
 

 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 
 

 

YOLO HABITAT CONSERVANCY 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
 
 

TIME:  4:00 – 6:00 p.m. on Monday, July 13, 2015  
               
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.garbini@yolocounty.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 – John Hopkins 
 

2. Approve agenda order.  
 

3. Approve May 11, 2015 draft meeting summary; review status of action 
items.   
 

4. Advisory Committee membership:  proposed new members 
 

5. Reserve System Design:  selection and acquisition criteria 
 

6. HCP/NCCP development fees  
 

7. Report on the Local Conservation Plan working group – Steve Greco 
 

8. Update on Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC): 
Conservation Easement/Mitigation Receiving Site selection process 

 
9. Update on schedule for EIS/EIR and Public Review Draft HCP/NCCP 

 
10. Suggestions for future agenda items 

 
11. Announcements and updates: Advisory Committee members 

 
12. Adjournment to next meeting date: September 14 , 2015  

[see revised schedule] 



 

Yolo Habitat Conservancy 
 

SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS – 2015 

[revised 7 9 15] 

 

 

Month BOARD ADVISORY 

COMMITTEE 

January 

 

No meeting January 12 

February 

 

February 23  

 

No meeting 

March 

 

No meeting March 9 

April 

 

April 27 No meeting 

May 

 

May 18 May 11 

June 

 

No meeting No meeting 

July 

 

July 20 July 13 

August 

 

No meeting No meeting 

September 

 

September 21 September 14 

October 

 

No meeting No meeting 

 

November 

 

November 16 November 9 

December 

 

No meeting No meeting 

NOTES:   
YHC Board meets from 5:30 – 7:30 pm. 

Advisory Committee meets from 4:00 – 6:00 pm. 
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Yolo Habitat Conservancy 

Advisory Committee  
Meeting Summary 

July 13, 2015 
 

 

ACTION ITEMS 

 

 Advisory Committee members requested to send in comments on Reserve 

System Design criteria and other elements related to conservation easements 

before the next meeting (see item #5 discussion). 

 

 Members to provide suggestions for future meeting agenda topics. 

 

 

MEETING SUMMARY 

 

1.   Call meeting to order and introductions 

 

The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m. by Chair John Hopkins.  All those present 

introduced themselves. 

 

 Attendees:  

Advisory Committee Members, Liaisons, and Alternates 

Michelle Azevedo, Ridge Capital 

Bonnie Chiu, The New Home Company 

Steve Greco, UC Davis 

Glen Holstein, California Native Plant Society 

John Hopkins, IEH 

Steve Thompson, Conaway Ranch 

Jeanette Wrysinski, Yolo County Resource Conservation District 

 

Member Agency Staff and Liaisons 

Sean Denny, Yolo County JPA Board 

Charline Hamilton, City of West Sacramento 

Ken Hiatt, City of Woodland 

 

GUESTS 

Bruce Guelden, Winters Citizen 

Michael Perrone, California Department of Water Resources  

Ed Whisler, Biological Consultant/STAC member 

 

Conservancy Staff  

Petrea Marchand, Executive Director 

Heidi Tschudin, Project Manager 

Susan Garbini, Research Associate 
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2.  Approve agenda order  

 

The agenda order was approved. 

 

 

3.  Approve May 11, 2015 draft meeting summary; review status of action items.   

 

The May 11, 2015 meeting summary was approved. 

 

Action Items: 

 

 Comments on 2nd Administrative Draft due by May 29 

 

Two members sent in comments (Glen Holstein and John Hopkins).   

 

 Staff to send all Advisory Committee comments to members 

 

Comments, including discussion from 5/11/15 AC meeting summary, were sent to 

the Board members and to Advisory Committee members on 8/11/15. 

 

4.  Advisory Committee membership: proposed new members – Petrea Marchand 

 

Petrea introduced and welcomed two new prospective members (in the development 

community category) to be approved by the Board at their meeting on July 20:  Bonnie 

Chiu, The New Home Company (currently developing The Cannery project in Davis), 

and Michelle Azevedo, Ridge Capital, which is a commercial development company 

based in West Sacramento. 

 

PETREA: We will help for you to get up to speed on the Advisory Committee’s role and 

activities. We have made an effort to increase the transparency of our program. We want 

to include all stakeholder interests.  We still have vacancies in agriculture. 

 

JOHN:  We could have a session for new members. 

 

 

5.   Reserve System Design: selection and acquisition criteria - Petrea 

 

See hand-out (excerpt from Chapter 6) 

 

We need Reserve System Design criteria that enable us to pick the most valuable habitat 

properties. We have presented these criteria to the agencies and did not receive any 

comments from them. We want you to also review this information and let us know if 

you see anything that we need to change. 
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Main Areas: 

 

Putah Creek Corridor 

Cache Creek Corridor’ 

Willow Slough area 

Yolo Bypass 

Dunnigan Hills 

 

We are avoiding the foothills and instead focusing on the valley floor because of higher 

value habitat for covered species, especially riparian corridors and the Yolo Bypass.  This 

will be a shift in how Yolo County chooses its mitigation lands. Criteria include: 

 

 identifying properties that contribute to achieving biological objectives for 

multiple species is a priority 

 using occurrences data to focus on parcels that provide habitat for covered species 

 meeting the requirement in the Natural Community Conservation Act to find 

habitat with more ecological gradients 

 ensuring connectivity with other protected lands and conserved properties  

 

Stacking of easements only applies to agricultural conservation easements.  For example, 

the Cache Creek Resources Management Plan requires gravel companies to place an 

agricultural land conservation easement on a certain amount of lands reclaimed from 

mining to agriculture. We can work with the County to stack a habitat easement on these 

lands.  

 

MICHAEL PERRONE:  Why are the agricultural conservation lands not suitable for 

habitat? 

 

HEIDI TSCHUDIN:  They are but habitat conservation needs to be included as part of 

their requirements (which it isn’t usually the case in an agricultural easement). 

 

PETREA:  Priority lands are listed on p. 672 (Priority 1 lands attributes).  We will allow 

our STAC to determine whether there are other lands that should be included, but 

primarily focus on Priority 1 lands. 

 

SEAN DENNY: We need some implementation guidelines that summarize from the Plan.  

There will be some things that we will flesh out further during the implementation phase. 

 

STEVE THOMPSON:  Do you have some thoughts on costs of lands and crops and how 

this relates to scoring and to payment? 

 

PETREA:  Does the appraisal process cover that? 

 

STEVE T:  State appraisal doesn’t calculate value using this criteria. 
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PETREA:  So there are additional costs involved in managing for certain species (e.g. 

GGS) that the appraisal process does not capture.  Whether we will we develop another 

process to include this depends on the market to some extent – if we need to attract 

interested landowners, then we would have to add an incentive.  But if there are multiple 

landowners that want to apply, the market is in the Conservancy’s favor.  

 

JOHN:  Using a Federal Section 6 Acquisition Grant, you can only pay fair market value.   

 

STEVE T:  But that doesn’t take into account the management for habitat value. 

 

PETREA:  Can you use mitigation fees to provide those incentives?  That would be the 

only source of funding for a price that was different from the official appraisal process. 

 

SEAN:  You would still categorize any competing properties for easements by who had 

the best habitat. So that it would give that property an advantage. 

 

PETREA:  We would be very choosy and would only select properties that provide 

multiple benefits. Can we pay extra for especially valuable property?   

 

JOHN:  There is a difference between adding structures (e.g. hedgerows) and how you 

manage the land. 

 

MICHAEL:  I chair a state government group that is looking into various aspects of 

conservation easements. We might be able to use developer fees to price the value of 

extra value habitat. The conservation easement price won’t cover those additions.   

 

STEVE T:  Could we say that a property provides extra mitigation credits?  

 

JOHN:  We can’t change the ratio for mitigation. 

 

STEVE T:  But if the land provides various habitat values, there could be additional value 

assigned. That would provide an economic incentive to the landowner and to the 

agencies. 

 

JOHN:  If we have to protect a certain ratio of acres and if you start having bonus credits 

for special land, you won’t reach the goal of the plan. 

 

HEIDI:  That’s not how the agencies look at it.  This would go the other direction from 

what the agencies want. 

 

STEVE T:  Can we push on the agencies and ask for some “creative accounting”?   

 

PETREA:  We have to follow the agencies’ directives and toe the line. However, we are 

partnering with the EDF Habitat Exchange to explore other approaches. We are willing to 

explore those ideas in a limited way. 
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SEAN:  Does that turn us into an estimator of the value of lands for habitat? 

 

PETREA:  The STAC is trying to evaluate habitat value.  The EDF Habitat Exchange is 

also trying to measure habitat values in other ways. They are trying to have those 

conversations with the regulatory agencies. We have to keep our nose to the grindstone to 

get our plan done and the permits issued.  I’m not sure how much time we have to 

explore this issue now.  

 

STEVE T:  Others are coming to us:  DWR, flood control, fish conservation.  This is an 

area where the Yolo Habitat Conservancy can control what happens. If the building 

community got extra credit by mitigation on better lands, it would be advantageous. 

 

CHARLINE:  I agree with all this.  We thought there should be higher value for higher 

value habitat land.  I worry about it undermining the plan approval process. I understand 

that the landowners need incentives. There are some private groups that want to give 

smaller grants that could go toward these purposes.  If we talk about the Conservancy 

being involved, the member agencies are involved and are vulnerable to criticism and 

examination.  

 

JEANETTE:  A lot of this sounds parallel to discussions about valuing ecosystem 

services. That is something that RCD has been working on for years – putting a value on 

functioning ecosystems; however, it is very difficult to determine these values with 

scientific rigor. I think it would be tough to put a financial value on that.   

 

PETREA:  The ideas should keep coming, but I am focused on getting the permit.  Once 

we have a solid foundation, we can apply for grants to do some other things.  

 

JOHN:  It would be helpful to send in written comments on these issues before the next 

meeting. 

 

ACTION:  SUSAN TO LET ABSENT MEMBERS KNOW WE ARE ACCEPTING 

COMMENTS. 

 

 

6.  HCP/NCCP development fees – Petrea Marchand 

 

See hand-out:  Excerpt from Chapter 8 and Table 8-5 “Funding Plan” 

 

Table 8-5; shows 2/3 of HCP/NCCP costs to be funded by development fees. See 

percentages. 

 

See description in section 8.4.1. 

 

There are four categories of development fees: land cover, fresh emergent wetland, valley 

foothill riparian, lacustrine & riverine 
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The fee covers all species.   

 

JOHN:  What are these fees based on?  Recent sales of agricultural lands?  

 

PETREA:  An easement sells for 30-50% of land value, but it can be adjusted if costs of 

easement acquisition change.  The fee will be modified annually to reflect current costs. 

The proposed fee is based on interviews with real estate professionals and available data, 

but we do not have any valid appraisals because of the rapid increase in land costs 

resulting from orchard and vineyard conversion.  

 

JOHN:  Is that stated somewhere?   

 

PETREA:  Yes in the Appendix.  Should refer to the Appendix containing the details how 

this number is calculated. 

 

HEIDI:  Yolo County has very little wetland. The majority of developments in Yolo 

County are just land cover fees.  

 

CHARLINE:  In Yolo County, where these higher fee areas occur, we are not likely to 

have development – around the creeks and levees. That will hit the flood protection 

projects. They are doing self-mitigation.  Development will concentrate within 

incorporated areas. West Sacramento is protecting its one wetland area. In other places, 

the fees are higher. Natomas fee was higher than this fee many years ago.  The majority 

will be at the base fee.  

 

HEIDI: There are two exemptions from the development fee:  (1) additions to existing 

structures or new structures within 50 ft of an existing structure resulting in less than 

5,000 sq ft.; and (2) construction of recreational facilities within the reserve system.  We 

have asked ICF to define “recreational facilities” – they seem to be mostly trails. 

 

CHARLINE and JOHN:  Most plans have some sort of infill exemption (depending on 

size).  John will send in the Solano County approach to small infill projects. 

 

HEIDI:  We are still formulating this process. 

 

BONNIE:  All the cities and counties have policies to encourage infill.  

 

HEIDI:  This is a subset that is the land cover layer as something different from 

developed areas and we are looking closely at those.  Barren land (empty lot) triggers 

habitat but DEVELOPED doesn’t.  Those are the ones we would look at to provide an 

exemption. 

 

PETREA:  If there are examples, send to us. 

 

STEVE T:  Swainson’s hawk – 1-acre disturbance counts as 10 acres?   
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HEIDI:  This will be a county problem, not a city problem. 

 

SEAN:  That is unfair to those with 1-acre empty lots.  

 

HEIDI:  It could cover putting a small winery on 1-acre in a larger parcel. 

 

CHARLINE: That conflicts with West Sacramento development.  We have rural 

development areas. We allow them to be subdivided for projects.  

 

HEIDI:  I think the 10 acres should be 2.  Opinions? 

 

JOHN:  The reality varies with how the land is used.   

 

CHARLINE:  In our program, we require them to have an open space on the parcel. They 

can’t put in massive barns, a lot of fencing; structures are confined to a small footprint for 

improvement. They have to keep the rest open. It has been working. 

 

PETREA:  That sounds like a good model.  

 

Temporary Effect Fee:  For activities that do not result in permanent conversion of 

habitat (e.g. PG&E, utility lines, highway repair project, drilling a well).  Exemption: 

under ¼ acre. Should this be higher? Lower? 

 

GLEN:  There are cases where the intention is for short-term, temporary effects, but, in 

fact, they become long-term effects (or permanent). 

 

STEVE T: Would this cover all the permits?   

 

PETREA:  If it is a covered activity, yes.  But not Army Corps of Engineers permits. 

 

HEIDI:  The ability to provide coverage for an unforeseen large project not likely. 

 

 

7.  Report on the Local Conservation Strategy working group; schedule of tasks – 

Steve Greco 

 

We held a working group meeting on June 30.  Moved forward on the task list (goals 

section), with a revised schedule.  There were many comments.   Glen provided 

descriptions of the natural communities and land uses. He also listed LCP species by the 

habitat types. We are expanding this to include sections on “approach” and “objectives”. 

 

Other tasks include revising and completing the species list. 

 

JOHN:  It is important to advise ICF on what are the most important sections for them to 

do, since it probably cannot all be done because of costs and available funds. 

 



 

8 

 

 

8.  Update on Science and Technical Advisory Committee (STAC):  Conservation 

Easement/Mitigation Receiving Site selection process 

 

PETREA:  We are eager to establish additional mitigation receiving sites, since we 

almost ran out.  Sites and conservation easements have been recommended by the STAC, 

approved by the Board and by the agencies.  We are hiring a new staff member (Deputy 

Director) who will take over management of the CE/MRS process and we will move 

forward quickly. 

 

 

9.  Update on schedule for EIS/EIR and Public review Draft HCP/NCCP 

 

HEIDI:  We have hired a firm (ASCENT) and expect the EIR/EIS draft to be delivered in 

summer 2016 in time for the public review draft. 

 

 

10.  Suggestions for future agenda items 

 

Please send any ideas to Susan Garbini. 

 

 

11.  Announcements and Updates 

 

None 

 

12.  Adjournment; Next meeting 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m.  The next meeting will be held on Monday, 

September 14, at the Yolo County Administrative Building. Note that meetings are held 

every other month for the rest of 2015.  No meeting in August, October, or December.  

Meetings are scheduled for September 14 and November 9. 

 

NOTE:  THE SEPTEMBER 14 MEETING HAS BEEN CANCELLED. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


