site for a number of reasons.

As shown on Figure 4, the land available on the site is fragmented such that the development on
the available parcels would not be contiguous with other development. These isolated “islands”
include the 80-acre parcel in the eastern portion of the site, several parcels on the northwest
comprising 202 acres, and several parcels in the northeastern portion that comprise 80 acres. The
total area of the noncontiguous parcels would be about 362 acres, which leaves approximately
1,108 acres® for development. This remaining area would be too small to accommodate a large-

scale regional residential community.

The commercial land uses of the PVSP comprise approximately 309 acres and include Town Center
Retail, Power Center Retail, and Neighborhood Center retail. These areas are designated at
different locations along Baseline Road and the locations of the major commercial areas are spaced
out to minimize competition among the on-site commercial uses. For this reason, the proposed
locations for the Power Center and Neighborhood Commercial land uses are approximately 1 mile
east of the proposed Town Center uses along Baseline Road. Under the Southwest Alternative, the
commercial area would be approximately 94 acres, which would not be large enough to
accommodate the range and scale of commercial uses proposed under the project. Even if a similar
range of commercial uses were developed on the Southwest site, the commercial areas would need
to be located on Baseline Road in order to provide the best access. Given the location of the
available parcels on the Southwest site, the various commercial uses would be located almost
adjacent to one another, as shown in Figure 4. The specialty retail stores in the Town Center would
not be economically viable if they were to compete against big box stores located in the power

center less than 0.5 mile away.

If conservatively a land use plan were to be developed for this site, assuming no open space, the
various land uses would be distributed according to Table 3 above. As shown, using the PVSP as a
guide, approximately 727 acres of the site would be designated for residential uses. Based on the

average density of the PVSP, the alternative could accommodate about 10,232 people. This

3 This total includes a non-contiguous area in the western portion of the site. The island was included

because it is located on Baseline Road so it would be accessible from other locations on the site.
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population is not large enough to constitute a self-sufficient town that would be provided with a

complete suite of community services.

Table 4 below summarizes the results of screening using Criterion 3.

Table 4
Summary of Phase 2 Screening Evaluation of Alternate Sites

Criterion 3
Feasibility of Acquiring
Site Sufficient Acreage Outcome
Site 2 - Lincoln Villages 5-6 N Eliminated
Site 5 - Southwest Site N Eliminated
2.3 Conclusion with Respect to Off-site Alternatives

Based on the screening process presented in this memorandum, the USACE has determined that
none of the off-site alternatives is feasible and no off-site alternatives will be carried forward for the

EIS analysis.
3.0 DEVELOPMENT OF ON-SITE ALTERNATIVES

This section presents the USACE process for selecting a reasonable range of on-site alternatives for
further evaluation in the EIS. As a first step, the USACE considered alternatives that were
developed by Placer County for the PVSP EIR and the alternatives included in the Section 404(b)(1)
Alternatives Analysis prepared by the Applicants and evaluated whether they would meet the
purpose and need for the Proposed Action. Having determined that none of those alternatives were
feasible, the USACE conducted an analysis to identify areas on the project site where avoidance of
wetlands would be most beneficial. Based on this analysis, the USACE developed additional on-site

alternatives that would focus avoidance of wetlands in several locations on the project site.
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3.1

Consideration and Evaluation of EIR and Section 404(b)(1) Alternatives

3.1.1 PVSP EIR Alternatives

A total of six on-site alternatives, including five alternate development plans and a No Project
(no development) alternative, were analyzed in the PVSP EIR (County of Placer 2007). The
USACE determined that with the exception of the Blueprint alternative, none of the EIR
alternatives are feasible alternatives for inclusion in the EIS for the following reasons. The EIR
evaluated a No Project alternative, which involves no development of the PVSP area. The
USACE found that this alternative would not meet the project’s purpose and need because it
would not provide for development of a large-scale residential mixed-use residential
community. Therefore, the USACE concluded the No Project alternative is not feasible and will
not be carried forward for evaluation in the EIS. (Note that the No Project alternative means
that no development would occur on the project site whereas a No Action alternative considers
a project constructed without triggering a Department of the Army permit (e.g., without the
discharge of dredged or fill material into a water of the U.S.). The No Action alternative will be
evaluated in the EIS, as required by NEPA.)

The EIR evaluated a Rural Density alternative that would develop the PVSP area with about
500 single-family homes. The alternative would not meet the project’s purpose and need as a
development with about 500 single-family homes would not be considered a large-scale,
regional, mixed-use residential community. Therefore, the USACE concluded this alternative is
not feasible and will not be carried forward for evaluation in the EIS.

The EIR evaluated a Redesigned Project alternative, which would place the Town Center
towards center of the Specific Plan area, provide for rural buffers, and alter the roadway
design. That alternative is no longer relevant because the Proposed Action now includes these
features.

The EIR evaluated a Reduced Density alternative which identified additional areas for
avoidance and preservation in the Specific Plan area. Subsequent evaluation of the project site
wetland resources (see more information on the California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM)
analysis below) revealed that some of the areas that were identified for avoidance under the
Reduced Density alternative in fact do not contain higher-value wetland resources. With
respect to other areas identified for avoidance under the Reduced Density alternative, the
alternative has been superseded by alternatives proposed by the USACE that avoid or preserve
these higher-value wetland resources. Therefore, the USACE concluded this alternative will not
be carried forward for evaluation in the EIS.

The Expanded Phase I alternative is no longer relevant because Placer County eliminated Phase
I from the PVSP.

At the request of the Applicants, the USACE has agreed to include the Blueprint alternative as an

additional scenario/variation of the Proposed Action in the EIS. As that alternative is already

included in the EIS, this alternative was not carried forward for screening.
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3.1.2 Applicants’ 404(b)(1) Alternatives

The USACE also reviewed the on-site alternatives put forth by the Applicants in their Section
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis for the proposed project dated August 2008. The Applicants’
404(b)(1) alternatives analysis is on file with the USACE.

Seven alternatives (Alternatives A through G) were identified by the Applicants, including two
alternatives that were identified based on consultation with the United States Environmental

Protection Agency (USEPA). The seven alternatives include:

e Alternative A, which would develop the PVSP site in a manner that would preserve listed
aquatic invertebrate habitat with a 250-foot buffer;

e Alternative B, which would develop the PVSP site while preserving aquatic invertebrate
habitat predominantly in western and northeastern portions of project site;

e Alternative C, which would develop the PVSP site in a manner that avoids 85 percent of vernal
pool resources;

e Alternative D, which would develop the PVSP site in a manner that avoids all development
activities in jurisdictional waters of the U.S.;

e Alternative E, which would involve no development of the project site;

e Alternative F, which would develop the PVSP site in a manner that focuses avoidance of
impacts to aquatic resources located predominantly in the western and northeastern portions
of the site; and

e Alternative G, which consists of the development of the PVSP site in a manner that avoids
impacts to aquatic resources located predominantly in the southern and northeastern portions
of the project site.

Based on a preliminary review of these alternatives, the USACE eliminated Alternative E, No
Development, because a “no-development” alternative would not meet the Proposed Action’s basic
purpose and need. In addition, because NEPA mandates the evaluation of a No Action alternative,
Alternative D (which is the No Action alternative) will be carried forward into the EIS and

therefore was not put through the screening process.

Alternatives F and G were included in the Applicants’ 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis by the
Applicants in response to USEPA comments on the NOI. However, these alternatives substantially
reduce the acreage available for development on the site and do not consider the variable condition
of aquatic resources on the site. The USACE, in consultation with USEPA, replaced Alternatives F

and G with the focused avoidance alternatives (See Alternatives 1 through 5 in Subsection 3.3
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below). These alternatives, like Alternatives F and G, reduce the project footprint, and increase the
preserve area, but unlike Alternatives F and G, these alternatives focus preservation on locations
with higher densities of aquatic resources, and on aquatic resources of greater quality relative to
the aquatic resources on the site as whole, as measured by the CRAM analysis (see PVSP Draft EIS
Appendix 2.0). These alternatives are an improvement over Alternatives F and G because they were
developed based on consideration of the value of specific wetland complexes. This information was

not available when Alternatives F and G were first proposed by the Applicants.

Therefore, three of the seven alternatives put forth in Applicants’ 404(b)(1) alternatives submittal
were carried forward for screening. The three alternatives included: Alternative A, which would
preserve listed aquatic invertebrate habitat with a 250-foot (76-meter) buffer; Alternative B, which
would preserve aquatic invertebrate habitat predominantly in western and northeastern portions of
the project site; and Alternative C, which would avoid 85 percent of vernal pool resources on the

PVSP site.
3.2 On-Site Alternatives Screening and Results

Screening of the three potential on-site alternatives was completed based on criteria derived from
the project purpose and need and the ability of an alternative to avoid or reduce the impacts of the
proposed project on wetland resources. For each criterion used in screening, alternatives were
evaluated as Feasible, Conditionally Feasible, or Not Feasible. Alternatives that received a Not

Feasible rating for any criterion were eliminated from further consideration.

In order to meet the project purpose to create a “regional” residential community, the proposed
project would develop a new town with a town center and public/quasi-public uses such as a
government center, fire station, library, police station, and a cemetery. Following basic planning
principles, a residential community should also have access to neighborhood retail and commercial
uses, and schools should be located in reasonable proximity to homes. The phrase, “functionally
integrated manner master planned community” is used to describe the manner in which the

residential community would function.

In order to meet the basic principle for a “regional” residential community, the proposed project
provide sites for developing both a viable town center with specialty retailers and power centers
for large-box retailers. As explained in Appendix A, the economic viability of the community
depends on feasible commercial uses. Therefore, the USACE determined that to prevent
competition between retailers, the project should provide for a minimum of 1 mile between feasible

commercial sites.
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In addition, based on data regarding large-scale master-planned communities, the USACE
determined that the minimum size of the alternative site to develop a large scale, regional, mixed-

use community is approximately 2,400 acres (Subsection 2.1.2).

Based on the above, the following criterion was developed:

e On-site Alternatives Criterion 1 — Functionally Integrated Mixed-Use Residential Project -
the ability for an alternative to develop a functionally integrated, large-scale, regional mixed-
use residential community. This means that the alternative would need to meet basic planning
principles for developing residential uses that are supported by and accessible to neighborhood
retail, commercial, and public/quasi-public land uses, and that these uses would need to be
reasonably contiguous to provide a sense of community. In order to meet the basic project
purpose which is to develop a “regional” residential community, the alternative would need to
provide sites for developing viable commercial uses, including a power center and a town
center for specialty retailers. In addition, the residential community should be of a sufficient
size to support a town center and other public/quasi-public uses. The size of the developed
area would need to be approximately 2,400 acres at a minimum.

Each alternative was also examined as to whether its impacts on on-site wetlands would be greater
or less than the wetland impacts of the Proposed Action. In addition, based on general conservation
principles that preservation should occur in a contiguous manner to avoid fragmenting habitat and
avoid secondary (indirect) impacts associated with fragmented habitat, each alternative was
evaluated for the manner in which it would preserve on-site resources. Based on these concepts,

Criterion 2 was developed as follows:

¢ On-site Alternatives Criterion 2 - Aquatic Resources. Alternatives that would result in fewer
direct and indirect impacts on aquatic resources when compared to the Proposed Action and
would preserve contiguous areas of habitat were considered Feasible. Alternatives that would
have greater direct and indirect effects on aquatic resources than the Proposed Action or would
result in a fragmented pattern of preservation were rated as Not Feasible.

The results of the evaluation relative to these two criteria are summarized below by alternative.
3.21 Alternative A — Vernal Pool Habitat and Preservation Alternative

Alternative A is designed so that listed aquatic invertebrate (fairy and/or tadpole shrimp) habitat is
preserved with a 250-foot buffer. Due to the reduced area available for development (1,740 acres) as
compared to the Proposed Action, this alternative would develop 6,431 units (compared to
13,731 units under the Proposed Action). Development on the PVSP site under this alternative

would occur in a highly fragmented pattern as shown in Figure 5.
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Alternative A would provide for only about half of the residential units included in the Proposed
Action and would eliminate development of about half of the overall project developable acreage.
As a result of the reduced number of residential units and the reduced acreage, public/quasi-public
facilities would not be part of this alternative. The configuration of Alternative A would preclude
development on many of the parcels because the developable areas on each of the parcels would be
substantially reduced and fragmented. Consequently, the residential community would consist of
disconnected and fragmented pockets of development. Because of the disconnected nature of the
development, developable acreage well below 2,400 acres, and the loss of public/quasi-public
facilities, Alternative A would not result in a large scale, mixed-use functionally integrated

community. For these reasons, Alternative A is rated Not Feasible under Criterion 1.

Alternative A would result in the filling of 43.35 acres of wetlands, which is less than the
approximately 115 acres that would be filled on site under the Proposed Action. The alternative
would preserve 116.32 acres of wetlands (although it would indirectly impact 15.04 acres of
116.32 acres of avoided wetlands). However, as shown in Figure 5, the alternative would preserve
the resources in fragmented, non-contiguous patches throughout the site. Alternative A would

therefore be considered Not Feasible with respect to Criterion 2.
3.2.2 Alternative B — Minimization Alternative

Alternative B would further avoid and minimize of impacts to aquatic resources, in comparison to
the Proposed Action by preserving large areas in the northeastern, western, and southwestern
portion of the site as open space. As shown in Figure 6, Alternative B would concentrate
development in the central, southern, and eastern portions of the PVSP site and substantially
reduce the developable area fronting on Baseline Road. As a result, about 1,736 acres of the PVSP
site would be developed under this alternative. Based on the 1,736-acre estimate, Alternative B

would develop 6,416 residential units (compared to 13,721 units under the Proposed Action).

While there would be large contiguous developable areas under this alternative, and these areas
could be developed with the land uses required for a functionally integrated community, however,
under this alternative, the total development area would be substantially less than 2,400 acres and
there would be only a limited amount of developable land available along Baseline Road that could
be developed with commercial uses (one or more power centers). As a result the Town Center
would need to be located at a site that is further in the interior of the project site, distant from major
arterials, and at an adequate distance from the power center. This would reduce the economic

viability of the Town Center. Therefore, Alternative B is Not Feasible with respect to Criterion 1.
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Alternative B would result in the filling of about 67.50 acres of wetlands and would avoid or
preserve about 92.17 acres of wetlands (there would be indirect impacts to 20.62 acres of avoided
wetlands). Since the avoided area is concentrated in the northwestern and western portion of the
project site, the alternative would have contiguous preserved areas of drainages and wetlands.

Therefore, Alternative B is Feasible with respect to Criterion 2.
3.2.3 Alternative C — 85 Percent Avoidance Alternative

Alternative C consists of 85 percent avoidance of "vernal pool" resources within the project site
which are defined to include vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, drainage swales, and seasonal
wetland swales. As shown in Figure 7, development under this alternative would be limited to one
consolidated and contiguous area of about 1,173 acres in the center of the PVSP site. Based on the
1,173-acre estimate, Alternative C would develop approximately 4,335 residential units (compared
to 13,721 units under the Proposed Action). There would be insufficient developable acreage for the
development of employment generating uses and the developable area fronting on Baseline Road

would be substantially reduced.
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The developable area under Alternative C would be contiguous and would provide for a
functionally integrated but substantially reduced project (1,173 acres which is substantially less
than 2,400 acres). In addition, as with Alternative B above, under this alternative, only a limited
amount of developable land is available along Baseline Road which would be occupied by the
commercial uses, forcing the Town Center to be located at a site that is further in the interior of the
project site and distant from major arterials. This would reduce the economic viability of the Town

Center. Therefore, Alternative B is Not Feasible with respect to Criterion 1.

Alternative C would result in the filling of approximately 44.22 acres of wetlands and the
avoidance or preservation of about 96 acres of wetlands (there would be indirect impacts to
19.03 acres of the avoided wetlands). Since the preserved areas would be contiguous to one
another, and the total acreage preserved is greater than the Proposed Action, Alternative C would

be Feasible with respect to Criterion 2.

Table 5
Summary of 404(b)(1) On-site Alternatives

Developable Population*** Aquatic Impacts

Alternative Area (Acres) Units (residents) (Acres of Fill)
Proposed Action* 3,631** 13,721 33,531 115
Alternative A - Vernal Pool
Habitat and Preservation 1,740 6,431 15,820 43.35
Alternative
Alternative B -
Minimization Alternative 1,736 6,416 15,784 67.5
Alternative C — 85 Percent
Avoidance Alternative 1173 4,335 10,665 44.22

*

Proposed Action in this table refers to the PVSP site excluding the Special Planning Area.
** Number excludes open space
% Assumes 66% residential acres, 5.6 dwelling units per acre, and assumes 2.46 persons per household.

Table 6 summarizes the results of this analysis. All three alternatives that were eliminated based on

the screening.
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Table 6
Summary of Screening Evaluation of On-Site Alternatives

Criterion 1
Functionally - Criterion 2
Integrated Aquatic
Site Community Resources Outcome
Alternative A - Vernal Pool Habitat and Not Feasible Not Feasible Eliminated
Preservation Alternative
Alternative B - Minimization Alternative Not Feasible Feasible Eliminated
Alternative C - 85% Avoidance Alternative Not Feasible Feasible Eliminated
33 Development of New On-site Alternatives

Although some of the alternatives identified above would avoid more aquatic impacts as compared
to the Proposed Action, the USACE determined that none of them were feasible based on the
screening criteria discussed above and that additional on-site alternatives should be developed that
would avoid or minimize impacts to aquatic resources in those portions of the project site where
the resource is most valuable. In addition, the USACE determined that additional alternatives

should be identified that may be considered practicable in accordance with Section 404(b)(1).

As a first step, the USACE examined Alternative F and Alternative G developed by the Applicants
in response to comments from the USEPA. These alternatives would focus avoidance of impacts to
aquatic resources in large areas of the project site while leaving the rest of the site available for
contiguous development (see Figures 8 and 9). However, both alternatives substantially reduce the
acreage available for development on the site and do not consider the variable condition of the
aquatic resources on the PVSP site. Therefore, rather than carrying these alternatives forth, the
USACE conducted a California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) analysis of the wetland
resources on the PVSP site to identify areas where avoidance of wetlands would be most beneficial.
Based on the results of the CRAM analysis, the USACE determined that most of the areas on the
project site where higher quality wetlands are present would be protected from development
under the Proposed Action because those wetlands are located within the areas identified as open
space in the PVSP and therefore will not be filled. The USACE however identified four areas on the
project site where the potential for further avoidance of wetlands should be evaluated. The
potential avoidance sites are termed “study areas” in this memorandum and are shown as SA-1
through SA-4 on Figure 10. A series of focused avoidance alternatives was defined which included
the development of the rest of the project site per the PVSP and additional avoidance of aquatic

resources on five properties that make up the four study areas.
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Applying the criteria from the screening process described above, the Focused Avoidance
Alternatives would preserve only a limited additional area on the project site in open space when
compared to the Proposed Action leaving more than 2,400 acres for development, and would allow
for contiguous development of a mixed-use regional residential community. In addition, the
Focused Avoidance Alternatives would avoid areas on the project site that contain high-
functioning aquatic resources, based on the results of the CRAM analysis. The alternatives would
avoid more impacts to aquatic resources when compared with the Proposed Action and the
additional preserved areas would be contiguous with other preserved areas. For these reasons, the
USACE determined that the Focused Avoidance Alternatives would be feasible with respect to the

On-site Alternatives screening criteria 1 and 2.
3.4 Conclusion with respect to On-Site Alternatives

The Focused Avoidance Alternatives represent additional opportunities for further avoidance
compared to the Proposed Action and they would avoid impacts to aquatic resources where the
avoidance would be most beneficial. These alternatives reflect the latest iteration of on-site
alternatives developed by the USACE and supersede previously considered alternatives. Based on
the above, in addition to the Proposed Action, the following alternatives will be carried forth in the

EIS for further evaluation:
e Focused Avoidance Alternatives 1 through 5

e No Action Alternative
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APPENDIX A - COMMERCIAL COMPONENT/POWER CENTER ANALYSIS

The project purpose is to implement a large-scale mixed use, regional residential community. The
types of commercial uses included in the Proposed Action range from neighborhood commercial
uses such as grocery stores, to community commercial uses, including “power centers.”
The commercial component of the large-scale, mixed-use regional residential community is
important and necessary so that the County has sufficient tax revenues to provide services to the
project. A large-scale residential-only development would not be fiscally sustainable because the
tax revenue from property taxes alone would be insufficient to provide the needed County services
(Hausrath 2006). This is especially the case for the project site and its vicinity in western Placer
County where a high proportion of the property tax revenues go to the local school district and the
County share is small. In addition, there are no nearby existing retail centers to serve the Placer
Vineyards area, so early development of a commercial center is important from a service
standpoint as well as for fiscal reasons. In view of the importance of the regional commercial
component to the fiscal viability of a mixed use, large-scale development, the USACE determined
that viability of the regional commercial uses at the five alternate sites should be evaluated. To do
this, the regional commercial component of the Proposed Action was examined to identify its

minimum locational requirements for success.

The Proposed Action includes acreage along Baseline Road that is designated for regional
commercial/community commercial uses, including power centers. It is anticipated that at least one
and up to two power centers could be developed along Baseline Road under the Proposed Action.
For purposes of screening alternative sites, it was determined by the USACE that the alternative

sites should be evaluated for their feasibility to support at least one power center.

A typical power center is defined as a center dominated by several large anchors, including
discount department stores, off-price stores, warehouse clubs, or "category killers," i.e., stores that
offer tremendous selection in a particular merchandise category at low prices (ICSC 1999). A power
center occupies at least 50 acres although some centers can be larger. The success of businesses in a
power center depends on several factors but the minimum requirements are the availability of a
minimum number of dwelling units or a minimum population within a reasonable distance of the
power center, availability of good access, and the absence of other competing power centers. Trade
area data for big box retail stores that anchor power centers indicates that for a discount
department store with 100,000 to 120,000 square feet of space to be successful, there should be a
population of at least 100,000 persons within a 5-mile radius or less of the location of the store and
that there should be no existing competitors currently serving the vast majority of this population.

For big box retail stores involving specialty goods such as electronics (i.e., a category killer), the
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trade area for a 36,000-square-foot store must contain a population of at least 200,000 persons. A big
box home improvement store must have a population of 75,000 to 100,000 residents within a 5-mile
radius to be viable. Based on these data and considering the fact that the buildout of the Proposed
Action is projected by 2030 under an aggressive growth scenario or by 2040 under a slower growth

scenario, the following criterion was used to evaluate the alternate sites.

e Criterion 2 — Viability of Commercial Uses at Alternative Site which is the feasibility of
developing the regional commercial component of the Proposed Action at the alternative site.
An alternate site that includes a commercial center (power center) location with at least 100,000
persons within 5 miles by 2040 would be considered Feasible under this criterion and a site
with less than 100,000 persons within the 5-mile radius of the commercial center (power center)
location by 2040 would be considered Infeasible.

To evaluate the alternative sites relative to this criterion, as a first step, potential power center
locations within each alternative site were identified. The identified locations were typically at a
major intersection or along a major existing or future roadway. Where no roadways currently exist
or are planned, the power center site was selected in that portion of the alternative site that was

closest to the existing regional population.

Next using these power center sites as the center, an area within a 5-mile radius was defined and
the existing and projected population within this area was estimated. The projected population was
estimated using the average annual Placer County growth rate of 3.28 percent per year derived
from SACOG projections.* Table A, Population within 5-Mile Radius of Alternative Site Power
Centers, presents the existing and projected populations within 5 miles of the potential power

center sites.

4 All of the off-site alternatives are in unincorporated Placer County and therefore the average population
growth rate for the county was used to develop projections.
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Table A

Population within 5-Mile Radius of Alternative Site Power Centers

2040 Population plus
Alternative Site 2009 Population 2040 Population Project
Lincoln Village 4 Not calculated Not calculated Not calculated
Lincoln Villages 5- 6 17,471 35,227 68,027
Placer Ranch-Northeast 113,546 211,585 244,385
Northwest 4,576 8,527 41,327
Southwest 39,409 73,436 106,236
Proposed Action* 89,636 180,735 210,735

* Based on population for the Curry Creek Specific Plan site, which is located west of the best location for retail on the project site.
These estimates are expected to underestimate the population surrounding the Proposed Action, and are therefore conservative for

this analysis.

Sites that would have a population of 100,000 persons or more within a 5-mile radius within the

timeframe of the Proposed Action would be capable of supporting a power center, provided other

competing power centers do not cut into the trade areas of these sites. As the table shows, two of

the five sites would have adequate population in the surrounding area to support a power center.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

At the request of the Placer Vineyards Property Owners Group, ECORP Consulting, Inc. (ECORP)
conducted a California Rapid Assessment Method (CRAM) assessment of the wetlands within the
5,230+-acre Placer Vineyards Specific Plan site in Placer County, California. The Placer
Vineyards site is located in unincorporated southwestern Placer County, approximately 15 miles
north of Sacramento. The Project area is bounded on the north by Baseline Road, on the south
by the Sacramento/Placer County line, on the west by the Sutter/Placer County line, and
Pleasant Grove Road, and on the east by Dry Creek and Walerga Road (Figure 1. Placer
Vineyards - Project Site and Vicinity). East to west, the Project area spans approximately six
miles. North to south, at its widest point, it spans approximately two miles. The Project site
coincides with portions of Township 10 North, Range 4 East, Section 1, Township 10 North,
Range 5 East, Sections 1-12, and Township 10 North, Range 6 East, Sections 6-10 of the “Citrus
Heights, CA,"” "Rio Linda, CA," "Pleasant Grove, CA," and "Raseville, CA"” 7.5-minute quadrangles
(U.S. Department of the Interior, Geological Survey, photo revised 1992, 1981, 1992, and 1992,
respectively). Coordinates for the approximate center of the Project site are 38° 45’ 00“ N and
121° 24’ 30" W, and it is within the Lower American River Watershed (#18020111, U.S.
Department of Interior, Geological Survey 1978). There are 23 separate parcels under different
ownership that are part of the larger Placer Vineyards project (see Figure 1).

The purpose of the assessment is to document current wetland conditions prior to project
implementation and to compare relative values of wetlands across the property. Wetlands were
assessed using the latest versions of the CRAM User’s Manual, Version 5.0.2 (Collins et al.
2008a) (User's Manual), CRAM for Wetlands, Vernal Pool Systems Field Book, Version 5.0.2
(Collins et a/. 2008b) (CRAM VP Systems Field Book), and CRAM for Wetlands, Perennial
Depressional Wetlands Field Book, Version 5.0.2 (Collins et a/. 2008c) (CRAM Depressional Field
Book).
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2.0 METHODS
21 CRAM Methodology

The CRAM methodology assesses four attributes (j.e., buffer and landscape context, hydrology,
physical structure, and biotic structure). These four attributes have been determined to be
important for wetland function (e.qg., water storage, groundwater discharge and flow, dissipation
of energy, nutrient cycling, etc.), and all wetlands share these four attributes (Collins et a/.
2008a). Each of the four attributes is further subdivided into distinct metrics, which are the
measureable components of an attribute. The metrics are defined by narrative descriptive
conditions that are assessed in the field and each narrative condition correlates to a numeric
value. In general, the numeric values are lower for wetlands that have “less desirable”
attributes; conversely, wetlands with “desirable” attributes are scored higher in a given metric.
The numeric values contribute to an overall CRAM score, which indicates the overall condition of
the wetlands (from 25 to 100). Table 1 outlines the metrics that are associated with each
attribute,

Table 1 — CRAM Attributes and Metrics®
Attributes Metrics
Landscape Connectivity

Buffer

Buffer and Landscape Context Percentage of AA with Buffer

Average Buffer Width

Buffer Condition

Water Source

Hydrology Hydroperiod or Channel Stability

Hydrological Connectivity

Structural Patch Richness

Phiysical Structire Topographic Complexity
Plant Community
Number of Plant Layers Present or Native Species Richness (vernal
pool systems anly)
|Biotic Structure NMumber of Co-dominant species

Percent Invasion
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

Vertical Biotic Structure (individual depressional wetlands only)
'Table modified from Collins et &/ 2008b and 2008c.
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CRAM was developed as a methodology to conduct repeatable measurements of the same
wetland or wetland system over time. These data can be used to monitor the progress of a
restoration or mitigation site, to track changes in wetland function, or to detect “negative”
influences to the wetland due to development or other stressors. As such, the data can also be
used to compare wetlands to one another, based on their relative functions and values,

2.2 Assessment Areas

CRAM assessment areas (AA) on the property were identified based on local watershed
characterisitics, topography, wetlands distribution, wetland size, proximity to other wetland
systems, among other criteria. The AA is a wetland system, or portion of a wetland system to
be assessed by CRAM. In order to be effective for future comparisons, the AA must remain
constant over time.

A total of 54 AAs were analyzed (Figure 2. CRAM Assessment Areas). Fourteen AAs were
comprised of vernal pool (VP) systems, 14 AAs were comprised of individual vernal pools, and 26
AAs were comprised of individual depressional wetland features. The 14 vernal pool systems
AAs were assessed using the CRAM VP Systems Field Book. Individual depressional wetlands,
which consisted of seasonal wetlands, ponds, freshwater marshes, and a seasonal marsh, were
assessed using the CRAM Perennial Depressional Wetands Field Book. The Perennial
Depressional Wetlands Field Book was not designed for assessing seasonal depressional
wetlands. However, it is the only field book currently available for assessing individual
depressional features. Individual vernal pools were assessed with the User’s manual and with
guidance and consultation from Mr. Paul Jones [U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)].

The Placer Vineyards CRAM Assessment Areas were developed as a result of detailed discussions
and field meetings with Mr. Jones, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) staff including Nancy
Haley, Jinnah Benn, Kathy Norton, and Mike Finan, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service staff,
including Terry Adelsbach and Michelle Tovare. Final approval of the Assessment Area map was
received from Mr. Jones on 13 August 2009.
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Due to budget and time constraints, not every wetland or wetland system on the property was
assessed. Wetlands and wetland systems that were not assessed were those that were
considered to be similar to other nearby wetlands (via aerial photograph interpretation), and
therefore not provide any unigue information. However, in instances during field surveys when
these wetland systems were found to be different, additional AAs were established to
incorporate these additional wetlands.

2.3 Field Data Collection

Following the methodology of the CRAM Field Books, each AA was assessed for buffer and
landscape context, hydrology, physical structure, and biotic structure. The overall AA score was
calculated following the field book guidelines, and copies of the CRAM scoring sheets and maps
for each AA have been included in Attachment A.

Field surveys were conducted on 17, 18, 25, 26, 27 August and 8, 9 September 2009 by ECORP
biologists Debra Sykes, Daria Snider, Eric Stitt, and Peter Balfour, and by Corps biclogist Jinnah
Benn. After approximately half of the AAs were analyzed, a review and field verification of the
results to date and data collection methodology was conducted on 1 and 2 September 2009,
Representatives from the EPA (Paul Jones), the Corps (Mike Finan, Jinnah Benn and Kathy
Norton) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Terry Adelsbach and Michelle Tovare) met with
ECORP staff (Hal Freeman, Peter Balfour, Debra Sykes and Daria Snider) to discuss, analyze and
ground truth the data. A site visit was conducted to familiarize all parties with the wetlands on-
site and with the data collection methodology and results,

3.0 RESULTS

3.1 General Results

The scores for each of the attributes and the overall score for each AA are summarized in Table
2. The average AA score was 69.1, and total AA scores ranged from 50.80 (AA-38) to 80.7

(AA-49) (Figure 3. Cram Assessment Areas and Overall Scores and Attachment B. CRAM
Assessment Area Scores).

4 2001-196 CRAMYCRAM Rot



I —— —————————— -
Table 2 — Final Attribute Scores and Overall AA Scores
Final Attribute Score

Buffer and Physical Biotic
Assessment Area Landscape Hydrology Structure Structure  Overall AA Score

1 B84.0 100.0 50.0 80.5 78.6
2 80.8 83.3 72.9 77.1 78.5
3 71.5 91.7 52.5 01.7 79.3
4 84.0 100.0 25.0 28.2 59.6
5 68.3 83.3 60.4 68.8 70.2
6 55.6 51.7 37.5 52.1 59.2
7 EE.8 100.0 50.0 &64.6 &67.6
3 47.9 91.7 45.8 72.9 64.6
9 64.1 100.0 25.0 75.0 66.0
10 55.8 100.0 66.7 66.7 72.3
11 59.0 100.0 37.5 44,4 60.2
12 55.8 100.0 58.3 J0.8 71.2
13 B64.1 100.0 37.5 54.2 63.9
14 55.8 100.0 62.5 66.7 71.2
15 71.5 91.7 62.5 72.2 74.5
16 55.8 81.7. 56.3 45.8 62.4
17 68.3 100.0 50.0 79.2 74.4
18 84.0 1.7 25.0 66.7 66.8
19 80.8 100.0 66.7 75.0 80.6
20 93.3 83.3 60.4 64.6 75.4
21 71.5 100.0 25.0 36.1 58.2
22 59.0 91.7 75.0 87.5 78.3
23 71.5 100.0 50.0 79.2 75.2
24 B84.0 91.7 50.0 87.5 78.3
25 59.0 100.0 37.5 61.1 64.4
26 68.3 100.0 25.0 77.8 67.8
27 84.0 100.0 50.0 87.5 80.4
2B 84.0 100.0 25.0 72.2 70.3
29 59.0 83.3 37.5 69.4 62.3
30 71.5 100.0 37.5 44.4 63.4
31 50.0 100.0 25.0 61.1 61.3
32 59.0 91.7 25.0 52.8 57.1
33 59.0 100.0 37.5 80.6 69.3
34 59.0 83.3 50.0 66.7 64.8
35 71.5 100.0 25.0 52.8 62.3
36 84.0 100.0 25.0 61.1 67.5
37 59.0 100.0 25,0 69.4 63.4
38 55.8 50.0 25.0 72.2 50.8
39 68.3 100.0 25.0 61.1 63.6
40 68.3 58.3 50.0 B0.6 64.3
41 71.5 100.0 50.0 75.0 74.1
42 71.5 100.0 62.5 69.4 75.9
43 68.3 100.0 25.0 72.2 66.4
44 71.5 100.0 62.5 75.0 77.3
45 59.0 100.0 62.5 77.8 74.8
46 68.3 100.0 62.5 83.3 78.5
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Table 2 - Final Attribute Scores and Overall AA Scores {Continued)
Final Attribute Score

Buffer and Physical Biotic
Assessment Area Landscape Hydrology Structure Structure  Overall AA Score
47 68.3 91.7 33.3 79.2 B8.1
48 68.3 100.0 45.8 81.3 /3.8
48 62.5 B3.3 87.5 B9.6 B0.7
50 71.5 41.7 37.5 94.4 61.3
51 76.6 100.0 50.0 B7.5 78.5
52 64.1 100.0 25.0 75.0 66.0
53 84.0 91.7 50.0 88.9 78.6
4 59.0 100.0 37.5 37.5 58.5

3.1.1 Overall CRAM Scores

The mean CRAM score for all AAs was 69.1 (Figure 4. Overall CRAM Scores for All AAs). In
general, individual pool AAs and vernal pool system AAs scored higher than depressional
wetland AAs. Of the depressional wetland AAs, the overall score for 8 AAs was at or abave the
mean and 18 AAs were below the mean (Figure 5. Overalf CRAM Scores for Depressional
Wetland AAs). Of the individual vernal pool AAs, 9 AAs were at or above the mean, and 5 AAs
were below the mean (Figure 6. Overall CRAM Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs). Of the
vernal pool system AAs, 9 had mean scores at or above the overall mean, and 5 AAs were
below (Figure 7. Owverall CRAM Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs).

3.1.1.1 B 5] Attribute

The analysis of the buffer and landscape attribute involves the assessment of the quality and
condition of the areas adjacent to the AA (Collins ef a/. 2008a). If the buffer is in relatively
"good” condition, it may provide some protection to the AA from outside disturbances. On the
other hand, if the buffer is in "bad” condition (e.g. developed or highly disturbed), the buffer
may negatively influence the wetlands within the AA.

The average score for the buffer and landscape attribute of all AAs was 68.1, and the range for

this attribute was 47.9 (AA-8) to 93.30 (AA-20) (Figures 8. Buffer and Landscape Context
Scores for Alf Ads). Of the depressional wetland AAs, 15 had scores at or above the 68.1
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average and 11 were below (Figure 9. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores for Depressional
Wetland AAs). Among the individual vernal pool AAs, 10 were at or above the average and four
were below (Figure 10. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs).
Among the vernal pools system AAs, six were at or above the average of all AAs and eight were
below (Figure 11. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores for Vernal Pool System Ads). The
generally low buffer and landscape scores are attributed to several on-site factors that include
historical or current agricultural land use throughout the site, the relatively low frequency and
scattered distribution of wetlands, the absence of wetlands altogether over large portions of the
site, the presence of rural residences throughout the project area, and the presence of paved
and unpaved roadways.

3.1.1.2 Hydrology Attribute

The analysis of the hydrology attribute involves the assessment of the sources, quantities, and

movements of water within the AA (Collins et a/. 2008a). In particular, the hydrology attribute

addresses how water enters and leaves the wetland (i.e. through natural means such as rainfall
or through artificial means such as culverts and pumps). This attribute also takes into account

the quantity and duration of water within the AA (Collins et a/. 2008a).

The average score for the hydrology attribute of all AAs was 93.7, and the range for this
attribute was 41.7 (AA-50) to 100 (multiple AAs) (Figures 12. Hydrology Scores for ANl Ads). Of
the depressional wetland AAs, 17 had scores at or above the 93.7 average and nine were below
(Figure 13. Hydrology Scores for Depressional Wetland AAs). Among the individual vernal pool
AAs, 11 were at or above the average and three were below (Figure 14. Hyvdrology Scores for
Individual Vernal Pool AAs). Among the vernal pools system AAs, six were at or above the
average of all AAs and eight were below (Figure 15. Hydrology Scores for Vernal Pool System

AAs).

Most of the AAs had similar scores for hydrology, ranging from 83.3 to 100 (see Figure 12). The
similarity of the CRAM scores may be due to the relatively natural hydrologic patterns of
inundation and dry-down throughout the site. The CRAM scores of three AAs, AA-38, AA-4D,
and AA-50, were the exception, These three AAs scored considerable lower for the hydrology
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attribute (50.0, 58.3, and 41.7, respectively). All three of these features are marshes, and
appear to be influenced by artificial water sources that include runoff from irrigated agricultural
lands adjacent to the AA. The periodic influx of irrigation runoff, particularly during the dry
season, has resulted in perennial emergent, and sometimes woody, wetland vegetation. It is
likely that these wetland features (or portions of them) were historically seasonal in nature,
given the topography of the area and surrounding vegetation communities.

3.1.1.3 Physical Structure Attribute

The analysis of the physical structure attribute involves the assessment of the spatial
organization of living and non-living surfaces that provide habitat for flora and fauna (Collins et
al, 2008a). In particular, this attribute looks at the complexity of the AA in terms of macro and
micro topography and richness of physical surfaces such as soil cracks, animal burrows, or
cobble within the AA (Collins et a/. 2008a).

The average score for the physical structure attribute of all AAs was 45.0, and the range for this
attribute was 25.0 (multiple AAs) to 87.5 (AA-49) (Figures 16. Physical Structure Scores for Al
AAs). Of the depressional wetland AAs, eight had scores at or above the 45.0 average and 18
were below (Figure 17. Physical Structure Scores for Depressional Wetland A4s). Among the
individual vernal pool AAs, nine were at or above the average and five were below (Figure 18,
Physical Structure Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs). Among the vernal pools system AAs,
12 were at or above the average of all AAs and two were below (Figure 19. Physical Structure
Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs).

Scores for physical structure were generally low for the Placer Vineyards site as compared to the
other attribute scores across the site. The low scores are probably the result of the limitations of
the current CRAM methodology in that there is currently no CRAM module for seasonal
depressional features. At this point, only the perennial depressional module exists, and the
patch types used to assess the structural patch richness metric are not appropriate for seasonal
features, especially seasonal wetlands such as those found within Placer Vineyards. As a result,
only 31% the depressional wetland AAs scored above average for this attribute.
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Another possible reason for low physical structure scores may be that the seasonal wetlands on-
site are naturally very shallow. Seasonal wetlands are typically shallower than vernal pools. The
physical complexity of a well-developed vernal pool does not typically exist for a seasonal
wetland. Furthermore, agricultural practices such as discing or grazing may have a greater
affect on shallower features than to deeper well-defined pools. For comparison, 86% of the
vernal pool system AAs and 64% of the individual vernal pool AAs scored above average for this
attribute.

3.1.1.4 Biotic Structure Attribute

The analysis of the biotic structure attribute involves the assessment of the role of plants within
the AA. According to Collins ef &/ (2008a), plants influence the quantity, quality, and spatial
distribution of water and sediment within wetlands. This attribute looks at the number of
species, the percentage of invasion by non-native species, and the spatial distribution of plant
layers within the AA.

The average score for the biotic structure attribute of all AAs was 69.7, and the range for this
attribute was 29.2 (AA-4) to 94.4 (AA-50) (Figures 20. Biotic Structure Scores for All A4s). Of
the depressional wetland AAs, 13 had scores above the 69.7 average and 13 were below (Figure
21. Biotic Structure Scores for Depressional Wetland AAs). Among the individual vernal pool
AAs, 10 were at or above the average and four were below (Figure 22. Biotic Structure Scores
for Individual Vernal Pool AAs). Among the vernal pools system AAs, seven were at or above the
average of all AAs and seven were below (Figure 23. Biotic Structure Scores for Vernal Pool
System AAs). Given the fact that field surveys were conducted in August and September (due to
project timing constraints) values/scores for biotic structure are likely under represented.
However, these scores still allow for relative comparisons.

The same methodology problem that exists for seasonal wetlands and the physical structure
attribute is present within this attribute as well. The current Perennial Depressional module
assesses the number of plant layers within the wetland. Seasonal wetlands will artificially score
low for this attribute since they more closely resemble vernal pools than perennial seasonal
wetlands. However, they also cannot be assessed with the Individual Vernal Pool module
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because they would artificially score low due to a lack of plants species that represent vernal
pools.

Land-use practices appear to have a greater influence on the biotic structure attribute scores
(Figure 24. Scores for Biotic Structure by Land Uise Types). 1t appears that AAs located on dry
farmed land tend to have lower biotic structure scores For example, 66% of the dry farmed
AAs scored below average. AAs located on grazed lands tend to have higher biotic structure
scores; 71% of the grazed AAs scored above average. Two AAs (AA-2 and AA-5) occur on two
separate properties and therefore have two different land use types within the boundaries of the
AA. The land use type for these AAs was classified by which type contributed to 50% or mare of
the AA area. No apparent trend exists for AAs that occur within fallow grasslands.

3.2 Individual Assessment Area Results

The following is a discussion of each AA and their CRAM scores for each of the properties within
the Placer Vineyards site (see Figure 3). Several properties did not have any designated AAs
because they did not currently support wetlands that were assessable (i.e. recent discing) or
because the types of wetlands within that property were represented elsewhere within the Placer
Vineyards site.

321 Fong

The Fong property is composed of heavily grazed grassland. Two depressional wetland AAs (AA-
1 and AA-3) and a portion of two vernal pool system AAs (AA-2 and AA-5) are located on the
Fong property. The two vernal pool systems will be discussed as part of the Capri property.

AA-1 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-1is 78.6. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 84.0, 50.0, and 80.6, respectively. All of these scores are higher than the average
scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are structural patch
richness [(i.e. the number of different obvious types of physical surfaces or features that may
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provide habitat for wetland species (Collins ef a/. 2008a)], and all three sub-metrics of the plant
community composition metric.

AA-3 is a pond that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score for AA-3 is
79.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are
71.5, 62.5, and 91.7, respectively. All of these scores are higher than the average scores across
the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity [i.e.
the spatial association with other areas of aquatic resources (Collins et a/. 2008)], structural
patch richness, and the number of co-dominant species.

222 Capri

The Capri property is composed of dry farmed grassland. One individual vernal pool AA (AA-4)
and the remaining portions of the vernal pool systems (AA-2 and AA-5) are located on the Capri
property.

AA-4 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 59.6. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 84.0, 25.0, and 29.2,
respectively. All of these scores were lower than the average score across the site except for
the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are
structural patch richness, topographic complexity [i.e. micro- and macro-topographic relief
(Collins et a/. 2008a)], all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric, and
horizontal interspersion and zonation [i.e. the variety of distinct plant communities or plant
“zones" (Collins et a/. 2008a)].

AA-2 is a vernal pool system that occurs on both the Capri and Fong properties. The overall AA
score for AA-2 is 78.5. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic
structure attributes are 80.8, 72.9, and 77.1, respectively. All of these scores are higher than
the average score across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
topographic complexity and horizontal interspersion and zonation.
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AA-5 is a vernal pool system that occurs on both the Capri and Fong properties. The overall AA
score for AA-5 is 70.2. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic
structure attributes are 68.3, 60.4, and 68.8, respectively. All of these scores are at or above
the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
landscape connectivity, topographic complexity, vernal pool endemic richness, percentage of
plant invasion, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

323 PVELS

Land use on PV 815 is divided into two categories. The northern majority of the parcel, where
AAs 7 and 11-16 are located, is dry farmed, and the southeastern corner of the parcel, where
AAs 6, 8, and 10 are located, is fallow grassland that was historically disced. Seven vernal pool
systems (AA-6, AA-7, AA-8, AA-10, AA-12, AA-14, and AA-16), two individual vernal pool AAs
(AA-11 and AA-13), and one depressional wetland AA (AA-15) are located on the PV 815
property.

AA-6 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 59.2. Scaores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.6, 37.5, and 52.1,
respectively. The scores for these attributes are all lower than the average scores across the
site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, buffer
conditions [i.e. the condition of the buffer adjacent to the AA according to the extent and quality
of its vegetation cover and substrate (Collins ef al. 2008a)], structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, vernal pool endemic richness, percentage of invasion, and horizontal
interspersion and zonation.

AA-7 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 67.6. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.8, 50.0, and 64.6,
respectively. The scores are all lower than the average scores across the site except for the
physical structure attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores low score
are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, vernal pool
endemic richness, percentage of invasion, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.
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AA-8 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 64.6. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 47.9, 45.8, and 72.9,
respectively. The overall AA score and the buffer and landscape score are lower then the
average of these scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
landscape connectivity, buffer condition, structural patch richness, topographic complexity,
vernal pool endemic richness, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-10 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 72.3. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.8, 66.7, and 66.7,
respectively. The buffer and landscape attribute score and biotic structure score were lower
than the average scores for these attributes across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity sub-metric, topographic complexity,
vernal pool endemic richness, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-12 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 71.2. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.8, 58.3, and 70.8,
respectively. All of the scores were above the average scores across the site except for the
buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
landscape connectivity, topographic complexity, and vernal pool endemic richness.

AA-14 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 71.2. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.8, 62.5, and 66.7,
respectively. All of the scores were greater than the average scores across the site, except for
the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
landscape connectivity, topographic complexity, vernal pool endemic richness, and horizontal
interspersion and zonation.

AA-16 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 62.4. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 55.8, 56.3, and 45.8,
respectively. All of the scores are higher than the average scores across the site except for the
buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are
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landscape connectivity, vernal pool endemic richness, percentage of invasion, and horizontal
interspersion and zonation.

AA-11 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-11is 60.2. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 37.5, and 44.4, respectively. All three attributes and the overall AA score
are lower then the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower
scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, all three
sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric, and horizontal interspersion and
zonation.

AA-13 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 63.9. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 64.1, 37.5, and 54.2,
respectively. All three attributes and the overall AA score are lower than the average scores
across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity,
buffer width [i.e. the width of the buffer that adjoins the AA and provides either protection or
stress to the AA (Collins ef &/. 2008a)], structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and all
three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

AA-15 is comprised of a freshwater marsh that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The
overall AA score for AA-15 is 74.5. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and
biotic structure attributes are 71.5, 62.5, and 72.2, respectively. All three of these attributes and
the overall AA score were higher than the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-
metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, and all
three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

3.2.4 Pande Leon
The Pan de Leon property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two

individual vernal pool AAs (AA-9 and AA-51) and one depressional wetland AA (AA-52) are
located on the Pan de Leon property.
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AA-9 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 66.0. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 64.1, 25.0, and 66.0,
respectively. All of the scores are lower than the average scores across the site. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores include landscape connectivity, buffer condition,
structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and vernal pool endemic richness.

AA-51 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 78.5. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 76.6, 50.0, and 87.5,
respectively. All three of these attributes and the overall score were higher than the average
scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to a lower CRAM score were buffer
condition, structural patch richness, and vernal pool endemic richness.

AA-52 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-52 is 66.0. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 64.1, 25, and 75.0, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site, except for the biotic structure score. Metrics and sub-metrics that
contributed to the low scores were landscape connectivity, buffer condition, structural patch
richness, topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition

metric.

325 DF&80

No AAs were assessed on this property.

226 PV200

No AAs were assessed on this property.

327 Gulley 20

The Gully 20 property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. One

individual vernal pool AA (AA-18) and a small portion of a vernal pool system (AA-19) are located
on the Gully 20 property. AA-19 will be discussed as part of the PV 88 property.
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AA-18 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 66.8. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 84.0, 25.0, and 66.7,
respectively. The physical structure score, the biotic structure score and the overall AA score
were lower than the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics confributing to the
lower scores were structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and vernal pool endemic
richness.

328 PVE8

The PV 88 property is composed of fallow grassland that does not appear to have been
historically disced, or at least not in recent times. One vernal pool system (AA-20) and the
remainder of AA-19 are located on the PV 88 property.

AA-20 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA of 75.4. Scores for the buffer and landscape,
physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 93.3, 60.4, and 64.6, respectively. All of the
scores except for the biotic structure attribute scored higher than the average scores across the
site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores were vernal pool endemic richness
and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-19 is a vernal pool system that partially occurs on the Gully 20 property. The overall AA
score for AA-19 is 80.6. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic
structure attributes are 80.8, 66.7, and 75.0, respectively. All of these scores are higher than
the average score for these attributes across the site. Sub-metrics contributing to a slightly
lower biotic structure score were vernal pool endemic richness and percentage of invasion.

3.2.9 PV 290 Parcel 1

The PV 290 Parcel 1 property is composed of heavily grazed grassland. One depressional
wetland AA (AA-21) is located in the PV 290 Parcel 1 property.

AA-21 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-21 is 58.2. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
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attributes are 71.5, 25.0, and 36.1, respectively. All of the score except for the landscape and
buffer attribute were below the average of these scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores were landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, and all the metrics and sub-metrics of the biotic structure attribute.

3.2.10 PV 290 Parcel 2

The PV 290 Parcel 2 property is composed of heavily grazed grassland. Two individual vernal
pool AAs (AA-22 and AA-23) are located on the PV 290 Parcel 2 property.

AA-22 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 78.3. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 59.0, 75.0, and 87.5,
respectively. Only the buffer and landscape attribute scored lower than average. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to a lower score were landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
and vernal pool endemic richness.

AA-23 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 75.2. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 71.5, 50.0, and 79.2,
respectively. All of these scores are higher than the average scores for these attributes across
the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores were landscape connectivity and

vernal pool endemic richness.

3211 PVA()

No AAs were assessed on this property.

3.2.12 PGG Property

The PGG property is comprised of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two

depressional wetland AAs (AA-25 and AA-53) and one individual vernal pool AA (AA-24) are
located on the PGG Property.

17 2001-196 CRAM/CRAM Rpt



AA-25 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-25 is 64.4. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 37.5, and 61.1, respectively. All of the scores are lower than the average
across the site. All of the metrics and sub-metrics for these attribures scored relatively low
except for percent of buffer around the AA, average buffer width, and vertical biotic structure
[i.e. the degree of overlap amongst plant layers (Collins et a/. 2008a)].

AA-53 is a pond that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score for AA-53 is
78.6. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are
84.0, 50.0, and 88.9, respectively. All of these scores are higher than the average across the
site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores were structural patch richness and
number of co-dominant species,

AA-24 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 78.3. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 84.0, 50.0, and 87.5,
respectively. All of these scores are higher than the average across the site. Metrics and sub-
metrics contributing to lower scores were structural patch richness and vernal pool endemic
richness.

3.2.13 PV 356

The PV 356 property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two
depressional wetland AAs (AA-26 and AA-28) and one individual vernal pool AA (AA-27) are
located on the PV 356 property.

AA-26 is seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-26 is 67.8. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 68.3, 25.0, and 77.8, respectively. Only the physical structure and overall AA
score are below the average score across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the
lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity,
number of plant layers, and percentage of invasion.
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AA-28 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-28 is 70.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 84.0, 25.0, and 72.2, respectively. The only attribute that scored lower than the
average is physical structure. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are
structural patch richness, topographic complexity, number of co-dominant species, and
percentage of invasion.

AA-27 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 80.4. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 84.0, 50.0, and 87.5,
respectively. All of the scores were higher than the average scores across the site. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are structural patch richness, and vernal pool plant

endemics.

2214 PV239

The maijority of the PV 239 property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically in rice
production. A small portion in the southeastern corner is composed of oak woodland Two
depressional wetland AAs (AA-29 and AA-31) are located on the PV 239 property. AA-29 is
located within the fallow grassland and AA-31 is located within the oak woodland.

AA-29 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-29 is 62.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 37.5, and 69.4, respectively. All of the scores are below the average score
across the site except for biotic structure which is equal to the average score for that attribute.
Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural
patch richness, topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community
composition metric,

AA-31 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-31 is 61.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 25.0, and 61.1, respectively. All of these scores are below the average for
these attributes across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are
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landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, all three sub-metrics
of the plant community composition metric, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

3.2.15 PVA®)

The PV A(b) property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Three
depressional wetland AAs (AA-30, AA-32, and AA-33) are located on the PV A(b) property.

AA-30 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-30 is 63.4. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 71.5, 37.5, and 44.4, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric, and
harizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-32 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-32 is 57.1. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 25.0, and 52.8, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site, Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are landscape
connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, all three sub-metrics of the plant
community composition metric, and horizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-33 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-33 is 69.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 37.5, and 80.6, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the biotic structure attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.
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3216 PV 1794

No AAs were assessed on this property.

J.2.17 PV 1798

The PV 179B property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two
depressional wetland AAs (AA-36 and AA-37) and one individual vernal pool AA (AA-17) are
located on this PV 179B property.

AA-36 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-36 is 67.5. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 84.0, 25.0, and 61.1, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and all
three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

AA-37 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-37 is 63.4. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 25.0, and 69.4, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the biotic structure attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

AA-17 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 74.4. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 68.3, 50.0, and 79.2,
respectively. All of the scores are above or at the average scores across the site. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.
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3218 PVEB

The PV B property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Four
depressional wetland AAs (AA-34, AA-35, AA-38, and AA-50) are located on the PV B property.

AA-34 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-34 is 64.8. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 50.0, and 66.7, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the physical structure attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric, and
vertical biotic structure.

AA-35 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-35 is 62.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and bictic structure
attributes are 71.5, 25.0, and 52.8, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric, and

horizontal interspersion and zonation.

AA-38 is a seasonal marsh that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-38 is 50.8. This was the lowest overall AA score for all the AA in the Placer Vinearyds
site. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are
55.8, 25.0, and 72.2, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average scores across
the site except for the buffer and landscape attribute. The score for the hydrology attribute
(50.0) also contributed to the low overall AA score for this AA. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, water source, hydroperiod, structural
patch richness, topographic complexity, number of co-dominant species, and vertical biotic
structure.
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AA-50 is a freshwater marsh that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-50 is 61.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 71.5, 37.5, and 94.4, respectively. The only scores that are lower than average
for these attributes are the physical structure score and the overall AA score. The score for the
hydrology attribute (41.7) also contributed to the low overall AA score for this AA. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, all three metrics of the
hydrology attribute, structural patch richness, and topographic complexity.

3219 Weatt x Baseline #3

The Watt x Baseline #3 property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced.
One vernal pool system (AA-47) and a small portion of another vernal pool system (AA-48) are
located on the Watt x Baseline #3 property.. AA-48 will be discussed as part of the Doyle
property.

AA-47 is vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 68.1. Scores for the buffer and
landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 68.3, 33.3, and 79.2,
respectively. The only score that was below average is the physical structure attribute. Metrics
and sub-metrics contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch
richness, topographic complexity, and vernal pool endemic richness.

2220 PVC

The PV C property is composed of a fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two
depressional wetland AAs (AA-39 and AA-40) and one individual vernal pool AA (AA-41) are
located on the PV C property.

AA-39 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-39 is 63.6. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 68.3, 25.0, and 61.1, respectively. All of the scores were lower than the average
scores across the site except for the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
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contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

AA-40 is a freshwater marsh that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-40 is 64.3. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 68.3, 50.0, and 80.6, respectively. All of these scores are at or above the average
scores for these attributes except for the overall AA score. The lower overall AA score is due to
the low hydrology score (58.3) for this AA. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to the lower
scores are landscape connectivity, hydroperiod, structural patch richness, and number of plant

layers.

AA-41 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 74.1. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 71.5, 50.0, and 75.0,
respectively. All of the scores were higher than the average scores across the site. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
vernal pool endemic richness and percentage of invasion.

3.2.21 Hodel

The Hodel property is composed of heavily grazed grassland. One individual vernal pool AA (AA-
46) and a small portion of a vernal pool system (AA-48) are located on the Hodel property. AA-
48 will be discussed as part of the Doyle property.

AA-46 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 78.5. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 68.3, 62.5, and 83.3,
respectively. All of the scores are at or above the average scores across the site. Metrics and
sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
vernal pool endemic richness, and percentage of invasion.
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3222 Doyle

The Doyle property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two individual
vernal pool AAs (AA-44 and AA-54), one depressional wetland AA (AA-45), one vernal pool
system (AA-49) and the remainder of the vernal pool system AA-48 is located on the Doyle
property.

AA-44 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 77.3. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 71.5, 62.5, and 75.0,
respectively. All of the scores are above the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-
metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, vernal
pool endemic richness, and percentage of invasion.

AA-54 is comprised of an individual vernal pool with an overall AA score of 58.5. Scores for the
buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure attributes are 59.0, 37.5, and 37.5,
respectively. All of the scores are below the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-
metrics contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness,
topographic complexity, vernal pool endemic richness, percentage of invasion, and horizontal
interspersion and zonation.

AA-45 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-45 is 74.8. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 59.0, 62.5, and 77.8, respectively. All of the scores are above the average scores
across the site, except for the buffer and landscape attribute. Metrics and sub-metrics
contributing to the lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, and all
three sub-metrics of the plant community composition metric.

AA-49 is a vernal pool system with an overall AA score of 80.7. This AA had the highest overall
score throughout the entire site. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and
biotic structure attributes are 62.5, 87.5, and 89.6, respectively. All of the scores are above the
average scores across the site, except for the buffer and landscape attribute. The only metric
that contributed to a lower score was landscape connectivity.
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AA-48 is a vernal pool system that is partially on the Watt x Baseline #3, Hodel, and Doyle
properties. The overall AA score for AA-48 is 73.8. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical
structure and biotic structure attributes are 68.3, 45.8, and 81.3, respectively. All of the scores
are at or above the average scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to
lower scores are landscape connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and

vernal pool endemic richness.

3.2.23 Mourier 135

The Mourier 135 property is composed of fallow grassland that was historically disced. Two
depressional wetland AAs (AA-42 and AA-43) are located on the Mourier 135 property.

AA-42 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The averall AA score
for AA-42 is 75.9. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 71.5, 62.5, and 69.4, respectively. All of the scores are at or above the average
scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape
connectivity, structural patch richness, vernal pool endemic richness, number of co-dominant
species, and vertical biotic structure.

AA-43 is a seasonal wetland that was assessed as a depressional wetland. The overall AA score
for AA-43 is 66.4. Scores for the buffer and landscape, physical structure and biotic structure
attributes are 68.3, 25.0, and 66.4, respectively. All of the scores are at or below the average
scores across the site. Metrics and sub-metrics contributing to lower scores are landscape
connectivity, structural patch richness, topographic complexity, and all three sub-metrics for the

plant community composition metric.

4.0 SUMMARY

ECORP conducted a CRAM assessment at the Placer Vineyards site in Placer County, California
during August and September 2009. The CRAM assessment was conducted to document current
(pre-project) conditions and compare relative values of wetlands across the property. ECORP
biologists, with the assistance of staff from the Corps, EPA, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
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collected field data related to four attributes identified by the CRAM methodology as important
indicators of wetland conditions.

The scores for each of the attributes and the overall score for each AA are summarized in Table
2. The average AA score was 69.1, and total AA scores ranged from 50.80 (AA-38) to 80.7 (AA-
49) (see Figure 3 and Attachment B).

On average, the depressional wetland AAs (comprised mostly of seasonal wetlands) scored lower
than either of the other two AA types (vernal pool systems and individual vernal pools). This is
likely due to several factors. First, agricultural practices may have a greater impact on shallower
and topographically less-defined features. Second, there is currently no CRAM module to
accurately assess seasonal depressional features that are not characterized as vernal pools.
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Figure 4. Qverall CRAM Scores For All AAs
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Figure 5. Overall CRAM Scores for Depressional Wetland AAs*
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Figure 6. Overall CRAM Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs'
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Figure 8. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores For All AAs
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Figure 10. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs'
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Figure 11. Buffer and Landscape Context Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs
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Figure 12. Hydrology Scores For All AAs
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Figure 14. Hydrology Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs’

1100 + — Average Affribute Score for all Ads = 93.7

a 13 7 18 22 23 24 27 41 44 46 51 54

Assessment Area Number

100.0 +

90.0 +

80.0 +

0.0 1

60.0 1

40.0 +

300 1

10.0 +

0.0 -

! The Individual Vernal Pool AA data represented on this graph is a subset of the data from Figure 12.



Score (%)

Figure 15. Hydrology Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs'
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Figure 16. Physical Structure Scores For All AAs
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Figure 17. Physical Structure Scores for Depressional Wetland AAs'
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Figure 18. Physical Structure Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs'
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Figure 19. Physical Structure Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs'
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Figure 20. Biotic Structure Scores For All AAs
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Figure 21. Biotic Structure Scores for Depressional Wetland AAs
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Figure 22. Biotic Structure Scores for Individual Vernal Pool AAs*
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Figure 23. Biotic Structure Scores for Vernal Pool System AAs'
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Figure 24. Scores for Biotic Structure by Land Use Type
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ATTACHMENT A

CRAM Scoring Sheets and Maps



Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

| Your Name: Eric S_titt

Assessment Area Name: 1

. ﬁssessme:r;t Mo.

Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
O Restoration O Mitigation . 1J Impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [J alkaline marsh [ alkali flat Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[J ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

year. Shori-diration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[0 long-duration [] medium-duration W short-duration

Long-diration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin = 5 out of 10
vears,) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? L yes M no

| Is the topographic basin of the wetland Ol distinet  or B indistinet

: An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and |

upland. Evamples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.
|
|

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmeni Area: | EXVIRONAIENTAL CORSULTANT S



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 1
Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wertland

| _ﬂmjhm‘.l: 1: Bulfer and Landscape Context Comments
T, o =]
i Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):| B | 9
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)[’ o
| (B Suhareirich Seore for Buffer: A 12
, Prrcens of A4 st Buffer
. (i Subeneiric) Score for Bagfer: A 12 o
I lrenge Bgfer I il
i (D Subeeiric) Seore for Buffor | B 9
; Bsffer Cadition ! B
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)0.5)70.5) 17 |Final Awribute Score= a4
I (Raw Score/24) x 100
| Aunribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
i Mphs  Numene
: Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: A 12 Sl
i Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12 e
Raw Anribute Score = sum of numerie scorcs: 3¢  |Final Attribute Score= | -E
| {Raw Score/36) = 100
' Anribute 3: Physieal Structure Attribute —
Mlphs | Mumeric
Srruerural Patch Richness: D 3
Topographic Complexity: . Q T
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 12  |Final Auribute Score= 50
| {(Raw Score/24) x 100
_ Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)[ O
Plant cmmgsmnm.1 C 6
MNauber of Plat Layers |
Piant Conrmunity Sndwetric B: | D 3
Number of Co-tominant species
Pleant Cormmmmity Submveiric C: i C ]
Pereent Inrasion | I
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)  |= 0
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation |~ A | 12 | B = e
| | |
Vertical Biotic Structure A 12 —
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 29 |Final AwibuteScore=(Raw 80,4
i Score,/36) x 100 |
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 78.65

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

ligrisment e 1

ERVIRORMERTAL CORSE
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Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

i Assessment Area Name: 1 AA Type: Seasonal Wetland

___Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species?
Lolium multiflorum v
Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species?
Hordewm marinum v
Eremacarpus setigerus - - '[':]* -
Juncus bufonius ]

R PEgEbamr}w .':ni:rﬂmn.': o _|:| -

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: | EXVIHUNMERTAL CONAULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

3 ]_'{- 5 4 L

E5°

“Assessment Team Members for This AA
Debra Sykes .
Jinnah Benn

* Eric Stitt

Daria Snider
AA Category:
] Restoration [l Mitigation . [0 Impacted ¥ Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh ] alkali fla Vemal Pool System

_—— ]

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[} ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry
What is the appamntiyd_rdl;gic regime of the wetland? |

Long-duration depressional wetllands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10
years,) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year,

[J long-duration ] medium-duration W] short-duration
Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes M po |
Is the topographic basin of the wetland L] disinet  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, whicl may be fniricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks abvious boundaries between wetland and
wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depresstonal wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

Assessnieit Area! 2 FRVIHDORMENTAL CONSILTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 2

Comments

ﬂn_b‘_l.!'m 1: Buffer and Landscape Context
- | Alpha  Nuemeric
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A): B 9
 Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)| T
(T8 Sustmneinic) Seoe for Buffer: A 12
Perent of #121 aith Bigffer

(C e S B | A | 12
Averuige Buffer Wy

hmﬂmu: 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

| Plant C Conunu.ml'_r Cnmpnntmn (Based on sub-meirics A-C)

{12 Subereiric) Seure  for Buffer: B =]
Buuffer Comdiiran
Raw Aturibute Seore = sum A+ (Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5) Final Attribute Score= 80.8
(Raw Score/24) » 100
Auribute 2: Hydrology Auribute
ﬁh"’ll Nm
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: B 9
Hydrologic Connectivity: | B 9 o
Raw Atuibute Score = sum of numeric scores: 30  |Final Awsibute Seare= = 835
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Artribute
Mipha | Numenc |
Struetural Parch Richness: B 9 |
Topographie Complexity: N _E_ﬁ Averoge of & poals
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 17.5 |Final Auribute Score= 729
(Raw Score/24) x 100

 Plant Conmunity Submetric A] B 9

Vernal Pao! Endenricr Richaess

Plant Comnrienity Snbpretric B: A 12

MNawnwler of Co-doeutnant species

Plant Comnranity Suboretric C: B 9
Pervewt Invagion | | [USSSE SRS
Plant Community Composition:

{Average of submetries A-C)
Haorizontal Interspersion and Zonation | 8.5

r Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:
|

18.5 Final Attribute Smrn—{lhw

Scorc/24) x 100

| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

AAiserserent ez 2

‘” ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTAL COMNSDLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 2

Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species

Lodisem muleiflarsm W] ]

Plagiobothyys stipitatus ssp. micranthiss O M

Polypagon monspeliensis ] ]

Lasthenia glabberima O] vl

Convolsuius arvensis u] O

Henvizonia fitchii O O

Species List for Large pool 2 _ Invasive Species Endemic Species

Glyeeria declinata ] ]

Hemizonia fitchii 0 Cl

Eremocarpur sefigerns [ |

Ranuncitls bowariensis O %]

Lalium wultiflorsm [ __|:|

Convolonlus arvensis 0 Ol

Plagiobotbrys stipitatus ssp. micranthies O vl

Species List for Large pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species

Lafisim wnltifforsn ] N

Ghyceria declinata v O

Ransmncilees bonariensés O

Eremocarpus sefigeries | _i:'l R

Plagiobothrys stipitatus sip. micranthis O bl

Species List for Small pool 1 _ Invasive Species Endemic Species

Deschampsia danthenfoides ] bl
__‘ﬁ;#mm TR ; E o -_.El—— T
" Hemizonia fitehii o O O

Laliven maltiforsm S o | M

Polypagon monspeliensis - ) bl UJ il
j_- Species List for Small pau_l 2 " Invasive Species Endemic gﬁccie_s_

Polypagon monspefiensis bl L]

Lasthenia glabberima o [~

Rumex evispus T - BT
| Trifolinm species - s [

Assessmeni Aren: 2

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIROMNMENTAL CONSIPLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System
Lolieens mudtifforsm i)

Erensocarpus setigerns |
Erynginm vaseyi o O
Hordetm TR bl

RO 8OO

P&ggﬂ;g!.{rg': J’!JJ";.I'-.:‘-:I-HE'JP. mticranthis 1

Species-l List for Small pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobothrys sndulatns _
Eremocarpus sefigerits
[ﬂﬁgmuﬂfkﬂﬁ}h‘
Glycerta declinata
Polypogon monspeliensis

Ranwencreles bonariensis

0| & &) &I O O
RO OO 08

Assessment Area 2 N
5

__Total Endemic Species: 6
. Total Other Species:

6
o = .
Total Number Unique Species: 15

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessient Aren. 2 FRVIHDOAMERTAL COWSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Pond

Your Name: Eric Stitt

Assessment Arca Name: 3

| Date: 8/18/2009

Assessment No. 12 : 2 M i

Assessment Team Mabers for This M )

Daria Snider
Debraiykes
Jinnah Benn
Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[J Restoration [0 Mitigation . O Impacted ¥ Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[J freshwater marsh [J alkaline marsh [J alkali flat Pond

Which best describes the l:lydrolugic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
] pondedfinudated W] saturated soil, but no surfacewater O dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in = 5 out of 10
years.,) Mediwm-duration depmrﬁunnf wetlands are deﬁr:e'a' ays supporfing surface wn-.‘erﬁ;r between 4 and 9 months e;!f.l‘.fre
| year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

bl long-duration ] medium-duration [l short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? L yes © no

' Is the topographic basin of the wetland L1 dgistinee or B indistinct

| An indistinct, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately imterspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneons over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries berween wetland and
| upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Cﬂnsultinq, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 3 ERVIHORMENTAL COSSULTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 3

Autribute 1: Bulfer and Landscape Context

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):

Eonuments

Buffcr (bascd on sub-metrics B-I)|

" {18 Subreiric) Scort for Baffer
Perseunt of A wsthy Bagfer

(€ Sudmuiric) Score for Baffer:
Arentge Bufler Whdtfe

I Sutenetric) Score for Duffer:
Heaffer Condinion

A 12

12

A

B ?

Raw Auribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5)

" [Final Auribute Score=

71.5
(Raw Score/24) x 100

Attribute 2: Hydrology Aribute

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribuie Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

91.7

Auribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Structural Patch Richness:

— =

Tapng-lﬁplu'n Complexity: |

9

Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

15 }Fln:i Aurrribute Score=

62.5

(Raw Score/24) x 100

Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute
Flant Community Composition (Based on sub-metries A-C)
Plant Comamunity Sulmetric A:{ B 92
N_Ehr gl"ﬂﬁw.f Layers

6

Pilant Comnranity Subweteic B: C

Nismber of Ca-donsinant species

Pilawt Comemanmity Sulwsetric C:
Pervent Inpasion

A 12

{Average of submerrics A-C)

Plant Community Composition: |

?

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

! Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Vertical Biotic Structure

12

12

3

Final Atiribute Score=(Raw |
Seore/36) x 100 |

- Owerall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

AAssesimment A 1

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FR'H 15\2 MERTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

A.ssessmem_: gr-eah Name: 3

..{A Type: Pm_:_u._‘i_:

Plagiobothrys stipi tatus

Eleocharis macrostachya

Plant Layer: Floating or Can npy-fur;ling Invasive Species?
Najas guadalupensis 0O
Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species? )
Rumex crispus O
Plant Layer: Short i ln;.fgi;e';jpeci&s? ==
Polypogon monspeliensis &
Lasthenia glabberima |
I'. Epilobium densiflorum - - 0
C;yps;:r:':}menaidﬁ - | il
O
[

Assessnnenr Area: 3

uﬁ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXNVIHONMENTAL CONSITLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Area Name: 4

Assessment No.

Assessment Team Members for This AA
Eric Stitt

Daria Snider

AA Category:
[ Restoration [ Mitigation - O 1mpacted & Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh L alkaline marsh O  alkali fia vl Vernal Pool

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[] pondedfinudated (] saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waiter for > 9 months af the year fin = 3 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waier for between 4 and 9 months of the
vear. Shori-duration wetfands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[] long-duration [ medium-duration W] short-duration
Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? [J yes © no
Is the topographic basin of the wetland O dgistine  or ™ indistinet

An indistines, sueh as vernal pool complexes and forge wet meadaws, whiel may be intricately interspersed with uplands ar
seeningly homageneous over very large areas, lopographic bastn is one that lacks obvious boundaries berween wetland aend
wpland. Examples of such feaiures ave seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 4 ERVIRORMERTAL CONSELTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 4

Atcibute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

[

e —

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):

(0 Subeneiric) Score for Buffer: | A
Pereent of Ll aith Duffer

(C Subssetric) Score for Buffer:

Arerupe Breffer (PRl

T (D Swbeeini) Seor for Buffer: | B
rdassisiisd

Raw Attribuic Scorc = sum A+(Bx(CxD)"0.5)"0.5)

| 12

l A

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)f -

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Seore,/24) x 100

Auribute 2: Hydrology Anribute

Murmesic

Water Source:

12

Hydroperiod:

12

e

12

36

Final Atribute Score=

100
{Raw Score/36) x 100

Anribute 3: Physical Structure Audbute

Alpha

Structural Parch Richness:

Topogeaphic Complexity:

--i"l-.l_wﬁl‘:rihl;ic Score = sum of numenc scores:

Final Attribute Score=
{Raw Score/24) x 100

Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Atribute

Plaut Conmnnity Subowetric 4. D | 3
Vermal Pool Endeanics Richners “
Plawt Community Submersic B: | C | 6
MNuber of Co-tlominant shecies
Plawt Comemanity Subsrereic | D 3
Persenit lnvasion |
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation I

Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)[ 5

[ " Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

7

Final Attribute Score=(Raw |
{Seore/24) x 100 i

' Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

t 59.55

1

linesrereni sl 4

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ERVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

Assessment Area Name: 4

Species List for Vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ransncwlus bonariensis O

 Lalinaw multiflorsm S PE—— [~ O

* Ghweria declinata - - =
Assessment Area 4 N
Total Invasive Species: 2
Total Endemic Species: e

__Total OtherSpecies: 0
Pl e e

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmeni Area: 4 EXVIRONAMERTAL CONSULIANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Yﬂur Name: Daria Snider

Assessmmt Area Mame: 5

Assessmenl No. Bl £
Asses&ment Team Memb&rs frThls AA
Debra Sykes
| Eric Stitt

S—

|
1
|
|

AA Category:
[ Restoration [] Mitigation £ [ Impacted ¥ Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh [J alkali flat Vemal Pool System

]
EE e m— —— ——

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ pondedfinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-dwration depressional wetlands ave defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10
years,) Mediwn-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months af the
year. Short-duration werlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[l long-duration [0 medium-duration short-duration
— - |
| Does your wetland connect with the ﬂuudp]am ut" a nea.rby stream? U yes E o !
Is the topographic basin of the wetland (1 distint or M indistinct '

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately imerspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topograplic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
| upland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

.a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessiment Area: § FRXVIHOMNMESTAL CiRAULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 5

V e

Attribute 1: Buffer and Lnnﬂucg

1Cummuun

Buffer (based on sub-metries H-D}
(B Swhmesric) Seore for Buffer: A | 12

Landscape Connectivity (Metrie A): F |

e L

Prrvent af L1 v Buffer '
(C St Seo for Bglie | A 12 !
~lrenuge Huffer Vil | 1
D Submetri) Score for Buffer. | B | 9 )
Diaffer Comdiiion |
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)~0.5)*0.5) Final Astribute Score= 483
(Raw Score/24) x 100
Auribute 2: Hydrology Antribute
| Alpha Nuimene
Water Source: | A 12
Hydroperiod: | B 9
Hydrologic Connectivity: | B 9
Raw Attribute Seore = sum of numeric scores: - 30  |Final Auribute Score= 833
{Raw Seore/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Atiribute
. Alpha Numene |
Structural Patch Richness: = B 9 i
Topographic C;l:unplndty: I £S5 Average of & ﬁ:als {
| Raw Aturibute Score = sum of numeric scores: ) 14.5 |Final Auribute Score= £0.4
(Raw Score/24) x 100 !
Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

Piaut Conenmunity Submetric A1 C | 6
Vernal Paal Endensier Rickwess i
Piamt Conmmunity Sulumetric B: A 12
Nuwiler of Codosringnt ghecies
Plant Community Swlumetric C: C 6
Percent Invarion
Plant Community Composition:
| {Average of submetrics A-C)

Plant Community ﬂnmpotmlm (Based on lub-ml:lnu A-C-] [

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

Average of & pools

Raw .ﬁ.;l;l‘h:ltc-s-:nﬂ_! = sum of numeric BIE,HI!.I:‘B:

16.5 |Final Arribute Scare=(Raw
Score/24) x 100

7‘_'73.5'-

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

i 70.2

Alireriesent Sl ¥

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EAVIHONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 5

Species List for Large pool 1

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Plagiobothrys stipitatues sip. micranthus

O

Rasmexc erispus

Laltum mﬂif-{,ﬂ?;m.w

Lasthenia glabberima

T.r'jl.r;lgm Llomeratum

| Pobspagon manspeliensis

¥ Huoredain .m;:;ww

Glyceria declinata

KR 800 & &

Species List for Large pool 2

Invasiv Spm"és-

i

Species Endemi

Lolinn vanltefloraen

FPlagiobotbrys stipitatus 1p. mricresthis

" Hemizonia fitehii

Polypagon mongpeliensis

Eryngirems vaseye

II-I Haordeuns nrarinum
Prilocarphas brevissinms

| ——

RIOROOROs00008008

ORI O &0 0

Species List for Large pool 3

Invasive F;jmcies Endemic Species

Ranrncidees bonariensts

R e ———

Haovdesine moarineim

Lalisim mltifloram

O
v O
v 0

Species List for Small pool 1

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Plagiobathrys stipitafus ssp. micranthis

i e

Convolvwlus arvensis
Eryngitins mgf._:'

et

g
g e

il
y Ham’a-;zm marinm

' Species List for Small pool 2

Bannnendur bonarsensis

Assessment Area: §

~ Invasive Species Endemic Sl:_lccli_:s
e g

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FRVIRDSMENTAL CORGULITANTS




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Lolinne moseitiflorsem [l
Convalvniir arvensis o l:—J ] F
_:'-:‘:_]Emci;s List for Small__-puul?:_ . Invasive Species Endemic Spccitsi

| Ladiwenr ennneltsflarsim Wl | |

I i |
Assessment Area 5 N

_ Total Invasive Species: 5

Tmal Endm:m{: Spt:mes 5
_Total OtherSpecies: 3
__Total Number Unique Species: 13 |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc,
Assessment drea: 5 FAVIRURMERTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

[ Your Waine: Darts Smider o ]

Assesément Lea Name: 6

Assessment No.

Assessment Team Mbcrs

" Daria Snider
Peter_Ba]-f;::-ur

AA Category:
] Resteration [] Mitigation . (] Impacted M Other

——

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh [0 alkali fla W  Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[l pondedfinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater %) dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duraiion depressional weilands are deffned as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressianal wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year, Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

] tong-duration [] medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? ] yes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland L) distinet  or indistinet

An indistined, such as vernal pool eonplexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands ar |
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obviows boundaries between wetland and !
| upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional weilands in very low-gradient landscapes.

e —

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: & FRVIRORMESIAL CONSILTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 6

: al Pool em
. Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments
I | Alpha  Numerc
| Landscape Conncctivity (Metric A): | 6
I Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-I)
(B Subwetric) Soore for Buffer: | B 9
Perrent of 211 with Buffer
(C by S B | B |9 - 5
AArerupe Huffer Widthe
(L2 Suebemetric) Seorr for Duffer G &
Buffer Conditinn
| Raw Auribute Score = sum  A-+({Dx(BxC)*0.5)"0.5) 13.35 |Final Attribute Score= 554
: (Raw Score/24) x 100
| Antribute 2: Hydrology Awribute
! Mpla  Hatoe
Water Souree: A 12
Hydroperiod: A -ﬂ] 2
| Hydrologic Connectivity: | B 9 o
S 1 | |
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 33 | Final Auribute Score= @1.7
: |{(Raw Score,/36) x 100 |
_ Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute |
Alpha | Mumenc
Structural Paich Richness: D 3
Topographic Complexity: & | Average of & pools ;
" Raw Attribute Score = sum of pumeric scorcs: g |Final Atribute Score= 3}'_55_
, |(Raw Score/24) x 100 |
. Awtribute 4: Biotic Structure Arnributc |
_ Plant Community Cum|;ulitim: {Based on sub-meirics A-C)
Plant Community Submetre A7 D 3 |
Vernal Pool Endesmicr Richness i
Plant Comuramity Sulbmetric B: B 9 i
Nimber of Co-slominant species |
Plant Commanity Subwetric C: | D 3 ]
Pereent Invagon :
Plant Community Composition: 5 {
(Average of submetrics A-C) |
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | b 75 Average of 6 pools I
: SRR S, _ . |
Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores: ]_2_5 -lF'ml.l Attribute Score=(Raw 52, ]]
Score/24) x 100
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 59.22|

|

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
< lazeseement lvwar & FRVINOXMENTAL CORSULIANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 6
Species List for Latge pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Glyeeria declinata i O
Lolinm mntltifforsem - (] O
" Hordeuns marinum e — ¥ L]
Species List for Large pool 2 Invasive Epﬁ:.:iES‘ Endemic Species
Ghyceria declinata M =)
 Hordewn marimwme O
Laolinm mondiiflorna - v L]
~ Species List for Latge pool 3 Invasive Spccics; ‘Endemic Species
G_}j.'rma deciinata [ ]
Plagiobothrys stipitatues ssp. micramthus )
Lolinrm amwitiffornm - 2 - J_"-[j“—
- gpecies List for Small pool 1 Invasive Epi:.'t!iﬂﬁ- Endemic Species
Lolinm wnﬁg}ﬁn;r;_ a |:|
Hardewss marimm o ¥ ]
SI;E;CiES List for Small pool 2 ~ Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ladinr mueitifforsim o B vl N
- dﬁ_r;ecies List for Small pool 3 T Invasi;e-:".,“;p-t_cies"Er_xde‘nﬁ;épccics
B E_{Eﬂnﬂﬂ arenarinm | O
" Gheeria declinata o R
| Lol msdtiflorsm ¥ ]
_| Assessment Area 6 ™
......Lotal Invasive Species: £
. Total Endemic Species:
_ Total Other Species: 1
Total Number Unique Species: 5

Assessmemt Area: 6

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSILTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

' Your Name: Daria Snider

-Assessrnent Area Name: 7
—ﬁssessment No.

| Date: 9/9/2009

Daria Snider

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
] Restoration [ Mitigation - O Impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[0 freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh ] alkali flat M Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
(] pondediinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater ] dry
 What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duraiion depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months af the year {in > 3 out of 10
years,) Mediven-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between & and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months aof the year.

[ long-duration O medium-duration M shon-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? U oyes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland L] dgisine  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricarely interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous aver very large arcas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obvions boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such featwres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 7 EXVIRDAAMENTAL CONSHLTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 7

Vemal : Vernal Pool Syste
Attribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context |Comments )
T Algha  Numenc | S
Landscape Connectivity (MetricA); D 3
l Bulfer (based on sub-metrics B-D)] ~ 7 §
' (B Suberetri) Score for Bafer: | A 12 ;
Percent af L1 usth Baffer
(C Sutometric) Seore for Duffer A 12 - __ .
Arenige Buffer Widrl: - T ]
(L) Subemetric) Score for Daffer: B 9
Baffer Conditieue o B
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5) 13.39 |Final Auribute Score= 558
{Raw Score/24) x 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Antribute
Mpha HNumenc
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12 | ]
H;Emlugm ﬁonnc:liﬂq': A 12 o
| Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 Final Atribute Score= 100
l {Raw Score/36) x 100
| Attribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute i
| Alpha | Mumenc |
| Structural Patch Richness: C 6 |
! - - aa - i
i Topographic Complexity: & | Average of & pools
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 12 |Final Auribute Score= _5‘6
i |(Raw Score/24) x 100
| Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Arribute i B
! Plamt 'I_:.n:rnunh]r Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) Rt
| Plant Comnnunity Subumetric Az C [ L™
i N !’nwau’ Pml’ Endernics Richness
| Plant Comaranity Sulvwetrc B: A 12
. Nusabber of Co-ddoswinaut species |
| Plant Cormity Submetric C: | C 6 |
| Prreent [npanan
Flant Community Composition: I
{Average of submetrics A-C) |
' Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation [ 7.5 Averoge of & pools I
e— e e et e E ow — _.______...1_..._._._...- —_———— - ———
" Raw Atwibute Score = sum of numeric scores: | .1.5.”.5, ‘Final ﬁu_t:ﬂ;&;e;ﬁ:w_ .|H_-h _64|.5
| Score/24) x 100
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

6?.6|

Arserromend A 7

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTAL CONSIM TANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 7
Species List for Large Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
| Phalaris species L O
" Glyweria declinata W O
: T — _ﬂnmm -_ﬁ_ ]
Species List for Large Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthues O
i Lﬂfiﬂm_n:rm_ﬂféﬂamm v ]
Lythrum hyssopifolinns ™ O
Donmingia species 0 7
Convolvlis arvensis ] O
e e
Rantunculus bonariensis = i
Species List for Large Pool3 Invasive Epemea Endemic Species
Ghyeria declinata O
Reananculs bonariensis o O
" Plagiobothrys stipitatus P mmmbw o %
Convolunlus arvensis O O
| Lol rtiform ¥ 0
'  Species List for Small Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
| Comvolwlus arvensis ul O
. Lolfsins mseltiflorm W O
Species List for Small Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
\ Loliwm multiflorsm i) O
- Comvolbmlus arvensis O O
!__ j;;n;: Ei.'ﬂf.ﬂnmr h O O
i_ ~ Species List for Small Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lalisire munlts j?ﬁrmﬁr %) O
I__H:rdmm mrarinm - - | O I
 Convollus arvensis s o O __-|

Assessiment Area: T

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

EAVIROANMERTAL COXNSILTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area 7

_ Total Endemic Species:
Igj;g[ Q;her Species:

j’ggm;m'a Z

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area; 7 FEVIRDNVMENTAL CORSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

| Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Area Name: 8

Assessment No.

" Date: 8/27/2009

Assossmott Team Wanilsers £or This AR

Daria Snider
Peter Balfour

AA Category:
] Restoration [ Mitigation - O Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh ] alkali flax M Vernal Pool System

‘Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
O ponded/inudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry
What is the appareni hyd;)iugic regime of the wetland? B

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 menths of the year (in = 5 out af 10
years.) Mediwm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 monchs of the year.

] long-duration [ medium-duration b short-duration

Does your wetland connect w:th the floodplain of a nearby stream? D_:p:s _E no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland Ol distinet  or indistinet

An indigiinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel meadows, which may be intricately interspersed wich uplands or
seemingly homogeneous aver very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvions boundaries between wetland and
npland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional weifands tn very low-gradient landscapes.

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aszseszomeni Area: 8 LYANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 8
Vernal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System

Attribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Connectivity (MetricA): D
Buifer (based on sub-metrics 'i_" =5

B Swbwmetric) Sooer for Baffer: |
mﬁwﬂg".-‘l.-’iu.::ﬂﬁr | A 12

T - M T
Arensge Pufer Widthe

{12 Snbeeteic] Seorr for Bufer c =
Baffer Cousition

Raw Auribute Seore = sum A+ (Dx{BxC)"0.5)"0.5)

{Final Attributc Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

479

Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribuie

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologic Connectivity: |

Raw Antribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

a3 Final Attribute Scare=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

71.7

| Asribute 3: Physical Structure Aribute

Swructural Paich Richness:

Topographic Complexity:

B Average of 6 pools

Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

11 [Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Seore/24) = 100

458

| Astribute 4 Biotic Structure Artribute

Plant Cum.rfl_l._l.l.'!.it_!"f_:_umpﬂﬂlim {Bascd on sub-mewrics A-C)|

Plant Community Subwetric 4] C 6
1 ermid Poof Endemicr Richwers

Plaut Comseamity Submetric B: | A 12
Naumsber of Co-somtimant species

Plant Carumnity Submetric C: | B 9

Percent Invarion |

Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

—— —_—— - P e

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Awujé ol & pools

17.5 Final Auribute Score=(Raw
Seoref24) x 100

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) |

64.57

Aluiesiomend A 8

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FEXVIRONMENTAL COMMADLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 8
Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ranuncilns bomariensis H)
Loliwns monltiflornms v O
Convelenlis arvensis O u]
Lasthenta plabberima o | i
nﬁ_l:-l?:cies List for Large pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic gpéca
Eleocharis macrostachya . O %
Lasthenia glabberima o O v
mGﬁwnh' declimata | ] R
P&@bb&m{;.r Stipitatus s5p. micramtbus 1 ]
Laofisem minltiflarnn vl O
Species List for Large pool 3 Invasive Epcci.t;s: Endemic Species
Giyeeria declinata bl O
Juuncus bufonins - O O
Lofium risltiflarsn o vl 1
Phalaris minor O O
Hordeums marinum [ O
~ Species List for Small pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
I ofisien m;’%%mm ] W
Species List for Small pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ransuncilus bonarensis O
Hordesins marinsn ™ U
"~ Lofinm waltiflorim @ L]
_E;&cs'fist for Small pool 3 Invasive Sp:c?c-; Endemic Species
Lolivees mscltiflorsn b B
Glyceria declinata o M O
; Ranuncilus bonariensis . B L] %]
_ Ha.rﬁm?vjimmﬂm - o - @ .._._I:_l_.. ]

Assessmeni Aren: 8§

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
A VIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area 8 N |
Total Invasive Species: 3 |
Total Endemic Species: g
Total Other Species: 3
Total Num o] ies: 10

ﬁ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessaneint Aren; § EXVIRONMERTAL [ONGHLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

' Your Name?]ziria Sn-i;ier

Assessment Area Name: 9

Assessment No. !;.";' fela " Date: 8/25/2009

 Assessment Team Mau:s AA S S I
Daria Snider g |
Eric Stitt B i

|

AA Category: |

[ Restoration [ Mitigation [0 impacted W Other '

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[] freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh ] alkali fla W Vernal Pool

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
O pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

— S

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surfoce water for > % months of the year (in > 5 out of 10
years.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waier for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year,

] long-duration [ medium-duration W shori-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distiner  or M indistinet

An indistinei, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin {5 one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

_— - - rm e = s—— —————

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 9 FRVIRONMERTAL CORSILTARTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 9
Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

_Ansibute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context ~ |Commenmts
Alpha Mumene

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A): C G
| == Fﬁ:r-(hu:d on sub-metrics B-11)|

| (B Subowiri) Sere or B | A |12
Pereat of 4 sith Baffer

| (C Sabreii) Scar for B | 9
| srenuge Haffer Wide

T (D Swboweiric) Seore for Biffer. | 6
Bufer Contition

Raw Auwribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)*0.5)

|
|
L
| Autribute Z: Hydrology Attribute

| Water Source:
} Hydroperiod:
i Hydrologic Connectivity:

| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 44 |Final Auribute Score= 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100

Attribute 3; Physical Structure Artribute

Structural Patch Richness:
Topographic Complexity: D 3

" Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: &  |Final Attribute Score= 25
L (Raw Score/24) = 100
Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Auribute
Plant Gﬂ'm:nmut}r{:umpmlmn (Bascd on sub-metrics A-C)|
PMCH‘M‘NW{[’IMA c I & :

Vernal Pool E pelemsics Richness |
Plant Comensenity Serbametric B: A | 12
Plen Compmsnity Sadwwerric C: B ! 9

Pervent Impasion |

Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)
Haorizontal Interspersion and Zonation ,

e i A —— T e

" Raw Ausibute Score = sum of numerie scores: - 18 Final Attribute Score=(Raw 75|
Score/24) x 100 .
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 66.03

e 7 @ ECDRP t'.'.I on sulting .Enf;




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool
Assessment Area Name: 9

Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species

Plagfobotbrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus
Dembamp:f& danthenioides
Gﬂqﬂbﬂﬁﬂm palustre
Downingia species
Eremocarpus sefigerns
G:_Iﬁtrnd declinata

Lythrim é‘]‘ﬂ'ﬂ:ﬂtﬁﬁﬂm

— T T R e —

RIROOO0O00
Kl

Assessment Area 9
_Total Invasive Species:
Total Endemic Species:
Total Other Species:

H-HEHEN Zz

% ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: § ERVIRDNMERTAL CORSULTAN TS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your ﬂ;ne: biﬁa Sl'llliﬂr
. AmmmentMa I;I;me: 10

| Date: 9/8/2009

Assessment No. £ I} FLES

Assessment Team Members for s
" Peter Balfour -

Daria Snider - a N
AA Category:

[C] Restoration ] Mitigation - L] Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[0 freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh [ alkali flat B Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
] ponded/inudated [0 saturated soil, but no surfocewater b1 dry

What is the apﬁgraat hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands ave defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin > 3 out of 1)
years,) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration werlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ 1ong-duration [0 medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinet  or M indistinet

An fndistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and farge wet meadows, whiclh may be intricately interspersed with uplands ar
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvious boundaries beiween wedland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very lovgradient landscapes.

iﬁ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: [0 ENVIRORMENTAL CORSIHLTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 10

Vernal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System
| Anribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments [ :,
| Alpha  Numene 1
. Landscape Connectivity (Metric A D | 3 |
o= . Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-10) |" B I|
, (B Submeiri) Score for Bffer: | g\ 12 |
Perent of AA sith Baffer | Bl 1
. (. Subwetric) Score for Buffer A 12 it i |
Avensge uffer 1Rl | 2 L 1
= (D Subwetrid) Scor for Baffer: | 9 & I
| Bufer Candition | |
| Raw Autribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5) 13.39 [Final Auribute Score= | 558
| (Raw Score/24) x 100 |
| Anribute 2: Hydrology Anribute
I Alpha Mumenc
Water Source: A 12 ]
Hydroperiod: | A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12 ]
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 3¢ |Final Artribute Score= | 100
(Raw Score/36) = 100 H
- Auribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Alpha Murmenc
Structural Paich Richness: B 9
Tupogmphiélﬁaaluiqr: Average of é pools
* Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 14  |Final Attribute Score= &é.7
{(Raw Score/24) x 100
_Amribute 4: Biotic Structure Anribute Tt
Plant EnEmmly Composition I;Bn._-.id on sub-metries A-C)
Plawt Conmanity Subsmetric A1 C [
Versal Poof Endemics Richwess | |
Plant Community Subseetric B: | A 12 |
Piant Conrpunity Swbwerric | B 9 |
Pervent Imvasion i
Plant Community Composition: ] '
{Average of submetrics A-C) |
Herizontal Interspersion and Zonation 7 AvEIﬂEgUfi DO-U-IE e |
|
SRS S AR e E I N Y SRS T, |
1
* Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 14 |Final Autribute Score=(Raw 65_}'—'—'
Seore,/24) x 100 |
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 723
L ECORP Consulting, Inc.
#liesemment e 10} a Ewﬁumﬂ:m‘rm. u'::ﬁ.‘-‘.lg.‘h‘.“r'l 5



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

| Assessment Area Name: 10

| Species List for Large Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species

.! Polygonsm arenastinm O O

| Lofinm maltiflorum LY} O

o Lythrsum byssapifolinm O

" Comvolowlus arvensis 0 SRR 7RI

E Jumens bafonives O a |

. Species List for Large Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species

:" - Lalitm ainlteflarnm W O

‘ Convalpndur arvensis O O

i Polygonsens arenastrim O ]

" Deschanpsia danthenivides O %
Species List for Large Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species

| Polypogon monspeliensis ) ull

| Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O

I _E;.;:‘gfum raseyi ]

| Lasthenia glabberima o W]
Ranunculus bomariensic ] E i
Laiisen meltifforum I~ =
Eremocarpns setigerns i Ol |:l

. Species List for Small Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species

| Latiremn msitiflorsn [l O

,r_ Sp;me_s- List for Small Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lol ssdtifTorsm il O
Ranunculues bonariensis O M

_lj;ﬁ‘giu bathrys stipitatus ssp, micranthus B ] :m 3
 Hordewn marinwm v =i

B Eﬁé&é’iﬁ?x‘f&: Small Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Polygonvers arenastrem O O '

" Lol mudtiflores & 0O _i
Convalundier arvensis Cl O |
Plagiabothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O Wl |

Assezszment Area: 10

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ENVIROPNMENTAL CONSIULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System
Assessment Area 10

N |

Total Invasive Species: 4

_ Total Endemic Species: 5
4
13

I Number Unique cies:

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessarent Area.; 10 % FAVIROKMENTAL t ORSITLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

| Your Name: Daria Snider

:._:_ﬂs.ssm;ent Area Name: 11

Es&maﬂm Nu

- | Date: 9;’8!2'309

Daria Snider
* Pete Balfour -

AA Category:

[J Restoration O Mitigation - O Impacted Wl Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wet]and*?
L] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali fla W Sensonal Wetland

Whlch hest dcscnbe;s the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of asscssment'?
| ponded/inudated [l saturated soil, but no surfacewater | dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin > 5 out of 10
years.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between & and 9 months of the
vear. Shor-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[J long-duration ] medium-duration Wl short-duration
Does your wetland connect with the ﬂuudplmn ﬂt'a nearby stream? |:| ves M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distint  or M indistinct 1
I
|

An indisiinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seentingly homogeneons aver very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional werlands in very low-gradient landscapes. [

R P e e et it o R AT |

-‘m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessiment Area: 11 EXVIHOXMENTAL COaR5U




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 11

De i We

1 n

Attribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

== =

ECunm:m_:u_ )

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):
Bulffer (bascd on sub-metrics B-D)[

(15 Swbewerric) Score for Buer: |
Pervent of /.| usth Buffer

(i Subeetric) Score for Buffer:
Alreruge Buffer Wik

A 12

(D Subssetric) Score for B 9
Baffer Condition

Raw Arribute Seore = sum A+ (Bax(CxD)*0.5)"0.5)

.17 |Final Auribute Seore=

{Raw Score/24) x 100

' Attribute 2: Hydrology Auribute

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hg.rdmt_ngt: Cnmundviqr.- T

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

100

Antribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Structural Patch Richness:

Topographic Complexity:

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

3| O]

Final Arttribute Score=
{Raw Seore/24) x 100

37.5

Attribure 4: Biotic Structure Anribute
Flu'r_l_l Cc_m_1mum1]' Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)

Plawt Conrmanity 5 .u.ﬁm.l'nr}?."' C (i1
| MNualser of Plani ﬂn
Piawt Commmnnity Salwetric B:
| Nawaiber of Co-tlomimant species
| Plont Conmmunity Submecric C:
Percent Invastow |

Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

D 3

D 3

Vertical Biotic Structure

* Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores:
l

D

B

4
3

9

e e

16

Final Attribute Score=(Raw i

444
Seore/36) x 100 i

 Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

—

| 60.223

Aliievamtemt sl

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

'l : _éssessment Area Name: 11 AA 'i'}rpe: Seasonal Wetlaq_g___

e —————————

| Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species?
Loliwm multiflorum v
Hordewm marinum il

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 1 ENVIROSMENTAL CORSH] TANT S
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

“Your Name: Daria Snider B —_——— e ————

' Assessment AreaName- 12 o ———— _ o

Asscssment N’D

Assessment Team Members for Thls AA o —
Peter Balfour : PERPRSISFPI—

Daria Snider o 1l

AA Category:

[] Restoration ] Mitigation [ Impacted M Other

Whmh bnst descnbes the type of depressional wetland?

(] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali flat M Vernal Pool System

Which best describes the hydrologic state nf the wetland at the time of assessment? N
] ponded/inudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater b dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland? '

Long-duraiion depressional welands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year fin > 5 out af 10

years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and @ months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[l long-duration [ medium-duration shor-duration

_Dues your wctland connect with the ﬂm-dplam of a nearby stream? ] yes Eﬂ no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distint or B indistiner

An indistined, sueh as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or

seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of swch features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 12 FAVIRORNMERTAL CORSILIANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 12

Ve

: Vi

P

- Awrdbute 1: Buffer n.n'd:__l.rngd_sqpf Comc::g

Cnl:m_nnm

——E— =

Landscape Connectivity (Metrie A):

(B Subciri] Seore for Dufer: | A
Pervent of <Ll meits Ruffer

{C Submeiric) Score for Huffer: |
lrengge Baffer 1F

(3 Subrsetric) Score for Bugfer B 9
Buffer Comdition

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5)

|Final Autribute Score=
(Raw Seore/24) x 100

22.8

'_ Auribute 2: Hydrology Auribute

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

“Fiyiccingic Commestivih

Raw Attsibute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
{Raw Score,/36) x 100

36 100

Artribute 3: Physical Structure Attribule

Structural Pach Richness:

At

Topographie Complexity:

5 Averoge of & pools

f Raw Attribute Score = sum_uf NUMErc sCOrcs!

Final Artribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

58.3

Atribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute
Plamt Community Compnubun (Bmd on lrub-cn:ﬂrcs A-C)
Plaws Covmniciify Submetic AT D | 3
Vermal Pool Endessics Richness

Plant Cormrrsenity Sobwerric B: A
Nusleer of Co-doawinant species

12

Plant Commrmnity Sabswerric O B ]
Pereent Inveusion

Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

- o

SN TN S S -

Average of & pools |

* |
* ]

—_ - ———— — - —_—

Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

|Final Atribute Score=(Raw 708

Score/24) x 100

17

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) |

7123

slurennment Arras 12

S

ECORP Consultmqunc.

FRVIRONMENTAL CORSULTARTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 12

| Hordese marinmm

Plagiobothrys stipitatus sip. micranthus

Assessment Area: |2

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ERVIRONMENTAL CONSUITARTS

Species List for Large Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Juncus bufoning ] O
Glyceria declinata m O
Banwncrelres bonariensis |
Pilagioboitkrys .r."{n.l".'d!m‘_r.lp. mercrantbur |
Lolinm multifforams o 7 O
Hordestm marinnm M O
~ Species List for Large Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobothrys stipitatus sp. micrantbus O %]
Lofinm mwdtifTorsm 7] O
Giyeeria declimata vl ]
Hemizonia fitchii O O
Consoluilies apvensic ] [
Polypagon monspeliensis M O
Junens bufonius B O
~ Species List for Large Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiabathrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O |
W . 0|
Junmens bufonins O O B
Glyceria declinata I~ i =
Laolinns multiflaruns v O
" Species List for Small Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Phalaris species O O |
Ghlyeria declinata o ?ﬁ _-I:I 1 I
Ransneeler bonariensés O M |
= S ? - Dk
Tl - I - S
Species List for Small Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lalinm maltiflorsm O
 Phalaris species - o O _
i e O P — R S




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Speronlaria arvensis O O |
Species List for Small Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species|
Lalivem multiflorson O
Jrencais bufonins O O

" Phalaris species - o 0 O
Assessment Area 12 N

_ Total Invasive Species: 4

__ Total Endemic Species: 2
Total Other Species: 6
Total Number Unique Species: 12

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aszessmeni Area: |2 : EAVIHORMENTAL CORSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Ym]r Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Area Name: 13

S 4 2| t =
] Assessment Team Members for This AA

Daria Smder

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[J Restoration ] Mitigation . O Impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh ] alkali flat Vemal Pool

M ——

Which best dﬂs;:nbﬂ the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assesmnent‘?
] pondedsinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater b dry

s

What is the apparent hydrologic re,g:me of the wetland?

| Long-dwration depressional wetlands arve defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year {in = 3 out af 10

. years,) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for benween 4 and 9 months of the
| year. Short-duracion wetlands possess surface water betweea 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.,

!

] long-duration [0 medium-duration M short-duration

,._._.._ —

t Does your wetlan-:'l connect with the ﬂondplam of a nearby stream? D yes M no

' Is the topographic basin of the wetland Ul distinet  or @ indistinct

| An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas. topographic basin is one that lacks obvions boundaries between wetland and
| wpland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aven; 13 FRVIRGRMENTAL CORSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 13

E Autribute 1: Buffer and Landscape an_.tEﬂ o

A

Landseape Connectivity (Metrie A):

|

{15 Faulametrich Seore for Bagfer A 12
Perent of AL sith Buffer

|' C(C Subueiri) Seoe for Buffer: | &
#lrerupe Baffer Wiithe

|' (D Subuweirsc) Seore for Bafer: B 9
Durffer Condviting

Raw Attribute Score = sum _A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5)

Buffer (baned on sub-metrics B-D)[

{Raw Score/24) = 100

“Avwsibute 2 Hydrology Arbute

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologic Connectivity:

}}}g

Raw Anribute Seore = sum of numeric scores:

34  |Final Anribute Score=
{Raw Score/36) = 100

100

Artribute 3: Physical Structure Atribute

Srructural Patch Richness:

Topographic Complexiry:

0| o|§

Raw Atrnbute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Ausibute Score=

(Raw Scoref24) x 100

1

<
_tn

| Aurbute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

| Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)]

Plant Commrunity Suluwetrsc '51'.]" D | 3
Vernal Poo! Endemies Richness |

Plan ity Submetric B: | C 6

MNiwrber of Co-doseimant speries |

Plami Comemanity Submetric C: | D 3

Percent Invasion |

Plant Community Composition:

(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Imerspersion and Zonation -

I Rw.r Am‘;ihum !';l:ml: = n':u I]f[ll.ll:l:l.l:l.'l?l: m;c;:

" 13 Final Aribute Score=(Raw

[Score/24) = 100

i T

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) |

63.95

Aliiesent ez 13

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ENVIHDNMENTAL COMSILIANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

Assessment Area Name: 13 _
Species List for Vernal Pool Invasive Species Endemic Species|
Lolicim mowitiflornn: (] i

Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O W
Gilyeeria declinata . O

Assessment Area 13
~ Total Invasive Species:
_Total End:n:m: Species:
Tﬁtai Dther Epemt:s __________ e
tal N ies:

o2

% ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: |3 FRVIRONMENTAIL l:[l'\.\lll.'!.{l'}
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your Name: Daria Snid_er_ B S -

-Ass&ssment Area Name: I4 N - ==

FAsssssml:nt No. |§£1§Lﬁ; | ' Date: 9/9/2009 -
Assessment Team Members for This AA
" Daria Snider : R
| Eric Stitt a -
AA Category: - -
[] Restoration [ Mitigation - O mpacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?

[] freshwater marsh [ ] alkaline marsh ] alkali flat W  Vemal Pool System

‘Which best describes tl'l_c“]{jrdmiégic state of the wetland at the time of assessment? |
[ ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater & dry

‘What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin = 5 out af 10

years.) Mediun-chiration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
vear. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

O long-duration [ medium-duration Wl short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distint  or M indistinct

An indistined, sueh as vernal pool eomplexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or

seemingly homogeneous over very large arcas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such featwres are seasonal, depressional wedlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

— e

w ECORF Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area. 14 FRVIRORMERTAI CONSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 14

Vem : Vernal Pool
Attribute 1z ﬁ_u_[t'gl:_:nq Landscape Context ~ |Commenis
o ) Mpha Numene
Landscape Conneetivity (Mewic A): D 3 nr |
 Baffer {based on sub-metrics B-D)
m.rnﬂ Koo, j:- g A 12 |
Percent of 11 with Bufer
(€ Subwotri) Seor fir Bufir | A 12
Alverare Bufer W5t
(D Sbomeiree) Seare for Biaffir- B 9
Maffer Comatrtion
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5) 13.39 [Final Atiributc Scorc= 558
ifﬂnw Score/24) % 100
Antribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
[ S S e g _ -
Water Source: A 12
o Hydroperiod: A 12
~ Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12
Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: _-3'5 Final Atribute Score= ]nf}
(Raw Score,/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structare Artribute
Alpha | Mumeric
Seructural Parch Richness: B 9
- Topographic Complexity: & A;PEF.':IQE of & pools
" Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15 Final Attribute Score= = £92.5
(Raw Score,/24) % 100
Autribute 4: Biotic Structure Artribute |
Plant Community Cinjpu-'ﬁun (Based on sub-metrics A-C)
| Prlant Conpmunity Swbmetrie A4 D 3
t Vermal Pool Endewics Richness
I Plent ity S nbwmetric B: A 12
MNuwber of Co-dominant sheder |
| Plant Conmanity S nbmseteic B 9
| Perrent Invaden
| Plant Community Composition: 8
| {Average of submetnes A-C)
| Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation ‘ 8 average of & pools |
f— —— —— — . I — t e i e -_ —_
I
| Raw Ausibute Score = sum of numeric scores: 14 |Final Attribute Score=(Raw bé.7
| ! Score/24) x 100
. Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 71.25
ECORP Consulti 1nc
cAsserment b 14 FNVIRDXMENTAL CONSULTA




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area: 14

Assessment Area Name: 14

Species List for Large Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Jienens befonives O !

T P & 0
Hemizonia fitchii a Ul
Glyeerta declinata ) L]
Plagiobathrys stipitafus sip. micranthus | v N
Lolfvers wﬁ}?ﬁmm - B bl |}
Species List for Large Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lolfiveen mnnltiflorsim v Ll i
Jrencres bafaning o O
Plagiobothrys stipitatss ssp. micrantbus L i
Glyceria declinata ] O
Hemizonia fifchii o 1 O
Phalaris species o s O O
Species List for Large Pool 3 o Invasive Species Endemic Species
Jueneris bogfowines O |
Hemizonia fitchii a O
Erermocarpus setigeris O =
Piagiobotbrys stipitatus ssp. mvicrantbus - m] 3]
I.ﬂﬁﬂm-;!;ffﬁmﬂf e - S E D
Species List for Small Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Glyceria declinata 1% ()
Lofinm M.I"!:I'-'-“{:,%ﬂfm B ] Ll
Species List for Small Pool 2 - Invasive Species Endemic Species|
Lodisern mnitiflorum ] O
Briza minor O O
Jumens bufonines - O [l
Plagioborhrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus N - O B i

| Species List for Small Pool 3 N —I;visiﬁpcdes_ﬁﬁmgﬁp&-i;s:
Leontadan farascacoider O |

Lodirim mueltiflorsm . - . @_.-_._.. _ D_ o

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXNVIRONMENTAL CORSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Total Invasive Species:

Total Endemic Species:
_Total Other Species:

7
Total Number Unigue Species: 10

| Assessment Area 14 N
2
1

_ ﬁ ECORP Consulting, Ine.
Assessmient Aren: [4 EXVIROXNMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Freshwater Marsh

Yﬁur Name: Daria Snider

s i e e ]
Asmssmenthmaﬂame 15 |
Assessment No. 3 :

Assessment Team Mcmbers for Thjs M |

Peter Balfour

Daria Snider

AA Category:
[] Restoration [ Mitigation O impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
b freshwater marsh O] alkaline marsh O alkali flat (] other (specify):

Which best describes the hjrﬁrﬂlngic_sfa:r:e of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[0 ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

 What is the apparent hyﬂr_ulngic regir-ﬁe of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year fin = 5 out of [0
| years) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
| year. Shori-duration weilands possess surface water between 2 weelks and 4 mowths of the year.

| [l long-duration vl medium-duration [ short-duration

| Dm your wetland connect wtth the flnurdplam of a nearby stream? O yes no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O disins  or B indistince

| An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and farge wei meadows, which may be iniricately interspersed with uplands ar
! seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obviows boundaries between wetland and |
| wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 15 EXVIRONMERTAL COMNSILTANTS



CRAM Scunng Sheet for Assessment Area 15

etland

: Freshwa

| Artribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A)

— ?nl‘_“f‘f {_"““‘ on sub-metrics B-D) T L
(B Sudeneiric) Seore for Bafer: A 12 |
Pervent of A.4| s Buffer
. Submeiric) Score for Bufer: A 12
lverage Pgfer Wadede
(DD Subssetric) Score for Dafer: B 9
Basgfer Coeelition

—

g Final Attribute Score=

Raw Artribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)70.5)0.5) 17.17 715
(Raw Score,/24) x 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Alphs  Mumesic v
Water Source: A 12
- Hydroperiod: | A | 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: | B | 9 - o
Ruw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 33  |Final Auribute Score= | -;‘TF
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Ateribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Alpha | Mumesic =
Swructural Paich Richness: B 3
= _Thgugmphic Complexity: 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15 |Final Attribute Score= &2.5
(Raw Score,/24) x 100
Antribute 4: Biotic Structure Antribute e ]
_IE[ Chnmum.lﬁm_ul_mﬂl_mu (B:Bul on sub-meirics ;\rl'.:)
Plamt Conpmwsrniy Snbmetric A1 C G
Nuasber of Plant Layers
. Plant Comprinity Subumesric B: D 3
| MNiaber of Co-ddoaninant species
! Plant Comuanity Submetric C: C G
; Percent Linvasion
i Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetries A-C) | |
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation ‘ 1 9 | I
— Vertical Biotic Structure | B 1 ] e o ]
~ Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 94 |Final Auribute Score=(Raw | 72.2
I Score/36) x 100 |
Overall AA Score {Average of four final attribute scores) | 74.47

Alisersiment Area: 15

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

. Assessment Area Name: 15
Plant Layer: Short

AA Type: Freshwater Mii-r_ll' :
Invasive Species?

Plagiobothrys stipitatus .
(}:Epﬁaﬁun; luteo-album - 0

; Eremocarpus .a‘err'g:erm_ N _ _ ] s
Lolivm multifforum - o _“E | b
Polypagon monspeliensi.

Assessment Area: 15

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIHUNMENTAL CONSINLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Team Membfur This AA
Peter Balfour |

Daria Snider

[ Restoration (] Mitigation O Impacted ¥ Other

|

|

|

i

AA Category: i

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland? _
[J freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat & Vemal Pool Sysiem -

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment? |
[] pondedfinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry |

What is the apparenﬁ&ydrnlngic regime of the wetland? !

Long-duration depressional wetfands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10
years.,) Medivm-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface waiter for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months af the year, [

1 teng-duration [ medium-duration Wl short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? L yes ™ no |

[s the topographic basin of the wetland O distint  or M indistinct

An indistinet, such as vernal paol complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 16 FAVIHORMENTAL CORSULTANTS



CRAM Sconng Sheet for Assessment Area 16

Annbute 1‘: B_um‘.'.r z_nli Lﬂfdﬂ:apl: Context

Lﬂnﬂ.l-t:l]:l: Connectivity (Metric A):

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-Ip|f =

1B Swboniic) Score o B 12 |
Pervent of /L4 with Buffer

(C Siwbrmetrc) Score for Bufer:
Arenyge Dufer Wideh:

12

9

(D> Swimsiric) Score for Baffer
Iaffer Clamriron

Raw Aunribute Score = sum A+ {Dx(BxC)"0.5)*0.5)

Final Aunbute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

558

Water Source:

Hydroperiod

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Anribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

917

Attribute 3: Physical Structure Artribute

Structural Patch Richness:

~ Topographic Complexity:

Average of & pools

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

" |Final Attribute Score=

{Raw Scorc/24) x 100

562

Plant Cnmmunn]r Cn‘mp-unnun {Based uuluh—m:m:lm R

Aunnbute 4: Bu:rnc Slmcmrc Axtribuie

*Plant Community Stubmsetric A
[“ermaf Pool Enderwive Richners

Pt Comnranity Swbpeeteic B:
Mumsber of Co-rlosinant speeies

P.ﬁw!ﬁmigfm i)

Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

‘Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: . |

Eﬁ'ﬂg&nl&pﬂﬂh

-

" |Final Awribute Score=(Raw

Score/24) x 100

458

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

62.38

cliaesnment levar T

it
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Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 16
Species List for Large Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Laolininr nueltiforsem vl N} .
| Phalaris species = N = VR
Ghyeeria declinata 0
Species List for Large Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lolinins meltiflorsees | O
BT =g i AR =
| Pobypogon monspeliensis v O
Species List for Large Pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
T 7 0
Lolisine meltiflorsens bl |
Species List for Small Pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ry PE:XHE‘.'.J'I'-E arvensis ] L]
mﬁi:.."::;u A;rm;'rg'?a;wm n . vl o ﬁ_ ]
Leontodon taraxacoides = o
| Species List for Small Pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Ghyeeria declinata vl O
 Lodinm multifforum M O
T = =" T O w
ﬁ_SE!EGiEE List for Small Pool 3  Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lalimr ruseltiflorsem VI =
" Spergularia arvensi 0 O 'i
Assessment Area 16 N
onotal lnvanive Speciess o8
o n DAL ONC CPECIESE e
SV SRS, i i
Total Number Unigue Species: 6

Assessment Area; 16

@ ECORP Consultinq, Ine.
EXVIROXMEKTAL COXRSILTAXNTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Debra Sykes - - :

Assessment Area Name: 17

- —_— - = =

i *’1 Date: sxzsrznng
Assessment Team Members fm‘ ThJs AA

Assessment No. -

Debra Sykes

Jinnah Benn o R
AA Category:

[l Restoration [ ] Mitigation : [ impacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
(] freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat & Vemal Poal

| Which best describes the h}rdmlﬂgm state of the WEtlanr.l at the time of assessment?
| [l ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

What is the apparmt hydrologic regime of the wetland?

| Long-duration depressional weilands ave defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10
| years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the |
| year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weelks and 4 months of the year.

| [l tong-duration 0 medium-duration &1 short-duration

1 Does your wet]and connect mth the floodplain of a nearb}r sh*e:am’? O yes b no

| Is the topographic basin of the wetland L distinee  or  © indistinct

| An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homageneous over very large areas, fopographic basin is one thar lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
| wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

| HE=SR =Sl A R e e e e i st ot

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 17 FAVIRONMEKTAL CONSILTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 17

Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Muimnene

[ Alpha

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-I) ‘F“-

Yandicape Comiectviyy (Métic p.}{ C B

m.?;!;e}n;j'mﬁ Haffer: A | 12
Percent of <14 mith Bafer
T (C Swhwetri) Seore for Bagfer B | 9 ]
Alreruge Muffer ¥y
(0 Suhesetrsc) Scorr for Bagjier: B ! 9 2 i ]
Busffer Comadiiian Lars
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)"0.5)%0.5) 16.39 Final Auribute Score= 483
(Raw Score/24) x 100
Antribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
ok | Mphs Humede
Water Sourcer | A | 12
- Hydroperiods | A | 12 N
Hydrologic c.?m?hi;i}}.{_,{ 12
Raw Attribute Scorc = sum of numeric scores: o 34 | Final Anribute Score= 100
|(Raw Score/36) = 100
| Amribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute =
| Alpha | Numene |
Structural Paich Richness: | D | 3
~ Topographic Complexity: Il B | 9 B o
Raw Aturibute Score = sum of numeric scores: J 12  |Final Atnribute Score= 50
(Raw Score/24) x 100
Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Atribute
Plant Eu_mnﬂilrfuﬂ?miﬁun {Based on sub-mewries A-C) SEES
Plant Compranity Subaretric A1 D 3
Vernal Pool E nedemics Richness
Piant Cosmrsunity Submretric B: A 12
Niwwber of Co-dominant species
Plant Commonity Subwsetric C: cC | &
Pervent Invasion |
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C) |
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | A 12 ——
. |
| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numerie scores: 19 |Final Auribute Scm:==fﬂnw == 792
| Scare/24) x 100 ]
! Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 74.38

Alusessimeat <l 17

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EAVIHOXMENTAL - ONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool
Assessment Area Name: 17 [

Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species

Eremocarpus setigerns
Gilyeeria declimata
anmfyr:apffnﬁum

Rannncilus bonarensis

Deschampsia danthenivides
Leontodon taraxacoider
Laodisim mﬁ"y‘%m.w

HD,DED.EED
|
l
O08&000

Assessment Area 17

_ Total Other Species:

Num u cies:

-
£
'Ej-
.n'.
1
-
2
@
(0 SR C R T

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessurent Area: 17 ERVIRURMENTAL CORSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Debra Sykes

ﬂssessmaﬁt_ Area Name: 18

=

Assessment Team Members fnr Thls AA

Eric Stitt |
" Debra Sykes o - N -
AA Category:

[ Restoration [ Mitigation - O Impacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
] freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh ] alkali flat M Vemal Pool

Which best descnbcs the hydrulﬂglc state of the wetland at the time uf assessment?
[ ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

|
il

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surfoce water for = 9 months of the year {in = 3 out af 10
years.) Medivn-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface waler between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

(1 long-duration ] medium-duration short-duration

 Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearh}r stream’? [ oyes ™ no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinet  or indistinet

An indigiinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such featwres are seasonal, depressional werlands in very lov-gradient landscapes. |

L= RN P A ™

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 18 ENVIRONMENTAL viinal L1AN TS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 18
Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

Commenis

| Attribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context
Mpha  Numen
;_ Landscape Connectivity (Metric A)] B 0
Buffer (bascd on sub-metrics B-D)|
(B Submeiric) Score for Baffer: | A, 12

Pervent of A stk Buffer
[ (C Swbwseiric) Score for Baffer: | A 12

| Alrenge Buffer Wedthe _
| (D) Sbumcirc) Score for Buffer B 9 - 1
| Raw Auribute Score = sum A+({Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5) 20.17 |Final Attribute Score= 84|
[ (Raw Score,/24) x 100
i Attribute 2: Hydrology Atrbute
| s S |
l Watcer Source: A 12 |
[ Hydroperiod: | A 12
| Hydrologic Connectivity: | § 9
| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: l 33 |Final Antribute Score= 1.7
| (Raw Score/36) x 100
Aurnibute 3: Physical Structure Attribute .
; I Alpha Mumenc -I
| Structural Patch Richness: ' D 3
} Topographic Complexity: | ) 3 ]
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric seores: - -; Final Attribute Score= _I 25
{(Raw Scorc/24) x 100 |
Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute -~ e
PFlant Community Composition (Based on sub-meirics A-C) |
Plawt Comurantly Submetric A D 3 ]
Verwal Pos! Endemsics Richness |
Plant Comenitnity Subiweteic B: B 9 |
Number of Co-slominant species
Pilawt Community Sabaetere C: B 9
Percent Invaston |
Plant Community Composition: 7
{Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation I B 9 o
|
T — - —— J.J__I'l__- _——
i Raw Atinbute S-:u?{: sum of n;_m-cgl:_u;c;__ e ig_lﬁnil Amfhﬁim;:#ﬂnw_ i Wi
{ Score/24) x 100
' Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 466.85

reesiment lrea 14

“ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FXVIRONMENTAl CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

. Assessment Area Name: 18
Species List for Vernal Pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobotbrys stipitatus ssp. mrmmfﬁmr O v
i Lythisun :&prmprﬁ&ﬂm o - El - _D_. R
Eremocarpus setigerus | J
| Hem:{aﬂmﬁmﬁu o S O i_;.] =
“_fm;m.rE nins o M| O i
_f;dgyb;gn_w monspeliensis o - @. O
Assessment Area 18 N
~ Total Invasive Species: 2e1l
Total Endemic Species: 1.
_Total Other Species: 3
___Total Number Unique Species: 6
Assessment Area: 18 a FEDEPICP 1;115 Frlrtw!knlﬁ'mh':_&
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your Name: Debra Syfkes _ |
Assessment Area Name: 19

hsses‘.smant MNo.

Assessment Team Mambers fur Tlns &A
Eric Shtt

Debra Sykes

AA Category:
[0 Restoration ] Mitigation _ O Impacted & Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[0 freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh ] alkali flat WM Vernal Pool System

—

Wh:ch bBSt de-.scnhcs the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment? i
O pondedfinudated ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry |

What is the ap;;naremt hydrologic regime of the wetland? |

Long-duration depressional weilands are defined os supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin > 5 out of 10
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waier for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duwration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

O long-duration ] medium-duration short=duration
Does your wetlﬂnd connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes no
Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinet  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricately nterspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is one that lacks abvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such featwres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very lovw-gradient landscapes.

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: |19 EXVIRONMERNTAL CONKIFLTANT



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 19

Vemal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System

Attribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments

Alpha  Mumeric
Landscape Connectivity (MetricA)| B 9
Buffer (based nn_nih_-rlgtriu B-I)
Prrvent of 4L with Buffer
(i€ Sabumeirrc) Score for Duffer I A
Alrenuge Bulfer IF5

(D Subraeirsc) Score for Baffer: B | ¢
Buffer Couechition | i

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ (Dx(BxC)*0.5)*0.5) 19.39 |[Final Anribute Score= 80.8
(Raw Score/24) x 100

Auribute 2: Hydrology Atributc

Hydroperiad: 12
ﬁ:;:lmhgi: Connectivity: 12

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Auribute Score= 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100

Alpha
Warer Source: A 12
A
A

| Auribute 3: Physical Structure Autribute
i Alpha : Mumene

Structural Patch Richness: B | 9 |
Topographic Gnmp]_;uqy: 7 | Average of 6 pools

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: I 14 [|Final Auribute Score= &6.T
! {Raw Score/24) x 100

Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Auribute =
|_._ PEH.E Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)l 0
Plont Compnity Sulbewetic. A € | 6 |

I-‘ermal Pool Endesics Richeers ]

Pt Covrernsty Snbeneiric B: A | 12

Number of Co-domrnant species

Plant Community Submetric C: | C | 6
Percent Invarion | _

| Plant Community Composition: |

| {Average of submetrics A-C)

Heorizontal Interspersion and Zonation

- — ——— mam Eedme— —

18 |Final Auribute Score=(Raw | 75
Score/24) x 100 |

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 80.62

| Raw Attsibute Score = sum of numeric scores:

( RP Consul .



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System
Assessment Area Name: 19
Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagéobothrys stipttatus ssp. micrantbns
" Leonfodon laraxacoides
Erynginm vaseyi
 Lalinm walfiflorint
Hordertm marinsn
Polypagon monspeliensis
Lasthenia glabbertma

ORI &8O 0 a
ROO0O 8O-

Species List for Large pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lofism mudtiflorsm O

Phalaris species
Erynginm vaseyi

OO ®
O

v

Species List for Large pool 3 ' Invasive Species Endemic Species
Erynginm vaseyi

Phalaris species

| Lasthenia glabberima

- Lol miltifforitme

Hi anf;rm arin

?&r.gu;!;fb-gr slipitalus ssp. micranthas -

O & & OO0 3
0O 0O 80O &

Specie; List for Small pooll Invasiv
Tacniathersnm caput-medusae

Hemizonia fitchii
Bromics hordeacens
Hordensr marinis
Vinpia bromoides
Species List for Small pool 2 ‘ Invasiv
L Bromus bordeacens
* Hordenm marinum

Taeniathernn capul-medusae

m

Species Endemic Species

O
O
O
O
O

Species Endemic Species

K5OR8 O~

0 R e &8

e

l
|
|
|
|

| Laoliunt m.r:ri’fg'l?'n o
' Deschampsia danthenioides

e L . e —

' ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessuent drea: 19 @ EXNVIRONMENTAL l‘,'lﬁ:-ilﬁ.‘r_.ﬁi‘ﬂ'ﬁ




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System
Species List for Small pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species|
Lasthenta glabberima |
| Rumex crigpus '
 Lolinm Mr;r@?dmw
* Bromus hordeacens

Hordeterm marinsn

——rm —_

P@:ﬁbﬂ&{}u stipetatuts sip. micrantbis

€ 00| 0| 0 &

Assessment Area 19 N

Tﬂtal Invasive S_PECIES T 6
___Tuml Endtmm Species: e )

Total Gthf:t Spenes 4

| IR

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Azzezsment Area: |9 FRVIRONMERTAL CORSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

|'ifhurNaiﬁ&1ﬁ5ri£§niiiér - ]

|Assessme.nt Area Name: 20 —— |
TR e _:_ 2 = |

Lﬁis.sessment No. L“"f u‘,'dl et E it Date Biﬁ_fzﬂﬂg S

| Assessment Team Members for This AA

JinnahBenn

| “Dara Snider - - - =

!AACategnry:

[0 Restoration L] Mitigation - ] Impacted W Other

Which best deacnb&s thf. type Df depressional wet!and'?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh ] alkali fat M Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the hydml{:-glc state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ pondedinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater Wl dry

I What is the app apparent hydmlug.tc regime of the wetland?

| Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5§ out of 10
| years.) Medium-duration depressional werlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 mondhs of the
year. Short-duration weilands possess surface water berween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ long-duration [ medium-duration short-duration

e e e — e - e

' Dl:n:s - your wctland connect w1t]1 the ﬂuudplam ofa nf:arb}r stn:am'? O yes M no

! Is the topographic basin of the wetland O geine  of B indieing

| An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and farge wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
, po rge ay 5p

| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries benwveen werland amd
upland. Examples of such featnwres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmeni Area: 20 FAVIRDNMESTAL C DASULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 20
Vernal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System

Antribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Commenis

Mumcne

| S

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A}:| A I 12
" Buffer {bascd on sub-metrics B-D)| o

{18 Sebeneirsch Teorr for Bogfer A 12

Persent of L1 seth Baffer

 (C Submesri) Seorefor B | 12

#lrenupe Huffer Widrke

(D) Subeweirich Seore for Bufer: B 9

Huiffer Condiiton

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)"0.5)"0.5)

(Raw Score/24) x 100

93.3

Auribute 2: Hydrology Attribute

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Anribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

833

Artribute 3: Physical Structure Atribute

Structural Pawch Richness:

Topographic Complexiry:

Average of & pools

Raw Arribute Score = sum of numeric seores:

Final Auribute Score=
(Raw Score,/24) x 100

&0.4

Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Auribute
Phnr-ﬂamm-uqiwﬂimpﬁi_ﬁm (Based an sub-metrics A-C) |
Plant Communnity Swbwerric 45 C | 6 |

I ‘ernal Pool Endensics Richness |

Plant Comeanity Swbevetric B: B 9
MNumber af Co-domdnant species

Plane Commenmity Snbwetric C B 9

Pereent Invasmon

Plamt Community Composition:

{Average of submetrics A-C)

Haorizontal Interspersion and Zonation

1 Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: ]5‘_5

Average of & pools

Final Auribute Score=(Raw
Score/24) x 100

)

64.6

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

75.4)

Alasessement Al 20

1”

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

EXVIRDNMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 20 1
Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species|
Lasthenia glabberima O i

"'_ﬁf-.-;'_s;mmg: stipitalis ssp. micranthes O v
f_dﬁr;;r ;ar:fﬁjﬂamm ] |:|
Hordesuns paarimm ‘ ]
Species List for Large pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lafium muitiffornm Vv &
Hordenns marinum k O
Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O ] ]
Eleocharis macrostachya O vl
 Lasthenia glabberima 0O
Species List for Large pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lolisern rsltifornm - _ M O =
Lasthenia glabberima O M
Plagiobathrys stipitatus ssp. micranthies = b
Species List for Small pool 1 ~ Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lasthenia glabberima O il
 Lolium mseliiflorsne - - ¥ 0D |
Eryngium vaseyi = vl |
._- | ép:c:ies List for Small pnuf z  Invasive Species Endemic Species
| Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O
| Lasthewia glabberina a i
| Lalivems multifforsne o =
" Hordesm marinwm . % ] i
B _.épl.:‘.cdits List for Small pon'l 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lasthenia glabberima ] vl
T e i S o .
 Loliwm muliflorem =
 Hordeuns marimum - W @

Asseszmeni Area: 20

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXNVIROXNMEATAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area 20 N

~ Total Invasive Species: 2
Total Endemic Specics: 4
Total Other Species: ..
Tot: i 6

Aszessment Area: 20

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

EAVIHONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Debra Sykcs

! ﬂsse-s‘s-ﬁmt Area 'Nam.e: 21

Assessment No. [T Date: 8/25/2009

Debra Sykes

e S e e

| Jinﬁgh Bt:mn

AA Category:
[l Restoration [ Mitigation : [] Impacted v Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
] freshwater marsh (] alkaline marsh [ alkali Mt Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surficewater dry

 What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?
Long-duration depressional wellands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in = 3 out of 10

years,) Medivm-duration depressional wetland's are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ leng-duration (] medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O dgistinet or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous aver very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

-
a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessnrent Area: 2 EAVIHONMENTAL v OIS LTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 21

Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Commenis

Mgk Numene
C

Landscape Connectivity (Metrie A):

|

(B Subretric) Seore for Baffer A

Perceat of A1 miith Buffer

(C Submaeiri) Seore for Buffer: | A,

Areruge Huglfer Il

(DD Subreetric) Seore for Buffor: | |
Bffer Condtion

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) “[Final Anribute Score= 715
(Raw Score /24) = 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribuie
Apha Numenic
Warter Source: A 12
o Hydroperiod: | A 12
~ Hydrologic Conncetivity: | A | 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Awribute Score= 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Ausibute 3: Physical Strverure Adribute
Alpta | Mumene T
Structural Patch Richness: | D | 3 o
Topographic Complexity: D 3
Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: & |Final Attribute Score= 25
I [(Raw Score,/24) x 100
Attribute 4: Biotic Structure AMME__ _ |
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)f = = = = ]
Piant Commamisy Subsmetric A C 6 |
Nasmber of Plant Layees
| Plant Commaurity Swbnretric B: D 3
[ Nimsler of Co-dominant species |
Pilant Commnnity Subeetric C: D 3
Pervaut [nvasian
Plant Communirty Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation o |
F— —  Vertical Biotic Structure | _-ﬁ % 5.-“_ -
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 713 |Final Auribute Scorc=(Raw 34.1!
Score/36) = 100 i
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 58.15

- EC ;
il ) ECORP Consulting, Inc

CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

Assessment Area Name: 21 ~ AA Type: Seasonal Wetland
Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species?
Haordewm marinum v
'Pa{vpﬂgnﬁ :&arﬁueﬁeum ' S W b -

D —rrr—

Polygonum arenastrim

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

EXYIRONMEKTAL v ONSDLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

-Assessmf:nt Are:aName 22

Assessment No. e i SR #E@! Date: 8/18/2009

Assessment Team Members nr This

Daria Snider

Jinnah Benn

AA Category:

[ Restoration [ Mitigation O Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [J alkaline marsh [ alkali flat M  Vemal Pool

_ - = rET_rimman . ]

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[0 ponded/inudated [] satwrated soil, but no surfacewater b dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 ont af 10
years,) Medium-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surfoce water for between & and 9 months of the
year. Shori-diration wetlands possess surfoce water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ long-duration 0 medium-duration ¥l short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the ﬂmdplam of a nearby stream'? o yes . no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland L distint  or M indistina

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Evamples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes,

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessanent Area; 22 A TMERTAL CONSULTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 22
Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

=

Landscape Conncctivity {Mum:m:| D 3

" Bulfer (bascd on sub-metrics B-D)

(B Submeiri) Seore for Buffer: | A | 12
Perseut of A aith Buflr | -
 (CTwbmu) Seore o Bl | A |
Arerage Hagfer Wideh: i

|

(13 Subenetric) Score for Bgfers B
Buffer Cindtions

12

— ==

9

I
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)"0.5)"0.5)

14.17

|Final Attribute Score=
{Raw Score/24) x 100

Antribure 2: Hydrology Attribute

Water Source:

12

Hydroperiod: 12

m.:n-:h-;

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 33

Final Anribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

?1.7

Aitribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Structural Patch Richness: [ i

Topog_:p'ﬁic Complexity: A 12

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 18

Final Atribute Score=
(Raw Scorc/24) x 100

| Awribute 4: Biotic Strucrure Anribute .
~ Plant Community Composition (Bascd on sub-meerics A-C)[ 5T
Plant Commanity Subnretric Azl C [
Vernal Pood Endenrics Richmess
Plant Conranity Suboveiric B: A 12
MNumber of Co-dominant seeies (
Fiant Comuanity Subureteic C: B 9
Pervent Inragon
[ Plant Community Compaosition:
(Average of submetries A-C)

I
|
|
e

Horizonual Interspersion and Zonaton

Raw Atsibute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Seore={Raw
Score/24) x 100

————

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

78.3

Aluerrmment Alwa: 22

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
t'ﬂl'"tflh?l“‘h AL CORSULTANTS




Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

Assessment Area Name: 22

Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Pokypogon monspeliensis

ﬁi&i‘mm{}; stipitafis .I‘.I;E!. mricranthus

Eremoacarpns setigerns

Hordermr marinmms

E I’M.!i;?} aciciluaris
Lasthenia _g&:b!;nm
F Trichostemea lancealatnm

O00®8Oo0e

Assessment Area 22

i a ECORP Consulting, Inc,
Assessment Area: 12 FXVIRDNMERTAL CONSULIANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider o . e —
‘Assessment Area Name: 23 A= - —
Assessment No. =
_A;sgésmeri't Team Memhers fr.-r Thls =
Daria Snider
Jinnah Benn - - e = ok
|
i -
‘ AA Category:
! [J Restoration [J Mitigation _ [ o i

| Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
| [l freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh D alkali flat @ Vemnal Pool

e ———

I W]m:h best describes the hydrologic state of lhﬁ wttiand at thc time uf asscssmem?
i [ ponded/inudated [[] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

' What is the appamnt Iiydmluguc regime of the wetland?

. Long-duraiion depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 menths of the year {in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waier for between 4 and 9 months of the
| year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

O long-duration [0 medium-duration M short-duration

Does ycmr wetland m:mact '-mth the floodplain of a nearhy stmmn? O yes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland Ll distinet  or indistinet

An indisiinei, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricately interspersed with uplands ar
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lepographic basin is one that lacks obviows boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such featvres are seasonal, depressional werlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 23 FRVIHUISMERTAL CUORSILTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 23

Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool
Annbute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments |
T C ] Wipha Numenc
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):  C I 6
Buffer (based on auh-mmin!_g-ﬁi |
(1 Subenetric) Score for Buffer A 12 |
Perceni of <11 mech Dufer |
T (C Submetrid) Seore for Buffer: | A, 12 o N
lrennge Buffer IFideh: |
{1 Submetric) Seore for Bfer: B 9 B
ok o gpon | i 4827 13 |
Raw Atribute Seore = sum A+ ({Bx{CxD)"0.5)*0.5) 17.17 |Final Anribute Score= 71.5
{Raw Sm.rtﬁ-ﬂ.'_i x 100
Arnnbute 2: HM Attrbute
o | Alpha  Mumenic
Water Source: | A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12
o Hydrologic Conneciiviy: | A 12 o
Raw Arntribute Score = sum of numeric scores: . 34 |Final Auribute Score= T
{Raw Score/36) x 100
Awribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute -
| Mpha | Numesic
Structural Patch Richness: | D 3
Topographic Complexity: | 9 o
| Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: - 12  |Final Auribute Scorc= EE
(Raw Score/24) x 100
| Aidiaatads Rlatio Struepwn At _____
| Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)| ]
Plant Comemanity Submetric A7 D 3
 Verwal Pool Endemies Richness
Pilant Comwnnity Sulmeteic B: B 9
Nursber of Co-dowmimeant shectes
Plant Commmnity Ssbuweteic C: B 9
Pereent Innagon 3
Flant Community Compaosition: i
(Average of submetrics A-C) | = |
Herizonial Interspersion and Zonaton A 12 | [
e . I — S |
I'-n.mhmih.}lé'sﬂm_" =sumofnumericscores: | |9 Final Auribute Seore=(Raw | 792
{Score/24) = 100 |
| 75.18

! Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

sleresiment A 21

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

| Assessment Area Name: 23 |

| Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Eremocarpus setigens O O i
Hordewms marinsm o M 020 O
" Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthis - ] N~ =
[ B :.m:f{cr.ufa futehii o O [ .
Pﬁ;j:ge;;;m arenasirm o O [:l T i
Assessment Area 23 N
. Total Invasive Species: L.
.. Total Endemic Species: =
. Total Other Species: g
Total Number Unique Species: 5

(50D ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmeat Aren: 23 EXVIRORMERTAL CORSILIANTS
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/ 250/500 Meler Lines - Intermittent Drainage

B vorrei pool
© 250 Meter Poinls

JABES_Mapsi2n0l-155_Placer VineyardsiCRAM\FY_CRAM_ARTS mad

CRAM Assessment Area 23
2001-196 Placer Vineyards

|
!.

Scale In Feel

0 75 150 225 300 378
1 Inch = 375 fest

P&%E l ! ,ne.
“ Cnnaunt n 4




Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

ﬁssessment Ar;a hame: 24

ﬂssessme:nt Teém Members fur ThlsAA T

Daria Snider
Eric Stitt
— — !
AA Category: |
|
[J Restoration [ Mitigation - O impacted & Other i

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali fiat M Vemal Pool

‘Which best descnhes the h}rdmlugm state of the wetland at the time of asmmnent‘?
O ponded/inudated ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater ] dry

What is the appamnt hydmlogm regime of the wetland?

|
Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > Sowr af 10|
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the vear, |

] long-duration [] medium-duration short-duration

Does yﬂur wetlami connect W‘lth tht floodplain of a nearby stream? |:| yes E_m |

Is the topographic basin of the wetland [ gistinet or B indistinet

An indistines, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obviews boundarfes between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional werlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

R e S S B == _— e — ———

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 24 FRVIRONMERTAl CONGLULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 24

_[ Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context  |Comments

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A) B .|
| Buffes (based on sub-metrics B-D)f 10 0 ]
(B Submeirig) Score for Bugfer: | A | 12 4
Pereent of A4 with Baffer I 3|
B T (C Submetri) Saoe for Buer: | A 12 )
AArerape Buffer IF Rk o
DS Sefor Bufer | g | 9 .l
Buffer Canslition i T
= B TR AL e
" Raw Auribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)"0.5)0.5) 90.17 |Final Attribute Score= B 84
(Raw Scorc/24) x 100
Antribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
I Mpha  Humene
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: | B 9 |
~ Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 33‘_!Fh1n.'l Arntribute Score= 2.7
[(Raw Score/306) x 100

_ Awribute 3; Physical Structure Attributc

Alpha Mumenc
Struetural Parch Richness: D '3.
Topographic Complexiry: B 9

Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 12 [Final Attribute Score=

I!{lhw Seore/24) = 100

=]

~ Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute B

Plant Community C?mpn-ilim (Based on sub-metrics A-C)

Plane Commranity Swboretric Ay C &

Vernal Poad Endemics Richness |

Plant Cammnenity Subsetric B: A | 12
Nusrber of Co-donminmt spectes | ;
Plant Comurmmity Sulwmetric B | 9 1
Perceint Inniasion ' e

||

Plant Community Composition: | g |
(Average of submetrics A-C) | |
Horizonal Interspersion and Zonation A 12 |

—_— — —— — .

Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores: ‘_'gi_ " |Final Attribute Score=(Raw 875
_ {Seore/24) = 100
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | }'Ej'

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
sluierimen! Avee 24 EXVIHOA !.IF.NTAI. 1' DRSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

. Assessment Area Name: 24

Species List for vernal pool

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Laofinm mndtiflorsim

Polygonm arenastrim

Foﬁpqgan monspeliensis

Hemizonta fitchii

 Lasthenia glabberima

E mmmé:m Tetigerns

P&{gf;'&ﬂrby: stipitafus rgp. micranibag

* Eleacharis macrastachya

olooool&o®
Rl ol 0o olo

Assessment Area 24 ™N

~ Total Invasive Species: 2
'I'otal Ende:mc Species:
Tutasl Dthe: Spr:c:ea

| g F

Assessiment Areqa: 24

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

' Your Name: Daria Snider -

Asscssment Area Na.me 25

. q Date: SIESHEDDQ

Daria Snider -

* Eric Stitt
MCatagur}r

] Restoration 1 Mitigation ] Impacted M Other
Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?

[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O] alkali flat

E Seasonal Wetland

 Which hest desunbea the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time nf assessment'?
[ ponded/inudated

] saturated soil, but no surfacewater bl dry

 What is the appa:mt hydﬁlogm regime of the wetland? :

Long-duraiion depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year (in = 3 ot af 10
years) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water berween 2 weeks and & months of the year,

O long-duration [ medium-duration W shori-duration

L‘E}E wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearh}r stream? Oyes M ono

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinct

or indistinet

An indistined, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately imterspersed with uplands or

seemingly homogeneous over very large arcas, topoagraphic basin is one that lacks obviews boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very lovw-gradient landscapes.

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 25 FRCIRORMERTAL CORGUNLIANTS



CRAM Scnnng Sheet for Assessment Area 25

| Antribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments
Alpha Mumenc
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A): D 3
] Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)| g ;
{18 Suhevetric) Seore for Huffer: A 12 |
Prrcent of A1 nith Duffer
B  (C Submeiri) Score for Bufer: | g 12 e e WL R
Arengge Bugfier WWhithe ==l
= " (D Submetrig) Seore for Buffer || B 9 |
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)%05) 14.17 |Final Attribute Score= 59
(Raw Score /24) x 100
Aunribute 2: Hydrology Autribute
=y o )
| Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12
o - Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12 -
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 | Final Awribute Score= ]E
! (Raw Score/36) x 100

| Awribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Structural Parch Richness: D 3

Topographic Complexity: |

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 9

Final Attribute Score=
{Raw Score/24) x 100

_Annbute 4: Biotic Structure Au'.nl:run:
P‘hnl E«ummmw Cnmpr.munn (Hnﬂl on lul:-m:lnﬂ- ATy

waﬁ'mwmy.m-mﬂrﬂ g | &
| __ Muwlier of Plant Layers ]
Pwammqy:mmwih| D 3
Muember of Co-doamimant shecier
Pt Corermmity Swbeeterc | D 3
Persent Invarron |

Plant Community Compeosition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonaton i c | &
I
Vertical Biotic Strucrure A 112

P, ey, SR | = —

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 292 |Final Ausibute Score=(Raw &1.1
I Score/36) x 100

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 64.4

clisesoment lreas I3

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FAXVIRODNMENTAL COMSDELTANTS



Co-dominant species richness f'l‘.}!' Depressional Wetlands

- AA Type: Seasuu-ﬁl Wet land

A;@Essment Area Name: 25

Plant Layer: Medium _ o Invasive Species?
Lolium multiflorum w
~ Plant Layer Short Invasive Species?
Hardeum marinum 7

i- Bromus hordeaceus - - - . o
Ph.a.*am‘ paradoxa - ) O

% ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 25 FRCTROCMERTAL CONRULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

“Your Name: Daria Snider

ﬁssessment Area Namﬁ: 26

e

Assessment No.

ﬁssassment Team Memhers fnr T]'us -

Daria Snider

En-:: Stlt‘[

— e e e

AA Categﬁr}'

[] Restoration ] Mitigation O Impacted Wl Other

——

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[0 freshwater marsh [L] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat Seasonal Wetland

| Which best dﬂSCﬂbﬂS the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
O ponded/inudated [] saturated so0il, but no surfacewater b dry
What is the apparent h)_rdmlug-i-: regime of the wetland? B

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year (in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for beaween 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water berween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ long-duration ] medium-duration M shon-duration

Does your wet]and connect with the floodplain qf a nearb}r strr.am'? U yes ™M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland L distinet  or E indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands ar

seeniingly hamogeneous aver very large arcas, fopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such feainres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

e o S

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 26 ENVIRDXNMENTAL COMSILTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 26
ional Wetland AA:

| Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments

Buffer (hased on sub-metrics B-D) ;i,

. (15 Subewetric) Score for Baffer: A
Pim#gr/‘?::l'ﬁ ﬁr a 12 B

| (C Subeoetric) Score for ufer- | B 9
| srerge Bufler 1Pt —
| {1 Suwdemeiric) Feare for Haffer: B 9

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ ({Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) '|,.5_ Final Antribute Score= &8.3

(Raw Score /24) x 100
Anribute 2: Hydrology Attrbute
Alpha  Numeric
Water Source: A 12
Hydwopedod: | A | 12 o
Hydrologic Connectivity: A 12
i Raw Auwribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Auribute Seore= = 100
| (Raw Score/36) x 100
| Attribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
i Alpha Numenic
Structural Patch Richness: D 3
Topographic Complexity: | D 5 | -
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 4  |Final Auribute Score= 25
{Raw Scorc/24) x 100
Antribute 4: Biotie Structure Attribute

Plant {?ummmityﬂmnpmilim (Based on sub-metrics A-C) T
| Plant Comerinnity Subwetrre A c 1]
| Mamber of Plaut Lgn:__
Piant Community Submetric B: B 9
Plant Community Snbumetee C: B G
Percent Imvasion
Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)
i Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

Vertical Biotie Structure

H_'R:t-'r-hm:lh_uﬂ:_ Score = sum of numeric scores: - 28 [Final Awribute Score=(Raw 77.8

f Score/36) x 100

- Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 47.78l
|

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
“Aucssent .l 26 a FRVIRONMENTAL c‘nnm%’u.\.lﬁ



Co-dominant species richness for Depressmnai Wetlands

Assessment Area Name: 26

AA Type: Seasonal Wetland

Plant.Layer Short

Invasive Species?

' Pfagmﬁmh:yssﬂpnﬂms

Convolvilus arvensis

Erjm,g;imn vaseyi

Gnaphaﬂum palustre

Sﬂnchus oleracens

1

Lythrum hyssapifa livemn

gioloiooolk

G-{w:eri:decmmm

|
|
f

- Lolivm multiflorum

Eremocarpus setigerus

O & &

Assessment Area: 26

|

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Debra Sykes

Assessment Area Name: 27

Assessment No. [ [N IS ] Date: 8/25/2009 -
Assessment Team Members for This AA
Debra Sykes
~ Jinnah Benn -
AA Catcg_ﬁry: .
[0 Restoration O Mitigation - 0O Impacted & Other .

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[J freshwater marsh [J alkaline marsh [ alkali flat M Vemal Pool

— —

‘Which best descnbes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time af’ assessment?
[0 pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

What is the appamnt hydmlagm regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supparting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in > 5 out af 10
years.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporiing surface water for between 4 and 9 months af the |
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[] long-duration [] medium-duration W short-duration

|—— - e —— = =

— ——— e . . = —

Dne.f.: your \_ﬁratland connect with ﬂflﬂ ﬂuﬂdplam of a nearby stream? O yes H no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland () disinet  or B indistinet

An indistines, such as vernal pool eomplexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obviows boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient fandseapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 17 EXVIROKMES TAL COSSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 27
Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

Comments

| Awribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context
i

Mumenc

Alpha
Landscape Conncctivity (MetricA): B | 9

Blﬂ'frr{hu:dunluhmﬂ-n]

mj.a.wmn- Sore for Bugffer:
H‘mﬂf&!ﬁlaﬂﬂgﬁr 1 A b
1__

(C Sabmetric) f _,ﬁr H.ﬁr A 12
Areryge Bogffer W el

{ﬂfliwﬂ'xj.fmﬁﬁqﬂr | B Q

Buffer Condiiran |

Raw Attribute Score = sum  A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5) 2017

Final Atrbute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

| Ausibute 2: Hydrology Adttribute

Water Source:

Hydropesiod: 12

Alpha
A | 12
A
A

~ Hydrologic Connectivity: 12

Raw Antrbute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34

Final Auribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

100

Artribute 3: Physieal Strueture Attribute

Structiral Patch Richness: D 3

'I:';ugmphic Complexity: B

| Raw Amribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 1 12

Final Attribute Score=

(Raw Score/24) x 100

| Atribute & Biotic Structure Attribute
Plant Cummnml:r Cmpwmnn [B:.snd on sub-metrics A-C)[R
Planr c.‘wmg .i'x.hwn'!nrA C 0o A
| Viernal Poal Endemics Réchuess
Plant Commnrnrty Selometric B: A 12
Miawlser of Co-domstnant geces .
Plant Comarunity Slsmetric C: B | 9
Pereent [mvasion I
{ Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)

A | 12

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

" Raw Atibute Score = sum of numeric scores: 21

Final Attribute Score=(Raw |

Score/24) x 100

87.5

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

80.38

Alosenimvent A 27

a ECORP Consultin
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Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

t N 2

Species List for vernal pool

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Rutmiex erisprs

Plagiobathrys stipitatis ssp. micranthic

el

Erynginm vaseyi

—_—m— =

Convalvnlir arvensis

E:?mmrpm .ferg:gem.:

Phalaris species

e T S S S T

Larthenia plabberina

Lalinm mudtifforsen

R OO 0O 00 0O &

EIHEIlEIEIHEID

Assessment Area 27

_Total Invasive Species:
_Total Endemic Species:
__Total Other Species:

bmgm::r-uiw Z

Assessient Area: 27

ECORP Consultin

Inc.
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| LEGEND
2224 Riverine Perennial Marsh

| | 1 Plan Area E Channel m Riverine Seasonal Marsh
i () participating Property ([l creex {855} Rwerine Sezsanal Wetiand
Drainage Canal . Seasonal Marsh
m Drainage Swale - Seasonal Wetland
Ephemeral Dreinage () Seasonsl Weliand Swale

- Intermittent Drainage - vernal Poal
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Jinnah Benn R |

Assessment Area Name: 28 . R

| Date: 8/25/2009

Debra Sykes

Jinnah Benn

—_—r ——— . — =

AA Category:
O Restoration ] Mitigation O Impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
O freshwater marsh (] alkaline marsh L] alkali flat W  Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
] ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater W dry

|

| Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year {in > Jowt of 10 |

i years)) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the :
pear. Short-duration weilands possess surface water between 2 weels and 4 months af the year. |

[] 1ong-duration [0 medium-duration Wl shor-duration
Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? M oyes 0 no
 Is the topographic basin of the wetland distint or L indistinct

| An indistinet, sweh as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricarely interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, iopograplhic basin is one thai lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and |
| npland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional werlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 28 EXVIRDNVERTAL CURSHILTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 28

Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wetland
|_Autribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments
) o [ Alpha Mumenc | N
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A) B t 0
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D) :
i Tuiewesesc] Seore for Buffer: A | 17 [
Perveat of Ll with Buffer | |
{C Swdemeteic) Neore for Brfer: A 12 __
Alrengpe Huffer Wik
(D Swbueiri Seore for Baffer: | B | 9
Puffer Clanditisn T |
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)0.5)70.5) 90.17 |Final Attribute Score= 84
(Raw Score,/24) x 100
_Awribute 2: Hydrology Autsibute
' Mpha  Numere
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A | 12 |
Hydrologic Comﬁn; 5| A ]2_ all
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 |Final Attribute Score= 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attrdbute |
Alpha Humene | ) -
Structural Paich Richness: D 3 __: -
Topographic Complexity: | [y 3 | o
Raw Arrribute Score = sum of numeric scores: &  |Final Atribute Score= . 25
{Raw Score/24) x 100 .
Auribute 4: Biotic Structure Auribute - il
| Plant Community Composition (Bascd on sub-metrics A-C) 1
i Plant Commmnnity Submetric A7~ B 9 '
' Numiber of Pt Layers |
| Plant Comemnity Sabneeteie B: D 3 |
MNauneber of Co-dusmiuant speces !
| Plant Cansomnity Suwboveiric C: D 3 B
| Pervent Invasion | '
! Plant Community Composition: 5 |
| {Average of submetrics A-C) |
Herizontal Interspersion and Zonation B ? | o ]
s L e r—e — - e -
Vertical Biotie Structure A 12
" Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 24 Final Atribute Score=(Raw 722
|Score/36) x 100 i
' Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 70.3

lisesrorent e 28

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRDNMERTAL t ORSULTAR TS




Co-dominant species richness for Depress:unal Wetlands

| Assessment Area Name: 28 AA ']_‘gge Seasnnal Wetland
Plant La}*er: Medium Invaswe Species?
Lolium mu.‘f{,ﬁ'amm
_Lﬂcmm serr. 11;!9' SEEr——— - EI
| Plant Layer: Short B Invasive Species?
| Hordewn marinum [
_ Plant Layer: Tall : - ~ Invasive Species?
Lactuca serriofa O

i Ay ot

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 28 EXVIHONMENTAL COMNSUPLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assr.:ssment Area Name: 29

Assessment No.

T Date: 8/17/2009 ' 3

i
B "'ih

Assessment Team Memhem fnr This

Diaria Snider

~ Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn
' Eric Stitt
AA Category:

] Restoration ] Mitigation [0 Impacted W Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
|:| freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat B Sessonal Wetland

= e

Whlch best describes the hydrc-]aglc state of the wetland at the time of assessment'?
| pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater v dry

- L L. - S iy = ———

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months af the year (in > 3 out of 10
vears.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-dwration weilands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 monihs of the year.

O long-duration [} medium-duration short-duration

e e

 Does your wetland connect wnh Ihe ﬂuudplam of a nearby stream? O yes no

e e ——— — L LN e S e m—

Is the topographic basin of the wetland 0 distinet  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin (s ane that lacks obviews boundaries bevween wetland and
upland. Examples of suich features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

- — _— = ——— — m— — e — e —— — = = m—a mm w o —

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 39 FAVIHORVERTAL CORGULTANTS



CRAM Sconng Sheet for Assessment Area 29

Antribute 1: Buffer and land.ai:lpn Context

" Buffer [Im:d an sub-metrics B-I)

B Sumetric) Seor for Bufer. | A, 12
Percent of A#) asth Digffer

(C Subsetric) Seore for Bagfer:
Average Buffer IWidthe

(D Subrwetric) Seom for Buffer
Buffer Cauditian

A 12

B 9

Raw Auribute Score = sum A+(Bx{CxD)*0.5)"0.5)

14.17

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) = 100

Autribute 2: Hydrology Arnrbute

Mumsnc

Waicr Source:

Hydroperiod:

m.m}g

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Arribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Atribute Score=
{Raw Score/36) x 100

83.3

Atnbute 3 Ph.y?'ul Structure Attribute

Structural Pach Richness:

Topographic Complexity:

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

37.5

Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute o
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metnics A-C)
Phlat Comsmunsly Sulrretrar Az
MNawber of Planr Layers
Prlant Consnritirity Sebvmetrse B
Narler of Co-domimant shectes
Plant Comermamisy Ssubweretric C:
Percent Invasion

Plant Community Compogition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)

Heorizontal Interspersion and Zonation

Vertical Biotic Structure |

" Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: |

{Final .iun'hu::Smrr‘(Rnw

Seore,/36) x 100

69.4
)

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)
|

|

62.3

Alusersorent Alra; 2P

G

ECORP Consulting, Inc,
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Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

| Assessment Aren Nnme 29_ _ o B AA Type: S;easnnal_iﬂ;'&lgn-d |
| Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species? .
| Lolivm multiflorum '
| Hordeum marinum - ] 0

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 29 EXVIROXMENTAL CORSULTANTS



| LEGEND
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() participating Property () creex (28} Rwverine Seasonal Wetiand
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Daria Snider
Tﬁ;-:-:sessmcnt Area Name: 30 o -

 — —
Assessment No.

Assessmmt Team Members for Tlhs AA

Daria Emder

| Date: 8/25/2009

AA Category:

[Tl Restoration [l Mitigation [0 Impacted & Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?

[] freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat E Scasonal Wetland

— == -

==

s | e ———————— ==

Whlch bcst describes the the'hydrqugm state of the wetland at the time i}f asscsment‘?
[ pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater Wl dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 menths of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ tong-duration ] medium-duration M short-duration

Daes your wetland connect wnh {he ﬂmdplmn of a nearby stream? O yes no

[ distina or indistinet

Is the topographic basin of the wetland

Aw indistingi, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel meadows, which may be iniricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin (s one thar lacks obvieus boundaries between wetland and

wpland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very lovw-gradient landscapes.

- S—— - P PP PR

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EAVIRONMENTAL CONSINLTANTS
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CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 30
Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wetland

Landscape Connectivity (Metrie A):

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-1)

(B Subuseiri) Seore for Buffer: | A |12
Pervent of A121 nith Huffer

(C Submein) Siare for Bufer: | 12
Averuge Buffer Widsle
(10 Subseiric) Score for Buffer: B | 9
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx{CxD)"0.5)0.5) 17.17 [Final Asiribute Score= T 715
(Raw Score/24) x 100 |
Autribute 2: Hydrology Anribute
Mpba  Muemens
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: A 12
o H};l:_n.ﬂ-git: Connectivity: A 12 _
Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  (Final Attribute Score= | 100
(Raw Score,/36) x 100 |
_Anributc 3: Physical Structure Auribute
Algha Mumenc N
Structural Parch Richness: D 3 :
Topographic Complexity: | |
| Raw Attsibute Score = sum of numeric scores: 9 Final Artribute Score= 375
{Raw Score/24) = 100

Antribute 4: Biotie Structure Attribute

Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)|

Plant Community Subwwetrie 4 C | 6

thrg" Plant Lgm' i

Plant Compranity Subuetric B: D | 3
Nuaber of Co-doprinant gpecies :

Plant Commnnity Swbesetric C: D | 3

Pervent Invasion

Plant Community Composition:

(Average of submetrics A-C) |

! Horizontal Interspersion audanuimi D | 3 |

S ——

9

 Vertical Biotic Structure |
| Raw Anribute Seore = sum of numeric scores: R | 14  Final Attribute Score=({Raw T 4;2
{ |Score/36) x 100

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 63.35

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aluserrment Al 360 ERVIRORMERTAL L MG ILTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands
AA Type: Seasonal Wetland

L Assessment Area Name: 30

: Plant Laver: Short - Invasive Species?
| Bromus hordeaceus v
! Vrt!'pr‘.-; bromoides : ) | ) O

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 30 FRVIRONWMERTAL CONSULIANTS
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F
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

| Your Name: Daria Snider

Issassment Area NE.E‘I_E:- ;.’-]

Assessment No.

| Date: 8/17/2009

Assessment Team Membem for Ths

Daria Snider
" Debra Sykes

Jinnah Benn

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[0 Restoration [l Mitigation - O impacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [] alkaline marsh ] alkali pat Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrolugm state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[l ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfocewater Wl dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wellands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 out of 10
years.) Mediun-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surfoce water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water berween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year,

O long-duration [l medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect » wuh the ﬂundemn of a nearby stream? D yes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland [ distinet or B indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel meadows, which may be intricarely interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous aver very large arcas, topagraphic basin is one that lacks obvions boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such feateres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

)
& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 31 EXVIRONAMERTAL CONSULTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 31
Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wetland

Artribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context ~ [Commenis - ki
i Alpha Mumeng [
Landscape Connectivity (Metric Ay [ 3 |
Bulffer (based on sub-merrics B-D)) R,
{18 Smbwerirsc) Sewer for Bufer A 12
Pernent of AL it Buffler
i Safe il | A | 12 — = =
Alreruge Buffer Widtle T = o
{10 Submeirec} Score for Buffer: B 9 o
Baaffer Conditio [iHas e o ) ==
Raw Astribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) 14.17 |Final Auribute Scorc= 59
{(Raw Scorc/24) x 100
Anribute 2: Hydrology Attrdbute =
Alpha  Numenc |
Water Source: A ! 12
1
Hydopedod: | A | 12 |
Hydrologic Conneetivity: | A 12 |
Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 ~ Final Auribute Score= “]-{_ﬁ
|(Raw Score,/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute |
Alpha | Mumenc |
Structural Patch Richness: | D 3 |
- o Topographic Complexity: | D | 3 |
" Raw Astributc Score = sum of numeric scores: ¢  Final Atribute Score= - 25
{Raw Scorc,/24) x 100
Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Anribute | i}
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)|
Plent Comemunity Snbumetric A7 C [
- MNumber of Plawt Layers
H Pliant Connmrunity Swbimeiric B: D 3
| Number of Co-dominant species
| Plawr Conmmnity Snbenetric C: D 3
Pereent Invastan
Plant Community Composition; '

| Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | ‘ | -
A — 1 NOPp—
Vertical Biotic Strucure | 5 12
| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 3 Final Atribute Score=(Raw | 4].]
_ Score/36) x 100 |
| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 41 _'23!

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
sluseroment e 11 FNVIRORMER TAL CORSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

| is_géssﬁent_ Area Name: 31 AA Type: Seasonal Wetland |
Plant Lﬁyéi‘?ﬂhurt " Invasive Species? i
Lolivm multiflorum
Hordewm marimm .

__E:!;ngff}rn w.iéyl'_ BN S ————— - |j_ ]

ﬂ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 31 EXVIHUPNMENTAI TONSILTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Daria Snider

Daria Snider

| Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[ Restoration ] Mitigation - O Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh 1 alkali flat B Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater 1 dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands ave defined as supporting surface waler for > 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10 i
vears,) Medium-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months af the
vear. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year. |

[ long-duration ] medium-duration M short-duration

e —

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland L dgistinet  or B indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
seemingly homogencous over very large areas, fopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wedland and
wpland. Examples of such features are seasanal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessnieit Area: 32 ERVIRDONMENTAL CORSULTANTS



CRAM Scunng Sher:t fDI' Assr.ssment Area 32

Aun‘hm: 1 Bu!!'_l:-.r_and Lmdsc‘._lF_ e Context

B Subraeiric) Seore for Buffer:
Persent of L wath Buffer

(C Sabairi) Sere for B
slrenige Haffer Witk

' (D2 Sinbeseiric) Score for Bugfer:
Vinfier Candstio

12

12

Raw Atrribute Score = sum  A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5)

[Final Attribute Score=

(Raw Score/24) = 100

Attribute 2; H:rdmlug_y JLtlriI:lutl:

Water Source:

Hydroperipd:

Hydrologic Connectivity:

Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
{(Raw Score,/36) x 100

?1.7

Autribute ¥ Physical Structure Attribute

Structural Parch Richness:

| o Topographic Complexity:

| Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Autribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

25

| Autribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute
| Plam CEI'I'II“!.I.I'III]" Cnmpmmun (ﬂnﬂlm sub-meirics h-C) ]
| c | 6
Noanber of Plant Layers l
i Plant Comprinity Seibnetriz B:
Nuneber of Co-dominant species
Plant Comvnerenety Saelbretrre C
Pervent [nraman |
Plant Community Composition: L
{Average of submetrics A-C) ||

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | [

~ Venical Biotic Structure A

Raw Attributc Score = sum of numeric scores: |
|

Final Attribute Score=(Raw
Seore/36) = 100

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

AArremiment Areas 12

ECORP Cunsultin% Inc.
ESVIRONMERTAL CONSILTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

mssment Area Ng_me: 32 o - AA Type: Seasonal Wetland

[ PlanTl_;j';r_: Short ) - Invasive Species?
Hordewm marinum ]

1 Bromus hordeaceus - :

 Lolium uurfn:ﬁn;:m . E N = )

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmient Area: 32 EAVIHONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Dana Smder

As&assment Area Name: 33

Assessment No.

Assessment TEEII‘I’] Mr:mh for Thls AA -

Daria Snider

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[l Restoration ] Mitigation [0 Impacted M Other

Whmh best ﬂﬂEGl’lhﬁS 1he t:,rpe of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh O alkaline marsh O alkali flat & Secasonal Wetland

- SN

Which best descrlbe.s the hydrulngm statl: of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ pondedfinudated [J saturated soil, but no surfacewater Wi dry

N s ey e

What is the apparent ﬁyﬂm]ugqm_ regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = % months of the year {in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medivm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration weilands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

(] long-duration [ medium-duration Ml short-duration
Does your wetland connect wuh the floodplain of a nearby stream? L] yes no :
Is the topographic hasm of the wetland [ distinee  or M indistinct |

An indistingt, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
seemingly hamogeneous over very large areas, topographic bastn is one that lacks ebvions boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. |

m— = o e ——————————————— R

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assesswrent Area: 33 EXVIROXMENTAL CONSUITANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 33

_Auribute I: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Conncctivity (Metric A):

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-DY

{18 Sbmetric) Score for Buffer:

FPervent of <L) auch Dreffer A i2
{1 Surbmeiric) Soore for Bufer: A 12
Alverage Dieffer |1FRitfc
{1 Serlvmeiric) Seore for Huffer: B 9
Baffer Comdition

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)"0.5)0.5) [Fimal Anribute Score= I 59
(Raw Score/24) x 100 |
Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Alpha Mumeric
Water Source: A 12 o
Hydroperiod: A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: A 12
" Raw Attribute Scorc = sum of numeric scorcs: 34 |Fimal Attribute Score= 100
{(Raw Score/36) x 100
Antribute 3: Physical Structure Ausibute
Alpha | Numeric B
Structural Patch Richness: | D | 3 S
| -Tﬂpagm];ru"—; hnmpltxiqr: E : &
l 2
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: @ |Final Arribute Score= a7.5
! [(Raw Seore,/24) x 100
Attribute 4: Biotic Strucrure Atribute . |
Plant Cnmm'l.!niljr Composition {Based on sub-meirics A-C) o
Plant Commranity Sulametric #: C 6
Nugiber of Plant Layers
Plant Community Subsetrir B: C G
INumsber of Co-donrinant ghectes
Plant Community Subemetrie C: | D 3
Percent Invasion |
Plant Community Composition: 5
{Average of submetrics A-C)
[ Horizontal Interspersion and Zonaton | AL 12 S -
i P S N -
{ Vertical Biotie Structure A I 12
© Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 929 [Final Awribute Score=(Raw |  80.4
| Score/36) x 100 |
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 49.28

Aureroment Aleeec 11

ia ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FXVIRORAILATAL CORSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

e ————————

As;e_ssmeu't_A';ga__l'fiame: 33 - AA Tvpe: Seasonal Wetland
Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species'? |
Rumex crispus 0

Plant Layer: Short

Invasive Species?

Lolivm multiflorum

—_— e -

! Hordewm marinm

Bromus hordeaceus

Bromus diandrus

I

F’;f.ﬁpfﬂ MYHros

Aszessoieit Area; 33

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXNVIHONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Debra Sykes -

Assessment Area Name: 34

Assessment No.

Daria Snider
Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[ Restoration ] Mitigation - [ Impacted b Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
O] freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat & Secasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[] ponded/inudated (] saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry
 What is th:aﬁarent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year (in = 5 owt of 10|
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetfands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the |
year. Short-durartion wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year. |

] tong-duration [J medium-duration short-duration
Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes no |
Is the topographic basin of the wetland L distinet  or M indistinet |

An indistines, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topagraphic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such feaiures are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. |

\C b)) ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 34 FRVIRONMERTAL ¢ 00nuliLTAYTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 34

nd

al

| Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Commenis

.l'ﬂ:rlu MNumenc

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A): D

(1§ Subeseiric Score for Biffer: 12

Pervent of L] urth Duffer

[

. |
1 Submiric) Soore for Buffer: | 12

#Arenuge Buffer Wiife |

{13 Fmbumetrich Soore jor Buffer B ‘ =]

A
A

Buffer Comudrtton I ] ¥
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)"0.5)"0.5) "1 1407

Final Artribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

Artribure 2: Hyﬂ:iomrnmibum

Warer Souree: B

Hydroperiod: | A 12

Hydrologic Connectivity: | B

Raw Annbute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Atribute Score=

{(Raw Score,/36) x 100

83.3

Attribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Srructural Parch Richness: C

Topographic Complexity: C &

Raw Auribute Score = sum of numerie scores: 12

Final Attribute Score=

{(Raw Seore,/24) x 100

Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute
Plant Community Composition m‘ltdmmh-m;um jh e
Pilewt Commumity Swlwretric.A{ C | 6 J
Nuneber of Plant Layers |
Piant Cormpramity Subwetric B: C i 6
Muewber of Co-donvinant ghecies |
Plont Community Submetric | C | 6
Pervet Inrasion |
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

11 8l

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation |

; ) ) Vertical Biotic Structure = | 4

| Raw Atribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 24

Score/36) x 100

Final Attribute Score=(Raw |

66.7

| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

64.75|

Arsesoment slrea: 14

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FERVIRORMENTAL CORSLULYANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

:Tis;sess_n_mm_: AreaName:34 . __ . AA Tvpe: Seasonal Weﬁna_d
Plant Layer: Short Tiivasive Specis? —

Hordeum marinum

Vulpia bromoides

" Erodium botrys

| Hafai:&rpfrc; virgata o - 0O

| Bromus hordeaceus

Lolium multiflorum

Leontodon taraxacoides

,@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FAVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Assessment Team Memhers fnr T]'us FLA L

Daria Snider
Debra Sykes ' - N

Jinnah Benn -

~ Eric Stitt

AA Category:

[ ] Restoration [ Mitigation - O Impacted W Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh [ alkali fat Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydm]ugm state of the wetland at the time of asaessmem"
O pendedinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater Wl dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 out of 10
years) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration weilands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[l tong-duration ] medium-duration short-duration

Dt:-&e your wetland connect with the floodplain ofa nearb:f sh’cam‘? 0 yes no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O gistinet  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with wplands or

seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples af such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 35 ERVIRDNMESTAL CONSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 35

Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wetland
| Artribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context : _ Comments i

Landseape Connectivity (Metriec A): '

Buffer (bascd on sub-metrics -H-D} 5

{1 Swbometrac) Seorr for Bagfer: A 12 |
Pervent of /A with Buffer 1
fC Sinbumetric) Seore for Baeffer: A | 12 i
Alrerage Huffer Whithe 1
{3 Sunbineiric) Seore for Buffer: B 9 .
Bffer Condition | |
Raw Auribute Score = sum  A+{Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) . {Final Attribute Score= 71 ji
(Raw Score/24) x 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Arnribute —
Alpka  Mumenc

Water Source: A 12

Hydroperiod: | A 12

Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 36 |Final Anribute Score= 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100 |
Auribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute |
Alphs | Musmese |

Structural Parch Richness: D 3

* Topographic Complexity: | D 3

Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: & |Final Anribute Score= 25
(Raw Scorc/24) x 100
 Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-Q)]

Plant Commanity Swbmetrfe A7 C G
ymhr_ﬂl"ﬂﬁ:mf Layers
Phwr Comesainity Sibwvetric B: D 3
Member of Co-dosminant spevies
Pt Connmarmity Submetere O D 3
Pervent Imvasion
Plant Community Compaosition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation |

— ==

Vertical Biotic Structure |~ B g |
Raw Attributc Score = sum of numeric scores: | 19 Final ﬁrr.l:ihul::ﬂ-:;;['ﬂm 523_i
| Score/36) x 100 |
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) [ 62.32

. @ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aleienmwent AAra: 33 EXVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

ﬁssess;l;.nt Area Name: 35-.

Plant Layer: Short

AA Type: Seasonal Wetland

Invasive Species?

Hemizonia fitchii

Lolivm multiflorum

Hordewm marinim

e —— S

Leontodon taraxacoides

Assessment Area: 35

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FAVIRONAMEMTAL CORRULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

———————

Your Name: Debra Sykes

Assessment Arﬂa Name' 3l5

R -"?'.F_ EF. R
e i_E'j:_‘:ﬁ" i Bl
Assessment Team Members for This AA

Debra Sykes

Jinnah Benn

Assessment No.

AA E.‘ategnry
[] Restoration ] Mitigation - [ Impacted b Other

Whlch bt:sl dl:scnh&s the type of depressional wetland?
|_ [ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali flar B  Seasonal Wetland

| Which best descnhes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of ass&ssmﬂnt?
! [l pondedinudated [ ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

| What is the apparent hydrologic rﬂglmf: of the wetland?

| Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporiing surface water for > 9 manths of the year in = 3 out of 10
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 manths of the
| year. Shor-duration werllands possess surfoce water berween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

. [ leng-duration [ medivm-duration Wl short-duration

| Doe:s your wetland connect with thﬂ ﬂuudp]am of a nearby sl:rﬂam'? O yes % o

 Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinet  or indistinet

An indistinct, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet micadows, whicl may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that facks sbvious boundaries between wetland and
| upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aszessment Area: 16 EXVIRODOEMERTAL CONSILTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 36
ional Wetlan :

| Anribute 1: Bulfer and Landscape Context |Comments

, Landscape Connectivity (Metic A): B |'_'Er |
Buffer (based Eﬂ-iuh-‘l:l:l.l'iﬂ B-D)[

i (B Sudmetric) Seore for Buffer: A 12
| Perens of L1 usth Buffer

|' (C Sulouetrie) Score for B | A | 12
Alrennge Baffer Widei:

(D Sulwetri) Scoe for Daler. | 3 9
Huffer Conartron

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)"05)%05) | 20,17 [Final Arribute Score= 84
(Raw Score/24) x 100

| Autribute 2: Hydrology Artribute

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologie Connectivity:
Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Attribute Score= 100
(Raw Seore/36) x 100

Alphia

Water Source: A 12
A
A

Antribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

: Structural Patch Richness: D

] Topographic Complexity:

| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: Final Auribute Score= 25

| (Raw Score/24) x 100

. Awribute 4; Biotic Structure Atribute
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)
Plans Cmm-‘gp Surbewmaetrar <17 C G

Munsbier of Plant Layers

Piant Comuaeity Sulbwetric B: D 3

Niabeer of Co-dosminant species

Plast Commanity Sabaratd & | D 3 !

Percent Lmvasion

Plant Community Composition: 4 |

{Average of submetrics A-C) '

| Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation B g

O | L | L

Vertical Biotic Structure | B 9

" Raw Astributc Score = sum of numeric scores: -I | -22 Final Anribute Scu_rc=l,'ll.':rw T "-6-] R |
. ‘ Score/36) x 100 i

)
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) ,5?_53}
|

- ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aucessment cens: 36 a FAVIRONMENTAL -:ummﬁ.!rnws



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

___.'ﬁ-.-SHSHETSS[IlEII-_t Area Name: 36 AA Type: Seasonal \j’e?lang |

Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species? |
Bromus hordeaceus !
I T
Lolium multiflorum W :
Plant Layer: Short o ~ Invasive Species? __ |
Hordeum marinum |
Convolvilus arvensis o o 0 ]

. ECORP .
Assessment Arca: 36 @ ENVIRON 1.|FHT:SP¢1HEE|:'rmﬁ
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

 Your Name: Debra S}-'kcs
 Assessment Area Name: 37

Assessment No.

Asseasment Team Members for Th15 AA
Debra Sykes o -

~ Jinnah Benn

s s wr o —

AA Category:
] Restoration [0 Mitigation [ Impacted & Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh (] alkali flat M Seasonal Wetland

Which b::at describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assassmcnt.'?
[ pondedfinudated ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater [l |:|r3|I

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?
Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 out gf 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water bevween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

O [ong-duration [l medium-duration short-duration

Does your wet]and -:nnnect with the ﬂoudplam ofa nearb}r stream” O yes EE] no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland [ distinet  or M indistinet

|
An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wer meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries bevween wetland and |
| upland. Examples of such feaiures are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. :
|

A5 ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 37 ® Al CORSILTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 37

irtri-b_m-: 1; Buffer and Landscape Context Comments
Alpha  Numesc 1_ i
Landscape Connecuvity (Metric Ay D 3 I

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)| CHIE RS

{1 Subeneiric) Score for Buffer: A 12
Pervent of ALl adch Buffer

(C Submeti] s for B
Avennge Beffer Wil

{1 Suiwsetric) Sieore for Bugfer:
Huffer Cancitron

A 12

B g

Raw Aturibute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5)

7 [Final Attribute Score=

59
(Raw Score /24) x 100

.ﬁ.nrihulc & H}«ﬂmlugy Artribute

———

Water Source:

Hydroperiod:

Hydrologiec Connectivity:

Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score f36) = 100 |

Artribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Seructural Patch Richness:

Topographic Complexity:

._Rnwﬁuributc_ﬁ_:m = sum of numeric scores:

{Final Attribute Score=

Auribute 4: Biotic Sr.mcmn: Artribute
Fhm ﬂommmty Cump:rllunn (Based on sub-metrics A-C)
Plaut Cummy Submetric 4 C [
Nuber of Plant Layers
Plant Comurarsity Subwrerric B:
Miwraler af Co-donrinant ghecier
Piamir Comreeanity Salumetric O
Percent Tnvasion |
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submerrics A-C)

D 3

D 3

F[Rnw Score/24) x 100

r————

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

Vertical Biotic Structure.

" Raw Anwibute Score = sum of numeric scores:

.I-'mnI Auribute Score={Raw !

| 69.4
Score/36) x 100 |

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

' 63.35

slosrerement sl 17

E{':DRF Consulting, Inc.

MENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Co-dominant species ru:hness for Depressional Wetlands

Assessment Area Name. 37 _ AA. Tvge Seasonal Wetlaud
Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species?

Lolium multiflorum
Hordewm marinum v
C'mwa!wffus ar'w_*fisw O

ﬁ ECORP Consulting, Inc
EXVIHONMERTAL CTONSIELT \‘nl

Assessoenit Area: 37
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Marsh

I Your Name: Jinnah Benn

e —_———— — —

Assessment Area Name: 38

| Date: 8/17/2009

Daria Snider
Debra Sykes
Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[C] Restoration ] Mitigation - [ Impacted W Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
(] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh [ alkali flat Seasonal Marsh

Which best describes the hyﬁfl.;:;lc_!gic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ ponded/inudated ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

-——

| What is the apparent hytlrc;]_ugic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wedlands are defined as supporting surface water for = & moenths of the year (in = 5 out of 10
years,) Mediun-duration depressional wetland's are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 manths of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year,

[ long-duration medium-duration [ short-duration

' Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? M ys O no

' Is the topographic basin of the wetland M dgisint  or [ indistinet

| An indistines, such as verial pool coniplexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
| wpland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessimenr Area: 38 ENVIRORAME R TAL CORSULIASTY



CRAM Sconng Sheet fur Assessment Area 38

(1 Sabuneiric) Srure for Buffer:
Persernt of <Ll usth Dafler
(€ Sufuncirii) Score for Buffer: B 9 . =
Avergge Bugfer Wil T
(D Sabessiric) Soore for Bufler: B 9 =
Raw Ansibute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)*0.53*0.5) 13.3% |Final Auribute Score= 55 R
(Raw Scorc/24) x 100
Arttribute 2: H;rdrolog_r Antribute
- Alpha Numenc
Water Source: C é
Hydroperiod: | D
Hydrologic Connectivity: B 9
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 18 |Final Aribute Score= 50
(Raw Seore/36) x 100
Artribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Apha | Hamese
Structural Patch Richness: D
~ Topographic Complexity: | D
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: Final Attribute Scare= a5
(Raw Score/24) x 100
.ﬁnnbul:: 4' B_lm_m Svructure Attribute ]
- Plant C-nmmm.:tf ﬂnmpull.hun {Based on sub-metrics A-C)}
Plant Commnity Submetric A1 A I 12
Nusber of Plant Layers .
Plant Commnity Snbesetrie B D | 3
Nuwwmler of Co-doatant ghees |
Plant Commmumity Subssetere B | 9
Pervent Inraston i |
Plant Community Composition: |
{Average of submetrics A-C) |

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonaton |

 Vertical Biotic Structure

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Atsibute Score=
Score/36) x 100

(Raw Trﬁ;

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

50.75

Aleseriment Area: 1%

ECOR

EXVIHDNMENTAL

P Consulting, Inc.
CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

'h.s;essmEqEﬁ[e_;i _N_ame: 38 AA Type: Seasonal Marsh |
Plant Layer: Medium . Invasive Species? |
Paspalum dilatatum 0 |
Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species? |
Chenapodivm ambrosioides 0 |

 Plant Layer: Tall - _ Invasive Species? |
Rubus armeniacus M i

___ Plant Layer: Very Tall ) Invasive Species? I
|

| Populus fremontii - 0

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 38 FEAVIRONMERTAL CONSIPLTANTS



NARDIS

111//

Pl i el g

P, A

i
| B
L
&

v

Assessment Area
2500500 Meter Lines

O 250 Maler Paints

m Channel
; - Creek

Drainage Canal

‘ ﬁ'&l Drainage Swale

Ephemeral Drainage
- Intermittent Drainage
Pond
X Eiiil Riverine Perennial Marsh
| Riverine Seasonal Mersh
j m Riverine Seasonal Wetland

| Seasonal Marsh

{
1
b
™
3
-
o
=
-,
|
"
L]
\
.
b »
-
-
5
H
N
)
o, |
!
N, |
q
-

"

Lt -{f:'-"'_—"'f-*) --';

T i L W A s it S Sk a—.qd.a;-.‘.l*‘;*'

Seasonal Wetland Swale

{ - Vernal Fool

) i I - _— - - e ) - ~ = . - ! m
JAGIS, Mapt\2001-195_Plaser_ VinayardsiCRANNFY_CRAM_ARTE,mod

CRAM Assessment Area 38

2001-198 Placer Vineyards




Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Jinnah Be;ﬁ;

Assessment Afﬁa'ﬂéln;' 39

Assessment No. g
Assessment Team Members fur Th]$ AA
Debra Sykes -

AA Category:
[ Restoration [J Mitigation . O impacted M Other

= -

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali flat Seasonal Wetland

 Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[l pondedfinudated ] saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

What is the appa:mt hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 oui of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional werlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the vear.

O long-duration ] medium-duration shart-duration |

Does your wetla.nd connect with thﬂ ﬂondplmn of a nearby strcam'? O yes ® no

— e

' Is the topographic basin of the wetland O] distinet  or B indistinet '
An indistines, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, tapagraphic basin is one that lacks obvious bowndaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.,

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 39 FAVIRONMERTAL CONRULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 39

Depressional Wetland AA: Seasonal Wetland

_Auribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Connectivity (MetricA):; C [ ]
: - Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-I)|0 i
(1 Sudwreiric) Score for Buffer: | A 12 |
Persent of A with Buffer
i (C Subusciric) Scor for Baffer: | 3 9 )
Alrenuge Rugfler Whdth
(I Subsetric) Score for Buffer B 9
Duffer Covdition : |
Raw Artribute Score = sum  A+({Bx(CxD) *0.5)*0.5) 14.39 [ Final Auribute Score= £8.3
{Raw Score/24) x 100
| Attribute 2: Hydrology Ansibute
Alpha  Mumenc
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: A 12 o
Hydrelogic Connectivity: A 12
" Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  Final Atiribute Score= 100
P {Raw Score/36) x 100
| Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Alpha Humenc
i, Structural Patch Richness: D 3
[ ~ Topographic Complesity: | [ 3 ,-
Raw Arribute Score = sum of numeric scores: &  |Final Antribute Score= - 2
{Raw Score/24) x 100
Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Atribute | |
_ Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) ]
Plant Community Subweetric A1 C 6 |
Nunber of Plant Layers |
Plant Cormmnmity Submeeiric B: D 3 |
Nausber of Co-dominant species |
Plont Community Swbaoetric C | D 3 |
Frervent Inpasian |
Plant Community Composition: 4 | |
| {Average of submetrics A-C) |
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation B o |
o " Vertical Biotic Structure = g | 9 - -
. Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 27 ' Final Auribute Score=(Raw __i- - &1 -T-I
| |Score/36) x 100 | |
- Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 63.6

Alveriment sl 39

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

DAMEMTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant SpEL‘lES richness for Depressmnal Wetlands

| Assessment Area Name: 39 - AA I_v_p__e*_Seasuual Wetland |
| Plant Layer: Short Invasive Spem::sT’* |

Hordeum marinum |
l» Rum&t_uu!cher - - ____D___ _ ' I
| Lolium n multiflorum V] |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 39 EXVIRONMENTAL C RS LTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Freshwater Marsh

Your Name: Jinnah Benn ‘

Assessment Area Narm::' 40

| Assessment No.

Assessment Team Members fo ThlS AA
Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn

AA Category:
(] Restoration ] Mitigation . O Impacted ¥ Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
1 freshwater marsh I:I alkaline marsh O alkali flat [ other (specify):

Which best descnbﬂs the h}r-::lrolnglc state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ pondediinudated W] saturated =oil, but no surfacewater ] dry

What is the apparent hydmlngm regime of the wetland?

Long-diration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional weillands are defined as supporiing surface waier for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water berween 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

e e e e —

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? M oyes [ J o

Is the topographic basin of the wetland M distinet  or [ indistinet

Ar indistinei, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be imricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly hamogeneous over very large areas, fopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
upland, Examples of such featires are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

& long-duration [ medium-duration (] short-duration {
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 40 FRVIRONTTRTAI CONSUTTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 40

d

H W

Amnribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

. -
Landscape Connectivity {Mtui:;’ B
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)f =

(1 Submeiri) Seore for Bufer: | A 12
Perserst of Aot wrth Buffer

| (C Submeiri) Seore for Buier: | 9 {5
| slrerupe Haffer Wil : 1
{17 Subrwetric) Score for Baffer: B 9 |
Raw Atiribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)~0.5)"0.5) 16,39 |Final Attribute Score= 68.3
(Raw Score /24) x 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Aphs  Numese
Water Source: B G
Hydroperiod: | B
Hydrologic Connectivity: | B 9 S
Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 21  |Final Auribute Score= 5_5_311
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Artribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
T Alpha | Mumenc
| Structural Patch Richness: D 3
! Topographic Complexity: | 9 B
| Raw Arrribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 12 |Final Attribute Score= =0
l (Raw Scoref24) x 100
Attribute 4 Biotic Structure Attribute =
Plamt Community Composition (Based m:ﬁmﬁﬂhﬂ
P.!w.-{:mwﬂg.fm,ﬂ c | &
L Nussber of Plant Layers | ]
! Phant Conseanity Swbavesric B: B | 9 |
Nuseber of Co-donwinant specter |
Plant Consmnnity Subsmetric C: B | 9 '
Fercent invasion |
Plant Community Composition: 8 |
{Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation ] A 12
TSI ) . - P
Vertical Biotic Structure | B = !
B ooz g o R 1 | S S
Raw Atribure Score = sum of numeric scores: 99 |Fi|u1 Artribute Score=(Raw A0.4/
Score/36) = 100 [
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 54_3i

Avapaverent Areas 411

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRDNMERTAL COMSIFLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

~ Assessment Area Name: 40

= O S e Sl Pl B =5 T P il UL =

AA Type: Freshwater M_gl:sl;h |

Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species?

Juncus effusus N

Scirpus acutus - S R

Plant Layer: Short - | ::j_;a;hr_egﬁcies? T
Cynodon dactylon

Xanthiven strumarium

Chenopodium ambrosioides

Polygonum arenastrum

ﬁﬂ;ﬂfpﬂgﬂﬂ meonspeliensis

Eleacharis macrostachya

Rumex crispus

Tl ———

DDEDDD_a

Assessment Area: 40

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EAVIHOXNMEXTAL COMSILTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Jinnah Benn |

Hssnssment Area Name: 41 ) ___L]

AssessmentNo. [ "L B T Date: Baﬁfzm‘sl - S
Assessment Team Mehers fur Ths M e o
—Déi:.Ta_SEkcs ' - 1
Jinnah Benn =
Héa-tagary
[ Restoration O Mitigation . [ Impacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional welland'?
(] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh ] alkali fiat Vemal Pool

e e — P — —_—— =

Which bnst desmhm 1he hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
] pondedfinudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater i dry

What is the aj apparent h},fdrn]nglc regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in = 5 out of 10
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 manths of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[ tong-duration ] medium-duration W short-duration

Does your wetland cnnnm:t with the floodplain of a ncarby s_tream‘? M yes 3 O no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland M distiner  or [ indistinet

An indistines, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that facks obviows boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such featres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient fandscapes.

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessuent Area: 41 COINAUILTANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 41
ivid : Vernal Pool

Antribute L: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

— .{..ﬁn ;
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A}:1 C | 6
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)

(0 Subwseiri) Seore for Baffe: | A | 12
Pervens of AA sith Biffer

(. Sicbweiric) Seore for Buffer: & 12
Arerage Huffer Wil

(I¥ Surbwmeiric) Srore for Bugfer: B Q
Bugfier Coudition

Raw Attribute Score = sum  A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) 17.17

Final Attribute Score=
(Raow Score/24) x 100

71.5

Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribute

Water Source: A 12

Hydroperiod: A 12

Hydrologic Conncctivity: | A 12

Raw Artribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34

Final Atntribute Seore=
{Raw Scnr:fﬁ-ﬁ] = 100

100

| Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Alpha BMumenc
Structural Patch Richness: | D | 3

Topographic Complexity: B

Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric seores: 12

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute e
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)
Plant Community Swbaeiric 41 D | 3
Vernal Pool Enddensies Richners |
Plant Cormmunity Sulmeteic B: B !
| Nuneber of Co-ddouminant species [
' Plaat Commnity Swbwetric C: | C | 6
Perrent Invason | || ¥
Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

[ Raw Autribute Score = sum of numeric SCOTCS: 18

Final Anribute _S»mrezfﬂnw
Score/24) x 100

' Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

74.12

Arerrnment Areac 41

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTAL CORSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

- Assessment Area Name: 41
' Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthies O
I bﬂfﬁgmﬁrghbhrfma N El [
Lolisum mnltiflorsm =
 Hemizania fitchii O =
& “Ham’ﬂw aarIeni _ - b O T

Assessment Area 41 ™
Total Invasive Species: 2
_ Total Endemic Species: 2
_ Total Other Species: 1
| TotalD er Unigu ies: 5

(2228 £CORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Aren: 41 a ENVIHONMENTAL n;_'n.uuﬁ'lr.'l. NS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Name: Jinnah Benn
Assessment Area ‘Name: 42

Assessment No.

&ss&ssmem Team anbersfnr ThJs M
Debra | Sykes

Jinnah Benn

| Date: 8/26/2009

— —— o E————— = — _

AA Category: |
[l Restoration [0 Mitigation - [ Impacted ¥ Other 4:

WO e Y P — _—

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland? |
(] freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh (] alkali flat W  Seasonal Wetland |

f— = = -

Which bes!; d&ecnbes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of asscssment‘? |
[ pondedfinudated [l sawurated seil, but no surfacewater M dry I
|

‘What is the ari:-Ea;ent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surfoce water for = 9 months of the year {in = 3 ont of 10
years.) Mediwm-duraiion depressional wetlands are defined as supporiing surface waier for between 4 and 9 menihs af the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months af the year.

[ tong-duration [ medium-duration W] shon-duration
Does your \ wetland connect with the ﬂuudplaln of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no
Is the topographic basin of the wetland C) distinet  or B indistinet

Aun indistinei, such as vernal poeol complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
seciningly hamogencous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvious boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Exanples of such features are seosonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. f

e—— — S - e e A

s e m— =

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessorent Area: 42 FRVIRORMERTAT CONSIN TANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 42

epression £ d
| Anribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context = Comments =
| = o i
Landscape Connecuviry (Metde A):  C [

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)|

(B Subenetric) Seore for Bafer: A 12

Penvent of AL with Huffer

|'_ - (C Subssetric) Score for Buler: | A 12

Arenige Buffer Widle

L (D Subwerri) S for B | 9

! Huffer Contelftion

Raw Attibute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)A05)"05) | 1717 [Final Auribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

71.5

_J'l.ﬂl_‘l"h‘l.t_lc 2 H!ﬂﬂ;llngr Attribure

|

Hydroperiod: 12

Alpha
Water Source: A 12
A
A

12

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scorcs: 34 | Final Auribute Score=

|

{

[~ Hydrologic Connectivity:
B

| (Raw Score/36) x 100

100

| Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute

Srructural Patch Richness:

Topographic Complexiy: | A | 12

| Raw Autribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15 |Final Auribute Score=
|

(Raw Scorc/24) x 100

62.5

| Antribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

z_l:lg.n-'l: Fﬂmmunirrﬂnmpulhinn (Based on sub-metrics ,ﬁ,.c_'_. EE g
Plant Comnrinity Suburetric A2 6 ; |

Nl of Plant Layers

Pt Connity Suburetric B: C 6

MNamber af Co-dominant ghecies

Piant Compmnnity Swbavetrie C: B 9

Percent fnvvamon |

'l

Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation

e ——

A
Vertical Biotic Structure | (0 4

— |

" Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 25  Final Attribute Scorc=(Raw
Score/36) x 100

69.4

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) |

75.85

\a ECORP Consultin
Alriesment Ama: 42 EXVIROXMENTAL CONSL

ﬁ" Ine.
TANTS




Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

AA Type: Seasunaijﬁfaﬁhd

~ Assessment Area Name: 43_

Plant Laver: Short Invasive Species?

Vulpia bromoides

Trifolium glomeratum
Hemizonia ﬁ'mf:;r‘ Bl
Erodium botrys

Plagiobothrys stipitatus

Lolivm multifforum

O

. 0

Hordewm marinum i
v

O

Polygonum arenastrum

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 42 FRVIHORMERTAl CORSILIANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

?our Name: Daria Snider o

Assessment Area Name: 43 N

Ass&ssment Nu

Assessment Team Members for Thls M ;

Dana Snider -

Eric Stitt -
AA Category:

[J Restoration O Mitigation O impacted W Other
Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?

[ freshwater marsh 1 alkaline marsh O alkali flat W Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment? '

[l ponded/inudated [] sawwrated seil, but no surfacewater

M dry
‘What is the apparent hydrolugm :;cglmﬁ v

i ——

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year fin = 5 out of 10

years,) Mediun-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface waier for between & and 9 manths of the
year. Shor-duration wetlands pozsess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 momths of the year,

[] long-duration [l medivm-duration short-duration

Dues yuyr wetland connect with the ﬂuudp]am of a nearby stream?

oodplat X EE'I'.'S Dm
Is the topographic basin of the wetland distinet ~ OF

e e e

O indistinet |
An inelisttinct, such as vernal pool complexes and large wel ineadows, which niay be inirieately interspersed with uplands er
seemingly homageneous aver very large areas, topegraphic basin is one that lacks abvious boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such feateres are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very lovw-gradient landscapes.
|

e

Assessment Area: 43

ECORP Consulting, Inc.

EXVIROAME X TAL CORSULTANT



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 43

and

an

_Anribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):

(0 Swbeseirsi) Seore for Buffer: | A, 12
Perrent of A1 mith Baffer

Buffer (bascd on sub-mewics B-D))

(C Submeirie) Scom for Buffer: | B | 9
slreruge Bugfer IWelthe
| (D Sabmeiric) Score for Bufler | 9
| Binffer Concitior ek g —
| Raw Awribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)"0.5)%0.5) 16.39 [Final Atribute Score= 48.3
{(Raw Score/24) x 100
| Anribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
i Alpha Numens
| Water Source: A 12 |
[ Hydroperiod: | A 12 |
B Hydrologic Connectivity: A 12
| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Ausibute Score= 100
| (Raw Score,/36) x 100
| Antribute 3: Physical Structurc Attribute
Alphs | Nomcic
! Structural Patch Richness: | D ]
3 o e
| Raw Antribute Score = sum of numeric scores: &  Final Auribute Score= 25/
(Raw Score,/24) x 100 |
_Awribute 4: Biotic Structure Anribute | |
Plane Cummunn]' Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) |
Plant Convmmity Submetric 4] C 6 |
B Nusaber of Plant Layers |
Piant Conmmnnity Submervic B: | C 6 |
Nimber af Co-domimant species
Plamt Connmaimity Suiumeteic C: D 3
Pervent Imvasion :
Plant Community Composition: 5 | ;
(Average of submetrics A-C) I [
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation B 9 |
|
Vertical Biotic Structure | A ¥ - i
e Ll S - o 1
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 25 |F|n:l Attribute § Score=(Raw 722
Scuﬂ:ﬁﬁ} x 100 |
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 66.38

Ausernment Area: 43

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FXVIHDAMERTAL Ciaksl 'I'Afl!.



Co-dominant spec:es richness fur Depressional Wetlands

| Asse.ssment Area Name' 43

B S - _—

S-S ] AA:!IEE SeasuualWetland J

. Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species? |
Haiﬂmrpfm virgata ] |
Lolium multiflorum W |
Taeniatherum eaput- medume ¥ |

 Plant Layer: Short B o o Invasive Spemes" ]

: Vn{pm bromoides O r

; Leontodon taraxacoides 0
Bromus hordeaceus v

I
|
Hordeum maﬁnnm J

I e - - - — —

ﬁ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aszsestment Area: 43 EXVIRONMENTAL CORMILTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

hssessment Area Name: 44

—_

e — o —— Tx— =T Tom == =1 = —— 2

Assessment No. i Date: 8/26/2009
Assessment Team Members for This AA
~ Eric Stitt

Daria Smider

_— v = = e e s — = S

AA Category:

[ Restoration ] Mitigation O 1mpacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [C] alkaline marsh (] alkali flat W Vemal Pool

Whmh hest describes the hy{imiugm state of the wetland at the time of assassment"
[l pondedfinudated [ sawrated soil, but no surfacewater v dry

 What is the apparent hydrologic régime. of the wetland?

| Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year (in > 5 out of 10
| years,) Mediun-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporiing surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 manths of the year.

O tong-duration [0 medium-duration M short-duration

Does your wet]and connect with the ﬂﬂndp]mn of a nearby stream? [ oyes W no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland (] distinet or M indistinct

A indistinet, such as vermal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, iopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
| wpland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional werlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

=R e e b e =¥ - el

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Aszessmrent drea: 44 FRVINOWMENTAl Ciimsl [ANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 44

Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool
| Anribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context |
St :
Landscape Connectivity (Metrie A
B liu_.ﬂ'_q £I:u=d on sub-metrics B-I)
(T Subenetrse) Score jor Bugffer A
Perver of L1 aith Do
(C Subwmeiric) Seore for Haffer A B
Alrerige Ruffer F5drfe -
(D Submetric) e for Buffer: B
Buffer Comdition i LR
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+({Bx(CxD)"0.5)*0.5) 17.17 |Final Attribute Scorc= 71.5
(Raw Score,/24) x 100
Arribure 2: erdmlugg.r.ﬁ.un'hgm
= Mpba  Mumenc
Water Source: A 12
Hydropesiod: | A | 12
~ Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 |Final Anribute Scorc= 100
|{(Raw Score/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Anribute
Apha | Mumere
Swruetural Pach Richness: D 3
~ Topographic Complexity: | A | 12 | |
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15 |Final Attribute Score= 425
{{(Raw Score/24) = 100

| Auribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute

Plant Community Cnmpufnlm;fﬂ:ud on sub-metrics A-C)|

Plant Commuranity Subwetric A:) D 3
1ermad Poo! Endemics Riclwers
Piaut Commmnnity Subumetrie B: B 9
Number of Co-doaminant sheces
Plant Community Submetric C: c G
Pervent Lutverion ;
Plamt Community Compaesition:

(Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Inerspersion and Zonation

o e — — P
Raw Awribute Score = sum of numeric seores: I 18

Final Attribute Score=(Raw
Score/24) x 100

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

Asrenement Areaz 44

ﬂ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTA]L CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool

Assessment Area Name: 44

Species List for vernal pool

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Polypagon monspeliensis

Leontadsn taravacoides

e —— e

Plagiobothrys I.r.rpurafm ssp. micranthis

Janens Eur ifonises
Lalivm mﬂ;ﬁmmrr

Assessment Area 44

N
_ Tmal Invaswc Sl:lt:mts . 2
1
2

| Tot ies: 5

Asseszieil drea; 44

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

Your Nmn;:_ﬁmia Smider
Assessment Area Name: 45

Assessment Nc:

'Assessment Team Members for This AA

" Daria Snider
Eric Stiit

AA Category:
] Restoration O Mitigation - O Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh ] alkali flat b Seasonal Wetland

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[l ponded/inudated [l sawrated soil, but no surfacewater dry

e

—— = mwwr e rwEE mammn mrs T i === = =

‘What is the apparent hydmll::jgic.rcjg‘i;ﬁ_;o'f the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetfands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin = 5 out of 10
years,) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shor-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[] long-duration [ medium-duration shori-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes o no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland [ distinet  or indistinct

An indistinet, sweh as vernal pool eomplexes and large wet meadows, which may be iniricately fmerspersed with wplands ar

seemingly homogeneous over very large arcas, lopographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and
wpland. Examples af such features are seasanal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landseapes. i
|

— . e — ———— o - e e — e e — s e

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessient Area: 45 FAVIRORMER AL COMNSULIANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 45

LACTILE ASEIVIREHE WA ATICE

_Antribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Commenis
Alpha  Numenc
Landscape Connectivity (Metric "‘]ﬁ D | 3
Buffcr (bascd on sub-metrics B-I)
{1 Swbewesric) Soore for Buffer: | A 12
Pervent of L1 with Heffer l
et S b | A | 12 -
Arensge Buffer Widele | o
(D Submeiric) Seore for Buffer: | B | 9
Bafer Comiition
Raw Auribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5) 14,17 |Final Attribute Score= 59
(Raw Score/24) x 100 ' ]
Amribute 2: Hydrology Auribute
Mpks  Mumenc
Water Source: A | 12
Hydroperiod: A 12
BBl T R g
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Anribute Score= - 100
(Raw Score/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Alpha Mumene
Swuctural Patch Richness: | D | 3
_'I-'t_!pugr:.]:hil: Complexity: A 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15 |Final Atsibute Seoare= i £2.5
{{(Raw Score/24) x 100
Attribute & Biotic Structure Auribute i
___Phnt Community Composition (Bascd on sub-metrics A-C) =
Plans Connmanity Sulwretric A5 C [
Nuber of Plant Layers
Plant Community Subswetric B: | D 3
Nuniber of Co-donrinant gpeeies |
Plant Commusity Swbeawetric C: | D 3
Pervent Invasion |
Plant Community Composition: 4
(Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation A | 12 | =
e —EEEeE T T T —————
" Raw Attsibute Score = sum of numeric scores: . _j__ga_ Final Attribute Seore=(Raw | ??E

| Score/36) x 100 '
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 74.82

) - ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessmeat e 43 & ERVIRONSMER TAL {'n:«.'-'.tﬁ.hwa



Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

~ Assessment Area Name: 45 AA Type: Seasonal Wetland |

Plant Layer: Medium __Invasive Species? |

Lolium multiflorum W

Plant Layer: Short Invasive Species?

Hordeum marinum v .
 Lasthenia é!c;&bfrmm N [:| N
" Leontodon taraxacoides - 0

' = ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 45

FRVIRODNMENTAL CONSIMLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

| Your Name: Debra Sykcé

Assessment Area Namt:_:_:iﬁ

Assessment No.

Assessment Team Members for This AA
Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn

|
|
i

AA Category:
' [0 Restoration (] Mitigation - [ impacted M Other

' Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh (] alkaline marsh [ alkali flat ¥ Vemal Pool

' Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
O pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry
What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year {in > 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
wvear. Shori-duration weilands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

] long-duration [ medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? (] yes M no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinet  or B indistinet

An indistinet, sucl as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Asseszaient Area: 46 FRNVIROSMERTAL CONSULIANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 46
Individual Vernal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

Auribute 1: Bulfer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landscape Conncetivity (Metrie A): i
~ Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)| o |
{1 Futheneirsc) Sowee for Bugfers A [
Prrvens of 4140 w5t Dayffer
(€ Subueiric) Siore for Bufer: B
lrerge Buffer Widele =
(1) Sabeweivsc) Siove for Baffir B
Raw Anribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) 16.39 |Final Attribute Score= T 483
(Raw Score f24) x 100
Auribute 2: Hydrology Auribute
= e g flpha Mumene
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12 =
Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Attribute Score= 100
{Raw Score/36) x 100
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Antrbute
Mpha | Muamenc 5
Structural Patch Richness: D 3 R
Topographic Complexity: 12 |
Raw Anribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 15  [Final Attribute Score= 52.5
{Raw Score /24) x 100 |
| Auribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute | i
| Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) |
Pilant Comunmnity Subawetric A: C [ |
1erwal Paol Endenvic Richess
Pianst Conmamnity Snbapetere B: A 12
MNumber af Co-doatinant species
| Plaut Conmsammity Sulbmetric C: C 6
! Pereeut luvision
i Plant Community Composition: 8
| {Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | A 12 |
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 20  Final Auribute Seore=(Raw i_ 833
Mr:ﬂd] x 100 I
. Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 78.53

Alisereaent slevae 416

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ERVIRORMERTAL COSSILTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool
| Assessment Area Name: 46
Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Polypogon menspeliensis
Eremocarpus setigerics

Hordem mearivm

v
O
v
Laliriey mundtiflorsm [
O
O
O
O

Hemizania fi fiehii

RO 0000

Plagiobatbrys stipitains ssp. micranthies
Eryngiwm vaseyi

Navarretia. fmm:qb.bm’ﬂ'

Assessment Area 46 ™N
~ Total Invasive Species: 3 ‘
Totai Ende:u:u-: Spec;es 3 1

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area; 46 ENVIHONTERTAl CONSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your Name: Daria Snider
Assessment Area Name: 47

Assessment No.

Assessment Team Members far This AA

Daria Snidar

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[l Restoration ] Mitigation . O Impacted W Other

e — e —

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh ] alkali Nat W Vernal Pool Eysti:m

i "W’lu-::h ‘best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment'?
| O ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater B dry

| What is the apparent h}rdm]ngic_rc_gimc of the wetland? 1'

| Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months of the year fin > Sout of 10 |
| years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the |
. year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

| [l long-duration [0 medium-duration short-duration

| Due.s your wetland connect with thc floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no

| Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinr  or M indistinet i

| An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
| seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between wetland and |
| upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

Assessurent Area: 47 a FAVIHONMER AL {.I:IN"\I'EI




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 47
Vernal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System

Attribute 1: Bulfer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landseape Conneetivity (Metric !4..'4

Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)

{1 Subssetric) Score for Buffer: A
Perstas of L1 wsth Buffer

T (C Subwerr) Soor for Buffer: | A
AArengge Buffer Wit

(D Submetric) Svore for Buffer: B
Bugffer Conditian

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)0.5)"0.5) 16.39 [Final Attribute Score= 68.3
(Raw Score/24) = 100
Aunribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Alpha  Mumene
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: B 9
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scorcs: 33 inal Atribute Seore= -9‘1}'
(Raw Score/36) x 100 |
Attribute 3: Physical Structure Atnbute
Alpha | Mumens
Structural Paich Richness: D 3
Topographic Complexity: Average of & pools
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: Final Atribute Score= o _33_3]
{Raw Score,/24) x 100 |
Arribute 4: Biotie Structure Attribute .
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)
Plant Comurninity Ssbwwetric A C G
Vernal Paol Endessier Richuess |
Plant Commmenity Subsseiric Bz A 12 i
Nunaber of Co-dominant ghecier l
Plant Commnenity Suburetric B 9 |
Percent Inpersion |
Plant Community Compogition: 9 [
(Average of submetrics A-C) | !
Horizomal Interspersion and Zonation | 10 Average of & puulls e
|
| ——— - - —_— e
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numenic scores: | 19 |Final Atribute EGD_I‘EE'-{RW ?5;5
| : Scorc/24) x 100
. Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 48.12

Alarerssment ol 4T

gm ECORP Consulting, Inc.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSUIELTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 47

Species List for Large pool 1

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Hemigonta fitchii

Briza minor

e ——

Vielpia bromoides

Poalypagon monspeliensis

Laolirun mm"r;ﬁamm

Eryngium vaseyi

Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus

Deschampsia danthenioides

Lasthenia glabberima

00008000

Specms List for Large pool 2

Invasiv

7]

Species Endemic Species

L:uu.‘ﬂdﬂﬂ farasacorder

Phalaris minor

Marsile vesitita

Henrigonia fitchii

Deschanpsta danthenioides

Pohpopon monspeliensis

Lodizim monitiflorm

R & 00 o0 a o

Species List for Large pool 3

Invasive Species Eudemm Specus

Phalaris minor

Plagiobothrys sty Jp.rrﬂm s5p. aicranthis

Hsm{am farehii -

1 2ontodon tanzcaoider

Laoléen mndtiflorse

& O 0 00D

Holocarpha virgata
Species List for Small pool 1

1
]
|
1
1

Invasive Species Endemic Species

Lw'[-m maltiflorem
Deschanpsia ¢ aem;bemde; '

| _Bmwm hordeaceis
Erodinm botrys

Briza minor

- Specms List for Small pnnl 2

Assessmienl Area: 47

|
g —
0
] |:|' i
= =
- :

Invaswe Species Endcmlc Spi:ctcs

= e — —— -—

& ECORF Consulting, Inc.
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIVLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

I Deschampsia danthenioides L} b

| Lolism msedtiflorsm 3] =
Leontodon taraxacoides = 0O
Bronuus bardeacens o - ¥ 0o
Species List for Small pool 3 - Invasive Species Endemic SpTeEes_

" Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus O (%

" Temicovia fichi W 0
Raemmes: poelcher L1 0
Pu!}pa‘g_ﬂn monipeliensis - o ] Dl

" Loliwm multiflorun v o
Assessment Area 47 N

...Jotal Invasive Species: @ 3

... Jotal Endemic Species: 5

_. Yotal Other Species: 8
Total Number Unigue Species: 16

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessarens Area, 47 EAVIROKMERNTAL CORSULIANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Yuur Mame: Dana Snider

s —— e

Assessment Arf;:a  Name: 48

Assessment Tﬁm Ml}ersfbr . sﬂA
Daria Snider

mE o m =m — T ——

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
] Restoration L] Mitigation - O Impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali fat ®  Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[ pondedfinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Leong-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in = 5 out of 10
years) Mediwm-duration depressional weilands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shart-duration wellands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 monihis af the year.

] long-duration [l medium-duration short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes B oo

S e ———— e — o . .

Is the tupographm basin of the wetland O] distinet  or ﬁ indistinct

An indistingt, such as remm*pqaf mmpfergf amd :'m'g\!' wet meadows, which nray be ;'mr.-'m.*e.fy fm‘u'rq:lﬂ'.!'ed with upfﬂnd.r or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topegraphic basin is one that lacks obvions boundaries berween wetland aned
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

—_———

. — = — e ——— e —

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Areq: 48 EXVIROXMEXTAL COXNSULTAXTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 48

b : rem
_ Awtribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context T |Comments o
Alphs  Mumene | T
Landscape Connectivity (MetricA): C | 6 |
i Buffcr (based on sub-metrics B-DY) .
- (1 Subeiric) Score for Bufer: | p, 12
Perrens of #L-1 oty Bugffer
(C Subunetri) Scor for Bafer: | A 12 -
Arenge Buffer Wit =
B (D) Subwmetric) Score for Bufer: | 9
 Baffer Conlition -
Raw Anribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)"0.5)"0.5) 14.39 |Final Anribute Seore= 483
{(Raw Score/24) x 100
Attribute 2: Hydrology Attribute ~
T Alpha  Humene
Water Souree: ﬁ,ﬁ. 12
Hydroperiod: A 12
i Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12
* Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 |Final Auribute Score= 100
{Raw Score /36) x 100
| Anribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
Alpha Murnene
Structural Paich Richness: D 3
T Topographic Complexity: 8 Average of 6 pools
| Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 11 |Final Ansibute Seore= - 458
! , (Raw Score/24) x 100
|_Anribute 4: Biotic Structure Anribute

| Plawt Conrmmnity Snbwweirie A: C G
| Vermal Paol Enddernicr Richmers
Plawt Connmanity Submeteie B: A 12
Niumber of Co-dosinant gpecies
Pilanr Cosmumity Snboreteic C: B 9
! Pereent Inrarran

| Plant Community Compaosition:
| (Average of submetrics A-C)
|
|

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | . 10.5 Average of & pools
|_ —_— e . —_— e E———— —_— - —‘I
i_Raw Artribute Seore = sum of numeric scores: ] _‘;_QE.- .f!?imlﬂmibuua;;{ﬂnw_ = a1 E_l
{Score/24) x 100 ‘
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) | 73 BEI

ECORPF Consulting, Inc.
Alisessment e 48 “ EXVIRONMENTAL L'lrhﬁlﬁ.!IﬁNTﬁ



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 48
Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Hordears moarin Wl O
Lasthenia glabberima o ] vl
Hemizonia fitchii o O O
Deschampsia danthenisicles - O
Lofiems madtifforsins N - 7 O
Leontocon taraxacoides - ] O
Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micrantfus o 1
Phalaris minor o ] O
Species List for Large pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lolisim nendtifloriem O
Emwm.'pm;fgemr o | O
| Deschampsia danthenioides o 0 M
Hemizonia fitchii - O ]
Vulpia bromoides o O O
* Ranuncilns bonariensis o | %
[ Leontodon famm:dgr O (|
i SPE{:_'I-E;EJ.!;!- f'u:'L_a:gt puﬂl.‘i Invasive Species Endemic Species
| Ladisns maelti iflorns o i O
Eremocarpur seligerns - o =
Hordestm merinnm |
J'_uﬂ.bmi;‘g_&.'ﬂuﬁm o (|
—m@: .;npfa;ﬂ:: 5p. mricranthis o O ¥
- Eleocharis macrostachya o (| v
Species List for Small pool 1 ~ Invasive Species Endemic Species
Polypagon mmu;xﬁmm: O
" Hordesm marinuns o ] ]
Species List for Small pool 2 ~ Invasive Species Endemic Species
Erodium botrys ] L]
B e Etr e —
Pftg:ﬂ#ﬂ!bg’: mpf}alm 5p. WT:TH;}ELF-" - - o M|
' Lalium mn'frrj'.?amm B ! = '

Assessarent Aren: 48

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRONMERTAL CONSIFLTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Hordenre marimm vl O
" Phalaris minor i S———— O O
' Species List for Small pool 3 a - Invasive Species Endemic Species
Haordesing moarincm W I _“I:t_n_"
_Laﬁ:;m nnseltiflorsin Wl = ]
Assessment Area 48 N
... Total Invasive Species: 3
. Total Endemic Species: 5
..aotalOtherSpecies: . .1
Total iqu ies: 15

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessnienl Area: 48 EXVIKONMEMNTAL CONSIFLTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool System

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessm&nt Area Name: 49

. Assessmmt No.

8 Date: 8/17/2009
Asmmﬁ“ Team Mfrl‘l‘lbars for This AA
Debra Sykes
Jinnah Benn
Eric Stitt

Daria Snider
AA Category:
[ Restoration ] Mitigation . O impacted M Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh EI alkaline marsh [ alkali flat M  Vemal Pool System

Which best describes the | hydmlugl—:: state of the watla.nd at the time of assessment?
[ ponded/inudated [0 saturated soil, but no surfacewater  © dry

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duraiion depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year fin = 5 oui of [0
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting swrface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

[] tong-duration [ medium-duration Wl short-duration

Dnas your wetland connect mth the floodplain of a nearby stream? M yes [ no

| Is the topographic basin of the wetland o distinet  or [ indistina

Aun indistined, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, wihich may be intricately interspersed with uplands or |
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lecks obvious boundarfes between wetland and
| upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

& ECORP Cuﬂsultmg Inc
Assessment Area: 49 EXVIRORAERTAL CONSULTA



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 49
Vernal Pool System AA: Vernal Pool System

; Antribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context

Comments

Landseape Connectivity (Metric A):  C l 6
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-T¥ 4

(1B Subevetric) Seare for Dafer B 9
Pervent of L aith Buffer

- (C Subwerrc) Seore for Buffer: | B | 9
#lrerupe Buffer IFidtle

— (D Subeirs Seoee for Baffer: B 9
Baffer Condition

T T =

|Final Attribute Score=

Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Dx(BxC)"0.5)%0.5) 425
(Raw Score/24) x 100 |
Awribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Alpha HMumenc
Water Source: A 12 |
Hydropenod: B
— Hydrologic Connectivity: | B - o
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 30 Final Auribute Score= 833
(Raw Score/36) = 100
| Artribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute
.ﬁ.ljiu Murmenc
Structural Parch Richness: A 12
™= Topographic Complexity: 9 Average of & pools
. Raw Auribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 21  |Final Attribute Score= ;s 87.5
(Raw Seore,/24) x 100

Ausibute 4: Biotic Structure Anribute

| Plamt Community Compaosition (Based on :ub-mtulﬂ';q ]

Plant Compnunity Subwetrsie A1 B 9
Vernal Poal Endemicr Richness |

Fr Plant Community Submetric B: | A 12
Nuwber of Co-doainant species | |

| Plant Comumunity Subueetric C: | B 9

Percent Invaerioer |

Plant Community Composition:
(Average of submetrics A-C)

| Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation J

Averoge of ﬁ_pcmls

l_lt;w_a:n-nf-bﬁe Score = sum of numeric umrnr_.

| i

Final Attribute Score=(Raw
Seore/24) = 100

" 89.6

| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores)

80.72

AAiresument Alreaz 49

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIHRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area Name: 49

Species List for Large pool 1 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lolisn mulliflorsm i O
F&g:vbarkj}_:r;p}rnfm 1. micranthies W a i
Juuncus bigfonstes N O |
Trafolinm campestre O - Cl

" Hemizonia fitehis O 0

" Leontodon faraxcaevides —— o O
Deschanipsia dantheniotdes o | %]

] Sp:ci::; List for Large pool 2 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Plagiobothrys stipitatss ssp. micranthus O %)
Dowmningia species O (%
Guaphaliwm palustre = a

[ E_rrm;;rp_m; ;ﬂ.jgem,r O N O —
Lythrnm hyssapifolinns - v O
Glyceria declinata . v U

| Deschampsia danthenioices o W

.i‘_:‘.‘;p;:ies List for Large pool 3 Invaswgﬁﬂtcics Endemic Species

s - g &

F Dﬂwm;‘g;.r;g_bmﬂ | T
Lolsum mudtiffornm - o

| Evgium vaseyi O

" Guaphalium palustre o O o |

| Molligo verticillata - o O o

,._ F-‘E_{gr:ﬂb;rbgr m:p.'&';arm ssp. micranthus - [ =

i = o I R

e s Y+ R R
_Spea:us List for Small pool T o  Invasive Species Endemic Species
Emmram.rp.r.rr sefigerns O O

| [ﬂ&ummﬂﬁﬂﬁrmm S E_ B __ﬁ S
 Enynginm vaseyi O &

 Ramuneulus bowariensis - _“_D_- - _ﬁ_—'@_- ]
Dﬂ;‘ﬁdmrp.rm r.frmfbmmm":r B - | - I

Assessmient Area: 49 @ F\EHEE.ES’?S?:[HEE’H[%



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool System

Assessment Area: 49

it

G

ECORP Consultin

ik

~ Species List for Small pool 2 ~ Invasive Species Endemic Species
Leontodon taracacoides O 1
Dﬂf.ﬁﬂ.wp.rm dantheniaicdes 0o 73!

" Laolinm meultifforsn =
Species List for Small pool 3 Invasive Species Endemic Species
Leontodon taraxcacoides O M
Plagiobothrys stipitatus ssp. micranthus "
Lalinm rndtifforsn: E S-S m|

" Deschampsia dantbenioices = % B
Vilpia bromoides - O O
Assessment Area 49 N

~ Total Invasive Species: 3

___Tﬂtal Endemlc Species: 6

Total Other Specu:ﬁ 8

Inc.
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Basic Information Sheet: Freshwater Marsh

Your Name: Daria Eﬁider

Assessment A;Ea Name: 50

Assessment No.

Assessment Team Mes for This AA

TP e I =i

Daria Snider

Debra Syﬁes

Jinnah Benn

Eric Stitt

AA Category:
[] Resteration L] Mitigation : O Impacted Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
W freshwater marsh ] alkaline marsh O alkali flat ] other (specify):

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[] ponded/inudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater [ dry

=

What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duraiion depressional wetlands are deffned as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year fin = 5 out of 10
years.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for benween 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface waler between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

long-duration ] medium-duration [ short-duration
Does your wetland connect with the ﬂuodp]am of a nearby stream? l:l yes M no
Is the tﬂpugrap}uc basin of the wetland O] distinet  or M indistinet

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wet meadows, which may be tniricately tnterspersed with uplands or

seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvious boundaries between wetland and
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

| e —— —

m ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment dren: 50 TRVIRLA ERTAL CORGULIANTS




CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 50
Depressional Wetland AA: Freshwater Marsh

Comments

(Anribute T: Bufler and Landscape Context

| M

MNumenc

Landscape Conncetivity m.:n-icm:t c
_____Buffer (bascd on sub-metrics B-D)
(B Suwmetric) Score for Buffer: A 12

Percens of A1 atch Buffer

(- Sutemetrac) Seore for Buffer: A 12
Averige Baffer Wrdtke

(I Subweiric) Score for Buffer: B 9
Buffer Cormdition

Ravwe Attribute Score = sum  A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5)

6

1717

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

?1.51

Artribute 2: Hydrology Attribute

g
2
g
o
]
ol o0l

Hydrologic Connectivity:

O | ]| o~

Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores:

h

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/36) x 100

41.7

Aunribure 3 ﬁunﬂ Structure Attribute

o/

Structural Patch Richness:

Topographic Complexity:

Raw Atrbute Score = sum of numeric scores:

Final Attribute Score=
(Raw Score/24) x 100

37.5

Attribute 4 Biotic Structure *."‘_“"i"““
| Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C)f

i"_' Plant Comumunity Submetric 4] A 12
i
|
|

Nunder of Plont Layers

Plans Comrsenity Subumetric B: B | 9

Nurssber of Co-sdosminans speries f

Plant Comvaannity Sodwecric C: B o

Percent Invarion

i Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)

Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | A ‘

Vertical Biotic Structure A

Raw Attribute Scorc = sum of numeric scores:
|

12

Final Attribute Score=(Raw |

{Score/36) x 100

94.4

Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) |

|
61.28|

Alieeneement Al 50

& ECORP Consulting, Inc.
EXVIRODNMENTAL CONSIULTANTS




Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

Assessment Area Name: 50

AA Type: Fres"h_ater Marsh

=

Plant Layer: Sll ort

Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species?
Leptochloa fascicularis O

Polygonum sp. O

_.E_-'::‘.'.;flﬂlﬂﬂ'ﬁ};ﬂ L‘_FEE-EIIHI - o . D B

Invasive Species?

Cynodon dactylon

Cyperus eragrostis m- o
Pnfypngan mmi?,ua'l-én:m_ - - , - ]
Plant La_jmr—'l_‘ar - Invasive Species?
Paspalum dilatatum 0O
Echinochloa erus-galli "D B

B Plant Laf_e;‘:-;;l‘:}: EI-I— - Invasivé :Sa];e;.:ies? !
Quercus lobata _ B |
Salix goodingii - ) 0O i
Quercus wislizenii O |

Assessment Area: 50

ECORP Consulting, Inc. Im:.

FAVIHDRMER TAL CORSULTANTS
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Area Name: 51

e e e e

Assessment No.

| Daria Snider o

" Brio St

e ——

e ——

AA Category:

[0 Restoration 0 Mitigation - O impacted M Other

-ﬁhich best describes the type of depressional ;wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh O alkali flot M Vernal Pool

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
[0 pondediinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater dry

 What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 mouths of the year {in = 3 out of 1)
years) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 monihs of the
pear. Shari-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year.

(1 long-duration ] medium-duration M shor-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes ™ no
Is the topographic basin of the wetland L] distint  or  © indistinct

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wer meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous aver very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvious boundaries between werland and
upland, Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area: 51 EXVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 51

Vi P 1
| Anribute 1: Buller and Landscape Context Commenis
o Alpha Mumene I
Landscape Conncctivity (MetricA): B 9
Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-I)
{1 Swrbereieic) Scare for Bafer: A 12
Pervent of 11 nseh Buffer
b (C Subsmeiric) Seore for Bufer: | B 9
slrerpe Buffer Wide
(D Swbeeiri) Seoe for B | C | 4
B Candi —
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+ (Bx(CxD)*0.5)"0.5) 18.39 Final Artribute Score= Tb.8
\(Raw Score/24) x 100
Auribute 2: Hydrology Auribute
cizhoais pre= .
Water Souree: A 12
Hydroperiod: A 12
Hydrologic Conncctivity: | A 12
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34 inal Attribute Score= 100
(Raw Seore/36) = 100
Antribute 3: Physieal Strueture Attribute
Alpha | Mumen
Struetural Patch Richness: D 3
3 ~ Topogeaphic Complexity: 9
Raw Attribute Seore = sum of numeric scores: 12 inal Attribute Score= 0
(Raw Score/24) x 100
Artribute & Biotic Structure Atribute |
Plant Community Compasition (Based an sub-metrics A-C)
Planr Conrmanity Subwpeiric A\ C ]
Vermal Pool Encderesicr Richwers
Plant Conrmanity Sulwseiric B: A 12
MNasber of Co-ddoscinant gpecies
Plant Cormmnnity Subswetric C B 9
Pereent Invason
Plant Community Composition: 4]
(Avernge of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation A 12 I
|
— e e | PR S P !I
I S —— o Lo — !
Raw Attribute Seore = sum of numeric scores: 21 |Final Atribute Score={Raw 87.
Score/24) = 100 51
Owerall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 78.53
|

Aloacnimmens e 51

w ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FRVIROSNMENTAL CONSULTARTS



Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool
Assessment Area Name: 51
| Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
| Enynginm vaseyi O
| G?rmh declinata o
| Polpagon monspeliensic
._[E.rnﬁ.mw_‘pu'ﬁa anthentoider
Viulpia bromoides -
Eleacharis macrasiacya
Eﬂ&fﬂ'&ﬂfﬁrﬂ Stipitatus 1sp. micranthus
Anthemis cotula

OREORO0O N

Assessment Area 51 N
_Total Invasive Species: 2

4

2

_ Total Endemic Species:
‘Total Other Species: 2
Total Number Unique Species: 8

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Assessment Area; 51 FRVINOAMESTAL CORSULTART S



SRR, - O

g iy Ty Narth
s =g Scala In Feel
0 75 150 225 300 375
1 Inch = 375 feat

I”t

TS

ik

fﬂ'}' e 1-;:‘:: =" X 32
el C TR T
e

: a}‘ S R )y

v 1
N ]

=

%

i b

o
oL
b Va

© 250 Meter Palnts
| Wetland Features

R channel
B creex
Drainage Canal
| (55} orainege swale
Ephemeral Drainage
| - Intermittent Drainage
Fand
£E5%} Riverine Perennial Marsh
{1177 Riverine Seasonal Marsh
{88} Riverine Seasonal Wetland
. Seasonal Marsh .
| @B seasonal wettand
: - Seasonal Welland Swale
- vernal Pool

JGIS_Maps\2001-196_Places_Vineyacs|\CRAMIP_CRAM_ARSY.mod

-VERANGRD!

_—
= W

CRAM Assessment Area 51
2001-196 Placer Vineyards




Basic Information Sheet: Seasonal Wetland

| Your Name: Daria Snider

Assassmmt Area Name: 52

| Assessment Team Me.mhers f.'r Thls AA N

Daria Snider

Eric Stitt

] Restoration ] Mitigation - [ Impacted ¥ Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[ freshwater marsh [l alkaline marsh ] alkali flat W  Seasonal Wetland

Which h-s:st describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time nf assessment?
[0 pondediinudated [ saturated soil, but no surfacewater b dry

I__

| What is the apparent hydrologic regime of the wetland?

Long-duration depressional wetfands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 months of the year {in = 3 out of [0
vears) Mediwm-duration depresstonal wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Shori-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 menihs af the year.

(] long-duration [ medium-duration short-duration
Duu your wetland connect with the ﬂmdplam of a nearby stream? [ yes M o
Is thc topographic basin of the wetland L dgistint  or E indistinct

An indistinet, such as vernal poal complexes and large wet meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks ebvious boundaries between wetland and L
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes. 1

S e : . |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Asseszsment Aren: 52 EXVIRONMENTAL COMNSULTANTS



CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 52

ional : d
Awribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments |
[ Alpha  Numene | |
Landscape Connectivity (Metric A):  C i
Buffer (based on sub-mearics B-TD) =l
(B Snbemeiric) Svore for Buffer: A 12 [
Pervent of 4L zaitls Buffer ]
C Swbuaerre) Seoe for Buffer: | B 9 N
#lreryge Buffer Wit _ : 7|
(D) Submelric) Seore for Buffer: | & 30
Baffer Coition Ji il —
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)*0.5)0.5) 15.39 |Final Attribute Score= &4.1
{Raw Seore/24) x 100
Antribute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Alpha Mumeric I
Water Source: A 12 o I
Hydroperiod: | A | 12 ]
Hydrologic Connectivity: A 12 1
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 34  |Final Attribute Score= 100!
(Raw Score/36) x 100 |
| Auwribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute |
Alpha HMumenc | |
Structural Patch Richness: | D 3| i
'Iupugmph-i:: Complexity: D 3
-_R-nwﬂ'l:l:rihulr. Score = sum of numeric scores: & Final Atribute Score= 95
{Raw Score,/24) x 100
 Awribute 4: Biotic Structure Auribute s =T [ |
| Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) |
Plant Coenmunity Sobwetric A7 C | 6
i Number of Plant Layers
Piant ity Submetric B: C 6
Nunsher of Co-dominant species
Plant Comnrunity Subureteic C: cC | 6
Pereent Inparion | |
Plant Community Composition: & | i
(Average of submetrics A-C) ! I
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation A | 12 o
| E
T o Vertical Biotic Strucure = B - - '
| Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 27 Final Autribute Score=(Raw 75|
| | ‘Scare/36) x 100 :r
| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) &66.03
) . ECORP Consulting, Inc.
Asseensent Arva: 52 ‘amwuowmmm. cunslﬁ’r.{mu




Co-dominant species nchness for Depressional Wetlands

* Assessment Area Name: ?2 AA Tvueasunal Wetland
~ Plant] L_:;;er. Short B Invasive Species?
Poa annua O
Lolivm multiflorum - _E N
 Hordeum marinum - - _@ ______
i C.}vnada:jduc.'yfml— o - - __@_______ -
I :ﬁ;a!ﬂmr_pjm v]i-éEz}T“ - o Ej o
Vulpia bromoides o - - O -
Anthemis cotula B ) H|_'_‘.|"- i

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
FRVIRORMERTAL CORSIL TANTS
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L' Pond £ "-J“-
11 E555) Rwverine Perennial Marsh N
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Riverine Seasonal Wetland

CRAM Assessment Area 52 mm’ Consulting, Inc.
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Basic Information Sheet: Pond

Your Name: Daria Snider

— e ——

Assessment Ama Nama 53

Assessment No.

e & T Date: 8/25/2009 |
Assessment Team Memhe,rs for Th:s A.A T

e e

Daaria Snider

Eric Sttt

AA Category:
[0 Restoration [] Mitigation - O Impacted W Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland? |
[ freshwater marsh [1 alkaline marsh [ alkali fat |  Pond

Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment? I
[ ponded/inudated [l satwrated soil, but no surfacewater W dry |
o |

What is the apparmith_yﬂmlugic n:Eim-: of the wetland?

Long-duration depresstonal wetfands are defined as supporting surface water for = 9 monthis of the year (in = 3 out of 1}
years.) Medinm-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface waiter for between 4 and 9 months of the
year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 moniths of the year.

[0 1ong-duration v medium-duration [ short-duration

Does your wetland connect with the floodplain of a nearby stream? O yes M no -

Is the tupugraph:c basin of the wetland [ distint  or El indistinet

An indistingt, such as vernal pool complexes and farge wet meadows, which may be iniricarely interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, topographic basin is one that lacks obvions boundaries between wetland and |
upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.
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CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 53

Depressional Wetand AA: Pond
| Aunribute 1: Buffer and Landscape Context Comments
| B - Mpha  Mumene
i Landscape Connectivity (Metric A): B | 9
] ~ Buffer (based on sub-metrics B-D)
| (1 Sutivic) Scare for Buffer: A 12
| Prrvent of <L nith Buffer ;
| {1 Submeiric) Seore for Haffer: A | 12 i
| Alnerape Buffer Widrke
(DD Subesetric) Seure for Bugfer: B | 9
Raw Attribute Score = sum A+(Bx(CxD)"0.5)0.5) 20.17 |Final Attribute Score= T84
(Raw Score/24) = 100
Antibute 2: Hydrology Attribute
Moha  Mamaic
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: B g
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 33 1qu.'l Autribute Score= L] '[_?
{Raw Score/36) = 100
Antribute 3: Physical Structure Attribute B l
| Alpha | Numerc =
Srwruetural Pach Richness: D 3 r
Topographic Complexity: B 9 1
Raw Attribute Score = sum of numerie scores: 12 |Final Auribute Score= Eﬂ
| |(Raw Score/24) = 100 |
I Attribute 4: Biotic Structure Attribute i
Plant Cumrn_mn;r Composition (Based on Iub-m:tn:l Pu-C‘,i i |
| Paut r:.‘m-mg Submetric A4 B |9
| Nuwwlrer of Plant Layers |
; Plant Carvomumity Submeteie B: | C 6 i
| MNumiber of Co-doswiment shecies |
| Pt Comernnnity Saubeeteic C: B [ 9 |
" Percent [neason |
| Plant Community Composition: (
{ {Average of submetrics A-C) Tipa I
i Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation A 1
| |
- Vertical Biotic Structure p.“ 12 - & ‘ 1
fois sy 2 et = i b L= s S
| Raw Autribute Score = sum of numeric scores: | 32  Final Auribute Score=(Raw 33_9]
| | Score/36) x 100 {
| Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) ?&55]

Alrersoment #lrae 53

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Co-dominant species richness for Depressional Wetlands

__g_s;ﬂment- Area Name: 53

AA e: Pond

Plant Layer: Medium Invasive Species?
Ceniaurea solstitialis v

_Plﬁ Eﬁ}er: 'S_h-u;;_m B e Invasive Species?
Plagiobothrys stipitatus 0
Efeaa'ra_ri;;;acrwrachyﬂ o B |
ijfpxis_ schoenoides ]
G'uﬂphc-h‘i:ﬁﬂ pﬁfuse‘re - - 0 -
Echinodorus berteroi - E|__m_- o i
Polypogon monspeliensis Wl ]

i’lalLt Layer: Tall - - ~ Invasive Species?
Scirpus acutus |
Asseenmant Aress 53 @ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Basic Information Sheet: Vernal Pool

Your Name: Daria Snider

Assessment Area Name: 54

— e =

Assessment No.

| Date: 8/26/2009

Assessment Team Mhers fnr ThlS AA

Dana Snider

Eric Stitt

e — R Mo

s — o mm | —— ——— ———

AA Category:
[] Restoration [J Mitigation © O Impacted B Other

Which best describes the type of depressional wetland?
[l freshwater marsh [ alkaline marsh L] alkali flat W Vemal Pool

 Which best describes the hydrologic state of the wetland at the time of assessment?
O ponded/inudated [] saturated soil, but no surfacewater M dry

What is the apparent hyd:olag_ii: regime of the wetland?

year. Short-duration wetlands possess surface water between 2 weeks and 4 months of the year,

O long-duration ] medium-duration W short-duration

. ——————— . e - —_—_— = —

Long-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surface water for > 9 months af the year {in > 5 out of 10
vears.) Medium-duration depressional wetlands are defined as supporting surfoce water for between 4 and 9 months of the

Does your wetland connect wlrh the floodplain of a neaﬂ:-y stream? O yes no

Is the topographic basin of the wetland O distinar  or B indistinet

upland. Examples of such features are seasonal, depressional wetlands in very low-gradient landscapes.

An indistinet, such as vernal pool complexes and large wer meadows, which may be intricately interspersed with uplands or
seemingly homogeneous over very large areas, lopographic basin is ene that lacks abvious boundaries between wetland and |

@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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CRAM Scoring Sheet for Assessment Area 54
Individual Vemnal Pool AA: Vernal Pool

Auibatie.1: Buller sl Yandbeape Conten _____Comments
Landscape Conneetivity (Mewric A):; D 3
— Bulfer (based on sub-metrics B[ 0 0
| (B Subeneirdc) Seore for Huffer: A 12
Perceat of L1 uith Buffer
[ (C Sabmetni) Soore for Bifir | A 12
| Arerge Buffer Widihe : 1
— (1 Subuseiric) Seore for Bugfer: B 9 h
| Huffer Candivan
Raw Atribute Score = sum A+ (Bx({CxD)*0.5)*0.5) .17 [Final Auribute Score= ]
{(Raw Scorc/24) x 100
‘Auribute 2: Hydrology Attribuie B 1
Apha  Namene
Water Source: A 12
Hydroperiod: | A 12
Hydrologic Connectivity: | A 12 | -
" Raw Attribute Score = sum of numeric scores: 3; 3 unan.lAmibmc Seore= ]ﬁ
| [(Raw Score/36) x 100
Anribute 3: Physical Structure Atribute |
| A Vo
| Structural Patch Richness: D 3|
| B
' Topographic Complexity: | C & |
i_llnw!.tui:hulc Score = sum of numenc scores: _-TFinal Attnbute Score= 3;3
f |{Raw Secore/24) x 100
Atisibute 4 Bioti Structure Arirbute _
Plant Community Composition (Based on sub-metrics A-C) e
Plant Comprinity Submetric A D i B '
 Vernal Pool Endensics Richners
Piant Conranity Subomereic B: € | B
Number of Co-doncinant ghecies
Plant Cmmunig Serlumetric B 9
Percent lnvasion |
Plant Community Composition:
{Average of submetrics A-C)
Horizontal Interspersion and Zonation | D 1
_l-law' mm Sl::m:_= sum of nu:nl:ri{::cnn:s: iR (e _9‘_ = “Fi.l:a]_l.mihul:;.ﬁcwc=fﬂnw - = .Si"-a
Score/24) x 100 {
Overall AA Score (Average of four final attribute scores) 58.5

Aliieivment e B

a ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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Co-dominant species richness for Vernal Pool
| Assessment Area Name: 54 |
Species List for vernal pool Invasive Species Endemic Species
Lasthenia plabberima O v '
Lol muﬁ'{ff?pmm ]
Plagia bﬂ.e‘.ir{)'r- En.—'ram: ssp. micranthus [j

O

Assessment Area 54

Total Invasive Species:
. Tm:a.l Enr.iem.n: Species:

Tuml El'ther Spl:mts

fora e

I |

o
@ ECORP Consulting, Inc.
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ATTACHMENT B

CRAM Assessment Area Scores



l:] Wetland
D Assessment Area (AA)

Overall Score

[ 508-60.0
[ 601-70.0
[ 1701-800
I s0.1-90.0

Welland Type: Seas jand
Bufer andLandscape Cortext:84
Hydhology Atabute: 100
Physical Siucture Atrkute: 50
BoticStrcture Atrbute: 806
FnalAAScore 786

A2
‘Wetland Type: Vernd Pod System
Buffer and Landscape Cortex: 0.8
rology Atibute: 833
scal Stucture Atritute: 729
Botic Sructure Atribute 7.1
EinalAAScore: 785

A4
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 84

Biotic Structure Atrbute: 292
Final A Score: 59.6

A
Wetland Type: Por
Bufer andLandscape Cortext: 1.5
Hydrology Attbute: 91.7
Physical Sructure Atriute:62.5
BloticStnciure Atrbute: 917
EinalAAScore: 793

AAS
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod System
Buffer and Landscape Cortex: 68.3
HytrologyAtibute: 833
Physical Siructure Atritute: 60.4
Blotc Srtclure Atribute: 688
Final AA Score: 70.2

AAS
Wetland Type: Vema Pod System
Bufer andLandscape Context:55.6
Hydrology Atibute 91.7
Physical Sructure Atritute:37.5
Bolic Strucuure Atribute 521
FinalAA Score: 592

J:\GIS_Maps\2001-196_Placer_Vineyards\CRAM\AttachementB_CRAM_AA_v5_Overall_Scores.mxd

Attachment B. CRAM Assessment Area Scores

2001-196 Placer Vineyards

A3
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod
o

Physical Sructure Atriute:37.5
Botic Strucure Atrbute 54.2
EinalAA Score: 639

(g ™| Wetland Type: Vernd Pod Sysiem
| Buffer andLandscape Cortex:55.8

Botic Strucuure Atrbute 667
FinalAA Score: 712

AT
‘Wetland Type: Vernd Pod System
Buffer and Landscape Contex: 5.8
Hydrology Atibute 100
sical Siructure Atritute: 50
Biotc Sruclure Atribute 646
Final AA Score: 6756

Mg
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod System
Buffer and Landscape Cortext 47.9
HydhologyAtibute: 91.7
Physical Siructure Atritute:45.8
Blotc Sruclure Atribute: 729
Final AA Score: 64.6

M2
Wetland Type: Verndl Pad System
Bufer and Landscape Cortext 5.8
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Srucuure Atriute: 58.3
BioticStnciure Abibute: 708
Final AA Score: 71.2.

MY
Wetland Type: Vema Pod
Bufer and Landscape Cortext 6.1
Hytrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructre Atriute: 25
BioticStnciure Atribute: 75
Final AA Score: 66

BioticStriciure Atribute 875
FinalAA Score: 785

A5
Wetland Type: Freshviater Marsh |
Bufer andLandscape Cortext: 71,5
Hydrology Attbute: 91.7
Physical Siructure Atrute: 62.5
BioticStnciure Atrbute: 722
Final AA Score: 745

Wetland Type: Seas onal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortex: 59
Hydrology Atibute: 100

sical Siucture Atriute: 37 5
BioticSuuciure Atribute: 444

A0
Wetland Type: Vema Pod System
Bufer andLandscape Cortext: 5.8
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrute: 66,7
BioticStrcure Atrbute: 567
FinalAA Score: 723

Hydrology Atrbute 91.7
sical Srucure Atribute: 25
BioticStnciure Atrbute: 667

Wetland Type: Seascanal Wet
™ Buferand Landscape Cortext:64.1

Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Siructure Atriute: 25
BioticStnciure Atribute: 75

Buffer and Landscape Cortext 5.8
HydrologyAtibute 91.7
Physical Suctre Atirute: 56.2
Biotc Stcture Atribute: 458

|AA Score: 624

A2
Wetland Type: Vema Pod System
Bufer andLandscape Cortext:93.3
Hydrology Attbute 833
Physical Siructure Atriute: 60.4
BioticStrucure Atrbute: 646
FinalAA Score: 754

Wetland Type: Vernal Pod System
Bufer and Landscape Cortext 80.8
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sucture Atriute: 66.7
Blotc Sructure Atribute: 75

w21
Welland Type: Seasonal ietand
Bufferand Landscape Contex: 715
Hydology Atibute: 100
Physical Stucture Atrkute: 25
Botic Stucture Atrbute: 36.1

Welland Type: Vemal Podl
Bufer andLandscape Cortext 715
Hydhology Atibute: 100
Physical Siucure Atriute:50
BiolcStrucure Atrbute 792
FnalAAScore 752

2
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod
Bufer andLandscape Context:59
Hydrology Atibute 91.7
Physical Siucture Atrbute: 75
Biotc Sructure Atribute 875
Final AA Score: 783

lanc
AufferandL.
Hydrolc
Physical

Biotic Str.
Final




A%
‘Wetland Type: Seasonal Welland

Buferand Landscape Cortext: 66.3

Hydroogy Atibute: 100
sical Stucture Atrbute: 25

Biotc Sricture Atribute 778
Final A Score: 678

A2
Wetland Type: Vernd Podl
Bufier and Landscape Cortext:84

Phy:
e BioticStnciure Aibute: 875
Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Bufer andLandscape Cortext:84
HydrologyAtrbute: 100
Physical Siructure Atritute: 25
BioticStrchre Atrbute: 722
Final AA Score: 703

‘Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 59
Hydrology Atrbute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrbute:25
Botic Sructure Atribute 694
Final A Score: 634

Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Bufer and Landscape Cortext 84
Hytology Atibute: 100

Snuctre Atriute: 25
BioticStcture Aribute: 611
5

Weland Type: Vernd Pod

Hydroogy Atrbute: 100

Physical Siucture Atritute: 50

Biotc Structure Aribute: 792
4

Buferand Landscape Cortext 66.3

dLandscape Cortext
Hytrology Atibute: 9L.7
Physical Sructire Atrute: 33,3
Biotc Sructure Atribute 792
: 681

ARG
Wetland Type: Vernal Pod
Bufer and Landscape Cortext 68.3
Hytrology Atibute: 100

A9
Wetland Type: \emal Pod System
Bufer andLandscape Context:62.5
HydrologyAtibute 833
Physical Snucture Atrtute: 87 5
BioticStnciure Atribute: 896

g
Wetland Type: Vemal Pod System

Physical Sructure Atriute: 45.8
BoticStuciure Atribute 812
Final AA Score: 738

A4S
Wetland Type: Seascnal Weland
Bufer andLandscape Cortext:59
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atriute:62.5
BioticStnciure Atrbute: 778
FinalAA Score: 748

e
Wetland Type: Vernal Pod
Buferand Landscape Cortext: 715
Hytrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sucture Atrute: 62.5
Blotc Sructure Atribute: 75

1713

AAS4
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod |8
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 59
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrute: 37.5
Biotc Sricture Atribute 375
Final AA Score: 585

)
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AreE

sical Suctre Atlriute: 62.5
BoticStruciure Atribute 833
Final AA Score: 785

£

A2
‘Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 59
Hydrology Atibute 833
Structure Atribute: 37.5
Botic Sructure Atribute 694
FinalAA Score: 623

Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 59
Hydrology Atibute: 100

sical Snucure Atriute: 25
Biotc Structure Aribute: 611
inal A4 Score: 61.3

A2
Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Buffer and Landscpe Cortext: 59
HydrologyAtrbute 91.7
Physical Snuctre Atriute: 25
BoticStucture Aibute: 528

Wetland Type: Seas onal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 59
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Snuctre Atriute: 37.5
Biotc Sructure Atribute: 611 Weland Tyt Smore Wetnd
Buferand Landscape Cortext 715
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrtute: 37 5
BioticStuciure Aibute: 444
Final AA Scor

Physical Sructure Ariute: 37.5
BloticStucure Atribute: 805

AR50
Wetland Type: Freshwater Marsh
Bufer andLandscape Cortext: 1.5

drology Atrbute 41.7
Physical Sructure Atrtute: 37.5
BloticStnciure Atrbute 944

Score: 61.3

Wetland Type: Seascnal Weland
Bufer andLandscape Cortext:59
rology Atibte: 833
Physical Srucure Atritute: 50
BioticStruchre Atrbute: 6.7
FinalAA Score: 648

AT
‘Wetland Type: Seascnal Wetland
Buffer and Landscape Cortex: 715
Hytrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrbute:25
Botic Sructure Atribute 528
Final A Score: 623

A3
‘Wetland Type: Seasonal Marsh

Physical Sructure Atribute: 25
Biotic Structure Atrbute 722
Einal AA Score: 508

Buferand Landscape Cortext 68.3
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atriute: 25
BioticStucture Aribute: 611

-636

7

o
| }ﬁﬁ'ﬂrﬂ TS

o

7

ik

e T

fy

F

A4
Wetland Type: Vernd Pod
Buffer and Landscape Cortext: 715
Hydrology Atibute: 100
Physical Stucture Atritute: 50
Biotc Sructure Atribute 75

a0
‘Wetland Type: Frestwater Marsh Fnal AA Score: 741

Bufer and Landscape Cortext 68.3

¥

ol

AR
‘Wetland Type: Seascnal Weland
Buffer and Landscape Cortex: 68.3
Hytrology Atibute: 100
Physical Sructure Atrbute:25
Botic Srucuure Atribute 722
FinalAA Score: 664
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Status of Water Supply Improvement Projects



Current Status of Initial and Long Term Water Supply for the Proposed Action

In planning for the future, the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) identifies water
suppliesintended to serve full build-out of the local jurisdictionsinits servicearea. In
order to meet this objective over the next 20 years or more, PCWA will not only have to
continue to rely on its existing water supplies, but will also have to fund and build the
infrastructure needed to bring an additional supply on-line: the so-called Sacramento
River project, which would divert, treat, and deliver water previously anticipated to be
diverted from the American River. Notably, PCWA has the water rights and/or contract
rights needed for its Sacramento River project; it just needsto get various regulatory
approvals and to build diversion, treatment, and delivery infrastructure.

Although PCWA'’ s Urban Water Management Plan and Integrated Water Resources Plan
anticipate serving al approved development in the agency’ s service areaas shownin
various adopted city and county Genera Plans, PCWA nevertheless provides water to
new development on afirst come, first served basis, making water availableto
developing areas only as they near the point of physically constructing new water-
consuming development. In practice, this means that PCWA will not assign any
particular major water supply (such asits “Middle Fork Project” water treated at the
existing American River Pump Station) to any one particular specific plan area such as
Placer Vineyards. Rather, newly developing areas, in effect, compete with one another
for currently available water and then continue to compete with one another for
subsequent supplies as the infrastructure associated with those new supplies comes on
line. Thus, although the American River Pump Station (ARPS) supply — atotal of 35,500
acre feet per annually (afa) — might be sufficient to serve all of Placer Vineyards in the
absence of competing development projects, in reality that supply will be used not only
by Placer Vineyards, but also by other major developing areas served by PCWA.

In its 2007 Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR (SPRRDEIR), Placer County
assumed that Placer Vineyards would consume up to approximately 6,000 acre feet
annually (“afa’) from the ARPS before a Sacramento River water supply became
available. (SPRRDEIR, p. 4.3-4.) This ARPS water — approximately 17 percent of the
total amount diverted by the ARPS —would initially be delivered to Placer Vineyards
through an existing east-west pipeline coming to the project’ s eastern border through the
City of Roseville after being treated at PCWA'’ s existing Foothill Treatment Plant. As of
2007, that pipeline had atotal unused capacity of 8.15 million gallons per day (mgd), not
al of which would be reserved for Placer Vineyards. When that remaining capacity was
fully utilized by Placer Vineyards and other projects (e.g., the Dry Creek Community

1



Plan, the Regiona University Specific Plan, and others), an alternative route for delivery
to the project site would come down from the north in new pipelines emanating from
PCWA' s planned Ophir Treatment Plant. These pipelines would be funded and built in
part by anticipated development to the north of Placer Vineyards (e.g., the Regional
University Specific Plan). The SPRRDEIR, written before the recent major economic
downturn, assumed that the City of Roseville pipeline would be able to supply Placer
Vineyardsfor the first four or five years of projected development (2,000 to 2,500
residential units). (Id., pp. 4.3-6 and 4.3-7 [Table 4.3.5-1].) At that point, the aternative
delivery system (the northerly pipeline from the Ophir plant) was expected to be ready to
deliver the remainder of the 6,000 afa of ARPS water assumed to be consumed by Placer
Vineyards. Sincethe “Base Plan” version of the project was projected to consume a total
of approximately 11,500 afa of potable water at full-build-out,* the SPRRDEIR assumed
that approximately 52 percent of Placer Vineyards — approximately 7,360 units — could
be developed before this 6,000 afa of available ARPS water was consumed. Thus, if the
City of Roseville pipeline were able to supply the first 2,500 units, the alternative
pipeline system could have served an additional 4,860 units.

PCWA completed the design and construction drawings for the building of anew 30
million gallons per day (mgd) Water Treatment Plant near Ohpir using the supply from
the American River. All necessary permits were obtained to permit construction. Just
before the project was to be advertised for bids, however, PCWA decided not to proceed
at the current time due to the slow-down in the economy and the reduced number of
requests for water connections. PCWA currently does not anticipate construction of this
water treatment plant until 2022, a date that reflects its most recent forecasts of growth
and the need for additional treatment capacity. |f demand warrants starting sooner, the
construction plans are complete and renewal of necessary permits could be pursued
allowing construction to begin upon completion of that process. In order to deliver water
to Placer Vineyards from this source, construction of an additional conveyance pipeline
would be necessary. Since completion of the water treatment plant has not begun and the

' The Blueprint Alternative, in contrast to the Base Plan, was predicted to require a total
of 14,453 afa of potable water, an increase of 2,953 afa over what the Base Plan would
require. (Revised Draft EIR, vol. 3, pp. 6-139 — 6-140.) Notably, however, per capita use
would be less under the Blueprint Plan than under the Base Plan, asis evident from the
fact that a nearly 50 percent increase in residential units would only create an
approximate 20 percent increase in potable water demand. (1d., p. 6-141.)



demand for new water connections has been greatly reduced, PCWA has not yet begun
the design work for this additional pipeline. Notably, though, since 2007, when County
completed the SPRRDEIR, very little, if any, of the conveyance capacity through the
Roseville system has been consumed.

The SPRRDEIR also identified a“secondary initial surface water supply” that could
provide up to 6,000 afa of PCWA’s Middle for American River water currently under
contract to the Sacramento Suburban Water District, which has a contract for up to
29,000 afa from that PCWA source. This secondary initial supply might be needed if the
Placer Vineyards project uses all of the approximately 6,000 afa of water availableto it
from the ARPS supply prior to the time when the long-term water supply from the
Sacramento River becomes available. This supply would be diverted from Folsom Lake,
treated by the San Juan Water District at its Sidney N. Peterson Water Treatment Plant,
and conveyed to the project site by a Cooperative Transmission Pipeline that currently
ends near Antelope and Walerga Roads. Because this supply has not been actively
pursued in recent years, the water it could yield would only become available after one of
the agencies involved — either PCWA, the San Juan Water District, or the Sacramento
Suburban Water District — completes environmental review under CEQA and the
multiple parties involved, including the Placer Vineyards landowners, finalize the
negotiations needed to reach the agreements needed for the water to flow. Assuming that
these regulatory and legal steps can be completed as contemplated and that the full 6,000
afadiscussed in the SPRRDEIR become available, this supply, added to the ARPS supply
described earlier, would bring the total amount of American River water available to
Placer Vineyards to approximately 12,000 afa, which is more than the 11,500 afa needed
for full build-out. These two combined supplies, then, would be sufficient for build-out
of the entire project. PCWA would be free, however, to substitute Sacramento River
water for some of this American River water if PCWA determined that such a
reallocation better optimized its entire system.

As of 2007, PCWA and the County expected the Sacramento River water supply project
to be in place and ready to deliver water by approximately 2016. (SPRRDEIR, p. 4.3-9.)
In the aftermath of the recent recession, however, that target date has been moved back to
adate uncertain, perhaps as late as the 2020s. PCWA will only recommence the process
of completing environmental review and permitting, as well as construction, when the
real estate market in western Placer County has returned to a point where the need for
Sacramento River water is sufficiently imminent that PCWA can confidently assume that



hookup fees from new development will suffice to reimburse PCWA for its up-front costs
associated with developing and building the new diversion.

As noted above, it is possible that Placer Vineyards could fully build out even without the
Sacramento River supply, provided that the project is successful in obtaining 6,00 afa
from PCWA'’s ARPS supply and another 6,000 afa from the secondary initial supply
described above. Even if al 12,000 afa of these two supplies are not forthcoming,
however, this change in PCWA'’ s timing with respect to the Sacramento River supply
should not adversely affect the build-out of Placer Vineyards. Thisis because, just as
PCWA had to adjust its time frame for pursuing its Sacramento River project, so too have
the proponents of Placer Vineyards had to adjust the period in which build-out is
predicted. Whereas the SPRRDEIR assumed build-out by approximately 2025, more
recent predictions envision build-out occurring as late as 2040. PCWA will monitor the
pace of build-out of all development occurring in its service area, and will recommence
in earnest its efforts to bring the Sacramento River project to fruition sufficiently in
advance of the demand for Sacramento River water to ensure the avoidance of any
temporary water hookup moratorium.
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PLACER VINEYARDS MITIGATION STRATEGY

NOVEMBER 2012

l. Overview of Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological
Resource Mitigation Strateqy

The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (the “Plan or “Plan Area”) is a very large plan
encompassing many properties under separate and distinct ownership that will be
developed independently over a period of decades in association with numerous
individual Clean Water Act permitting actions. Current ownership includes a diverse mix
of participating and non-participating developers, investors, and farmers, including many
who are unlikely to be involved in the physical development of the property. The
cumulative development of property within the Plan provides a substantial portion of the
long-term residential and employment growth envisioned for unincorporated Placer
County in both the County’s General Plan and SACOG’s Sustainable Communities
Strategy. Accordingly, mitigation planning for Placer Vineyards is an important
component of long-term conservation planning for both Placer County and the
Sacramento Region.

This Mitigation Strategy was developed in consultation with Placer County, SACOG, the
Sierra Club and the Audubon Society to mitigate for the development of individual
properties within the Plan Area in a manner that will also be cumulatively effective and
supportive of long-term conservation planning goals. The Mitigation Strategy reflects the
best available science regarding the aquatic resources and associated habitat known to
exist in the Plan Area and Southwest Placer County, including biological information and
conservation strategies developed in conjunction with the proposed Placer County
Conservation Plan (PCCP). However, any such information utilized from the PCCP
planning effort has been carefully reviewed and adapted for the specific purpose of
providing effective mitigation that meets all applicable regulatory requirements for
development of Placer Vineyards in the absence of an adopted PCCP. At the same time,
the proposed Mitigation Strategy is also intended to provide a relatively seamless
transition in the event that the proposed PCCP, County in-lieu fee, or other similar
conservation plan is adopted during the build-out of the Plan Area.

The cumulative development of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is expected to result
in substantial, irreversible conversion of the existing natural and semi-natural landscape
to urban and suburban use. Although elements of the existing landscape show varying
degrees of disturbance and are no longer functioning as a natural ecosystem, the mosaic
of open lands in the Plan area cumulatively provides habitat and connectivity for several
species. Even loss of intensively farmed land will diminish these regional values.

Most of the natural communities represented in the Plan Area require large contiguous
and intact habitat to retain maximum biological function. Avoidance of small patches of
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communities such as vernal pool grassland may result in short-term avoidance of take of
species present, but is generally inconsistent with long-term maintenance of stable
species populations due to multiple factors such as reduced population size, loss of
contributing hydrology, edge effects, increased non-native species, lack of management
oversight, inability to implement management activities due to adjacent land uses, etc.
(Placer County 2011). Similarly, compatible agriculture that is important for long-term
management of preserved lands is best served by large contiguous blocks of land that can
minimize edge effects from surrounding urbanization. For this reason, impacts to
agricultural land and biological resources at the natural community level are addressed by
designating large areas for conservation outside of the area planned for future growth.
Lands designated for conservation through this mitigation measure (the “open space,
agricultural land and biological resource mitigation strategy,” “mitigation strategy,” or
“strategy””) will include substantial amounts of agricultural land and habitat for affected
species, as well as natural communities important for maintaining regional biological
diversity. Land designated for conservation will be acquired from willing sellers in fee
title and/or protected through establishment of conservation easements.

This strategy mitigates for irreversible land conversion through permanent conservation
of large tracts of land with similar land cover, habitat, and agricultural value strategically
located off-site in the area described on attached Figure A-1 (the “Reserve Acquisition
Area” or “RAA”). The RAA was selected in collaboration with Placer County, SACOG,
Sierra Club and Audubon based upon the best available information as the area with the
greatest opportunity to create a regionally important expanse of private and public land
that will continue to support aquatic functions and meet species needs in the long term
with minimal edge effect and fragmentation from urbanization. The mitigation
obligations set forth in this Mitigation Strategy are intended to meet all regulatory
requirements while, to the greatest extent possible, advancing effective long-term
conservation planning. This approach to conservation of agricultural land, wetlands and
habitat complements efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts on-site for key
components of the aquatic system, rare habitat, and individual species and is strongly
encouraged by the responsible local planning agencies and environmental stakeholders.

The Reserve Acquisition Area where land will be preserved under this mitigation
measure is largely comprised of “Important Farmland,” as defined by the State of
California Department of Conservation. Most of this land is designated Farmland of
Local Importance or Grazing. Many ongoing agricultural activities are consistent with,
and essential to, the protection and enhancement of the natural communities that are
supported by this land. Accordingly, ongoing agricultural use will be an integral
component of the long-term management of preserved lands. The required conservation
easements recorded on such lands will specifically encourage compatible agricultural use.
As a result, the land preserved under this mitigation measure will also preserve
opportunity for agricultural use, thus mitigating for the impacts of lost agricultural land
and open space within the Project site, in addition to mitigating for impacts on vernal
pool complexes and other ecological features.

The grassland vernal pool land type is mitigated by any grassland without regard to
wetted area density. Actual wetted area is accounted for by the separate requirement for
wetland mitigation. The wetland mitigation described below can only be carried out if in
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fact much of the grassland acquired to mitigate land conversion does in fact have a high
density of preserved and restored vernal pool. Thus, application of the two measures —
land area and wetland area — will jointly provide for conservation of wetland-dependent
natural communities. The intent here is to approach the mitigation needs of the Plan
through a more holistic approach that better responds to the regional landscape. This
approach is similar to the landscape-level approach developed in connection with the
PCCP effort, which places emphasis on the value of these resources as an ecosystem,
rather than as individual features, while still addressing regulatory requirements for no
net loss. As such, this approach reflects the best available scientific evidence relative to
the mitigation of wetland impacts in Southwest Placer County. Given the large acreage
of the Placer Vineyards Plan Area and the broad impact assumptions that require
preservation of large amounts of vernal pool grassland regardless of the wetland density
of impacted sites, this approach will ensure acquisition of significant portions of the
RAA.

Under this strategy, mitigation to minimize impacts to natural and semi-natural
communities falls into three categories:

1. Mitigation Ratios for Land Cover. Off-site mitigation is accomplished mainly
through mitigation ratios requiring conservation or restoration of a set amount of
land calculated as a proportion of land cover conversion or “take.” The term
“land cover take” as used herein means the conversion of natural or semi-natural
lands to urban or suburban use.

2. Mitigation Ratios for Wetland Area. Because of their particular regulatory
status and their biological importance, wetlands are accounted for separately
through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and restoration or creation of a set
amount of wetted area calculated as a proportion of wetland “take.” It is intended
that all of the wetted area mitigation along with all associated upland will be
counted towards mitigation required for land cover “take.” Likewise, all wetted
acres contained within land cover mitigation shall be counted towards wetted area
mitigation.

3. Site Specific Avoidance and Minimization. Protection of existing resources on
site is accomplished through specific avoidance, restoration, and enhancement
measures incorporated into the Specific Plan. In addition, separate mitigation
measures will be implemented to avoid or minimize on-site impacts to individual
species.

The areas included in the RAA, described above, are similar to those targeted for
conservation in the proposed PCCP (Figure 5-3). The intent of this mitigation strategy is
to contribute towards a regionally-important expanse of contiguous private and public
land that will continue to support important aquatic functions, meet species needs in the
long term and aid recovery objectives for a broad variety of species, including those
targeted for conservation by the County’s Biological Working Group (stakeholder group
formed by the County to analyze biological information and make recommendations for
the conservation strategy of the PCCP) and included in the proposed PCCP (Table 1
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below). This regional approach to conservation of agricultural land, wetlands and habitat
complements efforts to avoid and/or minimize impacts on site for key components of the
aquatic system, rare habitat, and individual species.

Regardless of whether the PCCP is adopted, this Mitigation Plan represents the most
sound approach towards mitigation of a very large plan area such as Placer Vineyards.
However, the Mitigation Plan has the added benefit of being compatible with the
Conservation Strategy being proposed for the PCCP. Thus, if the PCCP is adopted
during the build-out of Placer Vineyards, development projects within the Specific Plan
may fulfill mitigation requirements by compliance with the terms of the adopted PCCP in
lieu of this mitigation strategy, creating a relatively seamless transition. Such compliance
shall constitute sufficient mitigation that will obviate the need to comply with the
measures herein.

Table 1 — PCCP Covered Species Expected to Benefit from
Vernal Pool Grassland Complex and Grassland Conservation

Vernal Pool Species Grassland Species
Vernal pool fairy shrimp Swainson’s hawk
Vernal pool tadpole shrimp American peregrine falcon
Conservancy fairy shrimp Western burrowing owl
Western spadefoot Loggerhead shrike
Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop Northern harrier
Dwarf downingia Ferrunginous hawk
Legenere Grasshopper sparrow
Ahart’s dwarf rush Tricolored blackbird
Red Bluff dwarf rush Western spadefoot

This measure is intended to be compatible with all required state and federal permits
related to land conversion, or other regulated activity within habitat covered by state or
federal jurisdiction specifically including Federal Clean Water Act Section 404 permits,
federal Endangered Species Act Section 7 “incidental take statements,” state Endangered
Species Act compliance, state “stream bed alteration agreements” and state certification
under Clean Water Act Section 401. Any and all conservation, restoration, enhancement,
and creation of land cover, natural communities, and wetland features required by any
state or federal permitting agency, either in conformity with this strategy or in addition to
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it, shall be fully credited towards the obligations of this mitigation strategy, regardless of
whether such mitigation is achieved through the acquisition of land and/or conservation
easements or through the purchase of credits from an approved mitigation bank.

In order to preserve land for agriculture, compatible agricultural use that supports and
enhances wildlife value is encouraged on lands conserved under this measure. The goal
of conservation easements on farmlands will be to maintain viable agricultural operations
while also meeting the biological objectives of this mitigation measure.

This mitigation strategy shall serve as mitigation for all land conversion impacts,
specifically including impacts to vernal pools and other wetlands, vernal pool grasslands,
grasslands, Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, agricultural land, and open space. No
additional mitigation shall be required for these impacts. This strategy shall not apply to
the Special Planning Area (SPA) where no urban development is proposed.

IR Land Cover Mitigation

A. Mitigation Ratio

For every 1.0 acres of land cover taken, 1.35 acres of land will be conserved. The take
area shall be calculated to the nearest one-tenth (0.1) acre. The total amount of required
acreage will be automatically reduced by any and all off-site conservation or mitigation
land required by any permitting agency, specifically including upland areas required in
association with wetland mitigation, whether acquired through mitigation bank credits or
other means.

B. Calculation of Land Cover Take

All land within the Specific Plan (not including the SPA area) is included in the
calculation of take, with the exception of land that will be maintained in or restored to a
natural or semi-natural condition as required by the County and/or any state or federal
permitting agency. Figure A-2 and Table A-3 show the take area and take calculation by
property based upon the proposed land use and avoidance required for compliance with
County standards through adoption of the Specific Plan, prior to consideration of any
additional avoidance that may be required by a permitting agency. For purposes of this
mitigation measure, the take acreage may only be reduced below that shown on Figure
A-2 and Table A-3 to the extent that additional avoidance is required by the County
and/or any state or federal permitting agency. Similarly, the take acreage and
corresponding mitigation requirements will be increased to the extent that the County and
the state and federal permitting agencies allow future development of any area not
included in the take calculations as shown in Figure A-2 and Table A-3.
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C. Mitigation Land Criteria

Land conserved under this measure shall, to the fullest extent feasible, be located within
the Reserve Acquisition Area (Figure A-1).

Impacts to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture lands shall be mitigated
on existing or restorable grassland (as identified in Figure A-4). All other land cover
impacts may be mitigated on any natural or semi-natural land within the RAA,
specifically including agricultural land. Vernal pool grassland is mitigated by any
grassland without regard to wetted area density. Actual wetted area is accounted for by
the separate requirement for wetland mitigation discussed below. The wetland mitigation
described below can only be carried out if much of the grassland acquired to mitigate
land conversion does in fact have a high density of preserved and restored vernal pool
habitat. Application of the two measures — land area and wetland area — will jointly
provide for conservation of wetland-dependent natural communities.

In general, the minimum area for a vernal pool conservation site is 200 acres if the site is
not contiguous with other reserve lands. Sites of less than 200 acres may be allowed if it
is determined that the proposed site has key strategic value for the County’s overall
conservation strategy or has especially high resource value that can be reasonably
protected from edge effects. The area may consist of one or more properties. There is no
minimum size for conservation sites that are adjacent to other reserve lands or the Stream
System (as identified in Figure A-5). There is also no minimum size for conservation
sites incorporating vernal pools that occur on Mehrten Formations. Mehrten vernal pools
will only be excluded from consideration if it is determined that existing or future
hydrologic, land use, or other characteristics threaten long-term viability.

The vast majority of land targeted for conservation in the RAA is suitable for agriculture
and continued agricultural use will be encouraged by the conservation easements required
under this mitigation measure. Accordingly, no additional agricultural mitigation will be
required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for the take of land cover noted above.
Likewise, the land cover mitigation criteria is such that it will also provide suitable
foraging habitat mitigation for Swainson’s hawk. No additional land mitigation will be
required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for the take of land cover noted above for
these impacts.

D. Conservation Easement / Management Plans

Conservation sites shall be subject to recorded conservation easements and management
plans with an identified funding source for long-term management of conserved lands.
The conservation easements and management plans are subject to approval and shall
provide for the long-term maintenance of biological functions and values while,
whenever feasible, also providing for compatible agricultural use.
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E. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits or In-Lieu Fees

Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation banks to
meet all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy. Specifically, the uplands
associated with any bank wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement or creation may
be applied towards the Land Cover mitigation requirement provided that the uplands are
subject to an appropriate conservation easement and the applicant can demonstrate that
the approved mitigation credits include both wetland and upland land cover. Similarly,
all or a part of the conservation required by this strategy may be met through an approved
in-lieu fee, including both wetland and upland acreage acquired through the in-lieu fee
program.

Mitigation and conservation banks must be approved. Credits can count toward
mitigation obligations if the banks are consistent with the requirements of state and
federal natural resource agencies. Any out-of-county bank must have a service area that
extends into the Plan area.

F. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned from Other Projects in Specific Plan

It is anticipated that, depending on the availability and relative parcel size of potential
conservation sites, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide land cover
mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation may be
freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan. Such
assignment will be documented and tracked. Project applicants may apply excess
mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or a part of the
land cover mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment can be
provided.

G. Out-of-County Mitigation

A limited amount of out-of-county mitigation may be allowed that meets the biological
intent of this mitigation strategy. In addition, credits from out-of-county conservation or
mitigation banks may be accepted towards full or partial compliance with this measure, if
the project is within the agency-approved service area for the credits. Such mitigation
will be fully credited towards any mitigation required by this mitigation strategy.

In order to receive credit towards the obligations of this Mitigation Strategy, any
conservation outside the RAA, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank,
must adhere to the criteria, below:

It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the
RAA. There are several places outside the RAA where conservation management
activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy.
Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also benefit the reserve system by
expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing contiguous reserve size, or
improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. Figure A-6 depicts the
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location where acquisition and management of conservation could occur. Lands that may
meet these needs are:

m Land along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the
Coon Creek and Auburn Ravine.

m Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek
watershed within Sutter County.

m Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal,
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which
improve fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County.

m Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the

ACOE that contain the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and
Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6.

I11. Wetland Mitigation

A. Overlap with Land Cover Mitigation

Because of their particular regulatory status and their biological importance, wetlands are
accounted for separately through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and/or
restoration of a set amount of wetted area calculated as a proportion of wetland take.
These wetted acres, along with any upland area that is conserved in association with the
wetted acres, are fully credited towards the required land cover mitigation. In other
words, it is intended that all of the wetland mitigation will be counted towards land cover
mitigation requirements. Likewise, all wetted acres contained within land cover
mitigation shall be counted towards wetland mitigation.

B. Calculation of Wetland Take

Wetland take is calculated as all wetland area that falls in the Land Cover take area as
defined in Section 11.B. above.

In practice, certain wetland types are not easily distinguished and often intergrade. This
mitigation strategy minimizes the effect of field interpretation by applying the same ratios
for all wetland types and by allowing broad latitude for out-of-kind mitigation. For the
purposes of applying mitigation requirements, the definition of vernal pool wetland
habitat includes vernal pools and depressional areas within vernal swales, ephemeral
drainages, and other seasonal wetlands.

Any wetland area required to be avoided, restored, and/or enhanced on site by the County
and/or any permitting agency is automatically excluded from the take calculation.
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Mitigation at the time of impact will be subject to a finding of baseline consistency with
land cover conditions as of 2009/11 (based upon 2009 LIDR and 2011 air photos). If the
County suspects, based on inconsistency with this information or other similar
information, that wetland area may have changed from baseline conditions, it may require
that a baseline consistency analysis be prepared and submitted to the County for review
and approval. The baseline consistency finding requires all of the following:

a. Property land uses are essentially the same property land uses present in 2009/11
as determined by available data.

b. There is no evidence that the property has been mass-graded without proper
authorization.

c. The micro-topography and hydrology of the property are substantially unchanged
from 2009/2011conditions.

d. Creeks, swales and other drainage in same location (within 100 feet).

e. At least 70 percent of ponded water and/or other wetlands are still present on the
property.

f. The proportion of parcel area in a topographic depression (depressional index) has
not been diminished by more than 20 percent from the 2009/2011 index.

The baseline consistency finding establishes a comparison of resources. A finding of
non-consistency does not establish responsibility for changes to the land-cover type.
Foreseeable changes such as drought, arson fire or flood may result in non-consistency.
However, if an apparent significant change in baseline land-cover is detected, the changes
will be reviewed to determine if baseline land-cover information was inaccurate in
2009/11 or if land-cover conditions have in fact changed significantly. If land-cover
conditions have changed significantly, the baseline land-cover conditions will be used as
the basis for determining these mitigation strategy requirements. If a mapping error
occurred, then mitigation will be based on existing land cover type at the time the
consistency finding was requested.

C. Mitigation Ratio: Preservation

For each 1.00 acres of vernal pool take, 1.00 acres of vernal pool will be preserved. For
the purposes of both take and mitigation under this measure, vernal pools include
seasonal depressional wetlands. For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type,
the preservation requirement may be met by preserving 1.00 acres of any wetland type
without regard for in-kind mitigation. The preservation requirement for open water may
be met through preservation of 1.00 acres of open water or any wetland type for each
1.00 acres of take. The total amount of required wetland preservation under this strategy
will be automatically reduced by any and all wetland preservation required by any
permitting agency. For the purposes of calculating the amount of preservation, the take
calculation shall include any identifiable quantity of the resource affected.
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D. Mitigation Ratio: Restoration, Enhancement and Creation

As indicated in Table 2 below, for each 1.00 acres of vernal pool take, 1.25 acres of
compensatory wetlands will be restored, enhanced or created, including a minimum of
0.75 acres of vernal pool and no more than 0.50 acres of other wetlands. For the
purposes of both take and mitigation under this strategy, vernal pools include seasonal
depressional wetlands. For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type, the
compensatory restoration, enhancement and creation requirement may be met by
restoring, enhancing and/or creating 1.25 acres of any wetland type without regard for in-
kind mitigation. The compensatory requirement for open water may be met through
restoration, enhancement or creation of 1.25 acres of open water or any wetland type for
each 1.00 acres of take. The total amount of required compensatory wetland restoration,
enhancement, or creation under this strategy may be reduced by wetland preservation
required by a permitting agency greater than the wetland preservation amount required by
this mitigation strategy. However, in no event shall the compensatory requirement be
reduced to below 1.00 by excess preservation. For the purposes of calculating the
amount of restoration, enhancement, or creation, the take calculation shall include any
identifiable quantity of the resource affected.

In some circumstances, enhancement of existing wetland habitat may add greater wetland
function and value to the aquatic system and conserved natural communities than
restoration of previously existing or degraded features or creation of new wetland habitat.
Consistent with the criteria below, enhancement may be allowed to apply towards the
restoration requirement, provided that the enhanced features may not also be applied
towards the preservation requirement. In limited circumstances, creation of new wetland
features may also be appropriate and beneficial. If approved, created wetlands will apply
towards the restoration requirement.

Restored, enhanced and created wetland habitat can help expand and link existing high
quality vernal pool complexes that have been become fragmented in the landscape, losing
some of their native community value.

Table 2. Mitigation Ratios for Impacts to Wetlands: Valley and Foothills

Preservation | Restoration e .
Ratio Ratio Mitigation Community Type
Preservation: All vernal pool
. ) Restoration:
Vernal pool (1) 11 1.25:1 0.75 minimum vernal pool
up to 0.50 may be any wetland
Open water 11 1251 | Open-wateror
any wetland type
Fresh emergent wetland 11 1.25:1 Any wetland (2)
Oth_er seasonal wetland 11 1.25:1 Any wetland
Spring and seep

1) Vernal pools include seasonal depressional wetland.
2) California Black rail habitat must be mitigated in-kind where it occurs.
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E. Restoration

Vernal pool complexes have been degraded in western Placer County and throughout
their range by direct disturbance, invasion of non-native species, or by alteration of
hydrological patterns, primarily due to agricultural use. For many complexes, habitat
restoration may be necessary to regain proper functioning of a vernal pool ecosystem
(USFWS 2005). Furthermore, vernal pools and other wetlands will be restored and
created to provide compensatory mitigation for take and to ensure no net loss of wetted
area. The goal of restoration is to return natural wetland functions to areas where historic
wetland landscapes and features have been converted or heavily degraded.

Vernal pool habitat will be restored where soils and hydrologic conditions will support
long-term viability, natural topography can be reproduced and evidence indicates the
historical presence of vernal pools. Restoration plans will use nearby, natural, high-
quality pools as well as historical evidence as models. Restoration plans will consider the
size and depth of pools to be constructed, hydrologic connections within complexes,
depth from soil surface to hardpan, and upland area to pool-area ratios (USFWS 2005).

Restoration of previously disturbed vernal pool complexes is to be based on whether
restoration is likely to increase vernal pool density (as measured in wetted-per-total acre)
without exceeding the density present in 1937 aerial photos or other information
approved by USFWS and/or CDFG and without harming existing vernal pools.
Additional criteria will include whether or not sites occur outside of the Stream System,
historically supported vernal pools (based on 1937 and 1938 aerial photos or other
information approved by USFWS and/or CDFG), have hydrological conditions that
ensure vernal pool complexes can be restored and protected in perpetuity, and have not
been laser-leveled for agriculture or other uses.

Clearly defined objectives will be identified for all restoration projects. Success criteria
will be established before each restoration plan is implemented. Monitoring of restored
and created vernal pools in Placer County indicates that future restoration in the proposed
locations has a high potential for success. It is essential that the Mitigation Strategy
require an effective monitoring and adaptive management program in order to ensure the
success of vernal pool restoration, enhancement and creation.

F. Enhancement

The goal of enhancement is to improve wetland functions and values in areas where they
have been degraded, but not entirely lost. Although qualifying enhancement actions will
be determined by the County on a case-by-case basis, they will be conducted to
ameliorate the specific threats that occur on each site. Specific threats to vernal pool
grasslands include modification to the duration of inundation and hydro-period due to
changes in the hydrology of surface flows and perched groundwater flows; non-native
vegetation (including annual grasses and noxious weeds); impacts from recreational use;
impacts to water quality; non-native predators; and decreased pollination and dispersal of
vernal pool species due to impacts to vernal pool uplands. Therefore, actions for
maintaining and enhancing preserves with vernal pool grasslands may include restoration
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of vernal pool topography; restoration of vernal pool isolation; re-introduction of vernal
pool cysts, seeds and/or plants; restoring and enhancing vernal pool water quality; and
invasive plant control.

G. Creation

Creation is generally considered more appropriate for other wetland types than for vernal
pools. In some cases creation of wetland habitat may be necessary to mitigate for lost
resources. Creation is the construction of wetland features where none have existed
historically (as compared to restoration which can include the construction of wetland
habitat in areas that historically contained wetlands).

Little data exists to assess the long-term success of the creation of vernal pools.
Preliminary results indicate that some created vernal pools have vernal pool fairy shrimp,
vernal pool tadpole shrimp and other invertebrates and plants native to vernal pools (De
Weese 1998; EcoAnalysts 2009). Creation of vernal pools within a vernal pool complex
of existing pools is not recommended by the Recovery Plan for Vernal Pool Ecosystems
of California and Southern Oregon (USFWS 2005) because it may alter the hydrology of
the existing pool system and may have an adverse effect on ground nesting bees and
other upland plant and animal species. Therefore, the use of vernal pool creation as a
strategy to mitigate for lost resources will be minimized. Rather, conservation efforts
will focus on preservation and enhancement of existing high quality vernal pools, with
restoration serving to supplement preservation to protect and restore vernal pool
complexes at the levels of the landscape and local watershed and to mitigate for resources
lost. Creation of vernal pools must be approved by the appropriate resource agencies to
receive credit for mitigation under this measure. Vernal pool creation credits from an
approved mitigation bank may apply towards this mitigation requirement. The bank must
be acceptable and consistent with the requirements of state and federal natural resource
agencies. Any out-of-county bank must include a service area that extends into the
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area.

H. Uplands and Buffer Requirements

Wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation shall be accompanied by the
associated uplands and hydrology necessary to sustain long-term viability in a natural or
restored environmental setting. To minimize edge effects from adjacent urban and
suburban land, vernal pools should be no closer than 250 feet from existing or planned
urban or suburban development or located such that adequate hydrology can be
maintained in the event of future development.
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I. Conservation Easements / Management Plans

It is anticipated that most wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation
will be accomplished on land conserved to meet the land cover mitigation requirement
and will be subject to the required conservation easements and management plans.
However, if additional lands are conserved to meet the wetland mitigation requirement,
the same requirements for conservation easements and management plans apply.

J. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits and In-Lieu Fee

Consistent with the requirements listed above, project applicants may use credits from
approved conservation or mitigation banks or in-lieu fees to meet all or a part of the
wetland mitigation required by this strategy.

K. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned from Other Projects in Specific Plan

It is anticipated that, depending on the density of wetlands on land conserved to meet the
land cover mitigation requirement, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide
wetland mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation
may be freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan.
Such assignment will be documented and tracked. Project applicants may apply excess
mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or a part of the
wetland mitigation required by this strategy provided proof of assignment can be
demonstrated.

L. Out-of-County Mitigation

A limited amount of out-of-county mitigation may be allowed that advances the
conservation goals and meets the biological intent of this mitigation strategy. In addition,
credits from out-of-county conservation or mitigation banks shall be accepted towards
full or partial compliance with this strategy, if the project is within the agency-approved
service area for the credits.

In order to receive credit towards the obligations of this mitigation strategy, any
conservation outside the RAA, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank,
must adhere to the criteria below.

It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the
RAA. There are several places outside the RAA where conservation management
activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy.
Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also benefit the reserve system by
expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing contiguous reserve size, or
improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. Figure A-6 depicts the
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location where acquisition and management of conservation could occur. Lands that may
meet these needs are:

m Land along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the
Coon Creek and Auburn Ravine.

m Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek
watershed within Sutter County.

m Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal,
Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which
improve fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County.

m Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the

ACOE that contain the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and
Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6.

IVV. Site Specific Avoidance and Minimization

The Specific Plan design incorporates measures for preserving and enhancing critical
aquatic resources on-site. The Specific Plan Area incorporates a 709-acre open space
area that restores historic habitat linkages and habitat quality through the Plan Area.
Specific areas that exhibit habitat degradation through historic land use were identified
and will be enhanced under the Specific Plan. Large contiguous areas that exhibited
habitat integrity have been preserved with adequate buffers to protect aquatic function.
The Specific Plan incorporates minimization and low-impact development strategies to
minimize long-term habitat degradation within avoided open space areas. This Specific
Plan level avoidance and minimization is reflected in Figure A-2. Additional on-site
avoidance of habitat is not encouraged and is generally considered to be inconsistent with
the core strategy of creating large-scale preserves located in areas that can be more
readily linked and expanded to create a sustainable ecosystem at a landscape level.
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