Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project

Biological Impact Analysis Report

4.0 Project Impact Analysis

Table 11. Habitat/Vegetation Community Permanent Impacts

Project Elements and Alternatives

Project Elements

SMWWTP :;/t\ﬁ) e:a\é\ée;g?gs IS:?erlzz Recycled Water Line Total
Lo Pond Proposed Pipe
Existing Proposed Project Alternative 1 Project Alternative 1 s P P 8
Vegetation Type 2 2 > 2 Significant

Acreage o © = b5

o = c -

Storage Access Storage Access g g b 2

Ponds Road Ponds Road S > < <

S s 2 B

o o o m
Open water 23.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 No
Non-vegetated channel <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Southern coast live oak riparian forest 2.1 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 Yes
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 Yes
Mule fat scrub 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Southern willow scrub 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 Yes
Alkali meadow 3.7 0.0 0.9 0.1 0.9 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 Yes
Emergent wetland <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Coast live oak woodland 19.9 0.0 0.8 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 <0.1 0.8 <0.1 Yes
Coastal sage — chaparral transition 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Extensive agriculture — pasturelands 334.9 0.0 26.2 0.6 31.2 0.6 84.8 <0.1 14 111.6 116.6 113.0 118.0 Yes

Extensive agriculture — spray fields 215.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 94.6 <0.1 <0.1 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 ,{f;‘i’g‘;
Non-native grassland 4.8 2.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.1 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 Yes
Yes/
Rock outcrop 8.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.7 1.0 0.7 Impact
Neutral 2
Eucalyptus woodland 0.7 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 No
Disturbed habitat 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 <0.1 0.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 No
Urban/developed 14.2 7.7 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 0.6 <0.1 <0.1 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 No
Total: 655.9 10.8 28.2 0.8 32.1 0.8 182.2 <0.1 1.6 222.0 226.0 223.7 227.6

Road Alternative 1 would result in the same impact footprint as the proposed project.

2

Of the total impact to rock outcrop as a result of spray field reconfiguration, 0.2 acres are located within existing spray fields and thus the impact is considered impact neutral since the utility of the land is not changing. Impacts to the remaining rock out crop are significant.

Merkel & Associates, Inc. #07-136-

105




Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project

Biological Impact Analysis Report

4.0 Project Impact Analysis

Table 12. Habitat/Vegetation Community Temporary Impacts

Project Elements and Alternatives .
Wet Weather Spray . Project Elements
SMWWTP Storage Ponds Fields Recycled Water Line Total
Lo Pond Proposed Pipe
Proposed Project Alternative 1 Project Alternative 1
. Existin Significance Under
Vegetation Type Acreagg 9 CEQA

— 2 — [%]

Storage Access Storage Access § 2 2 2

Ponds Road Ponds Road e z kS S

o - c =

2 2 S E

g s < p

S 5 2 3

[a [a o m
Open water 23.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Non-vegetated channel <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 Yes
Southern coast live oak riparian forest 2.1 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 Yes
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 5.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 Yes
Mule fat scrub 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Southern willow scrub 7.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 Yes
Alkali meadow 3.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Emergent wetland <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 Yes
Coast live oak woodland 19.9 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 Yes
Coastal sage — chaparral transition 6.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Extensive agriculture — pasturelands 334.9 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 5.6 4.2 6.2 6.2 4.8 4.8 No

Extensive agriculture — spray fields 215.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 Impact Neutral
Non-native grassland 4.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 Yes
Rock outcrop 8.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Eucalyptus woodland 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 No
Disturbed habitat 6.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.0 0.9 1.0 1.0 0.9 0.9 No
Urban/developed 14.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.1 No
Total: 655.9 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 115 9.8 12.3 12.3 10.7 10.7

1

Road Alternative 1 would result in the same impact footprint as the proposed project.
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Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project
Biological Impact Analysis Report

4.0 Project Impact Analysis

Table 13. Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways Permanent Impacts

Project Elements and Alternatives

Existing Project Elements
Acreage SMWWTP Wet Weather Spray Fields Recycled Water Line Total
Storage Ponds
— — — 17}
2 2 g
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o |2l 2| o|2|2|lo|2|exo| 2 |8xlo | 2 |ex| 0 2 |lexl o |2 || ol 2 ||l o |2 |e|lo|2|e|lo|2|&|lo|2|2|o|2]|s
O a < O [a) < O Q| &8¢ O [a) Sy= O [a) = O [a) S O [a) < O [a) < Q [a) S Q [a) S O a < O [a) < Q [a) S
< O = < o | = < O |20| < O |20| < O |20| < O |=20| < O = < O = < O = < O = < O = < O = < O =
Open water <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Non-vegetated channel <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Southern coast live oak riparian forest <01 ] 21 0.0 00| 00 ] 00 00| 0.0 0.0 00 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 00| <01 | 0.0 00| <0.1 | 0.0 00| <01 | 0.0 0.0 <0.1 | 0.0
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 39| 17 0.0 00| 00 ] 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00] <01 | <01 ] 00| <01 <0.1] 00| <0.1]| <01 | 00] <01 <0.1 | 0.0
Mule fat scrub 14| 0.2 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Southern willow scrub 74 | 0.2 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 00| <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 <0.1 | 0.0
Alkali meadow 0.00 | 0.0 3.7 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 10 0.0 00| 1.0 0.0 00| 1.0 0.0 00| 1.0
Emergent wetland <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 ] 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0
Non-wetland waters of the U.S./streambed 0.2 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 00| <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 | 00| <0.1 0.0 | 00| <0.1 00| 00| <0.1 0.0 | 0.0
Incised Drainage 0.0 | 0.0 0.2 00 ] 00| 0.0 00| 00| <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.1 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.1 0.0 00| 01 0.0 00| 01 0.0 00| 01
Total: 129 | 4.2 3.9 00| 00| 00| <0.1 | 0.0 09 | <01 | <0.1 0.1 | <0.1 0.0 09 | <01 <0.1 0.1 0.0 00| 0.1 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 00| <01|] 00| <01 | <01 | 11| <01 ]| <01 | 11| <01 | <01 | 11| <0.1 <01 | 11

1

Road Alternative 1 would result in the same impact footprint as the proposed project.
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Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project

Biological Impact Analysis Report

4.0 Project Impact Analysis

Table 14. Jurisdictional Wetland and Waterways Temporary Impacts

Project Elements and Alternatives

Existing Project Elements
Acreage SMWWTP Wet Weather Spray Fields Recycled Water Line Total
Storage Ponds
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< o | = < |o0o|=2| < |0 |20]| < O |20| < O |20| < O |=20| < O | 2| < o | 2| < o | 2| < O = < o | 2| < o | 2| < O =
Open water <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 ] 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Non-vegetated channel <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 00 ] <0.1 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| <0.1 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Southern coast live oak riparian forest <01 ] 21 0.0 00| 00 ] 00 00| 0.0 0.0 00 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 <0.1 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 00| <0.1 | 0.0 00| <01 | 0.0 0.0 <0.1 | 0.0
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 39| 17 0.0 00| 00| 00 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.1 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 00| 00 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.1 | <0.1 0.0 01| <0.1| 0.0 01| <0.1 | 0.0 01| <01 ] 0.0
Mule fat scrub 14| 0.2 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Southern willow scrub 74 | 0.2 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 | 0.0 00| <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 | <0.1] 0.0 00| <0.1] 0.0 0.0 <0.1 | 0.0
Alkali meadow 0.00 | 0.0 3.7 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Emergent wetland <0.1 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 00| <0.1 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 00| <0.1 0.0 0.0 | <0.1 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Non-wetland waters of the U.S./streambed 0.2 | 0.0 0.0 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Incised Drainage 0.0 | 0.0 0.2 00 ] 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 00| 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0
Total: 129 | 4.2 3.9 00| 00| 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.1 | <0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 00| 00| <0.1 | <0.1 | 0.0 00| <0.1 | 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 ] 0.0 0.1 0.1 ] 0.0 0.1 0.1 ] 0.0

1

Road Alternative 1 would result in the same impact footprint as the proposed project.

Merkel & Associates, Inc. #07-136-

117




Santa Maria Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Project 5.0 Specific Project Mitigation Measures
Biological Impact Analysis Report

Table 15. Mitigation Required for Permanent Impacts

Project Elements = Project Elements Total — Based on Mitigation Acreage Mitigation Location - Proposed
Total b Off-set g g Project
[<5]
o 2 S
D — o ‘3 - “' — o c i 3
Vegetation Type g % e 2 8 2 v - 8 ° g % e & S 5O 8 Impact
S < = © o < = 2 = < S < = © S S c o
= c & c S S o < b ks o 5 c & c = KNS =) Neutral —
o £ c £ o g e e I o p o s c c O 5.2 c
° 2 o g 3 o 5 = = 8 3 2 ko k3 et S & s Proposed
2 < < < -5 2 = £ = g 2 < b < < o =c = Project
S 5 =3 5 58 S 2 2 = £ 3 5 =3 5 52 % 8 20
o a @ £ 3 o s 2 5 S o a @ =0 Oaq Q
o [0 a [ m
Southern coast live oak riparian forest <0.1 <0.1 <01| <01 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 31 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 No
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 3:1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 No
Southern willow scrub 0.0 0.0 <0.1| <01 NA 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 2:1 0.0 0.0 <0.1 <0.1 23 No
Alkali meadow 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 NA 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2:1 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 ' NA NA No
Non-wetland waters of the U.S./Streambed <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1:1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 No
Incised Drainage — Within pasturelands * <0.1 <0.1 <0.1] <01 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 1:1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 No
Incised Drainage — Within spray field * 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.1
Coast live oak woodland 0.8 <0.1 0.8 <0.1 NA 0.8 <0.1 0.8 <0.1 2:1 1.6 <0.1 1.6 <0.1 1.6 No
E’;ﬁ?;t';’f agriculture — pasturelands (SKR 28.5 28.5 285 | 285 130| 155| 155| 155| 155 1:1 155 155| 155 155 No
Extensive agriculture — pasturelands * 83.1 88.1 84.5 89.5 0.0 83.1 88.1 84.5 89.5 0.5:1 41.6 44.1 42.3 44.8 NA No
Extensive agriculture — spray fields 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 NA 94.6 94.6 94.6 94.6 NA NA NA NA NA NA 58.6 94.6
Non-native grassland 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 NA 2.7 2.7 2.8 2.8 0.5:1 14 14 14 14 No
Rock outcrop — Within pasturelands 3 0.8 0.5 0.8 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.5:1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 No
Rock outcrop — Within spray field 3 0.2 0.2 0.2. 0.2 NA 0.2 0.2 0.2. 0.2 NA NA NA NA NA 0.2
Total: 2119 215.8 2134 | 2173 136 | 1983 | 2023 | 199.8| 203.8 62.5 63.3 63.2 64.0 2.3 1.6 50.9 94.9

! Habitat impacts from reconfiguration of the spray fields, is the net area of conversion after subtracting out (i.e., offset) conversion of existing spray fields (which lie within core SKR habitat) to pasturelands within the eastern portion of APN 277-050-25 and

southeastern portion of APN 277-050-26 per TNC agreements (i.e., 84.8 — 13.0 = 71.8 acres; refer to Table 11). Thus, the total impacts to SKR habitat for the proposed project are reduced to 28.5 — 13.0 = 15.5 acres.

For purposes of this mitigation table, SKR habitat impacted within extensive agriculture - pastureland areas have been separated from those not occupied, as pasturelands occupied by SKR are expected to require a higher mitigation ratio than those not occupied.
Summation of the extensive agriculture - pastureland rows will total the Extensive agriculture — pasturelands row in Table 11.

For purposes of this mitigation table, habitat communities and/or jurisdictional features within existing spray field areas have been separated into those that are located within the existing spray fields and those within and/or surrounded by pasturelands. As stated
within Section 4.3.1.5, permanent conversion of spray fields, and habitats/land features within the spray fields, to evaporation terraces, or temporary disturbance of spray fields are considered to be a neutral change. Whereas, conversion of non-irrigated pastureland
(inclusive of rock outcrop surrounded by pasturelands) or grasslands to evaporation terraces or other permanent impact would be considered to be a significant impact.
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5.0 Specific Project Mitigation Measures

Table 16. Mitigation Required for Temporary Impacts

Project Elements

Project Elements Total — Based on

Mitigation Acreage

Mitigation Location - Proposed Project

Total g Off-set
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Non-vegetated channel <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 NA <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 1:1 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 No
Southern coast live oak riparian forest <0.1 <0.1 <0.1| <0.1 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 3:1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 No
Southern cottonwood-willow riparian forest 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 NA 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 3:1 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 NA NA NA | No
Southern willow scrub <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 2:1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 No
Emergent wetland <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 NA <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 2:1 <0.1 <0.1 0.0 0.0 No
Coast live oak woodland <0.1 <0.1 <0.1| <01 NA <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 2:1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 <0.1 | No
Extensive agriculture — pasturelands 6.2 6.2 4.8 4.8 NA 6.2 6.2 4.8 4.8 1:1 6.2 6.2 4.8 4.8 NA NA 6.2 | No
Extensive agriculture — spray fields 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 NA 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.1 NA NA NA NA NA NA 0.0 NA | 11
Non-native grassland 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 NA 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 1:1 0.7 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.7 ] No
Total: 8.2 8.2 6.7 6.7 NA 8.2 8.2 6.7 6.7 7.4 7.4 5.9 5.9 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.0 69| 11
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