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Stakeholder Survey - Status Review & Options Assessment

Name:___________________________________________________ Title:_______________________________

Organization/Affiliation_____________________________ Email:______________________________________

As the County of San Diego considers next steps for the North County Multiple Species Conservation Plan (North County 
Plan), we want to hear from our stakeholders your questions, suggestions, and comments regarding the options identified. 
Please take a few minutes to rank your preferred options out of the five below, 1 being your strongest preference, 
5 being your least. Please also consider expanding on your rankings by answering the questions on the back of this form.

Option 1 – Project-by-Project ESA/CESA Compliance
• County no longer pursues implementation of the North County Plan
• Does not achieve benefits of a regional habitat conservation plan
• Project proponents would pursue their own endangered species permits
• County would continue to implement actions to protect open space
• General Plan would have to be amended to recognize County no longer pursing North County Plan

Option 2 – Conservation Strategy
• County prepares a Conservation Strategy that would serve as a blueprint for mitigation and conservation

actions
• Would not result in federal and state take permits for covered species
• Less	time	and	effort	to	complete,	but	does	not	provide	regulatory	assurances
• General Plan would have to be amended to recognize County no longer pursing North County Plan

Option 3 – HCP/2081 (County-only Covered Activities)
• Similar	regulatory	permitting	benefits	and	drawbacks	as	Option	#4,	but	would	only	cover	County	activities
• Private developers would have to seek and obtain their own permits on a project-by-project basis
• County would be able to meet mitigation obligations using open space properties already acquired
• General Plan would have to be amended to recognize County no longer pursing North County Plan 

Option 4 – HCP/2081 (Public & Private Covered Activities)
• Scaled back from an NCCP/HCP by not having to meet the higher regulatory standards for the NCCP Act
• Provides coverage for the same set of Covered Activities as included in the North County Plan
• Results in a permit from the State (2081[b]) but covers fewer species and has fewer assurances regulatory

requirements will not increase in the future
• General Plan would have to be amended to recognize County no longer pursing North County Plan

Option 5 – Revised North County Plan (HCP/NCCP)
• County would complete a North County Plan to satisfy ESA (HCP) and NCCP Act (NCCP)
• Provides for long-term endangered species permits with the strongest possible regulatory assurances to the

County and developers
• Reduced time and costs to process public and private projects
• Provides	the	greatest	biological	benefits	to	covered	species	and	natural	communities

Most Preferred = 1, Least Preferred = 5

Rosanne Humphrey HMP Coordinator

City of Carlsbad rosanne.humphrey@carlsbadca.gov
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Q:  What is the biggest consideration for giving an option your #1 ranking?

Q:  What benefits are most important to you when considering these five options?

Q:  What do you consider the biggest challenge to moving the North County Plan forward?

Thank you for sharing your thoughts with us!

In my opinion, this is really the only way to build a functioning, ecosystem scale preserve 
system, which is my primary concern. Every other option is a different level of 
piecemealing with lower levels of certainty for all parties concerned. As the person in 
charge of implementing the only adopted NCCP/HCP subarea plan in the Multiple Habitat 
Conservation Plan area, I see a stark difference between jurisdictions with and without a 
plan. Once the plan has been established, everyone knows what the rules are, it's easier 
to conduct environmental review, because there isn't much wiggle room. Although I don't 
fully understand the real world consequences of the other options, I can guess what they 
would be:  Removing the NCCP component would change the focus from an 
interconnected regional network of preserve lands to individual mitigation sites. We all 
know that just doesn't work. Option 2 probably wouldn't be much better than Option 1 
because there would be no requirement to follow the guidance, no enforcement, and no 
certainty or assurance for the developers.  

As described above, the most important consideration for me is being able to build a 
functioning, landscape-scale, interconnected preserve system rather than individual 
pieces of mitigation lands that may or may not be connected. This type of preserve 
system would be assembed and managed holistically and would benefit many species 
and habitats rather than specific ones for each mitigation site.

I really liked ICF's assessment and recommendations. They clearly have a lot of direct 
experience dealing with NCCP/HCP planning and negotiations. There will be several 
challenges. (1) I like the idea of having a very experienced neutral third party as the lead 
for this effort. It will be important for both entities to put their previous issues aside and be 
willing to take a fresh look moving forward. Both sides need to try to understand the 
other's basic needs and requirements (2) Once the plan is finalized, future implementation 
will be important. It must be set up to withstand changes in county personnel, elected 
officials, and public sentiment (maybe 20 years from now there won't be universal support 
for protecting native species and habitats). The plan should always be implemented by 
staff with biological conservation knowledge and experience; (3) it is CRITICAL to build in 
protections against very intense public outdoor recreational use (authorized and 
unauthorized). The MHCP and South County MSCP greatly underestimated the very 
intensive impacts outdoor recreational users would have on our preserves.   
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