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      	         Institute for  
                   Ecological Health 
                                                                                           
                         

September	5,	2017	
	
Attention:	Rich	Radmacher,	Senior	Planner	
																			Sacramento	County	Planning	Department	
	 								827	7th	Street,	Sacramento,	CA	95814	
Delivered	via	email	to:	radmacherr@saccounty.net 
 
Comments	on	the	public	draft	of	the	South	Sacramento	Habitat	Conservation	Plan	
	
These	comments	are	presented	on	behalf	of	the	Environmental	Council	of	
Sacramento	(ECOS),	Habitat	2020,	the	Sierra	Club,	the	Institute	for	Ecological	
Health,	and	Save	Our	Sandhill	Cranes.	
	
ECOS’	mission	is	to	achieve	regional	and	community	sustainability	and	a	healthy	
environment	for	existing	and	future	residents.	Its	membership	organizations	
include:	350	Sacramento,	Breathe	California	of	Sacramento-Emigrant	Trails,	Friends		
of	Stone	Lakes	National	Wildlife	Refuge,	International	Dark-Sky	Association,	
Preservation	Sacramento	(formerly	known	as	Sacramento	Old	City	Association),	
Resources	for	Independent	Living,	Inc.	(RIL),	Sacramento	Audubon	Society,	
Sacramento	Housing	Alliance	(SHA),	Sacramento	Natural	Foods	Co-op,	Sacramento	
Valley	Chapter	of	the	California	Native	Plant	Society,	Sacramento	Vegetarian	Society,	
Save	Our	Sandhill	Cranes	(SOS	Cranes),	Save	the	American	River	Association	
(SARA),	SEIU	Local	1000	(Environmental	Committee),	Sierra	Club	Sacramento	
Group,	The	Green	Democratic	Club	of	Sacramento,	and	the	Wellstone	Progressive	
Democrats	of	Sacramento.	
	
Habitat	2020	(H2020)	is	a	coalition	of	environmental	organizations	collaborating	on	
common	issues	in	and	affecting,	the	Sacramento	region.	Members	of	Habitat	2020	
include	the	Sacramento	Audubon	Society,	California	Native	Plant	Society,	Friends	of	
the	Swainson’s	Hawk,	Save	the	American	River	Association,	Save	Our	Sandhill	
Cranes,	Sierra	Club	Sacramento	Group,	Friends	of	Stone	Lakes	National	Wildlife	
Refuge	and	the	Sacramento	Area	Creeks	Council. 
 
The	Institute	for	Ecological	Health	promotes	the	conservation	of	rural	landscapes,	
regional	conservation	plans,	Smart	Growth,	an	end	to	urban-suburban	sprawl,	and	a	
Land	Ethic	for	the	21st	Century. 
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The	Sierra	Club	is	arguably	the	preeminent	grassroots	environmental	group	in	the	
United	States.	Its	mission	is	to	explore,	enjoy,	and	protect	the	wild	places	of	the	earth;	
to	practice	and	promote	the	responsible	use	of	the	earth's	ecosystems	and	resources;		
to	educate	and	enlist	humanity	to	protect	and	restore	the	quality	of	the	natural	and	
human	environment;	and	to	use	all	lawful	means	to	carry	out	these	objectives. 
 
Save	Our	Sandhill	Cranes	(SOS	Cranes)	is	a	non-profit	organization	dedicated	to	
maintaining	open-space	habitat	and	the	conservation	of	the	California	Central	
Valley’s	Sandhill	Crane	populations	through	education,	outreach,	and	community	
activism.	
 
Members	of	ECOS,	Habitat	2020,	the	Institute	for	Ecological	Health,	Save	Our	
Sandhill	Cranes,	and	the	Sierra	Club	have	participated	as	stakeholders	in	the	
preparation	of	the	SSHCP	for	many	years,	some	since	its	inception	over	two	decades	
ago.	This	included	years	of	work	by	the	Biological	Subcommittee	developing	major	
components	of	the	HCP.		They	were	also	consistent	participants	in	the	Regulatory	
Agency	Working	Group	meetings	during	the	final	years	of	Plan	preparation.	These	
comments	on	the	SSHCP,	and	all	of	its	appendices,	reflect	those	long	years	of	
involvement	and	participation	in	the	preparation	of	this	HCP.		We	are	grateful	to	
have	been	included	in	the	process	of	preparation	and	for	the	willingness	of	the	Plan	
preparers	and	the	regulatory	agencies	to	hear	out	our	concerns	and	suggestions	
along	the	path	of	Plan	preparation.		Many	of	those	concerns	and	suggestions	were	
addressed	and	are	clearly	evident	within	this	draft	of	the	Plan.	These	comments	are	
intended	to	further	strengthen	the	Plan.		And,	this	letter	endorses	the	comments	by	
the	Friends	of	the	Swainson’s	Hawk.	
	
All	comments	pertain	to	the	published	draft	of	the	SSHCP,	and	its	appendices,	and	
only	share	a	nexus	with	the	DEIR/S	analysis	where	the	DEIR/S	might	need	to	be	
adjusted	to	accommodate	changes	in	the	SSHCP.		Efforts	have	been	made	to	provide	
accurate	pagination	citations	to	aid	in	locating	and	addressing	the	comments.		Given	
the	structure	of	the	document,	where	information	is	presented	with	different	
focuses	(e.g.	habitat	and	cover	type	working	down	to	species	specific.),	and	is	also	
imbedded	within	multiple	different	inter	related	levels	of	goals,	objectives	and	
actions	that	often	overlap	(e.g.	that	pertain	to	and	address	impacts	to	different	
habitat	resources	and	that	are	recycled	and	added	to	for	addressing	species	impact),	
efforts	were	not	made	to	locate	every	place	where	a	comment	or	recommendation		
might	pertain.	And,	the	inherent	difficulty	in	working	with	such	an	interconnected	
document	is	acknowledged.	
	
The	comments	included	in	this	letter	are	not	necessarily	presented	in	the	order	of	
importance	or	priority,	and	they	fall	into	a	couple	of	general	categories:	large	
overarching	concerns	that	are	not	particularly	imbedded	in	one	aspect	of	the	Plan	or	
its	corresponding	environmental	documentation	(these	concerns	do	not	necessarily	
have	explicit	pagination	locations),	and	more	specific	concerns	related	to	language	
or	the	lack	of	language	in	the	Plan.		In	some	instances	these	categories	overlap.	
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Efforts	were	made	to	house	comments	within	the	context	of	a	particular	chapter	of	
the	Plan	where	possible	and	appropriate.	Recommendations	for	changing	or	adding	
language	will	be	highlighted	by	the	use	of	a	bold	sequentially	ordered	number	in	
blue,	followed	by	a	blue	asterisk	(*),	to	clearly	identify	them.	
	
THE	VERNAL	POOL	COMPROMISE	THAT	IS	THE	SSHCP	
	
And	a	brief	little	history	lesson	
	
At	its	very	root,	the	SSHCP	is	a	compromise	for	vernal	pools.	On	the	one	hand	there	
is	the	current	strategy	of	trying	to	milk	the	maximum	project-by-project	mitigation	
out	of	projects	that	will	take	vernal	pool	resources	inside	the	already	constrained	
landscape	inside	the	UDA.		On	the	other,	would	be	the	effort	to	try	and	protect	entire	
extant	vernal	pool	landscapes	outside	the	UDA	while	it	is	still	possible,	and	before	
those	resources	have	to	contend	with	the	constraints	already	squeezing	those	inside	
the	UDA.		The	SSHCP	is	constructed	on	the	latter	being	the	better	approach,	and	this	
was	not	an	arbitrary	decision.		
	
When	Plan	preparation	completely	stalled	out	five	to	six	years	ago,	very	frank	
discussions	were	held	about	this	compromise,	and	about	which	approach	made	the	
most	sense	for	the	long-term	sustainability	of	vernal	pool	resources	in	our	region.	
To	no	small	degree,	the	environmentalists	involved	in	these	discussions	helped	push	
the	point	that	the	opportunity	to	save	a	large	intact	vernal	pool	landscape	outside	
the	UDA	was	too	important	an	opportunity	to	pass	up.		A	compromise	was	reached	
whereby	additional	vernal	pools	would	be	saved,	beyond	those	already	agreed	upon	
inside	the	UDA,	in	hard	line	and	flexible	preserves.		As	well,	it	was	recognized	that	
there	has	already	been	some	significant	degradation	outside	the	UDA	of	the	very	
vernal	pool	resources	that	the	Plan	was	hoping	to	save	in	this	compromise.		It	was	
fairly	clear	that	if	the	current	rate	of	degradation	continued,	it	might	come	to	pass	
that	there	would	not	be	sufficient	or	adequate	vernal	pool	resources	left	to	have	
made	the	compromise	worthwhile.		And	from	this	emerged	the	idea	of	the	grading	
ordinance,	which	was	supposed	to	dramatically	limit	the	chances	that	significantly	
more	resources	would	be	destroyed	outside	the	UDA	because,	for	new	ground	
disturbances	(basically	non-ongoing	farming	disturbances),	it	would	be	necessary	to	
get	a	grading	permit	from	the	County	of	Sacramento.	
	
Politics	being	what	they	are,	the	grading	ordinance	morphed	into	a	wetlands	
protection	ordinance,	which	is	supposed	to	do	three	new	things:	1.)	It	requires	the	
County	to	take	a	more	active	role	in	protecting	wetland	resources;	2.)	It	requires	
landowners	to	mitigate	for	any	intentional	or	accidental	destruction	of	wetland	
resources;	3.)	It	requires	a	permit	for	any	disturbance	to	wetlands	or	their	micro	
watershed.		The	ordinance	is	better	than	nothing	and	it	is	good	that	the	County	is	
taking	a	larger	role	in	wetlands	protection,	but	the	USACE	is	already	responsible	for	
dealing	with	illegal	destruction	of	wetland	resources,	and	it	is	not	immediately	
obvious	if	having	the	County	involved	in	enforcement	will	save	additional	resources.	
The	hope	would	be	that	the	requirement	of	a	wetlands	disturbance	permit	would	
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stop	the	destruction	around	vernal	pools	from	deep	ripping	for	vineyards,	or	other	
conversions	of	grasslands	to	agriculture.		As	well,	it	is	great	that	the	ordinance	spells	
out	that	any	destruction	will	have	to	be	mitigated,	which	is	so	costly	that	it	should	be	
a	decent	deterrent.		But,	again,	this	is	not	actually	that	different	from	what	the	
eventual	outcome	would	be	with	enforcement	by	USFWS	or	USACE.	And,	mitigation	
for	those	lost	resources	would	further	deplete	the	remaining	vernal	pool	inventory	
available	for	mitigating	the	impacts	of	covered	activities	inside	the	UDA.	So,	there	
can	be	no	real	expectation	that	things	will	be	any	different	than	they	currently	are	in	
terms	of	ILLEGAL	destruction	of	wetlands	resources,	and	those	that	want	to	pursue	
the	legal	destruction	of	wetlands	will	still	have	a	process	available	to	do	so,	albeit	a	
very	expensive	process.	
	
Whereas	it	is	good	that	the	County	will	be	taking	on	greater	responsibility,	there	is	
still	the	problem	of	whether	or	not	the	vernal	pool	resources	are	still	going	to	be	
there	when	they	are	needed	for	mitigation,	and	for	building	the	vernal	pool	
preserves	outside	the	UDA.		This	contention	was	clearly	presented	to	the	Plan	
preparers	and	to	their	credit	they	came	up	with	the	intelligent	approach	of	trying	to	
tie	up	enough	of	the	vernal	pool	landscape	outside	of	the	UDA	before	
implementation	of	the	Plan	begins,	using	temporary	conservation	easements	tied	to	
options	agreements,	with	the	hope	that	this	would	result	in	the	problem	largely	
receding.		But,	this	would	be	contingent	on	robust	language	in	the	option	
agreement/s,	such	that	the	option	would	still	be	actionable	far	enough	into	the	
future	that	those	vernal	pool	resources	would	still	be	available	for	mitigation	when	
needed,	rather	than	having	lapsed	and	not	much	to	show	for	the	effort	remaining.		
1*	The	option/s	language	will	be	critical	to	the	success	of	the	Plan,	and	it	should	
undergo	an	intensive	and	extensive	legal	review	by	the	permitting	agencies	and	
other	interested	parties	to	verify	that	it	is	adequate	to	ensure	the	success	of	the	
Plan.	
	
The	Agricultural-Residential	issue		
	
Agricultural-residential	development	outside	the	UDA	is	not	a	covered	activity	in	the	
Plan.		But	obviously	the	entitlement	of	this	type	of	development	has	a	direct	effect	
on	the	inventory	for	the	Plan,	and	potentially	on	the	creation	of	the	Preserves	if	
entitlements	are	given	within	a	projected	Preserve	site.		The	County	will	be	a	permit	
holder	for	the	Incidental	Take	Permit,	which	means	they	have	a	vested	interest	in	
maintaining	inventory	and	not	disrupting	Preserve	creation.		But	that	does	not	
necessarily	mean	that	success	of	the	Plan	will	be	given	priority	over	allowing	new	
entitlements	for	new	Agricultural-Residential	or	other	development.		2*	It	would	be	
appropriate,	as	part	of	rolling	the	plan	out	and	making	the	various	changes	to	the	
general	plans	of	the	ITP	permit	holders,	to	add	language	to	the	Sacramento	County	
General	Plan	that	addresses	this	concern	-	“SSHCP	inventory	concerns	and	needs,	
and	preserve	creation	priorities,	will	take	precedence	over	new	entitlement	
applications	for	activities	not	covered	by	the	SSHCP	outside	the	UDA.”	It	would	be	a	
perversion	if	uncovered	activities	ended	up	with	priority	over	covered	activities	and	
their	mandated	mitigations.	
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Effects	Assessment	and	Level	of	Take	(Chapter	6)	
	
Overarching	Concerns	
	
Effect	of	pesticide	use	on	agricultural	preserve	lands	
	
Consideration	was	given	to	the	impact	of	direct	application	of	pesticides	on	certain	
specific	covered	species,	but	the	focus	was	on	timing	of	application	rather	than	the	
nature	of	the	pesticides	used.		As	well,	sufficient	consideration	was	not	given	to	the	
ongoing	and	long	term	impact	of	pesticides	on	prey	insects	for	covered	species.		
Consistent	application	of	pesticides	has	the	undisputed	effect	of	diminishing	insect	
populations	in	the	area	of	treatment,	and	if	we	are	relying	on	agricultural	preserves	
for	the	sustenance	of	some	of	the	covered	species	that	routinely	consume	insects,	
this	is	an	obvious	problem.	
	
Using	label	requirements	for	application	of	pesticides	would	not	take	into	account	
growing	evidence	of	a	problem	related	to	a	particular	pesticide,	such	as	is	the	
current	case	with	neonicotinoids.		3*	If	preserve	management	cannot	be	sufficiently	
responsive	to	indications	of	a	potential	problem	with	a	specific	pesticide	being	used	
on	an	agricultural	preserve,	then	we	risk	the	failure	of	our	agricultural	preserves	
because	they	might	not	be	able	to	provide	viable	functioning	habitat	for	covered	
species	in	an	increasingly	constrained	landscape.		The	game	is	lost	if	we	cannot	rely	
on	the	agricultural	preserves	to	provide	fully	functioning	habitat.	
	
4*	Similarly,	the	effects	assessment	must	consider	the	ongoing	and	cumulative	
impact	of	pesticide	use	on	the	prey	insects	of	the	covered	species	within	the	
agricultural	preserves	since	the	vast	majority	of	agricultural	preserves	will	be	
acquired	with	conservation	easements,	which	will	limit	the	ability	to	do	more	
intensive	management	and	directly	address	the	pesticide	issue.	Looking	at	the	
effects	of	direct	pesticide	application	on	covered	species,	and	avoiding	that	direct	
application	by	timing	of	application,	does	not	address	the	ongoing	and	long	term	
impact	on	the	natural	insect	community	that	some	of	the	covered	species	rely	on	for	
sustenance.	
	
A	review	of	the	agricultural	preserve	easement	language	indicates	only	language	
pertaining	to	timing	of	application.		We	fully	acknowledge	the	need	to	have	language	
in	the	easements	that	is	flexible	enough	to	allow	agriculture	to	be	sustainable	on	the	
preserves.		But,	we	also	need	the	flexibility	to	quickly	address	potential	problems,	
and	not	have	to	wait	years	before	scientific	verification	proves	out	an	actual	
problem	after	real	damage	was	allowed	to	happen.		This	somewhat	delicate	balance	
needs	to	be	struck	if	we	are	going	to	be	able	to	rely	on	our	agricultural	preserves	in	
perpetuity.	
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5*	As	well,	measure	Road-3	needs	to	have	the	full	suite	of	vertebrate	covered	
species,	that	rely	on	insects	for	part	of	their	diet	added	to	the	covered	species	list	
there	(Loggerhead	Shrike,	White	Tailed	Kite,	Tricolored	Blackbird,	Greater	Sandhill	
Crane,	Western	Burrowing	Owl	and	Western	Red	Bat…).			
	
6*It	might	also	be	useful	to	avoid	use	of	the	word	“pesticide”	altogether	in	the	
Effects	chapter	in	preference	to	the	more	specific	terms	of	“insecticide”	and	
“herbicide.	“	This	would	help	to	refine	what	the	relevant	effects	would	be	for	specific	
covered	species.	
	
Lighting	
	
Consideration	was	given	to	the	effect	of	light	on	certain	covered	species,	but	the	
consideration	and	analyses	did	not	extend	to	the	insect	prey	of	those	species.	Night	
lighting	has	been	well	documented	to	attract	insects.		Both	construction	lighting	and	
urban	lighting	in	developments	have	the	potential	to	lure	insects	to	them,	and	in	
many	cases	this	will	result	in	luring	insects	off	of	the	preserves.		7*	Some	
consideration	and	measures	or	actions	need	to	be	provided	to	avoid	disruption	of	
insect	prey	species	on	the	preserves,	and	the	resultant	impact	to	the	covered	species	
that	rely	upon	those	prey	insects.	
	
General	comment	on	table	numbering	
	
8*	Where	are	table	6-94	and	6-95?		Would	it	not	be	better	to	have	sequential	
numbering	without	numerical	gaps?	
	
More	Specific	Concerns	
	
Night	Lighting	and	Covered	Beetle	Species	
	
Table	6-2,	(Covered	Species	Vulnerability	to	Environmental	Stressors,	page	6-28),	
indicates	that	the	Ricksecker’s	Water	Scavenger	Beetle	and	the	Valley	Elderberry	
Longhorn	beetle	are	both	susceptible	to	the	temporary	environmental	stress	of	
construction	lighting,	and	the	permanent	environmental	stress	of	lighting.	But	for	
EDGE-8,	Table	6-3	(Summary	of	AMMs	that	Minimize	Effects	of	Environmental	
Stressors	on	Covered	Species	Modeled	Habitats	and	Individuals,	page	6-35),	neither	
of	the	two	covered	beetle	species	are	mentioned	in	the	list	of	covered	species	
affected	-	only	the	vertebrates	are	mentioned.	The	same	holds	true	for	construction	
lighting	in	BMP-6	on	page	6-37	where	again	only	vertebrate	species	are	considered.		
We	were	able	to	find	no	scientific	literature	that	indicated	that	the	Ricksecker’s	
Water	Scavenger	Beetle	and	the	Valley	Elderberry	Longhorn	Beetle	are	not	attracted	
to	night	lighting.		As	well,	the	insect	prey	of	the	Ricksecker’s	Water	Scavenger	Beetle	
would	presumably	be	attracted	to	night	lighting	and	potentially	lured	off	of	the	
preserves.	
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In	Table	6-51	(Permanent	Indirect	Effects	on	Ricksecker’s	Water	Scavenger	Beetle,		
page	6-205),	lighting	is	presented	as	having	no	effect	on	this	species	and	therefore	
requires	no	reduction	of	an	effect	despite	being	listed	in	Table	6-2	as	being	a	
stressor	for	this	species.		The	same	is	true	for	the	Valley	Elderberry	Longhorn	Beetle	
in	Table	6-54	(Permanent	Indirect	Effects	on	Valley	Elderberry	Longhorn	Beetle,	
page	6-13),	despite	also	being	listed	in	table	6-2	as	an	environmental	stressor	for	
this	species.	
	
9*	The	two	covered	beetle	species	will	need	to	be	added	to	the	list	of	species	
targeted	in	EDGE-8,	and	10*	tables	6-51	and	6-54	need	to	be	updated	to	reflect	
lighting	effects.			11*	And,	LIDs	should	be	considered	that	address	the	fact	that	
certain	lighting	frequencies	are	very	powerful	attractants	for	insects,	whereas	
others	are	not.	12*	And,	for	the	Ricksecker’s	Water	Scavenger	Beetle,	lighting	will	
need	to	be	considered	in	the	context	of	wildlife	community	alterations,	and	the	
impact	of	insect	prey	for	this	species	being	lured	off	of	the	preserves	by	night	
lighting.	This	will	need	to	be	analyzed	and	mitigated	with	new	conservation	
measures	and	actions.	
	
Western	Burrowing	Owl	
	
13*	There	was	no	discussion	or	AMMS	offered	to	deal	with	rodenticide	applications	
on	ground	squirrel	colonies.	
	
Rodenticides	
	
14*	Language	is	needed	to	prohibit	use	of	rodenticides	on	any	preserve.	This	is	an	
important	AMM	for	all	of	the	raptors,	the	owl,	as	well	as	the	American	badger.		And,	
certain	rodenticides	are	fatal	to	raptors,	which	may	eat	a	rodent	made	sick	by	
consumption	of	rodenticide.	D-Con	is	one	such	rodenticide.		There	are	probably	
others.		We	have	additional	concerns	that	persons	applying	pesticides	and	
rodenticides	often	ignore	or	do	not	understand	the	instructions	on	the	product	
container	regarding	avoidance	of	poisoning	non-target	critters.	
	
	
Loggerhead	Shrike	
	
Lighting	and	Pesticide	Concerns	
	
Table	6-92	(Permanent	indirect	Effects	on	Loggerhead	Shrike	9,	page	6-49)	
discusses	potential	indirect	lighting	effects	on	the	shrike,	but	no	mention	or	
consideration	is	given	to	the	effects	of	lighting	on	the	insects	that	they	consume.	See	
earlier	general	discussion	on	this	concern.	Table	6-93	(Temporary	Effects	to	
Loggerhead	Shrike)	also	does	not	consider	the	impact	of	construction	lighting	on	
insect	prey	species.	15*	These	will	need	to	be	added	to	table	6-3	and	16*	specific	
AMMs	presented,	such	as	LIDs	restricting	light	frequencies	that	attract	insects.	
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In	table	6-3	(Summary	of	AMMs	that	Minimize	Effects	of	Environmental	Stressors	on	
Covered	Species	Modeled	Habitats	and	Individuals,	page	6-49),	measure	TCB-5	
(Timing	of	Pesticide	Uses	and	Harvest	Timing	on	Agricultural	Preserves)	considers	
only	the	effect	of	pesticides	being	applied	directly	onto	covered	species	or	its	prey	
insects	during	the	breeding	season,	and	not	the	overall	and	long	term	effects	of	
pesticides	on	the	insect	prey	base	that	covered	species	rely	upon	in	the	agricultural	
preserves.	In	table	6-92	(Permanent	Indirect	Effects	on	Loggerhead	Shrike,	page	6-
351)	for	the	environmental	stressor	of	“Pesticides	and	Fertilizers,”	the	discussion	of	
“Potential	Indirect	Effect	on	Species”	states	that:	“Adverse	effects	on	Loggerhead	
Shrikes,	their	prey	…	from	insecticides/pesticides	…	will	be	avoided	through	the	
implementation	of	AMMS.”		The	only	AMMs	that	we	were	able	to	locate	in	Table	6-3	
that	mention	pesticides	are	ROAD-3	(page	6-36)	and	TCB-5	(	page	6-49),	and	
neither	of	these	AMMs	address	anything	beyond	the	timing	of	application	of	
pesticide.		As	such,	the	current	draft	of	the	SSHCP	does	not	present	measures	to	
avoid	or	minimize	the	adverse	effects	associated	with	pesticide	use	on	Loggerhead	
Shrike	insect	prey.		17*	A	more	robust	consideration	of	this	issue	will	need	to	be	
added	to	table	6-3	with	specific	AMMs	to	address	this	issue.		
	
Tricolored	Blackbird	
	
Lighting	and	Pesticide	Concerns	
	
The	concerns	just	mentioned	for	Loggerhead	Shrike	are	identical	for	the	Tricolored	
Blackbird.		As	mentioned,	TCB-5	(page	6-49)	only	addresses	timing	and	18*	this	will	
need	to	be	expanded	to	address	longer	term	effects	on	prey	species	and	19*	
additional	AMMs	will	need	to	be	added	to	this	table.			
	
Table	6-99	(Permanent	Indirect	Effects	on	Tricolored	Blackbird,	page	3-373)	will	
need	to	consider	effects	of	lighting	on	insect	prey,	and	for	pesticides	(page	3-376).		
20*	A	more	robust	consideration	of	this	issue	will	need	to	be	added	to	table	6-3	with	
21*	specific	AMMs	to	address	this	issue	as	it	pertains	to	effects	on	insect	prey	
species.		
	
Greater	Sandhill	Crane	
	
The	pesticides	concerns	mentioned	for	the	two	passerine	species	are	also	relevant	
for	the	crane.		Table	6-96	(Permanent	Indirect	Effects	on	Greater	Sandhill	Crane,	
(page	6-364)	also	mentions	relying	upon	AMMs	to	deal	with	pesticides	that	are	not	
in	evidence	in	the	SSHCP	beyond	timing	of	application.	22*	This	will	need	to	be	
corrected.	
	
Western	Red	Bat	
	
23*	For	this	species	there	are	the	same	issues	again	with	both	lighting	and	
pesticides.	
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American	Badger	
	
24*	There	were	no	suggested	AMMs	to	deal	with	rodenticides,	which	are	commonly	
applied	to	ground	squirrel	colonies.	
	
Conservation	Strategy	(chapter	7)	
	
	Overarching	Concerns	
	
Very	little	regarding	specific	conservation	actions	for	some	species	
	
It	is	understood	that	a	major	pillar	of	the	conservation	strategy	for	many	of	the	
covered	species	in	the	SSHCP	is	to	conserve	the	habitats	that	they	use	in	order	to	
make	up	for	the	habitats	that	will	be	taken	for	urbanization	or	other	projects,	which	
is	basically	the	way	most	mitigations	for	CESA	and	FESA	would	proceed	on	a	
project-by-project	basis.		The	regional	approach	to	Preserve	Design	in	the	SSHCP	is	a	
significant	improvement	over	project-by-project	approaches,	though.		Given	the	
regional	paradigm	of	the	SSHCP,	it	is	also	a	real	opportunity	to	perform	
conservation	actions	that	directly	benefit	individual	species.		But	for	many	of	the	
covered	species	presented	in	Chapter	7,	it	looks	more	like	the	general	habitat	
biological	goals	and	objectives	were	shoehorned	into	the	species	specific	biological	
goals	and	measureable	objectives,	whether	or	not	they	were	exactly	relevant,	with	
very	little	additional	added	conservation	actions	that	are	specific	to	conserving	
individual	covered	species.	25*	It	would	be	worthwhile	to	carefully	review	the	
species’	specific	tables	and	ensure	that	all	of	the	habitat	goals	referred	to	there	are	
fully	relevant,	and,	where	appropriate,	26*	add	species	specific	actions	to	benefit	
individual	species	-	an	example	of	this	might	be	adding	specific	perch	construction	
or	planting	requirements	for	Loggerhead	Shrike	as	part	of	Goal	4	(page	7-274).		
	
Sea	level	rise	and	land	acquisition	priorities	in	PPU	6	
	
For	the	southwestern	part	of	the	Plan	area,	PPU	6,	we	have	concerns	about	the	long-
term	viability	of	a	large	percentage	of	this	area	because	of	global	climate	change	and	
sea	level	rise.		Attached	as	addenda	1	thru	3	are	some	draft	mapping	models	that	the	
Nature	Conservancy	worked	on	as	part	of	their	participation	in	the	Greater	Sandhill	
Crane	Technical	Advisory	Committee	(Crane	TAC)	and	the	work	that	committee	is	
doing	to	craft	a	conservation	strategy	for	the	Sandhill	Crane,	starting	in	the	
geography	of	the	Delta	and	its	immediate	surroundings.	The	Crane	TAC	is	a	coalition	
of	state	and	federal	wildlife	regulatory	agency	folks,	preserve	and	refuge	managers,	
crane	biologists,	environmentalists,	and	wildlife	ecologists.	The	Crane	TAC	aims	to	
foster	the	collaborative	long-term	conservation	and	recovery	of	Greater	Sandhill	
Cranes	by:	identifying	and	recommending	monitoring	and	research;	providing	
guidance	on	habitat	protection,	restoration,	and	management;	and	promoting	
outreach	and	education.	One	priority	of	the	Crane	TAC	is	to	develop	a	Delta	region	
conservation	strategy	for	the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane.	The	conservation	strategy	will	
present	recommended	actions	for	private	and	public	landowners	to	improve	
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Greater	Sandhill	Crane	habitat	in	the	Delta	region.	The	methods	and	
recommendations	described	in	the	strategy	will	be	incorporated	into	a	statewide	
conservation	strategy	for	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	and	ultimately	provide	a	template	
for	developing	a	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	recovery	plan.	
	
The	draft	mapping	models	in	the	first	three	addenda	attempt	to	present:	current	
crane	usage	areas,	the	areas	likely	to	be	impacted	by	very	moderate	sea	level	rise,	
and	the	resultant	change	in	areas	that	should	be	considered	for	conservation	
considering	both	current	usage	and	threat	to	low	lying	areas.		The	draft	models	
were	not	adjusted	for	population	density,	and	incorporating	this	will	likely	shift	
some	of	the	lowland	priorities,	but	it	should	have	no	effect	on	priority	of	upland	
areas	since	these	were	elevated	in	priority	because	of	their	relative	safety	in	terms	
of	sea	level	rise	and	their	current	proximity	to	active	roost	sites.	
	
The	concern,	illustrated	by	the	attached	maps,	is	that	over	the	50	year	permit	period	
there	will	likely	be	a	marked	rise	in	sea	level	in	at	least	PPU	6	of	the	Plan	Area.		
Global	Climate	Change	is	considered	in	Chapter	11	and	we	will	discuss	this	also	in	
our	review	of	that	chapter.	But,	for	the	purposes	of	Chapter	7’s	conservation	
strategy,	we	feel	that	it	is	important	to	highlight	this	issue.		As	well,	we	have	
concerns	that	the	1000	acres	of	upland	(outside	of	the	floodplain)	habitat	
acquisitions	for	the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	may	not	be	adequate	given	the	severity	
of	the	potential	loss	of	already	conserved	habitat	for	this	species	in	the	lowland	
areas	of	the	North	Delta	most	susceptible	to	sea	level	rise.		We	are	heartened	by	the	
fact	that	the	specific	language	for	the	upland	habitat	for	the	crane	states	that	a	
MINIMUM	of	1000	acres	will	be	acquired,	but	27*	we	also	feel	that	some	additional	
verbiage	should	be	included	to	indicate	that:	“the	effects	of	sea	level	rise	on	low	
lying	areas	of	PPU	6	may	necessitate	a	shift	over	time	to	greater	conservation	and	
acquisition	focus	on	the	areas	elevated	outside	of	the	floodplain.”		These	lands	will	
be	significantly	more	expensive	because	of	the	speculative	price	pressure	of	
potential	urbanization,	but	given	the	potential	prognosis	for	the	long-term	viability	
of	lowland	conservation	areas	in	the	North	Delta,	they	may	be	the	only	areas	that	
provide	suitable	habitat	in	perpetuity.	
	
Outdated	Species	Accounts	
	
Because	of	the	extraordinary	amount	of	time	that	it	took	to	complete	the	SSHCP,	
over	two	decades,	the	species	accounts,	that	were	current	when	they	were	written,	
have	become	out	of	date	and	there	were	insufficient	funds	to	update	them	for	this	
public	draft.		This	is	an	issue	that	will	be	discussed	further	later	on	in	this	comment	
letter.			What	is	germane	to	the	discussion	of	Chapter	7	is	that	the	species	accounts	
would	typically	feed	into	the	Conservation	Strategy	by	providing	the	important	
natural	history	basis	for	individual	species	that	the	conservation	strategy	is	then	
built	off	of.		We	note	that,	though	the	species	accounts	were	not	updated,	the	
Conservation	Strategy	has	taken	advantage	of	up	to	date	scientific	literature	and	
species	occurrence	data	in	the	construction	of	the	strategy.		We	looked	for	
occurrences	where	the	strategy	suffered	from	outdated	resources	and	have	
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attempted	to	point	those	out.		There	may	well	be	more	occurrences	that	were	
missed.	
	
Need	to	update	references	
	
28*	Several	very	important	and	useful	references	have	become	recently	available	
that	would	be	valuable	for	this	Plan	and	for	the	Conservation	Strategy.		A	far	from	
exhaustive	list	would	include:	The	new	HCP	handbook	(Dec.	2016),	the	revised	draft	
giant	garter	snake	recovery	plan,	Final	California	Tiger	Salamander	recovery	plan	
for	central	portion	of	range	June	2017),	and	“Framework	for	Assessing	Impacts	to	
the	Valley	Elderberry	Longhorn	Beetle	(May	2017).		It	will	be	important	to	have	the	
advantage	of	these	resources	and	others.	
	
A	general	comment	about	organization	
	
29*	It	might	make	sense	to	present	the	species	using	current	phylogenetic	ordering	
(like	in	any	modern	field	guide).		When	searching	for	Tricolored	Blackbirds,	one	
would	not	expect	to	see	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes	inserted	in	between	the	two	
passerine	species	(Loggerhead	Shrike	and	Tricolored	Blackbird).	
	
More	specific	concerns	
	
Preserve	Management	Plans	HAB1.1	
	
In	preparing	the	preserve	management	plan	(page	7-26	Action	HAB	1-1,	8-149	etc.)	
for	a	conservation	easement,	30*	it	is	essential	to	work	closely	with	the	landowner.		
The	benefits	from	working	closely	with	the	owner	include	access	to	the	landowner’s	
knowledge	of	the	property,	as	well	as	their	possible	ideas	for	helping	species.		Also	it	
will	build	trust	in	the	broader	agricultural	and	ranching	community	and	will	
hopefully	result	in	more	landowners	being	willing	to	sell	easements.	
	
On	page	7-27	in	Table	7-1,	for	Conservation	Action	HAB	7-1,	31*	the	vegetation	
measurement	prescribed	for	Flexible	Preserves	should	be	for	all	non-agricultural	
preserves,	and	not	just	Flexible	Preserves.		This	measurement	used	consistently	
across	all	non-agricultural	preserves	would	provide	essential	knowledge	for	
preserve	management.	
	
Greater	Sandhill	Crane	
	
GS3.1	included	in	Table	7-1	(Biological	Goals.	Measurable	Objectives,	and	
Conservation	Actions,	page	7-46)	lists	the	following	as	a	conservation	action	for	the	
Greater	Sandhill	Crane:	“Replacement	of	unmodeled	agricultural	uses	such	as	
orchards	and	vineyards	with	habitats	supporting	high	prey	density	(e.g.	vole),	
including	grassland,	suitable	Croplands…”	We	assume	that	the	reference	to	voles	
resulted	from	an	erroneous	cutting	and	pasting	from	conservation	actions	from	one	
of	the	raptor	species	(Northern	Harrier,	Swainson’s	hawk,	or	White	Tailed	Kite…).		
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Voles	are	hardly	a	staple	for	the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	and	32*	it	would	be	far	more	
appropriate	to	focus	on	replacing	orchards	and	vineyards	with	“high	value	foraging	
habitat”	such	as	corn	or	rice.	
	
This	brings	up	a	concern	about	how	“high	value	foraging	habitat”	for	the	Greater	
Sandhill	Crane	is	defined.		For	GS5.1	in	Table	7.1	(page	7-47),	alfalfa	is	offered	as	a	
crop	preferred	by	Greater	Sandhill	Crane.		Presumably	this	preference	attribute	was	
taken	from	the	Appendix	B	species	account	for	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	(Appendix		B	
539	-540).		
	 Ivey	(pers.	Comm.)	rated	agricultural	crops	in	the	Plan	Area	in	order	of		

Importance.		Rice	and	corn	were	rated	the	highest,	followed	by	winter	wheat	
and	irrigated	pasture.	Alfalfa	was	the	next	highest	rated	crop,	followed	by	
hay,	dryland	pasture	and	row	crops.	

	
This	ranking	of	alfalfa	is	somewhat	outdated.		Ivey,	Herzinger,	and	Hardt	prepared	a	
report	for	the	Nature	Conservancy	in	2014	titled:	“Conservation	Priorities	and	Best	
Management	practices	for	wintering	Sandhill	Cranes	in	the	Central	Valley	of	
California.”		It	is	included	as	addendum	4	to	this	comment	letter.		On	page	40	to	41	
of	the	report	it	states:		

Greaters	rarely	used	alfalfa	in	the	Delta,	in	contrast	to	Lessers,	which	often	
favored	alfalfa	through	the	winter	season	(Ivey	2015).	Similarly,	Greaters	
avoided	alfalfa	in	the	Sacramento	Valley	studies	(Littlefield	2002,	Shaskey	
2012).	Although	alfalfa	appears	important	to	Lessers,	this	crop	should	not	be	
considered	a	major	food	source	for	Greaters	in	a	conservation-planning	
context.	However,	alfalfa	should	be	encouraged	in	crane	landscapes	in	the	
San	Joaquin	Valley,	where	Lessers	dominate	the	crane	flocks.		

We	are	concerned	that,	if	alfalfa	is	considered	in	the	Plan	as	a	“high	value	foraging	
habitat”	for	the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane,	it	will	be	all	too	easy	to	fold	conservation	
action	GS5.1	(page	7-47)	of	maintaining	food	plots	for	the	crane	into	alfalfa	cover	
type	preservation	requirements	for	the	Swainson’s	hawk.		33*	GS5.1	should	be	
changed	to	state	that:	“Crops	should	be	corn	or	rice	preferentially,	and	potentially	
wheat	or	other	suitable	crop	types	depending	on	the	current	crop	mosaic	in	the	Plan	
area.”		

The	last	sentence	of	GS5.1	(SSHCP	7-47)	states	that:	“Crops	must	not	be	harvested	
or	removed	until	March.”		34*	It	would	be	useful	to	include	some	verbiage	that	crops	
like	corn	should	be	knocked	over	at	a	height,	and	as	early	as	possible	in	the	season,	
to	maximize	the	benefit	and	to	give	access	to	cranes,	while	still	impeding	geese	from	
exploiting	the	resource.			

For	GS6.1	of	Table	7-1(SSHCP	page	7-47),	the	fourth	bullet	point,	listed	as	a	criteria	
to	be	considered	(and	we	appreciate	that	this	is	a	criteria	to	be	considered	rather	
than	a	requirement,	and	that	it	is	only	one	of	a	list	to	be	considered)	for	selecting	
Preserve	sites	for	high	value	foraging	habitat	outside	of	the	100	year	floodplain,	
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includes	sites	“recorded	as	supporting	greater	sandhill	crane	foraging	during	
previous	flood	events.”		We	understand	the	intent	of	this	criteria,	but	we	have	three	
concerns	about	it.		The	first	concern	is	that	records	for	crane	usage	are	very	limited	
during	flood	events	and	therefore	do	not	necessarily	capture	where	they	are	
foraging	during	such	stochastic	events.		Secondly,	the	vast	majority	of	the	lands	
above	the	floodplain	in	question	are	privately	held,	and	it	has	only	been	possible	to	
determine	if	cranes	are	present	in	a	given	area	from	roadside	observations,	which	
would	limit	the	ability	to	accurately	determine	if	cranes	are	using	a	particular	
parcel.		Thirdly,	cranes	are	only	likely	to	use	habitat	and	crop	types	that	are	
consistent	with	their	natural	history	regardless	of	flooding.		Parcels	that	have	been	
planted	in	crop	types	that	are	not	suitable	for	cranes	are	not	going	to	get	usage,	and	
therefore	might	not	be	considered	even	though	they	would	be	used	for	foraging	if	a	
more	appropriate	crop	were	present.			

The	easiest	answer	to	these	concerns	is	that	the	fourth	bulleted	criteria	is	only	one	
of	six	that	will	be	considered,	and	it	is	not	a	strict	requirement.		And	there	still	
remains	the	difficult	assessment	of	which	criteria	carry	the	most	weight	when	
making	a	selection.	And	arguably,	the	most	important	criteria	besides,	actually	being	
outside	of	the	floodplain,	is	that	it	is	located	within	2	miles	of	a	roost	site.		But,	given	
the	very	real	likelihood	of	sea	level	rise,	which	is	presented	in	chapter	11,	many	of	
the	current	crane	roost	sites	might	not	function	in	perpetuity.		If	they	fail	due	to	sea	
level	rise,	presumably	a	new	site	will	be	selected	nearby	that	exhibits	the	attributes	
they	require	for	a	roost	site.		This	will	have	the	outcome	of	permanently	shifting	the	
Plan	area	crane	population	to	higher	ground	which	means	they	would	have	the	
options	of	routinely	foraging	to	the	north	below	the	city	of	Elk	Grove,	and	to	the	
east,	continuing	past	the	city	of	Galt.		And	this	is	the	real	crux	of	the	problem	with	
the	fourth	bulleted	criteria	point:	how	do	we	address	sea	level	rise	using	crane	
natural	history	and	their	current	usage	of	the	landscape	as	a	guide?			

	Given	that	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes	forage	within	two	miles	of	their	roost	sites,	and	
that	they	exhibit	extremely	high	fidelity	for	their	roost	sites,	immediate	individual	
population	range	usage	adjustments	within	the	Plan	area	due	to	roosting	loss	from	
sea	level	rise	should	be	considered	in	2-mile	increments.		What	is	the	nearest	
suitable	viable	roost	site	within	two	miles	and	what	are	its	corresponding	foraging	
grounds?		If	the	goal	is	to	shift	cranes	to	habitats	they	can	use	in	perpetuity	as	a	
response	to	rising	sea	levels,	it	would	make	sense	to	look	at	geographic	pathways	to	
do	that	in	two-mile	increments.		The	third	map	attached	as	an	addendum	to	this	
comment	letter	attempts	to	do	that	as	it	highlights	upland	forage	areas	within	the	
Plan	area	that	are	north	as	well	as	east	of	the	current	population	strongholds	for	
cranes	in	the	north	Delta.			

It	is	important	to	note	that	the	map	presents	the	paradox	of	the	current	crane	
conservation	landscape.		The	historically	most	important	conservation	targets	for	
cranes,	appropriate	habitats	within	2	miles	of	high	usage	roost	sites,	are	the	very	
same	targets	that	will	potentially	get	the	crane	into	trouble,	as	sea	levels	rise,	
because	of	their	elevations.		The	map	suggests	that	a	balanced	approach	is	
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potentially	going	to	be	the	most	appropriate	going	forward,	where	efforts	continue	
to	be	made	to	preserve	habitats	that	become	available	within	that	two	mile	radius	of	
high	usage	roost	sites,	while	simultaneously	focusing	on	what	it	will	take	to	secure	
permanent	long	term	habitat	for	the	crane	outside	of	the	north	Delta.		The	1000	
acres	action	item	outside	of	the	floodplain	called	for	in	this	Plan	is	something	that	
can	begin	to	address	that	shift	in	conservation	priorities	for	the	crane.		As	such,	it	is	
important	to	provide	appropriate	guidance	in	this	Plan	as	to	how	to	make	that	shift.	

The	Sandhill	Crane	TAC,	that	has	already	been	discussed	in	the	context	of	
overarching	concerns	for	this	chapter	(and	it	is	important	to	remember	that	USFWS	
and	CDFW	are	on	this	committee),	would	be	an	appropriate	committee	to	help	the	
implementers	of	the	SSHCP	to	formulate	and	refine	a	response	to	the	seal	level	rise	
issue	that	can	make	the	most	effective	and	beneficial	use	of	the	required	MINIMUM	
1000	acres	of	conservation	required	for	the	crane	outside	of	the	floodplain.		35*	As	
such,	we	recommend	that	an	additional	bullet	point	be	added	that	reads:		
“Coordinate	with	relevant	conservation	entities,	and	the	wildlife	agencies,	to	
determine	the	most	effective	acquisitions	to	deal	with	potential	geographic	shifts	for	
the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	population	within	the	SSHCP	Plan	area	in	anticipation	of,	
and	as	a	result	of,	sea	level	rise.”	

A	couple	of	small	corrections	in	the	treatment	of	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes	in	section	
7.6.2.26	(starting	on	SSHCP	page	7-277):		36*	tenth	line	from	the	top	on	page	7-283	
–	cranes	do	not	nest	in	the	Plan	area	and	this	should	be	changed	to	“roosting	and	
foraging;”	37*	last	paragraph	discussion	of	re-establishment	and/or	establishment	
(page	7-282)	should	focus	more	upon	the	importance	of	waste	grain	than	that	of	
invertebrates	since	those	waste	grains	make	up	the	majority	of	the	food	consumed	
by	cranes	in	the	Plan	area	–	invertebrates	should	be	mentioned,	but	not	to	the	
exclusion	of	waste	grains.	

Tricolored	Blackbird	

For	this	species	in	particular	we	have	the	concerns	already	expressed	about	
pesticide	use	that	can	have	deleterious	effects	on	their	prey	insects.		Reading	all	of	
the	conservation	actions,	and	knowing	that	there	are,	as	of	now,	insufficient	AMMS	
to	deal	with	this	issue,	it	was	difficult	to	see	success	as	an	outcome.		38*	More	robust	
insecticide	AMMs	need	to	be	established	for	the	agricultural	preserves	if	this	species	
is	to	persist	in	the	Plan	area.	

The	conservation	action	TB5.1	in	Table	7-1	(Biological	Goals,	Measurable	Objectives,	
and	Conservation	Actions,	page	7-51)	states	“Protect	at	least	one	extant	unprotected	
occurrence	of	a	nesting	colony	prior	to	the	take	of	one	nesting	colony	of	tricolored	
blackbird.”			The	first	listed	criteria	for	selecting	the	extant	unprotected	nesting	
colony	is	that	it	has	supported	a	minimum	of	200	individual	tricolored	blackbirds	
during	one	or	both	of	the	surveys	for	the	two	years	preceding	the	project	
application.		Having	a	200-bird	minimum	is	not	a	bad	thing,	but	as	written,	a	colony	
of	tens	of	thousands	of	blackbirds	could	be	taken	and	then	replaced	with	a	colony	of	
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300	birds.	39*	This	criteria	should	be	reworded	to	require	that	the	protected	colony	
contain	a	minimum	of	200	individual	blackbirds,	and	contain	at	least	an	equivalent	
number	of	blackbirds	as	in	the	colony	taken.		If	this	or	an	equivalent	change	is	not	
made,	abuses	of	this	conservation	action	will	be	possible.	Similar	corrections	need	
to	be	made	to	TB5	in	Table	7-787	(page	7-288)	and	the	first	paragraph	of	page	7-
291.	

In	the	latest	statewide	survey	for	which	data	is	available,	there	were	over	22,000	
tricolored	blackbirds	breeding	in	Sacramento	County,	most	of	which	were	in	the	
SSHCP	Plan	area.		As	a	result,	40*	we	need	a	sufficiently	robust	conservation	
strategy,	and	no	large	colonies	should	be	taken	until	we	have	substantial	
conservation	of	large	colonies	within	the	preserve	system.	
		
For	Objective	TB6	of	Table	7-87	(Biological	Goals	and	Measurable	Objectives	
Applicable	to	Tricolored	Blackbird)	41*	an	experimental	study	of	the	effects	of	
pesticides	on	Tricolored	Blackbirds	should	not	be	a	prerequisite	before	more	
stringent	requirements	for	pesticide	use	on	agricultural	preserves.		For	insecticides	
in	particular,	it	does	not	take	an	experiment	to	conclude	that	eradication	of	the	main	
prey	of	the	blackbird	will	have	severe	negative	effects.	Dr.	Meese	at	UC	Davis	has	
been	sounding	the	alarm	bells	for	some	time	about	the	severity	of	the	insecticide	
problem	for	the	Tricolored	Blackbird.		Experiments	to	determine	insecticides	that	
do	not	have	such	negative	consequences	on	the	blackbird	would	be	merited,	but	this	
would	take	a	very	long	time	to	establish	conclusively	and	should	not	predetermine	
or	put	off	insecticide	policies	for	the	agricultural	preserves.	

Loggerhead	Shrike	

On	page	7-276	it	is	stated	that:	“if	large	trees	are	planted	in	hedgerows,	they	can	
provide	Loggerhead	Shrike	perches	and	potentially	nesting	habitat.”	42*	The	
reference	to	perching	and	nesting	habitat	in	large	trees	should	be	removed	because	
Shrikes	use	shrubs	and	small	trees	for	nesting	(nests	2	½	to	4	feet	above	ground),	
including	thorny	shrubs,	and	they	use	low	perches,	including	fence	posts,	for	
hunting.		
	
43*	Specific	conservation	actions	should	be	included	for	the	Loggerhead	Shrike,	like	
providing	artificial	or	natural	perches.		Hoping	that	the	required	10,000	linear	feet	
of	hedgerows	will	resolve	or	help	the	problem	is	quite	different	than	targeted	
specific	actions.	The	same	is	true	for	Loggerhead	Shrike	nesting	habitat.	
	
Swainson’s	Hawk	

There	is	no	mention	of	the	standing	CDFW	requirement	that	Swainson’s	Hawk	
mitigation	acquisitions	are	supposed	to	be	above	sea	level.		44*	This	requirement	
should	be	added	to	the	relevant	conservation	objectives	and	their	associated	
conservation	actions	such	as	SH1	(page	7-39),	SH2,	SH3	(page	7-40),	and	SH6	(page	
7-41).	
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For	the	2000	acres	of	cropland	to	be	preserved	in	fee	title,	according	to	conservation	
objective	SH2	in	Table	7-1	(Measurable	objectives	and	Conservation	Actions),	it	is	
unclear	how	this	interacts	with	the	200	acres	of	intensively	managed	crops	required	
for	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes.		Was	an	assumption	made	that	the	alfalfa	requirement	
for	Swainson’s	Hawk	(a	minimum	of	50%	of	the	2000	acres)	would	satisfy	the	crane	
objective	(200	acres	of	feeding	plots)	based	on	an	outdated	species	account	that	
incorrectly	identified	alfalfa	as	a	suitable	crop	type	for	crane	foraging?		If	this	was	
the	case,	it	may	be	necessary	to	look	at	the	non	alfalfa	plantings	in	that	2000	acres	
and	determine	if	it	is	possible	to	site	at	least	200	acres	of	them	for	the	co-benefit	of	
the	crane	and	the	Swainson’s	Hawk,	keeping	in	mind	that	the	ideal	crop	for	the	
crane	(corn	and	rice)	is	not	the	ideal	crop	for	the	Swainson’s	hawk,	and	vice	versa;	
and	keeping	in	mind	that	they	need	to	be	within	acceptable	distances	for	roosting	
cranes	as	well	as	nesting	Swainson’s	hawks.		The	somewhat	disjointed	way	that	the	
various	acreages	are	presented	in	Chapter	7	makes	it	difficult	to	determine	how	
much	of	one	species’	conservation	can	be	satisfied	simultaneous	to	that	of	another	
species	who	relies	upon	the	same	habitat.			

It	is	the	contention	of	some	of	the	long-term	stakeholders	in	the	Plan	preparation	
that	originally	it	was	going	to	be	2000	of	intensive	management	acres	for	
Swainson’s	Hawk	and	then	an	additional	200	acres	of	food	plots	for	the	crane.		45*	
The	final	SSHCP	should	include	these	separate	2000	and	200	acres,	with	their	very	
different	functions.	

White	Tailed	Kite	

In	the	discussion	in	7.6.2.21,	starting	on	page	255	of	the	SSHCP,	there	is	mention	of	
benefits	that	would	accrue	to	the	species	through	planting	of	trees	in	agricultural	
settings,	as	well	as	the	benefit	of	hedgerows.		On	page	7-260	it	states:	

Similarly,	planting	trees	in	agricultural	settings	should	increase	the	number	
of	suitable	nest	and	perching	sites	near	foraging	habitats,	and	plant	
hedgerows	should	increase	habitat	for	prey	species	and	prey	availability.		
Additionally,	if	large	trees	are	planted	in	hedgerows,	they	will	provide	white	
tailed	kite	nesting	habitat	in	addition	to	increased	prey	habitat	values.	

There	seems	to	be	no	mention	of	these	underlying	biological	objectives	or	goals	in	
table	7-76	(Biological	Goals	and	Measurable	Objectives	Applicable	to	White	Tailed	
Kite,	page	7-258).”		46*	Measurable	objectives	should	have	been	included	on	page	7-
258	in	Goal	4	(Maintain	or	improve	value	of	natural	land	covers	(including	Cropland	
and	Irrigated	Pasture-Grassland)	that	are	preserved	in	the	Plan	Area).			At	a	
minimum	AG3	should	have	been	added	which	contains	the	10,000	linear	feet	of	
hedgerow	requirement.		And,	47*	a	new	related	biological	goal	should	be	added	for	
the	planting	of	a	specific	number	of	trees	in	agricultural	settings.	Surely,	“if”	large	
trees	are	planted	in	hedgerows	they	will	provide	the	aforementioned	benefit.		But,	
“if”	they	are	not	planted	then	no	benefit	will	accrue.		48*	Measureable	objectives	are	
needed	here	for	tree	planting	to	benefit	White	Tailed	Kites,	and	they	should	be	
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included	in	Table	7-76	on	page	7-258.		This	is	another	example	of	where	species’	
specific	measures	are	lacking.	

Burrowing	Owl	

Burrowing	Owl	conservation	has	been	a	difficult	effort	to	get	on	top	of	for	the	HCPs	
already	in	implementation	phase	in	Northern	California.		As	a	general	note,	49*	
where	Burrowing	Owl	persist	within	the	UDA,	irrespective	of	whether	or	not	they	
happen	to	be	in	Preserves,	efforts	need	to	be	made	to	conserve	those	occurrences	-	
see	attached	for	addendum	5	which	is	a	PowerPoint	that	discusses	the	need	to	also	
focus	conservation	for	Burrowing	Owls	within	HCP	Plan	areas	on	where	they	
currently	persist,	which	can	often	be	in	very	unexpected	urban	settings,	rather	than	
where	they	“should”	persist	(i.e.	expensive	preserves	featuring	enticements	for	
them).	

For	BO	2.1	in	Table	7-1	on	page	7-44,	50*	we	recommend	that	an	additional	
conservation	action	be	added	to	the	last	bullet	point	(“Enhance	foraging	habitat	
quality	through”)	-	namely:	“Create	rock	piles	near	nest	burrows.”	
	
Miscellaneous	
	
For	VPP	1.1,	on	page	7-28,	51*	protecting	6	occurrences	of	Ahart’s	Dwarf	Rush	may		
require	establishing	new	occurrences.	
	
On	page	7-43,	we	wonder	if	NH1	and	NH2	should	be	merged?	
	
For	table	712	on	page	7-103,	52*	This	looks	like	a	John	Diddes	analysis	table,	and	he	
must	get	proper	credit	if	that	is	the	case.	
	
Monitoring	and	Management	Programs	(Chapter	8)	

Monitoring	for	“how	the	species	is	doing”	

Beyond	the	annual	plants	and	invertebrate	status	and	trends	monitoring,	there	is	
not	much	“how	is	the	species	doing?”	monitoring	for	the	rest	of	the	species	(page	8-
106).		53*	The	Plan	will	need	this	information	for	nearly	all	of	the	species	to	ensure	
that	Conservation	actions	and	Preserve	Management	Actions	are	working.		In	some	
cases	it	will	be	possible	to	tie	into	larger	monitoring	efforts	such	as	the	statewide	
Tricolored	Blackbird	surveys	or	the	extensive	Swainson’s	Hawk	nest	surveys	for	
Sacramento	county	area.	
	

Pesticides/Insecticides	

Consistent	with	earlier	comments	regarding	pesticide/insecticide	use	on	
agricultural	preserves,	we	believe	that	the	reliance	on	timing	of	pesticide	use,	as	is	
presented	in	TCB-5	(page	8-80),	is	not	adequate	to	address	the	effect	on	insect	prey	
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species.		54*A	far	more	robust	AMM	is	needed,	as	has	been	mentioned,	and	55*	a	
more	thorough	assessment	will	then	also	be	needed	to	ensure	that	the	agricultural	
preserves	have	sufficient	insect	prey	species	to	support	covered	species	(such	as	
Tricolored	Blackbird,	Loggerhead	Shrike,	Greater	Sandhill	Crane,	and	Western	Red	
Bat…).			

Miscellaneous		

For	GSC-3	(page	8-81),	56*	for	the	assessment	of	the	crane	roost	buffer	it	is	unclear	
why	nesting	would	be	mentioned	given	that	cranes	don’t	nest	in	the	Plan	area.		What	
needs	to	be	assessed	is	compliance	with	the	establishment	of	a	.5-mile	roosting	
setback.	

For	Section	8.4:	“Data	Management	and	Reporting,”	57*	it	would	be	useful	to	include	
information,	or	a	process,	or	a	contact,	for	getting	access	to	the	data	repository	for	
scientific	and	other	uses.	

For	section	8.4.1:	“Annual	Reports,”	58*	it	would	also	be	important	to	include	the	
available	inventory	(in	acres)	remaining	for	each	cover	type/habitat	type	in	the	Plan	
Area.		This	is	important	because	the	Plan	implementers	need	to	track	how	much	
potential	inventory	is	still	available	for	their	mitigation	purposes,	as	well	as	to	
understand	what	other	land	use	activities	not	covered	by	the	SSHCP	may	do	to	that	
inventory.	The	same	holds	true	for	those	who	might	make	discretionary	entitlement	
decisions	for	uncovered	activities	in	the	Plan	area.	

For	Table	8-4,	starting	with	page	8-126,	there	are	several	rows,	in	the	column	
headed	“when	and	how	often,”	where	“5	years	for	surveys	including	staff	
observation	in	annual	reports”	appears.		What	does	“5	years	for	surveys	mean,”	
every	five	years	or	something	else?	
	
Implementation	(Chapter	9)	

Governing	structure	and	responsibilities	

For	the	second	paragraph	of	“Implementing	Entity	Responsibilities	in	Reviewing	
Third	Party	Requests	for	Take	Authorization”	(page	9-12),	59*	it	would	be	prudent	
to	also	include	inventory	as	one	of	the	things	that	the	Implementing	Entity	tracks	
and	provides	to	Plan	Permitees	and	Land	Use	Authority	Permitees	as	they	process	
third	party	applications	for	take.	

For	section	9.3.4	(Technical	Advisory	Committee/Interagency	Review	Team,	page	9-
18),	we	recommend	adding	another	responsibility	for	the	TAC/IRT,	which	would	be:	
60*	“review	relevant	new	scientific	studies	and	reports	for	applicability	in	Preserve	
management.”		It	will	be	important	for	successful	management	of	the	preserves,	
including	adaptive	management,	to	be	able	to	refer	to	and	learn	from	new	
developments	and	studies	that	are	relevant	to	the	covered	species	and	the	
conservation	actions	being	implemented	on	the	preserves,	as	well	as	for	priority	
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considerations	for	new	property	acquisitions.	

On	the	same	page	(9-18),	after	the	bullets	detailing	the	responsibilities	and	duties	of	
the	TAC/IRT,	it	states:	

As	discussed	previously	in	section	9.3.1,	the	JPA	Board	or	Implementation	
Committee	is	ultimately	responsible	for	approving	the	aforementioned	plans	
and	actions,	and	the	Permitting	Agencies	will	have	approval	authority	over	
those	plans	and	actions	with	the	exception	of	property	transactions	for	
satisfying	the	Conservation	Strategy.	

As	near	as	we	can	make	out,	no	other	entity	has	the	ability	to	veto	a	property	
transaction	that	the	Implementing	Entity	plans	to	approve.		The	wildlife	agencies	
(also	referred	to	as	Permitting	Agencies)	have	the	ability	to	review	“SSHCP	land	
easement	acquisitions,	land	dedications,	and	acquisition	of	mitigation	or	
conservation	bank	credits“	(page	9-14,	last	bullet	point	of	section	9.3.2).		But	here	
there	is	no	mention	of	approval,	just	review.		The	TAC/IRT	also	is	tasked	with	
“reviewing	SSHCP	property	transactions	for	satisfying	the	Conservation	Strategy	
such	as	land	or	easement	acquisitions…	“	(Page	9-18,	third	bullet	point	in	section	
9.3.4).			

We	are	very	concerned	about	the	absence	of	any	balance	of	power	when	it	comes	to	
approval	of	acquisitions.		We	had	originally	pushed	for	a	completely	autonomous	
Conservancy	structure	that	implemented	the	Plan	to	avoid	any	political	interference.		
As	presented	we	have	the	opposite,	politicians	in	charge	of	the	implementation	of	
the	Plan.		We	understand	the	argument	that	since	the	Permit	Holders	are	on	the	line	
for	the	implementation	of	the	Plan	they	need	to	have	ultimate	say	over	Plan	
implementation.		Interestingly,	one	of	the	elements	that	underlies	that	argument	is	
that	the	Permit	Holders	would	not	necessarily	trust	a	third	party	conservancy	to	
carry	out	implementation	correctly	and	they	would	be	liable,	and	therefore	they	
want	that	responsibility	themselves.		Similarly,	we	do	not	necessarily	trust	that	the	
JPA	will	carry	out	the	implementation	of	the	Plan	in	a	politics	free	environment	and	
that	they	will	never	approve	an	acquisition	for	political	rather	than	biological	and	
conservation	reasons.			

The	only	way	that	conflicts	of	interest	and	political	maneuvering	can	be	addressed	is	
if	there	is	a	robust	system	of	checks	and	balances	within	the	governing	structure.		
61*	Either,	preferably	both,	the	Permitting	Agencies	(USFWS,	CDFW,	USACE…)	
and/or	the	TAC/IRT	needs	to	have	approval	authority	of	acquisitions,	and	any	other	
property	transactions.		If	only	one	were	given	this	oversight,	it	would	likely	make	
the	most	sense	to	rely	upon	the	TAC/IRT	for	this	since	the	Permitting	Agencies	sit	
on	that	committee/team.		Without	this	balance	of	power,	and	built	in	checks	and	
balances,	the	Plan	will	risk	potential	political	abuse	over	the	next	50	years	–	such	as	
sub	standard	habitat	being	passed	off	as	high	quality	as	a	political	favor	to	a	
particularly	generous	constituent.		We	consider	this	issue	to	be	of	the	UTMOST	
importance,	and	absent	an	effort	to	address	the	concern	in	the	governing	structure,	
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it	will	be	difficult	for	us	to	support	the	Plan.	

It	is	very	important	that	stakeholder	representatives	be	on	the	TAC	–	their	active	
involvement	will	be	essential	to	the	long	term	success	of	the	HCP-	and	we	appreciate	
that	they	have	been	included.		

Acquisitions	

On	page	9-23:	“Reselling	Acquired	Lands	after	Establishing	Conservation	
Easements”	is	predicated	on	the	Conservation	Strategy	working	effectively	with	
only	15%	of	Preserve	lands	outside	the	UDA	being	held	in	fee	title.		The	fee	title	
lands	would	allow	for	more	intensive	management,	and	more	of	this	might	be	
necessary	depending	on	conditions	within	the	Plan	area.		Maintaining	as	much	land	
as	possible	in	agriculture	and	ranching	is	important	to	the	success	of	conservation	
efforts	in	the	Plan	area	because	a	sustainable	agricultural	and	ranching	economy	
helps	preserve	the	important	agricultural	component	in	the	habitat	mosaic	of	the	
Plan	area,	and	most	of	that	component	will	be	outside	of	the	confines	of	the	SSHCP	
conservation	strategy.		But	as	important	as	agriculture	and	ranching	are,	it	is	
important	to	use	language	in	the	Plan	that	allows	the	flexibility	to	adjust	the	ratio	of	
fee	title	and	conservation	easement	if	it	is	deemed	necessary	for	the	conservation	of	
the	covered	species.		62*	The	15%	should	be	considered	an	important	goal,	but	a	
goal	that	is	not	subservient	to	successfully	implementing	the	Conservation	Strategy.		
If	adaptive	management	and	changes	in	conditions	on	the	ground	in	the	SSHCP	
require	more	intensive	management,	the	Plan	should	not	be	limited	by	prescriptive	
language	that	precludes	it	from	adjusting	the	ratio.	

Early	Enrollment	Program	

For	section	9.4.5	63*	it	would	be	prudent	to	discuss	how	priority	of	acquisition	will	
proceed	for	those	enrolled.			The	early	enrollment	program	is	a	very	clever	and	
effective	way	to	get	landowners	to	participate	early	in	the	life	of	the	Plan,	and	it	will	
help	to	conceptually	build	the	Preserves	on	the	landscape	before	there	is	adequate	
money	to	buy	the	needed	parcels.		In	order	for	the	enrollees	to	have	a	reasonable	
experience,	and	not	lose	heart	while	they	wait	for	their	property	to	be	paid	for,	it	is	
imperative	that	a	very	clear	and	a	very	fair	and	transparent	process	is	laid	out	for	
how	and	when	enrolled	properties	will	be	paid	for.		For	the	purposes	of	the	success	
of	the	Plan,	it	will	be	very	important	to	prioritize	individual	properties	within	the	
context	of	the	overall	Conservation	Strategy	to	maximize	the	conservation	benefit	
that	will	accrue	to	the	Plan.		But,	for	the	enrollees,	it	is	important	that,	whatever	that	
prioritization	scheme	ends	up	being,	it	is	enforced	consistently	and	without	bias	or	
prejudice.		The	only	way	that	it	will	be	clear	to	enrollees,	if	that	is	actually	the	case,	
is	if	the	process	is	transparently	laid	out	at	the	time	of	enrollment.		

Gifts	of	Land	

Section	9.4.7:	“Gifts	of	Land”	64*	does	not	explicate	if	a	gift	of	land	that	fits	into	the	
SSHCP	Conservation	Strategy	and	Preserve	creation	strategy	could	be	accepted	and	
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then	used	for	mitigation	for	a	third	party	application.	Also,	65*	there	is	no	
discussion	or	explanation	of	how	or	if	there	would	be	the	same	level	of	monitoring,	
operation	and	management	activities	as	found	on	preserves	in	the	SSHCP,	66*	or	
how	long	term	management	would	be	paid	for.	67*	It	would	be	very	important	to	
consider	any	gift	of	land	in	the	context	of	Appendix	J	(Additional	Voluntary	
Conservation)	and	make	sure	that	any	gift	of	land	did	not	satisfy	the	goals	found	
there	before	it	was	denied.		As	well,	land	that	did	not	come	with	an	endowment	
could	conceivably	get	a	grant	to	cover	that	cost	through	Appendix	J	efforts.	

Preserve	Setbacks	

	

The	Plan	dispatches	with	any	requirement	for	preserves	outside	of	the	UDA	to	
consider	setbacks	because	it	states	that	those	preserves	currently	exist	in	an	open	
space	context	and	don’t	need	them,	which	is	true	for	now.	It	seems	to	be	a	missed	
opportunity,	though,	not	to	consider	the	potential	impacts	of	agricultural	residential	
projects	that	could	easily	crop	up	immediately	adjacent	to	a	preserve.	68*	Would	it	
not	be	prudent	to	include	some	language	detailing	what	an	acceptable	
buffer/setback	would	be	for	the	preserves	outside	the	UDA?		As	well,	69*	language	
in	the	General	Plan	would	also	be	appropriate	for	delineating	such	buffers/setbacks	
for	preserves	within	the	county.		The	language	needs	to	require	a	restriction	for	
county	approval	of	AG	RES	to	include	200	foot	no	human	activity	buffer	next	to	any	
preserve	lands.	

	
Setbacks	that	are	outside	the	preserves	per-se	will	be	owned	and	managed	by	
various	entities,	including	home-owners	associations.		In	order	to	ensure	that	the	
setbacks	are	properly	managed	according	to	the	HCP	requirements,	70*	there	also	
need	to	be	conservation	easements	that	restrict	usage	of	setbacks	and	require	
necessary	management	measures.		The	HCP	implementing	entity	must	have	
enforcement	power	over	the	setbacks	to	ensure	proper	management.	

	

What	is	not	a	problem	today	can	be	solved	much	more	easily	than	when	it	is	a	
problem	tomorrow.	

Data	Repository	Development	and	Maintenance	

For	section	9.8	(Data	Repository	Development	and	Maintenance,	page	9-40)	71*	it	
would	be	good	to	refer	to	our	comment	for	Section	8.4	(Data	Management	and	
Reporting)	which	suggested	that	it	would	be	useful	to	include	information,	or	a	
process,	or	a	contact,	for	getting	access	to	the	data	repository	for	scientific	and	other	
uses.	A	huge	amount	of	expense	will	go	into	collecting	the	data	within	the	repository	
and	it	would	be	appropriate	and	beneficial	to	allow	that	data	to	be	made	available	
for	scientific	study,	conservation	management,	and	other	purposes.	
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Future	Land	Use	Planning	Changes	

Section	9.10.4	(Future	Land	Use	Planning	Changes,	page	9-47)	states:	“changes	in	
land	use	designations	or	regulations	do	not	trigger	preparation	of	a	minor	
modification	or	an	amendment	to	the	SSHCP,	if	the	changes	would	not	directly	or	
indirectly	effect	completion	of	the	SSHCP	Conservation	Strategy.”		This	section	
instills	confusion	rather	than	clarity	and	relies	on	the	interpretation	of	“directly	or	
indirectly.”	A	definite	result	of	future	land	use	planning	changes	will	be	the	loss	of	
inventory	for	the	SSHCP.		72*	This	section	should	explain	at	what	point	the	loss	of	
inventory	becomes	a	problem	for	the	SSHCP.		At	a	minimum,	this	section	should	
provide	a	minimum	feasibility	for	acquisition	bar	for	understanding	“directly	or	
indirectly.”		As	an	example:	“If	the	land	use	policy	changes	will	result	in	the	loss	of	
inventory	such	that	the	feasibility	of	acquisition,	for	the	SSHCP	for	the	lands	it	needs	
in	the	same	PPU	as	the	proposed	land	use	planning	changes,	is	higher	than	15%,	
then	a	modification	or	amendment	will	be	required.”	The	issue	of	feasibility	for	
acquisition	has	already	been	a	contentious	one	in	the	SSHCP	plan	area	for	attempted	
changes	in	land	use	planning.			

Implementation	Schedule	and	Deadlines	

For	section	9.11,	(Implementation	Schedule	and	Deadlines,	page	9-48)	and	Table	9-3	
(Schedule	for	Major	Implementation	Tasks,	page	9-49),	73*	it	would	be	appropriate	
to	add	“Update	Species	Accounts”	to	the	tasks,	and	to	do	so	in	the	“prior	permit”	
time	period	if	money	can	be	secured.		Those	accounts	will	be	very	important	for	
providing	the	important	natural	history	background	for	the	species	covered	in	the	
Plan	and	will	aid	in	many	of	the	Conservation	actions	required.	

	

Changed	and	Unchanged	Circumstances	–	Assurances	(Chapter	11)	

Public	Notification	of	Land	Acquisitions	

For	11.1.6	(Public	Notification	of	Land	Acquisitions),	it	is	quite	confusing	to	read	
about	the	private	nature	of	negotiations,	between	landowners	and	the	SSHCP	
Implementing	Entity	etc.,	and	find	absolutely	nothing	about	public	notification	in	
this	section.		It	is	appropriate	for	such	negotiations	to	be	private	and	it	is	heartening	
to	see	that	“the	Technical	Advisory	Committee	must	approve	the	transaction	(see	
Chapter	9,	Section	9.3.4)”	despite	the	fact	the	section	referred	to	only	stipulates	that	
the	TAC/IRT	would	be	reviewing	the	transaction.		This	approval	language	should	be	
kept,	and	Chapter	9,	section	9.3.4	should	be	changed	to	reflect	that	the	TAC/IRT	will	
also	be	tasked	with	approving	the	transaction,	as	suggested	in	an	earlier	comment	
on	that	section.		And,	given	the	title	of	11.1.6	74*	there	should	be	discussion	about	
the	public	notification	of	land	acquisitions.	The	maximum	amount	of	transparency	is	
obviously	appropriate	after	the	transactions	have	been	approved,	and	the	more	
information	available	to	the	public,	the	better	for	the	Plan	as	it	will	have	yet	another	
level	and	layer	of	scrutiny	and	watchdogging.	
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Projected	Climate	Change	Impacts	in	California	

In	section	11.3.1	the	changed	circumstance	assumed	for	sea	level	rise	is	12	to	18	
inches	by	2050,	and	21	to	55	inches	by	2100	in	the	SSHCP	Plan	area.		As	mentioned	
in	earlier	comments,	this	sea	level	rise	will	be	most	problematic	for	PPU6.		And	as	
also	mentioned	previously,	the	MINIMUM	of	1000	acres	of	upland	forage	(foraging	
grounds	outside	of	the	100	year	floodplain)	in	and	near	PPU6	is	a	good	start	in	
addressing	the	need	for	Sandhill	Cranes	and	other	species	to	shift	their	populations	
to	higher	ground.		Given	the	severity	of	the	anticipated	sea	level	rise,	and	the	fact	
that	much	of	the	Delta	is	at	or	below	sea	level,	it	will	be	important	to	consider	the	
need	to	secure	enough	suitable	habitat	above	the	higher	sea	level	elevation	that	will	
be	established	as	the	ocean	rises,	and	not	rely	completely	on	the	Delta’s	existing	
levees	which	are	aging	and	likely	far	too	extensive	to	replace.	There	is	no	need	to	
adjust	the	PPU	specific	acquisition	targets	to	contend	with	sea	level	rise,	but	75*	
there	will	likely	need	to	be	a	shift	over	the	Plan’s	50-year	implementation	period	
towards	prioritizing	less	vulnerable	areas	for	acquisition.		It	would	also	seem	
reasonable	to	expect	some	species	in	the	broader	Delta	ecosystem,	including	huge	
amounts	of	territory	outside	the	Plan	area,	to	abandon	areas	that	become	
permanently	inundated	as	a	result	of	sea	level	rise,	and	that	at	least	a	portion	of	
those	species	and	individuals	may	well	have	to	squeeze	into	the	remaining	upland	
areas	of	PPU	6	and	other	nearby	PPUs.	

In	Table	11-1:	Evaluation	and	Ranking	of	Covered	Species	Sensitivity	to	Climate	
Change	(page	11-19)	it	is	hard	to	rectify	the	sensitivity	ranking	for	Greater	Sandhill	
Crane	sensitivity	determinations	with	their	natural	history.		The	Greater	Sandhill	
crane	is	extremely	philopatric	to	its	roost	and	foraging	sites	when	it	winters	in	the	
SSHCP	Plan	area,	and	this	is	exactly	why	conservation	priorities	for	the	crane	are	
within	2	miles	of	their	roost	sites	in	the	Conservation	Strategy	of	this	Plan.		The	
table	correctly	ranks	the	crane’s	sensitivity	to	habitat	specialization/habitat	changes	
as	high.		Physiological	tolerance	is	ranked	as	unknown,	and	for	dispersal	activity,	
and	changes	in	food	availability;	it	is	given	a	low	sensitivity.		This	is	surprising	
because	the	sea	level	rise	numbers	presented	have	the	ability	to	wipe	out	the	vast	
majority	of	the	existing	preserved	lands	for	the	crane	–	refer	to	the	map	in	
addendum	number	2	for	a	depiction	of	this.		This	means	that	an	extremely	
philopatric	species	will	potentially	be	uprooted	and	the	closest	available	upland	
forage	areas	(and	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes	definitely	prefer	areas	that	they	are	
familiar	with,	e.g.	within	two	miles	of	their	roost	sites),	of	which	the	Plan	is	
preserving	1000	acres,	also	just	happen	to	be	some	of	the	most	desired	for	
urbanization	in	the	region,	which	means	agricultural	production	may	well	be	quite	
constrained.		So,	despite	the	omnivorous	nature	of	the	crane,	food	could	be	a	very	
serious	problem	if	the	abundant	waste	grains	they	have	become	accustomed	to	are	
largely	gone	in	the	Plan	area.			

We	would	argue	that	the	overall	sensitivity	ranking	for	the	Greater	Sandhill	Crane	to	
sea	level	rise	is	extremely	high.	And	given	that	the	other	manifestations	of	climate	
change	will	present	additional	difficulties	on	top	of	sea	level	rise,	overall	sensitivity	
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would	increase	even	further.		76*	As	such	the	overall	sensitivity	should	be	changed	
to	“high.”	Dealing	with	where	Greater	Sandhill	Cranes	are	going	to	persist	in	the	Plan	
area	is	likely	going	to	be	one	of	the	big	implementation	challenges	of	the	SSHCP.	

Economic	Analysis	and	Funding	Program	

The	Home	Price	Index	(HPI)	that	will	be	used	to	adjust	inflation	annually	for	the	
acquisition	category	of	fees	(page	12-20,	Automatic	Adjustment	of	Development	
Fees	to	Account	for	Inflation)	is	not	going	to	be	the	best	benchmark	to	adjust	
inflation	in	land	prices.		During	the	huge	market	downturn	that	hit	the	real	estate	
markets	particularly	hard	last	decade,	raw	land	prices	were	not	tracking	anywhere	
near	that	of	the	plummeting	residential	market.			

A	general	comment	for	both	the	annual	adjustment	of	acquisition	fees,	and	the	
periodic	audit	and	adjustment,	is	that	at	any	given	point	in	the	Plan	there	would	be	
better	information	available	on	the	ground	as	a	result	of	the	recent	land	appraisals	
and	purchases	than	would	ever	be	available	using	what	becomes	a	quickly	
irrelevant	reliance	on	an	annual	adjustment	or	even	potentially	older	periodic	
adjustment.		It	does	not	make	a	lot	of	sense	to	rely	solely	on	these	predetermined	
adjustment	timeframes	when	the	market	can	fluctuate	dramatically	in	between	
those	timeframes.		This	Plan	has	a	very	robust	Get	Ahead	Stay	Ahead	(GASA)	
component	such	that	at	no	point	in	the	implementation	process	should	there	be	any	
mystery	as	to	what	the	land	acquisition	costs	actually	are	because	that	land	is	
already	available	in	the	Plan	as	part	of	GASA,	or	it	is	in	the	early	enrollment	
program,	or	it	is	being	dedicated.		In	all	of	these	cases	the	cost	of	the	land	either	is	
(enrollment)	or	was	(GASA)	the	cost	of	the	land,	and	that	value	will	or	should	be	
verified	through	an	appraisal.		77*	It	would	seem	a	whole	lot	more	efficient	to	go	
with	what	is	known,	than	to	make	a	guess	and	then	adjust	that	guess	every	year	
automatically	based	on	a	loosely	associated	market	indicator,	and	then	conduct	an	
audit	every	three	or	five	years	to	concretize	a	market	picture	at	the	time	of	the	audit.		

Appendices	

Appendix	B,	species	accounts.	
	
As	has	already	been	suggested,	the	species	accounts	are	woefully	outdated	and	
desperately	need	to	be	updated.		78*	The	accounts	should	be	updated	as	soon	as	
money,	allows,	ideally	prior	to	permit	issuance,	and	they	should	particularly	focus	
on	new	knowledge	about	species	ecology	that	is	pertinent	to	management,	as	well	
as	new	management	ideas	and	new	knowledge	of	species	occurrences.	79*	The	
species	accounts	should	be	updated	periodically	during	the	50	year	permit	period.	
	
80*	Specific	biologists,	such	as	John	Diddes,	developed	the	existing	accounts	in	this	
appendix	and	it	is	essential	that	they	receive	credit.	
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This	588-page	document	needs	a	navigation	system	for	individual	species.		The	
present	system	(pops	up	along	left	hand	margin)	is	individual	pages	and	of	no	use.	
	
Appendix	D1	
	
Some	thought	should	be	given	as	to	whether	subordinating	a	mortgage	or	other	
interest	to	the	Conservation	Easement	is	adequate	protection.		There	seems	to	be	
presupposition	that	lenders,	whether	institutional	or	personal,	are	going	to	act	
rationally,	and	that	is	potentially	a	mistake	given	the	extraordinarily	irrational	
things	that	lenders	have	done	in	recent	history	(things	that	dragged	down	the	entire	
global	economy).		81*	As	such	it	might	be	worth	considering,	at	least	for	the	initial	
purchase,	that	proceeds	from	the	easement	sale	be	used	first	and	foremost	by	the	
seller	to	pay	down	any	liens	such	that	the	total	debt	on	the	property	is	not	greater	
than	the	residual	value	of	the	property	after	the	easement	is	recorded.		This	could	
easily	be	done	during,	and	be	a	requirement	of,	escrow.				
	
Appendix	J	
	
This	is	a	very	important	addition	to	the	overall	conservation	effort	embodied	in	the	
SSHCP.	What	is	not	clear	is	if	changes	to	the	voluntary	conservation	actions	and	
targets	laid	out	in	this	appendix	would	need	to	go	through	the	same	“modification”	
or	“amendment	“process	as	those	for	the	mandatory	conservation	actions.		Ideally,	
increases	to	the	voluntary	targets	as	a	result	of	successful	implementation	of	the	
voluntary	goals	would	be	embraced	as	beneficial	to	the	overall	success	of	the	SSHCP	
and	would	require	no	“process”	beyond	review	by	the	TAC/IRT.		Would	the	JPA	be	
able	to	veto	changes	in	the	voluntary	conservation?		Some	guidance	here	would	be	
appropriate.	
	
CONCLUSION	
	
Thank	you	for	the	opportunity	to	share	these	comments	and	concerns	and	we	look	
forward	to	working	with	you	to	address	them	in	the	language	of	the	SSHCP,	and	to	
help	make	this	important	Plan	a	conservation	success	for	our	region.	
	
	
Sincerely,	

	
_______________________________________	
Sean	Wirth,	Conservation	Chair,	Mother	Lode	Chapter,	Sierra	Club	
	
	

	
_____________________________________	
Brandon	Rose,	president,	Environmental	Council	of	Sacramento	
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__ _________________________________				
John	Hopkins,	president	Institute	for	Ecological	Health	
	

	
_______________________________________	
Mike	Savino,	president,	Save	Our	Sandhill	Cranes	
	

	
__________________________________	
Rob	Burness,	co-chair	Habitat	2020	


