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1. Steering Committee Meeting #2 Notes  

 

Multiple Species Conservation Program – North County Plan 

Materials for:  Steering Committee Meeting #3 

 
Attendees: 

PDS: Mark Wardlaw, Mary Kopaskie, Peter Eichar, Crystal Benham, Chelsea Oakes, Melanie Causey, Claudia Anzures, Tom Oberbauer, Stephanie Smith 

DPR: Brian Albright, Deb Mosley 

DPW: LeAnn Carmichael 

CDFW: Dave Mayer, Carol Williams 

SC: Eric Larson, Ann Van Leer, Dan Silver, Brad Bartlett, Jim Whalen, Frank Landis 

 

Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Ann V.  Were non-producing agricultural lands included 
in the SITES model? Corridors may be able to be 
widened or previous agricultural lands may be 
able to be restored by selling those lands to 
conservancies. 

 Agriculture is a vegetation type in our model, crop value 
and production were not factored into the model. 

 Additional data will 
be discussed on 3/16. 

 Eric L.   How timely is the agriculture data used in the 
SITES model? Does it reflect abandoned 
agricultural acreage? How this land is identified 
is important because we do not want farmers to 
lose their ability to replant later. 

 We do not have an abandoned agriculture data set; 
agriculture was evaluated using aerial imagery and 
pesticide permit data, not on the ground observations.  

 If a property is deemed to have the agriculture 
vegetation type, the property owner will not lose the 
ability to farm later if the property is currently fallow. 

 Additional data will 
be discussed on 3/16. 

 Dan S.   Does the Plan include a boundary adjustment 
method for future changes?  

 It appears that lands with high habitat value 
located near the PAMA boundary were added 
to the PAMA, while lands of lower value were 
left out. Why weren’t all remaining natural 
vegetation areas included in the PAMA? 

 Yes, the Plan will allow for Boundary Adjustments within 
the PAMA boundary.  

 Yes, that is correct – the analysis factored in the habitat 
value of lands in the SITES model. Many of the vegetated 
areas not included are not within the jurisdiction of the 
County (Tribal lands in trust, District Lands, USFS lands, 
etc.) and therefore cannot be included in the PAMA. 

 Implementation 
methods will be 
discussed on 5/15. 
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Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Ann V.  Were tribes consulted regarding the option to 
have their lands included in the draft Plan? 

 Staff is currently working on conducting outreach to the 
tribes. Tribes have been consulted in previous efforts 
associated with the North County Plan, but staff is 
working to get updated data and information.   

 County will provide 
update to Steering 
Committee on 6/7. 

 Jim W.  Several corrections, additions, and/or deletions 
could potentially come about with the draft 
PAMA. It would be helpful if the County 
provided these options to the Steering 
Committee for discussion within the next few 
weeks.  

 Can you provide these options as well as the 
maps shown in today’s presentation for review, 
so that the Steering Committee can provide 
further discussion? 

 Staff can provide the Steering Committee digital copies 
of the maps shown in today’s presentation. 

 

 County provided on 
3/9. 

 Eric L.  Understand the desire to expand PAMA. 
However, PAMA should not be expanded just 
because one believes the land has preservation 
value. There needs to be a scientific basis for 
the decision. 

  It would be helpful if these maps were 
provided at the parcel level so we could review 
what properties are located within the PAMA & 
Linkages. 

 Staff will provide maps at the parcel level to the Steering 
Committee.  

 County provided on 
3/9. 

 Dan S.   Haven’t all of the considered “private 
development projects” received Wildlife Agency 
concurrence? 

 Some projects require more revisiting than others to 
verify that all mitigation has been completed.  

 County staff will be working with the Wildlife Agencies to 
discuss private projects and how they are presented in 
the Plan.  

 County will provide 
update to Steering 
Committee on 6/7. 



Steering Committee Meeting #2 Notes 

 
 

March 10, 2017 P a g e  | 3 
 

Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Frank 
L. 

 Little pockets of habitat are devalued compared 
to large pockets. Those large pockets are 
located in East County, which will be most 
heavily affected by climate change. Most of our 
preserves are allocated in the East; however 
species will migrate west toward cooler areas, 
which also happens to be where land is most 
developed. This potential migration needs to be 
taken into account. 

 The majority of the coastal region is not within the 
County’s jurisdiction or has already been developed. 

 Climate change is addressed in the Plan and will be 
discussed further in future meetings. 

 Climate change will 
be discussed on 6/7. 

 Eric L.  Is there a map showing the preserved areas 
located within the incorporated cities? 

 Staff will provide a regional map that shows the location 
of various preserves. 

 County provided on 
3/9. 

 Frank 
L. 

 What does the “NC” stand for on the linkage 
map? 

 North County.  No action item. 

 Dave 
M.  

 When designing the Plan linkages, we 
considered and tried to buffer out narrow 
corridors to protect species by minimizing the 
impact of edge effects. 

 Linkages and corridors will be discussed further in the 
Conservation Analysis. 

 County will provide 
update on 4/25. 

 Ann V.  Can you show the legitimate wildlife crossings 
on the linkage map? 

 Staff will provide a map with important wildlife crossings.  County provided on 
3/9. 

 Frank 
L. 

 Why do we need these corridors? It appears 
most Covered Species are relatively sedentary. 

 Gnatcatcher is a major concern, as well as the other bird 
and butterfly species. Additionally, many of the Watch 
List species are mobile (i.e. mountain lion) and will be 
good indicators for Preserve connectivity. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 
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Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Dan S.  Concerned Newland Sierra will go into the Plan 
and draft EIR while still in a very premature 
phase. The Steering Committee will be in a 
problem area where they want to support the 
NCMSCP, but cannot support the inclusion of 
Newland. 

 The project was evaluated/considered in 2010. Though 
not brought to the Board of Supervisors, it included an 
agreement between the County, applicant, and Wildlife 
Agencies.  

 None of the projects will be solidified by their inclusion in 
the Plan – in order for a hardline to be completed, 
Wildlife Agency concurrence is required, and this is 
something the County will continue to work on with the 
Wildlife Agencies.  

 County will provide 
update to Steering 
Committee on 
private projects on 
6/7. 

 Jim W.   If a developer is comfortable with their 
proposed footprint, it is at their own risk to 
engage in the Plan without project approval. 

 Comment noted.  No action item. 

 Dave 
M.  

 The agencies have not agreed to the proposed 
private projects, but they have also not 
determined that the proposed development 
cannot be approved. Negotiations and 
discussions are still underway. 

 County and Wildlife Agencies will continue to work 
together on this issue. 

 County will provide 
update to Steering 
Committee on 
private projects on 
6/7. 

 Dan S.  I remain to be convinced that this Plan is 
succeeding in being a habitat-based plan based 
on the Covered Species list. 

 Several Watch List species may be monitored for 
Preserve connectivity/linkage success.  

 The corridors connect to other HCPs/conserved lands 
outside the County’s jurisdiction. We don’t have to 
monitor umbrella species to understand if the linkages 
are working. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 
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Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Dan S.  Is the USFWS saying you already have the 
Watch List species taken care of? 

 All species included on the covered species list require 
species-level monitoring and management. The PAMA 
was developed to cover a much larger species list. 
Therefore, the preserve is designed such that as lands 
are conserved, additional species (beyond the covered 
species) would receive protection. In that way, the Plan 
will protect more species than are on the Covered 
Species list, but the County will not be responsible for 
managing and monitoring those additional species.  

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Jim W.  What happens if a property has a species on 
their North County property that is covered 
under the South County Plan but not the North 
County Plan? We are concerned that CEQA is 
being used as “second bite” for additional 
mitigation for a species that was not given take 
coverage. 

 The property/project would have to be reviewed for 
compliance with CEQA and adequate mitigation would 
need to be completed.  

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Dan S.  The South County MSCP was overtly a habitat-
based plan, we protected certain species with 
the expectation that other species would fall 
under this protection umbrella. After reviewing 
the Covered Species list, it does not appear that 
enough species would be indirectly protected 
within these protected habitats. Where are the 
habitat umbrellas and where are the linkage 
umbrellas? 

 Many of the Watch List species are the habitat and 
linkage “umbrella species”.  Additionally, “no longer 
covered species” will benefit from the proposed PAMA 
design. Coast-horned lizard (Covered Species) is also a 
good indicator species for disturbance. 

  

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Jim W.  Is it perceived that there will be more intensive 
management required for the North County 
Plan than the South County Plan due to the 
amount of disturbance and agriculture in North 
County? 

 The mechanisms for monitoring and adaptive 
management will need to be more specific on how we 
respond to threats due to changes in HCP Plan 
requirements and due to the amount of existing 
development/agriculture in the North County. 

 Monitoring and 
management will be 
discussed in detail on 
6/7 
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Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Dan S.  In terms of preserve design, the Covered 
Species and Watch List species hold equal 
weight? 

 That is correct, both sets of species were used equally to 
ultimately design the PAMA. In addition, the PAMA was 
developed with other species in mind, such as those no 
longer on the Covered Species list or Watch List. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Ann V.  Is the Watch List Species verses Covered Species 
approach a good idea the County and Wildlife 
Agencies collectively had, or is there data 
someone could review that indicates this is a 
feasible approach? Will this approach be 
feasible for conservancies to continue to 
manage and monitor their lands? 

 Both, the Watch List Species and Covered Species 
approach is based on the lessons learned from 
implementing the South County MSCP. The Watch List 
species are based on the species observed in the South 
County Plan that are helpful in designing and assessing 
the effectiveness of corridors within the Plan area. While 
these species are important for assessing the health and 
effectiveness of the Plan, the cost associated with 
species level management for these species is infeasible. 
By having both Covered Species and a Watch List, we can 
monitor the health of the Plan while receiving take 
coverage for the most sensitive species. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Frank 
L. 

 If Shot Hole Borer eliminates habitat for several 
Covered Species, what happens to the Plan? If 
we lose umbrella species, how do we evaluate 
the success of the Plan? 

 The Plan incorporates analysis of both Unforeseen and 
Changed Circumstances. We recognize the amount of 
effort needed to combat the Shot Hole Borer, however 
we cannot prepare for all issues that may arise, 
especially if potential actions are outside of the Court’s 
jurisdiction. The purpose of the Plan is to acknowledge 
any events that may come forward, however we cannot 
prepare for everything (Adaptive Management will be 
discussed in a later meeting). When the Wildlife Agencies 
make their findings, it is under the determination that 
there is sufficient habitat to protect these species in the 
long term. 

 Unforeseen and 
changed 
circumstances will be 
discussed on 5/15. 



Steering Committee Meeting #2 Notes 

 
 

March 10, 2017 P a g e  | 7 
 

Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Eric L.  The PAMA design doesn’t benefit these “no 
longer covered species”? 

 The PAMA design does benefit these species, as these 
species were included in the SITES model to create the 
PAMA. The PAMA was designed to provide habitat for all 
64 species that have been discussed. The number of 
species that the County can receive take coverage for is 
limited due to the cost associated with the level of 
monitoring and management required by the Wildlife 
Agencies. There are conservation benefits for all of these 
species, but not all of these species will receive take 
coverage. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Dan S.  Can these “no longer covered species” be tiered 
off? 

 The Watch List species will be studied in the EIR, so they 
may be tiered off. The County will analyze whether or 
not it is feasible to include all 64 species in the 
environmental analysis.  

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Eric L.  If these “no longer covered species” are not in 
the Plan area, are abundant in the Plan area, or 
are not represented in the Plan area, why would 
we be required to mitigate for them under 
CEQA? 

 Some of the plants on the ”no longer covered species” 
list are nearing their northern range limit in the North 
County Plan, so they are not as abundant as in the South 
County. The vast majority of these “no longer covered 
species” will not need to be conserved outside of PAMA. 
It is unlikely to encounter them or encounter a significant 
population outside of PAMA, so we do not anticipate 
mitigation to be required for them on properties located 
outside of PAMA. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Frank 
L. 

 The “no longer covered species” sound more 
detrimental to developers looking to develop 
outside the PAMA. 

 The County will ensure that the BMO clearly explains 
how to deal with species that are within and outside of 
PAMA, and also how to deal with species that are not on 
the covered list. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 
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Steering 
Committee 
Member: 

Question/Comment/Topic: Response/Way Forward: 
Date Action Item 
Anticipated for 

Completion: 

 Dan S.  If an analysis of these “no longer covered 
species” is not costly, it may be best to include 
them in the EIR. It would save a lot of people 
time and money down the road if. 

 Noted, staff will explore feasibility of analyzing the “no 
longer covered species” and inclusion in the EIR. 

 County will provide 
update on 3/16. 

 Dave 
M. 

 The Light-footed Ridgway’s Rail cannot be 
issued take by a CEQA permit, the only way it 
can be covered is if it was covered under an 
NCCP. It may become a concern for developers 
in the future, as its occupied habitat has 
extended upstream from saltmarshes into 
riparian areas if there is cattail marsh or areas 
of cattail marsh. 

 Comment noted.  No action item. 

 


