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Work Group Meeting
Agenda
Meeting Minutes

Tuesday March 18, 2021, 1:00 – 2:30 p.m.
Zoom Attendance-login information provided below
Meeting Notes in italics
Attendance:  Cathi Winings (SJICD), Paul Andersson (SJICD), Vicki Heater (SJICD/Board), Brent Lyles (FOSJ), Brook Brouwer (WSU), Matt Claussen (SJICD), Candace Jagel (Ag Guild), Byron Rot (SJC-Env. Res), Faith Van De Putte (ARC)
Introductions

1 – Five-year Report and Adaptive Management Plan – Paul updated.
· Update on April 8 meeting outcomes with the VSP Technical Panel, State Advisory Committee, and WSCC Director

· VSP not meeting most of Goals/Objectives – primary issue of existing wording that was inconsistent leading to not meeting Goals/Objectives.  CD also submitted Adaptive Management Plan that clarifies this issue.  CD received input from Panel to address via Adaptive Management Plan.  Panel agreed with WG that not meeting Goals/Objectives, but AMP would address this – provided 6 months to further develop AMP and submit to Commission Director for approval.  CD has been working directly with Panel members and WG to develop AMP.  

· WG participation to be addressed.

· Working on next biennium budget and scope of work with County.


Enhance participant targeting, outreach and education.


This fall Ag Viability Report is due along with 2-Year report (August).


Focus on monitoring and effectiveness, less on ISP development.


Mapping of efforts since 2011 up to current.

· Discuss draft Adaptive Management Plan – Cathi reviewed AMP updates
· Reviewed definitions of Protection, Enhancement and Restoration.  Since 2011 as baseline for these efforts.  

· Discuss use of HRCD to monitor all protection goals.
· Suggestion to remove this item.  Although, it is created by the state and recommended to keep in.  Need to clarify who does the HRCD analysis (SJ County, CD, or WDFW).  WFDW would submit the change polygons to County with new dataset (every 2 years).    

· Issues with District access to GIS Critical Areas data.  Working with County to determine best course of action.  Has been a hold up to better reporting and is needed in the future.

· Keep HRCD in the AM plan, but need to clarify who does the actual analysis (County, WDFW, CD).  Need to articulate in Scope of Work.  (The state did it last time with limited amount of Critical Area layers that they could obtain – the issue is access.)
· https://hrcd-wdfw.hub.arcgis.com/pages/voluntary-stewardship-program-vsp
· Benchmark 1.2 – what is the actual measurement being used?  Using the HRCD dataset, WDFW identifies change polygons and sources of change. From these data we can calculate a rate of change from 2011 to present.
· Statement – look forward to actually seeing what the data is showing from 2011 to now.

· Discuss use of model watersheds, add more?
· Benchmark 4.3 Too much monitoring? - suggestion to reduce monitoring to False Bay watershed level as a model (most studied and biggest intersection of ag/critical areas.  Comment – does not adequately translate to other island watersheds.  Water quality monitoring is labor intensive, heavy on coordination, etc.  Practical but how applicable.  Do other watersheds have that kind of monitoring? – not as much as False Bay.  Can funding be targeted to monitor other watersheds?  A lot of monitoring is needed to determine trends.  The County has moved to having emphasis on implementation rather than monitoring.  However, both are required in VSP.

· Review language referring to priority watersheds.

· Benchmark 5.1 Habitat monitoring.  Cathi is working with WDFW on focusing the monitoring on the particular upland habitats and species that would be affected on farmland.  WDFW is reviewing NRCS Biology TechNote 14, which we are proposing to use as the monitoring tool for this benchmark.
· Benchmark 7.3 Class ‘e’ soils are solely in Geologic Hazardous area.  

· How does this relate to ‘protective buffers’ as compared to CAO (this is the only place where buffers are stated)?  What ensures that adequate buffers will actually work. We do not have goals or benchmarks related to buffer sizes for streams or wetlands; however, buffers would be included as a BMP that could be recommended in an ISP. In developing ISPs, the CD will coordinate with the County based on recommended practices, for example, designing appropriate buffer widths for fencing projects.  

· Discuss lack of effectiveness monitoring for protecting/enhancing groundwater recharge goals, and groundwater quality
· CARA  - Vicki has extensive comments about this and will funnel through Cathi/Paul.

· Tools to measure intact floodplain? GIS vs. site-by-site basis

· Benchmark 13.3 - FFA – derived from FEMA Flood Insurance Map layer.   Doesn’t necessarily follow streams.  How do we measure frequently flooded areas for intactness? Cathi following up with Kendra to address this issue and clarify scope of this critical area: do we need to stick with current may layer that doesn’t include streams, or do we pursue modifying the FEMA mapping?
· Approve Adaptive Management Plan (if possible). If not, schedule due date. Plan is to submit final at the end of May.
2 – Updates

· Roles and responsibilities subcommittee update - soliciting for new membership.  Need to better define roles and responsibilities with new group.  Less emphasis on Plan, more on monitoring, reporting, education, effectiveness.
· Ag Viability Survey – final draft versions are being reviewed.
· VSP contract status (current contract ends June 30) – CD working on Scope of Work and details with County.
Final Notes:

Looking to gain approval of Adaptive Management Plan by end of month.  Please send any comments/thoughts to Cathi or Paul as soon as possible.

Meeting concluded at 2:55 pm.
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