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Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
Thursday, June 5, 2014 at 1:00 p.m.
SACOG Rivers Rooms, 1415 L Street, Suite 300, Sacramento, CA
The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee may take up any agenda item at any time, regardless of the order
listed. Public comment will be taken on the item at the time that it is taken up by the committee. We ask that
members of the public complete a request to speak form, submit it to the clerk of the committee, and keep their
remarks brief. If several persons wish to address the committee on a single item, the chair may impose a time limit
on individual remarks at the beginning of the discussion. Action may be taken on any item on this agenda.

Roll Call: Directors Cleveland, Jankovitz, Rohan, Saylor, VeerKamp, Vice Chairs AguiarCurry, and West, and Chair MacGlashan.
Public Communications: Any person wishing to address the Committee on any item not
on the agenda may do so at this time. After ten minutes of testimony, any additional
testimony will be heard following the action items.
1. Minutes of the May 15, 2014, Meeting◄
2. MTP/SCS Update

A. Status of Transportation Project Phasing Analysis (Mr. Griesenbeck)
B. Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans
Development (Ms. McKinley)
C. Floodplains and Levee Improvements Update (Mr. Chew)
D. Research of Factors Influencing Development Pattern (Water) (Ms. Lizon)
E. Airports Constraints Analysis (Mr. Chew)
3. Status on Housing Element Updates (Mr. Chew)
Other Matters
Adjournment
◄ Indicates Action
Prepared by:

Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer

Roberta MacGlashan
Chair

Next committee meeting: Thursday, August 7, 2014
The Meridian Plaza Building is accessible to the disabled. If requested, this agenda, and documents in the agenda packet
can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as required by Section 202 of the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in implementation thereof.
Persons seeking an alternative format should contact SACOG for further information. In addition, a person with a
disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to participate in a
public meeting should contact SACOG by phone at 916-321-9000, e-mail (contact@sacog.org) or in person as soon as
possible and preferably at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.

Parking is available at 15th and K Streets

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Item #14-6-1
Action

May 29, 2014

Minutes of the May 15, 2014, Meeting
Issue: The Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on May 15, 2014.
Recommendation: Approve the minutes of the meetings as submitted.
Discussion: Attached are the minutes of the May 15, 2014 Land Use & Natural Resources
Committee meeting for approval.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:ts
Attachment
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Acting Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265

SACRAMENTO AREA COUNCIL OF GOVERNMENTS
LAND USE & NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE
DRAFT ACTION MINUTES

The SACOG Land Use & Natural Resources Committee met on May 15, 2014 in the Sacramento
& American Rivers rooms on the Third Floor of the Meridian Plaza Building located at 1415 L
Street, Sacramento, CA at 1:00 p.m.
CALL TO ORDER:

Chair MacGlashan called the meeting to order at 1:03 p.m.

ROLL CALL: Present:

Directors Cleveland, Jankovitz, Saylor, VeerKamp, Vice Chair AguiarCurry and Chair MacGlashan.

Absent:
1.

Director Rohan and Vice Chair West.

Minutes of the April 3, 2014, Meeting
Upon motion by Director Jankovitz, seconded by Vice Chair Aguiar-Curry, and carried
unanimously, the minutes of the April 3, 2014 Land Use & Natural Resources Committee
meeting were approved without any changes.
Director VeerKamp was absent during vote of this item.

2.

Electric Vehicle Charging Infrastructure Funding Program
Upon motion by Vice Chair Aguiar-Curry, seconded by Director Saylor, and carried
unanimously, the Land Use & Natural Resources Committee recommends that the Board create
a regional PEV infrastructure program, and allow SACOG staff to seek external revenue
sources to fund the program.

3.

2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainability Communities Strategy Update
A.

Methodology for Regional Scenarios
The Committee received and reviewed this report.

B.

Phasing Analysis
The Committee received and reviewed this report.

4.

Water Policy
The Committee received and reviewed this report.

5.

Update on Crude Oil Transportation by Rail
The Committee received and reviewed this report.
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6.

May is Bike Month 2014 Update
The Committee received and reviewed this report.

Other Matters

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 2:08 p.m.

Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Item #14-6-2A
Information

May 29, 2014

Status of Transportation Project Phasing Analysis
Issue: Presentation of a regional map showing phasing of transportation projects in the current
MTP/SCS.

Recommendation: This item will be presented to all three Board Committees for information and
discussion.

Discussion: At the May Committee meetings, an item was presented discussing the general approach
for conducting a phasing analysis of the current 2012 MTP/SCS. At this meeting, staff will present a
regional map showing a subset of transportation projects, color- and size-coded to provide a range of
project costs and timing. The map so far has been used for internal analysis and discussion, but staff felt
that it would be worth presenting to the Board committees. Because of the number of projects mapped,
and the scale of the map, a mail out of the map is practically impossible, so the map will be projected at
the committee meetings. This presentation will provide an opportunity for questions and comments on
the phasing analysis, as well as observations on phasing of projects in the current MTP/SCS.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:BG;gg
Key Staff:

Sharon Sprowls, Senior Program Specialist, (916) 340-6235
Bruce Griesenbeck, Principal Transportation Analyst, (916) 340-6268
Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265

Land Use & Natural Resource Committee

Item #14-6-2B
Information

May 29, 2014
Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans Development
Issue: What is the status of the current Habitat Conservation Plans/Natural Communities Conservation Plans
and how do they relate to the Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy?
Recommendation: None, this item is for information and discussion.
Discussion: The Blueprint and the SCS growth patterns both rely on significant amounts of infill growth but
also growth in new master planned communities largely at the existing urban edges of the region. Many of
those master planned communities, especially in southwest Placer County and southwest Sacramento County,
are on land that has significant natural resource issues regulated by the federal Clean Water Act, Endangered
Species Act, or both. Resource agencies, developers and environmentalists alike mostly agree that the preferred
way to serve the twin goals of resource protection and urban development is at a large scale rather than on a
project by project basis.
The most commonly used term for large-scale plans to protect resources as well as enable development is a
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP), which is a planning and regulatory document associated with the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) and administered by the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USWFS). Many of the prospective
developments in the Sacramento region, however, also must address impacts on waters of the United States
through the Clean Water Act (CWA), a statute administered largely by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE) in coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The goal for most of the
resource planning efforts in our region is to address the requirements of the ESA and the CWA. It is also the
goal of the HCPs in the region to address state endangered species requirements via either California
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s (CDFW) Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) or via a
programmatic permit with the CDFW. Additionally, all HCPs will be seeking programmatic State 401 Water
Quality Certification which is administered by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards. (These various
efforts are further defined in the appendix to this document.)
The SACOG region is home to one implemented HCP—the Natomas Habitat Conservation Plan—and has four
additional Plans underway—the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP), the South Sacramento Habitat
Conservation Plan (SSHCP), the Yolo Natural Heritage Program, and The Yuba-Sutter HCP.
The unique challenge in our region is the scale of the resources (larger than nearly anywhere else in the U.S.)
and the fact that no national examples exist of similarly scaled plans that cover both ESA and CWA impacts.
The complexities explain, in part, why the current projects have taken so long to get to this point and all have
significant milestones still to achieve before they are completed and implementation can begin.
Stacey McKinley, consultant to SACOG, has been specifically engaged with the Placer County Conservation
Plan both via SACOG and via engagement directly with Placer County. McKinley also worked on behalf of
Sacramento County for a period of roughly two years on the SSHCP.
In the pursuit of hoping to better inform the MTP/SCS process, McKinley, along with SACOG staff,
interviewed the following Federal Resource Agency and Plan Partner staff/consultants to better understand the
current status of HCP/NCCP efforts in the SACOG Region.
•
•
•

USEPA, Paul Jones
USACE, Michael Jewell and Kate Dadey
South Sacramento HCP : Bill Ziebron and Richard Radmacher

•
•
•
•

Placer County Conservation Plan : Loren Clark
Yolo Natural Heritage Program: Petrea Marchand
Yuba/Sutter Conservation Plan: Danelle Stylos and Joyce Hunting
The Natomas Basin Conservancy: Danelle Stylos

*Several attempts have been made to meet with USFWS and CDFWS and will continue to pursue meetings
with these two resource agencies.
Meetings with HCP/NCCP Managers:
Managers were afforded time to give a general overview and were then asked a set of questions (below).
Attachment A is a summary of that feedback followed by a “notes” section. At the time of this writing, followup with Plan Managers/staff/consultants remains underway, and any edits to the attached will be shared and
discussed in the Committee setting.
Of particular interest to SACOG staff was the issue of timing of these efforts. It should be noted that the
timelines in the attached summary reflect feedback from the Plan Managers themselves.
In general, all Plans must still answer the following key questions:
•
•

What is the cost of implementation and what are the corresponding benefits?
How much additional project-level review will be required once these Plans are implemented?

Lack of certainty on those key points, amongst others, is noteworthy, and its impact is evidenced by the
individual pursuit of CWA 404/401 and USFWS/CFWS permits by project proponents who are also
coordinating with the HCP/NCCP efforts. Questions asked to all:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Explain your preserve design. Is it hard lined?
Will impacts beyond those in your plan positively or negatively impact your preserve design?
Are all transportation impacts covered in your plan?
Will your plan call for advanced or phased mitigation?
Explain (if applicable) how you are using growth projections to influence your permit term, other
factors?
Do you have any SCS/TPA’s within your Plan area?
Are you considering water availability/climate change in your Plan?
How current is your data? Is it open source? How complete is your species occurance data?
How frequently will you need to update your data to meet assurances with agencies?
Is there anything we might do which might harm of help your Plan?
Estimated year of completion?
What is your relationship with neighboring/other HCP’s?
What Ag centric issues are you dealing with?
Any exploration of mitigation to support ag practices?
Will your Plan have a 404 component?
What regulatory challenges are you facing?
What fiscal challenges are you facing?
Do you have any critical habitat within your Plan area?

Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:SM:gg

Attachment A

PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Start Date

2000

-2000
Implementation of
Placer Legacy
-2008 Initiate
Preparation of
HCP/NCCP

2002

2001

x

x

x

-Late summer 2014 for
release of the Draft HCP
and accompanying
Aquatic Resources
Program.
- Currently working on
locking down 2-3
important components of
the Plan to be able to
complete EIS/EIR
-General timeline of Final
HCP/EIR/EISin 2015 with
Implementation and
permit issuance to follow

-Plan document late
spring 2014
-EIR/EIS
2016/2017.hence

-Expectation of 2nd Admin
Draft Feb, 2015
-Expectation of DEIS/DEIR
and Public Review Draft June
27, 2016
-Expectation of Final Draft
Nov. 15, 2016
-Expectation of permit
issuance April, 2017

Essential Milestones Met:
Admin Draft (may be
more than one)
o Draft
HCP/NCCP/EIR/EIS
o Final HCP/NCCP/EIR/EIS
o Aquatic Resources
Program Agreed to
o Implementation of
HCP/NCCP
o Permits issued
Plan Managers Estimated
Calendar of Milestones
o

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

x

-First Admin Draft by
end of 2015/Early
2006

Adopted in 1997
and revised in
2003

PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

Seeking ESA/2081

x

x

x

x

x

Seeking 404CWA/401

x

x

x

No

NCCP
Requested Term of Permits
Planning Area

no
50 year
374,000 acres initially but
recently decreased by the
City of Elk Grove’s
requested action to be
removed from the Plan.

x
50 years
201,000 acres

x
50 years
All of Yolo County (653,817
acres) with coverage for all
of the Cities within the
County and the
unincorporated County. Of
the 650,000 acres, there is
an expectation of roughly
18,000 acres of impacts, but
it should be noted that that
number may slightly vary
pending new effects analysis
to be released as part of the
February 2015, Admin Draft.
-Very limited development in
relation to overall Plan area
-Overlap with Bay Delta
Conservation Plan

Minimal effects
coverage sought
x
50 years
All of Sutter County
(with the exception
of the Sutter Buttes
and the area
covered by the
Natomas HCP) as
well as a portion of
Yuba County

The Plan covers the City of
Rancho Cordova and the
City of Galt, the Southeast
Connector project and a
portion of unincorporated
Sacramento County.
Unique features

-Interactions with Bay
Delta Conservation Plan
-5 key development
projects of which most are
in pursuit of individual
permits while in parallel in
support and pursuit of the
HCP
-Need for HCP or
something similar to
address the Biological
Opinion for the Freeport
Water Facility

-Use of growth
projections
-Importance of
potential
jurisdiction of rice
-Good crossjurisdictional
relationship with
Sutter County

-The Plan area is
100% dependent
upon groundwater.

No
35 years
53,341 acres
interior of the
Natomas Basin
located in
Northern
Sacramento
County and
Southern Sutter
County

PLAN:

South Sacramento
HCP

Placer County
HCP/NCCP

Yolo Natural Heritage
HCP/NCCP

Yuba Sutter
HCP/ NCCP

Natomas
HCP/NCCP

Current Key Issues

- Five major projects
located within the
proposed HCP boundary.
Due to
outstanding issues with
the HCP each project has
decided to also
simultaneously pursue
Individual Permits and
Section 7 consultation
with the Federal agencies.

-Pricing issues –
costs to end users

-Row crop and orchard
conversion
-Cost share demand and
funding source assurance on
the part of USFWS

-Levy improvements
and the associated
proposed buffers
which may
significantly erode
agricultural lands
-Ag conversion and
neighboring flood
management
activities of
potential concern.

Escalation in costs
1997 - $2240.00
(per acre)3

-Treatment of onsite
avoidance of impacts to
waters.

Glossary of acronyms used:
USACE: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USEPA: U.E. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWS: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
CDFW: California Department of Fish and Wildlife
HCP: Habitat Conservation Plan
NCCP: Natural Communities Conservation Plan

-Coordination with
mitigation banks
-Integration and
assurances of 404
Clean Water Act
coverage for all
projects
-Negotiations with
Resource Agencies
re: “right land in the
right places”

-Lack of appreciation on
Wildlife Agency part re: the
habitat value of full suite of
Ag cover types
-Ability to successfully
negotiate full or partial
credit for lands which have
been conserved with
permanent easements of
which the County has
approximately 70,000 acres
within the area proposed for
preservation of HCP/NCCP
impacts.
-Approval by State Fish and
Wildlife for an innovative
easement template
(approved 5.27.14 by
USFWS) which recognizes
cultivated lands.

2014$32,259
(per acre)3
$21,009
(per acre)3 with
land dedication

Notes:
-The HCP and NCCP efforts which are in pursuit of 404 Clean Water Act and 401 Water Quality Certification are doing so in a regulatory and policy environment
which has not been tested at a scale relevant to the needs of the SSHCP and the PCCP. The only example of 404/401 integration nationally has been done
subsequent to the adoption of the East Contra Costa Habitat Conservation Plan. It should be noted, however, that the acreage threshold for the 404 permit for
the ECCHCP is limited to the loss of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, resulting from a single and complete project, would be proposed to not exceed a total
of 1.5 acres. In addition, a project could not
permanently affect more than 300 linear feet of perennial, intermittent or third or higher order ephemeral streams, unless this linear limit is waived in writing by
the Corps. Proposed projects that do not meet the eligibility requirements of the RGP would require
authorization by a standard permit, letter of permission or Nationwide permit. the translation of that being a permit which will have utility for actions such as
culverts, boat docks, etc. The 401 Water Quality Certification for the ECCHCP has not yet been secured. As Plans in our region are maturing toward further
investment in environmental documents, etc., time is of the essence for the Corps in particular to make assurances to the Plan partners that the 404 Clean
Water Act integration will be designed to cover all projects which can demonstrate consistency with the HCP and will not be limited to an acreage threshold. If a
threshold similar to that offered to the ECCHCP is to be the outcome for the HCP’s in our region, arguably most or all of the projects considered in our Plans
would be forced to pursue Individual Permits.
-In regard to timing of a “typical” HCP process, and specifically aligned with where our Regional Plans generally are at in their own processes, the best and most
recent example may be the East Contra Costa HCP which issued its draft HCP/NCCP in 2004 with the HCP implemented in 2008. Subsequent to the
implementation of the draft HCP, the Plan Partners pursued 404 and 401 certifications. In February of 2011, the Corps issued a public notice for their proposed
engagement (as outlined above), and presently the Plan remains in pursuit of a 401/State Water Quality Certification.
-While some plans called out financing as a timely issue all will face the need to produce cost/benefit analysis in rather short order (relative to the staff’s
projected timelines) as conservation predominantly occurs via development and if the benefits to development (certainty, streamlining, etc.) are not made clear
and binding at this point in the market, the most-likely funders of the Plans may not see utility in permitting through them.

Attachment B
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service

Habitat Conservation Plans
Section 10 of the Endangered Species Act

What is a Habitat Conservation Plan and
Incidental Take Permit?
An incidental take permit is required when
non-Federal activities will result in “take” of
threatened or endangered wildlife. A habitat
conservation plan (HCP) must accompany
an application for an incidental take permit.
The purpose of the habitat conservation
planning process associated with the permit
is to ensure there is adequate minimizing
and mitigating of the effects of the
authorized incidental take. The purpose of
the incidental take permit is to authorize the
incidental take of a listed species, not to
authorize the activities that result in take.

What is take?
“Take” is defined in the Endangered Species
Act (ESA) as harass, harm, pursue, hunt,
shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect
any threatened or endangered species.
Harm may include significant habitat
modification where it actually kills or injures
a listed species through impairment of
essential behavior (e.g., nesting or
reproduction).

How many HCPs have been developed
and what size areas do they cover?
Both the number of HCPs and the size and
complexity of the areas they cover have
increased. More than 430 HCPs have been
approved, with many more in the planning
stage. Most of the earlier HCPs approved
were for planning areas of less than 1,000
acres; now 10 exceed 500,000 acres, with
several larger than 1,000,000 acres. In some
cases, there are more than one incidental
take permit associated with a HCP. For
example, the Central Coastal Orange
County HCP was developed as an overall
plan under which each individual
participating entity received a separate
incidental take permit. This suggests that
HCPs are evolving from a process adopted
primarily to address single projects to
broad-based, landscape-level planning,
utilized to achieve long-term biological and
regulatory goals.

The Wisconsin Statewide HCP was developed for the conservation of the endangered
Karner blue butterfly. Photo by Joel Trick.

Who needs an incidental take permit?
Anyone who believes that their otherwiselawful activities will result in the “incidental
take” of a listed wildlife species needs a
permit. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(FWS) can help you determine whether your
proposed project or action is likely to result
in “take” and whether a HCP is an option to
consider. FWS personnel can also provide
technical assistance to help you design your
project so as to avoid take. For example, the
project could be designed with seasonal
restrictions on construction to minimize
disturbance during nesting.

What is the benefit of an incidental take
permit and Habitat Conservation Plan to
a private landowner?
The permit allows a landowner to legally
proceed with an activity that would
otherwise result in the illegal take of a listed
species. The FWS also developed a
regulation to address the problem of
maintaining regulatory assurances and

providing certainty to landowners through
the HCP process, called the “No Surprises”
regulation.

What are No Surprises assurances?
No Surprises assurances are provided by
the government through the section
10(a)(1)(B) process to non-Federal
landowners. Essentially, private landowners
are assured that if “unforeseen
circumstances” arise, the FWS will not
require the commitment of additional land,
water, or financial compensation or
additional restrictions on the use of land,
water, or other natural resources beyond the
level otherwise agreed to in the HCP
without the consent of the permittee. The
government will honor these assurances as
long as a permittee is implementing the
terms and conditions of the HCP, permit,
and other associated documents in good
faith. In effect, this regulation states that the
government will honor its commitment as
long as the HCP permittees honor theirs.

Are incidental take permits needed for
listed plants?

document, and the target permit processing
time is 3 months.

There are no Federal prohibitions under the
ESA for the take of listed plants on nonFederal lands, unless taking of those plants
is in violation of State law. However, before
the FWS issues a permit, the effects of the
permit on listed plants must be analyzed
because section 7 of the ESA requires that
issuance of a HCP permit must not
jeopardize any listed species, including
plants.

HCPs that do not fall into the “Low Effect”
category require either an EA or an EIS,
depending on their complexity. For those
requiring an EA as part of the permit
application, the target permit processing
time is 4 to 6 months. For those requiring an
EIS, the target permit processing time may
be up to 12 months.

What is the process for getting an
incidental take permit?
The applicant is in charge of deciding
whether to pursue an incidental take permit.
While FWS personnel provide detailed
guidance and technical assistance
throughout the process, the development of a
HCP is driven by the applicant. The
applicant is responsible for submitting a
completed permit application. The necessary
components of a completed permit
application are a standard application form,
a HCP, an Implementation Agreement (if
required), and, if appropriate, a draft
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
analysis.
While processing the permit application, the
FWS will prepare the incidental take permit,
write a biological opinion under section 7 of
the ESA, and finalize the NEPA analysis
documents. Consequently, incidental take
permits have a number of associated
documents besides the HCP.

How long will it take to process our
application?
The length of time to complete the
permitting process depends on the
complexity of issues involved (e.g., the
number of species) and the completeness of
the documents submitted by the applicant.
The FWS will work to complete all steps,
such as the public comment process, as
expeditiously as possible. The most variable
factor in permit processing requirements is
the level of analysis required for the
proposed HCP under NEPA, in other
words, whether an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), Environmental
Assessment (EA), or a categorical exclusion
is required. Other factors such as public
controversy can also affect permit
processing times.
“Low Effect” HCPs are those involving
minor effects on federally listed, proposed,
or candidate species and their habitats
covered under the HCP and minor effects on
other environmental values or resources.
These HCPs do not require a NEPA

can be in perpetuity in certain cases.
Violation of the terms of an incidental take
permit would result in illegal take under
section 9 of the ESA. If the violation is
deemed technical or inadvertent in nature,
the FWS may send the permittee a notice of
noncompliance by certified mail or may
recommend alternative actions to the
permittee so that they may regain
compliance with the terms of the permit.

Who approves a HCP?
How do we know if we have listed
species on our project site?
Check with the appropriate State fish and
wildlife agency, the nearest FWS field office,
or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA) – Fisheries (for
anadromous fish). You can arrange for a
biologist from one of these agencies to visit
your property to determine whether a listed
species may be on your project site.

What needs to be in a HCP?
The contents of a HCP are defined in section
10 of the ESA and its implementing
regulations. They include:
■ an assessment of impacts likely to result
from the proposed taking of one or more
federally listed species.
■ measures the permit applicant will
undertake to monitor, minimize, and mitigate
for such impacts; the funding that will be
made available to implement such measures;
and the procedures to deal with unforeseen
or extraordinary circumstances.
■ alternative actions to the taking that the
applicant analyzed, and the reasons why the
applicant did not adopt such alternatives.
■ additional measures that the FWS may
require as necessary or appropriate.

The FWS Regional Director decides
whether to issue a HCP permit based on
findings that:
■ the taking will be incidental to an
otherwise lawful activity;
■ the impacts will be minimized, and
mitigated to the maximum extent
practicable;
■ adequate funding will be provided;
■ the taking will not appreciably reduce the
likelihood of the survival and recovery of the
species; and
■ any other necessary measures are met.
If the HCP addresses all of these
requirements and those of other applicable
laws, the permit is issued.
What other laws besides the Endangered
Species Act are involved?
In issuing an incidental take permit, the
FWS must comply with the NEPA and all
other statutory and regulatory
requirements, including any State or local
environmental/planning laws. HCPs may be
categorically excluded from NEPA or may
require either an EA or, rarely, an EIS.

What kind of actions are considered
mitigation?

Who is responsible for NEPA compliance
during the HCP process?

Mitigation measures are actions that reduce
or address potential adverse effects of a
proposed activity on species covered by a
HCP. They should address specific needs of
the species involved and be manageable and
enforceable. Mitigation measures may take
many forms, such as preservation (via
acquisition or conservation easement) of
existing habitat; enhancement or restoration
of degraded or a former habitat; creation of
new habitats; establishment of buffer areas
around existing habitats; modifications of
land use practices, and restrictions on
access.

The FWS is responsible for ensuring NEPA
compliance during the HCP process.
However, if the Service does not have
sufficient staff resources to prepare the
appropriate NEPA analysis in a timely
fashion, an applicant may, within certain
limitations, prepare draft Environmental
Assessment analyses. This can benefit the
applicant and the government by expediting
the application process and issuance of the
permit. When this is done, the FWS will
provide the preparer with appropriate
guidance concerning document preparation;
and review the document within 30 days and
take responsibility ultimately for its scope,
adequacy, and content.

What is the legal commitment of a HCP?
The elements of a HCP are made binding
through the incidental take permit. While
incidental take permits contain an expiration
date, the mitigation identified in the HCP

Does the public get to comment on our
HCP? How do public comments affect our
HCP?

Are efforts made to accommodate the
needs of HCP participants who are not
professionally involved in the issues?

The ESA requires a 30-day period for public
comment on the application for an incidental
take permit. However, we have recognized
the concerns of the public regarding
inadequate time for the public comment
period, and have extended the minimum
comment period to 60 days. Additionally,
NEPA requires public comment on certain
NEPA documents, and the FWS runs these
two comment periods concurrently.
Therefore, public comments must be
considered in the permit decision.

Because development of a HCP is done by
the applicant, it is considered a private
action and, therefore, not subject to public
participation or review until the FWS
receives an official application. The FWS is
committed to working with HCP applicants
and providing technical assistance as
required throughout the HCP development
process to accommodate their needs. The
FWS believes that HCPs under development
are restricted by privacy regulations unless
waived by the applicant. However, the FWS
does encourage the applicant to involve all
appropriate parties. This is especially true
for complex and controversial projects, and
applicants for most large-scale, regional
HCP efforts choose to provide extensive
opportunities for public involvement during
the planning process. The issuance of a
permit is, however, a Federal action that is
subject to public review and comment.
There is time for public review during the
period when the FWS reviews the
information and decides to grant or deny a
permit based on the completed HCP. A 30
day public comment period is required for
all completed HCP applications. During this
period, any member of the public may
review and comment on the HCP and the
accompanying NEPA document (if
applicable). Additionally, the FWS solicits
public involvement and review, as well as
requests for additional information during
the scoping process for an EIS.

What kind of monitoring is required for a
HCP and who performs it?
The ESA or any party we designate as
responsible (e.g., State wildlife agency, local
government) in the HCP will monitor the
project for compliance with the terms of the
incidental take permit or HCP. If another
party is responsible for monitoring
compliance with the permit, the FWS will
require periodic reporting from such party
in order to maintain overall oversight
responsibility for the implementation of the
HCP’s terms and conditions. For regional
and other large-scale or long-term HCPs,
monitoring programs must provide longterm assurances that the HCP will be
implemented correctly, that actions will be
monitored, and that such actions will work
as expected. This should include periodic
accountings of take, surveys to determine
species status in project areas or mitigation
habitats, and progress reports on fulfillment
of mitigation requirements (e.g., habitat
acres acquired). Monitoring plans for HCPs
should establish target milestones, to the
extent practicable, or reporting
requirements throughout the life of the HCP
and should address actions to be taken in
case of unforeseen or extraordinary
circumstances.
The FWS must monitor the applicant’s
implementation of the HCP and the permit
terms and conditions. In addition to
compliance monitoring, the biological
conditions associated with the HCP should
be monitored to determine if the species
needs are being met. This includes
determining if the biological goals that are
expected as part of the HCP mitigation and
minimization strategy are being met. The
effectiveness monitoring will help the FWS
determine if the conservation strategy is
functioning as intended and the anticipated
benefits to the species are being realized.

Are the views of independent scientists
used or sought, before and during
development of a HCP?

provisions allow FWS and NOAA–Fisheries
to work with the landowner to reach mutual
agreement upon changes in the mitigation
strategies within the HCP area, if new
information about the species indicates this
is needed. Any changes in strategy that may
occur are discussed up front with the
landowner during the development of the
HCP. In this manner, the permittees are
fully aware of any future uncertainty in the
management strategies, and have concurred
with the adaptive approaches outlined in the
HCP.

What will the FWS do in the event of
unforeseen circumstances that may
jeopardize the species?
The FWS will use its authority to manage
any unforeseen circumstances that may
arise to ensure that species are not
jeopardized as a result of approved HCPs.
The FWS will work with all other Federal
and State agencies to help ensure the
continued survival and recovery of the
species in the wild.

How can I obtain information on numbers
and types of HCPs?
Our national HCP database displaying basic
statistics on HCPs is available online from
our Habitat Conservation Planning page at
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/. The
contact information regarding an individual
HCP that is available for public comment is
listed in the notice of availability for that
HCP, published in the Federal Register by
the appropriate Regional office. Regional
office contact information can be found at
http://www.fws.gov.

The views of independent scientists are
important in the development of mitigation
and minimization measures in nearly all
HCPs. In many cases, these individuals are
contacted by the applicant and are directly
involved in discussions on the adequacy of
possible mitigation and minimization
measures. In other cases, the views of
independent scientists are incorporated
indirectly through their participation in
other documents, such as listing documents,
recovery plans, and conservation
agreements, that are referenced by
applicants as they develop their HCP.

How does the FWS ensure that species
are adequately covered in HCPs?
The FWS has strengthened the HCP
process by incorporating adaptive
management into the plans when there are
species covered for which additional
scientific information may be useful during
the implementation of the HCP. These

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Endangered Species Program
4401 N. Fairfax Drive, Room 420
Arlington, VA 22203
703/358-2106
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/hcp/
December 2005
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Appendix :
What is an HCP?
Via the introduction to the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), Congress said that the purposes of
the Act are "…to provide a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and
threatened species depend may be conserved [and] to provide a program for the conservation of such …
species…" Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) under section 10(a)(1)(B) of the Act provide for
partnerships with non-Federal parties to conserve the ecosystems upon which listed species depend,
ultimately contributing to their recovery.
HCPs are planning documents required as part of an application for an incidental take permit. They
describe the anticipated effects of the proposed taking; how those impacts will be minimized, or
mitigated; and how the HCP is to be funded. HCPs can apply to both listed and nonlisted species,
including those that are candidates or have been proposed for listing. Conserving species before they
are in danger of extinction or are likely to become so can also provide early benefits and prevent the
need for listing. (Additional information on HCP’s attached).
What is an NCCP?
Three of the four Plans underway are NCCP’s (SSHCP is the exception). CDFW's Natural Community
Conservation Planning (NCCP) program is an unprecedented effort by the State of California, and
numerous private and public partners, that takes a broad-based ecosystem approach to planning for the
protection and perpetuation of biological diversity. An NCCP identifies and provides for the regional or
areawide protection of plants, animals, and their habitats, while allowing compatible and appropriate
economic activity.The primary objective of the NCCP program is to conserve natural communities at the
ecosystem level while accommodating compatible land use. The program seeks to anticipate and
prevent the controversies and gridlock caused by species' listings by focusing on the long-term stability
of wildlife and plant communities and including key interests in the process.
Working with landowners, environmental organizations, and other interested parties, a local agency
oversees the numerous activities that compose the development of a conservation plan. CDFW and the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service provide the necessary support, direction, and guidance to NCCP
participants
What is the 404 Clean Water Act?
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes a program to regulate the discharge of dredged or
fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. Activities in waters of the United States
regulated under this program include fill for development, water resource projects (such as dams and
levees), infrastructure development (such as highways and airports) and mining projects. Section 404

requires a permit before dredged or fill material may be discharged into waters of the United States,
unless the activity is exempt from Section 404 regulation (e.g. certain farming and forestry activities).
What is the State 401 Water Quality Certification?
This program regulates discharges of fill and dredged material under Clean Water Act Section 401 and
the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act.
This program protects all waters in its regulatory scope, but has special responsibility for wetlands,
riparian areas, and headwaters because these waterbodies have high resource value, are vulnerable to
filling, and are not systematically protected by other programs. We are involved with protection of
special-status species and regulation of hydromodification impacts. The Program encourages basin-level
analysis and protection, because some functions of wetlands, riparian areas, and headwater streams including pollutant removal, flood water retention, and habitat connectivity - are expressed at the basin
or landscape level.
Most projects are regulated by the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Boards). The State
Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) directly regulates multi-regional projects and
supports and coordinates the Program statewide.
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Floodplains and Levee Improvements Update
Issue: What are the regulatory constraints regarding future land development in levee-protected areas in
the six-county region?

Recommendation: This is for information only.
Discussion: SACOG staff is reviewing regulatory constraints that may impact future development
within the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update.
This item addresses the status of flood protection and local governments’ abilities to meet federal and
state requirements before development may occur. The Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) requires that urban areas must have flood protection levels to withstand a 100-year flood level.
California’s SB 5 requires 200-year flood protection for urban areas and 100-year flood protection for
rural areas.
SACOG contacted each local jurisdiction subject to these FEMA and SB 5 requirements and asked if and
when they estimate their jurisdictions would be able to meet the requirements. Every jurisdiction has a
plan in place or is part of a regional plan to identify where their levees need improvements. Some have
secured funding to construct the improvements and others are in construction or have completed
construction. Currently, Congress is reviewing the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). If
enacted, WRDA would provide funding for the completion of levee improvements in the Natomas Basis,
and would ultimately remove the current de facto building moratorium in that basin for Sutter County,
Yolo County and Sacramento County, City of Sacramento. In terms of impact to the 2016 MTP/SCS
update, the timing for funding and construction of levee improvements is one of the factors that would
influence the timing of development within floodplain areas in the short to mid term.
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Attachment
Sacramento Region Floodplain Status Report
(May 27, 2014)

BACKGROUND
Since the 2008 MTP/SCS, SACOG has included a floodplain status report for the land use plan that
underpins each MTP/SCS. This is an update to the most recent report, which was developed in 2010 for
the 2012 MTP/SCS.
Since the 2010 update, the most significant development is the adoption of the Central Valley Flood
Protection Plan (CVFPP) by the Central Valley Flood Protection Board (CVFP Board). The CVFPP fulfills
the requirements of the Central Valley Flood Protection Act of 2008 (Senate Bill 5, 2007). The California
Water Code also requires updates to the CVFPP every five years beginning in 2017.
In addition, Senate Bill 5 and subsequent legislation (Senate Bill 1278, 2012) require cities and counties
in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Valley to have a 200-year level of flood protection for urban areas and a
100-year level of protection in rural areas. These laws also require the California Department of Water
Resources (DWR) to produce floodplain maps, which cities and counties must use in making their
findings. Flood protection plans and general plans must be consistent with the CVFPP, and flood
protection improvement milestones must be met in order for development to occur. Those milestones
include: a general plan amendment by July 2015 to include data and analysis contained in the CVFPP;
locations of flood hazards; goals, policies and objectives for the protection of lives and property that will
reduce the risk of flood damage; and feasible implementation measures. Within 12 months after the
amendment of its general plan, each city and county is to amend its zoning ordinance.
Some local governments do not feel adequately prepared to comply with these laws because
preliminary mapping from DWR, which serves as the basis for each city and county to make findings
about their ability to meet the requisite flood protection levels, is incomplete. Pending legislation, AB
2108 (Eggman) would allow cities and counties to issue permits in areas that do not meet the required
200-year level of flood protection as long as the new structure or remodel does not increase occupancy
by more than 50 percent. AB 2108 would also allow cities and counties that are making adequate
progress in pre-construction planning and designing of flood system improvements to continue issuing
development agreements, permits, and tentative maps if the city or county has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the CVFP Board that it is on its way to constructing improvements that will meet the 200year level of flood protection for the areas where the new construction would occur.
From a funding standpoint, there is some uncertainty about the timing and frequency of additional
reauthorizations of the federal Water Resources Development Act (WRDA). Since the 2012 MTP/SCS was
adopted, Congress instituted a moratorium on earmarks, which essentially forestalled the passage of a
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WRDA reauthorization, the federal funding mechanism for levees and other flood protection projects.
Both houses of Congress have passed a WRDA reauthorization that is pending as of this writing. If
enacted, reauthorization would provide $689 million for the Sutter Basin and $1 billion for Natomas
levee projects and studies. Regular reauthorizations of WRDA would help continue to ensure that the
region meets its flood protection requirements. At the state level, there is some funding available from
prior bond measures, but regions must put together investment plans in order to access those funds.
Investment plans are currently under development.
The passage of H.R. 3370 (Homeowners Flood Insurance Affordability Act of 2014) protects property
owners from skyrocketing flood insurance rate increases. H.R. 3370 provides a four-year reprieve to
dramatic increases in insurance rates for property owners. It also reinstates a grandfathering process for
existing property owners who are mapped into risk areas, which helps cap how much insurance
premiums can increase in a year.
Looking ahead to the period between now and the 2036 horizon year of the 2016 MTP/SCS, several
factors may impact floodplains. First, recalculation of flood events (i.e., the likelihood of a flood
occurring in any given year) may change, and FEMA may remap floodplain areas. This may help or harm
jurisdictions, depending on the local conditions. Second, National Flood Insurance Program changes may
increase the costs of development indirectly. Federal law enacted in 2012 required a phase-out of
subsidized flood insurance, but the President enacted legislation to delay implementation in early 2014.
Third, changes in hydrology will impact floodplain management, as many flood management systems,
such as Folsom Dam, are also operated for water supply.
As discussed below, many jurisdictions continue to plan and construct levees and other improvements
to meet state and federal requirements. In many cases, jurisdictions believe that their floodplain
management efforts and improvement schedules will result in very little or no effect on growth
forecasts and development in the floodplain as envisioned by the 2016 MTP/SCS, notwithstanding
recent declines in the building industry. Some jurisdictions are more challenged to meet federal and
state requirements due to levee conditions, hydrology, or funding shortfalls. Specific status reports,
written with the help of local jurisdictions, are provided below.

SACRAMENTO COUNTY
Levee Status
The Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) is managing the levee construction and certification
project in the Natomas Basin for Sacramento County, the City of Sacramento, and Sutter County. The
Natomas Basin levees are undergoing a major upgrade and are currently halfway complete.
The levees along both the Sacramento River and the American River were de-certified by FEMA in 2013.
Re-certification of the American River levees will depend on programs associated with the Folsom Dam
2

Joint Federal Project and various levee improvements. The Folsom Dam Joint Federal Project (JFP) is
currently under construction and completion is estimated for 2020. The Folsom Dam JFP will allow more
efficient operation of the dam and allow the operators to manage larger flood events downstream so
that levees downstream are not overwhelmed.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The Natomas area continues to be at risk of 100-year flooding and does not meet the 200-year flood
protection requirements of California’s DWR.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Development in the Natomas Basin depends on passage of WRDA, subsequent appropriations for levee
improvements, and completion of the associated levee improvements. Once adequate progress is
demonstrated, FEMA may change the flood designation from Zone “AE” to the less restrictive Zone
“A99” designation. The current “AE” designation has caused a de facto building moratorium in Natomas
given the restriction that structures must be elevated or flood-proof to a base elevation of 33 feet.

City of Sacramento
Levee Status
The City of Sacramento’s levees along the Natomas Basin are under improvement and are about halfway
completed. Federal funding for completing the levee work and compliance with FEMA’s 100-year flood
requirements and DWR, is dependent on enactment of a WRDA reauthorization, subsequent
appropriations for levee improvements, and completion of the associated levee improvements. Once
adequate progress is demonstrated, FEMA may change the area’s flood zone designation.
In 2012 and 2013, the USACE levee certification expired along the Sacramento River, American River and
North Streams. In order to re-certify, improvements to the levees are expected to take between 5-7
years, including those to the Natomas Basin described above.
The Folsom Dam Joint Federal Project (JFP) is currently under construction and completion is estimated
for 2020. The Folsom Dam JFP will allow more efficient operation of the dam and allow the operators to
manager larger flood events downstream so that levees downstream are not overwhelmed.
Because of many flood control projects in the South Sacramento Streams Groups (Morrison Creek area),
over 3,000 structures were removed from the A99 zone as of May 12, 2014. This means that flood
insurance will no longer be required and will be available at a lower rate. A widening and detention
basis project along Florin Creek will be constructed in 2015, which will remove an additional 500
structures from the A99 zone.
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State and Federal Compliance Status
Once these levee improvements are made, the City should be able to demonstrate compliance with
state and federal requirements. The remainder of the City of Sacramento is designated Zone “X”,
meaning there are no building restrictions except for some floodplains created by Magpie Creek/Dry
Creek (designated Zone “AE”), Arcade Creek (designated Zone “AE” and “AH”), and Florin Creek,
designated Zone “AH”.
SB 5/SB 1278 require the city to have 200-year level of protection by July 2016 in order to allow
development. However, having a plan in place to reach the 200-year level of protection by July 2016 will
delay the 200-year level requirement until 2025 if the city can show annual progress. The city is in the
process of developing a plan.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Almost all of the Delta Shores project area is located in Zone “X”, which means that the area is protected
by levees. The portions of the project currently located in Zone “AE” will likely be redesignated to Zone
“X” once the development’s infrastructure has been planned.
City of Isleton
Levee Status
The city has levees along Georgina Slough and along the Sacramento River that will need to be improved
to meet 100-year FEMA flood level requirements for participation in the National Flood Insurance
Program. The ground elevation of Isleton ranges from approximately 0 feet, or sea level, up to 4 feet
above sea level. The FEMA base elevation is 9 feet. New development in the city is required to be built
at base level elevations. However, the city is not subject to SB 5 requirements because it has fewer than
10,000 residents.
State and Federal Compliance Status
As part of the Delta area, the city is included in the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan (CVFPP). The
CVFPP is a comprehensive framework for systemwide flood management and flood risk reduction in the
Sacramento and San Joaquin River Basins. The adoption of the CVFPP provides conceptual guidance to
reduce the risk of flooding for about one million people and $70 billion in infrastructure, homes and
businesses, with a goal of providing 200-year protection to urban areas, and reducing flood risks to small
communities and rural agricultural lands.
The city, as part of the CVFPP, continues to participate in the improvement of its levees. However, there
is no clear schedule that indicates when the CVFPP will be implemented that will meet the requirements
placed on the city.
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MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Any new development in the city must be built at base level elevations, which would effectively require
new residential units to have a second floor main entrance. Some housing units were built this way in
the prior decade, but there is no clear indication additional units will be built this way in the future.

SUTTER COUNTY
The levees in Sutter County have not been certified as providing a 100-year level of protection due to
underseepage issues along the Sacramento River, Feather River Sutter Bypass, Natomas Cross Canal,
East Main Drain, Bear River and Yankee Slough. Levees along the west bank of the Feather River have
been studied extensively, as has the south bank of the Natomas Cross Canal.
The Feather River Levee Improvement Project managed by the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency is
constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter Bypass along the
Feather River. The improvements are scheduled to be completed in 2015. These levee improvements
are being paid for by a combination of a voter-approved special assessment through a Proposition 218
process and resources from DWR and the USACE.
All of the lands within the city limits of Yuba City and within the city of Live Oak and its Sphere of
Influence are protected by these improvements. The only urban area not covered is a portion of Yuba
City’s Sphere of Influence, discussed in the Yuba City section below.
The areas south of Yuba City in the Yuba City/Live Oak Basin, and most of the area within the Nicolaus
Sub-basin fall into Special Flood Hazard Area Zone A (including zones AO and AH). In addition, lands
within the Meridian and Robbins Basins are likely to be remapped by FEMA from Zone X currently to
Zone A. Sutter County is required to enforce minimum National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
standards, such as mandating that the first floor of new or substantially improved buildings be at or
above base flood elevations.
The Natomas Basin Area within Sutter County is also located in Zone AE, and new buildings must be at or
above base flood elevations. As discussed in the City of Sacramento section below, substantial
improvements have been made and, if the Water Resources Development Act is passed at the federal
level and funding for the remaining improvements are secured, it is expected that this designation will
be removed with remapping and development will continue once again.
State and Federal Compliance Status
For the existing county urbanized areas surrounding the cities of Live Oak and Yuba County, FEMA
requirements have been met and SB 5 200-year requirements are very likely to have been met with the
improvements along the west bank of the Feather River. The county’s portion of the Natomas Basin will
likely meet FEMA and SB 5 requirements upon the approval of WRDA.
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The non-urbanized areas in the Meridian Basin, Robbins Basin, Nicolaus Basin and south half of the Yuba
City/Live Oak Basins will not be compliant with FEMA or SB 5 requirements. Until significant levee
improvements are made to the Sutter Bypass, which have neither been analyzed nor engineered, these
areas will continue to remain in some version of Zone A.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Sutter Pointe Specific Plan in the Natomas Basin is the only long-term residential urban development
planned in the unincorporated county. The other affected projects are likely to be agricultural-related
developments such as farm product processing units and silos and will have to be built at base flood
elevations that are likely infeasible in many parts of the county.

City of Live Oak
Levee Status
Only a small portion of the city’s downtown is within a flood zone. Live Oak is part of a group of
jurisdictions for the Feather River Levee Improvement Project, managed by the Sutter Butte Flood
Control Agency, which is constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter
Bypass along the Feather River. The improvements are scheduled to be completed in 2015.
Because plans for the improvements are in place and funding has been secured, FEMA’s map
designation officially changed effective May 13, 2014 and now all lands within the city will be outside of
a flood zone.
Federal and State Compliance
The improvements along the Feather River that are being constructed have met FEMA’s requirements,
and is expected to meet the State’s 200-year level requirements as well.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
FEMA and State flood protection requirements are not an obstacle to any future development within
the city.
The City of Yuba City
Levee Status
DWR shows most of the city’s lands within a floodplain and if FEMA were to remap the city, it would
likely have lands within floodplains. However, like the city of Live Oak, Yuba City is part of the Feather
River Levee Improvement Project managed by the Sutter Butte Flood Control Agency. This project is
constructing 44 miles of levee improvements from Thermalito Bay to the Sutter Bypass along the west
bank of the Feather River.
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State and Federal Compliance Status
The city is expected to meet FEMA requirements for 100-year flood protection and SB 5 compliance for
200-year requirements, due to the completion of the Feather River West Levee Improvement Project.
The one exception is the southwest portion of the city’s Sphere of Influence near Bogue Road and
Township Road. The city will re-examine how to address this area after the Feather River Levee
Improvements project is completed.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
With the exception of the southwest portion of the city’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), the lands within the
city’s boundaries and SOI will have no flood impediments to development.

YOLO COUNTY
Unincorporated areas of Knights Landing, Clarksburg and Yolo
Levee status
Over the last decade, FEMA has made changes to re-define regional flood hazard areas. The Cache Creek
levees were de-certified in 2002, placing portions of the City of Woodland in the 100-year floodplain.
Similarly, the levees protecting the unincorporated towns of Knights Landing, Yolo and Clarksburg were
de-certified in 2010, and all three towns were remapped into the 100-year floodplain. Yolo County is
requesting that the Clarksburg community receive a changed classification to FEMA Zone “D”, which is
for unstudied areas where flood hazards are possible but undetermined. Communities with Zone “D”
designation are free from mandatory flood insurance purchase requirements.
The Lower Sacramento and Delta North Regional Flood Management Plan is identifying regional flood
management solutions. Part of this work includes researching alternatives for providing 100-year flood
protection for Knights Landing and the town of Yolo. Alternatives include strengthening existing levees
in place or a smaller ring levee system. The management plan has also spurred coordination between
local agencies regarding the Yolo Bypass and Fremont Weir Wildlife Area. There is consensus for the
development of a Yolo Bypass/Cache Slough Integrated Water Management Plan, but funding has not
yet been secured.
State and Federal Compliance Status
As mentioned above, the unincorporated towns of Knights Landing, Yolo and Clarksburg are subject to
FEMA’s 100-year flood level requirements but are not subject to California’s SB 5 requirements because
they are communities under 10,000 residents. To meet the FEMA requirements, these communities are
participating in the Lower Sacramento and Delta North Regional Flood Management Plan, which is the
regional plan to address flood management solutions for the area that includes these Yolo County
communities.
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Knights Landing needs a funding solution to finish repairs for the Mid-Valley Area Levee Reconstruction
Project. The project has an estimated total cost of $7 million (85% federal/15% local split), but the
benefit-cost ratio is being recalculated. The levees around Clarksburg last failed in 1918, but the system
is incomplete. There are not secured funds identified for these improvements. Levee improvements
needed to protect the community of Yolo have also not been secured. The management plan does not
have funding for full implementation, and Yolo County is seeking ways to fund the improvements
needed for its communities.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
The three unincorporated communities within the 100-year floodplain have very limited projected
growth potential. Floodplain regulations will likely affect agricultural operations and facilities more than
residential development.
City of Woodland
Levee status
The Cache Creek levees were designed to provide the City of Woodland with a 10-year level of
protection, but don’t generally overtop until a 25-year or greater event occurs. There are currently no
improvements in place to upgrade the levees above a 10-30 year level.
The Cache Creek Settling Basin and Yolo Bypass levees were de-certified by FEMA in 2009. This makes
Interstate 5 on the south bank of Cache Creek vulnerable. It is estimated that the interstate would be
shut down for one to three months east of Woodland and twenty hours north of Woodland if a 25-year
or larger flood hits the area. The City, DWR, and USACE are exploring infrastructure and legislative
solutions to interstate flooding issues.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The 100-year floodplain covers almost a third of the city of Woodland. Flood depths from a 100-year
event are generally expected to be between 2-3 feet, but may reach up to 12 feet in some areas. The
City is currently subject to FEMA’s Zone “AE” designation and will be until the levees meet new 100-year
level of protection criteria.
A unique issue for Woodland is that all of the levees that affect the city’s flood problem are outside the
city’s jurisdiction. The city can only work with agencies with actual jurisdiction towards a solution. How
this will affect the mandates required by state law remains to be determined.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
None of the City’s planned new residential areas within city limits and the Sphere of Influence are within
the 100-year floodplain. However, the City is planning for infill projects and new industrial development
areas in the floodplain. For industrial development areas, elevated docking stations provide flood
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protection and comply with FEMA’s Zone “AE” designation, which requires new development to be built
at base flood elevation.
City of West Sacramento
Levee Status
West Sacramento has FEMA 100-year certification and an aggressive levee improvement program. The
city has completed levee evaluations using current levee design guidelines and has identified
deficiencies based on federal standards. The city’s levee improvement program is designed ultimately
to provide a 200-year level of protection. A six-mile improvement project along the Sacramento River
will begin construction in 2016 and be finished by 2017. The project currently has EIR certification and is
90 percent complete with the design. The city estimates that the total cost to construct all needed levee
improvements is between $500 million and $600 million.
State and Federal Compliance Status
Currently, the city projects meeting the 200-year level of protection by 2020. If FEMA were to remap
this area it is anticipated that it would designate multiple flood zones within the city due to the
complexities of the city’s geography and hydrology. However, there are no signs that FEMA will remap
the area in the near future. West Sacramento is leading a regional and even national effort to revise
FEMA’s flood zone designation criteria to more accurately reflect current conditions. Proposed
regulatory changes to flood zone designations may help the city qualify for AR and/or A99 zones and
further levee improvements.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Almost all of the land within current city limits is designated as Zone “ X”, which allows development to
occur because of its levee protection. However, greenfield development in the Southport area could
face flood-related regulatory obstacles if the area is remapped. Although the city maintains an
aggressive levee improvement program and responsible land use policies, current federal regulatory
conditions could delay growth allocations in the MTP/SCS update. Given current FEMA policies, final
maps with an AE designation for the city could create a de facto building moratorium. With the
evaluation of the levees for a 200-year event, and assuming that an improvement plan is completed by
2020 and continued progress is made on proposed regulatory changes to federal flood zone
designations, the city believes that flood concerns could have variable but limited effect on the MTP/SCS
allocations.
City of Winters
Levee Status
The FEMA FIRM shows the majority of the northeast area of town is within the 100-year flood plain,
with a portion within the city limits and within its Sphere of Influence. This area is within the Moody
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Slough sub-basin, and drainage facilities identified in the Moody Slough Sub-Basin Drainage would be
implemented for the area to develop. The drainage facilities include a series of proposed canals, and
levees, pipes, open channels, and detention ponds.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The city is not subject to State SB 5 requirements because it does not meet the definition of an urban
area that exceeds 10,000 residents.
The portion of the city within the FEMA floodplain would be subject to FEMA 100-year floodplain. The
city has proposed a series of canals, levees and other facilities to address this.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
A portion of land affected by 100-year flood levels is within the city limits and within the urban limit line.
At this time, the city nor the property owners have plans to annex additional land into the city limits in
the foreseeable future and therefore it should not be assumed as part of the city’s growth within the
MTP/SCS.

YUBA COUNTY
Plumas Lakes, Linda, Olivehurst and Magnolia
Levee Status
The South Yuba County Basin (Reclamation District 784) consists of 29 miles of levees along the Yuba
River, Feather River, Bear River, and the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal. The last four miles of levee
construction along the Yuba River were completed in 2012.
In 2010, the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers conducted a feasibility study that looked specifically at the
Yuba River’s Goldfields area. The study found that these embankments—which had been realigned to
prevent clogging and sediment deposits from mining practices during the 1900s—had eroded and would
be breached by a 200-year storm.
The Three Rivers Levee Improvement Authority (TRLIA) and local mining companies are working to find a
solution to the 200-year storm potential breach. They are currently considering four projects, three
within the Goldfields and one that would expand the levee system south of the mining area. Levee
improvements for the 200-year storm level are estimated to cost around $50 million. This funding has
not yet been secured.
As a result, TRLIA is moving forward with an interim fix that is estimated to cost between $500,000 and
$1 million. This interim project will help Yuba County retain its 100-year accreditation. To date, the
Goldfields Interim Fix Study has achieved CEQA compliance. Construction is set to begin in 2015.
10

State and Federal Compliance Status
South Yuba County has received FEMA 100-year Accreditation. Excluding the Goldfields area, RD 784 is
essentially in compliance with the state’s 200-year protection requirement. TRLIA will be making some
additional 200-year improvements to the Western Pacific Interceptor Canal West Levee in 2015 due to
DWR’s Urban Levee Program results.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Given RD 784’s levee accreditation by FEMA, flood issues are not an impediment to development in this
area. Development applications in portions of Plumas Lakes are currently proceeding without building
elevation or flood insurance requirements.
The Goldfields area east of Marysville does not have any proposed urban development. Flooding in this
area will have the largest impact on development for agricultural uses, including processing facilities
such as silos and dryers.
The City is not planning for any major new residential development projects. All of its growth will come
from infill and potential annexation.
City of Marysville
Levee Status:
The current Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City reflects 100-year protection under a
Provisionally Accredited Levee (PAL) Agreement. That Agreement expired in June 2010, but the FIRM
has not been updated. As a result, they are not currently certified as having 100-year protection.
Additionally, the DWR and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) have identified deficient areas in
the levee system along the Feather and Yuba Rivers. The USACE has recently completed the first phase
of a four-stage program to address these deficiencies and is in design on the other three stages.
Levees within the City’s southern Sphere of Influence are within the jurisdiction of Reclamation District
784 and are certified as providing 200-year protection. The northern Sphere of Influence was deleted by
recent LAFCO action.
State and Federal Compliance Status
The City is expected to meet the 2015 requirement for creating a floodplain management plan. When
the USACE completes the final phase of the Marysville Ring Levee project, the city will have
approximately a 285-year level of protection. Unless the City is remapped into a floodplain by FEMA,
there are no state or federal requirements that impede infill development.
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MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
The City is not planning for any major new residential development projects within its city limits. All of
its growth will come from infill and potential annexation.
City of Wheatland
Levee Status
The levee along the north side of Bear River achieved certification by FEMA in 2011 for a 100-year storm
event. Development interests funded the necessary levee improvements, and an assessment district
was approved by land owners to provide for long-term levee maintenance. These levee improvements
have changed FEMA’s floodplain mapping and much of the area north of the improved levee has been
revised from “Zone A” designations to “Zone X”.
Levees along Dry Creek are not FEMA-certified and require evaluation and a plan for improvement. The
evaluation, design and construction of the improvements needed to achieve FEMA certification is
estimated to range between $7-$16 million.
FEMA and SB 5 Status
The Bear River levees are considered to be compliant with FEMA. Further study of the Dry Creek levees
is needed to assess whether Wheatland will be complaint with SB 5. Reclamation District 2103 received
almost a half million dollars and a commitment from the state for geotechnical work along this creek to
conduct an evaluation of the levee and determine the scope of necessary improvements.
MTP/SCS 2036 Implementation
Given the levee improvements along the Bear River and re-designation of the southern floodplain,
development may occur in the southern portion of Wheatland. This includes the Heritage Oaks Estates,
Roddan Ranch and Jones Ranch development projects. The latter two are mostly protected by the Bear
River levees, but some fill is needed along the southerly edges of these developments to raise the
ground above the 100-year flood elevation. Development in the north is moving more slowly due to
needed levee improvements along Dry Creek. The Johnson Rancho Specific Plan is located mostly
outside the floodplain, but some areas are within the Dry Creek floodplain that will need improvements
before development would be allowed in those areas.
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Land Use & Natural Resources Committee

Item #14-6-2D
Information

May 29, 2014

Research of Factors Influencing Development Pattern (Water)
Issue: How is staff researching the influence of water on future development patterns in the context of
the 2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) update?

Recommendation: None. This item is for information only.
Discussion: Water supply is among the many regulatory, policy, and market factors that can influence
the timing and shape of future development. In the last year, the Board directed staff to look at how water
supply in future years may affect the development pattern projected in the MTP/SCS. This staff report
provides the status of that research.
Staff has reached out to the Regional Water Authority, Placer County Water Agency, and local
government planning staffs to assess the types of water supply factors that should be considered in
different parts of the region. Based on these discussions, research efforts are focused on understanding
the amount of development that can occur in new growth areas before new large infrastructure
investments are needed and on the timing of financing and constructing new treatment, storage and
conveyance facilities for new development areas. Much of staff’s research on water supply comes from
specific plans or environmental impact reports for new growth areas, general plans, and urban water
management plans (UWMPs). The UWMPs are prepared by urban water suppliers to project demand in
their service area and identify strategies for water source reliability. Combined, these planning documents
suggest that the long-term (20-year) water supply is not likely to be a limiter of growth in the region,
though they do not provide a clear answer about the timing or phasing of development. Staff will
continue to meet with water experts, local government staff and water agencies to best determine how the
timing of investments in water infrastructure fit within the context of the MTP/SCS update.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:KL:ts
Key Staff:

Kacey Lizon, MTP/SCS Manager, (916) 340-6265
Deborah Schrimmer, Planner I, (916) 340-6223

Land Use & Natural Resource Committee

Item #14-6-2E
Information

May 29, 2014

Airport Constraints Analysis
Issue: What are the regulatory constraints regarding future land development surrounding airports in the
six-county region?

Recommendation: This is for information only.
Discussion: SACOG staff is reviewing regulatory constraints that may impact future development within
the 2016 MTP/SCS Update. This item addresses what impact airport-related operations have on
development potential of lands outside of airport properties for all public use and public-serving airports in
the six-county region. There are 20 airports that fall under the definition of public use or public-serving
airports in the region.
The State’s Aeronautic Act, codified under Public Utilities Section 21001 et seq., requires that SACOG, in
its role as Airport Land Use Commission for Sacramento, Sutter, Yolo and Yuba Counties, and Placer
County Transportation Planning Commission for Placer County, and El Dorado County Transportation
Commission for El Dorado County, develop plans for each airport that address land use compatibility. The
State provides guidelines based on the type of airport, operational factors, and the types of land use that are
compatible, conditionally compatible and incompatible depending on the location of the site to the airport.
The compatibility plans must consider noise contours of the aircraft, safety zone restrictions and height.
In the attachment, SACOG’s analysis of these factors in existing compatibility plans for these airports shows
how many acres of land fall with the 65 CNEL noise contours (Community Noise Equivalent Level), which
is often used as the noise-related demarcation between allowable and not allowable residential development,
The 60 CNEL noise contour is used for the newer compatibility plans for Sacramento International Airport,
Yuba County Airport and Beale Air Force Base. As such, SACOG identified ten development plan areas that
are affected by these contours as shown in the attached map. In most or all cases, the developers are very
aware of airport related restrictions and work with the local ALUCs to design their communities accordingly.
Safety and height-related compatibility are also evaluated on a more case-by-case basis and are not part of
this analysis.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:GC:ts
Attachments
Key Staff:

Kacey Lizon, Acting Planning Manager, (916) 340-6265
Gregory Chew, Senior Planner (916) 340-6227
Alexandra Holmqvist, Planner II, (916) 340-6244

Item# 14-6- 2E
Attachment A

Acres of Land Constrained by Airport Noise Contours (by Jurisdiction, by Airport)
1

Jurisdiction and Applicable Airport

El Dorado County
Placerville
Placerville Airport
Unincorporated El Dorado County
Placerville Airport
Placer County
Lincoln
Lincoln Regional Airport
Unincorporated Placer County
Lincoln Regional Airport
Sacramento County
Rancho Cordova
Mather Airport
City of Sacramento
Sacramento Executive Airport
McClellan Air Force Base
Rio Linda Airport
Sacramento International Airport
Unincorporated Sacramento County
Franklin Field
Mather Airport
McClellan Air Force Base
Rio Linda Airport
Sacramento International Airport
Sutter County
Unincorporated Sutter County
Sacramento International Airport
Yolo County
Unincorporated Yolo County
Sacramento International Airport
Yuba County
Unincorporated Yuba County
Beale Air Force Base
Yuba County Airport
REGION TOTAL (Sum of All Affected Acres in All Jurisdictions)
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45

Acres of Land within Noise Contours:
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8
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8
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1,840

-
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-

3,590
16
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-

-

286
5
159
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43
1,353
549
4
6,370
1,837

-

1

-

145

1

Auburn Municipal Airport, Blue Canyon Airport, Borges-Clarksburg Airport, Brownsville Airport, Cameron Park Airport, Elk Grove Airport, Georgetown Airport, Rancho Murieta Airport, South Lake Tahoe
Airport, Sunset Skyranch Airport, Sutter County Airport, Watts-Woodland Airport, and Yolo County Aiport are not included in this analysis because their noise contours do not extend, or minimally
extend, beyond airport boundaries.
60 to 65 CNEL or 65-70 CNEL: Residential Uses Restricted or prohibited: Single family, multifamily, group homes, and mobile homes
70-75 CNEL: 70 CNEL uses plus schools, universities, libraries, child care, nursing facilities, and art galleries restricted
75-80 CNEL: 70-75 CNEL uses plus retail trade of lumber, building materials and nurseries; hospitals; parks; riding stables; theme parks; amusement parks; theaters; auditoriums; sports center; and
livestock/poultry restricted
80-85 CNEL: 70-80 CNEL uses plus passenger transportation, retail trade, business/professional services, shopping districts, public/quasi public, and all parks and recreation (except open space)
restricted
Source: California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011; El Dorado County Transportation Commission, Placerville Airport
Land Use Compatibility Plan, June 2012; Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, February 2014; SACOG, Beale Air Force Base Land Use
Compatibility Plan, March 2011; SACOG, Franklin Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1997; SACOG, McClellan Air Force Base
Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Rio Linda Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Sacramento Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, May
1999; SACOG, Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December 2013; SACOG, Yuba County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, March 2011.

Sacramento Region Airports

Attachment B

Legend
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Airports with Noise Contours that Remain within the Airport
Property
Highways

Airport Noise Countours 60 to 65 CNEL or 65 to 70 CNEL
Depending on the Threshold for Prohibiting Residential
Development in a Specific ALUCP
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Source: California Department of Transportation Division of Aeronautics, California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, October 2011; El Dorado County Transportation Commission, Placerville Airport Land
Use Compatibility Plan, June 2012; Placer County Transportation Planning Agency, Lincoln Regional Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, February 2014; SACOG, Beale Air Force Base Land Use Compatibility
Plan, March 2011; SACOG, Franklin Field Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Mather Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, 1997; SACOG, McClellan Air Force Base Comprehensive
Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Rio Linda Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, December 1992; SACOG, Sacramento Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan, May 1999; SACOG,
Sacramento International Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, December 2013; SACOG, Yuba County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, March 2011.

Land Use & Natural Resource Committee

Item #14-6-3
Information

May 29, 2014

Status on Housing Element Updates
Issue: What is the status of the 2013-21 housing element updates in the six-county region?
Recommendation: This is for information only.
Discussion: State-mandated housing element updates by the cities and counties in the SACOG
region were due October 31, 2013. Under the requirements of Government Code Sections 65585 and
65588 and SB 375, each jurisdiction must submit its draft element to the Housing and Community
Development Department (HCD) for review and comment, respond to comments, and then adopt the
revised element by October 31, 2013. Jurisdictions that do not meet these submittal requirements
within 120 days of the due date are subject to another housing element update due in four years;
jurisdictions that meet the timeline will have their next housing elements due in eight years.
Of the 28 cities and counties in the SACOG region, 27 met the deadline by adopting their housing
elements within the timeline. HCD found almost all of them in substantial compliance. One
jurisdiction that made the deadline has its element currently pending. In discussions with housing
planners, they are generally finding the process easier than the prior 2006-13 updates because: (1)
many circumstances and conditions related to the housing element (e.g., sites inventory, regulatory
framework) did not significantly changes since their prior elements; (2) their housing allocations were
similar to or lower than the prior 2006-13 period; (3) some of the required data and various other
technical assistance such as analysis templates were provided to them by SACOG; and (4) HCD
developed various tools to improve the review process including a streamline review option. Also,
SACOG staff provided direct technical assistance and/or helped in arranging consultant assistance to
the cities of Davis, Placerville, Isleton and Wheatland.
For additional background information, visit the RHNA website at
http://www.sacog.org/rhnp/rhna.cfm and the SACOG housing element resources website at
http://www.sacog.org/services/housing-element/.
Approved by:

Mike McKeever
Chief Executive Officer
MM:GC:ts
Key Staff: Kacey Lizon, Acting Planning Manager, (916) 340-6227
Greg Chew, Senior Planner, (916) 340-6227
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