
WESTERN RIVERSIDE COUNTY REGIONAL CONSERVATION AUTHORITY 
 

STAKEHOLDERS COMMITTEE MINUTES 
Thursday, March 31, 2022 

 
1. CALL TO ORDER 

 
The meeting of the Executive Committee was called to order by Executive Director Anne Mayer at 
11:01 a.m., via Zoom Meeting ID: 843 6795 7511, in accordance with AB 361 due to state or local 
officials recommending measures to promote social distancing. 
 
Ms. Mayer welcomed the Stakeholders Committee members, and reminded members that the goal 
of the committee, as directed by RCA Chair Natasha Johnson and the Board of Directors, is to advance 
the MSHCP and to ensure its’ success.  The committee members were appointed for varied 
backgrounds, expertise, and a unique perspectives.  This meeting is being conducted in accordance 
with the Brown Act, as such, only matters listed on the agenda may be discussed by the committee. 

 
2. ROLL CALL 

 
Members Present Members Absent 
 
Ileene Anderson  Nicole Padron 
Julie Beeman  Allison Renck 
Teri Biancardi   
Brian Bush   
Bruce Colbert   
Cara Lacey   
Matthew Liesemeyer   
Pam Nelson *   
Rick Neugebauer   
Tuba Ebru Ozdil   
Edwin Sauls   
Dan Silver   
Michael Viramontes   
   
*Arrived after the meeting was called to order.  
   

 

3. PUBLIC COMMENTS  
 

 Rachael Johnson, Riverside County Farm Bureau, asked that the Riverside County Farm Bureau 
be considered to be added to the Stakeholders Committee.   
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4. ADDITIONS / REVISIONS  
 

 Lisa Mobley, Administrative Services Manager/Clerk of the Board, noted that there was a 
revision to the item title Local Development Mitigation Fee Credit Policy Review.  There was a 
revision to the staff report.  A revised agenda was posted and is available to view on the RCA 
website. 

 
5. RCA AND MSHCP OVERVIEW 

 
 David Knudsen, Interim External Affairs Director, provided a presentation on the Western 

Riverside County RCA and MSHCP Overview.  The RCA was formed in 2004 to achieve one of the 
nation’s most ambitious environmental efforts, the Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan 
(MSHCP).  The mission of the RCA is to implement the MSHCP, which includes acquiring the local 
portion of Additional Reserve Lands (ARL) of behalf of the cities and the county to complete the 
500,000-acre habitat reserve.  The reserve is intended to protect, restore, and enhance habitats 
for the conservation of 146 species, while helping to expedite construction of needed 
infrastructure. 
 
Acquiring reserve lands is one of RCA’s core activities but RCA also manages the lands it acquires 
to ensure animals and plants thrive, monitors habitat loss, the behavior of protected plants and 
animals, and performs Joint Project Reviews (JPR) for infrastructure or development projects 
proposed within criteria cells.  The RCA is governed by a Board of Directors which is comprised 
of the 5 members of the Riverside County Board of Supervisors, and one elected official from 
each of the 18 incorporated cities in Western Riverside County.  The jurisdictions are signatories 
to the RCA Joint Powers Agreement and are permitees under the MSHCP.  Together the 19 
jurisdictions comprise the RCA member agencies.  The Board is scheduled to meet once a 
month, and the Executive Committee, comprised of a smaller portion of the RCA Board, also 
meets once a month in advance of the full Board meeting. 
 
The Stakeholders Committee is established in the RCA Bylaws, with members appointed by the 
RCA Chair and ratified by the Board.  The committee is comprised of up to 16 members drawn 
from groups representing property owners affected by the MSHCP, groups representing 
environmental interest implicated by the MSHCP, and groups representing the building industry 
within the affected area of the MSHCP.  The Stakeholders Committee is advisory and can review 
implementation plans from a stakeholder perspective.  The intent of the Board of Directors in 
appointing the Stakeholders Committee is to bring together people with varying perspectives 
who share a common interest in the MSHCP success and can assist RCA is the process of 
continuous improvement.  The committee is also intended to increase awareness of the MSHCP 
and its’ benefits to Western Riverside County.  The committee and its members will conduct 
business in accordance with the Brown Act and follow the protocols outlined in the required 
ethics training. 
 
When the MSHCP was permitted in 2004, 347,000 acres came into the MSHCP reserve system 
classified as Public Quasi-Public (PQP) lands.  These lands are owned and managed by public 
entities, including the Riverside County Parks Open Space District, Bureau of Land Management, 
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State Parks and Wildlife Areas, Metropolitan Water District, and United States Forest Service.  
The remaining 150,000 acres needed to complete the 500,000-acre reserve are intended to be 
acquired through a combination of local, state, and federal mechanisms.  RCA is responsible for 
acquiring 97,000 acres on behalf of the cities and the county, via the Habitat Acquisition 
Negotiation Strategy (HANS) and willing seller transactions, both funded by the Local 
Development Mitigation Fee (LDMF) imposed by RCA member agencies.  Federal and state 
governments are responsible for acquiring a combined 56,000 acres.  To date, RCA has reached 
82% of the goal.  Implementing the MSHCP was the result of a comprehensive vision and a 
collaborative effort to shape the county’s future, balancing rapid growth with the challenges of 
traffic congestion and listing of native species and plants or animals as threatened or 
endangered.  Without the MSHCP, the development and infrastructure projects in Western 
Riverside County would be processed by state and federal wildlife agencies without a consistent 
framework or strategic habitat conservation.  The implementation of the MSHCP provides 
efficiencies, certainty, and time and cost savings for infrastructure and land development 
projects. 
 
It takes partnerships to ensure the MSHCP can thrive.  The MSHCP is made up of permittees, 
member agencies, and partner agencies.  Permittees are the Western Riverside County cities 
and other agencies including the County of Riverside, County Flood Control, Water Conservation 
District, Riverside County Transportation Commission, California Department of Transportation, 
California Department of Parks and Recreation, and the RCA.  Member agencies including the 
city and county are permittees, responsible for processing development permits and collecting 
LDMF.  Partner agencies are public agencies responsible for the PQP lands in the MSHCP, these 
partners include the US Bureau of Land Management, US Fish and Wildlife Service, US Forest 
Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, California Department of Forestry, and 
California Department of Parks and Recreation.  Collaboration among these groups expedites 
the construction of needed infrastructure projects and provides greater certainty in the land 
development process. 
 
The RCA is primarily funded by the LDMF.  The fees are remitted to the RCA by member agencies 
and are available for the RCA to purchase land prescribed for conservation within the MSHCP.  
The RCA Board of Directors must authorize purchases of property and related costs.  It is the 
responsibility of the RCA to demonstrate full funding of the MSHCP to the state and federal 
wildlife agencies who provide the permits for the MSHCP.  Without these permits, the MSHCP 
cannot provide the coverage for private development and public infrastructure projects.   
 
The LDMF is determined by the Nexus Study.  The first Nexus Study was implemented in 2004 
and remained in place until a new study was approved by the RCA Board in 2020.  RCA also 
submits grant applications for the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund, 
otherwise known as Non-traditional Section 6 grants.  This grant is authorized under Section 6 
of the Federal Endangered Species Act.  The Section 6 grants provide agencies like RCA with 
funding for land acquisition within certain conditions.  Funding may also be available from the 
Habitat Conservation and Land Acquisition and Recovery Land Acquisition grants, which are 
other federal grant programs.  RCA works with the county, state, and federal elected delegation 
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funding through earmarks.  The earmarks process is always revolving and is not a reliable source 
for project funding. 
 
In 2020, the RCA Board unanimously approved RCTC to become the managing agency of the 
RCA.  While still maintaining its independent authority, RCTC administers, coordinates, and 
supervises RCA related tasks.  This has implemented cost savings, efficiencies, and operating 
with a broader set of resources. 
 
The MSHCP requires the RCA to prepare and submit a report of the annual activities to the 
Board of Directors.  On March 7, 2022, the RCA Board received the annual report which provided 
a summary of activities for the reporting period of January 1, 2020, through December 31, 2020.  
This was the 16th Annual Report that covers a full calendar year of the MSHCP implementation 
and the success of the RCA during the year.  The 2020 Annual Report as well as all previous 
annual reports are available on the RCA website. 
 
Committee Member Sauls thanked staff for the helpful overview.  It was noted that as 
mentioned some landowners and those with environmental interest and building industry were 
part of the program, but the farm bureau is not a member of this committee.  The farm bureau 
was a key representative in communicating landowner issues, which is noteworthy in 
reconsidering their membership. 
 
It was presented that the intent of the plan was for RCA to be responsible for 97,000 of the 
153,000 acres, and the state and feds would be responsible for 56,000 acres.  While that is true 
as to intent, it should be clarified that if for some reason the state and feds don not step up and 
provide their acreage, RCA would still be required to complete the 153,000 acres. 
 
The funding sources indicated were great, but there are other funding sources which is a key 
issue that the Stakeholders Committee could help the MSHCP by identifying additional funding 
sources. 
 
Ms. Mayer noted that relating to the farm bureau, invitations went out along with applications 
to the Stakeholders Committee very broadly, of which the farm bureau did not apply.  To add 
the farm bureau at this date, the application process for the Stakeholders Committee would 
have to be re-opened to the broader pubic, delaying this meeting.  Even though an agency or 
person is not on the Stakeholders Committee, it does not preclude them from participating as 
a member of the public or having direct communication with RCA staff. 

 
 1) Receive and file an overview of: 

a. Western Riverside County Regional Conservation Authority; 
b. Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan; 
c. Regional, State, and Federal Funding; 
d. 2020 Consolidation to RCTC Management; and 
e. RCA Annual Report. 
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6. LOCAL DEVELOPMENT MITIGATION FEE CREDIT POLICY REVIEW 
 

 Lisa Mobley, Administrative Services Manager/Clerk of the Board, noted that correspondence 
was received from Susan Nash and Michele Staples. 
 
Matthew Ferree, representing Murrieta KLC Holdings 130, LLC, noted that in 2014 the process 
for entitlements on a 122-acre parcel located on Highway 79 in Murrieta and had the JPR 
approved in 2015.  The entitlements resulted in 283 residential lots, approximately 12 acres of 
commercial land and 66 acres of on-site conservation land were approved by the Murrieta City 
Council in December 2016.  The 66 acres of on-site conservation land were not a requirement 
to achieve these entitlements or a condition to be donated without compensation.  A request 
for an MSHCP fee credit for compensation for the conservation land has been rejected by the 
RCA despite support from the City of Murrieta.  The MSHCP was paid under protest in May 2021.  
If the RCA does not support a fee credit or refund on this project, the equitable alternative 
would be to use the HANS process to trigger an acquisition for fair compensation.  The support 
of the Stakeholders is sought in this matter. 
 
Susan Nash, President of The Friends of the Northern San Jacinto Valley, stated that there have 
been numerous complaints and objections to the fee credit policy.  The Friends of the Northern 
San Jacinto Valley filed a lawsuit several years ago regarding criteria refinements and whether 
they were CEQA projects.  The lawsuit won in an unpublished opinion, and RCA then changed 
the policies to make criteria refinements a CEQA project.  The same legal analysis applies to the 
adoption and amendment of policies for each HANS negotiation or acquisition.  This is the only 
way that these items can be taken before the public, at a public hearing, with an accurate 
project description and analysis of whether it would benefit or harm the MSHCP.  It is requested 
that the current fee policy as well as all other incentives offered under the MSHCP go before 
the RCA full Board as CEQA projects, and in the future all HANS negotiations be on the agenda 
as a CEQA project with public comment. 
 
Mike Tidus, from Jackson Tidus law, thanked staff for circulating the letter that was submitted 
by Michele Staples on February 7th to the Board of Directors.  That letter was the basis for part 
of this discussion today. 
 
Aaron Hake, Interim Regional Conservation Deputy Executive Director, provided a presentation 
on Local Development Mitigation Fee (LDMF) Credit Review.  This is a policy discussion, not 
geared toward any specific property.  The two topics that the RCA Board asked the Stakeholders 
Committee to review were off-site conservation land being eligible for LDMF credits and the 
timing of requesting LDMF credit through the Joint Project Review (JPR) process. 
 
Questions for consideration relating to the fee credit request process are:  

o Should the LDMF Manual that the RCA has adopted be amended regarding fee credits 
being requested as part of a JPR application? 

o If yes, how should the RCA do that? 
o Is there more the RCA or any of the stakeholders do to increase understating and 

awareness in the process? 
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Questions for consideration relating to the off-site eligibility for fee credits: 

o Should the fee credit policy in the fee implementation manual be amended to allow for 
fee credits? 

o If yes, what are the parameters in which it should be allowed. 
 
The MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement (IA) that all cities and the county have signed, 
has three basic requirements.  The first is to impose the LDMF on new development and public 
projects, second is to utilize the Habitat Acquisition Negotiation and Strategy (HANS) process 
when conservation is needed on project sites, and the third is to adhere to all MSHCP policies. 
 
The LDMF is established based on the Nexus Study, of which two have been done since the 
MSHCP was created.  The studies complied with the California Mitigation Fee Act and ensured 
that the fee that is being imposed has a direct nexus to that which the fee is imposed upon.  
The MSHCP also requires the RCA to adopt a model ordinance, which is then sent out to the 
cities and the county, for them to adopt in the substantially the same form.  The model 
ordinance that RCA and the cities and the county adopted has limited exemptions, but there 
are a few instances where property can be exempt from the fee.  Once the fee is collected by 
the cities and the county, it is then passed thru to the RCA within 90 days.  The HANS process is 
spelled out in Section 6.1.1 of the MSHCP, which was attached to this agenda item. 
 
The LDMF Implementation Manual is an administrative document that the RCA Board approved 
in conjunction with the Nexus Study.  The intent of the manual was to consolidate all the existing 
RCA policies in one place and provide a tool for member agency staff who are implementing the 
LDMF.  The manual is not intended to override the MSHCP. 
 
During a typical development HANS, a landowner who wants to develop their land presents 
their proposal to the member agency for a HANS review.  During the HANS review the member 
agency looks at the MSHCP and the criteria cell for whether there is any prescribed conservation 
that needs to occur on the property.  If conservation is needed, the member agency would 
determine what, if any, non-monetary incentives it would provide to the landowner to 
accommodate the loss of developable land.  The MSHCP requires the member agencies to 
inform the landowner about the conservation needed, and what incentives are available for 
negotiation. 
 
If the member agency decides that are no non-monetary incentives it wishes to provide or 
negotiate, an LDMF credit can be requested from RCA for consideration on the JPR application.  
The LDMF fee credit is the one incentive RCA has control over.  The landowner can also be 
referred to RCA for RCA to purchase the conservation land according to the HANS process.  
Either way, it would be the LDMF revenue that would be paying to acquire the property. 
 
If a fee credit is requested and is worth more than $200,000 RCA would be the one to decide 
whether to grant the request.  If the request is under $200,000, it would up to the member 
agency to decide.  The fee credit is calculated based on the appraised value and the fee on the 
developable footprint. 
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Off-site conservation is related to a property that is not prescribed for conservation after review 
of the HANS and JPR, but the landowner offers other land elsewhere for MSHCP conservation 
in exchange for credits on the land being developed.  This scenario is not contemplated in the 
HANS section of the MSHCP. 
 
The timing question relates to a property that has completed the HANS and JPR process and has 
been prescribed for partial conservation.  The landowner than requests a fee credit after the 
fact and all approvals.  The current RCA policy does not allow for retroactive fee credits. 
 
Lastly, when there is a property that is not in a criteria cell, therefore not requiring a HANS or 
JPR, the city can still condition the landowner dedicate a portion of the project site to RCA as 
open space not related to the MSHCP.  In this instance, if the property owner were to request 
a fee credit from RCA, it would not be allowed as this land is out of a criteria cell. 
 
Some considerations prior to committee discussion are that RCA policies must adhere to the 
MSHCP, and there are some things the RCA does not have the liberty to change as the MSHCP 
is not easily amendable.  LDMF is considered public revenue, so there are laws to adhere to 
regarding its’ use.  Finally, the Chair of the RCA Board, Natasha Johnson, has pressed upon the 
RCA staff that what we do for one, we do for all.   
 
Anne Mayer, Executive Director, thanked Mr. Hake for his presentation and recognized that this 
was a complicated topic. 

 
At this time, Pam Nelson joined the meeting. 

 
 Committee Member Sauls stated that there is important context to be understood regarding 

where the MSHCP was started and the fundamentals of the plan.  The MSHCP is flawed as they 
knew they were not sure of the future science, and they knew they did not have the money to 
complete the plan initially.  The needed 153,000 acres was going to come from private 
landowner sources, and those private landowner sources were to be compensated.  Fee credits 
are a way to pay for the landowners and to use as a negotiation tool.  The elimination of fee 
credits would result in the RCA owing the landowners cash.  Limiting the process of obtaining 
fee credits does not eliminate the ultimate obligation and financing.  Anyone who contributes 
to the reserve lands is required to be compensated. 
 
Committee Member Silver slightly disagreed as looking at the way the MSHCP is supposed to 
be assembled, there is a large component that is supposed to come through the land use 
process.  It has always been that some land goes into the reserve as a part of the entitlement 
process.  In regard to the timing of fee credits, any credits should be considered when the HANS 
is being negotiated as there may be other incentives a city is giving a landowner.  The system is 
proper as it is currently set up, and the fee credits come in during the negotiation process not 
some other time. 
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Committee Member Sauls clarified that there was no disagreement in their thinking.  If a 
landowner sets aside property that is otherwise developable, he should be compensated.  
There are several different types of compensation, and there shouldn’t be double dipping.  
The problem with timing is the incentives are negotiated in the beginning of the development 
process, but the first step is going through the HANS, and a decision must be made before a 
project is approved on whether you want a fee credit.  Going through the approval process, 
plans can change.  It is not always known in the early stages of a project what should be asked 
for compensation.  Local jurisdictions should inform the RCA as to the intent of compensation 
and it should be recognized as a guideline and should be reconciled at the end of the process. 
 
Committee Member Beeman inquired if Committee Member Sauls was suggesting that an 
accounting of the project is completed at the end.  He confirmed. 
 
Ms. Mayer clarified Committee Member Sauls meant at the end of the entitlement process as 
it is being approved, not after. 
 
Committee Member Colbert asked for clarification on whether the committee was covering all 
the questions that were raised during the presentation.  Ms. Mayer stated staff would 
accommodate whatever the pleasure of the committee was. 
 
Committee Member Colbert stated that there is nothing in the Implementation Manual that 
says off-site plans cannot be used for fee credits.  The mitigation fee is determined based on a 
separate acquisition and a separate management cost, so the fee credit is essentially part of the 
acquisition component of the mitigation fee.  The management is independent of the 
acquisition component and the credits do not come at the expense of long-term management 
of RCA habitat. 
 
The MSHCP Nexus Fee Study from 2020 shows that the implementation costs for 2020-2029 
would be $700 million, and management and monitoring will be $33 million.  
These independent costs are accommodated by the Nexus Study determining the amount of 
the fee, which can be adjusted to reflect changes in management or acquisition process.  
This achieves the conservation of on-site property identified as important to the 
implementation of the MSHCP.  It ensures the land prescribed for conservation by the MSHCP 
is placed into permanent conservation. 
 
The timing is such that the fee credits should be allowed to be requested after the JPR 
application and as the incentives are being discussed, but before the approval of the project.   
 
Committee Member Silver responded to Committee Member Sauls that it was a legitimate point 
that completing the HANS and a finalized JPR, but before the project is approved, the goal post 
changes, and something shifts.  It is important to make sure that local government and 
landowners are aware of the full range of incentives, and none are forgotten, which could be a 
manner of training.  It might be appropriate to have a procedure whereby someone could go 
back an amend the JPR prior to the project being approved to re-assess if the goal post were to 
change.  Fee credits should be done after project approval, it should all be done before. 
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Ms. Mayer noted for clarity that the process currently requires the request for fee credit at JPR 
submittal, which can be limiting.  The committee’s conversation thus far is allowing the fee 
credit conversation allowed throughout the entitlement process.  If the JPR was already 
approved, it would have to be reviewed to ensure there were not any unintended consequences 
related to that discussion. 
 
Committee Member Beeman liked the idea of being able to update the JPR, but from personal 
experience, that last thing someone wants to do is go back through the process to make a 
change.  When completing development projects, time is money, so anything that makes you 
loop is problematic.  Though there should be a process where a JPR is a living document, and 
the landowner is compensated in a manner that has already been discussed.  There could be a 
form that the landowner and the city could fill out in the beginning of the process that could 
outline the acquisition process with a signature acknowledging it.  Part of the problem sounds 
like people do not even realize the incentives are there until it is too late. 
 
Committee Member Lacey wanted some clarification on off-site credits and when there is 
development in a criteria cell, the developers can impact the area set aside for conservation by 
going off-site.  Mr. Hake stated that when talking about off-site credits, it pertains to whether a 
developer can use off-site lands to offset fee obligations when they are not otherwise required 
to set aside developable land for conservation. 
 
Committee Member Ozdil thought that all incentives need to be understood by the member 
agencies and should be discussed during the HANS review prior to the JPR, that way the 
applicant also knows what the options are.  This should be a living document because things 
can change through the CEQA/NEPA process during the entitlement. 
 
Committee Member Sauls thought it was a good idea to disclose during the HANS application 
the incentives and compensation that is available so the local agencies and landowners can 
address them.  They are often ignored due to lack of understanding.  The information on 
incentives should be part of the application as staff can change in the cities. 
 
Committee Member Bush noted that being a developer on the forefront of the acquisitions side, 
it was nice to see everyone working together to make it work for all parties.  The development 
process is about 12 months long, on a good day.  The first 12 months is the entitlement process 
where the JPR is implemented, which is great for conceptual plans, but developers are not even 
informed on mitigation until later down the line.  The flexibility of fee credits, if applicable, 
would be nice and could incentivize developers to acquire property in criteria cells.  
Developers are not informed enough about incentives or fee credits, which would be helpful at 
the beginning of the process. 
 
Committee Member Colbert liked the idea of putting the incentives and fee credits into the 
application.  It could be a place to memorialize the ideas despite any staffing changes.  
The MSHCP and the Implementing Agreement both list a series of incentives in various 
paragraphs, so they could be brought into the application in a formal way. 
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Committee Member Silver wanted to start the discussion on off-site credits.  When the idea of 
accepting off-site lands initially came up, the thought was to accept the lands as this was just 
another tool to use.  After further review, there were pitfalls that were discovered and revealed 
the current system is not broken.  When RCA receives the fees, they can choose and prioritize 
which properties will be purchase based on need.  Allowing a fee credit for off-site properties 
opens RCA to receiving lands that are not a priority or of high value.  If a landowner has a 
property that is off-site, the landowner can offer the property to the RCA for purchase.  
That way, RCA can prioritize the possible purchase of that property.  It is recommended that 
RCA leaves things the way they are regarding off-site properties. 
 
Committee Member Anderson shared that her thinking mirrored Committee Member Silver’s 
in that the RCA needs to be prioritizing properties and getting the most important parcels into 
the system as soon as possible.   
 
Committee Member Anderson also wanted clarification on when a project is entitled, if it was 
a problem re-visiting the JPR and going through the process again to make changes.  Ms. Mayer 
noted that there probably are not a lot of developers that would willing go back through the 
JPR process, unless a development was to change significantly.  For the sole purpose of a fee 
credit, it is possible a developer would be willing to restart the process, but it would not be 
likely. 
 
Tricia Campbell, Reserve Management and Monitoring Manager, added that there is not an 
impediment to a developer going through the JPR process a second time.  The MSHCP is very 
clear that if the development stays within the area described in the JPR, there wouldn’t be a 
need to reopen it.  Reopening a JPR can cause complications as there could have been other 
things that have happened in the area, making it a non-viable option. 
 
Committee Member Lacey echoed Committee Member Silver’s comments on off-site credits.  
If off-site credits were allowed, there would have to be a structure in place for that prioritization 
of property to occur. 
 
Committee Member Biancardi confirmed agreement on off-site conservation.  There is also a 
concern on the cost of the land to monitor and management, which would be assumed by the 
RCA.  This could have a long-term impact in undermining the MSHCP’s funding. 
 
Mr. Hake stated that RCA would not be concerned with the cost of monitoring and managing 
any off-site conservation as the MSHCP requires RCA to assemble 97,000.  The management 
and cost concern mentioned by Committee Member Colbert was related to the loss of LDMF 
fees, which pay for more than just monitoring land.  According to the latest Nexus Study, 15% 
of LDMF revenue goes into the endowment fund that RCA is required to establish to pay for the 
management of land acquired.  Issuing a fee credit in any instance, while it is an allowable 
incentive that can be offered, comes at the expense of money that goes into the endowment 
to manage the lands in perpetuity and present day. 
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Committee Member Beeman stated if it was possible to go back on the JPR just for the fee credit 
issue, and not on the rest of it, that would be preferable.  For off-site conservation, it should be 
set up to be beneficial for the MSHCP and the required 97,000.  If the RCA decides that the land 
is valuable and compatible with other lands, there should be a way to obtain the land. 
 
Committee Member Sauls thought there was some confusion on the off-site mitigation 
example.  In the presentation the example given was not in the cell criteria area or targeted by 
the MSHCP for conservation.  A property owner or developer should not be compensated for 
land that does not benefit the MSHCP.  It is suggested that fee credits be available if the land 
offered is within the cell criteria and contributes to the 153,000 acres needed.  The MSHCP is 
designed for negotiation during the development process, if for some reason off-site lands are 
a part of a development project and contribute to the MSHCP, that should be a priority and 
compensation should be given.  Off-site land that is disassociated with the project has a 
different path to acquisition. 
 
Committee Member Nelson noted that it seems the JPR application seems to be a dated 
document.  During the negotiation process, it is difficult for the developer when updating the 
JPR.  A clear list of what incentives a developer has would be a lot easier for everyone. 
 
Committee Member Colbert stated that as projects in criteria areas come in, the fee credit is 
just part of the incentive package that allows the project to work.  It is a component that really 
allows the project to proceed and allows conservation to go forward as well.  When a fee credit 
is denied, it could stalemate the project and the conservation aspect. 
 
Committee Member Anderson appreciated all the dialogue today from different perspectives.  
The fee credit system isn’t broken, and it seems as though some improvements would open 
other problems in the process and are not really viable. 
 
Committee Member Liesemeyer agreed that there was a lot of great dialogue here and voiced 
support for the discussion. 
 
Committee Member Ozdil wanted to know about the JPR review timeline and if there was 
somewhere that stated that process could not happen concurrently with the entitlement 
process.  Ms. Campbell responded that the during the JPR process, the MSHCP consistency 
document is supposed to be done prior to the CEQA document. 
 
Committee Member Ozdil further inquired if the CEQA document is not completed yet, the 
developer could still apply for an entitlement and CEQA review while the JPR is still going 
through.  Ms. Campbell noted that a lot of times the CEQA document is done, and there is more 
that are done between the applicant and the land use authority in terms of entitlements.   
 
Committee Member Ozdil explained that the comment was referencing was the ability of the 
JPR approval timeline be extended through the entitlement to ensure the fee credit is 
appropriately covered.  Ms. Mayer noted that is a process that is being explored.  As of right 
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now, the JPR process is when the fee credit request is identified.  RCA staff is trying to figure out 
how to keep the fee credit conversation open without extending the JPR process. 
 
Committee Member Ozdil wanted to know if through the JPR process, RCA could condition that 
if acreage is increased, it be put in as a mitigation measure on the CEQA project.  Ms. Mayer 
wanted to be careful with this, as RCA is not involved in the CEQA part of the process, that would 
be covered by the land use entity. 
 
Committee Member Bush noted that it is nice to have the JPR at the beginning, because no one 
wants to plan on a property that is going to be dedicated or conserved anyways.  It would be 
nice to just have a simple condition from the city, stating if applicable mitigation fee credits are 
applied to this. 
 
Committee Member Silver expressed concern that an applicant gets some series of incentives 
and after the JPR is finished the applicant would also try to get a fee credit.  If there is going to 
be an opportunity to revisit the fee credit issue before the entitlement process is finished, there 
also must be the opportunity to open the other incentives again.  This would give local 
government the chance to do more if needed, and possibly avoid the fee credit altogether.  
Everything must be in play, or nothing is in play. 
 
Committee Member Sauls thought that the JPR should be finished early on to determine what 
land is to be set aside, next there should be a recommendation on the compensation of the land 
that is being set aside that was otherwise developable.  As a project moves on and finally 
receives entitlement, the final CEQA document should represent what compensation the 
landowner will be obtaining.  The JPR could be opened regarding compensation and as a part of 
that fee credits are discussed or some other incentive. 
 
Mr. Hake stated that this discussion has been healthy and informative.  With the discussion that 
has occurred, it sounds as though Stakeholders want the JPR as it is in the beginning of the 
process, because it works.  One point for clarification was how often things changes during the 
development process and how often the MSHCP conservation requirement changes during the 
process. 
 
Committee Member Bush noted that changes to the MSHCP conservation requirement were 
not typical, and that for the most part the JPR does not change. 
 
Ms. Mayer stated that this has been really good feedback and there is a consensus on the timing 
of the fee credit request within the entitlement window.  There are also some opportunities for 
education, communication, and clarity in the process, as well as being able to make sure that as 
the incentive conversation continues throughout the process, there is a way to reconcile. 
 
There has not been a consensus on fee credits for off-site properties.  Though it was discussed 
that it was important for the completion of the MSHCP and in accordance with the intent that 
RCA should be acquiring properties.  The priority should be for properties with conservation 
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value, buying property within criteria cells as well as those that have been prioritized.  It was 
stated that the process is not broken, as there are other methods to obtain off-site properties. 
 
Mr. Hake concurred with Ms. Mayer’s assessment of the discussion.  Staff will debrief after this 
meeting to determine the sweet spot on the timing issue for fee credits. 

 
 Review and discuss RCA policy regarding Local Development Mitigation Fee (LDMF) credits. 

 
7. COMMITTEE MEMBER / EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REPORT 

 
 Committee Member Sauls asked that the next agenda include items on funding opportunities 

and the acquisition process so the Stakeholders could have a discussion. 
 
Committee Member Colbert asked the pre-payment of fees be added as a future agenda item 
for discussion. 
 
Ms. Mayer thanked the committee for their time.  The next RCA Board Meeting is on Monday, 
April 4th, and Stakeholders are encouraged to attend the meeting.  Staff will be reporting back 
to the Board on this meeting.  The agenda includes a legislative update which highlights the 
virtual D.C. meetings that staff has been having with other coalition members. 
 
Committee Member Lacey asked that these meeting continue to be virtual rather than 
in-person.  Ms. Mayer noted that currently none of the RCA meetings are in-person, all are held 
virtually.  This is sure to be a continuing conversation. 

 
8. ADJOURNMENT 

 
 There being no further business for consideration by the Stakeholders Committee, 

Executive Director Mayer adjourned the meeting at 12:51 p.m.   
 

Respectfully submitted, 

 
Lisa Mobley 

                                          Administrative Services Manager/ 
                                                                           Clerk of the Board 

 


