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Natomas Basin HCP
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L. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Urban development within the 53,342-acre interior area of the Natomas Basin will impact
wildlife habitat. Proposed development projects include buildout of South Natomas,
Natomas West and North Natomas in the City of Sacramento, North Natomas and the
Sacramento Metro Airport expansion in the County of Sacramento and three new "towns" in
south Sutter County Portions of the South Sutter County General Plan amendment were
rejected by voters in 1992, but some parcels in the planning area may yet develop. The
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan (NBHCP) addresses the potential for 17,500 gross
acres of urban development during the next fifty years.- Although the Plan references current
development proposals, the Plan can mitigate for future urban development that occurs
anywhere in the Basin if the project developer chooses to participate in the Plan.

The purpose of the NBHCP is the preservation, enhancement, and management of wildlife
habitat values in the Natomas Basin along with economic development and the continuation
of agriculture. Although the NBHCP covers a variety of plant and animal species, the Plan
focuses on "two listed species known to be widely distributed in the Basin that would be
impacted by anticipated urbanization - the giant garter snake and the Swainson's hawk. The
giant garter snake inhabits rice fields and drainage canals in the Basin. The Swainson's hawk
generally nests along the Sacramento River but may forage in the Basin. Other species are
more localized or believed to be present by association with particular habitats such as vernal
pools or elderberry bushes.” (NBHCP) This economic analysis focuses primarily on giant
- garter snake (GGS) habitat values since it is not anticipated that substantial development will
occur in Swainson's hawk nesting and foraging areas (see Figure 17 of NBHCP - Swamson s
Hawk Mmgatlon Zone) :

The Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC), a non-proﬁt corporation, has been estabhshed to
ensure that sufficient habitat land is acquired, restored/ enhanced and maintained in
accordance with the provisions of the Plan. In addition, income-generating activities on NBC
lands will ensure long-term funding of the operations and maintenance of habitat lands. By
incidentally providing habitat for migratory wintering waterfowl, the NBC will generate
revenues from the sale of waterfowl hunting rights. The NBC will also lease rice lands to
farmers for additional long-term revenues. :

Participation in the NBHCP is voluntary and requires that urban development mitigate its
impact on habitat loss by paying a mitigation fee providing funds for land acquisition,
habitat restoration/ enhancement and continued operations and maintenance of the habitat
lands. Per the NBHCP, each jurisdiction will require all new development in the Natomas
Basin to demonstrate suitable protected species mitigation and compliance with state and
federal law. This will take the form of a notice from the NBC that a fee has been paid for a
specific acreage and map, or that some alternative mitigation or exemption from mitigation

. has been approved by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department
of Fish and Game (CDFG).

4170RD7.doc 1
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DESCRIPTION OF MITIGATION FEE

The NBHCP provides for a mitigation fee paid by developing property owners to fund the
acquisition and restoration/enhancement cost of habitat lands. The fee is currently '
estimated at $2,240 per gross acre. The majority of the operation and management activities
will be funded from activities on the land such as duck, pheasant and dove hunting in

~ combination with the leasing of rice lands. In addition, a portion of the mitigation fee
provides for management and administration of the habitat lands plus an operations and
maintenance endowment fund and a 2% administrative allowance for the collection of the
fee. The portion of the fee set aside for land acquisition, restoration/enhancement, and
operations may be used for any of these functions based on the priorities established by the
NBHCP. The shares for the endowment fund and 2% administrative component are to be
used entirely and exclusively for their respective purposes.

~ The cost estimates presented in this report are in 1995 dollars and are based on the best cost
_ estimates available at this time. The NBHCP provides that every year, an appropriate
inflation adjustment factor will be applied to the fee, not to exceed 10% in any one year.

After the initial base fee is established, the NBC may conduct an annual or other periodic
review of acquisition, restoration/enhancement, operations/maintenance and administrative
costs. Based on these reviews, necessary adjustments to the fee program will occur. If land
acquisition or restoration/enhancement costs change significantly in either direction, or if
other funding becomes available, the fee should be adjusted accordingly. The total
adjustment is limited to a 50% cumulative increase over the base fee adjusted for inflation.

PURPOSE OF ECONOMIC ANALYSIS

The purpose of this economic analysis is to determine if the mitigation fees and on-going
revenues from the Natomas Basin HCP will be sufficient to fund the land acquisition and the
on-going costs to restore and enhance habitat land for the preservation and proliferation of
the giant garter snake and other species. The analysis breaks down the acquisition,
restoration/enhancement and operating cost and revenue activities of the NBHCP to test
whether or not the Plan is financially viable. This information will be used to satisfy the
USFWS required finding that the Plan is adequately funded, in order to approve a Section
10(a) Permit. - ' o

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC FINDINGS

The general conclusions of this analysis are summarized below. The detailed assumptions
and analysis are fully described in the body of the report.

1. .The proposed:mitigation fee is adequate to fund Iand acquisition on'a timely basis in
conjunction with the level of anticipated urban development. The ability to acquire the

4170RD7.doc ‘ 2
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necessary mitigation lands at an affordable price depends in part on the ability to acquire
mitigation lands out of the Natomas Basin: The fee is adjustable to a 50% increase above
the base amount if the average land acquisition price increases.

2. The mitigation fee is adequate to provide restoration and enhancement of habitat lands in
conjunction with the amount of lands acquired annually

3. The operations, maintenance and administrative respon51b1ht1es of the NBC must have
some level of both on-going hunting and rice cultivation to be fully funded. The share of
habitat lands used for rice are fairly constant over time while the total amount of rice -
acreage owned by the NBC increases. The share of land necessary for hunting declines as
the total amount of habitat acreage increases. _

_4. Aninitial acquisition prior to any development requiring mitigation is required by the
NBHCP. The initial acquisition of habitat land (approximately 400 acres) proposed in the
HCP requires some advanced funding such as advanced development mitigation fees,
Federal and State grants, or some other source. The restoration and enhancement also
requires an initia] up-front funding source. The majority of the lands acquired after the
initial acquisition need to be utilized for rice and hunting during the first five to ten years
after the first 400 acres (initial acquisition) have been converted to marsha

SUMMARY OF SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS FINDINGS

1. The most significant variable affecting the ability of the mitigation fee to fund the HCP is
the land acquisition cost component. The Plan limits the fee increases to 50% of the
annually adjusted base fee. Under the Plan, the fee would exceed this cap if land
acquisition costs increased from $3,325 (1995$) per acre to approximately $5,500 per acre
(19958%), an increase of 65%. As stated earlier, the Plan provides for out-of-basin
mitigation to relieve market pressure if the demand/supply.pressures cause land prices
in the basin to increase significantly.. In addition, any operating surpluses generated
from the revenue generating activities (rice and hunting) could be used to supplement
+the acquisition fundmg

2. Somerice cultivation and waterfow] hunting is required to provide funding for the cost
of on-going operation and maintenance of the acquired habitat land. This analysis
assumes 75% of the mitigation lands are in rice cultivation and 40-50% of the lands are
hunted for waterfowl. These levels are necessary during the early years of the NBHCP
but may be reduced after the program is established. If the levels of revenue generating
activities decrease, the fee may be adjusted up to the cap or the management program
may be adjusted within minimum biological objectives. In addition, the endowment
fund and operating surpluses from prior years are also available to supplement operatmg
costs in years where operating costs exceed revenues.

3. The continuation of rice cultivation and waterfowl hunting provide the greatest
: ..assurance for the long tenn vxabxhty of the NBHCP. Other mechamsms that help
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maintain the program include setting aside surpluses into the endowment fund,
additional revenue generating activities, the out—of basm mitigation and cost-effective
management practices.

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS

The giant garter snake is currently protected by the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA)
and the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). The purpose of FESA is to "provide a
means whereby the ecosystem upon which endangered and threatened species depend may
be conserved, [and] to provide a program for the conservation of such endangered and
threatened species..." FESA, as enacted in 1973, has four major provisions 1) Section 4 which
covers provisions for listing threatened species, 2) Section 7 which requires consultation with
USFWS by federal agencies on federal projects, 3) Section 9 and 11 which prohibit the
"taking"” of listed endangered species and 4) Sections 7 and 10 which contain provisions for
permits to allow "incidental taking” of threatened and endangered species. Once a species
has been listed as endangered, FESA provides protection against "takings" and commercial
trade.

The only exceptions to these prohibitions on "takings" are Authorized Take Permits and
Incidental Take Permits pursuant to Habitat Conservation Plans. Under a HCP,
governmental agenaes or private landowners may be permitted to "take” threatened and
endangered species if the taking is incidental to, and not the purpose of, carrying out an
otherwise lawful activity. An applicant for an incidental take permit must submit an HCP to
the USFWS for approval. A Section 10(a) permit may be granted if the Secretary finds that:

The takmg will be incidental;

The HCP will minimize and mitigate impacts of the takmg,

The applicant will provide adequate long term funding for the conservation plan; and
The takmg will not appremably reduce the likelihood of surv1va1 and recovery of the
species in the wild. . :

W

Simnilarly, CDFG under CESA may prov1de a similar mcxdental take authonzanon under
Section 2081 of the California Fish and Game Code

The mandate for the development of the NBHCP is also found in part in the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineer's 404 permit provisions for the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency's
(SAFCA) Local Project. "The permit apphcant shall not begin construction on the pumping
station along the East Main Drain or otherwise complete the proposed project by providing
100-year flood protection for the lower American Basin until the Service first issues an
incidental take permit and associated implementing agreement pursuant to Section 10(a) (1)
(b) of the Act to the City and County of Sacramento, Sutter County and any other parties
necessary to guarantee the successful implementation of a habitat conservation plan for the
glant garter snake resident in the American Basin. This plan shall be compatible with and a
component of the multi-species habitat management plan otherwise required by the
Department of the Army as a condition of permit authorization."

4170RD7.doc . 4
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The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers will allow for construction of the pumping station as long
as the HCP is in the process of being submiitted to the USFWS. The pump station may not be
utilized until the HCP has been implemented. For timely completion of the pump station,
the HCP needs to be submitted to the USFWS by December 1995.

OVERVIEW OF NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT CONSERVATION
PLAN (NBHCP)

The NBHCP requires that the loss of giant garter snake and Swainson's hawk habitat be
mitigated at a 0.5 to 1.0 ratio meaning that for every gross acre of urban development, a half
acre must be acquired, preserved, restored /enhanced and managed for giant garter snake or
Swainson's hawk habitat. The habitat lands must be acquired within one year of the
disturbance of land due to urban development. Figure 1 shows a projection of the
cumulative development versus required habitat acreage for the 50 year permit period.
Figure 2 shows the cumulative acreage acquired versus the total required habitat acreage for
the first ten years including the initial acquisition of 400 acres. Because the initial acquisition
is converted entirely to marsh within five years, additional land acquisition is allowed to fall
short of the mitigation reqmrement until year five : .

Lands may be acquired by the NBC anywhere within the Natomas Basin that are designated
as agriculture or open space on the General Plans (allowing for appropriate urban buffers).
In addition, up to 20% may be acquired in "Area B" which is located in Sutter County north
and east of the Cross Canal, including the Pleasant Grove "triangle” given scientific
demonstration that this area provides adequate habitat values (see Figure 22 of NBHCP -
Out-Of-Basin Mitigation Zone). Up to 30% of the mitigation lands can be acquired in "Area
C" which is within a 50-mile radius of the Basin to achieve the Plan's multi-species habitat
goals '

The habitat will be developed into managed rice lands, uplands, and permanent perennial
and seasonal marshes. Overall, about 90 percent of the acquired lands will be maintained as
a combination of natural marsh, managed wetlands and cultivated rice. These wetlands may
be managed such that the amount of water kept on the land and on every acre of land will
vary throughout the year. The remaining 10 percent will be managed as upland habitat
within the marsh and rice lands. The upland habitat will provide winter hibernacula for the

- giant garter snake, as well as provide important forage, nesting and escape cover for a
variety of other wildlife species, including the Swainson's Hawk. *

4170RD7.doc 5
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Figure 1
Natomas Basin HCP
, Habitat Land Acquisition Program
Urban Development versus Required Habitat Mitigation
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Figure 2
Natomas Basin HCP
Habitat Land Acquisition Program
Required Mitigation versus Acquired Lands
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The existing status of the land impacts the amount of land types acquired. Almost 90% of
the undeveloped lands in the Natomas Basin are currently used for agriculture which
produces rice (31%), row crops (28%), grain (25%) and various other crops. Although
existing wetlands exist in the form of irrigated rice fields, irrigation ditches and drainage
canals, the NBHCP requires that new wetlands be created in the form of additional new rice
fields or perennial marshes so that up to 75% of the mitigation lands would be inriceand
25% of the mitigation lands would be in marsh. Figure 3 demonstrates the accurnulation of
acreage over time resulting in 25% marsh and 75% rice at the end of the 50 year permit
period.

;
,,,"’
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Figure 3
Natomas Basin HCP
Summary of Habitat Acreage
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II. DEFINITION & ANALYSIS OF BASE SCENARIO

OVERVIEW

This economic analysis defines a base scenario incorporating the major provisions of the
NBHCP into a working model to indicate whether the Plan is financially viable under a
specific set of conditions. This scenario is not intended to depict exactly how the NBHC.
will be implemented on an annual basis. This analysis utilizes the framework outlined i
NBHCP to demonstrate how the program may operate from a funding perspective: Fig:
4, 4A and 5 summarize the key assumptions utilized for the economic analysis. Support
details for operations and management costs plus administrative cost are provided in
Figures 6 and 7. '

In many cases, the base scenario is defined by percentages of various activities such as
percentages of type of land acquired and use of habitat lands at certain points in time. I
general, the NBHCP does not limit the quantities or percentage relationships used in thi:

.analysis. Where limits are established such as the percent of marsh lands owned by the

at the end of the program (25%), the scenario reflects them. In addition, the scenario
assumes that some percentages and quantities are constant over time which may not be
case in practice. " '

The base scenario does not attempt to maximize revenues from rice or hunting, but is clc
to a break even analysis. Further, a variety of additional revenue generating activities
(discussed on page 24) may be utilized by the NBC which are not included in the base
scenario. Any additional revenues from rice, hunting or other activities would enhance !
long term viability of the program.. The NBC will be responsible for optimizing the ope:
revenues while maximizing habitat values. -

Once the base scenario has been defined and analyzed, alternatives will be tested to eval

 the'sensitivity of the program to changing assumptions. The NBHCP contains provisics
-adjust the program and the mitigation fee depending upon future economic and '

environmental conditions. Adjustments may be made on an annual basis as necessary :
achieve the goals established by the NBHCP. : ' :

The tables that follow analyze the program over the next fifty years in ten year incremer:
The charts demonstrate general trends during the 50-year program assuming average ar:
development of approximately 400-800 acres per year during the first twenty years base:
SACOG data and 425 acres per year after the twenty-year period up to 17,500 total acres
year 40. Detailed tables showing the acquisitions, cost and revenues over the fifty-year :.
frame in annual increments are contained in Appendix B. ' :

The following sections describe the parameters and assumptions used to create the NBF

funding scenario.

.77 4170RD7.doc 10
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Natomas Basin HCP

Land Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancements Cost
and Acquired Habitat Land Utilization Assumptions

Part A - Assumptions : Notes:
Inflation 0%
Interest Rate 2%
Land Acquisition Values per Acre Land Value
In-Basin Lands $3,325 80% $3,250-$3,400 per acre range
Out-of-Basin Lands $2,000 20% $1,500-$2,500 per acre range
) e : . ' per Dutra Appraisal Servica
Average Land Value (1) $3,325 . 20%
Plus Transaction Costs _ $333 10% of Land Value
Total Land Cost $3,658 por acquired acre
Initial Use of In-Basin Lands ] .
Marsh 25% . lincludes 10% uplands area
Existing Rice’ 50% includes 10% uplands area
Dry Converted to Rice 25% includes 10% uplands area
Other 0%
Total Initial Use 100% .
Rice Converted to Marsh _ . 5% 400 acre initial acquisition only ] includes 10% uplands area
Rice Lands
Not Fammable/Uplands 10% ) See Figure 4A for detail
Set-Aside/Fallow ’ 9% See Figure 4A for detail
Leased for Other Crops : 30% See Figure 4A for detail
Leased Rice Base Land 51% See Figure 4A for detail
Total Rice Lands , 100% :
L . ‘ Use Inital  Waeighted
Initial Restoration/Enhancement of Land Costs - Cost
Marsh - U 20% $350 $n DFG estimate of $200-500/acre
Existing Rice o b 54% $200 $107 DFG sstimate of $200-500/acre
Dry Converted to Rice™™ - o - 26% $350 $90 - |DFG estimate of $200-500/acre
Cther : . 0% - . $350 $£0 " {DFG estimate of $200-500/acre
Subtotal ‘ 100% $269 -
Rice Converted to Marsh . 5% $200 $9 DFG estimate of $200-500/acre
Average Cost per Habitat Acre : $279 weighted average cost per acre
“assumptions”

(1) Assumes all acquistions occur at the average m—basm land value. Since the primary purpose of out-of-basin mltngauon is to relieve the pressure on land prices
- within the basin, acquiring lands out of the basm off-sats land prices increases within the basin.

11 NBHCP3XLS /26/95
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Figure 4A
Natomas Basin HCP *

Summary of Rice Farm Land Utilization

} DRAFT |

Relationship Percentage % of Total
Line # Btwn. Lands (1)| Multiplier | Rice Lands {(2)
a b c=axb
Total Rice Lands:
Not Farmable 1 10% 10%
Farmable 2 80% 90%
Total Rice Lands 100% 100%
Farmable Rice Lands: , :
Without Rice Base (Other crops) 3 25% 90% 23%
With Rice Base 4 75% 90% 68%
Total Farmable Lands 100% 90%
Farm Lands without Rice Base:
Fallow 5 10% 23% 2%
Other Crops ; 6 90% 23% 20%
Total Non Rice Base Land equals line 3 100% 23%
Rice Base Land:
Set-aside (Fallow) 7 10% 68% 7%
Non-pmt. acreage (Flex - other crops) 8- 15% 68% 10%
" Leased Rice Base Land (planted) ‘ 9. 75% 68% 51%
Total Rice Base Land equals line 4 100% 68%
Rice Lands:
Not Farmable/Uplands 10=1 10%
Set-Aside/Fallow 11=5+7 9%
- Leased for Other Crops " 12=6+8 30%
Leased Rice Base Land 13=9 . 51%
Total Rice Lands , 100%
‘fice_lands*

(1) Relationship between lands refers to the proportion of uses for a
specific use within the total farm acreage. .-
(2) Percent of total rice lands estimates the share of specific uses as a

proportion of the total farm acreage.

NBHCP3.XLS 9/27/95



Figure 5

Natomas Basin HCP
Operations & Maintenance Assumptions
and Estimation of Habitat Mitigation Fee

DRAFT

. {Part A - Assumptions Con't

Notes:

Operations & Maintenance Costs
Marsh
Not farmable ag. iand
Fallow Rice .
Land Leased for Planted Rice Base
Land Leased for Other Crops
Other
Hunting Blinds

Administrative Costs
Initial 400 Acre Acquisition
Subsequent Acquisitions
After All Land Acquired -

Operations & Maitenance Revenues
Crop Land Leases

Planted Rice Base Acreage
Other Crops (Fiex. acreage)

Figure 6 for detail
$124 peracre

$72 peracre roads, drainageways, sheds, etc.
$82 peracre

$72. per acre

$72 peracre sugar beets, safflower, efc.

$0 peracra :
$47 peracre
Figure 7 for detail
$50,000 peryear :
$200,000 peryear ) phased in over 3- 5 years

$1 00:000 per year

$175 peracre/year nommal ag. practices $150™- $200 range
$88 per acre/‘yegr nomal ag. practices $150 - $200 range over. 2 years

Hunting - . : i -
Ducks $1,260 per huntet/ysar $166.67 peracre |30-acre avg/4-person blints
Dove $50 per hunterfyear $3.33 peracre |1 hunter per 15 acres
Pheasants $70 per hunterfyear $3.50 peracra |1 hunter per 20 acres
Part B - Estimation of Mitigation Fee ) Mitigation Fee
Cost per per Acre of
Habitat Mitigation Fee Acre of Habitat
a. . b=ax05 -
Land Acquisition (LA)- $3,660 $1,830 )
. Restoration/Enhancement (RE) $280 $140
Administration/O & M $300 $150
O & M Endowment Fund $150 : $75
Subtotal Mitigation Fee $4,390 - $2,195
Fee Collection Administration $90 $45 2% of tee for collection
Estimated Total (19958) $4,480 $2,240
Maximum Adjustment (18958) $2,240 $1,120 50% of Base Fee (annually adj.)
Maximum Total (1995$) $6,720 $3,360
‘assumptions1®

13 : NBHCP3XLS 9/27/95
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Natomas Basin HCP
Operations & Maintenance Costs by Land Use Activity

RD1000, | = -
Total | NCMWC” Spring/
. Annual | & SAFCA | Habitat: Winter Summer | Props
i Cost O&M. O&M Water Water Taxe
' (1) @ @ @ (s
: per acre per acre
Marsh . $124 $45 . $13 $0 $46 ¥
Unfarmmable Rice Land - $72 $45 $6 $0 $0 &
Fallow farmland $82 $45 $6 $0 $0 $
Land Leased for Rice $72 $45 $6 $0 $0 &
Land Leased for Other Crops $721| - $45 $6 $0 $0 §
Other _ : $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Hunting $47 $0 $0 $33 $0

Notes: ‘

(1) RD-1000 assesses $17 annually for operations and maintenance of its drainage system and the !
Central Mutual Water Company (NCMWC) assesses $26 annually for operations and maintenance ot
delivery system. SAFCA levies approximately $2.00 per ag. acre for Operations & Maintenance A.D.

(2) Habitat O & Mincludes discing of ponds and dredging the canals to remove bog and other unden
cost is estimated at $35 per acre, but spread over 3 years because only one-third of acreage needs
annually. Since rice cultivation includes discing, only 50% of the habitat O & M cost is in additionto n
operating costs reflected above. In addition, security is estimated at $1 per acre,

(3) Winter water supplied to lands subject to hunting. Assumes cost is 50% of summer water rate.

(4) The current cost of water for rice lands is $66 per acre. The NCMWC has notdone a formal ana’
water needs for marsh, but estimates that it would be similar in nature to rice production. In practice,
the marsh and fallow rice lands would not necessarily ba kept wet all summer due to rotation of wet/c
waetland management practices. This analysis assumes that 70% of the area is kept wet all summer

" the land is dry uplands.””

(5) Rice lands would be subject to property taxes generally based on capitalized net income of the
under the Williamson Act. The Sacramento County Assaessor's office estimates the average assesst
rice lands at $800 per acre. If land is not enrolled in Williamson, the A.V. will be based on the land's
equivalent to the purchase price. Since Sutter County does not participate in Williamson, this analys
50% of the lands are enrolled in Williamson. Marsh lands may be exempt from property taxes on the
no income producing activity (i.e. hunting). This analysis assumes that the marsh does remain on t:
similar to rice lands. :

(6) Other annual costs refiect on-going costs unique to a land use. (a) Biological solutions to redu<-
mosquitoes will be sought and utilized. NBC marsh land may be subject to additional mosquito akx:
$26 per acre minimum (four aerial applications of larvicide) per Sac/Yolo Mosquito & Vector Contre
Mosquito abatement on rice and marsh lands would be funded from the District's property tax alloce:
unless the NBC lands generated more than average mosquito larvae compared to non-NBC rice lar

{b) The 30-acre hunting blinds requ%re an investment of $1,300 every five years plus $5

allowanca per acre per year for management of the blinds.
(c) Fallow farmiand may require annual discing at a cost of approximately $10 per acre.

o 14 N



Figure 7
Natomas Basin HCP

DRAFT

Estimated Annual Natomas Basin Conservancy (NBC) Adm:mstranve Costs

Annual
Cost  |Notes
mini iv
Administrator/Biologist $60,000 |$5,000/month including benefits
Secretary $10,400 |1/2 time, $10/hour
Benefits $3,500 {33.5% of salary for sec'try
Subtotal $73,900
| Office Expense 480
Rent : 15,360 -$6,000 {$500/ month
Telephone $1,800 [$150/ month
Copying $2,000
Office Supplies $2,000
Postage $2,000 ’
Auto Expense $7.,300 |500 miles/week @28 cents/mile
Subtotal $21,100
Insurance $2,500 |Liability and E&O
Accountmg $1,500
Legal $5,000
- lcomporate Taxes $1,000
Subtotal $10,000
Contract Work $45,000
Monitoring/Reports, etc. $50,000
. | Total Administration $200,000

Source: Cribbs and Associates

‘admin”®

Note: To;fél annual administrative costs highly variable based upon annual activities.
This budget represents a typical early year once the program is up and running.

© 15
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ASSUMPTIONS
LAND ACOUISITION

" Land Acquisition Costs and Revenues

The value of land in and around the Basin depends upon its development potential
(speculative value), determined by proximity to other existing or potential urban
development and its level of flood protection (100-year protection after the SAFCA Local
Project). To aid in the investigation of land values for the majority of agricultural lands to be
purchased by the NBC, Dutra Appraisal Service investigated lands with prime giant garter
snake habitat in Sacramento County north of Elverta Road. The October 1994 Dutra
Appraisal Service appraisal, updated July 5, 1995, indicated an in-basin value between $3,250
and $3,400 per acre with an average value of $3,325 per acre.

In addition, transaction costs (title, legal, etc.) are estimated at 10% of the acquisition price.
The land acquisition fee (LA fee) is based on new development providing funds for one-half
acre of habitat for every one acre of development. Therefore, the total estimated land
acquisition cost is $3,660 per habitat acre which represents a mitigation fee of $1,830 per
gross developable acre ($3,660 x 0.5).

For purposes of tlns analysis, the average value of in-basin lands are used to calculate the
land acquisition portion of the mitigation fee although out-of-basin acquisitions may occur at
a lower cost. A subsequent study by Dutra Appraisal Service estimated values out-of-basin
ranging from a low of $800 per acre in the low-lying areas of the bypass up to $3,500 per acre
for agriculture lands with some speculative value. The likely acquisition price is in the
$1,500 to $2,500 range for out-of-basin lands. This analysis assumes that 20% of all lands
acquired in any given year occur out of the basin in either Area B or C. Since the primary
purpose of out-of-basin mitigation is to relieve the pressure on land prices within the basin,
acqumng lands out of basin off-sets land pnce increases, within the basin. :

" The NBHCP prowd&s that approx:mately 400 acres wﬂl be acqmred pnor to addmonal urban

development in the Basin. This initial acquisition enables the NBC to have a reserve of
acreage to jump-start the program by generating operatmg revenues from hunting and rice.
Since no development mitigation fees will have been collected, another funding source is
necessary to secure this acquisition. Federal, State or advanced development funding could-
be used to fund the acquisition of the initial 400 acres.- For example, the City of Sacramento
will be applying for a state Envu'onmental Enhancement and Mitigation grant for $500,000.

“In addition, several federal grants have recently been awarded for other HCPs in California.
Such grants could reduce the amount of fundmg from other sources.

- ;N ote: Tl'us analysxs of the base scenano does not dlrectly account for the increase in land
. values as land for habltat becomes more scarce in the Basin due to urban development. As
" stated earher, up to 50% of the mmgatlon lands may be purchased in Area B and Area C. As

the pro;ected development nears buildout, development pressure may exist for the
remaining acreage not already acqmred by the NBC. The land acqulsmon fee will adjust for
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increased land acquisition costs up to 50% of the inflation adjusted fee. The Plan's sensiti{uty
to land prices is addressed in the Sensitivity Analysis chapter. '

Land Acquisition Program

Figure 8 demonstrates.the land acquisition program and accumulation of acreage by habitat
type over time for the base scenario. The projected urban development was provided from
Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) housing unit and employee projections
in five-year increments through 2015. The SACOG projections assume urban development
in South Sutter County based on the proposed General Plan Amendment which has since
been partially rejected by voters. This analysis includes the South Sutter development to
examine the Plan under a higher level of acquisition requirements. If less development
occurs or if development occurs more slowly, the Plan adjusts accordingly (i.e. less land-
acquired or land acquired more slowly). The detailed development assumptions are
‘provided in Appendix A of this report.

The annual mitigation requirement is based on a half acre of habitat acquired for every acre
of urban development. This analysis assumes that an initial 400 acres is acquired for rice
cultivation and converted to marsh over the next five years. Beginning in year 5, additional
mitigation lands will be acquired to mitigate above the 400 acres for the urban development
that occurred previously. (The HCP provides that subsequent acquisitions occur within the
latter of five years or 1,500 acres of development.) At the time additional lands need to be
acquired, the marsh lands are counted towards the total mitigation requirement. Since, th
initial 400 acres are in marsh at this time, the additional acquisitions can be entirely rice in
every year until the total mitigation lands consist of 25% marsh and 75% rice. Once the
initial acreage has been utilized for mitigation, additional acreage will be acquired at
approximately the same time as urban development.

Use of ‘Acquired Lands

The location of the lands acquired by the NBC effect the acquisition cost. Figure 8 shows the
annual acquisition of acreage based on its usage and the bottom shows the ciumulative
acreage in rice and marsh as an indictor for the amount of marsh versus rice lands that the

“ NBC manages.- As'stated above, the NBHCP requires that néw ‘wetlands be created in the
form of additional new rice fields or perennial marshes in combination with the maintenance
of existing rice fields so that up to 75% of the mitigation lands would be in rice and 25%
would be in marsh. ' c ‘

- In addition, Figure 8 shows the percent of acquired lands used for hunting and the number
of duck hunters that this represents." This scenario assumes that in the early years, the

- majority of the land (70-80%) is leased in the winfer for duck, pheasant and dove hunting.
As the acreage grows, the percent of acreage hunted declines although the number of total
acres hunted increases. In later years, sufficient land is assumed to be leased out to meet the
annual operation and maintenance expenses of the NBC. Although this analysis shows only
40% of the lands hunted in the later years, the NBHCP does not limit the amount of acreage
potentially hunted as long as it is not in conflict with the overriding goals of the NBHCP.

B pgplog = 000 o PRSI D ] L P T S T I (NI UL P A C NG T, R P .
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Figure 8

‘Natomas Basin HCP

Habitat Lands Acquired & Restored/Enhanced

Total 0 w1 5 10 20 30 40 . -850
1994-2045 | 1984 | ~ 1996 2000 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045
Annual Developed Acreage - 17,5000 0.0 0.0 3630 . 4032 754.6- 4250 . 00 0.0
Cumulative Developed Acreage 00 0.0 1,452.0 3,468.1 9,681.7 13,831.7 17,500.0. 17,500.0
Annual Mitigation Requirement 8,750.0 |- 00 0.0 1815 2016 3773 2125 0.0 0.0
Cumulative Mitigation 00 0.0 726.0 1,734.0 4,790.8 6,915.9 8,7560.0 8,750.0
Habltat Acquired (1) 8,750.0 0.0 400.0 328.0 201.6 37173 - 2125 0.0 0.0
Cumulative Habitat Acreage . 00 = 400.0 728.0 - 1,734.0 4,790.9 6,915.9 8,750.0 8,750.0
Suplus 0.0 400.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0
Land Acquisition ) .
Out-of-Basin Lands 1,750.0 0.0 80.0 65.2 403 75.5 425 0.0 0.0
In-Basin Lands 7,000.0 0.0 320.0 260.8 161.3 3018 1700 0.0 0.0
Initial Use of Acquired Land '
Marsh ’ 0% - 0% 0% 16% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Existing Rice 0% 70% 70% 60% 50% 50% 50% 50%
Other Converted to Rice 0% 30% 30% 24% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Use of Land , _ ,
Marsh 178711 00 - 00 0.0 33.1 943 53.1 0.0 0.0
Existing Rice Base 47017 0.0, 280.0 228.2 121.0 188.7 106.3 0.0 0.0
Other Converted to Rice 2,261.3 0.0 120.0 g7.8 47.6 943 63.1 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 8,750.0 0.0 400.0 326.0 201.6 3773 2125 0.0 0.0
Rice Converted to Marsh 400.0 0.0 0.0 2000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cumulative Acreage - ‘
Marsh 0.0. 0.0 400.0 433.1 1,197.3 1,728.5 2,187.1 2,187.1
Rice . 0.0 400.0 326.0 1,301.0 3,693.6 5,187.4 6,563.0 6,5663.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 0.0 400.0 7260 1,734.0 4,790.9 6,915.9 8,750.0 8,750.0
Hunting Acreage as Percent of Total (2) : 0% 80% 70% 70% 50% 40% . 40% 40%
Hunting Acreage 0.0 320.0 508.2 1,213.8 2,395.4 2,766.3 3,500.0 3,500.0
Total Duck Hunters 0 43 68 - 162 318 369 467 467
"1Cumulative Acreage
Marsh 0% 0% 55% 25% 25% 26% 26% 25%
Rice 0% 100% 45% 75% 75% - 75% 75% 75%
Othet 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0%

Source: SACOG Housing and Employment Forecast!s

(1) After the lirst 400 acres is acquired, each year additional habilat is acquired based on the amount of
. urban devalopment from the prior year.
{2) The HCP does not limited the number of acres eligible for hunting. The parcentages represent
how much may be hunted under this economic analysis, nat what nacessarily can or will ba hunted.

"land_cost_50"
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A prominent waterfowl hunting guide felt that sufficient demand exists to fill the ava..ole
blinds. Currently, duck hunters from the Sacramento metropolitan area travel 80 to 100
miles to the Suisun marshes or Butte sink, but cannot take advantage of changing weather
conditions or daily outings due to the distance. Quality hunting areas W1thm a thirty minu
drive would likely capture the necessary hunters to fill the blinds.

HABITAT RESTORATION / ENHANCEMENT

The average cost to restore/enhance each acre of land is based on the weighted average of
the cost of each land use type. This analysis assumes that each year, 25% of acquired acrea;
. is converted to marsh, 50% of acquired rice fields remain in rice and 25% of acquired non-ri
fields are converted to rice land. The one exception is the assumption that the initial 400
acres acquired will be used entirely for rice cultivation to jump-start the operating revenues
This 400 acres would be converted to marsh over the next five years. The 10% uplands
requirement will be provided in both the marsh and rice fields. At the end of the program,
the base scenario assumes the habitat will consist of approximately 25% marsh and 75% ric
lands.

The cost to restore or enhance the acquired habitat lands depends upon the existing use of
the land and the proposed conversion. The Department of Fish and Game eStimates that it
costs $200 to $500 per acre to restore/enhance wetlands. The majority of the cost involves
creating topography to control the flow of water and the construction of levees, cheq’
and/or bermis for the retention of water. The least expensive lands to enhance are the
existing rice lands which have been contoured and developed for water delivery, retention
and drainage. Enhancement costs applicable to rice fields may include the construction of
checks /berms to optimize the edge for the GGS for refuge, hibernacula and forage. The ba:
scenario assumes that over 50%, on average, of the acquired land would be existing rice
fields at an average restoration/enhancement cost of $200 per acre.

Since the majority of other lands in the Basin have had productive agricultural uses, the
topography is fairly level with most parcels havmg access to u'ngatlon and drainage
facilities. Therefore, the cost to corivert dry land to managed rice lands, uplands or marsh
has been estimated in the middle of the range at $350 per acre. Twenty-five percent of
acquired lands not currently cultivating rice will be converted to managed rice fields to
increase the amount of wetlands in the Basin. Based on the above proportions of the vario
land use types, the weighted average cost per acre is calculated in Figure 6 and recreated o
the following page.

; R =
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Initial Land - Initial Initial Cost Weighted Cost
Use Type ~ Useofland Per Acre Per Acre
Mash ~ 20%  $350 $71
Existing Rice ~  ~ - 54% - $200 $107
Dry Converted to Rice 26% $350 $90
Subtotal ' - 100% » $275
Plus Rice Converted to Marsh 5% $200 $9
_Average Cost per Habitat Acre $279

Therefore, the mitigation fee levied to off-set this cost is $140 per gross developed acre.

ANNUAL OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

Operating Costs

The NBC is responsible for the on-going operations, maintenance and administration of the
habitat lands. The following table summarizes the average annual cost per acre associated
with the various habitat lands during the projected 40-year development pegiod. The
percentage of various uses will differ at any point in time. As such, the average cost per
habitat acre of managing all habitat lands may vary on an annual basis. Figure 6 provides
additional detail and key assumptions for this analysis.

' Average Average

' 40-Year Average Annual Annual

~ Marsh o . 25% - %124 ' $31
- Unfarmable Ag. Land. . 7% .- 872 $5
FallowRice . . s Cs6
~ Rice Lands Leased for Other Crops - 23% - $72 $17
' Leased Rice Base Land. ., - 38% $72 . %27

- Subtetal = . . 100% - $86
. Hunting | _ 44% $47 . $21
’ A'x"véfa’g"erAﬁvr;ua'l Cb'sAt’pér Habltat Acre | ‘A . $107

The base scenario assumes out-of-basin marsh has the same cost functions as land in the
Natomas Basin. Our research has indicated that the costs will likely be less outside of the
basin which would improve the viability of the Plan, but cannot be accurately estimated due

to the variability among locations.
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Incom Pr X

The NBC is a non-profit organization under Section 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954. As such, income generating activities of the NBCare exempted from federal income
taxes. Land held by a non-profit organization is exempt from property taxes if the land
qualifies for the Welfare Exemption as defined by Section 214 of the California Revenue and
Taxation Code. In.general, the land should be used for a "charitable” purpose meaning that
the activities on the NBC lands must strictly relate to the purpose of the NBC which is to
preserve endangered and threatened species. Although the NBC intends to demonstrate the
rice fields do contribute to the proliferation of the giant garter snake, an economic value may
be realized for these lands above the habitat value created. If the land is converted to a non-
agncultural use such as marsh, the land would have limited economic value (unless
waterfow] hunting occurs on these lands) and may therefore qualify for the Welfare
Exemption. The base scenario assumes that the marsh lands remain on the tax roll.

A couple of actions could be taken by the NBC to reduce property taxes payable on NBC .
agricultural lands. The NBC could place a "deed restriction" on the acquired lands to
prohﬁm the lands from developing into urban uses. Then, the NBC can apply to the
assessor's office for a reduction in the assessed value from market value to an agricultural
value. This restriction essentially removes the speculative value from the lafd value since
this land is prohibited from developing. The deed restnctlon also assures the public agencies
that NBC lands will be maintained for habitat.

Another option to reduce assessed values and property taxes is for the NBC to enroll NBC
lands in Sacramento County into the Williamson Act program. Sutter County does not
participate in the Williamson Act. The base scenario assumes that 50% of the acquired lands
are maintained or enrolled in Williamson. The Act enables counties to offer reduced
property taxes to agricultural and open space landowners. By signing a contract with the
county, the landowner is taxed based on the value of land held for agricultural or open

~ spaces uses, as opposed to urban uses. In return, the landowner commits to keeping the
~contracted land in open space or agncultural uses for at least ten years. Since the NBC
intends to hold its habitat lands permanently, the Williamson Act would secure the property
tax reduction for the long-term. Counties participating in the Williamson Act receive
subvention payments from the State to at least partially off-set the property tax loss. In the
past years, the State has reimbursed approximately 50% of the property tax value and up to
75% in the most recent years (Source: California Dept. of Conservation - Office of Land
Conservation). The base scenario does not address the impact of potential property tax
reductions to the City and Counties due solely to the NBHCP.

Two mosqmto abatement chstncts are r&sponmble for ehmmatmg mosqmto larvae and

" mosquitoes within the Basin - the Sacramento-Yolo and the Sutter-Yuba Mosquito and
Vector Control Districts. For that land that produces mosquitoes as a normal part of its
activities (rice fields), the application of pesticides to kill mosquito larvae and mosquitoes is
funded by the Districts' share of the property tax base. For those that actually create
mosquito habitat at a risk to public health and safety (irrigated pastures), that property
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owner will have to fund the District's expenses to abate mosquitoes, excluding labor costs.
Rice lands are currently not charged in addition to the portion of property taxes allocated to
the District because summer water is a necessary component to the cultivation of rice and
normal agricultural practices typically minimize the generation of mosquitoes. Practices to
reduce mosquitoes include keeping the levees and borders clear of vegetation, the farmers'
use of pesticides, and lack of vegetation during early growing season. Given best efforts by
farmers to minimize mosquitoes, the District does apply pesticides throughout the summer
on rice fields, especially if proximate to an urban area.

Biological solutions to reduce the threat of mosquitoes will be sought and utilized on marsh
lands such as the use of mosquito fish which eat the mosquito larvae. As stated above, the
most successful technique to reduce mosquitoes is'in control of the vegetation and terrain.
At this time, it is not known what kind of mosquitoes will be produced in the marshes and
the proximity to urban areas. The NBC.will work with the mosquito abatement districts to
minimize mosquitoes through effective management practices. The primary objective is to
maximize GGS habitat and minimize mosquitoes. '

The base scenario assumes that the NBC will not be charged above the property tax
collections to fund mosquito abatement on the marshes unless the management of these
lands poses a greater health risk than currently created by the rice lands. Actual experience
in the Basin will determine how the Districts, with direction from the Sacramento-Yolo and
. Sutter-Yuba Board of Trustees, will minimize the generation of mosquitoes and fund their
abatement. ‘ _

Water Supply and Costs

The sustainability of the marsh land and the ability to provide attractive waterfowl hunting
opportunities relies on the availability of summer and winter water at a reasonable cost.
Since the NBC will be a landowner within the Natomas Central Mutual Water Company's
(NCMW(C) service area, it is entitled to receive its proportionate share of water owned by the
Company in accordance with the number of shares owned. NBC lands would be entitled to
receive water during the agricultural season extending from March through October with the
cost per acre depending upon the crop. The NCMWC has not conducted a formal analysis of
the water needs for the marsh, but estimates that it wotild be similar in nature to the water
usage of rice production.  The current cost of water for rice farms is $66 per acre. Unlike rice
farms, the marsh may retain water on its lands from winter/spring rains. In addition, the
marsh may not be flooded up as large ponds. Therefore, every acre of marsh ground may
not require summer water from the NCMWC, nor will every acre remain wet all summer.
As a result, the base scenario assumes that 70% of the marsh lands require the purchase of
suminer water from thé NCMWC. "Actual water usage will depend upon the marsh

: managément reglme ’ L e Co e o : :

The NBC will need to secure water during the winfer season to flood up the rice fields and

- marsh to attract waterfow] for hunting opportimities.” The NCMWC has historically not

"~ supplied a significant amount of water during the winter period of October to March. Due to
“ more stringént dir quiAlity standards Tequiring the phasing out of rice straw burning at 10%

3

& per year (currently; 30% cann Efét"S’e‘Bumed“ tned); othet Tethods for disposing of this'straw have
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been utilized. The common alternative is the "degradation” of the straw with the application
of water to support decomposition. Obviously, this practice requires the farmer to obtain
water from NCMWC or construct wells (fairly expensive). The NCMWC believes that the
objectives of the NBHCP are consistent with demands posed by air quality standards and
wﬂl thus be able to provide water to the NBC dunng the wmter months.

Since the practice of providing water dunng the winter is falrly new, the cost of providing
this water as a standard practice has not been determined. The NCMWC estimates that the
cost will include: 1) $10.00 per acre for power, 2) maintenance costs, 3) any increase in
maintenance costs caused by contmually running water without repairing ditches, and 4) a
possmle increase in personnel for running water. Without any more information, the base
scenario assumes that the cost for winter water will be 50% of the cost of summer water (50%
of $66) or $33 per acre. The actual cost will be determined by NCMWC after further analysis
and additional experience with winter water delivery.

Administrative Costs

The administrative cost of the NBC is a relatively fixed cost that does not substantially
increase with the accumulation of acreage, although the total cost may inflate over time. The
base scenario projects the total annual cost at $50,000 until the first 400 acres is converted to
marsh and then $200,000 per year phased in over the next three years. Afterall habitat lands
have been acquired, the administration cost is assumed to decrease by half or to $100,000 per
year. “The following summarizes the pnmary costs associated with administering the
NBHCP. The detail for each component is provided in Figure 7.

Estimated
Annual Administration
Cost - 1995

-. After Year5

Administrative Staff S $74 000 -
_ Office Expense . $21,000
" Insurance, Accountmg, Legal " $10,000
Contract Work- - - - $45,000
Momtonng, Reports, etc. - - $50,000

Total : -~ $200,000

: Source: Cribbs&Associates

Operatmg Revenues

" The operating revenues of the nce and other crops assoc:ated with rice lands (sugar beets)
and from hunting represent the bulk of the annual funding requirement. Since the rice lands
are acquired from land acquisition fee proceeds, leasing the rice land to farmers is the most

~ proﬁtable rice venture. Figure 4A provides a matrix to estimate the relative proportions of

" rice farm land which are not farmable, set-aside/ fallow lands, leased rice base land (planted
_acreage) and leased for other crops on average dunng any given year. Of the total rice farm

’ »;,;-‘chreage, approximately 10% represents ] roads, irrigation and drainage. systems, sheds, etc.

Mmot be farmed ‘The remaining 90% canbe, farmed, but its actual use will depend

GO IR vn
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upon the Federal Deficiency Payment Program (federal subsidy) terms and normal crop
rotation practices. ' ' :

The base scenario assumes of the net farmable acreage, 75% on average is enrolled in the
Federal Deficiency Payment Program based on a 3-year average of rice lands enrolled. The
landsenrolled in the Program are rice "base lands" eligible to receive funding from the
federal government to cover the difference between the target rate and the loan rate. The
requirements for the amount of rice kept out of cultivation vary from 0% to 35% due to
market conditions. Over the past twenty years the average has been 10% to 15%.

The majority of hunting revenues are derived from duck hunting. A representative from the
California Waterfowl Association stated that good quality blinds close to a metropolitan area
could generate gross revenues of $1,500 per hunter per year. To be conservative, the base
scenario assumes $1,250 as the average annual lease rate for a 30-acre duck blind. Actual
duck blinds may range in size from 30 to 50 acres depending upon the interface of water and
edge in the marsh and rice fields. For purposes of estimating total annual revenues from
leasing blirids, approximately 200 - 250 hunters per year are necessary to support the O & M
activities of the NBC at buildout.

The activities of the NBC on the habitat lands in the form of rice cultivation and hunting
leases fund the costs associated with these activities plus generate additional revenues to
support operations of the marshes and the NBC. For the overall operations and maintenance
program to be viable in the long run, rice and hunting would need to be maintained at the
minimum level reflected in this analysis.

The mitigation fee contains a component to fund a portion of the NBC administration cost.
This component of the fee is based on an average level of funding to support 30% of the
administration costs annually although it may also supplement habitat operations and
maintenance costs. This mitigation amount protects agairist reduced revenues from hunting

orrice. 7 -

L

* Not incorporated into this analysis are other potential revenues sources (with their respective

costs) that may be utilized by the NBC to enhance its funding base. Of course, the -
compatibility with the maintenance of giant garter snake populations would have to be

evaluated on a case by case basis.

* Aquaculture - the production and sale of aquatic organisms (clams, mussels, catfish,
. Day-use fishing permits on ponds for striped bass, black bass, catfish and other fish.
'Skeet range for shooting clay pigeons. ~ -
Sale of trespassing permits for the hunting of pheasants in a licensed pheasant club.
Relddogtrals. © ~ ~ ° o |
Minéral extractions (i.e: natural gas).
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CASH FLOW AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The following tables provide the detail cost and revenue information by line item for each

NBC activity. Figure 9 shows the detailed acquisition and restoration/enhancement costs

. plus the mitigation fee revenues funding these expenses. Figure 10 and 11 show the annual
operating expenses and revenues of the NBC by activity. In practice, the actual costs will be

"determined each year as acquisition, restoration/enhancement and operation/maintenance
of habitat lands occur. The fee may be adjusted upwards by a cumulative total of 50%
(excluding inflation) of the base fee although no adjustment has been made in the base
scenario. The operating revenues from hunting and rice may vary each year depending
upon market conditions. .

Figure 12 summarizes the cash flow position of all three NBC activities - acquisition,
restoration/enhancement and operations/maintenance/administration. The cash flow
shows that the NBC is able to fully fund each of its activities throughout the fifty-year
program. The land acquisition and restoration/enhancement have positive ending balances
in each year due to the acquisition and the up-front funding of 400 acres prior to additional
urban development. If an up-front funding source is reduced or not available, the initial
acquisition program will have to be revised to ensure habitat acquisition prior to additional
urban development. S

Figure 12 also shows a significant ending balance in the operations and management
program after fifty years. This occurs because revenues are growing faster than the expenses
due to the maintenance of 75% rice within the NBC lands. The accumulation of funds guards
against potential future revenue losses or decreases. If sufficient fund balances are
maintained, a decrease in revenues in one year will not necessarily mean a reduction in the
level of maintenance or operations of the habitat lands. Funding balances may also be
transferred to the endowment fund or other reserve fund to supplement the operating
program. The base scenario assumes that the market conditions for rice will continue in the
future (market demand and price subsidy). If rice cultivation becomes diseconomic to

. produce (reduction or elimination of subsidy), all NBC rice lands will be converted to marsh.
The base scenario does not address the elimination of rice cultivation.

Figure 13 compares anriual operating costs and revenues during the fifty-year permit period
to demonstrate that sufficient revenues are available to fund the annual operating costs. At
buildout, the base scenario projects annual revenues to exceed operating costs by 50%. The
primary reason for continued increases in operating revenues is the assumed increase in the
hunting acreage and maintenance of lands in rice cultivation. Overall, the mhitigation fee
funds'a small share of thé operating revenues. The security for the continued operations of
the habitat lands rests in the perpetual hunting and rice revenues from the lands. In

* addition, neither rice or hunting alone can support the program and if neither occur, the
operations and maintenance program would not be fully funded without an adjustment to
the habitat land management program o o ’
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Figure 9
Natomas Basin HCP _
Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 1995$
’ Total 0 1 5 10 20 30 40 50
1994-2045 1994 1996 2000 ; 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045
LandActiulslﬂon Cost _
. Land,Cost - 19955 §20000830 | $0 $1330000  $1,0839%8 670351 $1254534  $706563 $0 $0
. Plus Transaction Costs $2009383| 0  $133000  $108384 $67,035  $125453 $70,656 $0 $0
Total Acquisition Cost - 1995% 32003213 $0 $1463000 §1,192332  $737386  §17379.687 $777,219 $0 $0
Inflated Acquisition Cost $32003213| S0 §1463000  §1,192332 §$737386  $1,370.987 $777,219 $0 $0
T R T T ' '
LA Foo Revene - 1995$ $32,025,049 |  $0 o $ee4277  $737.890  §1380931  $777.750 $0 $0
Inflated LA Foo Revenue $32,025049 | 0 $0  $664277  $737,890  $1,380,931 $777,750 $0 $0
Ros.toga;ﬂngnhancemcm‘ Costs - :
© Mamhe oo . o ' $625471|  $0 $0 $0 $11,572 $33,014 $18,594 $0 $0
Existing Rice « - $940832| $0  $56,000 $45,640 $24,193 $37,730 $21,250 $0 $0
Other.Converted to Rice $791457| $0  $42,000 $34,230 $16,853 $33,014 $18,594 $0 $0
Other: - ~ so| $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
s Rice:Converted to Marsh $80,000 $0 $0 $40,000 $0 %0 $0 $0 $0
| Total Cost - 1995§ $2437.250| $0  $98,000  $119,869 $52,418  $103,758 $58,438 $0 $0
Infiated Development Cost $2437250| S0 $98000  $119,869 §52.418  $103,758 $58,438 $0 $0
RE Foe Rov. - 1995§ . $2,450004| 80 $0 $50,810  $56,451  $105,645 $59,500 $0 $0 |
inflatod RE Fea Revenue $2,450,004| SO $0 $50,819  , 56451  $105,645 $59,500 $0 $0

*dev_cosl_50"
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Figure 10
Natomas Basin HCp _ :
upprauons & Maintenance Losts : Constant 19958
Total ) I 1 I 5 10 20 30 I 40 I - 50
1894-2045 1994 1996 2000 2005 2015 2025 2035 - 2045
g S P - T c ) ’
{|Rlce Lands : 1 '
‘|4 Not Farmable/Uplands . ] 0% 10% . 10% 1% 10% 10% 10% 10%
1" Set-Aside/Fallow 17 0% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
g Leased for.Other Crops- S 0% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% ] 30% 30%
| Leased Rice Base Land / 0% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% * 51% 51%
e L _
,N;;t;t?afrmable/uplands . 0.0 40.0 32,6 130.1  350.4 " 5187 656.3 656.3
Set-Aside/Fallow T e 0.0 . 836.0 293 117.1 3234 T 4669 . 590.7 590.7
Leased for Other Crops 1 : 0.0 1215 99.0 3952 1,091.6 1576.7 1,993.5 1,9935
* Leased Rice Base Land 0.0 202.5 165.0 658.6 1,819.3 2,626.1 33225 3,3225
w:Total Rice Lands - . R 0.0 400.0 326.0 1,301.0 3,593.6 5,187.4 6,563.0 6,563.0
Rice Lands - : | _
:iNot Farmable/Uplands ‘$14486431 g0 $2,878  $2,348 $9,362 $25,859 $37,327 $47 226 $47,226
Set-Aside/Faliow $1484984| g0 . $2,951 $2,405 $9,506 $26,507 $38,263 $48,410 $48.410
v Leasad for Other Crops ‘ $4,400,253 $0 $8,743 $7.125 $28,436 $78,547 $113,382 $143. 449 $143,449
Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $0 -$14,572 $11,876 $47,393 $130,911 $188,970 $239,082 - $239,082
Subtotal Rice $14,667,616 $0 $20,143 $23,752 $94,787 $261,824 $377,942 $478,167 $478,167
Marsh $8,415,537 $0 $0 $49,797 $53,913 $149,050 $215,187 $272,271 $272,271
Other . T $0 $0 $0 $0 $o $0 $0 $0 $0
Hunting $5,347,273 $0 $14,933 $23,716 $56,645 $111,787 $129,096 $163,334 $163,334
Administration $8,150,000 $0 $50,000 $100,000 $200,000 $200,000 . $200,000 $100,000 $100,000
Total.0 & M Costs . $36,580,426 $0 - $94,077 $197,264 $405,345 $722,661 $922,225  $1,013,771 $1,013,771
inflated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $0 $94,077 $197,264 $405,345 $722,661 $922,225  $1,013,771 $1,013,771

"O&M_cost_s0"
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- Figure 11
':Natomas Basin HCP DRAFT
. Operating Revenues Constant 1995%
I e Total 0 1 5 10 20 30 40 50
t{ s 5 1994-2045 1994 1996 2000 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045
H BRER R ) '
’ |Rice Lands :
.1 Not Farmable/Uplands 0% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
t| Set:Aside/Fallow © 0% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
: Leased for Other Crops 0% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
1. - Leased Rice Base Land 0% 51% 51% 51% 51% - 81% - 51% _ 51%
Rice Land Acreage ’ ‘ :
Not Farmable/Uplands " 0.0 40.0 32.6 130.1 359.4 518.7 656.3 . 656.3
% ..Set-Agide/Fallow 0.0 36.0 29.3 1171 323.4 466.9 680.7 5§30.7
, ,‘Le,a‘sed for Other Crops 0.0 121.5 89.0 385.2 1,091.6 1,675.7 1,993.5 1,993.5
i1 :Leased Rice Bage Land 0.0 202.5 165.0 658.6 1,818.3 2,626.1 3,322.6 3,322.5

Subtotal 0.0 400.0 326.0 1,301.0 3,693.6 5,187.4 6,563.0 6,563.0
:|Rice Lands
: -z\-”ftOthqr,Gr,op Land Lease $5,317,509 $0 $10,631 $8.664  $34,578 $95,511 $137,870 $174,431 $174,431
, Rice Base Land Lease $17,835,422 $0 $35,438 $28,881 $115,258 © $318,371 $459,567 $581,438 $581,438
] ¥ "Subtotal Rice =+ $23,152,931 - $0 $46,069 $37,546 $149,836 $413,882 $597,437 $755,869 $755,869
‘ Admlnlg B;Mi Mitigation Fees - ' .
| “'Basé Fes ' $2,626,004 $0 $0 $54,449 $60,483 $113,191 $63,750 $0 $0
il Maximum Fee Adjustment $0 $0 $0 : $0 ‘ $0 $0 $0 $0 : $0
; Jg}a(l&@gmln/o & M Foes $2,625,004 $0 $0 $54,449 $60,483  $113,101 $63,750 $0 $0
3 #": .:.'.«"." L B o . ‘.( A ) » ' .
! Hunting” * . $19,880396| S0 $55520 $88,172  $210599  $415608 $479,962  $607,252 $607,252
[Total Operating Revenues - 1995$ $45,658,331 $0  $101,589 $180,167  $420,918  $942,681  $1,141,949  $1,363,121  $1,363,121

S45,65§,331 ’ $0 $101,589 $180,167 $420,918 $942,681 $1,141,149 $1,363,121 $1,363,121

|infistod Operating Revenues

“revenues_50"
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Figure 12
Natomas Basin HCP

¢ tal Ravaniiaa

N .

Cash Flow - 1995 § 19958
Total ) 1 5 10 20 30 40 50
, 1994-2045 | 1994 1996 2000 2005 2015 2025 2035 2045
LAND ACQUISITION R
Beginning Balance $0 $0  $2,020,861 $63,480 $80,553 $98,695 $118,880 $136,612
. Less Land Costs ($32,003213)]  $0  ($1,463,000) ($1,192,332) ($737.386) ($1,379,987)  ($777,219) $0° - $0
! Plus LA Fee Revenue . -$32,025,049°1  $0 $0 $664,277 $737.890  $1,380,931 $777,750 $0 sof
: Plgls;‘;c_}therxReyenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0  $1,463,000 ($1,463,000) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) . $116,688 $0 $0 $28,292 $669 $1,128 $1,382 $1,664 $1.913 [
Encg!n“a*sahme $138526 | '$0 $0 $58,008 $64,872 $82,624 $100,608 $120,545 $138,525 |
: —
RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS
PORHORIeRa L o C
_ |Beginning Balance . $0 $0  $114,601 $44,141 ($1,817) $10,194 $22,643 $26,020
i PP . :
Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259) g0 ($98,000)  ($119,869) ($52,418)  ($103,758) (858,438) $0 $0
Cotegges ‘ Co :
i Plus HRE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $0 %0 $50,819 © $56,451 $105,645 $59,500 $0 $0
! P_lua;.Qt!'!e!r;vaenuas/(Heimb.) (1) $0 $0. $98,000 ($32,667) ($32,667) $0 $0 $0 $0
; Plusinterest Eamings () $13640|  $0 $0 $1,604 $618 $0 $143 $317 $364
L Mg ABN e ‘ v ' :
Ending Balapce. $26,385 | $0 $0 $14,489 $16,125 $69 $11,399 $22,960 $26,385
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
Beginning Balance %0, %0 $162969 23,114  $920,184  $2672430  $6,115,566 $10,749,755 | .
. Less O'& M Costs . ($38,580,426) ©  $0 ($94,077)  ($197,284)  (3405,345)  ($722,661) (8922.225)  ($1,013771)  ($1,013.771)]
| Plus Admin/O&M Foe Revenue $2,625004 |  $0 $0 $54,449 $60483  $113,191 $63,750 $0 ~0
- Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 $0 $46,069 $37 $149,836 $413,882 $597,437 $755,869 $75
* Plig Hi"" > Revenues $15,880,398 $0 $55,520 $8¢€, $210,599 $415,608 $479,962 $607,252 $607 e
¢ Plus O, tevenues (1) $0 $0 $0 "9 $0 $0 $0 $0
P 'nterest Eamings (2) '$2,171,696 $0 $0 L ; ®204 t4n nnn SRR




Figure 13
Natomas Basin HCP
Operating Revenues vs. Costs
Assumes On-Going-Hunting and Rice Operations
(Assumes 40% Hunting and 25% Rice at Buildout)
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Economic Analysis of
» Natomas Basin HCP
Public Review Draft-October 1, 1995

O & M Endowment Fund

‘To address the long-term viability of the NBHCP past the permit period, an endowment
program has been developed. As urban development occurs, landowners will pay a $75 0 & .
M endowment fee (adjusted annually) as part of the total mitigation fee to supplement
potential reductions in the revenue activities at the end of the permit period. The revenue
from this fund will be maintained in a separate account to accumulate earnings so that the
interest earnings may be used to supplement operating revenues when necessary. The $75
fee was based on projected interest earnings needed to fund approximately 10% of the
projected operating costs at the end of the 50-year permit period. '

§ Setting a portion of any operating surpluses aside will further enhance the funding certainty
for the operations and maintenance program. Based on the base scenario, the operating
surplus at the estimated levels plus the endowment fee will fund approximately one-third of
the future operating costs from interest earnings. Figure 14 shows the accumulation of

- endowment account funds to provide greater revenue surety.

Sah

Fee Collection Administrative Cost

The total habitat mitigation fee includes an allowance to fund administrative costs for
collecting the fee by the NBC. This allowance is based on 2% of the fee attriButed to the
activities of the NBC as shown on the bottom of Figure 5. Neither the fee collection
administrative costs or associated fee revenues are reflected in this analysis.

m bty e, et e ST e 1S s et o e8R an
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' Figure 14
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan
Accumulation of Endowment Fund
(1995%)
$18,000,000 -~
$16,000,000 ~+ The interest earnings from this $16.5 million fund
may provide approximately one-third of the
‘ operating costs at the end of the fifty-year program
$14,000,000 -+ given ctirrent assumptions and projections
$12,000,000 <+
$10.000000 - 0& M Progr’ém .
Surpluses
$8,000,000 -+ ( o
$6,000,000
$4,000,000 -+ //%?/%////é////i |
$2,000,000 -+ ; N /
Endowment Fee % ///%
. /M/’
. ///"//////7/////‘
— (4] w ™~ (o] Lo (4] ] P~ [®)] & & wn M~ [v)] - 8 w ~ [22] - g B~ [2)] v
- - v [ SV S ) ©_om 6O < ¥ ¢ % W

Note: The 30% endowment funding is not a benchmark, but a result of the base scenario.

Prepared by Economic Planning Systems, Inc.
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I1I. SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS

The purpose of this section is to test the sensitivity of the economic analysis to ch
key assumptions concerning the NBC activities. As described earlier, a general s

“assumptions defined a base scenario to evaluate the NBHCP. The variability of t
acquisition and restoration/enhancement program is discussed first. Then the in
changes in the operations and maintenance program is discussed.

The adjustment to the fee by 50% over the base amount (adjusted for inflation) is
maximum total adjustment over the life of the permit. The following discussion «
sensitivity indicates the changes in the program that would be covered by the 50°
adjustment. In practice, the fee adjustment cannot accommodate a significant ch:
of the program components. It would likely off-set minor changes in each of the
elements or one major change.

LAND ACQUISITION & RESTORATION/ENHANCEMENT

The land acquisition (LA) and restoration/enhancement (RE) components of the ;
fee are anticipated to fully fund these activities and were based on the best availal
information. If the actual costs are substantially different, the LA and RE c~mpor
adjusted to reflect actual costs due to the structure of the mitigation fee. T -
variable to the total mitigation fee is the land acquisition cost component. Since .
inflation adjustments, may only increase by as much as 50%, Figure 15 shows tha
fee would exceed this cap if land cost increased from $3,325 (1995%) per acre to
approximately $5,500 (1995%) per acre, an increase of 65%.

In addition to the fee adjustment, the Plan provides other options to guard agains
escalation. The Plan provides for out-of-basin mitigation to relieve market presst
demand/supply pressures cause land prices in the basin to increase significantly
what the base fee can afford. This will help keep land prices in check by providir
additional land supply. In addition land acqmsmon cost increases could be fund:
operating surpluses.

The restoration/enhancement cost is not a signjﬁcant component of the Plan sinc:
existing lands are currently providing valuable habitat. The average cost to resto:

each acre of acquired land could increase more than five times and still be funded
fee cap.

4170RD7.doc .33
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Figu'ré 15

Natomas Basin HCP

Mitigation Fee as a Function

of Land Acquisition Cost

- DRAFT

Land with

Max. Land Cost
with Base Fee

Max. Land Cost
with Base Fee and
50% Adjustment

Average Land Acq. Other Fee Total
- Land Cost Acq. Cost Fee Components (1) Fee
. 10%
“$1,500 $1,650 $825 $410 $1,235
$2,000 $2,200 $1,100 $410 $1,510
$2,500 $2,750 $1,375 $410 $1,785
$3,000 $3,300 $1,650 $410 $2,060
$3,325 $3,658 $1,830 $410 $2,240
© $3,500 $3,850 $1,925 . $410 $2,335
$4,000 $4,400 $2,200 $410 $2,610
$4,500 $4,950 $2,475 $410 $2,885
$5,000 $5,500 $2,750 $410 $3,160
$5,500 $6,050 $3,025 $410 $3,435
$6,000 - $6,600 $3,300 - 3410 $3,710
$6,500 $7,150 $3,675 $410 $3,985
- $7,000 $7,700 $3,850 $410 $4,260
$7,500. $8,250 $4,125 $410 $4,535
(1) Includes restoration/enhancement fee, admin/O & M fee,
endowment fee and 2% collection fee.
34 - FEE_ALT2.XLS 9/21/95

Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, inc.
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OPERATIONS, MAINTENANCE & ADMfNISTRATION

. The operations and maintenance program depends upon a variety of activities that may vat

over time. Figure 16 summarizes the oOperations and maintenance costs versus revenues at

. several points in time to demonstrate the importance of the revenue generating activities
compared to the respective costs of the program. Overall, the cost of managing the marsh
(23%) and the administration of the NBC (22%) represent 45% of the annual costs. Rice (409

- and hunting (14%) represent the other 55% of the annual operating costs. The rice produces
almost 50% of the operating revenues. Hunting is estimated to provide 45% of the revenues
Since annual revenues exceed costs, in most years, rice and hunting combined completely
off-set the cost of managing the marsh and administering the NBC. :

The economic analysis establishes a base scenario to determine the proportions of hunting
and rice revenues necessary to make the operations and maintenance program financially
viable. This analysis assumes up to 75% rice and 25% marsh. In addition, on average 40% t
60% of the lands are assumed to be hunted. The ability to maintain up to 75% of the lands ir

+ rice provides surplus revenues above the estimated operating revenues necessary to fund th
estimated annual operating costs. In addition, the base scenario assumes that the O & M -
cost/revenue functions will be consistent in or out of the Basin although the costs are likely
to be less out of the Basin. Any additional revenue generating activity or cobts savings
further enhances the viability of the overall program. '

If operating costs increase or if rice and hunting revenues fall short, the 50% fee adjustmen
cap can be utilized to supplement the funding of the marsh and administration. The total
O&M Admin. fee represents 15% of the combined administration and marsh management
costs at $150 per developed acre. Application of the maximum 50% fee adjustment would
generate an additional $1,100 per year (50% of $2,240). Under the base scenario, the

O&M/ Admin. fee would have to increase to about $1,000 to fund 100% of the combined
administration and marsh management costs which is within the amount which the 50% fee
cap would provide. '

The following paragraphs describe threehphases of the program reflecting the levels of
hunting and rice acreage needed to fund the NBC administration and other habitat
maintenance activities. '

FIRST FIVE YEARS

e mram o i d o ot i)

Figure 16 shows the total O & M costs versus revenues for year 5. With the initial acquisition
of 400 acres used entirely for rice cultivation and phased into 100% marsh by the fifth year
mixed with additional acquisitions, the total lands in rice and marsh are roughly 50:50. Asa
Tesult, rice is only supporting approximately 20% of the program. At this time and for the
next few years, annual costs are greater than annual revenues until 75% rice is achieved
although the program is funded with surplus generated from the initial period of 100% rice.

R iﬁEL~::"41.70R.D7-30C . i, 35 I A s = R
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.. .Flgure 16 , ‘ -
*-Natomas Basin HCP . : :
‘ 8ummary o6f Operations & Malntenance COsts D R AF T

' ‘ COmpared to Operatlons & Maintenance Revenues

Constantﬂ&"s
Years 1-50 Yearb ' Year 20
Totals |__Percenlage Jotals | _Percentage - Tolals | Percentag

O &M COSTS
RiceLands = : . . | |
Not Farmable/Uplands $1,448,643 : 4.0% $2,346 1.2% $25,859 3.6%
Set-Asida/Fallow $1,484,964 4.1% $2,405 1.2%]| $26,507 3.7%
Leased for Other Crops . $4,400,253 12.0% $7,125 3.6% $78,547 10.9% .
Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 20.0% $11,876 6.0% $130,911 18.1%
Subtotal Rice ) - $14,667,616 40.1% i $23,752 12.0% $261,824 36.2%
Marsh I $8,415,537 23.0% $49,797 25.2% $149,050 éo.e°/o
Other _ $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 0.0%
Hunling ' $5,347,273 14.6% $23,716 12.0%) . $111,787 15.5%
Admlnlstratlgn v - $8,150,000 22.3% $100,000 50.7%| - $200,000 27.7%
Total O & M_ Cqsls iy .  $36,580,426 , 100.0%  $197,264 100.0%)  $722,661 100.0%
o&m REVENUES
Rice Lands \ , L ‘ '
Other Cnop Land Lease $5,317,509 11.6% - $8,664 4.8% $95,511 10.1%
Rice Base Land Lease $17,835422 . 39.1% - $28,881 16.0% $318,371 33.8%
Subtotal che : $23,152,931 50.7% $37,546 20.8%f - $413,882° 43.9%
Habltat Admln Mltlgatlon Fees ‘ $2,625,004 5.7% $54,449 30.2% $113,191 12.0%
Huntlng n ' $19,880,306 43.5% $88,172 48.9%| = $41 5;608 44.1 %
Up-front tundlng . $0 0.0% $0 0.0% $0 0.0%
Total O & M Revenues $45,658,331 100.0% $180,167 100.0% $942,681 100.6%

'O&M_summéry'

(1) Shorttalls in the’ eany years assumed to be funded with an up-front funding
sourcs in the Initial yvears such as achranagd funding of feas or grante,
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In the early years, the fixed costs of administering the NBC is a much greater proportion of
the total operating costs (50% in year 5 compared to 22% overall). Therefore, a substantial
amount of acreage needs to be in income-generating activities at the start to fund the entire
annual administration costs in addition to operations and maintenance. In the first five
years, 70-80% of the habitat lands are necessary for hunting to fully fund the initial operating
costs. During this period the development O&M/Admin fee contributes about 30% of the
revenues.

FIVE YEARS TO BUILDOUT

Figure 16 also shows total annual costs versus revenues during year 20. Over time,
additional habitat acreage is acquired which reduces the average administration cost per acre
(30% of total annual costs). At this time, the income-generating activities (rice and hunting)
fund themselves plus operatlons and maintenance of the marshes and administration of the
NBC. During the forty-years prior to urban buildout, the operating revenues fully fund the
annual operating costs assuming averages of approximately 50-60% of the habitat lands
hunted and 70-75% in rice cultivation.

A temporary revenue reduction of 5-10% in one activity could be supplemented by the
contingency fund, off-setting expenditure reductions or increases in other revenue
generating activities. If the revenue reduction becomes more significant or permanent, the
previous actions plus application of the 50% base fee adjustment or an adjustment to the
contingency fee could occur.

The operating surplus funds combined with the endowment fund are anticipated to provide
approximately 30% of the operating costs at the end of the program. This will provide a
measure of security in case one revenue generating activity is reduced or eliminated.

~ AFTER BUILDOUT

" After all 'development has occurred, the NBC lands consist of 25% marsh and 75% rice. The
base scenario assumes that 40% of the lands are maintained for hunting which represents the

- lease of duck hunting blinds to approximately 470 duck hunters on an annual basis. In the
long-term, only 20% of habitat lands need to be hunted to ensure adequate operations and
maintenance funding.

CONCLUSION

‘As the previous discussion indicates, the continuation of rice cultivation and waterfowl
hunting provide the greatest assurance for the long term viability of the NBHCP. Other -

- mechanisms that help maintain the program include setting aside surpluses into the -

. endowment fund, additional revenue generating actxvmes, the out-of basm mmgatlon and
:-.-.cost—effechve management practlc&s

4170RD?7.doc w37



Economic Ar
Natomas B:
Public Review Draft-Octob:

IV. ESTIMATION OF NATOMAS BASIN HABITAT
CONSERVATION MITIGATION FEE

PURPOSE

The Habitat Conservation Plan for the Natomas Basin will be the basis for an incident:
permit to be issued by the federal government under Section 10(a) of the Endangered !
Act, administered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and by the state under Section
the California Endangered Species Act, administered by the California Department of
and Game. The entire Natomas Basin, as depicted on the maps contained in the NBE:

been designated as habitat for those species listed in the Plan. Participation in the NB:
and payment of the mitigation fee by developing properties is voluntary. Payment of
mitigation fee obtains the benefit of the incidental take permit issued by the USFWS ar
DFG.

Per the NBHCP, each jurisdiction will require all new development in the Natomas Ba
demonstrate suitable protected species mitigation and compliance with state and fede-
This will take the form of a notice from the NBC that a fee has been paid fora specific
acreage and map, or that some alternative mitigation or exemptlon from mitigation ha
approved by the USFWS and CDFG.

The purpose of this section is to show how the mitigation fee is calculated.

ESTIMATION OF NBHCP MITIGATION FEE

Each gross acre of urban development throughout the Natomas Basin will be subject t.
habitat mitigation fee which will provide for one-half acre of habitat land acquisition,
restoration/enhancement and management as defined in the NBHCP. The total cost :
habitat land acquisition, restoration/ enhancement and management attributed to urt
development is estimated to be $4,480 per habitat acre; including the future O & M ¢+
aside in the endowment fund and the fee collection administrative cost.

4170RD?7.doc v 38
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Calculation of NBHCP Habitat Cost per Acre

Average | Cost
Cost per Estimate
Habitat Acre - Assumption
Land Acquisition : $3,660  Current estimated land cost plus 10%
(including transaction costs) for transaction costs

Restoration/Enhancement $280 Weighted avg. cost of each land type
Administration : $300  Approximately 30% of NBC admin.
O &M Endowment Fund $150  Approximately 10% of future O & M
Subtqtal Habitat Costs - $4,390 :
Plus Fee Collection Administration (2%) $90  Based on 2% of habitat costs
Total Habitat Mitigation Cost $4,480 . |

Based on one-half acre of habitat mitigation per one acre of urban development, the resulting
fee is $2,240 including $75 set-aside for the endowment fund and 2% for fee collection
administration. Although the fee is based on the sum of several cost components, the
portion of the fee funding the NBC annual costs may be used for any of the NBC annual
activities given the priorities established by the NBHCP. The O & M endowment fund fee
and 2% fee collection administrative fee are to be used entirely and exclusively for their
respective purposes. '

As shown above, the mitigation fee does not fully fund the NBC administrative costs or
habitat operations and maintenance costs, because they are assumed to be partially or fully
funded from the estimated operating revenues. The fee is initially set to fund approximately
30% of the NBC administrative costs although the NBC is not precluded from using the fees,
if available, to fund additional NBC administration or habitat operations and maintenance
activities. S

ADJUSTMENTS TO THE FEE

The cost estimates présenfed in this report are in 1995 dollars and are based on the best cost
estimates available at this time. The NBHCP provides that every year, an appropriate
inflation adjustment factor will be applied to the fee, not to exceed 10% in any one year.

After the initial base fee is established, the NBC may conduct an annual or other periodic
review of acquisition, restoration/ enhancement, operations/maintenance and administrative
costs. Based on these reviews, necessary adjustments to the fee program will occur. If land
acquisition or restoration/enhancement costs change significantly in either direction, or if
other funding becomes available, the fee should be adjusted accordingly. The total

adjustment is limited to a 50% cumulative increase over the base fee adjusted for inflation.

4170RD7.doc -39
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Figure A-1
Natomas Basin HCP
SACOG Projected Development

DRAFT

“Total 1995 2000 2005 2010 pe
Residential Units
Sacramento County 32,357 0 3540 3,931 4,493 2
Sutter County 13,688 0 2171 3,790 4,483 :
Total Units 46,045 0 5,711 7,721 8,986 Z:
Residential Net Acres ‘
Sacramento County  10.98 units/acre 2,948.0 0.0 322.5 358.1 4083 - 1,
Sutter County 6.42 units/acre 2,132.4 0.0 338.1 590.4 699.9
Total Net Acres ' 5,080.4 0.0 660.7 9485 1,1093 2
Residential Gross Acres ,
Sacramento County 26% net to gross 3,728.3 0.0 . 4079 453.0 517.7 2.
Sutter County 18% nettogross | - 2,509.8 0.0 398.0 694.9 8238
Total Gross Acres . 6,238.2 0.0 8059 1,147.8 13415 2¢
Non—Resldent!élvEmployees
Sacramento County 56,565 0 14,681 13,804 15,685 1z
Sutter County 22,564 o] 1,796 6,403 7,575 &
Total Employees 79,129 0 16,477 20,297 23,260 1
Non-Residential Net Acres
Sacramento County 33.88 emp/acre 1,669.5 0.0 433.3 410.1 4629 &
Sutter County 21.55 emp/acre 1,046.8 0.0 833 2971 351.4 &
Total Net Acres 2,7163 0.0 516.6 7071 814.4 €
Non-Residentlal Gross Acres
Sacramento County 26% netto gross 2,115 0.0 548.0 518.6 585.5 &
Sutter County 18% net o gross 1,232.1 0.0 98.1 349.6 4136 <
Total Gross Acres 3,3436 0.0 646.1 868.3 999.1 &
Total Developed Acreage )
Sacramento County 5,839.8 0.0 955.9 9716 11,1032 2¢
Sutter County 3,741.9 0.0 496.1 1,0445 12374 £
Total Dev_eloped Acreage 9,581.7 - 0.0 11,4520 2,016.1 2,3406 3.
Percent Distribution
~ Residential 65% 0% 56% 57% 57%
Non-Residential 35% 0% 44% 43% 43%
Total 100% 0% 100% 100% 100%
Source: SACOG Housing and Employment Forecasts
“ 7 pev_scHoxs

2 .r. sPrepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc.
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FigureA-Zl 2 2
Sacramento County
Proposed Urban Development

DRAFT

North West South
Total Natomas Natomas Natomas Metro

Residential |

Units 32,477 29,977 2,500 unknown 0

Acres 2,958.9 2,564.3 394.6 unknown 0.0

Density 11.0 11.7 6.3  unknown 0.0
Non-Residential

Employees 97,130 57,830 0  unknown 39,300

Acres 2,866.8 1,556.8 0.0 - unknown 1,310.0

Employees/Net Acre 33.9 37.1 0.0  unknown 30.0
Acreage

Res & Non-Res. Acres 6,782.7 4,121.1 394.6 957.0 1,310.0

Gross Developed Acreage (2) 9,224.6 6,272.0 394.6 957.0 1,601.0

% Developed 74% 66% 100% 100% 82%

(1) Residential and non-residential development provided by North Natomas Community Plan,
City of Sacramento, Natomas Basin HCP and Metro Air Park D.A.
(2) Gross developed acreage consistent with Natomas Basin HCP

o _‘Rrepa‘m_d by Economsc and Planning Systems, inc.

SUTTER.XLS 3/7/85



Fig,ure A;a RS V ‘ | DRAFT

Sutter County
Proposed Urban Development
College
: Total Riego Park ___Rincon
' Residential
Units 42,249 13,334 11,201 17,714
Acres 6,582.0 1,997.0  1,790.0 2,795.0
Density ' 6.4 6.7 6.3 6.3
| Non-Residential
- Employees : 70,420 33,510 19,010 17,900
Acres 3.267.01. 1,843.0 814.0 510.0
Employees/Net Acre 21.6 18.2 20.8 35.1
Acreage
Res & Non-Res. Acres 9,849.0 3,840.0 2,704.0 3,305.0
; Gross Developed Acreage 11,867.0 4,521.0 3,349.0 4,097.0
i % Developed 82% 85% 81% 81%

- ; Note: Gross acreage excludes regiona open space, detention open space and landscape corridors.

Source: South Sutter County General Pian Amendment

. Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, inc. - e . SUTTER.XLS
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DRAFT

Figure A-4 .
Natomas HCP . e '
Summary of Dwelling Unit Growth Projections
1992 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
SACRAMENTO COUNTY: _
~ Single Family 0. 1,290 1,988 2,271 2591 - 7836
Muttiple Family 0 1,008 1,547 1,657 1,898 - 12,858
Mobile 0 4 5 3 -4 -1
Subtotal 0 2,297 3,540 3,931 4,493 20,393
Cumulative 0 2,297 5,837 9,768 14,261 34,654
SUTTER COUNTY: :
Single Family 0 23 1,846 3,279 3,887 2,614
- Multiple Family 0 0 204 492 582 602
Mobile 0 14 21 19 23 19
.Subtotal o 36 2,171 3,790 4,493 3,235
Cumulative 0 38 2,207 5,997 10,489 13,724
TOTAL 5YR INCREMENTS 0 2,333 5711 7,721 ) 8,986 23,628
CUMMULATWE TOTAL 9 2,333 8,044 15,765 24,750 i
“urit_sum”
#"4 ¥ Propared by Economic and Planning Systams, inc. ZONESXLS a7ms



DRAFT
Natomas HCP .
o Summary of Employee Growth Projections
1992 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Sacrémento County: . :
Retail EMP 0 672 1,038 1,013 965 1,6¢
Other EMP 0 8,866 13,643 12,881 14,720 10,64
Subtotal 0 9,538 14,681 13,894 15,685 12,3¢
Cumulative 0 9538 24219 38,113 53798  66,1C
Sutter County .
Retail EMP 0 4 233 1,474 1,743 1,36
Other EMP 0 7 1,563 4,929 5,832 543
Subtotal 0 11 1,796 6,403 7,575 6,7¢
Cumulative o 11 1,807 8210 15785 225
f TOTAL 5YR INCREMENTS 0 9,549 16,477 20,297 23,260 19,08
CUMULATIVE TOTAL 0 9,549 26,026 46,323 69,583 88,67
‘emp_summar
"
Prepared by Economic and Ptannin§ Systems, inc. ZONES.XLS ¥
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Figure B-1 D \ Page 1 0f7
fNatomas Basin HCP . ,
! Habltat Lands Acquired & Restored/Enhanced T
‘;;q o Total o |, o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
f ‘nj _ 1994-2045 1894 1995 . 1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 2002
Annual,Developed Acreage 17,600.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 363.0 363.0 363.0 363.0 403.2 ¢ 4032
‘| « « Cumulative Developed Acreage : 0.0 0.0 0.0 363.0 726.0 1,089.0 1,452.0 1,8565.2 . 2 258.4
|Annual Mitigation Requirement 8,7500| 00 0.0 0.0 1815 1815 1815 1815 201.6 2016
Cumulative Mitigation 0.0 0.0 0.0 1815 363.0 5445 726.0. 927.6 1,129.2
Habltul "Acqulred 4)] 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 400.0 0.0 ) 0.0 0.0 326.0 2016 2016
Cumulahve Habitat Acreage 0.0 0.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 726.0 927.6 1,129.2
Sutpluul Shortfal Acquisition 0.0 0.0 400.0 218.5 37.0 1445 0.0 0.0 0.0
{Land Acquisltdon
Out-of-Basin Lands 1,7500] 0.0 0.0 80.0 0.0 00 0.0 65.2 40.3 40.3
in-Basin Lands 7,000.0 0.0 0.0 3200 0.0 00 00 2608 161.3 161.3
lnmal Un of Acquired Land
Marsh.. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Exishng Rice 0% 0% 70% 70% 70% 70% 70% 70% 70%
, Othel’ Converted to Rice 0% 0% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Othar 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Usp ol_and . J :
Marsh . 1,787.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Exist!ng Rico Base 47017 0.0 0.0 280.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2282 141.1 1411
Other Converted to Rice, 2,261.3 0.0 0.0 1200 0.0 00 00 978 60.5 60.5
Other ) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 " 4000 0.0 0.0 0.0 326.0 201.6 . 2016
. Fﬂce Converted to Marsh 400.0 6.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 200.0 200.0 0.0 0.0
Cumulatlvo Acroage .
Marsh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 200.0 400.0 400.0 400.0
. .Rke 0.0 00 400.0 4000 400.0 200.0 326.0 527.6 729.2
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
§uhtou| 0.0 0.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 726.0 927.6 1,129.2
Huﬁtiﬁg Acreage as Percent of Total (2) 0% 0% 80% » 80% 80% 80% 70% 70% 70%
Hunting Acreage 00 0.0 320.0 3200 320.0 320.0 508.2 649.3 790.56
Total Duck Hunters 0 0 43 43 43 43 68 87 105
Cumulative Acreage
Marsh 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 50% 55% 43% 35%
Rice 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 850% 45% 57% 65%
_ Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Preens RACNG Housing snd Employment Forocasts “land_cost”




Figure B-1

? ) Page 20f7
Natomas Basin HCP . DRAFT . ’
;Hutgl}t;g\& Lands Acquired & Restored/Enhanced d .
) ' Total B 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
_ 1994-2045 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Annual. Dovolopod Acreage 17,500.0 403.2 403.2 403.2 468.1 468.1 468.1 468.1 468.1
Gumulaﬁve Developed Acreage 2,661.6 3,064.8 3,468.1 3,936.2 4,404.3 48724 5,340.6 5,808.7
Annuil Mlllqatlon Roqulramonl 8,750.0 2016 201.6 201.6 234.1 2341 234.1 2341 234.1
Cumulative Mitigation 1,330.8 1,532.4 1,734.0 1,968.1 2,202.2 2,436.2 2,670.3 2,904.3
“|Habitat Acquired (1) 8,750.0 | 2016 2016 2016 2341 2341 234.1 234.1 - 234.1
Cumulatlve Habitat Acreage 1,330.8 1,632.4 1,734.0 1,968.1 2,202.2 2,436.2 26703 2,904.4
Su;piusl Shortfall Acquisition ‘ 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0
Lnnd‘.Acqu‘lomon .
Out-of-Basin Lands 1,750.0 40.3 40.3 40.3 46.8 468 46.8 46.8 46.8
In-Basin Lands 7,000.0 161.3 161.3 161.3 187.3 187.3 187.3 187.3 187.3
Initial Use of Acquired Land '
Marsh . 0% 0% 16% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Existing Rice 70% 70% 60% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
Other Converted to Rice 30% 30% 24% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Use oi_ ‘L_a‘nd
Marsh 1,787 .1 0.0 0.0 33.1 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5
E)dsﬁng Rice Base 4,701.7 141.1 1411 121.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0 117.0
Olher Convened to Rice 2,261.3 60.5 60.5 476 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5 58.5
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 , 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 8,750.0 201.6 201.6 201.6 234.1 2341 2341 234.1 2341
| Rice Converted to Marsh 400.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 00 00 00 0.0
Cumulative Acmgo
Marsh 400.0 400.0 433.1 4916 550.1 608.6 667.1 725.6
Rlcq . 9308 1,1324 1,301.0 1,476.5 1,662.1 1,827.6 2,003.2. 2,178.7
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 1,330.8 1,532.4 1,734.0 1,968.1 2,202.2 2,436.2 2,670.3 2,904.4
Huhiind Acreage as Percent of Total 2) 70% 70% 70% 60% 60% 60% 60% 50%
Hunting Acreage 931.6 1,0727 1,2138 1,180.9 1,321.3 1,461.7 1,602.2 1,452.2
Total. Duck Hunters 124 143 162 167 176 195 214 194
Cumulative Acreage
Marsh 30% 26% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Rice 70% 74% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Source: SACOG Housing and Employment Forecasts “land_cost"
(1) Alter the first 400 acres is acquired, each dditional habital is acquired based on the amount of
. urban development from the cument year,
(2) The HCP does nol limited the number o! Jible for hunting. The percentages represent
how much may be hunted under this econc uysis, not what necessarity can or will be hunted NBHCP3.XLS 95
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Figure B-1 . ' ‘ ‘ DRAFT Page 30f7
Natomas Basin HCP ‘ : )

Hablm Lands Acquired & Routomd/Enhancod

RE iy H

o Total 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23
e 19942045 | - 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 . 2018
TRty At R
Annual Doveloped Acreage 17,500.0 754.6 754.6 754.6 7546 754.6 4250 425.0 4250
: Cumulat:ve Developed Acreage 6,563.3 73179 8,072.5 8,827.1 9,681.7 10,006.7 10,4317 10,856.7
Armull Mltlgatlon Requirement 8.750.0 3773 3773 3773 . 3773 377.3 2125 212.5 2125
: )’quapve Mitigation : 3,281.6 3,658.0 4,036.3 4,413.6 4,780.98 5,003.4 65,2159 5,428.4
Hablut"a;?Acqulrad 1) 8,750.0 3773 377.3 3773 377.3 3773 2125 2125 2125
) Cumulative Habitat Acreage 3,281.7 - 3,668.0 4,036.3 4,4136 4,790.9 5,003.4 52159 54284
, Surplusl Shorttall Acquisition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
|Land Aoqulsltion _ '
4 Out-bf-Basin Lands 1,750.0 75.5 75.5 755 755 75.5 - 425 425 425
lr’rBasm Lands 7,000.0 301.8 3018 301.8 3018 3018 170.0 - 1700 170.0
|initial Uu of Acquired Land ‘ : '
Mats ’ 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% . 25% 25%
E)dsﬁng Rice 60% 50% 50% 50% - 50% 50% 50% 50%
Other Converted to Rice 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
: " Other ™" _ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Use of Land E
1 Marsh ' 178714 - 94.3 943 943 943 94.3 53.1 - 53.1 - 831
E)dsﬂng Rice Base 4,701.7 188.7 188.7 188.7 188.7 1887 106.3 106.3 106.3
‘;Other Converted to Rice 2,261.3 943 94.3 94.3 943 943 53.1 53.1 53.1
‘Other . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
qutolal - 8,750.0 37173 3713 377.3 3773 373 2125 2125 21 2,5
1 ‘Rice"Convened to Marsh ° 400.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
|Cumulative Acreage . ;
Marsh. - 8200 9143 1,008.6 1,102.9 1,197.3 1,250.4 1,303.6 1,356.6
Rice . . 2,461.7 2,7447 3,027.6 3,3106 3,603.6 3,753.0 39124 40T
Other 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 © 00 0.0
Subtotal . 3,281.7 3,659.0 4,036.3 4,4136 4,780.9 5,003.4 5,215.9 5,428.4
Hunting 'Ak:réage as Percent of Total (2) 50% ’ 50% 50% » 50% 50% 40% - 40% 40%
Hunting Acreage 1,640.8 1,829.5 2,018.1 2,206.8 2,3954 2,001.3 2,086.3 21713
Total Duck Hunters : 219 244 269 294 319 267 Co2r8 290
Cumulative Acreage
Marsh . 25% - 25% - 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Rice 75% 76% _ 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% . 75%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% - 0% 0%
Source: SACOG Housing and Employment Forecasts . . "land_cost”

" (1) Alter the firat 400 acres is acquired, each year addilional habilat is acquired based on the
urban development from the current year.

(2) The HCP does nol l«mned the number ol acres eligible for huntmg The percenlages represent
bena ity mpeem e il by bnited NBHCP3.XLS 9/21/85



Flgure B-1

. DRAFT s
Natomas Basin HCP . \
Hablhi ﬁandc Acquired & Restored/Enhanced :

) Total 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31
1994-2045 , 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026
Anpua\ Dcvcloped Acreage 17,500.0 4250 425.0 - 4250 425.0 4250 4250 425.0 425.0
5 éu Iy advq Developed Acreage 11,2817 11,706.7 12,1317 12,656.7 12,981.7 13,406.7 13,831.7 14,256.7-
Anmml Mltlgaﬂon Requirement 8,750.0 2i2.5 2125 21256 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125
QumqlgUVe Mitigation 5,640.9 5,853.4 © 6,085.9 6,278.4 6,490.9 6,703.4 6,915.9 7,128.4
' Hlblh ,Acqulred (1) 8,7560.0 21256 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 " 21254
Cuf‘riulaﬁve Habitat Acreage 5, 640 9 5,853.4 6,065.9 6,278.4 6,490.9 6,703.4 6,915.9 7,128.4
Surpikgi / Shmllali Acquisition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
P ORUI
Land Acqu!sltlon
Out-bf-Basin Lands 1,750.0 42.5 425 425 425 425 42.5 425 42,5 |i
!n-Basm Lands 7,000.0 1700 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0
inital L Use of Acquired Land _ :
© Ma }I : 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
E)dsﬁng Rice  50% 50% §50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%)|
Othar Converted to Rice 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
‘Other” 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Uu of Land S
: Marsh 41,7871 53.1 563.1 53.1 563.1 63.1 53.1 53.1 ] §3.1|:
E)dsting Rice Base 47017 108.3 106.3 106.3 106.3 106.3 106.3 106.3 106.3
Othet Convaned to Rice 2,261.3 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 531 63.1
“Othe ¢ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtghl ‘ 8,750.0 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 :
| Fiie ce Con Bned to Marsh . 40001 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00}
§ g Wx*m-« e ) .
Cumu_lgtlve Acreage : .
- Marsh 1,409.8 1,462.9 1,516.0 1,569.1 1,622.3 1,6876.4 1,728.5 1,781.6
Rice, 4,231.1 4,390.5 4,649.9 4,709.2 4,868.6 5,028.0 5,187.4 5,346.7
, OQhOr 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 001
E Sublom ~y 5,640.9 5,853.4 6,065.9 6,278.4 6,490.9 6,703.4 6,915.9 7,128.4
Hunting Acreage as Percent of Total (2) 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40%|
Hunting Acreage 2,256.3 2,3413 2,428.3 25113 2,696.3 2,681.3 2,766.3 2,851.3
Total Duck Hunters 301 312 324 335 348, 358 369 380
Cumulative Acreage: } ) : ;
. Marsh 1 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
i Rice 75%- 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% 75% TT75%
»Othe_r - 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Source: SACOG Housing and Employment Forecasls
{1} Alter the first 400 acres is acquired, each year additional habitat is acquired based on the amount of
urban development from the current year, .
{2) The HCP does not limited the number of ible for hunting, The percentages represent
how much may be hunted under this econc™ Wy sis, not what necessarily can or will be hunted. NBHCP3.,..... ..21/85
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Figure B-1 D AFT Page50f7
‘Natomas Basin HCP
‘Habitat Lands Acquired & Restored/Enhanced ! :
Total 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39
1994-2045 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034
Annual Developed Acreage 17,500.0 4250 4250 4250 4250 4250 4250 4250 268.3
. Cumulative Developed Acreage 14,681.7 15,106.7 15,5317 15,9567 16,381.7 16,806.7 17,2317 17,500.0
Annual Mitigation Requirement 8,750.0 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 134.2
Cumulative Mitigation 7,340.9 7,553.4 7,765.9 7,978.4 8,190.9 8,403.4 8,615.9 8,750.0
Habitat Acquired (1) 8,750.0 2125 2125 2125 2125 2126 2125 2125 134.2
Cumulative Habitat Acreage 7,340.9 7,553.4 7,765.9 7.978.4 8,190.9 8,403.4 8,615.9 8,750.0
. MSt{rpLu:/ Shortlall Acquisition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Land Acquisition
Out-of-Basin Lands 1,750.0 425 425 42,5 425 425 425 425 268
In-Basin Lands 7,000.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 170.0 1700 170.0 107.3
Initial Use of Acquired Land 1
Marsh, 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Exisling Rice 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
... Other Converted to Rice 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Use ofLa(nd .
Marsh.. . 1,787.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 335
Existing Rice Base 4,701.7 106.3 106.3 106.3 108.3 106.3 106.3 106.3 67.1
 Othét Converted to Rice 2,261.3 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 53.1 335
‘Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
Subtotal .. 8,750.0 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 2125 1342
. Rice Converted to Marsh 400.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00
Cumulative Acreage
Marsh 1,834.8 1,887.9 1,941.0 1,094.1 2,047.3 2,100.4 2,1635 2,187.1
‘Rice 5,508.1 5,665.5 5,824.9 5,984.2 86,1438 6,303.0 6,462.4 6,5630 |
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sublotal 7,340.9 7,553.4 7,765.9 7,976.4 8,190.9 8,403.4 8,615.9 8,750.0
Hunting Acreage as Percent of Total (2) 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40% 40%
Hunting Acreage 2,936.3 3,021.3 3,106.3 3,191.3 3,276.3 3,361.3 3,446.3 3,500.0
Total Quck Hunters 392 403 414 426 437 448 460 467
Cumulative Acreage
Marats - 25% 25% 25% 259, 25% 5% o859,
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Figure B-1
Natomas Basin HCP
. ‘,Hablla’l‘l.and- Acquired & Restored/Enhanced
o Total 40 41 42 43 44 45 46
. R 1994-2045 2035 2036 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041
Annull Dovoloped Acreage 17,800.0 | . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
) ‘Cumuiative Developed Acreage 17,600.0 17.500.0 17,600.0 17,500.0 17,500.0 17,500.0 17,500.0
Annual Mitigation Requirement 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Cumulative Mitigation 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 _§,750,0
Hablht Acqulrod (1) 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00 0.0 0.0
Cumulatlve Habitat Acreage 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0
Su;piull Shortlall Acquisition - 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 00 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kg i .
Land Acquisition .
Out-of-Basin Lands 1,750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
In-Basin Lands 7.000.0 - 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Initial Use of Acquired Land
Mamh 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Exnsting Rice " 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50% 50%
. Othet, Converted to Rice 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25%
Other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Use of Lnnd .
Marsh 1,787.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
E)dstlng che Base 4,701.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
. Other Convened to Rice . 2,261.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Sup,mal 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
 Rice Converted to Marsh 4000 00 00 00 0.0 0.0 00 0.0
Cumulative Acreage
Marsh 2,187.1 2,187.1 2,1871 2,187.14 2,187.14 2,187.1 2,187.1
ice ; 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,5663.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0
Olher 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtotal 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0
Hunting.  ge as Percent of Total (2) 40% 40% »40% 40% 40% 40% 40%
H " q Acioage 3,600.0 3,600.0 3,500.0 3,500.0 3,500.0 3,500.0 3,500.0
467 467 467 467 467
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Flgure B-1
Natomas Basin HCP
Habitat Lande Acquired & Restored/Enhanced
Total 47 48 49 50
1994-2045 2042 2043 2044 2045
Annual Developed Acreage 17,5000 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
3 ;Cuxgulaﬁve Developed Acreage .17,500.0 17,500.0 17.500.0 17,500.0
E Annual Mitigation Requirement 8,750.0 _ 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
. = Cumulatave Mitigation : ’ 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0
; Habitat Acquired (1) 8,750.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
J«ne.Cumpulative. Habitat Acreage 8,750,0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0
il Surplus / Shortiall Acquisition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
{Land Atquisttion
OuMl-Basln Lands 1,750,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
gg;ggsin tands 7,000.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ilnluau,u‘o of Acquired Land
Marsh 25% 25% 25% 25%
- Existing Rice : 50% 50% 50% - 50%
Othar Converted to Rice 25% 25% 25% 25%
" Other 0% 0% 0% 0%
' u‘.'.‘ ofLand
.. Marsh, 1,787.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
¥ Exlsting Rice Base 4,701.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other Converted to Rice 2,261.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
_Other, 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Subtoul ’ 8,750.0 |. 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1. “+Rice Converted to Marsh 400.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
" |Cumulative Acreage .
‘Marsh 2,187.1 2,187.1 21871 2,187.1
Rice , . 8,663.0 6,5663.0 6,563.0 6,663.0
", Other ... 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
‘Subtotal 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0 8,750.0
Hunting Acreage as Percent of Total (2) 40% 40% , 40% 40%
Hunting Acreage 3,500.0 3,500.0 3,500.0 3,500.0
Tolal Duck Hunters 467 467 467 487
cumuhtlv- Acreage »
Marsh 25% 25% 25% 25%
. Rica * 75% 75% 75% 75%
Other 0% - 0% 0% 0%

L s Ll gl

et Tommbopnrant Foranarts

DRAFT

Page7of 7



Page 10of 8

DRAFT

Figure B-2

Natomés Basin HCP |
Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 1995$
YEROIRS , Total 0 0 1 2 3 4 5 T 6
B - - 1994-2045 | 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Land}é&hlslﬂon Cost . ' :
Land Cost - 1995 $20,003830 |  $0 $0  $1,330,000 $0 $0 $0  $1,083,938 $670,351
LR . N . .

. Plug Transaction Costs $2900383|  $0 $0  $133,000 $0 $0 $0  $108,394 $67,035
Total Acquisition Cost - 1995 $32,003,213 | $0 $0 1,463,000 $0 $0 $0  $1,192,332 $737,386
Inflated Acquisition Cost $32,003213|  $0 $0  $1,463,000 $0 $0 $0  $1,192,332 $737,386
LA Feo Revenue - 19958 $32025040 |  $0 $0 S0 $664277  $664,277  $664277  $664277  $737,890
Infiated LA Feo Rovenue $32,025049 | 80 $0 SO $664,277  $664,277 .  $664,277  $664,277 $737,890
hod&afbnlEnhancement Costs
* Marsh . $625471|  $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0 . %0 $0
" - Existing Rice g ' $940,332|  $0 $0  $56,000 $0 $0 $0 $45,640 $28,225

Other Converted to Rice - $791457| 80 $0 $42,000 $0 $0 $0 $34,230 $21,169
Other $0 ‘$0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Rice Converted to Marsh $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $40,000 $40,000 $0
Total Cost - 1995¢ $2,437,250 |  $0 $0 $98,000 $0 $0 $40,000  $119,869 $49,394
inflated Development Cost ‘ $2,437,259|  $0 $0 $98,000 $0 $0 $40,000  $119,869 $49,394
RE Fos Rev. - 1095§ $2,450,004 |  $0 $0 S0 $50,819 $50,819 $50,819 $50,819 $56,451
Inflated.RE. Feo Rovenue $2,450,004 |  $0 $0 $0 $50,819 $50,819 ~  $50,819 $50,819 $56,451

“dev_cost”



Figure B-2
Natomas Basin HCP

Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement
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Constant 1995%

Page 2 of 8

Total - 7 . 8 9 10 11 12 13
_ 1994-2045 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Land Acquisition Cost
, LW Cost - 1895% $29,003,830 $670,351 $670,351 $670,351 $670,351 $778,259 $778,259 $778,259
Plus Transactlon Costs $2,909,383 $67,035 $67,035 $67,035 $67,035 ‘$77,826 $77,.826 $77.826
Total Acqulsmon Cost - 1895% $32,003,213 V $737,386 $737,386 $737,386 $737,386 $856,085 $856,085 $856,085
lnflatgg ﬁc;qu_!thon Cost * $32,003,213 $737,386 $737,386 $737,386 $737,386 $856,085 $856,085 $856,085
e
LA‘FOO' hevénue - 10958 $32,025,049 $737,890 $737.890 $737,880 $737,890 $856,670 $856,670 $856,670
ln!!gg}og I}A Feo Revenue $32,025,0119 3737,?90 $737,890 ' $737,800 $737,890 $856,670 $856,670 $856,670
Restoratlon/Enhancement Costs
i Marsh $625,471 $0 $0 $0 $11,572 $20,480 $20,480 $20,480
i Existing Rice $940,332 $28,225 $28,225 $28,225 $24,193 $23,408 $23,406 $23,406
" Other Converted to Rlce $791,457 $21,169 $21,169 $21,169 $16,653 $20,480 - $20,480. $20,480
3 .Otkher o $0 | $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
'* Rie# Converted to Marsh $60,000 $0- $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost 19953 $2,437,259 $49,394 $49,394 $49,394 $52,418 $64,367 $64,367 $64,367
: 3 _‘[ A3 : . .
inﬂa}gq Do\(elopment Cost $2,437,259 $49,394 $49,394 $49,394 $52,418 $64,367 $64,367 $64,367
RE Feo Rav. - 1995% $2,450,004 $586,451 $56,451 $56,451 $56,451 $65,538 $65,538 $65,538
Inflated RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $56,451 $56,451 $56,451 - $56,451 $65,538 $65,538 $65,538

"dev_cost*
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Figure B-2
Natomas Basin HCP
Acqulsltlon and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 1995$
EERrRY ~ Total 14 15 18 17 18 19 20
1994-2045 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
L4 g e ’ .
_|Land Acquisition Cost :
Land Cost 19955 $29,093,830 $778,259 $778,259  $1,254,534  $1254,534  $1,254534  $1,254,534 $1,254,534
Y‘-: é!’ r Q‘V .

Plus Transaction Costs ' $2,000,383 $77,826 $77,826 $125,453 $125,453 $125,453 $125,453 $125,453
Total Acquisition Cost - 1995$ $32,003,213 |  $856,085 $856,085  $1,379,987  $1,379,987  $1,370,887  $1,379,087 $1,379,987
1| Inflated Acquisition Cost $32,003,213 $856,085  $856,085  $1,379.087  $12379,087  §1,379,987 1,379,987 $1,379,987
/|LA Fed Rovenue - 1995$ $32,025,049 $856,670 $856,670  $1,380,931  $1,380,931  $1,380,931  $1,380,931 $1,380,931
;|Inflated LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $856,670 $856,670  $1,380,031  $1,380,931  $1,380,931  $1,380,931 $1,380,931

TSR o : -
‘| Restoration/Enhancement Costs A ‘ .
| ‘Marsh $625,471: $20,480 $20,480 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014

Existing Rice $940,332 |  $23.406 $23,406 $37,730 $37,730 $37,730 $37,730 - $37,730

*'Othet Converted to Rice $791,457 | ° $20,480 $20,480 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014 $33,014

Other, $0 -$0 $0- $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0

“Rice Converted to Marsh '$80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Total Cost - 1995$ $2,437,259 $64,367 $64,367 $103,758 . $103,758 $103,758 $103,758 $103,758

Lafi¥fy 3o .

‘finflated Dovelopment Cost $2,437,259 $64,367 $64,367 $103,758 $103,758 $103,758 $103,758 $103,758
|RE Fee Rev. - 1995$ $2,450,004 $65,538 $65,538 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645
linflated RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $65,538 $65,538 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645

PR 3y
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Figure B-2

“Natomas Basin HCP

Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement '

Constant 1995$

R Total ™ - 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
1994-2045 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
e o g RS ] R B s : g
Land Acquisition Cost E . . :
! Land Cost - 1995% $29,093,830 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $708,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563
L,?y 2 TS - B S .
Plgswffransaction Costs $2,909,383 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 © §70,656 $70,656 $70,656
PONME a2 - 1 L '
fTotaIAgQulsltlon Cost - 190958 $32,003,213 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,218 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219
et .
vlnﬂdto%d*Aéqulsmon Cost $32,003,213 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219
: (FMRBUY se N . -
P
LA Fee Revenue - 1995$ $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777.750 $777,750 $777,750 $777.750 $777,750
Inﬂutod ALA FQO Revenue $32,025,049 $771,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750
Restoration/Enhancement Costs ‘ :
Marsh . $625,471 $18,594 $18,694 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594
E)dgting Rice $940,332 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 | $21,250 $21,250 $21,250
"Othier Converted to Rice $791,457 $18,594 $18,594 $18,504 $18,504 $18,504 $18,594 $18,594
‘Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0
. Hice Converted to Marsh $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost - 1995% $2,437,259 $68,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438
R S S .
Inflated Dovélopment Cost $2,437,259 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438
TN L .
g :;,"‘ L f“”‘A-»“’
BE Fqn Rev. - 18058 $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500
Inflated RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 | $59,500 $59,500 £59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 ‘
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Figure B-2
-Natomas Basin HCP
. Acquisition and RestorationlEnhancement Constant 1995$
' ' Total 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
: 1994-2045 2023 2024 2025 2028 2027 2028 2029
| EREEFEY XD : : .
jLand Acqulnmon Cost : ‘ :
La%%dTCost 1995$ $29,093,830°] . $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563
“‘li‘?’;;"‘ ‘},ﬁg"". PO 2R L N 3 . “ R
Plus Transaction Costs $2,909,383 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $70.656 '$70,656
Total Acq'ulsmon Cost - 19958 $32,003,213 | ' $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219
: me%d;‘quulsluon Cost $32,003,213 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219
| R Y 3 s ‘ : T .
l’.A"Féo‘ H&v'enue-‘woss $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 " $777,750
lnﬂatodILA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $7717,750 - $777,750 $777,750 $777,750
S L :
Restoration/Enhancement Costs : . _ -
Marsh $625,471 $18,504 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594
~ Existing Rice $940,332 $21,250 $21,250° $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250
* "+ Othier Converted to Rice $791,457 $18,594 $18,604 $18,504 $18,594 "$18,594 $18,504 $18,504
Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0.
Ri¢e Converted to Marsh $80,000 - $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost - 1895$ $2,437,259 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438
Inﬂatod Devolopment Cost $2,437,259 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 © $58,438 $58,438 $58,438
|RE Foo Rev. - 1995$ $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 " $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500
e . _ _
intlated RE Feo Revenue $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500
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Figure B-2
Natomas Basin HCP
- Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 19958
SO G Bt b - Total 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
1994-2046 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
Land Acquisition Cost v
Land Cost - 1995% $29,093,830 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $706,563 $446,049 $0 $0
Plus Transac‘(ion Costs $2,909,383 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $70,656 $44,605 $0 $0
1R D - : : . )
Total‘Acqulsition Cost - 1895$ $32,003,213 . $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $490,654 $0 $0
Crgd : .
inflated Acquisition Cost $32,003,213 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $777,219 $490,654 $0 $0
Dbt Lo :
CinA )
LA Foo:Revenue - 1985$ $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $450,989 $0 $0
Inflated LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 |  $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 - $480,989 $0 $0
1 iiaﬁﬁf'f%i‘ Y%y el o0 :
Restoration/Enhancement Costs
Marsh $625,471 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,694 $11,738 $0 $0
Existing Rice $940,332 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 $21,250 $13,415 %0 $0
#; Other:Converted to Rice $791,457 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $18,594 $11,738 $0 $0
Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
¢~ Rice Converted to Marsh $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost - 1995$ $2,437,259 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $36,891 $0 $0
Inflated Development Cost $2,437,259 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $58,438 $36,891 $0 $0
. )g.,i o , :
RE Foe Rov. - 1895$ $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $37,562 $0 $0
N N . »
inflated RE Fee Ravenue $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $37,562 $0 $0

MAMCPE XIS 921856
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Figure B-2

Natomas Basin HCP

Acqulsltlon and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 19958

1 B Total 42 43 44 45 46 47

1994-2045 2037 2038 2039 2040 2041 2042

. i: l"‘f w5 “ . . N .

Land Acquisition Cost
Land Cost - 1995$ $29,093,830 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Transaction Costs $2,909,383 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
N N L ‘

Tolll Acquisition Cost - 18958 $32,003,213 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Sety ' ,

Intlatod Acqulshlon Cost $32,003,213 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

o |
LA F“'Hovenue - 1995% $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
lnﬂahd LA Foo Revenue $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0
,m l‘r% I3 4;/ B . B .

RutomioNEnhancomom Costs B . :
Marsh. $625471 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0 $0
Existing Rice $940,332 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

:#:Other Converted to Rice. $791,457 $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 $0
Other $0 $0 - $0 $o $0 $0 $0

iRice Convented to Marsh - - $80,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total Cost 1995$ $2,437,259 $0 $0 $o $0 $0 $0

R R .

lnﬂatod Davolopment Cost $2,437,259 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

hE Foo Rov. - 1995 $2,450,004 $0 $0 s $0 $0 $6

Inflated RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %0

NBHCPS.. 2185
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Figure B-2
‘Natomas Basin HCP
Acquisition and Restoration/Enhancement Constant 1995$
' . Total 48 49 50
A 1994-2045 2043 2044 2045
{Land Adquisition Cost : :
, Land Cost - 1995% $29,093,830 $0 $0 $0
_ Plus Transaction Costs $2,909,383 $0 $0 $0
Total Acquisition Cost - 1895$ $32,003,213 $0 $0 $o
Intlatod’Acqulcmon Cost $32,003,213 $0 $0 $0
LA Foo Revenue - 1095% $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0
Inflatod LA Foe Revenue $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0
Restoration/Enhancement Costs
Marsh; - $625,471 $0 $0 $0
Existing Rice $940,332 $0 $0 $0
Other Converted to Rice $791,457 $0 $0 $0
i Other™ $0 $0 $0 $0
Rice Converted to Marsh $80,000 $0 $0 $0
. Total Cost - 1095$ $2,437,259 $0 $0 $0
Infiated Development Cost $2,437,259 $0 $0 $0
LI g e
T "a":’sf«.”:‘«j .
RE Foo Rov. - 19958 $2,450,004 $0 $0 $0
Infiated RE Fee Revenue A $2,450,004 $0 $0 $0
e

¥
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‘Figure.B-3
Natomas Basin HCP ' : _
Operations & Maintenance Costs Constant 19958
Total .| 0 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
' 1994-2045 1994 - 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
et gl = '
Rice Lands
Not Farmable/Uplands 0% 0% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
4] Sotépside/Fallow 0% 0% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Leased for Other Crops C 0% 0% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Leased Rice Base Land 0% 0% 51% 51% 61% 51% 51% 51%
Rlcé Lands
Not Farmable/Uplands 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 326 52.8
Set:Aside/Faliow 0.0 0.0 . 360 36.0 38.0 18.0 29.3 475
Leaséd for Other Crops 0.0 0.0 1215 1215 121.6 60.8 99.0 - 1603
- -Loased Rice Base Land’ - . 0.0 0.0 2025 202.5 2025 101.3 165.0 . 267.1
Total Rice Lands 0.0 0.0 400.0 400.0 400.0 200.0 326.0 527.6
Rice Lands . ;
Not Farmable/Uplands $1,448643| '$0 $0 $2,878 $2,878 $2,878 $1,439 $2,346 $3,797
* - Set-Aside/Fallow $1,484,964 $0 $0 $2,951 $2,951 $2,951 $1,475 $2,405 $3,802
Leased for Other Crops $4,400253 | - $0 $0 $8,743 $8,743 $8,743 $4,371 $7,125 $11,532
Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $0 $0 $14,572 $14,572 $14,572 $7,286 $11,876 $19,220
‘Subfotal Rice $14,667,616 $0 $o0 $29,143 $20,143 $20,143 $14,572 $23,752 $38,440
Marsh®" =" ~ $8,415,537 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $24,898 $49,797 $49,797
{Other = . ‘ ' $0 $0 - .$0 $0 $0 . $0 . $0 $0 $0
Hunting * ~ : $5,347,273 $0 $0 $14,933 $14,933 $14,933 $14,933 $23,716 $30,302
Administration " $8,150,000 $0 $0 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $100,000 $150,000
Total O'& M Costs. $36,580,426 |  $0 $0 $94,077 $94077  $94,077 $104,403 $197,264 $268,539
Inflsted O & M Costs $36,580,426 $0 $0 $04,077 - $94,077 $94,077 $104,403 $197,264 $268,539
"O&M_cost”

NBHCP3.X. 21185
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Figure B-3
Natomas Basin HCP . :
Operations & Maintenance Costs Constant 19958
: Total | 7 8 9 10 1 12 13
A A ¢ 1994-2045 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
RiceLands® - -~ x
‘% Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
kA Sal As;delFalIow . 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
** L eaged for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Leased Rice Base Land 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
' lce Lands :
' Not Farmable/Uplands 7298 93.1 113.2 130.1 1477 165.2 182.8
. Set:Aside/Fallow " 85.6 83.8 101.9 117.1 132.9 148.7 164.5
i -Leas#d for Other Crops 2215 282.7 344.0 395.2 4485 501.8 555.1
Leaged Rice Base Land :369.2 471.2 5733 658.6 7475 836.4 925.2
Total Rice Lands - 729.2 930.8 1,132.4 1,301.0 1,4765 1,652.1 1,827.6
Rice Lands . o :
* Not Farmable/Uplands $1,448,643 $5,247 $6,698 $8,149 $9,362 $10,625 $11,888 $13,151
| SetAsideFallow $1,484,964 | $5,379 $6,866 $8,353 $9,596 $10,891 $12,186 $13,481
Leaséd for Other Crops $4,400,253 '$15,939 $20,345 $24,752 $28,436 $32,273 $36,110 $39,947
Le#ised Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $26,565 $33,909 $41,253 $47,303 $63,788 - $60,183 - $66,578
Subto‘lal Rice - $14,667,616 $53,120 $67,818 $82,507 $94,787 $107,577 $120,367 $133,157
Marsh $8,415537|  $49,797 $49,797 $49,797 $53,913 $61,198 $68,462 $75,767
{Other = $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Hunting $5,347,273 $36,888 $43,474 $50,058 $56,845 $55,107 $61,661 $68,214
Administrahon $8,150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Total o & M Costs $36,580,426 $339,814 $361,089 $382,363 $405,345 $423,882 $450,510 $477,139
inflated O & M Costs $36,560,426 |  $339,814 $361,089 $382,3608 $405,345 $423882  $450,510 $477,139
"O&M_cost”
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Figure B-3
Natomas Basin HCP

Operations & Maintenance Costs

DRAFT

Page 30f 8

Constant 1995$

Total 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
o 1994-2045 ' 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
Rice Lands -
_Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
“""'Sgt-Aside/Fallow 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 0% 9%
_""Leased for Other Crops - 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
" "Leased Rice Base Land .. 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%|
Rice Lands |
“Not Fammable/Uplands 200.3 217.9 246.2 2745 302.8 331.1 359.4
'Sef*Aside/Fallow 180.3 196.1 221.6 247.0 2725 298.0 323.4
' Leased for.Other Crops "+ 608.5 661.8 747.7 .833.7 919.6 1,005.6 1,091.6
:L'eased Rice Base Land 10141 1,108.0 1,246.2 1,389.5 1,532.7 1,676.0 °1,819.3
iTotal Rice Lands 2,003.2 2,178.7 2,461.7 2,744.7 3,027.6 3,310.6 3,593.6
T .
{{Rice Lands ~
‘Not Farmable/Uplands $1,448,643 $14,414 $15,678 $17,714 $19,750 $21,786 $23,823 $25,859
‘Set-Aside/Fallow $1,484,964. $14,778 $16,071 $18,158 $20,245 $22,333 $24,420 $26,507
Leased for Other Crops $4,400,253 | - $43,784 $47,621 $53,806 $59,991 $66,176 $72,361 $78,547
|| Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $72,873 $79,368 $89,677 $99,985 $110,204 $120,602 $130,911
{|._'Subtotal Rice ' $14,667,616 $145,947 $158,737  $179,355 $199,972 $220,589 $241,207 $261,824
Marsh $8,415,537 $83,052 $90,336 $102,079 $113822  $125,565 $137,308 $149,050
fOther " $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
"[Hunting $5,347,273 $74,768 $67,768 $76,572 $85,376 $94,180 $102,983 $111,787
'|Administration $8,150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 $503,767 $516,842 $558,006 $599,170 $640,334 $681,497 $722,661
B ) .
|inflated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $503,767 $516,842 $558,086 $599,170 $640,334 $681,497 $722,661
v "O&M_cost”
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DRAFT
Natomas Basin HCP
Operations & Maintenance Costs Constant 19958
S Total 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
L 1994-2045 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
Rld;La\‘n?h ,

: ..Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Sot-Ascde/FaIlow 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
‘Leased for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
Leased Rice Base Land 51% 61% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%

Rlcn Lands :
Not Farmable/Uplands " $375 $391 $407 $423. $439 $455 $4T1
Sot-Aside/Fallow - 337.8 3521 366.5 380.8 395.1 409.5 423.8
Leased for Other Crops 1,140.0 1,188.4 1,236.8 1,285.2 1,333.6 1,382.0 1,430.4
Leased Rice Base Land 1,809.9 1,960.6 2,061.3 2,142.0 2,222.7 2,303.4 2,384.0
Toial mce Lands 3,753.0 3,012.4 4,071.7 4,231.1 4,390.5 4,549.9 4,709.2
Rlce Lands
. Not Famable/Uplands $1,448,643 $27,006 $28,153 $29,299 $30,446 $31,593 $32,740 $33,887
| Set:Aside/Fallow $1,484,964 $27,683 $28,858 $30,034 $31,210 $32,385 $33,561 $34,736
| Leaséd 16r Other Crops $4,400,253 " $82,030 $85,514 $88,997 $92,481 $95,964 $99,448  $102,931
| Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $136,717 $142523 $148,329 $154,134 $159,940 $165,746 $171,552
Subtotal Rice $14,667,616 $273,436 $285,047 $206,650 $308,271 $319,883 $331,495 $343,106
s
Marsh, $8,415,537 $155,664 $162,278 $168,891 $175,505 $182,118 $188,732 $195,346
Other $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 30
Hunting | $5,347,273 | . $93,396 $97,363 $101,330 $105,296 $109,263 $113,230 $117,196
Administration . $8,150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
[ A .
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 $722,496 $744,688 $766,880 $789,072 $811,264 $833,456 $855,648
Infiated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $722,496 $744,688 $766,960 $789,072 $811,264 $833,456 $855,648

NBHCP3.XLS 9/21/95



Figure B-3
Natomas Basin HCP

Operations & Maintenance Costs

DRAFT

Page 5 of 8

Constant 1995%

) Total 28 29 30 31 32 33 34
e E 1994-2045 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 - 2028 2029
. Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% " 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
. Set-Asido/Fallow 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
. Leased for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
" Leased Rice Base Land 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
Rice Lands .
'Not Farmable/Uplands $487 $503 $519 $535 $551 $567 $582
Set-Aside/Fallow 438.2 4525 466.9 481.2 4955 509.9 '524.2
‘Leased for Other Crops '1,478.8 1,527.2 1,575.7 1,624.1 1,672.5 1,720.9 1,769.3
Leased Rice Base Land 2,464.7 2,545.4 2,626.1 2,706.8 2,7875 2,868.1 2,948.8
‘ratat Rice Lands 4,868.6 5,028.0 5,187.4 5,346.7 5,506.1 5,665.5 5,824.9
'|Rico Lands _
‘Not Faimable/Uplands $1,448,643 $35,034 $36,180 $37,327 $38,474 $39,621 $40,768 $41,915
‘Set-Aside/Faliow $1,484,964 $35,912 $37,088 $38,263 $39,439 $40,614 $41,790 " $42,966
‘Leased for Other Crops $4,400,253 $108,415 $109,808 $113,382 $116,865 $120,349 $123,832 $127,316
/| “Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,756 $177,358 $183,164 .  $188,970 $194,775 $200,581 $206,387 $212,193
1 ,SUbtotal Rice $14,667,616 $354,718 $366,330 $377,942 $389,554 $401,165 $412,777 $424,389
‘Marsh. $8,415,537 $201,959 $208,573 $215,187 $221,800 $228,414 $235,027 $241,641
|Other . $0 $o $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Hunting . $5,347,273 $121,163 $126,130 $129,006 $133,063 $137,030 $140,996 $144,963
|Administration '$8,150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 $877,841 $900,033 $922,225 $044,417 $066,609 $988,801  $1,010,993
inflated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $877,841 /$900,033 $0222225 $044,417 $966,609 $988,801  $1,010,993
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Figure B-3 | : ‘ ' | | DR AFT

Natomas Basin HCP

Operations & Maintenance Costs ' Constant 1995
Total 35 36 a7 38 39 40 _ 41
1994-2045 2030 2081 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036

Rice Lands . i . : -
. .Not Farmable/Uplands ' 10% 10% 10% C10% 10% 10% - 10%
" .Set-Aside/Fallow ~ : 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
.., Leased for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
. Leased Rice Base Land 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
Rice Lands : : o
| Not Farmable/Uplands : $598 $614 $630 $646 $656 $656 $656
Set-Aside/Fallow - 538.6 552.9 567.3 581.6 590.7 590.7 590.7
Lédsad for Other Crops 1817.7 1,866.1 1,8145 1,962.9 1,9935 1,9935 1,993.5

* L6aséd Rice Base Land 3,0295 3,110.2 3,190.9 3,271.8 3,322.5 3,322.5 . 33225
Total Rice Lands - 5,884.2 6,143.6 6,303.0 6,462.4 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0

TG v e .
Rice Lands ‘ :

| Nof Farmable/Uplands $1,448,643 $43,062 $44,208 $45,355 $46,502 $47,226 $47,226 $47,226
Set-Aside/Fallow * $1,4684,964 $44,141 $45,317 $46,492 $47,668 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410
Leased for Other Crops $4,400,253 $130,799 $134,283 $137,766 $141,250 $143,449 $143,449 $143,449
Leaséd Rice Base Land $7.333,756 $217,999 $223,805 $229,611 $235,416 $239,082 $239,082 $239,082

__ Subtotal Rice $14,667,616 $436,001 $447,613 $459,224 $470,836 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167
Marsh $8,415,537 $248255  $254,868 $261,482 $268,096  $272,271 $272,271 $272,271
Cther , $0 - $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 : $0
Hunting . $5,347,273 $148,830  $152,896 $156,863 $160,830 $163,334 $163,334 $163,334
Administration $8,150,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $200,000 $100,000 $100,000
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 |  $1,033,185  $1,055,377 $1,077,569 $1,009,761 $1,113,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771
Inflated O & M Costs $36,580,426 |  $1,033,185  $1,055,377 $1,077,569 $1,009,761 $1,113,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771




Figure B-3
Natomas Basin HCP

Operations & Maintenance Costs

DRAFT

Page 7 of 8

Constant 19958

Total 42 43 44 45 > 46 47
1994-2045 2037 2038 © 2039 2040 2041 2042
|Rice Lands
. Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
~ Set-Aside/Fallow 9% 9% 9% 9% - 9% 9%
*, Leased for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%j
Leased Rice Base Land - 81% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
Rico Lands
Not Farmable/Uplands $656 $656 $656 $656 $656 $656
Set:Aside/Fallow 590.7 580.7 590.7 590.7 590.7 590.7
Leasad for Other Crops 1,893.5 1,993.5 1,9935 1,935 1,993.5 1,9935
Leased Rice Base Land 3,322.5 3,3225 33225 33225 3,3225 3,3225
Total Rice Landa 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0
BT L .
1Rice Lands
Not Farmable/Uplands $1,448,643 $47,226 $47,226 $47,226 $47,226 $47,226 $47,226
SetsAside/Fallow $1,484,964 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410
Le&sed for Other Crops $4,400,263 $143,449 $143,449 $143,449 $143,449 $143,449 $143,449
Leased Rice Base Land $7,333,766 $239,082 $239,082 $239,082 $239,082 $239,082 $239,082
Subtotal Rice $14,667,616 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167
Marsh $8,415,537 $272,271 $272,271 $272,271 $272,271 $272,271 $272,271 .
“{Other - _ $0. $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Hunting . $5,347,273 $163,334 $163,334 $163,334 $163,334 $163,334 $163,334
Administration $8,150,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771
Infiated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 > $1,013,771 $1,043,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771
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ziagtg::a%%asin HCP . DRAF T

-Operations & Maintenance Costs ' ' Constant 19958
— Total 48 ‘ 49 50
R - 1994-2045° | - 2043 2044 2045
Rice Lands _ ‘
:Not Farmable/Uplands : : . 10% 10% 10%
Set-Aside/Fallow ' - 9% 9% 9%
Leased for Other Crops- Co v 30% 30% 30%
l.eased Rice Base Land : 61% 51% 51%
N1 ] ,':.vli )
Rice Lands ‘ :
Not Farmable/Uplands . $656 $656 $656
Sef-Adide/Fallow i ’ 590.7 590.7 590.7
Liédséd for Other Crops " 1,9935 1,893.5 1,993.5
Leassd Rice Base Land . 33225 33225 13,3225
4+ Total Rlce Lands 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0
Rice Lands :
Not Farmable/Uplands : $1,448,643. Lo $47,226 $47,226 $47,226
Set-Aslde/Faliow $1,484,964 $48,410 $48,410 $48,410
Leasad for. Other Crops $4,400,253 ]  $143,449 $143,449 $143,449
Leased Rice Base Land . $7,333,756 .+ $239,082 $239,082 $239,082
Subtétal Rice $14,667,616 $478,167 $478,167 $478,167
Marsh'* $8,415537 | '~ $272,271 $272,271 $272,271 o
Other ™" ™ _ $0 o $0 $0 $0 _ T
Hunting =~ v $6,347,273 " $163,334 $163,334 $163,334
Administration $8,150,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000
Total O & M Costs $36,580,426 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 $1,013,771
inflated O & M Costs $36,580,426 $1,013,771 $1,013,771 »$1,013,771




Figure B-4
. Natomas Basin HCP
Operating Revenues

Page 10f 8

Constant 19958

Total 0 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
e 1994-2045 | 1994 | 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Rice Lands ;
" Not Farmable/Uplands 0% 0% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
" Set-Aside/Fallow 0% 0% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
“Leased for Other Crops 0% 0% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
“"Leased Rice Base Land 0% 0% 51% 51% 51% 51% . 51% 51%
Rice Land Acreage
Not Farmable/Uplands 0.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 40.0 20.0 326 52.8
Set‘Aside/Fallow 0.0 0.0 36.0 36.0 36.0 18.0 29.3 475
Leased for Other Crops 0.0 0.0 1215 1215 1215 60.8 99.0 160.3
Leaséd Rice Base Land 0.0 0.0 202.5 202.5 2025 . 101.3 165.0 267.1
11 Suibitotal - 0.0 0.0 400.0 400.0 - 400.0 200.0 326.0 527.6
Rice Lands . :
Othiér Crop Land Lease $5,317,509 $0 $0 $10,631 $10,631 $10,631 $5,316 $8,664 $14,023
Rice'Base Land Lease $17,835,422 $0 $0 $35,438 $36,438 $35,438 $17,719 $28,881 $46,743
S*Q?ﬁzt'élﬂmce $23,152,931 $0 $0 $46,069 $46,069 $46,060 $23,034 $37,546 $60,765
HIVHE ARy ¢ - . -
Admin/O'EM Mitigation Fees
Base Fee $2,625,004 $0 $0 $0 $54,449 $54,449 $54,449 $54,449 $60,483
Maxirum Fee Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Total’Admin/O & M Fees $2,625,004 $0 $0 $0 $54,449 $54,449 $54,449 $54,449 $60,483
Hunting $19,880,396 $0 $0 $55,520 $55,520 $55,520 $55,520 $88,172 $112,658 |
Total Operating Revenues - 1995 $45,658,331 $0 $0 $101,589 $156,038 $156,038 $133,003 . $180,167 $233,906
Inflated O; " Ing Revenues $45,658,331 $0 $0 $101 $156,038 $156,038 $133,003 $180,167 $2 % J

-~ ——— |
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Figure B-4
' Natomas Basin HCP

DRAFT

Constant 1995$

;f‘Opératlng Revenues

Total

17

12

ST

{ inflated Operating Revenues

$445,153

"revenues”

7 8 10 13
MR S 1994-2045 2002 2003 - 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
‘|Rice: Lands : :

Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%]
iSetiAside/Fallow . ; - 0% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%+ 9%
zLaas'ad for Other Crops - 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%] °

eased che Base Land . 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
: 5‘.";“ e ’
Rice Land Acreage

NQ!_ Ean_nable/Uplands 72.9 93.1 113.2 130.1 147.7 165.2 182.8
+Set-Aside/Fallow R 65.6 83.8 101.9 1171 132.9 148.7 164.5
-Leased for Other Crops 2215 282.7 3440 395.2 4485 501.8 555.1
- Leased Rice Base Land . 368.2 471.2 5733 658.6 747.5 836.4 925.2

Subtotal 729.2 930.8 1,132.4 1,301.0 1,476.5 1,652.1 1,827.6
R RRE :

Othemﬁmp Land Lease $5,317,509 $19,381 $24,740 $30,098 $34,678 $39,243 $43,809 $48,575

. Rice:Base.Land Lease $17,835,422 $64,604 $82,465 $100,327 $115,259 $130,811 $146,363 $161,916
:Subtotal Rice $23,152,931 $83,985 $107,205 $130,424 $149,836 $170,054 . $180,272 $210,490

SHEe ORI R
AdmlnlO &M Mltlgatlon Feos
;Bage. Fee - $2,625,004 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 $70,219 $70,219 $70,219

:Maximum Fee Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

‘TolalAdmIn/O & M Fees $2,625,004 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 .$70,219 $70,219 $70,219
i E L ' . : '

i{Hunting - $19,880,396 $137,143 $161,629 $186,114 $210,598 $204,880 $229,246 $253,612
Total Oporating Revenues - 1995% - $45,658,331 » $281,611 $320,316 $377,21 $420,918 $445,153 $489,737 $534,321
$45,658,331 : §2&1 ,611 $329,316 $377,021 $420,918 $489,737 $534,321



Figure B-4
-Natomas Basin HCP
, /Oparatlng Revenues

Iy 7 hqum Yt

DRAFT

Page 30f 8

Constant 1995%

Inﬂated Operatlno Revenues

‘ Total 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
Lt e, 1894-2045 2009 2010 - 2011 - 2012 2013 2014 2015
{,,
Rice l.ands :
Not Fannable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
. Set:Aside/Fallow : 9% - 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
i Leasedfor Other Crops - 30% 30% 15% 30% 30% 30% 30%
; Leased Rice Base Land ~51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
fy ;x&“ﬁ‘z{‘}: '{53:“»5 T B :
Rlco Land Acreage |
. NotRamable/Uplands 200.3 2179 - 248.2 2745 302.8 331.1 - 369.4
i Set-Aside/Fallow: - 180.3 196.1 2218 247.0 2725 298.0 3234
; Leased for:Other Crops -+ 608.5 661.8 369.3 833.7 919.6 1,005.6 -~ 1,091.6
‘112L.eased Rice Base Land 1,014.1 1,103.0 1,246.2 1,389.5 1.632.7 1,676.0 1,819.3
Subtotal 2,003.2 2,178.7 2,083.2 2,744.7 3,027.6 3,310.6 3,583.6
T uNpRe < . T
Rice Lands: - . - _
i Other.Crop Land Lease $5,317,509 | $53,240 $57,906 $32,310 $72,948 $80,469 $87,990 $95,511
* Rice Base Land Lease $17,835,422 $177,468 $193,020 $218,091 $243,161 $268,231 $293,301 $318,371
Subtotal Rico $23,152,931 $230,709 $260,927 $250,400 $316,109 $348,700 $381,201 $413,882
Lo R e .
Admin/O &M Mmgatlon Foas
Base.Fae $2,626,004 $70,219 $70,218 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191
i Maximum Fee Adjustmem $0 %o $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
‘ Total Adm!nlO & M Foos $2,625,004 $70,219 $70,219 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191
Humlng $19,880,396 $277,978 $251,953 $284,684 $317,415 $350,146 $382,877 $415,608
Total Operating Revenues - 1995$ $45,658,331 $578,805 $573,008 $648,273 $746,715 $812,037 $877,359 $942,681
$45,658,331 | $578,905 - $573,008 $648,275 $746,715 $812,037 $877,359 $942,681

“revenues”
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DRAFT

Flgure B-4
Natomas Basin HCP
4 Operatlng Revenues Constant 19958
; Total - 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
~§ 1994-2045 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
{Rice.Lands _ ~ : - , :
! Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
| Sel-Aside/Fallow : 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9%
Leasgq for Other Crops | 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
g hl*.aased Rice Base Land 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%
H g’(»&?uﬁ’ii&} Qj o joy L . .
*|Rice Land Acreage :
1 :Not:Famable/Uplands - $376 $391 $407 $423 $439 " $455 . $471
| Set-Aside/Fallow . ...3378 352.1 . 366.5 380.8 - 3951 . 409.5 4238
Leased for Other Crops 11,1400 1,188.4 1,236.8 1,285.2 1,333.6 1,382.0 1,430.4
ﬂLeased Rice Base Land : *1,899.9 1,980.6 2,061.3 2,142.0 2,222.7 2,303.4 2,384.0
Subtotal 3,753.0 3,.912.4 - 4,071.7 . 4,231.1 4,390.5 4,540,9 4,709.2
é TGS RS ¥
i omq; Crop Land Lease $6,317,508 |  $99,747 $103,983 $108,219 $112,456 $116,691 $120,927 $125,162
| Rice; Basg Land Lease $17,835,422: $332,490 $346,610 $360,730 $374,849 $388,969 $403,088 $417,208
§Subgomlialce $23,152,931 $432,237 $450,593 $468,948 $487,304 $505,660 $524,015 $542,371
oo SR e
|AdmIn/O- &M Mitigation Fees ‘
| BaseFee $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 . $63,750
‘Maximum Fee Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 ~§0 $0 $0
_ Total Admlnlo & M Foes $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750
QHumlno s $19,880,396 $347,234 $361,082 $376,729 $391,477 $406,224 $420,972 $435,719
| Total Operating Revenues - 1995$ $45,658,331 $843,222 $876,325 $900,428 $942,531 $975,634  $1,008,737  $1,041,840
Inflated Operating Revenues $45,658,331 $843,222 $876,325 $909,428 $042,531 $975634  $1,008,737  $1,041,840




- Natomas Basin HCP A

: Operating Revenues Constant 19958
T Total 28 29 30 31 32 33 34

e 1994-2045 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
‘ Rlce Lnnds ‘ ,
Not Famable/Uplands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
s%;&s{demauow ‘ 9% 9% 9% 0% - 9% 9% 9%
nggm!  for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%

L asadece Base Land 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51% 51%

é FRTS )

mco Lmd Acreage .

! Not:Eamable/Uplands - $487 $503 - $519 $535 $661 $567 $582
Set-Aside/Fallow » 4382 4525 466.9 481.2 4955 .509.9 524.2
Leased for Other Crops . 14788 16272 1,676.7 1,624.1 16725 1,720.9 1,769.3

.+ L.oased Rice Base Land 2,464.7 2,545.4 2,626.1 2,706.8 2,787.5 2,868.1 2,948 8

" Subtotal 4,868.6 5,028.0 5,187.4 5,346.7 5,506.1 5,665.5 5,824.9 |

U SO - S|

Ricelands.. . . - I . g o

' OthorCrop Land Lease $5,317,508 | . $120,308 $133,634 $137,870 $142,106 $146,342 $150,578 $154,814
Rice Base Land Lease $17,835 422 $431,328 $445,447 $459,567 $473,687 $487,806 $501,926 $516,046
Subtotal Rice . $23,152,931 $560,726 $579,082 $597,437  $615,793 ©  $634,148 $652,504 $670,859

WAL A R 32 ’ )

Admin/O &M Mlﬂgatlon Fees :

: BaseFee,. - . $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 |

Ma)dmum Fea Adjustmant $0 | $0 ' $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 |

[ Total, AdmlnlO&MFeon $2,625004 |  $63,750 $63,750 © $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 |

E s m : i

Hum,lr_\q $16,880,306 |  $450,467 $465,214 $479,962 $494,709 $509,457 $524,204  $538,952 |

j‘otal Operating Revenuas - 1995$ $45,658,331 | $1,074,943  $1,108,046  $1,141,]49  $1,174,252  §1,207,355  $1,240,458  $1,273,561

$45658331 | $1,074,043  $1,108046  $1,141,149 1,174,252  $1,207,355  $1240458  $1,273,561 |

Figure B-4

DRAFT
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iMMod Operating Revenues
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. DRAFT

Figur :
Natomas. Basin HCP v
‘ .Operating-Revenues . , Constant 19958
L A . Total 3% 36 37 38 30 T30 1
e 1994-2045 2030 - 2031 . 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036, -
r-uce Lands , ; .
Not Farmable/Uplands : : 10% . 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
ﬁw obAsido/Eallow.. . 4 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% 9% » 9%
8 éﬁcf for.Other Crops o : 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%
"Leased Rice Base Land ‘ 51% 51% - 51% 51% . B1% 51% " 51%
Nonomagy e we : '
Rice Land Acteage :
/| ;NotFamable/Uplands $598 $614 $630 $646 $656 . $656 $656
! "Set-Aside/Fallow 538.6 552.9 567.3 581.6 590.7 590.7 590.7
; Leaged for Other Crops 1,817.7 1,866.1 1,914.5 1,962.9 1,993.5 1,993.5 1,993.5
‘ “ Leased Rice Base Land , . 3,0285 3,110.2 3,190.9 3,2716 3,322.5 3,3225 3,3225
“Sublotal . 5,084.2 6,143.6 6,303.0 6,462.4 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0
|Rice Lands . - ‘ o
il ,Other Crop Land Lease $5,317,509 $159,050 $163,285 $167,521 $171,757 $174,431 $174,431 $174,4371
! Hice Base Land Lease $17,835422:| ~ $630,165 $644,285 $558,404 $672,524 $581,438 $581,438 $581,438
&Subtotal Rice $23,152,931 $689,215 $707,570 $725,926 $744,281 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869
§ PR TR :
Admlnlo &M Mmgatlon Feos :
!| ;BagseFee - $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 . $40,245 $0 $0
Maximum Fee Adjustmam $0 $0 $0 . $0 $0 , $0 - $0 %0
: Total Admlnlo & M Foos $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 = $40245 - $0 ' $0
Humlgq $19,880,396 $553,699 $568,447 $583,184 $597,942 $607,252 $607,252 $607,2$2
Total Operating Revenues - 1995$ $45,658,331 |  $1 306,664  $1,339,767 1,372,870 $1,405,973 $1,403,366 1,363,121 -$1,363,121
Hinflated Operating Revenues ~ $45,658331| §1 306,664  $1,339,767 $1,372,870 $1,405,973 $1,403,366 $1,363,121 $1 ,363,121




Figure B-4
Natomas Basin Hcp
Operating Revenues

Page 7 of 8

DRAFT

Constant 199538

Inflated Operating Revenues

g

Total 12 43 P 75 46 I 47
1994-2045 2037 2038 2039 J 2040 2041 2042

Rice Lands , . | -

“ Not Farmable/Upiands 10% 10% 10% 10% 10% 10%
Set-Aside/Fallow SR . 8% 8% 9% 9% 9% - 9%
Leased for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30%

. Leased Rice Base Land 51% §1% 51% 51% 51% 51%

Rice Land xcreage ‘

i Not Farmable/Uplands $656 $656 $656 $656 $656 - $656 |

! Set-Aside/Fallow . 5907 . 590.7 590.7 590.7 5907 590.7 |

. Leased for.Other Crops . 1,9935 1,993.5 1,993.5 1,993.5 1,993.5 1,9935

', Leased Rice Basé Land 33225 33225 33225 33225 33225 3,3225
Subtotal 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0 |
Other.Crop Land Lease $5,317,509 $174,431 $174,431 $174,431 $174,421 $174,431 $174,431| |

. Rice Base Land Lease $17,835,422 - $581,438 $681,438 $581,438 $581,438 $581,438 $581.438 |

! Subtotal Rice $23,152,931 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869 $755869 |

Lices ronm e _

Admin/o &M Mitigation Fees

i Baspfee . $2,625,004 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

i Maximum Fee Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 )

Total Admin/O & M Fees $2,625,004 $o $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

qqm[hqm; ' $19,880,396 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252

Total Operating Revenues - 1995¢ $45,658,331 $1,363,121 $1,363,121 . $1,363,121 $1,363,121 $1,363,121 $1,363,121.1

$45,658,331 $1,363,121 $1,363,1; $1,363,121 $1,363,121

$1,363,121 $1,363,121 I
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DRAFT

Flgure B-4
Natomas Basin HCP
Operqtlng Revenues Constant 1995$
Total ) 29 50 ; ;
1994-2045 2043 2044 2045

 |Rice Lands

;] Not Farmable/Uplands 10% 10% 10%

1" Set-Aside/Fallow 8% 9% 9% . :
Leaged for Other Crops 30% 30% 30% !
Leased Rcce Base Land 51% 51% 51% :

,m n nd Acreage
“Not'Farmable/Uplands $656 $656 $656
. Set-Aside/Fallow _ 590.7 590.7 690.7
Leased for Other Crops 1,993.5 11,9935 1,993.5
. Leased Rice Base Land 3,3225 3,3225 . 3,3225
Subiota! 6,563.0 6,563.0 6,563.0
Rlco Lands :
.+ Other Crop Land Lease $6,317,509 $174,431 $174,431 $174 431
, Rice Base Land Lgase $17,835,422 $561,438 $581,438 $581,438
-1~ Subtdtal Rice” $23,152,931 $755,869 $755,860 $755,869
Admin/O &M Mitigation Fees :
-+ Base Fea - $2,626,004 %0 $0 $0 :
Maximum Fes Adjustment $0 $0 $0 $0 ;
Total AdmlnIO & M Foes $2,625,004 $0 $0 $0
) Huntlnn $19,880,396 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252




Figure B-5

Page 1 of 8
Natomas Basin HCP DR AFT
Cash Flow - 1995% 1995%
Total 0 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
1994-2045 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

LAND ACQUISITION..
nglnnlncssalance $0. $0 $0 %0 $664,277  $1,337,854  $2,020,861 ' $58,098
i Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003,213) $0 $0  ($1,463,000) %0 $0 $0  ($1,192,332) ($737,386)
+PIG§L'A Fee Revenue $32,026,049°. g0 . = $0 %0 $664,277 $664,277 $664,277 $664,277 $737,890

Plus Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) |- $0{ %0 $0 . $1,463,000 $0 $0 $0 . ($1,463,000) $0
i Plig'Interest Eamnings (2) - $116,688 $o $o $0 $0 $9,300 $18,730 $28,292 $813
P pmmGws . )
Ending iBatanco $138,525 ],  $0 $0 $0 $664,277  $1,337,854  $2,020,861 $58,008 $50,416
SN e :
1 o . - RS
RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS,
DR gess o .
Beginning Balance $0 $0 $0 $0 $50,819 $102,349 $114,601 $14,489
W PP R
¢ Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,269)|. S0 $0 ($98,000) $0 $0 ($40,000) {$119,869) ($49,394)

iRty : ¢ . .
! Plus RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $0 $0 $0 $50,819 $60,819 $50,819 $650,819 $56,451
i Plus Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $98,000 $0 $0 $0 ($32,667) $0
. Plus Interest Eamings (2) $13840 . $0 $0 $0 $0 $711 $1,433 $1,604 $203
éndlgaigg[ah« $26,385 $0 $0 $0 $50,819  $102,349 $114,601 $14,489 $21,748
ISR () .
_|OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE

éeql}' nlng”  wnce $0 $0 $7,512 $69,578 $132,513 $162,969 $14° 53
‘ 10 & M Costs ($36,580,426) $0 $0 rooan ($94.077) ($94,077)  ($104,403)  ($197,264) ($262 1\
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Figure B-5 - Page 2 of 8
Natomas Basin HCP DRAFT
fCash" Flow 19958 19953
Total 7 8 9 10 11 12 1 3
1994-2045 - 20Q2 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Beolnn uﬂ Balgnco . $59,416 $60,752 $62,106 $63,480 $64,872 $66,366 $67,880
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003213)  ($737,386)  ($737,386)  ($737,386)  ($737,386)  ($856,085) ($856,085)  ($856,085)|
:Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $737,890 $737,890 $737,890 $737,800 $856,670 $856,670 $856‘,670
** Plus’Other Revenues/(Reimb. 3 (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus lmerest Eamings (2) $116,688 $832 $851 - $869 $889 $008 $929 $950
N ‘-;g zr ,,, ” Iz8 "
Ending Balance $138,525 $60,752 $62,106 $63,480 $64,872 $66,366 $67,880 $69,415
RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS
Bogln‘ np Balanco $21,748 $29,100 ‘ $36,573 $44,1414 $16,?25 $17,521 $18,936
Less Restoratior/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259)] . ($49,304) ($49,394) ($49,394) ($52,418) ($64,367) ($64,367) ($64,367)
Plus RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004, $56,451 $56,451 '$56,451 $56,451 $65,538 $65,538 $65,538
* Plus-Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) . $0 - $0 $0 $0 ($32,667) $0 $0 $0
H‘El_us; lntsge_g; Eamings (2) . $13,640 $304 $408 $512 $618 $226 $245 $265
- |Ending Balance 326,385 $29,1b9 $36,573 $44,141 $16,125 $17,521 $18,936 $20,372
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
Boglnnlnq Balanco $115,594 $59,009 $28,063 $23,114 $39,011 $60,828 $100,906
SHIE L : . )
Lass ;Oy& M Costs ($36,580,425) ($339,814) - ($361,080) ($382,363) ($405,345) {$423,882) ($450,510) ($477,139)
- Plus Admin/O&M Fee Revenue $2,625,004 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 $60,483 $70,219 $70,219 $70,219
Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 $83,985 $107,205 $130,404 $149,836 $170,054 $180,272 $210,490
.. Plus Hunung Revenues’ $19,880,306 . $137,143 $161,629 $186,114 $210,599 $204,880 $229,246 $253,612
" Plus Other Revenues ¢)] $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,606 $1,618 $826 $393 $324 $546 $852 $1,413
Subtotal Revenues $47,830,027 $283,229 $330,142 3377,414 $421,242 $445,699 $490,588 $535,734
Ending Balance (3) $11,249,601 $59,009 $28,063 $23,114 $39,011 $60,828 $1 00,906‘ $159,501



Page 30of 8

(Cast K 19958 -
5;’“{‘1@! R . ‘
' © Total ' 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1994-2045* 2009 2010 2011 2012 ' 2013 2014 12015
LAND ACQUISITION
GRS
Boglnning Balance $69,415 $70,972 $72,551 $74,510 $76.497 $78,511 $80,553
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003,213)]  ($856,085)  ($856,085) ($1.379,887) (¥ 379,987) ($1379.987)  ($1,379,987)  ($1,379,987)
Plus LA Fee ReVenue ‘ $32,025,049 $856,670 $856,670 $1,380,931 $1,380,931 $1, 380 931 $1,380,931 $1,380,931
“ pPlug Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 S %0 $0 ‘ $0 $0 $0 $0 - $0
Plug {n}erast Earnlngs (2) $116,688 $a72 $994 $1,018 $1,043 $1,071 $1,099 $1,128
Endlng.Balance $138,525 $70,972 $72,551 $74,510 $76,497 $78,511 $80,553 $82,624
RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS .
Baalnnlnq Balance v $20,372 $21,827 ($9,363) ($7.477) ($5,580) ($3,704) ($1,817)
B & T ‘ K ’ . . . B
Less RestorationVEnh. Costs ($2,437,269)] (§64.367) ($64,367) ($103,758) {$103,768) ($103,758) {$103,758) 1($103,758)
 Plus RE Fee Revenuse $2,450,004 365.538 $65,538 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645 $105,645
<+’ Plig‘Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 * 80 ($32,667) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
. glggilggqr{ggt‘ Eamings (2) $13,840 $285 $306 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Ending Balance $26,385 $21,827 ($9,363) ($7,477) {$5,590) ($3,704) ($1,817) $69
OPERATIONS‘ & MAlNI?NANCE
Benln{nlr‘gg Balance $159,501 $236,871 $206,444 $390,863 $543,880 $723 198 - $929,184
sl gt : . - : ;"‘ - :
Less O.,&_ M Costs. ($36,580,426) ($503,767) ($516,842) ($558,006) ($599,170) {$640,334) ($681 497) ($722,661)
.+ Plus, Admln/O&M Fao Revenue $2,625,004 $70,219 $70,219 $113,191 $113,191 $113,191 $1 13,191 $113,1 Qi
Plus ‘Rice Ravenues $23,152,931 $230,709 $250,927 $250,400 $316,109 $348,700 $381,291 $413,882
- Plus Huntmg Revenues $19,880,396 $277,978 $251,953 $284,684 $317,415 $350,146 $382,877 $415,608
¥ B)ig'Other Revenues (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
_..Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,696 $2,233 $3,316 $4,150 $5,472 $7614 $10,125 $13,009
Subto®r * Revenues $47,830,027 - $581,138 $576,415 $652,425 $752,187 $819,651 $887,484 $955,680
En}‘“n‘g: éi‘lmnce {3) $11,249,601 $236,871 $206,444 380,863 $543,880 $723,198 $929,184 $1,162,21”

i frnen Fararal Stata or davalonmant faes tn fund the Inltlal acquistion ar

cash_flow®
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Flgure;:B-S ’ . Page 4 of 8
Natomas.Basin HCP DR AFT
iCash Elow - 19958 , 19958
we ‘ : : ‘
" Total 21 22 23 24 25 26 27
. 1994-2045 " 2016 2017 - 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
LAND ACQUISITION
Beginning:Balance $62,624 $84,312 $86,024 $687,750  $69,519 $91,304 $93.113
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003213)  ($777.219)  ($777.219)  ($777.219)  ($777.219)  ($777.218)  ($777.219) ($777,219)
...Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750
* PI{ig'Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 %o $0
P‘”? !qtgrest Eamings (2) $116,688 $1,157 $1,180 $1.204 $1,228 $1,253 $1,278 $1,304
Ending Balance $138,525 $84,312 $86,024 $87,759 $89,519 $91,304 $93,113 $94,948
LRI el : - |
RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS
Beglnhing Balance $69 $1,133 $2.211 $3,304 $4,413 $5,537 $6,677
Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259) ($58,438) ($58,438)  ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438)
..o Plus RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 ~ $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $569,500 $59,500 $59,500 $69,500
<" Plus Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
.- Blug Interest Eamings (2) $13,640 $1 $16 $31 $46 $62 $78 $93
Ending Balance $26,385 $1,133 $2,211 $3,304 $4,413 $5,537 $6,677 $7,833
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE o
Beglnning Balance $1,162213  $1,209.210  $1449,035  $1,611,869  $1,787,894  $1,977.204  $2,180,256 |
Less O.& M Costs ($36,580,426)|  ($722,496)  ($744,688)  ($766,880)  ($789,072)  ($811,264)  ($833,456) ($855,648)
+ Plus Admin/O&M Fee Revenue $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750
Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 $432,237 $450,593 $468,948 $487,304 $505,660 $524,015 $542,371
qus@Huq;{ng Revenues $19,880,396 $347,234 $361,982 $376,728 $391,477 $406,224 $420,972 $435,719
Plus Other Revenues (1) ‘ $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,696 $16,271 $18,189 $20,286 $22,566 $25,031 $27,682 $30,524
Subtotal Revenues $47,830,027 $859,493 $894,514 - $929,714 $965,097  $1,000,664  $1,036,419  $1,072,363
Ending Balance (3) $11,249,601 |  $1,209210  $1,449,035  $1,611,868  $1,787,804  $1,977,294  $2,180,256  $2,396,971

(1) "Other” revenues represants upfront funding from Federal, Stale or development fees to fund the initial acquisition and
testoration/enhancement costs. The projects that funded this upfront cos! would recelve a lee credit for this portion. If

Federal or State money were avallable, more land could be funded In advance of development. V
t Inlarastig enrnad O D anneets nny 709 of the prior yesr's anding balanca,




| Figure B-5

Ending Balence ()

DRAFT ™
- Natomas Basin HCP }
: Cash Flow 1995$ 19958
E IR AN B . . co .
Total 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 _
1994-2045‘ 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

LAND AL}, ~UISITION

Beginning Balance $94,948 $96,809 $98,695 $100,608 $102,548 $104515 $106.500
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003,213)|  ($777.219)  ($777.219)  ($777.219)  ($777,219) ($777,219)  {$777,219) ($777.219)
Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750
“Plua’Gther Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 : $0 $0 $0

n Plus In&terast Eamings (2) $116,688 $1,329 $1,355 $1,382 $1.,409 $1,436 $1.463 $1,491
Z AR, g i3 .

Ending Balance $138,525 | $66,809 $98,685 $100,608 $102,548 $104,515 $106,509 $108,532

‘ty)m,..:“ fimin g, C— e n e mae

RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS!

Beglnnlnq Balance $7,833 $9,006 $10,194 $11,309 $12,622 $13,861 $15,117
Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259) © ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438)
Plus RE Fee Revenue $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $58,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500
Pius Othér Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0

. Plus Interest Eamings (2) ~ $13,840 $110 $126 $143 $160 $177 $194 $212
Ending Balance $26,385 $8,006 $10,194 $11,399 $12,622 $13,861 $15,117 $16,391
OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE

‘ Boglnﬁlhg Balance $2,396,971 $2,627.631 $2,872,430 $3,131,569 $3,405,245 $3,693,665 $3,997,033
Less O & M Costs ($36,580,426) ($877.841) ($900,033) ($922,225) ($944,417) ($966,609) ($988,801)  ($1,010,993)
Plus Admin/O&M Fee Revenus $2,625,004 ' $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 ~ $63,750 $63,750
Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 - $560,726 $579,082 $507.437 $615,793 $634,148 $652,504 $670,859

. \A.Plus Huntmg Revenues $19,880,396 |. $450,467 $485,214 $479,962 $494,709 $509,457 $524,204 $538,852

" Plus Other Revenues (1) $0 $0 $0 %0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,696 $33,558 $36,787 $40,214 $43,842 $47,673 $51,711 ~ $55,958
Subtotal Revenues $47,830,027 | $1,108,500 $1,144,833 $1,181,363 $1,218,004 $1,255,028 $1,292,169 $1,329,519
$11,249,601 $2,6§7,631 $2,872,430 £3,131,569 $3,405,245 $3,603,665 $3,087,033 $4,315,559

(1) "Other” revenues represants upiront fui

resioration/enhancement costs. The p

..... 4 from Federsl, State or development fees to fund the Inltlal acquisition and
* fhat fundad this upfront cost would recelve a fee credtt for this portion, if
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Natomas Basin HCP m ]
:Cash‘Flow - 1995$ - - 19958
by '*WWIH - ) -
Total 35 36 37 38 39 40 41
1994-2046 - 2030 - 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035 2036
Bed)ﬁhlqpm éiihcp $108532°  $110,562° $112,662 $114,770 $116,908 $118,880 $120,545
ngg Land g\cquisition Costs ($32,003,213) (3777,219) ($777,219) ($777,219) ($777,219) ($490,654) $0 . $0
Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,048 $777 750 $777,750 $777,750 $777,750 $480,989 $0 $0
& Plug Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 © $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 - 80
. .. Elu's' lrg}e!?st Earmings (2) $116,668 $1 519 $1,648 $1,577 $1,607 $1,637 $1,664 $1,688
g R ¢ R : A
Endlnn Balance $138,526 $110,582 $112,662 $114,770 $116,908 $118,880 $120,545 | $122,232
REST%R)}TIQN & ENHANCEMENTS
509'29,‘?,05?‘8“09 E . $16,391 $17,683 $18,993 $20,322 $21,669 $22(643 $22,960
Les,su@estogaﬁonlEnh. Costs ($2,437,259) . ($58,438) ($58,438) ($58,438) - {$58,438) ($36,891) . $0 $0
) PIUQ‘HE Fee Revenus $2,450,004 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $59,500 $37,562 %0 $6
Plus'Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 - %0 $0 $0 $0 T %0 - $0 $0
Plus interest Earnings (2) $13,640 $229 $248 $266 $285 $303 $317 $321
R AT AT R . K
Ending Balance $26,38§ $17,683 $18,983 $20,322 $21,669 ' $22,643 $22,960 $23,281
veork
. OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE
PR S S R
Beginning Balance $4,315,559 $4,649,456 $4,998,938 $5,364,223 $5,745,534 $6,115,566 $6,550,533
%é\ﬂyf" LwM LR : )
Lesg O&M Costs ($36,580,426)] ($1,033,185) (1 ,055,377) ($1,077,569) ($1,099,761) ($1,113,771) ($1,013,771) ($1 ,013,'771.)
,Plus Admin/O&M Fee Revenue $2,625,004 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $63,750 $40,245 $0 $0
Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 .$689,215 $707,570 $725,826 $744,281 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869
PlL!S, . Hunting Revenues $19,880,396 $553,689 $568,447 $583,194 $597,942 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252
Plus Other Revenues (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,696 $60,418 $65,092. $69,985 $75,099 $80,437 $85,618 $91,707
Subtotal Revenues $47,830,027 $1,367,082 $1,404,859 $1,442,855 $1,481,072 $1,483,803 $1,448,739 $1,454,828
Ending Balance (3) $11,249,601 $4,649,456 $4,998,938 $5,364,223 $5,745,534 $6,115,566 $6,550,533 $6,991,590
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Natomas Basin HCP DR AFT

;Cash:Flow - 19953 19958 -

F il e ' o . o

Total 42 43 44 45 46 47
1994-2945 © 2037 . 2038 2038 2040 2041 2042

LAN CQUISITION

Bey(l,nmqusalance ‘ $122,232 $123,944 $125,679 $127,438 $129,223 $131,032
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003,213) $0 $0 $0 $0. $0 $0 |
Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

**"Plus'Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -~ %0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $116,688 $1,711 $1,735 $1,760 $1,784 $1,809 $1,834

Endlng Balance $138,625 . $123,944 5125,679 $127,438 $120,223 $131,032 $132,866
G e - .. . e

RESTQRATION & ENHANCEMENTS;

Beglnnln‘ Bglgnca $2_3;281 $23,607 $23,938 $24,273 $24,613 - $24,957
Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259) $0 %0 $0 $0 $0 $0
.Plus RE Feo Revenue $2,450,004, $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0

“Pig Othier Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 -$0

. Plus, lnterest  Eamings @ $13,640 $326 $331 $335 $340 $345 $349
- ,4\ .
Endlng Balanco $26,385 $23,607 $23,938 $24,273 $24,613 $24,957 $25,307
_ OPERA'HONS & MAINTENANCE

IV s e .

Boglnnlnu Balanco $6,991,560 $7,438,822 $7.892,315 $8,352,157 $8,818,437 $9,291,245
} Wioow s o . ’

ng 0.& M Costs ($36,580,426) ($1,013,771) ($1,018,771) ($1,013,771) ($1.013,771)  ($1,013,771) ($1,013,771)
. Plus, Admin/O&M Fee Revenue $2,625,004 |- $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0,
Plus "Rick Hevenues $23,152,931 $755,869 $755,869 > $755,869 $755,869 $755,869 $755,869

Plus Huntmg Revenues $19,880,396 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252
“ Plus Othef Revenues (1) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
. .Plus Interest Earnings 2 $2,171,696 $97,882 $104,144 $110,492 $116,930 $123,458 $130,077 | .
" Subtotal Revenues $47,830,027 $1,461 ,093 $1,467,264 - $1,473,613 $1,480,051 $1,486,579 $1,493,198

EndingBa'  3(3) $11,249,601 $7,438,822 $7,802, $8,352,157 $8,818,437 $9,201,245 $9,770,6. .

(1) "Other” revenues represants uptror,

10 from Fadaral Qtota nr davalnnmant fann 1 fomd $om tnivies - . . 1 e
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Figure B-5
‘Natomas Basin HCP
Cash Flow - 1995§ 19958
Total 48 49 50
" 1894-2045 - 2043 - 2044 2045

LAND ACQUISITION

Beginning Balance _ $132,866 $134,726 $136,612
Less Land Acquisition Costs ($32,003,213) $0 $0 $0
Plus LA Fee Revenue $32,025,049 $0 $0 $0
Plus Other Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 $0 $0 $0
Plusg Interest Eamings {(2) $116,668 $1,860 $1,886 $1,913

Ending Balance $138,525 $134,726 $136,612 $138,525

RESTORATION & ENHANCEMENTS:

Beginning Balance $25,307 $25,661 $26,020
Less Restoration/Enh. Costs ($2,437,259) $0 $0 $0
Plus RE Fea Revenue : $2,450,004 $0 $0 $0
Pius Cther Revenues/(Reimb.) (1) $0 %0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $13,640 $354 $359 $364

Ending Balance $26,385 $25,661 $26,020 $26,385

OPERATIONS & MAINTENANCE

Beginning Balance $9,770,672 $10,256,810 V $10,749,755
Legss O & M Costs ($36,680,426) ($1,013,771) ($1,013,771) ($1,013,771)
Plus Admin/O&M Fee Revenue $2,625,004 | $0 $0 $0
Plus Rice Revenues $23,152,931 $755,869 $755,869 » $755,869
Plus Hunting Revenues - '$19,880,396 $607,252 $607,252 $607,252
Plus Other Revenues (1) $0 $0 $0 $0
Plus Interest Eamings (2) $2,171,696 $136,789 $143,595 $150,497
Subtotal Rovenues $47,830,027 $1,499,910 $1,506,716 $1,513,617

Ending Balance (3) $11 .249,601. . $10,256,810 $10,749,755 $11,2490,601

DRAFT

_
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