
 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
 

 

YOLO HABITAT CONSERVANCY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 

TIME:  4:00 – 6:00 p.m. on Monday, July 11, 2016 
               
PLACE: Yolo County Administration Building 

625 Court St., Woodland, CA 95695  
Atrium Training Room (in the basement) 

 
INFORMATION:  Contact Susan Garbini at 530-723-5909 or susan@yolohabitatconservancy.org 

 
NOTICE;  If requested, this agenda can be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons with a disability, as 

required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 and the Federal Rules and Regulations adopted in 

implementation thereof.  Persons seeking an alternative format should contact Susan Garbini for further information.  In addition, 

a person with a disability who requires a modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, in order to 

participate in a public meeting, should contact Susan Garbini at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. 

 
 

AGENDA 
 

1. Call meeting to order and introductions 
 

2. Approve agenda order 
 

3. Approve April 11, 2016 draft meeting summary; review status of  
Action Items 
 

  Nominate candidates for AC Chair (see Agenda item #7) 
 

4. Update on Grand Jury Report – Petrea Marchand 
 
 

5. Regional Conservation Framework/Local Conservation Plan –  
Ellen Berryman, ICF 
 

6. HCP/NCCP Plan Update – Petrea Marchand 
 

7. Nominations Process for Advisory Committee Chair – Susan Garbini 
 

8. Announcements and updates: Advisory Committee members 
 

9. Adjournment to next meeting date:  Monday, September 12,  2016, 4-6 pm,  
Atrium Training Room, Yolo County Administration Building 
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Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

Advisory Committee  
Meeting Summary 

July 11, 2016 
 

ACTION ITEMS 

 

 Review Regional Conservation Framework materials 

 Schedule monthly AC meetings 

 

 

1.   Call meeting to order and introductions 

 

The meeting was called to order by Advisory Committee Chair, John Hopkins, at 4:05 p.m. All 

those present introduced themselves. 

 

 Attendees:    

 

Advisory Committee Members, Liaisons, and Alternates 

John Hopkins, IEH 

Steve Greco, UC Davis 

Glen Holstein, CNPS 

Chad Roberts, Yolo Audubon Society 

Steve Thompson, American West Conservation 

Charles Tyson, Reynier Fund 

Jeanette Wrysinski, Yolo County Resource Conservation District 

 

Member Agency Staff and Liaisons 

Sean Denny, Yolo County, YHC Board 

  

GUESTS 

Tony Blanco, Hedgerow Farms 

Maggie Burns, Winters Express 

Marc Hoshovsky, Davis citizen 

Michael Perrone, California Department of Water Resources  

Julie Spezia, Metropolitan Water District 

 

Conservancy Staff  

Petrea Marchand, Executive Director 

Chris Alford, Deputy Director 

Susan Garbini, Research Associate 

Phil Pogledich, YHC Counsel 

Ellen   Berryman, ICF  
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2.  Approve Agenda Order  

 Agenda order was approved. 

 

3.  Approve April 11, 2016 draft meeting summary; review status of  

Action Items 

 Nominate candidates for AC chair (see item #7) 

 

No changes– adopted by consensus except for abstention from John Hopkins, who was not 

present last meeting. 

Discussion of Membership: 

Reaffirm that appointments are of individuals not groups.  Note that Chad Roberts no longer 

represents the Yolo Audubon Society. Michael Perrone is the new conservation chair for YAS. 

However, Chad will stay on as a “citizen” member until new appointment cycle. 

 

4.  Update on Grand Jury Report: Petrea Marchand and Philip Pogledich,  

PETREA MARCHAND:  The Board will respond formally to the Grand Jury report at their next 

meeting. You have received my letter that provides corrections to a number of erroneous 

statements. Despite the fact that I sent these corrections to the Grand Jury prior to the release of 

the final report, none of them were made. 

In general, we are pleased since we have accomplished many of the improvements recommended 

in the report. The finding that the effort “hasn’t been worth the cost” is contradicted by their 

recommendation to complete the plan by April 2017. 

PHILIP POGLEDICH :  The Grand Jury is comprised of a group of volunteers from all walks of 

life.  Some participate in order to improve civic government.  Their mission is to examine public 

agencies in a “civil watchdog” function. They also issue criminal indictments. 

The main source of training is the Grand Jury Association, which conducts two days of training 

focused on how to prepare reports; how to draft findings and recommendations.  My office and 

the District Attorney’s office are also available to help the Grand Jury upon request. 

In general, I am disappointed with this report.  Findings need to be supported by evidence.  In 

this case, the findings didn’t follow from evidence presented in the report. They did reaffirm the 

value of the HCP/NCCP process by recommending completion in the next year.  It is a critical 

but not a “bad” report. 

The YHC is required to respond.  The Board will submit a response on behalf of the Executive 

Director and the Board within the 90 days required.The most important recommendation is to 

complete the plan by April 30, 2017 – that is already scheduled. 
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Discussion 

SEAN DENNY:  Although they did clarify that there is a difference between the previous 

management since the big changes that took place in 2012, they did lump it all together.  Why 

was that difference not acknowledged in a more substantive way? 

PHIL:  While my office advises the Grand Jury, I had no involvement because of my role with 

the Conservancy. 

Generally, they call people in for interviews. They ask for documents. I agree that the current 

effort is substantially different from the past (pre-2012). It’s important for us to recall that big 

distinction. I wish it had been emphasized. 

JOHN HOPKINS:  I have been involved since the beginning. A brief reminder:  After a number 

of years, we got to a draft HCP. It went out to the jurisdictions and things fell apart. Then 

nothing happened for 2-3 years. Congresswoman Lois Wolk eventually tried to get it started 

again. That effort evolved and incorporated the Swainson’s hawk mitigation fee. Then a 

conservation planning effort restarted, including an NCCP. New problems in management 

occurred. Then Petrea was hired. The 20 years mentioned in the report doesn’t mean anything.  

This current effort has been underway for 3-1/2 years.  We have been moving quickly since then.  

It is widely recognized that there is a generic problem with these plans – they take too long. 

PETREA:  We definitely reported all that to the Grand Jury, but they chose to present their report 

in a different way. 

JEANETTE WRYSINSKI:  I could see the report is riddled with inaccuracies. It is unfortunate 

that they didn’t make corrections to facts. I was disappointed. 

GLEN HOLSTEIN:  Was anyone from our stakeholders group interviewed?   

PHIL: This is a very secretive process. 

STEVE GRECO:  I was disturbed by the article in the Davis ENTERPRiSE.  They characterized 

Petrea as being a “decisionmaker”.  Jim Provenza asked them to remove that paragraph. They 

didn’t.   

JOHN:  The issue of “consultant” director isn’t meaningful. 

MARC HOSHOVSKY:  What initiated the Grand Jury investigation? 

PHIL:  They can initiate on their own or respond to complaints – typically received 

anonymously.  

MARC:  Is there a political driver? 

CHARLES TYSON:  I know there have been some responses.  Is there a formal process to 

respond?  If there are substantive inaccuracies, can you request changes, or a review?  On the 

other hand, perhaps it is best not to raise the issue again? 
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PHIL:  The County receives a number of Grand Jury reports per year – focused on city and 

County departments.  Our responses are typically directed at specific topics. We can agree or 

disagree with findings; we can state whether recommendations will be implemented. We explain 

why, if not implemented. There is an opportunity to review or respond for 2 days before it is 

publicly released. To get the facts right. But they don’t always make changes. 

It’s hard to know whether to make a big issue out of it, or just let it go. 

JULIE SPEZIA: Are you going to file a response that clarifies the inaccuracies? 

PHIL:  We will address the findings and recommendations. That is most likely the Board’s 

response.   

PETREA: The memo I submitted addresses all the inaccuracies. 
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5.  Regional Conservation Framework/Local Conservation Plan – Ellen Berryman, ICF 

State legislation is now pending that would create a new conservation planning tool called a 

“Regional Conservation Framework” (AB 2087, introduced by Levine).  

Under the terms of the legislation, local public agency sponsors would develop Regional 

Conservation Frameworks (RCFs) to establish conservation and mitigation priorities for a region 

for a wide range of listed and non-listed species, natural communities, and other important 

natural resources.  

If the pending legislation is approved, the California Department of Fish & Wildlife (CDFW) 

would have the authority to approve RCFs using a set of criteria in the California Fish and Game 

Code. Once approved, RCFs will facilitate conservation investments, streamline project 

mitigation, and establish a framework for advance mitigation. RCFs that are developed in areas 

with approved HCPs or NCCPs must complement and help support these plans. 

 

The S.D. Bechtel, Jr. Foundation is providing substantial funding to help launch this new 

planning tool in California. The Foundation is funding the development of four pilot RCFs to 

help prove this concept and to refine the best practices to prepare them quickly and effectively. 

Conservation Strategy Group is overseeing these pilot RCFs, and ICF International is developing 

them for Santa Clara County, East Contra Costa County, Antelope Valley, and the Yolo 

Bypass.  We are currently considering expanding the geographic scope of the Yolo Bypass RCF 

to include all of Yolo County, by converting the Yolo Habitat Conservancy Local Conservation 

Plan into an RCF.  This way, funding will be made available to complete the plan, and the plan 

will hold more weight with CDFW. 

 

Meetings are scheduled between YHC staff and a subcommittee of the Yolo County Board of 

Supervisors to discuss the process for establishing an RCF in Yolo County. The YHC has 

stipulated four major prerequisites for joining this effort: 

 Provide funding to the County to participate 

 Ensure that it would not interfere with completing the Yolo HCP/NCCP  

 The YHC and Yolo County need to maintain approval authority over the RCF 

 YHC would control the ICF contract for the Yolo County pilot project 

It has been confirmed that the CDFW will approve the RCF with these provisos. Now local 

agencies must adopt the LCP/RCF. 

Discussion 

JEANETTE:  No permit is involved – only “guidance”? 

PETREA:  Public agencies are looking for ways to streamline conversations with wildlife 

agencies when requesting permits for projects. RCF will provide guidance that allows them to go 

to CDFW (e.g. for Yolo Bypass Expansion).  They could refer back to the RCF for support in 

their planning. 

http://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=201520160AB2087
http://sdbjrfoundation.org/
http://www.csgcalifornia.com/
http://www.icfi.com/markets/environment
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CHRIS:  HCP/NCCP will hold permits after implementation.  The RCF will not have a permit. It 

is a document that helps “guide” projects associated with restoration or mitigation.  

STEVE THOMPSON:  Do they have to pay money or buy credits? 

PETREA:  It will require sign-off from HCCP/NCCP.  I also am asking for language to 

encourage stage agencies to come to us for a permit before they go to the RCF. 

CHAD:  If they impact covered species they have to come to us. 

PETREA: Not if it is not a covered activity.  The proposal is to expand the LCP into an RCF so 

that there is one document. But it will not be part of the HCP/NCCCP. 

ELLEN:  I was preparing the LCP to be able to fit into the RCF requirements.  This provides an 

opportunity for a pilot plan to fund the LCP.  

PETREA: The major difference is that we now have all the species of local concern in the LCP. 

For the RCF, we would add the covered species, and additional species, including fish. 

ELLEN: There are a number of different elements to be added to meet the RCF requirements: 

SCOPE OF WORK: 

 Requires participation by steering committee/advisory committee (monthly meeting) 

 More description of land uses, flood plans,  

 Add more data on existing conditions, particularly for species that we would add 

 Putting all the covered species back into this plan, so that it can go beyond what the 

HCP/NCCP does in providing conservation for these species (e.g. tricolored blackbird, 

burrowing owl) 

 Adding fish species (see list) 

 Include all species we have now – 111 species 

 Develop priorities for most species 

 Key species would have their own biological goals and objectives 

GLEN:  Are there other fish species? 

ELLEN: Those on the list are the listed species and other high-profile species in the Yolo 

Bypass. 

JEANETTE: The goals and objectives might benefit many species. 

ELLEN: We could group them for natural community level goals. 

MARC:  Other permits, e.g. stream alteration, are required.  Is the purpose of the RCF broader or 

more narrow? We need to clarify the intent of the RCF. 

PETREA:  We developed the LCP because we care about these species. That would guide what 

we put in it. 
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MARC:  Look at the lessons learned from other NCCPs. Which kind of efforts apply?  How 

often to update?  What are the most effective monitoring strategies?  What can we take 

advantage of that we have already learned? 

GLEN:  Need language that establishes criteria for including or excluding species. 

ELLEN:  We added that to the LCP. 

SEAN:  I see that “framework” covers more species. Isn’t this really covering a broad spectrum 

of species?  Does it cost more to include these species? 

ELLEN: RCFs are focusing on a smaller number of species – the most threatened.  We have 

developed a large number of species of local concern in our LCP. 

SEAN:  Is the naming crucial? 

CHAD:  Naming species is not very productive. Best to address habitat in Yolo County.  

ELLEN: These are 10-year plans, but then they get updated. 

CHAD: But aren’t we going to try for a long-term conservation strategy. There needs to be a 

conservation framework based on habitats that occur in Yolo County.  

ELLEN: We start with framework, come down to habitat, then species. 

JOHN:  We started off doing a long-term conservation picture for Yolo County.   The RCF is 

short-term.  We are merging two somewhat different purposes into a single document. I would 

like to see the title include “Local Conservation Plan” and not be just an RCF. 

ELLEN:  We already have it more expansive. 

STEVE G.: We do not want to tie the LCP to a 10-year renewal.  

ELLEN: We can make explicit that the LCP is long term, even though the RCF is a 10-year 

program. 

GLEN:  I think we are mostly concerned for terrestrial species. We will have to add fish. 

JULIE: What is the CDFW role?  Authority?   

PETREA:  The legislation requires approval. We will “adopt”. 

MICHAEL PERRONE: If we can’t agree with CDFW?  Then we just call it a local conservation 

plan?  You still need FWS approval if it is a listed species. 

ELLEN:  We do want to include them. Not sure how they fit in. This is mostly state program. 

GLEN: The purpose is to create a more holistic approach. 

SEAN:  No way we should allow this to take away from our plan. 

PETREA:  No. Nothing will stand between the YHC and the focus on getting the plan 

completed. 
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JOHN:  There is concern that the RCF is trying to do something “quicker” and “dirtier” than the 

HCP/NCCP and some worry that there will be less support for HCP/NCCPs as a result. Not sure 

if that is true. 

STEVE G:  How are the key species selected for biological goals and objectives? 

ELLEN:  Normally you would choose the most threatened ones. Use gap analysis. Also include 

fish species. 

JOHN:  Looking at the overall ecological health of an area by focusing on the most threatened 

species is not a good approach.  Other indicator species often are more important. 

GLEN:  Threatened species are important because they may need special attention. 

PETREA: This has many benefits to the HCP/NCCP. Questions about how the plan will interact 

with other entities in the region (e.g. Central Valley flood protection, mitigation for fish, other).  

It is important to have the opportunity to make changes. 

CHAD: If there is a way to assuage concerns, it is to show consistency of HCP with a broader 

conservation framework.  What is the cost? 

PETREA:  $200,000 budget for the framework.  $50,000 to County. $120,000 to ICF. Funding 

from Bechtel. 

MICHAEL:  Will Bechtel pay even if the legislation doesn’t pass? 

PETREA:  Yes. 

GLEN: No cost to our project. 

PETREA:  No cost. It takes pressure off for finding funding for LCP. 

MARC:  This RCF will not be to the level of detail, specificity as an HCP/NCCP. It is more 

cursory global planning. Think about the level of detail of the final result. Is it just to guide other 

planning or is it more specific? Expectations need to be defined.  Do we need all the data and all 

the science?  Maybe not. 

ELLEN: It is comparable to a regional HCP. 

CHAD:  Critical information is related to connectivity within Yolo County. 

STEVE T:  Is it the same timeline as the HCP/NCCP? 

PETREA:  We are on target to deliver a draft HCP/NCCP to Discussion the agencies on Aug 30 

(EIR/EIS and HCP).  Release public review draft in October. Then there is a  3-month comment 

period (end of January).  We deliver the final draft to agencies and member agencies in April 

2017. We can work on Rhe CF during the waiting time.  Permit is due to be issued in December 

2017.   

STEVE T:  Danger of HCP/NCCP being pushed back because they would have a “blessed” 

broad-based plan to use for their purposes.  
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ELLEN:  It’s still not a federal permit.  

STEVE T:  But the state controls a lot. It is important to finish the HCP/NCCP. 

PETREA:  We will be done by March 17. The question is whether CDFW will move forward to 

approve HCP/NCCP. 

STEVE G:  Connectivity concept.  The amount of land in the HCP/NCCP is not going to create a 

connected landscape. It will create a patchwork of parcels. It is important that the LCP/RCF state 

that it will contribute towards the connectivity of habitat. It is an opportunity to fill in portions 

that are fragmented by the HCP/NCCP. Treat the acquisitions by the HCP/NCCP as nucleation 

points for LCP/RCF to build on. We need a strategy to avoid looking at parcels. 

ELLEN:  Other components of the RCF that need to be included: 

 Expand sections about connectivity 

 Include climate change vulnerability analysis  

 Take climate change into account in biological goals and objectives 

 Beef up the implementation section:  adaptive management, who is responsible, funding 

sources 

GLEN:  Encourage a wildlife-friendly landscape in Yolo County primarily on private lands. Not 

attempt to get a series of publicly owned corridors.  

CHAD:  If the RCF is there, it should become a target for acquisitions under the HCP.  

GLEN:  That has been a very successful strategy in East Contra Costa County. 

STEVE G:  A priority acquisition map is a good starting point. 

PETREA:  We need approval from the Advisory Committee to move forward.  Staff report with 

scope of work will be ready tomorrow. We will send it to the Advisory Committee this week. 

Can we presume approval to go forward with this process? 

[Consensus in favor] 

JOHN:  Our LCP was a guide to good things if we could get the money. We need grants, 

mitigation funds.  It’s all going to be driven by the ability to obtain money. 

SEAN:  There is no way that we will have this ready before our other plan. 

ELLEN: We control the timing. 

JOHN:  The main goal in California is NCCPs. That is the very best. 

CHAD:  What about a schedule for Advisory Committee meetings – monthly? 

PETREA:  Yes – we will send out a schedule with additional meetings starting in September. 
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6. HCP/NCCP Plan Update – Petrea 

From the USFWS perspective, EIS is good. The CDFW has not yet reviewed. We will still be on 

schedule for end-of-October public draft release. Susan is working on outreach information. In 

less than a year, we would be submitting the final plan to the agencies. 

7.  Nominations Process for AC chair 

SUSAN GARBINI:  We will wish to receive nominations by e-mail prior to or at the September 

meeting of the Advisory Committee. Feel free to volunteer. Do not nominate someone unless 

you have contacted them first and they have agreed to serve. [This has been delayed until after 

appointment of new Advisory Committee in April-May 2017] 

8.  Announcements 

CHAD:  Inter-coastal Conservancy is the topic of proposed/pending legislation.  Lois Wolk 

initiated this and is seeking funding to support the program. 

Yolo County is part of this area (the portion of the county west of I-505).  We would be able to 

apply for funding to support goals. Possibly LCP or even NCCP could receive funding through 

this program. 

The bill has been pulled because of opposition. But we are not dropping the concept. We are 

making presumptions based on expectations following the next election.  It could be a program 

of the Sierra Nevada Conservancy (rather than the Wildlife Conservation Board.  Politics are 

involved. We are fairly hopeful that we will get support from Yolo County. Lake County voted 

to support. This is likely to be reintroduced in next session. 

JEANETTE:  RCD recently received some grant awards for restoration projects. One is for a 

long corridor on the Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area ($800,000).  In order to get full approval, we 

have to acquire documentation of water rights. Difficult to find records.  The second one is 

through the River Parkways Program to do some work in Capay Open Space Park ($550,000), 

which is very neglected and under-utilized. The funding will pay for interpretive signs, planning, 

along the parkway. 

JOHN:  The annual HCP workshop Northern California will be held on Wednesday October 19.   

We are inviting the new regional director of the USFWS, Paul Souzak, to be a speaker.  

The revised NMFS HCP Handbook (first prepared in 1980s) will be out soon.  John will provide 

a link. Comments are due to the USFWS by July 29. 

 

9.  Adjourn to Monday, September 12 

The meeting was adjourned at 5:50 pm. 
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