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Background

▪ 2017: Housing Needs Assessment

▪ 2018: Nexus and in-lieu fee studies

▪ 2018: Housing toolbox & prioritization

▪ 2019: General Plan Housing Element Update

▪ 2019: Board consensus & direction on Housing 
Mitigation Ordinance (HMO)



Maximum Housing Fees

▪ https://www.monocounty.ca.gov/planning/page/hmo-nexus-fee-studies

▪ Fees are based on the subsidy needed to construct an affordable housing unit

Maximum Fees: Mitigating Impacts of Market-Rate Development on Affordable Housing

Fee Type Fully Burdened Fees (per square foot)

Residential $16.50-$21.43

Commercial $71.30

Storage/Warehouse $26.40

Industrial/Service Commercial $8.60

Visitor Accommodation $94.74

https://www.monocounty.ca.gov/planning/page/hmo-nexus-fee-studies


Proposed Housing Fee Policy

▪ Requiring market-rate development projects to bear the full 
financial burden of their impact on affordable housing is 
economically unviable. Instead, a lesser percentage of that 
burden shall be required, and an adjustment mechanism shall 
be applied to reflect market changes.

▪ Market-rate multi-family residential projects and individual 
single-family residential projects that tend to contribute to 
development within existing communities and/or compact 
development patterns, as supported by General Plan policies 
and regulations, are favored over single-family subdivisions 
that tend to contribute to more sprawling development 
patterns.



Proposed HMO Fee Structure

Fee Type Inclusionary Rate Per Square Foot Fee

Single-Family Residential 
(multiple units or lots)

5% or
1 affordable unit for 20 market-rate units

$3.91/sf
$4,700/lot

Multi-Family Residential 3.33% or
1 affordable unit for 30 market-rate units

$3.90/sf

Single-Family Residential 
(individual units) or 
Accessory Dwelling Units

3.33% or
1 affordable unit for 20 market-rate units

$2.61/sf

Storage & Warehouses $0.50/sf

Commercial $1.00/sf

Industrial/Service Commercial $0.50

Visitor Accommodations $2,000/room 



Exemption: Single-Family Residential

▪ SFR’s less than 2,000 sf

▪ Prohibition of short-term rentals

▪ Primary residences & income-qualified

▪ Income deed restrictions

▪ Requirements met during subdivision phase



Other Exemptions

▪ Multi-family project <30 units restricted to long-term rentals 
and prohibiting short-term rentals

▪ Multi-family project <30 units for ownership restricted to 
primary residences and prohibiting short-term rentals

▪ Farm labor housing

▪ Mobile home parks

▪ Building replacement or repair due to damage so long as 
square footage is not increased



Other Exemptions (con’t)

▪ Deed restricted to income levels of moderate- or below

▪ Commercial less than 1,000 sf

▪ Industrial or service commercial less than 1,250 sf

▪ Storage and warehouse less than 2,500 sf

▪ Non-residential projects producing less than 1 FTEE in a 
five-year period

▪ Public and private elementary and secondary schools



Other Exemptions (con’t)

▪ Nursery schools and daycare facilities open to the public

▪ Government and public services facilities

▪ Churches and other places of worship

When necessary, conditions will be documented by a Director Review permit to 
ensure accountability. If this is the only purpose of the DR permit, the fees shall be 
waived.



Fee Adoption & Market Adjustment

▪ Fees to be adopted separately by resolution (Dec. 10)

▪ Construction Price Index adjustment annually on Mar. 1

▪ 60-day adoption period



HMO Suspension

▪ Fee adoption period requires suspension to Feb. 9

Or

▪ Continue suspension to June 30 to allow time to 
further refine the HMO



Recommended Actions

1. Conduct public hearing, make desired modifications 
including removing “trust” from Housing “Trust” Fund, 
read title and waive further reading of proposed 
ordinance amending Chapter 15.40 of the Mono County 
Code enacting housing mitigation requirements;

2. Introduce, read title and waive further reading of 
proposed ordinance extending the current suspension of 
the Mono County Housing Mitigation Ordinance to 
February 9, 2020;



Recommended Actions

3. Provide direction on fee resolution (bring back for 
adoption on Dec. 10);

4. Provide any other direction to staff.
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Sierra Nevada Watershed 

Improvement Program Capacity 

Program Assessment  



SIERRA NEVADA
WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
CAPACITY PROGRAM

Initial Capacity Assessment on 
Forest Health and Fire Risk Reduction



Led by the Sierra Nevada Conservancy and implemented through a strong 
network of partners, the Sierra Nevada Watershed Improvement Program 
(WIP) is a large-scale restoration program designed to restore the health of 
California’s primary watershed and create resilient Sierra Nevada communities.

@SierraNevadaConservancy @CAsWatershed @SNConservancy
SIERRANEVADA.CA.GOV
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BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

This report summarizes information on capacity needs gathered by the Sierra Nevada 
Conservancy’s (SNC’s) Partnerships and Community Support Team through an extensive 
interview process. These interviews were designed to inform future activities of the SNC and to 
help implement a capacity building block grant from the California Natural Resources Agency 
and Department of Conservation: the Regional Forest and Fire Capacity Program (RFFCP).

While the SNC’s interview process was extensive, the assessment was nevertheless high-level. 
Selected organizations will be building on the findings in this report to expand and deepen 
those conversations with partners in order to design the most effective capacity building and 
project planning and prioritization processes for their geographies.

The Regional Forest and Fire Capacity Program 
(RFFCP) is modeled after the Sierra Nevada Watershed 
Improvement Program (WIP) to increase Regional 
capacity to prioritize, develop, and implement forest 
health and fire resiliency projects. The SNC is using 
its $1.9 million block grant (the SIERRA NEVADA 
WATERSHED IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
CAPACITY PROGRAM) to build upon the 
collaborative planning and project development 
work already underway through Regional partner 
agencies and organizations. Subgrant funding will be 
organized by Sierra Nevada Strategic Investment Plan 
(SNSIP) geographies, and will be provided to selected 
organizations in each geography to:

→→ Support and advance outreach/education, plan 
development, fund development, project permitting, 
and project implementation activities in that 
geography

→→ Provide capacity building programs and activities 
prioritized by organizations engaged in these activities

The SNSIP divides the Sierra Nevada Region into 
seven actionable geographic areas.
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Capacity Interviews
The SNC conducted 86 interviews 
throughout the Sierra Nevada Region with:

•	 Resource Conservation Districts 
(RCDs)

•	 Watershed groups
•	 Forest Service supervisors/staff
•	 Fire Safe Councils
•	 County supervisors
•	 Planning groups
•	 Conservation groups
•	 Regional organizations
•	 Tribal representatives and partners

The SNC reached out to a much larger 
number of tribal representatives and 
partners than responded to requests for 
interviews; therefore, the issues captured 
in this report are not representative of 
the broader range of capacity building 
challenges of tribes. Conversations with 
those groups about capacity building 
needs and opportunities will continue.

Interview Questions
Questions were posed to interviewees in 
the following categories:

•	 Collaborative capacity
•	 Funding
•	 Planning and project pipelines
•	 Project implementation
•	 Examples of success

In addition to these questions, interviews were used to assess potential organizations for each 
SNSIP Geography, as well as organizations, collaborations, or projects that are excelling in 
areas such as workforce development and tribal engagement. Not all interviews covered every 
question—participants were allowed to focus on issues of most concern to them.
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INTERVIEW FINDINGS

By Types of Needs

Additional funding and/or resources are needed for: 

•	 Stand-alone project planning and prioritization—currently, grants that provide funding 
for project planning require project-specific activities

•	 Permitting—most grant programs want permitting to be either completed or well 
underway

•	 Large scale, programmatic Environmental Impact Reports (EIRs),
•	 Local prescribed fire groups to implement projects (limited resources exist for burn 

bosses, equipment, training, etc.)
•	 Engaging in outreach
•	 Non-project (baseline or operational) funding so RCDs and 

other organizations have resources to
­ Participate in collaboratives
­ Work with public land managers to design projects
­ Apply for funding

Grant program issues include: 

•	 Singular focus of most grant programs—the state needs to 
develop comprehensive, long-term grant programs with a broad 
focus toward multiple benefits

•	 Lack of consistent application requirements, timing, required documentation, and 
submission tools among granting agencies

•	 Grants lack funding for equipment
•	 Reluctance of granting agencies to fund innovative approaches
•	 Delays by granting agencies in completing contracts and authorizations

The state would 
benefit from 
developing 
comprehensive, 
long-term grant 
programs with a 
broad focus.
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Capacity and collaboration issues include:

•	 Collaborations often don’t foster coherent strategies, 
and the group just considers individual projects

•	 There is still a culture of competition—participants are 
not working together to maximize collective abilities

•	 ‘Collaboration burn-out’—participation is seen as 
involving too much effort without enough outcomes

•	 Lack of good facilitation resources

Other issues include:

•	 Tenure and monitoring 
requirements discourage private 
landowner participation

•	 Difficulties with reimbursements 
leads some organizations to limit 
the size and scope of their grants

•	 Some grants require a Registered 
Professional Forester to plan/
monitor work, and they are 
difficult to find

•	 USFS partners—even when 
funding is received for planning, 
many forests/districts don't have 
the technical staff needed to 
complete NEPA/CEQA

•	 Tribal work crews struggle to 
maintain full-time employment 
due to inconsistent work contracts with USFS and other land managers

•	 Land managers struggle to find contractors to implement work for various reasons, 
including lack of consistent work leading to staff attrition, an under-trained workforce, 
and the fact that they may have to wait months for payment

By Organization Types

Resource Conservation Districts (RCDs):

•	 Cash flow issues with reimbursements limit capacity to apply for grants.
•	 Many of the smaller organizations and RCDs do not have discretionary resources to 

be involved in collaboratives or resources to work with partners to develop projects so 
that when grants become available, they do not have the time or resources to prepare 
competitive applications.

•	 Almost all RCDs are struggling financially and are operating on very slim budgets—
baseline operational funding would strengthen their efforts and outcomes.

Land managers 
struggle to find 
contractors to 
implement work for 
various reasons.
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Forest Service Supervisors/Staff:

•	 Even when funding is received for planning, 
most don't have the technical staff needed 
to complete NEPA/CEQA.

•	 Even when outside partners take 
responsibility for permitting or project 
implementation, lack of USFS staffing for 
review and approval can create bottlenecks.

Fire Safe Councils (FSCs):

•	 Many smaller FSCs engage in outreach, education, and planning but do not know how 
to approach project development, funding, and implementation.

•	 Community Wildfire Protection Plans are often just a wish list of projects and are not 
prioritized or acted upon.

Tribal representatives and partners:

•	 Tribal work crews struggle to maintain full-time employment due to inconsistent work 
contracts with USFS and other land managers.

•	 In addition to having to deal with the vast number of issues federally unrecognized tribes 
are facing, they also must carry the demands associated with getting federal recognition.

•	 It is important for agencies and tribal partners to recognize and acknowledge the 
expertise and experience that tribal restoration crews bring through their Traditional 
Ecological Knowledge (TEK), rather than 
focusing primarily on the needs that 
tribes have through typical workforce 
development verbiage and programs.

Watershed Groups:

•	 Watershed planning funding is very limited.

Regional Organizations:

•	 Resources are needed to engage 
participants, reduce tensions and turf 
issues, and leverage activities.

Conservation Groups and Planning Groups:

•	 Some effective subregional groups and 
collaboratives exist, but many are smaller and 
focus on distinct geographic areas, making 
landscape-scale coordination difficult.

County Supervisors' Perspectives

→→ Some counties are not as connected as they 
should be to policy trends and resource 
opportunities coming out of the state. A few 
have established a county position focused on 
tracking and pursuing opportunities related to 
forest and watershed health, and this could be 
replicated to other counties.

→→ Fire Safe Councils perform an important 
function for counties, but how they are 
structured, and their numbers, vary widely 
from county to county. Most FSCs are 
volunteer-run, but the most effective ones 
have at least one paid position. More baseline 
funding for coordinator positions would help.

→→ Similarly, Resource Conservation Districts play 
an important role in many counties, but their 
capacity is limited and often volunteer-based.
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By Geographic Distribution

East:

•	 This geography has the least amount of collaborative activity and organizational 
capacity. Resources are needed at a basic level to promote collaboration and 
partnership development and to build capacity to design, fund, and implement 
projects.

•	 Many tribal organizations in this geography have a difficult time engaging with 
planning processes and public land management efforts.

South:

•	 Areas in the north of this geography are more organized, get more funding, and 
implement more projects than in the south. 
There are several collaborative groups that 
operate here, but they have not gotten 
traction for project development, funding, 
and implementation.

•	 Extensive tree mortality and large 
wildfires in this area have caused 
challenges in terms of funding and focus, 
and they are considered an existential 
threat to forestlands.

El Dorado South:

•	 Two very strong collaborative efforts 
in this geography are doing good work 
in obtaining funding and implementing 
projects, but could use additional 
facilitation resources to strengthen collaborative relationships.

•	 Reimbursements difficulties lead some organizations to limit the 
size and scope of their grants.

•	 A concern was expressed that grant proposals from this area 
are not funded because it is not considered high priority by 
funding agencies.

TCSI Plus:

•	 The TCSI partnership has strengthened relationships among its partners and many 
public land management agencies and nonprofit organizations. There are several 
well-organized and well-resourced landscape-scale collaborations doing innovative 
work in this region.

•	 Overlapping initiatives at different spatial scales can be challenging to bring together.
•	 Several RCDs in this region have significant capacity needs.

Extensive tree 
mortality and 
large wildfires are 
considered an 
existential threat 
to forestlands.
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Sacramento-Feather:

•	 There are many efforts in this geography, but they are not necessarily working together 
to maximize their impact.

•	 Many of the smaller organizations and RCDs do not have discretionary resources to 
be involved in collaboratives (particularly if they meet farther away). They also do not 
have resources to work with partners 
on developing projects. When grants 
become available, they do not have 
the time or resources to prepare 
competitive applications.

•	 Several areas are interested in 
completing large-scale programmatic 
EIRs to increase pace and scale and 
help with timing, but finding funding is 
a challenge.

North West:

•	 It is difficult to find the required 
Registered Professional Foresters to 
work with on grant projects.

•	 The RCDs play a major role in this 
area, but staffing resources are limited.

•	 The remoteness of the area makes it hard to 
attract interns who will stay in the area and make 
it worthwhile to invest in their training.

•	 Forest Service offices are understaffed, making it 
difficult to plan, permit, and implement projects 
in a timely way, even with the assistance of 
outside partners.

North East:

•	 The RCDs play a major role in this area, but staffing resources are limited.
•	 Getting funding for even one staff person can make a big difference in the amount of 

funding obtained and project work implemented.
•	 Grant writing skills could be improved.
•	 More funding is needed for technical work (mapping, permitting, etc.).

Though SNC staff did speak to representatives from all of the SNSIP geographies, not 
surprisingly there were higher levels of participation and more robust interviews in geographies 
with more activities, collaborations, and higher capacities. To be clear, THE WHOLE SIERRA 
NEVADA REGION NEEDS CAPACITY BUILDING, and not all needs are captured here.

Getting funding for even 
one staff person can 
make a big difference in 
the amount of funding 
obtained and project 
work implemented.
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PROPOSED SOLUTIONS AND ACTIONS 
FOR THE STATE

•	 Develop comprehensive, multi-agency grant programs with longer grant periods and a 
focus toward multiple benefits.

•	 Provide baseline or operational funding resources for RCDs and other organizations 
working in forest restoration.

•	 Establish consistent application timelines, evaluation questions, and program 
requirements.

•	 Expand hands-on assistance—agencies assign one or more staff to answer questions and 
assist potential applications from the Region by providing information about different 
funding programs and what kinds of projects would be most appropriate for each.

•	 Create organization/collaboration liaisons—agencies assign staff to attend meetings of the 
major forest collaboratives throughout the Region to learn about issues and challenges 
and provide information about upcoming programs and grants.

•	 Increase technical assistance—agencies provide their own staff or have contracts with 
other technical assistance providers to help with technical information, project planning, 
and budgeting for grant applications. Assistance can also be provided in other technical 
areas such as greenhouse gas reduction calculations, or in facilitation and negotiation of 
collaborative agreements.

•	 Consider replicating what some grant programs have done, providing categories of 
funding for project development, particularly in low-capacity areas. These are usually 
small grants ($50,000–$100,000) which can be used for capacity building, organizational 
development, planning, project pre-development, environmental permitting, or grant 
writing. The funded activities are meant to assist the organization in preparing a 
subsequent implementation grant.




