
To Board of Supervisors County of El Dorado 

From Supervisor James R. "Jack" Sweeney 

Item 27 

October 2,2007 re: Oak Woodlands 

Attached herewith is a proposed revision to the first seven sections of the document 
provided to us for the September 25,2007 meeting as Item 41.1 believe this revision more 
realistically meets the desires of our Board and fulfills the requirements of the General 
Plan. 

It is obvious that this proposed alternative is not yet complete. More time is needed to 
complete the analysis of sections VIII, IX, & X. Also there is a need to analyze the 
appendix to the original document. 

I propose that we refer this partial alternative and the previously adopted map to the staff 
and direct them to start the effort on bringing back to this Board, via the Planning 
Commission, an ordinance implementing this plan and the appropriate CEQA document 
(hopefully a categorical exemption or a negative declaration). I would propose to return 
to the Board on either October 16 or 23 with the remainder of the proposed alternate. 

A major component of the rest of the analysis will be the way to calculate the fee in 
Option B. 



- - - . - - - . - - - - - . -. . . . - . - - .- -- - - -. . .- - - - - -- - 

I I. Prirpose and Goals - -. -. - . - . - . - - - - _I 
The Purpose of tlus Oak Woodland Management Plan (OWMP) is to oulline the Co~uay's strategy 
for conservalion of ~ t s  valuable or& resources. Through tllc OWMP, thc County intends to 
ident~fy areas where conservat~on easements may be acquired fiom willing sellers as a ineans to 
offset and mitigate the loss or tiagmcntation of oak woodlands in other areas as a result of 
imple~nenlation oC the 22004 El Dorado Comlty General Plan (General Pl'm). Additionally, thls 
OWMP will provide guidance for voliintary conse~vdion and rnanagetnent effoits by landohvners 
and land managers. 

Loss and fragmentation of wildlife habitat, including oaks and oak woodlands, was identified in 
the 2004 General Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) as a significailt impact that would 
result from develop~nent under the General Plan. Thc County idcntificd several mitigation 
measures which would reduce the severity of these impacts, although not to below a level of 
sign~ficance. Thcsc mitigation measures included Pol~cies 7.4.4.4, 7.4.4 5 and 7.4 5.2, and the 
rclatcd i~nplemcntation kleas~rre CO-P. 

Measure CO-P directs the County to develop and adopt an Oak Resources Management Pl<m 
which addresses the following. 

Mitigat~on standards outlined in Policy 7.4.4.4; 
* Thresholtls of signi licance for the loss of oak woodlands; 
* Requirements for tree surveys and mitigation plans for discretionary projects; 
* Repla~lting and replaccxnent slimdards; 
* Ilcritagellandmark trot: protection stmdards; aricl 

An Oak Tree Preservation ordinivlcc as outlined In Policy 7.4.5.2. 

Pol~cy 7.4.4.4 applies to all new dcv~loprneiit projects (not including agricultural 
cultivat~on/operations and actions pursuant to a County-iipproved Fire Safe Plan necessary to 
protect existing strucbres, both of which arc excn~pt) that would result in so11 disturbance (see 
Appendix I; for conlplcte policy). Ljntlcr this policy, the County shall require one of  two 
mittgation options. Option A applies oak tree canopy retention standartls and rcquircs replacencnt 
with oak woodland at a 1:1 ratio. Option R conlains no minimum oak tree canopy retention 
standard, but allows a project applicant to pay an 111-l~cu fee, at a 2:l mitigation ratio (based on 
canopy re~noved). toward the Integrated Natural Reso~~rces Management Plan (INRMP) 
conservation Fund described in Policy 7.4.2.8. C)l,tion A of Pol~cy 7.4.4.4 is t11e only fornl of 
mitigation available to applicants until such time :rs this plan is a d o p t ~ l  hy the County. Upon 
adoption of this OWMP, the full range of mitigation alternatives clescribed herein will be 
available, including Option B. 

A1 the stale level, the Oak Woodlands C:onseniation Act of 2001 recognizes the importance of 
private 1,and stewardship in conserving oak woodlands. The legislation established the California 
Oak Woodlands Couscrvat~on Program (COWCP), the mission of wh~ch  is to "conserve the 
Integrity and diversity of oak woodlands across California's working landscapes through 
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inccntivcs and cducation, 'I'he COWCP provides techn~eal and financial incent~ves to private 
landowners to protect and promote biologically functional oak woodlands. 

This O\mfP serves multiple purposes. It defines the County's conservatlon stralegy for oak 
resources. It also con~plies with Measure CO-P, and const~tiltes the oak portion of the County's 
Tr\,'RMP. Finally, it will esttiblish a pl:~n for voli~ntary conservation that Ian(lowners, the County, 
and othcrs call use to scck grants and cost-sharing from State/Fedeml programs for oak woodlmd 
conscrvation in El Dorado County. 

A. O W P  Goals 

'Ihc OWMP goals an: guided by General I'lm Objective 7.4.4: Forest and Oak Woodla~id 
Resources. "Protect and conserve forest and woodland resources for their wildlife habitat, 
recreation, water p~oduction, domestic livestock grazing, production of a sustainable flow of wood 
products and aesthetic values." 

'The following goals arc set forth by this OWMP: 

Ident~fy Prior~ty Cons~xvation Areas (PCA's) within largc expanses of contip~ous oak 
woodland habitat where conservation easements may be acquired by the County or by 
pr~vate landowners or devclopers as dircct mitigation, to offset the iu~ticlpatecl effects of 
~ncreased hab~tat loss and fragmentat~on elsewhere; 

Encol~nlge voluntary conscrvation and managemait of oak woodlands, including 
sustal~~ablc ranching and farming operations with111 working la~ldscapcs; 

Acquire conservation cascnlcnts or other interests in land only from w~lling sellers or 
donors, 

Focus conservatlon cascment acquisitions withn arcras not currently fragmented and 
which arc unlikely to hbecon~c Fragn~ented through ~~rnplemex~tat~o~l of thc General Plan; 

Provirle flexibility through a range of  altcmatives for miligation; 

Encourage conservation of contig~~ous oak woodlands; 

When weighing acquisition opportunities for conservation easements, generally maintain 
the relative acreages o r  all five oak ufoodland California Wildlife Habitat Rclat~onshlp 
(CWHR) types (VOW, BOW, BOP, MNW, and MHC), but emphasize conservation of 
Valley Oak Woodlands, considered a "special status species" duc to its relative ranty in the 
county; 

Establ~sl~ an Option R fcc that IS suffic~ent to filly fi11d the mitigation program. 
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- - - . -. -. - - - -. . -. - - -- - - - - - -- - - 

$1. Natural - Resource . . - - - .. - and - Economic - Values - - of - Oak - ~oodlandd . - 

The purpose of this section 1s to introduce the reader to the ecosystcrn v;iluc of oak woodlarlnds. 
Oak woodlands 'and thcir n;ituwl resource values are discussed in Inore detail in Appendices G 
and H. Mapp~ng of  oak woodlands and conservation areas is presented in Section 1V and 
Appendix J The planning area covered by the OWMP is bordcred by the County's 
admin~strative boundary to the north, west, and south and ending at the 4,000 Foot elevation to the 
Fast. 

A. Oak Woodlands 

The term "oak woodland" is defined in the Oak Woodland Conservation Act [PKC 421083.4, 
Fish and Game Codc $13611 as an oak stand with greater than 10 percent canopy cover or 
that may havc h~stor~cally supported prxiter than 1 0  percent canopy cover. The General 
Plar~ uses the tcmm "oak woodland" interchangeably and in the same contest as "oak cailopy". 
This OWMP clar~ties the County's intent and definition of these terms m Section XV. 

P ~ v c  main oak woodland types are identified within the planning area Blue Oak Woodland 
(BOW), Blue Oak-Foothill Pine (BOP), Valley Oak Woodland (VOW), Montane Hardwood 
(MHW), md Montane hardwood-conifer (MHC). A sixth type, Valley Foothill Riparian (VRI), 
has a limited distrihulioa in the County These Lypes are part of the CWHR classi tication scheme 
(Mayer and Laudenslaycr 1988) and were analyzed in tlic General Plan EIR (EDAW, 2003). The 
oak woodland types are dominated by one or Inore of five main native oak tree species: blue oak 
(Qzcercus do~rgkrsri), valley oak (L>uc.mr.s lobara), California black oak (Qtit7rt.u.s kelloggti), 
Interior live oak (Quercus turslr-.enr), ,and canyon 11vc oak (Querrus chrv.~olepis). 

Montiill~ hardwood is the most rcyresentd oak woodland type throughout the planning 
area. B l ~ c  oak woodland, blue oak-footh~ll plne, and valley oak woodland tend to be more 
prevalent below 2,000 feet. Montane l~ardwoodconifer becon~es niore prevalent above 2,000 feet 
and rransit~ons to cotlifer-dominated types, The oak woodland types are described in greater detail 
in Appendix G under thc Oak Woodland Habitats subsection. 

Oak woodlands are comprised o f a  variety of tree species. Non-oak tree species include fc>othill 
pine, knob cone plne, California buckeye, ponderosa pine, Douglas fir, big leaf maple, Pacific 
madrone, and Pac~fic dogwood. The shrub component can he spase  to dense depending on site 
conditions. The components and stn~cture of the oak woodlands contribute to the natural resource 
values discussed below and in Appendix H. 

B. Nat~~ral  Resource Vall~es 

Oak woodlamds provide many natural resource values. These values cxtend to wildlife uses and 
ecosystem fi~nctions. Conversion and fragmentation of  oak woodlrulds results in loss of  oak 
woodland or degradation of tlie remaining oak woodland. 

In California, over 300 spcc~es of birds, mnmmals, reptiles, and an~phibians, 5,000 insect specles, 
and 2,000 plant specles occur in oak woodlands. Oak woodlands with more comnplex understories 
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(c.g., trcc under story, shrubs, herbaceous vegetation, downed woody inateiial) provide habitat for 
a greater cariety of species. Wildlife use pinc nuts, bemes. and sceds for food. Shnlbs provlde 
cover for inore species. A diverse structure provides reproductive sites for diversc wildlife. 

Oitk woodlands contribute to the health of watersheds and help to maintain the q~lality of our 
watm supplies. Oak woodlands improve soil structure, increase infiltratio~i rates, reduce soil 
erosion and sedimentation, and enhance nutrient cychng and soil fertility. Appendix H provides a 
fuller description of natural resource values of oak woodlands. 

C. Potel~tial Threats to Oaks and Oak Woodland Habitat 

Factors affecting o&s and oak woodland In El Dorado C'aunty are addressed in Appendices G & 
H. Potc~ltial threats include uncontrollcd wildfire (often urn conscquencc of cxtendcd fire 
suppression), which cat1 result in thc sudden and unpredictable loss of significant amounts of oak 
woodllu~I habitat. New residential and con~mercial developnlent will result in the loss of  oak 
ciulopy imd the frakmentation of additic~nal oak woodlands within the developed areas. 
Agricultural cultivntlon, such 21s expansion of vineyards, would also result in the conversion of 
oak woadlmds to other uses. Poor recnlit~nent rates or lack of regeneration, particularly anlong 
valley oaks and blue oaks may adversely affect the long-term viablllty of those woodlands. 
Finally, although Sudden-Oak Deatli (caused by the fungus ph-vtophthoru I-an~omm) has not 
occuncd in the County, it has had devastatirig consequences In oak woodland habitats in affccted 
areas. 

D. Eco~~omic  Value of Woodlallds 

Oak woodlmds in El Dorado County provide economic value to Iatldowners and thc community 
at Iwgc. In addition to probiding a source for fircwooci and ofher wood products, oak woodlands 
support Important cconomic activities, such as grazing a id  recreation, enhance land values, and 
play a critical role in the healthy fimctloning O F  aquatic and terrestrial ecosystems throughout the 
County Economic values associated with these f~~nctions are described in more detail in 
Appcniiix 11. 
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. . .. . .- 

1% Economic - - -. . Values . - - - - - . . . o f  - oak - . - . -. ~ o o d l a n @  - - . - - 

[Note: This section has been con~bined with Section 11.1 
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-- - - - - - - - . - - -- - - - - - _ . - - - - 
' I.---_ 1V apping of Oak Woodlands 1 

- _ . - -. - . . -- - - -2 

[Note: This entire section should be moved to Appendix J] 

To cstabl~sli an effcctivc oak woodland program that fulfills the 2004 General Plan policics for 
nl~tigat~on and conscrvdion purposes, locotions need to be identified that meet the Cioals 
prcscntetl In Section I of this plan. Areas for conservat~on should possess the characteristics 
described in Section I1 (Natural Resource Values of Oak Woodlands). F~~rthernlore, to develop an 
Option B fee, dlc potential locations suitable for conservatio~i lands need to be known in order to 
estimate the costs of acquisition. 

From the goals and objectives listed in Section I, this OWMP analyzed oak woodlands by: 

1) uslng the best geog1;tphic informatton on oak woodlands currently available for the 
plamiing area, 

2 )  cons~dering oak woodland evalriation criteria based on the adopted 2004 
Gcncral Plan policies, and 

3) con~pleting a lnapplng process that is objective, replicable, ant1 supportable for the 
rntcnded purpose of identifying oak woodlands eligible to receive prionty for 
mitigation and conservation purposes of this OWMP. 

Thc C:ounty mapping process concluded by identifying the P(:As shown in Figure - INew Map], 
'The mapping wab contlucted in these general phases: 

Phase I (Identifying anrl Mapping Oak Woudlmd Resources) - First, an initial inventury of 
all oak woodlands in the planning area was conducted (Figure 1V-I). Following completion 
of this initial inventory and mapping, resource lnappinp criteria were considered, selected, 
and applied. Large expanses of  oak woodlands equal to, or greater than, 500 acres were 
identified. 
Phase 2 (Prioriti~ing Conservation Areas) - Applying parcel slze inronnatio~i to Ule Phase I 
results and land use designations from the 2004 General Plan, these large expanses were 
narrowed to those lands where: 1) oak woodland would not likely undergo substantial 
fragmentation, and 2) oak woodland conservation would be largely consistent with the 2004 
General IYan land use des~gnations. These large expanses are classified as PCIAs. 

F~gurc S-1 IS the rcsult of dozens of mapping exercises and cnterla. Overall, the approach was to 
starl with the resource (oak woodlands) aud then identify which areas would be most consistent 
with the polic~es and laid use designations of the 2004 General PI:in. The mapping is based on 
Geograph~c Informat~on System (GIs) data available front State and County sources in thc ESRI 
Arc Map envlronmellt. The data, processes, and many intermed~ate maps that led to Figure - 
are descnbed below and more fully In Appendix J. 

October 2,2007 Page 6 



A. MappingIOWMP Study Boundary 

Thc OWMP study area baundury is western El Dorado County below 4000 foot elevation. The 
County boundary shape file was acquired from El Dorado County GIs. Elevation data was 
acquired from the USGS 30m Digital Elevation Model that was also supplied by the County GIs 
department. The C:ounty polygon was tllen clipped with the 4000foot contour to produce the 
OWMP boundary layer. 

B. Mapping Databases 

The existing vegtat~on coverage is a mosalc of the USDA Forest Service (USFS) Remote 
Sensing Lab's (RSL) existing vcgctzation data (CALVE<;) Tilcs 19, 20, and 21. Information on 
the data can bbc fouiitl at: ~://www.fs.fed.i1slrSlr~lic1eiilinglious~/~e~ti~es.shtml.Tliis data was 
chose11 as it has tliu highest resolution or any esishng vegetation data that covered the 
entire OWMP study area. The tiles were merged and then clipped with the OWMP boundary 
layer to create vegetation coverage of the entire OWMP area. 

Community Centers, Rural Regons, parceIs, land use, and street centerlines are taken from the El 
Dorado County GIs department. The USFS boundary IS from the USFS Pacific Southwest Region 
GIs Clearinghouse. The water bodies and hydrology layer is from the Callfomia Spatial 
Informat~on Library (CaSIL). 

C. Oak Woodland Resortrces 

Figure IVl (FRAP CWHR Oak Woodland Types) displays a selection of the mosalc vcgotation 
data that were detem~ined to be "Oak Woodlands". This was achleved by a simple sclection from 
RSL vegetation data wherc WHRTYPE - BOP, BOW, VOW, MIIW, and MHC. VRI is not 
~ncluded as ~t does not appear in the data set for thls reglon. The selected polygons were then 
exported as a ncw "Oak Woodlands" laycr. Acreages were calculated and sulnmar~zcd for all 
CLVI-IR types. 

'[he oak woodlmds shown in Figure 1V-l are hased on 2002 data ant1 are the same oak woodlaids 
analynerl in the 7004 General Plan ER,  The acreages for each oak woodland type are shown on 
Figure IV-1 and in Table S1. 

D. Large Expanses of Oak Woodland 

Large Bxp:ir~ses of Odk Woodland were created by dissolving the Oak Woodlands layer 
that removed boundaries between contiguous polygons. An acreage calculat~on was applied to 
the new aggregate polygons and a selection of a11 polygotis :> 500 acres was madc. This selection 
was then exportetl to "1,arge Expa~~se of Oak Woodland" laycr. 

Large expanses of oak woodlands represent one of the criteria for developing the INRMP 
under Policy 7 4.2.8. 'This firs1 step is considered a resource hased approach to begin identifying 
areas that could be considered a priority for conservation or mitigation. 

October 2,2007 Page 7 



E. Mapping of Priority Couservation Areas 

Several early attempts were made to create a PCA map. Models were used to narrow oak 
tvoodlands to those arcas that wodd receive an increased conservation emphasis. Appcndjx J 
descnbcs the rnodellng and mapping processes in greater detail. 

As the mapping progressed, an increas~ng effort was made to narrow PCAs to those areas that are 
most consistent w ~ t h  the 2004 General Plan land use designations. Because the General Plan 
concentrates land dcvclopment within the Conln~unity Regions and Rural Centers (CRIRC) 
where oak tvoodlii~~d nnpacts and fragnientation are most likely, potential PCA designations were 
re~novcd from thcsc areas. 'I'he distribution of PCAs with CR,'RC was then reviewed. For publ~c 
discussion and planning cor~siderat~on, the Important Biological Comdors (IBC) layer was 
added to t h ~ s  map to assess the geographic relationship of IBCs to PCAs. 

A subsequent mapping iteration of PCAs was developed by County staff and presented at 
the Ju~nc 25. 2007 Board of Suiperv~sors workshop on the status of  the OWMP nlapplng. 
For t h ~ s  part~cdair map, additional PCAs weru removed where the 2004 General Plan 
des~glattcs Idow Dcns~ty Residential (LDR) land use. 
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I------.- --- . - - - . - -. .- . - - . - - - . -- - . - - - - . . . . - - - -- - . - - 

/V. Mitigation Standards . .. - - for .- the .. - - Loss .- . . ... of Oak - - - woodland - . 

El Dorado County's 2004 General Plan identifies mlt~gation stiu~dards and requirements for 
projects that remove oak woodlands. This OWMP provides a comprehensive approach for project 
level oak wootiland ~nitigation and simultaneously identifies 'landscape level' conservation goals. 
Subsequent to adoption of the County's General Plan, statewide requirements for evaluatioll and 
mitigation of impacts to oak woodlands have also bean established. This section revlews hoth the 
State and County level requirements for oak wood land mitigation standards. 

A. California Oak Woodlands Conscwation Law Requirements 

In September, 2004, aAcr the C'ounty's General Plan was adopted, the state Public Resources 
Codc was amerldcd to require a c o ~ u ~ t y  to detenninr: (as part of it's CEQA review) whether a 
projcct may result in convc:mion of oak woodla~~ds that will have a significant effcct on the 
cnvironn~ent (PRC 21083.4, the C:alifomia Oak Woodlands Coilservation Act). If it determines 
that a projcct miiy have a significant effect, a county shall require one or more oak woodland 
mitigation alternatives "to m ~ h ~ t e  the significant efrect of the conversion of  oak woodlands." 
Alternatives include: 1 )  conservc oak woodlands, 2) plant a11 appropriate nunzber of replacement 
trees and maintain those trccs for seven years, 3) contnbute to the Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Fund, or 4) other m~tigation measurcs dcvcloped by the County, Plantings shall not firlfill more 
than one half of tlic mitigation rquircments for a project. Where a county adopts. and a project 
incorporates, one or niorc of  these mitigat~on measures, the project IS deerncd to be In compl~rtnce 
with C'EQA as it relates to effects on oaks and oak woodlands. 

Tlic C,ounty's General Plan, and in particular Pol~cy 7.4.4.4, incorporates a range of  niitigi~tion 
altcrnahves which conform to thesc requircmcnts. 

B. Policy 7.4.4.4 Mitigrttion Rey~iirements 

Mitigation standards under Geiieral Plan Policy 7.4.4.4 tipply to new deveIopnient projects 
(excluding agricultural cultivationioperations and actions pursuant to an approvcd F ~ r c  Safe Plan 
for existing structures) that will result in soil disturbance. The Policy 7.4.4.4 standards apply to 
parcels as follows: 

Less than or equal to 011: acre with at least 10% total ccallopy cover by oak woodland, or 
Greater than one acre with at least 1% oak tree canopy cover 

One of two n ~ i t ~ g a t ~ o n  options, discussed below, shall be required: 

Option A - adhcrcilcc to otak canopy rctciltion and replacemel~t standards, or 
Optlon B - contribution of an in lieu fce to the County's lNRMP conscrvation fund. 

If a project does not meet the oak tree canopy cover and parcel size reqn~rernents listed above, but 
has oak trees that will bc rernovcd, thcn the appl~cant shall adhere to the Or& Tree Preservation 
Ord~nance (Appendix D). 
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C. Mitigatiou Option A 

Option A ~ncorporiitcs two components of the mitigation requirements identified under state law; 
onsite retention of subst;mtial portions of existing canopy cover and replacement of woodlcmd 
removed :it a 1 : 1 ratio. 

Retention: Under Oplion A, the County shall apply the following oak trce canopy retenti011 
standards: 

Re~lacement. In addition to retent~on, Option A requiires that removed o<& canopy be replaced at 
a 1:l ratio. The slze of the designated replacenlent area shall equal the total area of the oak 
canopy cover proposed to be removed. For exmnple, removal of 2  acres of oak canopy requires 
replacement of 2 acres of oak woodland; removal of 5,000 square feet of oak canopy recluires 
replacement of 5,000 square feet of oak woodland. 

Replacement objectives may be achlevcd, g~ven  County approval, by: 
1) replacenlent planting onsite at a 1:l land arca ratio, 
2 )  contnbutlng to the County's INRMP fund at a l:l  ratio, or 
3) acqiirring an offsite conservation casement on oak woodl:u~ds itt a 1:1 ratlo, or 
4) placing a conservation easement on existing o~isitc oak woad1;uid at a 1: 1 ratio 

Subject to County approval, a combination of these four options may be used 

Onsite mitigation 
Rrploct.rt2e~tt planti~igs may be accepted if adequate ope~lings exist onsite a i d  the replanting area 
likely would support oC& woodland (e.g., soil type and general elwirontnent). The intent is not to 
remove existing natural habitats for pIantings or to create a continuous canopy that would reduce 
wildlife value or contribilte to increased firc hazard. Replacement plantings shall meet the 
Coimty's replanting and replacement stcmdards and 1s subject to County approval. 

A recorcltul cove~~ant (e.g., conservation easement or notlcc of restriction) shall be recorded on 
each property by the County, project applicant, or landowner for all replanting arcas approved by 
the County as nlitigatlon. (Refer to Section IX, Monitoring and Reporting, for rnore information 
on the recorded covenant.) 
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D. Mitigation Option I3 

Optlon B docs not requirt. the retention of a minimum percentage of canopy onsite Thls 
mitigation altcmahve is intended to preserve existing oak woodland of equal or greater biological 
value as those lost. 1'0 compensate for both habitat loss and fragmentation, the preservation 
millgation ratlo was set at 2.1 based on the acreage of oak canopy affected. For purposes of the 
fee program, the standard for offs~te mltigat~on under Option B is paynient of the fee at a ratlo of 
2:l. 111 other words, for each acre of oak canopy that is lost, the paynient IS the fee per acre 
multiplied by two. The Optlon B Fee Mitigation Method is presented in Sect~on VI1[ and 
described in detail in Appendix B. 

Alternatives to the Option B be, including dedication of offsitc conservation easements by a 
landowncrideveloper as direct nlltigation at a 2:1 ratio, or dedication of onsite conservation 
easements al a 2.1 ratio, are considered the functional ecluivalerit of the Option I3 in-l~eu fee, and 
will be pemiltled. 

E. &litigation Program Flexibility 

Mitigation oplions under Policy 7.4.4.4 are intended to be flexible and appropriate for the 
circunlstances. Accordingly, mitigation programs may be con~prised of  one or a cornbinittion of 
the mitigation measures identified in this OWMP, including a mix of Option A and Option B. 
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- - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

VI. . - - Thresholds . - - - - of - - - Significance - for - .  the Loss of Oak 
- .  

Upon reccipt of iul applica~ion ror a perntit or other discretionary approval, the County is 
required to dctennine whether the project would potentially have a significant effect on the 
cnvironme~lt. If the County determines that the project could potentially have a sig-tificanl effect, 
the Coiullty is required to conduct a C:EQA review of the proposed project. 1% review will 
include potential elTects to the oak woodland resources as addressed in thi9 plan. Once the extent 
and severity of the impacts are determmed. the mitigation standards of  PRC 21083.4 and Policy 
7.4.4.4 Opt~on A andlor Option B will be applied as described in Section V. With respect to oaks 
and oak woodlancls, compliance with this Oak Woodland Management Plan will constitute 
mitigation. 
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. - - 

VII. Mitigation Plans; Re@nting and Re@ement ~tandardd -.. .- . - - - . . . . . -. - . - - - - . - - - -. - -- - - - . 

A. Mitigation Plans 

Oak canopy replacement plans may be preparcd by a qualified professional (such as a certified 
arborist, registered professional forcstcr, certified mngcland manager, or biologist), but the 
standard of acceptance is that the rcplacemcnt plan addresses thc following 

S~iitnbzbty o f  the r~~p1nrumerrt srte for oak ~voocllands: The suitability of the s ~ t e  for oak 
woodlands nlay bc dcmonstratcd with soil mfonnation, aerial photogaphy, or other resources. 
Where oak woodlands currently exist at the site, it is conclu~sively presumed that the site is 
suitable for oak woodliu~ds replacement. 

The ~ ~ l u n t ~ n g  densily rs ~l~fficlent to replace the oak cuncy~y rcntovcri: Thc adequacy of the 
plnrltmg dcnsity may be demonstrated through academic litcraturc, measuren~ents of oak density, 
csti~liated sizcs of mature oaks, or by other means. The County recobpzes that it nlay take many 
decades for oaks to mature and rcplacc bolh the quantity and ecological quality of  canopy 
rcmovcd. 

The spcries of oaks ptanfed: The suitability of the planted species for the replacement site may 
be tle~nonstn~ted thruugh existing site conditions, the biology of selected oaks, or by o ~ h e r  means. 
It is recclgnized that the rnix of replacement oaks may not equal the mlx o r  oaks removed. The 
goal is a suitable mix of oaks for the conditions at the replaeetnent slte. 

Source oj'acoria: l'he source o r  acol-ns shall be add]-essed whether acorns or young trees are 
planted. 'She goal shoulrl be to use acorns f r ~ n i  a source near the replacen~e~~t  site. It is 
rcco~mizeil that a local source may not always he fe~sible. 

Care of young (mk: Items such as weed control, imgation, herbivory/grazmg protection, 
fertilization, arid planting methods should be addressed with the goal of meeting the success 
cnteria in m~nd.  The prescribed carc of young o'aks wlll vary based on site-speclfic conditions. 

fire3 safety: The replacement plan will addrcss fire safety rclativc to exist~ng arld proposed 
structurcs. Issues such as defensible space, trcc density, firebreaks, surrounding land usc and/or 
terrain, and other considerations may be discussed. Wh~le  the risk of wildfire may always be 
present, advance planning may reduce the risk to structures. 

Quantlfiuhle surce7ss ci-itcriu: The replacenient plan sl~all identify quantifiable success criteria. 

Monitorirzg mcthocls: The replacenient plan shall identify the t e m ~ ,  frequency, and methods of 
monitoring, as well as contingencies or altcrnat~vcs if the success cnteria are not met at the end of 
the monitoring tenn. Thc monitoring term shall be seven years (CA PRC 21083.4). 

B. Resonrces 

The followirlg resources niay he helpful in developing a tree replacement plan: 
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l Cu~dcl~ncs for Meintenarlcc, Restoration, and Rehabilitation of Oak Woodlands and How 
to Grow C'al~forn~a Oaks (Appendix H, McCreary 1995) 

ol'he 1JC Coopcratlve lxtension or County Agriculture Department can prokide i~lforrnation to 
asslst re-vcgctatlon and restoration activities. Sect~or~ XI.D (Sources of Inronnatlon for 
Landc>wncrs) provides contact infom~ation for these and other sources of information. 

l Guidelit~cs for defensible space (Slale Roard of Forestry and Fire Protection 2006) 
l Wildfirc protection plan guidebook (Katelman et al. 2007) 
l Firt: Salk Council of El Uorado County website (litt~~:!/www.edcIiresafe~rg) 

C. Replanting and Replacement Standards 

Policy 7.3.4.4 Optlot1 A addresses oak woodland retention and replacement. Pollcy 7.4.4.4 Option 
B is a fee-bascd mitigation option that includcs a replaccnic~~t component. The oak woodlaild 
replanting a id  replacemeot stai~clards in this secticln apply to both options. The successf~~l 
establiqhnient of oaks may require suhstwt~al effort during the first p a r s  of growth. 

Appendix L identifies the replanting and replacement slandards. The standards in Appendix L 
s11;ill be applied to rcplace~ncnt plans fbr speciiic projects and [nay need to be tailorcd aililior 
modified by a qualified professional as appropriate for site-specific conditions. 



- . - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -. - - 

I 1V. Mitigation Option B Fee Method I 

-- . . - - -- - - . -. - 
I - 

[I'EcrrcJzolriEr for thrs Set~tion] 

[More information is needed] 
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.-.. _ -  _ _  
IX. Mottitoring and Reporting 
i- . - - -. . - - . - - - - - - - - - - . . . - . . - . . - - - - - - I 

f 
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