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AGENDA ITEM
REPORT TO MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
\ J
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR _ :
AND CITY COUNCIL DATE: April 21, 2009
SUBJECT: Water Resources Association Meeting Minutes for
January 2009
Report in Brief

Attached are the January 12, 2009 Water Resources Association Meeting Minutes. These minutes
were approved at the March 2, 2009 meeting.

Background

The Water Resources Association meets bi-monthly and submits meeting minutes to all jurisdictions
attending the meeting. Meeting Minutes are then shared with Council.

Recommendation for Action

No action required. For information only.

Prepared by:  Johanna Currie
Management Analyst

Reviewed by: Gregor G. Meyer
Public Works Director

Mark G. Deven
City Manager

Attachments: January 12, 2009 Water Resources Association Meeting Minutes




MINUTES OF JANUARY 12, 2009
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION OF YOLO COUNTY

1. CALL TO ORDER & INTRODUCTIONS
The meeting was called to order at 3:00 p.m. byilCkélliam Marble.

Board members present: William Marble — City of Witamd, WRA Chair
Duane Chamberlain — Yolo County
Ruth Asmundson — City of Davis
Regina Cherovsky — Reclamation District 2035

Alternate members present: Kurt Balasek — CitWarfters, WRA Treasurer
Jacques DeBra — City of Davis, Technical ConeeitChair
Doug Baxter — City of Woodland
Tim O’Halloran - Yolo County Flood Control & WCD

Associate members present: Dan Efseaff — Yolo GoBesource Conservation District

Members Agencies absent: Dunnigan Water District
University of California, Davis
City of West Sacramento

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA - Correction to the report page 13, Bill Marblelis turrent 2008 Board Chair.
The Board motioned, seconded and unanimously apgdrthe agenda.

3. PUBLIC FORUM — There were no comments from the public.

4. CONSENT ITEMS: The Board motioned, seconded and unanimously apdrall consent items.
a. Approve Minutes: October 6, 2008 Board meeting.
b. Financial Reports: October —November 2008.

5. EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE REPORT AND INFORMATION
a) Executive Committee Repofithe Committee met on 10/28, 11/25 and 12/22/08 Committee and
staff completed the 2008 Annual Report, which weduided in the January agenda packet.
b) Administrative Coordinator ReportThe 2009 Yolo County Water Awareness Calenda $ented and
available for distribution.

6. 2009 ANNUAL MEETING/OFFICER ELECTIONS

The 2009 Nominating Committee members are Tim Qddah, Helen Thomson and Donita Hendrix. They
are recommending to re-elect the same slate afevffiand appointments to serve for 2009. The Board
motioned, seconded and unanimously approved theildimy Committee recommendations: Bill Marble,
Chair; Sid England, Vice-Chair, Kurt Balasek, Traa@s; Jacques DeBra, Technical Committee Chair;iaon
Gentile, Board Secretary; and Perry, Bunch, Bata§l Johnston, Inc., Auditor.

7. STRATEGIC ORGANIZATIONAL PLANNING, 2009 BOARD RE TREAT

Kurt Balasek reported that the Executive Commitliseussed developing a new strategic plan for tRAW
since the completion of the Yolo County IntegraRmional Water Management Plan (IRWMP). The
Committee decided to put this on hold temporaritfilihe end of the year to allow Yolo County tmpeed
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with a new public outreach process exploring theettjpment of proposed groundwater & water transfer
ordinances and a proposed countywide water agency.

8. WRA ANNUAL REPORT 2008: The Year in Review

Bill Marble presented the 2008 Annual Report. Tloentittee complimented Donna on her work to compile
and prepare this well-done report illustrating theent highlights and progress of the Associatibhis report
was included with the agenda and will also be ittisted throughout Yolo County to city and countfiaéls,
managers and other water purveyors.

Additionally, the Committee discussed preparingaartechnical report as an adjunct to the IRWMP on
countywide water conditions update. Tim O’Halloexplained the technical report would include the
collection of data on groundwater and surface watsupport a water outlook snapshot. Prelimiveoyk has
begun on this report.

9. WRA TECHNICAL COMMITTEE (TC) REPORT

a) Technical Committee Report & IRWMP Regional Riag/Proposition 84, Jacques DeBra, Chair
Jacques highlighted three topics of the TC re2f®8-09 WRA projects, 2009-10 budget consideratins
the future of grant funding in California.

The projects that were allocated WRA Project Fundx008-09 will be required to complete and sukuiit
invoicing to the WRA by June 2009. The TC receiupdates from these projects at their monthly meeti
The TC identifies annual project funding prioritiesMarch and April for the following fiscal yeautget.
Jacques suggested that the Board discusses whatthectations are for the 2009-2010 WRA buddét. also
asked whether the Board had input on what diredtieriTC should take into account when formulating
recommendations for future project funds budgeting.

Jacques also reiterated that regionalism and “Suegionalism are the current template for statedfog
opportunities, especially for IRWMP related actast In response to that trend, the TC has be@logiie
over the last 6 months with multiple Northern Galifia counties in preparation for Proposition 84ding
application guidelines. Limited availability ofriding over a 10 county, Northern California regisn
anticipated. Regional collaboration discussionshaeen underway to determine how to possibly stese
funds rather than compete for them by pre-agreeingllocations. Agencies from the 10 county rediane
been meeting to discuss such issues in respom®@/B's Prop. 84 Region Acceptance Process (RAP)iiilhat
be used to evaluate and accept an IRWM regiontiedRWM grant program. The region must be apgdov
by DWR before any region can submit a grant appitinaJohn Woodling of the Regional Water Authotiiys
been participating in the collaboration named ther&mento River Funding Area (SRFA). The SRFA was
allocated $73 million under Proposition 84. Joharsd his insights on how the regional negotiatanes
proceeding. He assisted in drafting a white papeiefine the region and present funding allocasioenarios
that the SRFA is reviewing. For the purposes ofulision and reaching agreement on a number ofsisgitign
the SRFA, the area was broken into the followinggding sub-areas: Westside, Main Basin, EastsidkUsper
Watersheds (Draft Figure 1). The Westside is caagrof areas in Yolo, Napa, Solano and Lake ceatritiat
share similar watershed features. It is likely thdtCounty MOU agreement will be presented to/thHeA
Board for approval. The MOU would establish a foronaderstanding to work collaboratively in ordersecure
planning grant and possibly implementation grantgi The WRA would represent Yolo County in the MO
The WRA TC will be reviewing a draft MOU when a\able.

Tim O’Halloran gave his perspective on the IRWMgass. The TC established an IRWMP subcommittee

(Tim, Julia Mclver, Dan Mount & Bill Brewster) topglate the IRWMP and add chapters to conform to Bdop
guidelines, however, the Prop. 84 RAP has takeceplence over the local IRWMP process. Tim remdnde

that nothing is set in stone and the entire prorsestll evolving. The TC is looking for acknovdgement from
the WRA Board to continue moving forward in theediion as presented. The reality is that a regaamno
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longer expect to secure state grant funding witlhooé&der collaboration within a watershed. Evegyshould
realize that watershed relationships have greateievbeyond grant funding.

b) Status of Yolo County Facilitated Water Resosifemcess, Dirk Brazil, Yolo County

Yolo County has hired Jeff Loux from UC Davis teifdiate a series of meetings to involve publictiggpation
on the proposed groundwater and water transfenandies and development of a countywide water agéiey
first meeting of the identified stakeholder grouil e on January 22, 2009 from 4-6:30 pm at theodland
Public Library. The first meeting will set groundles, define the issues to address, define goalfaw they
propose to accomplish those goals over the nekbnoeetings. The Yolo County Board of Supervisas
relaxed their timeline on the resolution of thegoral proposals.

¢) Update on County Groundwater Monitoring Progr&omding, Max Stevenson, YCFCWCD

This is a follow-up discussion from a presentativede to the WRA Board in October 2008. Max disedske
draft budget and proposal for the Yolo County Gwiater Monitoring Program (GWMP) prepared by the TC
Groundwater Subcommittee (report included withtaeuary agenda). The GWMP is a foundational ad@tion
the Yolo County IRWMP. He described the existimggram elements, which are monitoring water leagid
water quality, a countywide GW simulation model §i8), data and information management, cooperator
coordination, special projects, reporting and denisupport, and program administration. He refeeel
Report Table 1 that lists the projects and agemwieshave utilized data from the GWMP. The Grouathn
Subcommittee reviewed who is utilizing the data ahe is paying for the data with the goal of tryiag
distribute the costs more evenly based on ben€fible 3 lists the program costs by element andeTéalists
the suggested baseline revenue by agency for t@mipg fiscal year. In addition to the direct gmam costs,
participating agencies provide in-kind expensegsterprogram (see Table 5).

The YCFCWCD has been the lead agency for this nagiprogram since the award of an AB303 grant 6320
(in addition to grant funds, the YCFCWCD has bdenrhajor funder of the program). Now that the paogis
well-established, it is time that other agenciesala larger cost share to sustain this valuabldtorong
program. The TC is supportive of the GWMP and rememds that the additional funding contribution tfos
GWMP be invoiced to WRA member agencies with thegular invoice for 2009-2010 membership dues
(sample invoice distributed). A proposed WRA budge 2009-2010 will be reviewed in March or Apaihd
would include a section for supporting the GWMRadesundational action of the IRWMP.

Action Item: Each of the participating WRA member agencies vee@to consult their boards and councils
for approval to support this program in their upaogrbudgets. Max is available to make presentatigon
request. The recommendation is also to prepaesaution for Board approval on the next Board ageo
acknowledge this as a regional agreement.

d) Update on Infrastructure Economic Stimulus Pagk@®pportunities, Jacques DeBra

Special funding for infrastructure out of Washingt®C may become available, including bridges, soadhter
and wastewater. The projects need to be “shaaay”, but the definition of this term at the fealdevel
needs to be determined. The WRA will track this arake information available to members as oppaigsi
present themselves.

e) Update on Delta Mercury TMDL & Basin Plan Amereditn Tim O’Halloran

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB@arstdkeholder information meeting in December to
discuss TMDL in the Delta. Two areas of the CaCheek watershed contribute TMDL to the Delta system
one above Cache Creek dam in Clear Lake, one friear Cake down to the Yolo Bypass. Locals have an
opportunity to shape what solutions are being dgped for TMDL issues. The SWRCB is making moramof
effort to include local stakeholders. floodSAFEIY Pilot Program is already involved in possibleraury
solutions for the Cache Creek Settling Basin andtsvtb be sure that the local perspective is ireiuid
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discussions by the SWRCB. Tim wanted to bring thighe WRA Board’s attention. Tim has been atiregd
these meetings and will distribute additional imfi@ation as available.

10. PRESENTATION: DELTA VISION STRATEGIC PLAN UPDAT E

Paul Bartkiewicz is an attorney with Bartkiewiczokick & Shanahan. His presentation today willu®on
providing background information on the Delta VisiStrategic Plan, summarizing the Delta Vision tetye
Plan recommendations, summarizing the Delta Coragigitrecommendations, discussing potential impatts
Sacramento Valley water supplies and briefly disaetated legal issues. (A copy of the PowerPoint
presentation is included at the end of these medtee PowerPoint presentation and handout’s ligd at
the meeting are availableatvw.yolowra.org/meeting_directors.htmit by contacting the WRA to request
copies by mail.)

The Delta’s problems stem from both an ecosystednaaater-supply reliability crises, which are being
exacerbated by drought, climate change, levee raihil¢ies and export operations. In 2006 the Goue
established the Delta Vision Blue Ribbon Task Faocaddress issues and solutions. Their recommiendat
were presented in a 2007 final report entitled, r'@ision for the California Delta”. The Delta Vi Strategic
Plan, released in 2008, identifies and evaluatesrative implementing measures and managemeniqaac
that would be necessary to implement Delta Visemommendations{tp://deltavision.ca.goy/Paul discussed
Principle 7 of the 12 recommendations that mankestalders interpreted as a clear intent to reatitoseter
supplies.‘A revitalized Delta ecosystem will require reduadisiersions or changes in patterns and timing of
those diversions, upstream, within the Delta arubeted from the Delta at crucial timesPaul then
summarized the Strategic Plan’s proposals and patémpacts on the Sacramento Valley. Prioribedined
for a sustainable Delta include the following: apsal goals for ecosystem recovery/restoration atidhie
water supply; new Delta conveyance infrastructure \eater storage; and addressing independent gavesn
body and funding.

The Strategic Plan also outlines 7 sets of goaistegjies and actions for implementation. Pauhligéted
concerns regarding several of these goals or gtemt€oal 4: Promote statewide water conservation, efficiency
and sustainable usevhich includes references to enacting legislatimreduce M&I per capita water use and
requesting changes to surface water diversionsathald likely impact irrigated agricultural usegésslide #9).
This is important because existing water rightsgarided by the basic California constitutional pipies of
reasonable use which governs “usage” by how watapplied and the Goal #4 seeks to govern how #tenis
also used. Another part of the Strategic Planwilmatld have a major impact &trategy 3.4: Restore Delta
flows(see slide #10 & 11)Proposed actions include inundation of the Yolp&ss during key times of the
year that would impact current agricultural pragsi@and recommends the Dept. of Fish & Game seefdge
in-stream flow requirements in the Delta watersh8ttategy 3.4 does note that additional sciendifialyses
will be required to support these recommendatibmSeptember 2008, MBK Engineers did provide anyasig
of flow proposals for Strategic Plan draft #3 (hamidavailable). The Lower Yolo Bypass Planningusor
(LYBPF) and the Yolo Basin Foundation also subrditemments on the Strategic Plan and their conadrns
impacts on the Yolo Bypass (see item 10.a. inclwiigd 1/12/09 agenda). Paul listed ten of thatggic Plan
implementation strategies that were troubling édi¢14-18) relating to: flow conditions/requirensetitinding,
fees, water rates, and a recommendation that ¢gheld&ure adopt the Strategic Plan by May 2009.

The issue of establishing a new Delta governamcetstes is proposed in Goal #7 that would reptheeBay-
Delta Authority and CALFED programs (see slide #£120). Yolo County also expressed its concern treat
Delta governance be integrated with the Bay-Detiagervation Plan and the Central Valley Flood Rtaia
Plan and be inclusive in its Delta counties’ repreation (12/8/08 letter distributed).

Paul discussed several legal issues related tDehea Vision Strategic Plan’s reliance on the meamdum

from the Attorney General’s office from July 2008he memorandum concluded that state agencies may
reallocate water without compensation among wages without regard to causation or apportionmergyant

WRA Board Minutes January 12, 2009



to various legal authorities (cited slide #21).rtBi@wicz, Kronick & Shanahan prepared a legal gsialof the
proposed water reallocations that was availablbeatmeeting (12/12/08 letter and legal analysig)e Attorney
General’'s memorandum is contrary to current law tina state does not have the authority to invealrilyt
reallocate water supplies without compensatiorctisgstem enhancements unless the impacts andcagadios
are proportional.

Paul summarized by stating that a solution forQle#a is critical and there is a lot of good wonktive Delta
Vision Strategic Plan. He shared his views onleiahchievable solutions based on a comprehenpim®ach,
such as, ecosystem restoration, Delta conveyahoedded), promoting conjunctive use to increaseage
capacity, and utilizing sound science and analigsie slides #25-28 for more suggestions).

The Delta Vision Committee received numerous contaen the Strategic Plan and issued an implementati
report in December 2008 (see slides #29-32). TDivempance strategies were not generally acceptdeby
commenting agencies. Instead it was proposed thattarim Delta Policy Group be established fomi@nths
to develop a long-term strategies and advisoryeageats with the appropriate local counties and citgin

Paul concluded with next steps for the Strategam RInd the inter-relationship to other on-goingt®el
processes, such as, the Bay Delta ConservatioraiRththe SWRCD Bay-Delta hearings.

Paul answered a variety of questions from the WRArB and the audience. Additionally, the Boastdssed
whether the WRA could prepare a position papeuppsrt of local efforts, but it is too late to aaliy

comment on the Strategic Plan. On behalf of thi® Basin Foundation, Betsy Marchand, requestedterle
from the WRA in support of Yolo Bypass efforts tbe Bay Delta Conservation Plan. Robin Kulakow, AVR
staff and the Technical Committee will work togettedevelop a letter to the Bay Delta ConservaRtan
Steering Committee on related Yolo Bypass and Dsdtaes that tie into the Yolo County IRWMP. Aftira
letter will be on the next WRA Board agenda forrmwal. Elly Fairclough, representing Senator Mike
Thompson, informed that they have been meeting thighrepresentatives of the 5 Delta counties dweldst 9
months on the Delta Vision Plan. She encourage®\RA to contact Senator Wolk and Assembly Member
Yamada’s staff to involve them in our conversatiand encourage them to hold informational tours and
briefings on the impacts of Delta issues to Yolaugly.

Jim Mayer offered a suggestion on how and wheM{R&A may want to weigh-in on important issues/plans
a systematic way that can be done in a public pceHe gave three points for the WRA to considezn to
provide comments:

1) When there is an issue that would either frustefferts to implement the IRWMP or advance the
IRWMP. For example, there is a position the WRAIlddake that would contribute to an ongoing
solution and/or take a position of defending againstopping an action.

2) When there is an issue where a local interest nibedlsvoice to be amplified and it is consisterithw
the WRA's interests/position.

3) When there is another Yolo interest that servesabitiee WRA member agencies and needs support.

It would be helpful to have a guiding discussionw@hvhen the WRA does and does not want suppogr oth
efforts. The WRA may want to support a generdlig@tement. For example, which of the statements
presented in the Delta Vision Plan (or others) dbesSNVRA want to support? Which statements ardyr&aly
for Yolo County to support either because of a eoned raised or as a path to a solution?

Chair Marble requested the Technical Committee idenshese suggestions.

a) Yolo Basin Foundation and LYBPF's comments tilaD@sion Committee- Comment letters were provided
as an informational supplement to Mr. Bartkiewigaresentation, but not discussed separately.
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11. MEMBERS’' REPORTS & FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS:
In the interest of time, member reports were nareth.

12. NEXT MEETING DATE:
The next meeting date will be selected by the EtreelCommittee.
Post meeting noteThe next Board meeting will be Monday, March 2, 2085 pm, location to be determined.

13. ADJOURNMENT
The meeting adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Donna i M!&

Donna L. Gentile
WRA Board Secretary & Administrative Coordinator
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