Natural and Working Lands Technical Advisory Committee
February 12, 2024 | 3:00 PM – 4:30 PM 
Join via Zoom: https://yolocounty.zoom.us/j/82849350600  
NWL TAC Members
Pelayo Alvarez, Climate Action Commission (YCCAC) Member, Audobon Conservation Ranching Program (not in attendance)
Mica Bennett, YCCAC Member
Humberto Izquierdo, Yolo County Department of Agriculture
Andrew Truman Kim, YCCAC Member (not in attendance)
Sarah Morgan, YCCAC Ex-Officio Member, Yocha Dehe Wintun Nation
Neil Muller, M Three Ranches (not in attendance)
Heather Nichols, Yolo County Resource Conservation District
Kate Reza, Yolo County Resource Conservation District
Denise Sagara, Yolo County Farm Bureau
Adrian Solis, RISE Inc. (not in attendance)
Scott Stone, Yolo Land & Cattle Co. (not in attendance)
Eric Willson, Rominger Brothers Farms

Staff Members
Gretchen James, Yolo County Associate Administrative Services Analyst
Yuridiana Pantoja, CivicSpark Fellow
Tess Vaccaro, CivicSpark Fellow
Kristen Wraithwall, Yolo County Sustainability Manager

AGENDA
1. Staff Updates
a. Staff provided an overview of the TAC process to date. 
b. A draft of the Natural & Working Lands chapters will be available for review by the TAC in April. 

2. Review Yolo County Proposed Sequestration Acreages Maximums (Attachment A)
a. There are four NWL measures, zoning descriptions, and crop type categories. 
b. It was emphasized that the actions of the NWL 1 Measure are all voluntary.
c. A comment was made that carbon credits should be recognized more for increasing carbon sequestration. 
d. It was shared that the maximum acreage does not reflect estimates on what the County predicts as reasonable adoption levels. There was not a sufficient amount of consistency between the surveys to make adoption level assumptions. 
e. A comment was made that Healthy Soils data sent earlier reflects what farmers choose to do.
f. A suggestion was made to add additional columns to show possible adoption acreages and granular comparisons 
g. A comment was made that irrigated vs. Non-irrigated land, soil types and location can impact the ability to implement these practices, such as if irrigated land gets flooded in the winter. 
h. A comment was made that this group has merit in estimating adoption levels based on what people already come in for funding for. 
i. A comment was made that tractor replacement, cover crops, mulching, rangeland improvements for livestock, hedgerows, riparian/forest buffers, soil carbon amendments (compost), irrigation improvements are the most common practices people seek funding for. 
j. Is there anything quantifiable that growers could use to promote adoption levels?
i. COMET planner has GHG reduction formulas attached to different practices. Voluntary adoption of these practices will be part of the County’s effort to meet their climate goals. This could be developed into a local marketing tool. 
ii. K. Wraithwall responded that compensation and funding will also serve as a tool to pitch adoption as well. 
k. Staff shared that some sort of carbon credit exchange that compensates farmers directly for contributing to climate goals is in the works. 
l. A comment was made that growers like to see the county make these changes to their own lands. Parks are passionate about being an opportunity for the public to see changes being done. This shows County commitment and turns parks into demonstrates sites of sequestration that people can be brought to. 
