DRAFT Meeting Summary
Yolo Bypass Working Group
Integrated Regional Water Management Plan IRWMP) Subcommittee
Meeting 2
February 26, 2007
3:00 PM - 6:00 PM
Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area Headquarters
45211 County Road 32B, Davis

IN ATTENDANCE: Robin Kulakow, Y olo Basin Foundaion (Founddion)
Dick Goodél, Glide-In Ranch
Tom Schene, GlideTule
Tasmin Eusuff, Department of Water Resources (DWR), Division of
Planning and Local Assistance (DPLA)
Dave Feliz, DFG, Yolo Wildlife Area
Selby Mohr, MoundFarms
Mike Hardesty, Reclamation District 2068
Ron Tadlock, Y olo Bypass Farmer / Landowne
MarianneKirkland, DWR Division of Environmental Services (DES)
Jacques DeBra, Water Resources Agency of Yolo County (WRA)
Dave Scheuring, WRA
DonnaGentile, WRA
JuliaMclver, Yolo County
Phil Martindli, Channd Ranch
Michdle Ng, DWR Division of Flood Management (DFM)
Regina Cherovy, Conavay Ranch
Bob Schndader, Tuleyome
Ann Brice, Founddion
Dave Ceppos Center for Collaborative Policy (CCP)
ConorDupre-Neary, CCP

Introductions and Agenda Review

Dave Cepposgave an introdudion aboutthe development of theIRWMP Y olo Bypass Working
Group Subcommittee, induding the backgroundand purpo< of theoverall IRWMP process and
the Subcommittee specifically. He described the CCP proposl provided to the WRA and DWR
DPLA regadingthe structure, approach, meeting frequency, etc. of the Subcommittee. He
reviewed the meeting participants and noted tha with the exception of afew members (Robet
Eddings a DFG Fisheries representative, a Dudks Unlimited representative), the Subcmmittee
(or proposd alternaes) was largdy present and that hefelt the groupcould continuethe meeting
(absent any ratified governance rules). He aso reminded thegroupthat aprindpa purpose of
tonight® meeting was to review and revise the Subcommittee® opeating rules

Michdle Ng announed tha sheis movingto anew postionin DWR andtha anew
representative from DWR DFM will beassigned to this process
Discussion of Subcommittee Makeup

Mr. Cepposreviewed therecent sequence of comments and inputfrom a specific stakeholder
aboutthe proposd makeup of the Subcommittee. He further described tha there has been



feedback from this stakeholder requesting the addition of a Recreationd Fishing and Fishery
Interest advocate. He stated tha he suppotsthisidea, has make this recommendaionto DWR
DPLA (funding entity for the Subcmmittee), and that the Subcommittee needsto address and if
feasible, resolve thistoday.

Public Comment

Mr. Schnader stated arequest for anongovenmental organization concerned with fisheries
(sport fishery) to bepart of the Subcommittee. He stated tha be bdieves the current fisheries
representatives on the Subcommittee are inadequée to fully represent the broader interests of
many diverse stakeholders since the current representatives are from State agendes (DFG,
DWR). Mr. Schneder also stated arequest for a seat to befilled by a West Sacramento
representative (either alocal government employee or local citizen). He bdievesthat the City of
West Sacramento is akey stakeholder in Y olo Bypass (Bypass) decision making, paticularly
regarding recreation and flood management issues and tha they need to have avoicein this
effort. Hefurther requested a seat for an environmental judice (EJ) groupto ensure that less
advantaged stakeholders assodated with the Bypass aso have avoice in theprocess. Helastly
stated tha perhgpsa representative from the City of Davis be conddered aswell. He conduded
by stating tha thefishery issueisthekey interest though.

Mr. Scheuring stated his and theformal suppot from the WRA Board for the Subcommittee to
determineits appropriate membership. He stated tha WRA will notintervenein this decision
process and tha the approach thusfar is soundand appropriate as far as WRA is concerned.

Suboommittee Discussion

Mr. Mohr stated tha there are several IRWMP Subcommittees (or similar groupg throughoutthe
County. He stated there need to be some MoundaiesOdecided aboutwhat isaregiond issueto
be addressed by alarger bodyresponsble for thewhole IRWMP, and wha is reasonable to
expect a geographically specific group (like this Subammittee) to address. He does not
fundamentally disagree tha anongovanmental fisheries representative should beinvolved
however he does not suppott it beingfilled at theBypass Subcommittee level.

Ms. Mclver stated that her undestanding of her role representing the County wasto act asa
liaison to the surrounding local govenments such as the Cities of West Sacramento and Davis.
Shefurther stated her undestanding of her role was tha the County isthe only local government
entity with jurisdictiond land use authority for the Y olo County portion of the Bypass; the
surrounding cities do nat have tha authority. Mr. Cepposconfirmed tha was the basis of the
County@role as hehad envisonel it in his origind proposl to DWR DPLA for the
Suboommittee structure and in the subsequent Operating Rules.

Ms. Kulakow stated that she has spoken directly with therecreationd planne from West
Sacramento regarding propogsed recreationd projects related to and located in the Bypass and
adjacent to the City. Theplanner has stated that thisis nota priority for them at thistime and
they would notbeindined to have arepresentative on the Subcommittee, but would rather like
to be kept informed asissues are discussed. Mr. Feliz followed up, stating tha currently and for
theforeseeable future, the DFG Wildlife Area provides the only public access into the Bypass
and tha such topics are appropriately represented already on the Subcommittee.

Mr. Tadlock stated that as alandowner, they have foughtlongand hard to keep undesirable
people off thar propety. Hebdievesthat increased recreationd accessin the Bypass and



adjacent to private propeaty like hiswill only increase an existing problem of vagrancy,
dunping, drug use, etc. He does notwant advocates for such optionsto have adirect seat onthe
Suboommittee. Ms Ng reiterated Mr. Tadlock@ concern and said that the State has similar
concernsregarding the security of the adjacent levees.

Mr. Mohr reiterated that this Subcommittee is 1/7" of theoverall situation anyway and
confirmed that by design, all interested stakeholders are beng noticed about Subcommittee and
full Working Group meetingsanyway and tha they are being given at least those two
oppotunities to providether inputfor Subcommittee and genera public congderation. He
therefore questionad the need to add additiond seats at thistime. Mr. Martindli suppoted this
perspective and questioned the need to add an additiond seat to the Subcommittee.

Mr. Schnader asked to spesk further and reiterated that he does notfeel comfortable with the
direction he hears the Subcommittee taking. He feelsit isingppropriate to excludethe adjacent
local governments. He furthe stated tha while he continues to suppot theinvolvement of an EJ
representative, he acknowledged that EJ could behandled by thefull WRA.

At this pointin thediscussion, Mr. Ceppostook astraw poll of the Subcommittee onthe
following topics.

How many Subcommittee members are in favor of adding anongovenmental fishery interest?
* No Subcommittee members suppoted this suggestion.

How many Subcommittee members are in favor of adding a City of West Sacramento interest?
* Ms. Kirkland stated an undestanding and general suppot tha such a postion should be
consdered.

How many Subcommittee members are in favor of adding a City of Davisinterest?
* No Subcommittee members suppoted this suggestion.

Mr. Ceppossuggested tha there should be amore specific format / methodto formally ensure
tha communication is taking place between the County representative and the adjacent Cities.
He committed to work with Ms. Kulakow and Ms. Mclver to address this. The Subcommittee
suppoted this suggestion.

Mr. Cepposalso offered to condud more aggressive outreach to broader stakeholder types such
as subgstence anglers usng the Tule Cand/ToeDrain and to coordinate such activities with
similar efforts by the State Department of Health Services and others. He committed to
developing a @ame planOon howto proceed with this. The Subcmmittee suppoted this
suggestion.

Discussion of Proposed Subcommittee Operating Rules

Mr. Cepposhanded out copies of the proposd Operating Rulesto the public attendess. The
Suboommittee had already received them viaemail. He stated tha Ducks Unlimited has
contacted him in respong to hisinquires and tha they have stated they are interested buttoo
busgy currently to paticipae. He conduded his opening comments by stating that every
proposd seat on the Subcommittee is filled with exceptionsof Duck Unlimited and the DFG
fisheries staff person.

Suboommittee Discussion




Section 3.6 DPMembe Attendance: Thetext should be adjusted to state Qembers that miss and
do not arrange an Alternate for any more than one Subcommittee and/or one Working Group
meeting can (rather than “will”) be subject to replacement by the Subcommittee. 1t was aso
suggested tha there should beatarge of 5 days natification period regarding potential missed
membership.

Section 4.3 DY olo Bypass Working Group: The frequency should be changed from Quaterly®
to GegularlyO

Section4.5/ 4.6 BRole of Charpersonsand Working Groups(respectively): Mr. Ceppos
reviewed some optionsrelated to thetopics. The Subcommittee generally agreed tha for now,
therole of thefacilitator and the Foundaion suffice for Subcommittee direction. If thisis
deemed ineffective in thefuture, the groupwithholdstherightto revisit and revise this approach.
Mr. Cepposstated that there should be some more explicit text in therules regarding the
Founddionsdud role as stakeholder and administrative representative of theentire
Submmmittee.

Sections4.7/ 4.8 - Role of WRA Technical Committee and Board. Mr. Cepposdescribed his
rationde for induding these place holders as allowing the Subcommittee to communicate, in a
non-binding way, their expectationsof how these related groupswill work and interact with the
Suboommittee. It isessentially amethodto memorialize expectations The Subcommittee
suppoted thisidea and tasked Mr. Cepposwith addressing proposd text.

Section 5 BDecision Making: Congderable discussion and inquiry took place by the
Subommittee. Some Subcommittee membersinitialy favored Option 2 as seemed more likely
to allow for multi-faceted discussions Some members discussed the benefits and drawbacks of
allowing amember a Gniddle groundO Mr. Cepposadvised tha such Oniddle groundQs
needed to alow any party to beneutral when desired. Such a middle groundstill requires further
discussion and work by the groupto problem solve.

In the end the Subcommittee generally favored Option 1. Thegroupaso hdd outtheoptionto
revise this approach in thefuture if warranted. They also asked Mr. Cepposto add text
mandaing each member to ensure they are voting commensurate to ther prescribed role and
responsbility and tha each member isresponsble to recondle compeing interests within those
roles. Mr. Schneder requested that the Operating Rules be made public so everyonehas an
option to review them and provide comments. Mr. Cepposadvised tha this is reasonable now
tha the Subcommittee has had a chance to initially review and discuss the doaument.

Dueto time congraints, the group decided to table further discussion of the Operating Rulesto a
follow up meeting and to proceed with the next agendaitem.

Discussion of Bypass Action Prioritization

Mr. Cepposdirected the Subcommittee and puldic@ attention to two handous: 1) A modified list
of projects currently intheIRWMP, and 2) alist of new project ideas from the January 30
Working Groupmeeting and similar discussions He proposd tha the Subcommittee needsto
address which projects should be advanced for future IRWMP condderation, and tha dueto the
WRAG pending completion schedule for the entire IRWMP, the group needsto develop at the
least, an interim prioritization method He further proposd tha rather than conduding a
sequentia ranking of al projects, it would be more efficient and appropriate to categorize



projectsinto alist of : High, Medium, and Low priority. Lastly, hedirected the group®attention
to previouscomments submitted to WRA from the DFG Wildlife Area and the Founddion about
thedraft IRWMP.

Public and Subocommittee Joint Discussion

Mr. Schneder raised a concern regarding item. 7 from the ew ideasQlist DQrolo Bypass levee
and channel improvements to increase flood flow conveyance”. Therewas further discussion as
raised by Mr. Hardesty that flood conveyance and management project optionsare
congicuousy absent fromthe current list of Bypass projects, paticularly since the primary
fundion of the Bypassisto serve conveyance regiond flood safety needs Projects need to be
proposd and prioritized relative to what serves the Bypass fundion and wha is therefore doable
in the Bypass. The groupdiscussed this further and generally acknowledged that new ideas need
to be broughtforward andthat some ideas like item 7 onthe new project list may be better
served as Qounddiond actionOin the overall IRWMP, rather than specific to the Bypass
Suboommittee@ recommendaions A participant asked if items 7 and 2 from the new projects
list could bemerged. Discussion ensured regarding the activities already undeway and planned
for aLower Bypass collaborative group.

Thegroupproceeded to review each project and updae them as currently known. They tasked
Mr. Cepposwith revising and re-distributing thelists for further review and prioritization. Mr.
Cepposproposd that if subsequent feedback showed general agreement onthe priorities, he
would modify text as appropriate and would submit the projects directly to the WRA on behdf
of the Subcommittee. If conveasdly, it appeared there were significant differences, hewould
intervenewith the conflicting members to try to find aresolution. This effort could potentially
require afull Subcommittee conference call. The Subcommittee agreed to this approach.

Mr. Schnader asked abouthow public comments aboutrevisionswill bememoriaized. The
Suboommittee acknowledged this as aconcern_butgenerally agreed tha the meeting summaries
fromther meetings in concert with the WRAQ responsbility to make all draft doauments
available for public review and comment should serve thisissue Mr. Schnader also closed the
meeting with a comment complementing work Ms. Kulakow and Mr. Cepposhave donethusfar
to organize this effort.



