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Friday, January 12, 2024 at 15:45:18 Pacific Standard TimeFriday, January 12, 2024 at 15:45:18 Pacific Standard Time

Subject:Subject: FW: [EXTERNAL] Re: Lauppe to The Natomas Basin Conservancy Contract Assignments
Date:Date: Friday, January 12, 2024 at 3:44:48 PM Pacific Standard Time
From:From: Jennifer Skupic
To:To: Paulina Lu
Attachments:Attachments: image670257.jpg, image825987.png, image611468.png, image362385.png, image572722.png,

image176905.png, image642216.png, image200771.png, image874574.jpg, image179448.png,
image144158.png, image070878.png, image532088.png

Jennifer Skupic | Contracts & Compliance Manager
The Natomas Basin Conservancy

Office: 916.649.3331

From: From: Berens, Jacob J 
Date: Date: Thursday, January 11, 2024 at 6:00 PM
To: To: Jennifer Skupic 
Subject: Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Lauppe to The Natomas Basin Conservancy Contract
Assignments

Jennifer,

There are still a couple of the missing pieces in the ownership puzzle.  However, I've made
the argument that we have the ownership information as it sits today and from whom that
ownership was transferred to the NBC.  It sounds like the Regional Obice and Solicitor's
Obice are going to allow us to proceed with the information we do have.

At this point I have been able to get the environmental compliance completed and I have
received concurrences on the draft contracts from 5 out of the 6 obices that need to
signob.  Right now, I'm just waiting for concurrence from our Finance Department (I just
sent them an email asking for a status update).  Once I get that, I should be able to mail you
the contracts for signing.

Jake Berens
Bureau of Reclama1on

mailto:jskupic@natomasbasin.org
https://twitter.com/NatomasBasin
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Natomas-Basin-Conservancy/367819490080644?ref=hl
https://instagram.com/natomasbasin/
https://www.pinterest.com/NatomasBasinConservancy/
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From:From: Jennifer Skupic 
Sent:Sent: Wednesday, January 10, 2024 10:26 AM
To:To: Berens, Jacob J 
Subject:Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Lauppe to The Natomas Basin Conservancy Contract Assignments
 
Jacob,
 
Any update on moving forward with the documenta1on we have provided?
 
Thank you, Jennifer
 

Jennifer Skupic | Contracts & Compliance Manager
The Natomas Basin Conservancy

Office: 916.649.3331

 

From: From: Berens, Jacob J 
Date: Date: Wednesday, November 29, 2023 at 3:30 PM
To: To: Jennifer Skupic 
Subject: Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Re: Lauppe to The Natomas Basin Conservancy Contract
Assignments

Jennifer,
 
It still looks like there are missing pieces.  I don't see how Joan Johnson transferred her
ownership to the DBJ and JLJ Family Trust, established September 9, 2014, or how the
various spouses entered the ownership picture.
 
However, I'm going to ask the Regional Obice if there is any way we can proceed with the
documentation we do have.  I'll let you know what I find out.
 
Also, I didn't have any luck with getting a signed copy of the condemnation order.  Is that
something you can look into?
 
Thank you.
 
Jake Berens

mailto:jskupic@natomasbasin.org
https://twitter.com/NatomasBasin
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Natomas-Basin-Conservancy/367819490080644?ref=hl
https://instagram.com/natomasbasin/
https://www.pinterest.com/NatomasBasinConservancy/


Memo 
455 Capitol Mall, Suite 300 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
916.444-7301 

Date: January 30, 2024 

To: Melanie Saucier (SAFCA), John Bassett (SAFCA), Tony Del Castillo (RD1000), Gabe Holleman 
(RD1000), Brett Gary (Natomas Mutual Water), Shane Reid (Natomas Mutual Water), John 
Roberts (TNBC), Jeremy Lor (TNBC), Dave Sills (Sills Ag), Jennifer Burt (GEI), Vance Howard 
(GEI), Joseph Huang (ESA) 

From: Pamela Brillante, Biologist 

Subject: Aquatic Weeds Monitoring Results Memorandum 

INTRODUCTION 
This memorandum presents the results of the Natomas Basin aquatic weed monitoring efforts from 2017 
to 2023. Formal monitoring of the distribution of aquatic weeds in the basin began in 2014 and methods 
have changed throughout the years based on monitoring results and stakeholder input. Adaptive 
monitoring is expected to continue due to changes in aquatic weed abundance, distribution, and response 
to treatment actions.  

METHODS 

Target Aquatic Weed Plant Species 
An aquatic weed monitoring plan was prepared in October 2016 (SAFCA 2016). The monitoring plan stated 
that all aquatic weed species would be identified during monitoring activities, where possible, and 
proposed that the monitoring would include an assessment of the abundance of aquatic weed species that 
were commonly observed in the Natomas Basin. Target aquatic weed species include both native and 
nonnative plant species. Data collection initially focused on assessing abundance of the most commonly 
observed aquatic weed species, but the target species list has been modified throughout the years, 
including when new aquatic weed species are observed. Pondweed species were determined to be of 
limited concern to the Basin stakeholders and abundance of these species was noted incidentally but 
specific species of pondweed were not identified.  

Table 1 presents a list of aquatic weed species that were monitored in the basin from 2017 to 2023 
(including assessing abundance and/or noting presence or absence) and describes whether they are native 
or nonnative and their California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) rating. The Cal-IPC Inventory categorizes 
plants that threaten California’s natural areas as having a high, moderate, or limited ecological impact, and 
includes plants that currently cause damage in California (invasive plants) as well as “Watch” plants that are 
a high risk of becoming invasive in the future (Cal-IPC 2020). 
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Table 1 Target Aquatic Weed Plant Species 
Common Name Scientific Name Native/Nonnative Cal-IPC Rating 

mosquito fern Azolla filiculoides native not listed 
coontail Ceratophyllum demersum native not listed 
Brazilian waterweed Egeria densa nonnative high 
elodea/common waterweed Elodea canadensis native not listed 
duckweed Lemna ssp.  native not listed 
water primrose Lugwigia hexapetala, L. peploides nonnative high 
parrot’s feather Myriophyllum aquaticum nonnative high 
Eurasian watermilfoil Myriophyllum spicatum nonnative high 

Rating Definitions: Cal-IPC 

High These species have severe ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure. 
Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to high rates of dispersal and establishment. Most 
are widely distributed ecologically. 

Moderate These species have substantial and apparent—but generally not severe—ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and 
animal communities, and vegetation structure. Their reproductive biology and other attributes are conducive to moderate to 
high rates of dispersal, though establishment is generally dependent upon ecological disturbance. Ecological amplitude and 
distribution may range from limited to widespread.  

Limited These species are invasive, but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level or there was not enough information to 
justify a higher score. Their reproductive biology and other attributes result in low to moderate rates of invasiveness. 
Ecological amplitude and distribution are generally limited, but these species may be locally persistent and problematic. 

Eval – No Listing Some plants were categorized as Evaluated But Not Listed because either we lack sufficient information to assign a rating or 
the available information indicates that the species does not have significant impacts at the present time. 

Abundance Monitoring 
The 2016 aquatic weed monitoring plan established a standardized monitoring protocol consisting of bi-
annual (spring and fall) sampling at 40 point locations at major aquatic features throughout the Basin. 
Most years a stakeholder annual management meeting was held to review the sampling locations and 
sampling frequency and timing. Revisions to the sampling locations, and to the frequency and timing of 
sampling, are sometimes made based on input from SAFCA and the Basin stakeholders. Five sampling 
locations have been eliminated since the monitoring plan was prepared because aquatic weeds were not 
observed over several sampling events at these locations or because of accessibility issues. Sampling 
frequency was also decreased after 2018 from two sampling events per year to only one sampling event. In 
2023, an additional sampling location (location #42) was added at Pond R in the Natomas Basin 
Conservancy’s BKS Reserve. A high abundance of aquatic weeds was noted at this marsh during incidental 
field observations of the reserve, so the sampling location was added to the abundance monitoring to 
track the abundance of aquatic weeds in this area of the Basin. There were no other sampling locations 
near this area prior to this location being added. A map of the 36 sampling locations sampled from 2019 to 
2023 is included in Attachment A. Abundance sampling was conducted on March 29-31 and May 16-18, 
2017, August 29 and December 26, 2018, July 31, 2019, August 24 and 25, 2020, July 7, 2021, June 14, 2022, 
and August 1-2, 2023. Initially, abundance sampling was conducted before and after treatments to try to 
determine if treatments reduced aquatic weed abundance. However, treatments often occur at different 
times of the year at different sampling locations, and it was difficult to time sampling to occur before and 
after treatments in a single year. Therefore, starting in 2019, sampling frequency was reduced to one 
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sampling event generally timed to capture the peak abundance of aquatic weeds (June to August). This 
allows for comparison of aquatic weed abundance between years.  

Sampling was conducted by using a thatch rake on an extension pole or rope to collect aquatic weeds at 
each sampling point three times. Abundance was assessed at each point location by visually scanning all 
areas of the aquatic feature that were visible from each point location. Overall abundance and abundance 
of each target aquatic weed species was rated as none, low, medium, or high. If the aquatic feature was 
dry at the time of the survey, this was recorded in place of an abundance estimate. Abundance estimates 
were recorded for five of the target species: Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), coontail 
(Ceratophyllum demersum), water primrose (Ludwigia spp.), Brazilian waterweed (Egeria densa), and 
common waterweed (Elodea canadensis). Abundance of pondweed species collectively or any new species 
was recorded under an “other” category. New aquatic weed species observed were noted and identified to 
species, if possible. Presence or absence of mosquito fern and duckweed was also recorded on the 
datasheet, but abundance estimates for these two species were not recorded. Overall abundance was 
estimated based only on the five target weed species and does not include abundance estimates for 
“other” aquatic weed species, mosquito fern, or duckweed. Abundance estimates of high, medium, and 
low were converted to cover classes and the midpoint of each cover class was then used to calculate 
average percent cover overall and for each of the five target species. 

Biomass Monitoring 
Aquatic weed biomass monitoring was conducted concurrently with abundance monitoring. Target aquatic 
weed species for the biomass monitoring consist of Eurasian watermilfoil, coontail, water primrose, and 
Brazilian waterweed. The target species list was developed based on a Cal-IPC rating of having a high 
ecological impact (Eurasian milfoil, water primrose, and Brazilian waterweed), and stakeholder input. Five 
sampling features were picked for the biomass monitoring: North Drainage Canal, GGS/Drainage Canal, 
Upper Elkhorn Canal, Managed Marsh, and Northern Main Canal. These locations are representative of an 
average abundance of aquatic weeds over time (i.e., in the past, these areas have had variable abundances 
of aquatic weeds that average out to medium abundance) and therefore changes in abundance should be 
easier to detect in these areas. Each of these features is represented by 2 to 5 subsampling locations. 
These subsampling locations are the same as the sampling locations used for the abundance monitoring.  

At each subsampling location, biomass sampling was conducted by using a thatch rake on an extension 
pole or rope to collect aquatic weeds three times. The aquatic weeds were then separated by species and 
non-target species were discarded. Each target species was placed in a mesh bag or similar, one at a time, 
and allowed to drain water for approximately 5 minutes. Each target species was then transferred to a 
bucket and weighed. The weight of the target species was recorded to the nearest hundredth of a pound. 
The scale was tared prior to weighing the sample or the bucket weight was recorded and subtracted from 
the weight of the target species biomass. This process was repeated for each target species.  

RESULTS 

Abundance Monitoring 
Figure 1 presents the results of the aquatic weed abundance monitoring from 2017 to 2023. Abundance 
sampling took place twice in 2017 and 2018; however, average abundance was calculated only from the 
sampling event that most closely resembled the timing of sampling in 2019 through 2023. Therefore, 
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abundance estimates from the sampling events from May 2017 and August 2018 were used to calculate 
the average abundance estimates shown in Figure 1. Overall abundance, and abundance of the five target 
species are shown on the graph. Overall abundance slightly increased to a similar level with 18.4 percent 
cover of aquatic plants in 2023 compared to 17.6 percent cover in 2022.  

Although parrot’s feather is not a target species for abundance monitoring because it has only been 
observed in one location in the eastern portion of the Natomas Basin, this species is monitored from year 
to year because it has a high potential to spread into adjacent water bodies. The location where this 
aquatic weed has been observed in years prior is a canal parallel to the Pleasant Grove Cross Canal and 
south of Fifield Road. During the 2022 monitoring, this canal was dry with senesced parrot’s feather 
covering the bed of the canal. This sampling location could not be sampled during 2023 monitoring 
because construction in the area prevented access. However, a few small parrot’s feather plants were 
observed at a different sampling location in 2023. The Sankey and 99 drain (3R) on the north side of 
Sankey Road, was observed to have low water and approximately 3 parrot’s feather plants on August 2, 
2023. However, the exact number of plants could not be determined.  

Biomass Monitoring 
The results of the aquatic weeds biomass monitoring from 2019 to 2023 are presented in bar and line 
graph formats. Figure 2 presents the 2019 to 2023 results in a bar graph. Figures 3 through 7 show the 
results of each of the five sampling features on a line graph. The line graphs also include callout boxes 
detailing what, if any, treatment(s) occurred between sampling events. Overall abundance, and abundance 
of the four target species are shown on the graphs.  

DISCUSSION  

Basin-wide, average abundance overall of the five target aquatic weed species peaked in 2018 but has 
dropped since then, with the lowest abundance and biomass values to date observed in 2022 (Figure 1). 
Eurasian watermilfoil, Brazilian waterweed, and common waterweed have remained at low abundance 
estimates basin-wide since monitoring began. Brazilian waterweed has not been collected in biomass 
sampling since that sampling effort began in 2019. Eurasian watermilfoil and common waterweed appear 
to have responded to treatments in 2018 and decreased in basin-wide abundance the following year. 
However, a slight upward trend in abundance was observed starting in 2020 and 2021 but dropped in 
2022 and remained similar in 2023 (Figure 1). Of the five locations where biomass sampling is conducted, 
the managed marsh and northern main locations had trace amounts of Eurasian watermilfoil in 2023 
(Figures 2 and 7).  

Coontail abundance decreased basin-wide from 2018 to 2023, with only a slight increase observed in 2021. 
(Figure 1). Water primrose abundance peaked basin-wide in 2019 and continued to decrease until 2022 but 
increased slightly in 2023 (Figure 1). Abundances of coontail and water primrose in the North Drainage 
Canal increased substantially after 2019, decreased sharply in 2022, and increased slightly again in 2023 
(Figures 2 and 3). However, in the managed marsh, coontail and water primrose abundances decreased 
substantially since 2019 and have remained at very low abundances since (Figures 2 and 5). Water 
primrose has also decreased in the Northern Main Canal since 2019 (Figures 2 and 7).  
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Treatments that occur in the Northern Main Canal in late summer or fall appear to have had mixed results 
on aquatic weed abundance depending on the aquatic weed species (Figure 7). A treatment conducted in 
June 2020 may have assisted with a substantial decrease in abundance of water primrose a couple months 
later and water primrose was last observed in trace amounts at this site in 2021. However, Eurasian 
watermilfoil increased slightly in abundance from 2019 to 2021 regardless of treatments, but dropped 
substantially in 2022 and remained very low in 2023. Continued treatments over time likely contributed to 
the drop in Eurasian watermilfoil observed in 2022 and 2023.   

Treatments in the North Drainage Canal appear to be assisting in reducing aquatic weed abundance of 
coontail and water primrose (Figure 3). These species peaked in 2020, declined in 2021 and 2022, and 
showed minor increases in 2023. A follow up treatment occurred in August/September 2023, after the 
monitoring event was conducted in early August 2023.  

In general, treatments appear to influence aquatic weed abundance differently depending both on 
location and aquatic weed species and have been variable across space and time such that clear trends 
between specific treatments and aquatic weed abundances are not evident. However, two repeat 
treatments as opposed to one treatment appear to be more successful at reducing aquatic weed 
abundance. Timing of treatment also appears to play a role in how successful treatments are at reducing 
aquatic weed abundance: spring or summer treatments appear to reduce aquatic weed abundance more 
than fall treatments alone. Overall, the continued aquatic weed treatments appear to be keeping aquatic 
weeds at low abundances compared to 2018 and 2019, when the target aquatic weeds peaked in 
abundance.  

 

References 
California Invasive Plant Council. 2020. The Cal-IPC Inventory. Available: https://www.cal-

ipc.org/plants/inventory/. Accessed October 2020.  

Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency. 2016. Proposed Monitoring Plan and Scope of Work for Aquatic 
Weed Monitoring in the Natomas Basin. Prepared by AECOM. Sacramento, CA. 
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Figure 1 Average aquatic weed abundance in the Natomas Basin from 2017 to 2023 
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Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at biomass sampling locations from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 2 Average aquatic weed biomass in the Natomas Basin from 2019 to 2023 
  

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

O
ve

ra
ll

Eu
ra

sia
n 

w
at

er
m

ilf
oi

l

Co
on

ta
il

W
at

er
 P

rim
ro

se

O
ve

ra
ll

Eu
ra

sia
n 

w
at

er
m

ilf
oi

l

Co
on

ta
il

W
at

er
 P

rim
ro

se

O
ve

ra
ll

Eu
ra

sia
n 

w
at

er
m

ilf
oi

l

Co
on

ta
il

W
at

er
 P

rim
ro

se

O
ve

ra
ll

Eu
ra

sia
n 

w
at

er
m

ilf
oi

l

Co
on

ta
il

W
at

er
 P

rim
ro

se

O
ve

ra
ll

Eu
ra

sia
n 

w
at

er
m

ilf
oi

l

Co
on

ta
il

W
at

er
 P

rim
ro

se

North Drainage Canal GGS Canal Upper Elkhorn Canal Managed Marsh Northern Main

AV
ER

AG
E 

BI
O

M
AS

S 
W

EI
G

HT
 (L

BS
)

Average Aquatic Weed Biomass 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023



Memo 
January 30, 2024 

Page 8 

 

 
Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at the North Drainage Canal from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 3 Average aquatic weed biomass in the North Drainage Canal from 2019 to 2023 
 

 
Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at the GGS Canal from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 4 Average aquatic weed biomass in the GGS/Drainage Canal from 2019 to 2023 
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Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at the managed marsh from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 5 Average aquatic weed biomass in the Managed Marsh from 2019 to 2023 

Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at the Upper Elkhorn Canal from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 6 Average aquatic weed biomass in the Upper Elkhorn Canal from 2019 to 2023 
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Note: Brazilian waterweed not encountered at the Northern Main Canal from 2019 to 2023 

Figure 7 Average aquatic weed biomass in the Northern Main Canal from 2019 to 2023 
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Attachment A 
Sampling Locations Map 
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Source: Data provided by AECOM in 2018; updated by Ascent 2023 

Aquatic Weed Sampling Locations – Map 1 
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Source: Data provided by AECOM in 2018; updated by Ascent 2023 

Aquatic Weed Sampling Locations – Map 2 
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Source: Data provided by AECOM in 2018; updated by Ascent 2023 

Aquatic Weed Sampling Locations – Map 3 









 

980 9th Street, Suite 1200, Sacramento, CA  95814 

December 13, 2023 

Chandra Chilmakuri, Chair, Board of Directors 
David Christophel, Board Member 
Melinda Bradbury, Board Member 
John Roberts, Executive Director 
 
Natomas Basin Conservancy 
2150 River Plaza Drive, Suite 460 
Sacramento, CA  95833 
 
Subject: Withdrawal of August 7, 2023, Memorandum from Doug Leslie 

Dear Mr. Chilmakuri, Mr. Christophel, Mrs. Bradbury, and Mr. Roberts: 

This letter formally withdraws as an official ICF report or project communication the memorandum that 
was sent by Doug Leslie to this group on August 7, 2023, regarding the Natomas Basin Conservancy’s 
(Conservancy) management of its conservation lands in the Natomas Basin.  

ICF’s analysis, findings, and recommendations regarding the management of Conservancy lands will be 
conveyed to the Conservancy in the 2023 Effectiveness Monitoring Report that is due by April 1, 2024, 
per our current contract with the Conservancy.  

The Conservancy and the Wildlife Agencies (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife) can continue to rely on ICF’s Biological Effectiveness Monitoring Report as an accurate 
reporting of the results of the effectiveness monitoring program, and with constructive 
recommendations for how the Conservancy can continue to manage its lands successfully. 

We look forward to continuing to work positively with the Conservancy and its staff to fulfill its mission. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Christopher C. Elliott    David Zippin, Ph.D.  
Senior Vice President    Senior Vice President 

 

cc:  
Christine Tramontano, Assistant General Counsel, ICF 
Ethan Walsh, Counsel for Natomas Basin Conservancy 



Subject: FW:	12/12/23	Mee+ng	Follow	up
Date: Wednesday,	December	13,	2023	at	1:40:04	PM	Pacific	Standard	Time
From: John	Roberts	
To: Kimberli	Burns	 ,	Jennifer	Skupic

A1achments: image001.jpg,	image258843.jpg,	image963318.png,	image805225.png,	image583927.png,
image404087.png

See this.
 
John
 
 

John Roberts | Executive Director
The Natomas Basin Conservancy

Office: 916.649.3331

	

From: Zippin, David 
Date: Wednesday, December 13, 2023 at 12:28 PM
To: John Roberts 
Cc: Yonge, Steve 
Subject: 12/12/23 Meeting Follow up

Hi John,
 
Thank you again for you, Kim, and Jennifer taking the time to meet with Steve and I in person
yesterday at your office.  We very much appreciated your clear and detailed agenda and the
open and productive discussion.
 
Steve and I are already working on follow up items. In the meantime, I wanted to send you a
draft list of the action items that we heard and recorded, to make sure they align with your
expectations.  Please review and provide any feedback you might have.  Steve or I will follow up
with you on each item individually as needed.
 
Action items:

1. ICF will add language to the forthcoming withdrawal letter that will be sent to the
Conservancy and its Board to state that the wildlife agencies can continue to rely on ICF’s
annual reports as accurate. – DONE.  Sent 12/13/23.

2. ICF will investigate the Conservancy’s observation that no ICF team staff visited
Conservancy preserves between the end of July and Dec. 4, and report back.

3. ICF will ensure that Doug Leslie will have no communication with any Conservancy staff.

mailto:jroberts@natomasbasin.org
https://twitter.com/NatomasBasin
https://www.facebook.com/pages/The-Natomas-Basin-Conservancy/367819490080644?ref=hl
https://instagram.com/natomasbasin/
https://www.pinterest.com/NatomasBasinConservancy/


David Zippin, PhD, Senior Vice President and Practice Leader 
Habitat Conservation Planning and Implementation

LinkedIn | icf.com | Practice | Bio

4. ICF will review the July 2023 and August 2023 invoice to determine whether any hours
were related to Doug Leslie’s time writing the August letter or subsequent and related
phone calls or emails.  If that is the case, ICF will remove those hours and resubmit
revised invoices.

5. ICF will submit draft contract amendment request to replace Doug Leslie as project
manager on contract with Steve Yonge

6. ICF confirmed new mid-year report to Board in October 2024 (1st Wednesday, which is
Oct. 2) in addition to typical annual report in April/May.

7. Conservancy now has authorization to communicate directly with subs Brian Halsted and
Jim Estep, as needed, as long as Steve Yonge is copied on all emails and participates in
any phone calls.  ICF will notify Brian and Jim of this new communication approach.

8. Steve to review and revise small mammal study report and resubmit to Conservancy for
their review.

9. Steve/David to propose approach and schedule to reviewing ICF’s draft management
recommendations prior to the final Biological Effectiveness Monitoring Annual Report due
April 1, 2024.  Approach will include a meeting with Conservancy staff to discuss
preliminary recommendations.

10. Steve to confirm delivery date for Biological Effectiveness Monitoring Program Document
11. Steve/John:  Arrange all-day field visit to Conservancy preserves in early 2023 with Steve

Yonge and maybe David Zippin.
 
Thanks,
David
 

 
 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/david-zippin-3b607a5/
https://www.icf.com/work/environment/habitat-conservation-planning
https://www.icf.com/company/about/our-people/z/zippin-david
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