APPENDIX F
YOLO COUNTY INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

During the preparation of the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP) written
comments were transmitted to the Water Resources Association of Yolo County (WRA).
Although some of the comments preceded preparation of the draft report they are addressed
herein as well. Presented herein is a summary of the comment(s) that were received followed
with a response to the comment(s). When the comment(s) address multiple subjects or items
each was identified on the transmittal with a number and the responses are keyed to each item
number.
Presented in Table 1 is list of the comments received. The comments are arranged in
chronological order and numbered accordingly. A Summary of the comments with responses
follows Table 1. The responses are assigned corresponding numbers.

Appendix F–1

TABLE 1
YOLO COUNTY INTEGRATED REGIONAL WATER MANAGEMENT PLAN
COMMENTS
No.
22

Submitted By
David Okita

Representing
Solano County Water Agency

Date
12/11/06

23

Bob Schneider

Tuleyome

24
25

Petrea Marchand and
Dave Shpak
Bob Schneider

Tuleyome

1/24/07

26

Bob Schneider

Tuleyome

2/27/07

1/4/07
1/4/07

4/22/2007
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SUMMARY OF COMMENTS WITH RESPONSES
No. 1 – Mark S. Williamson, City of Davis Resident
Mr. Williamson indicated the IRWMP should address six items. The respective items are
enumerated below as a comment with a response following:
1. Comment: Improved drinking water quality.
Response: A new municipal water supply for the cities of Davis, Woodland, and UCD is
addressed in the Davis-Woodland Water Supply Project; for the town of Dunnigan in the
Dunnigan Integrated Project; and for the towns of Esparto and Madison in the Cache
Creek Integrated Project.
2. Comment: Sustainability of water supplies.
Response: Foundational actions that provide essential information for managing water
supplies, both groundwater and surface water, are deemed important with or without the
IRWMP. These relate to monitoring programs that currently exist and will be enhanced
over time. Implementation of actions within the following three integrated projects will
assist in providing Yolo County with a sustainable water supply: the Davis-Woodland
Water Supply Project; the Cache Creek Integrated Project; and the Dunnigan Integrated
Project.
3. Comment: Maintenance of agricultural character.
Response: This is a land use matter that is the subject of Yolo County’s General Plan
Update. The activities of the WRA related to the IRWMP are coordinated with the
General Plan with respect to water-related policies.
4. Comment: Preventing development in flood prone areas.
Response: This is a land use matter for both Yolo County and the cities; however, good
land use decisions need good information on flood hazards and risks. Action FM35, the
creation of a Flood Management Division within the Yolo County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District, or a separate entity, is an important initial step toward the
development of information and plans to reduce the risk of flooding.
5. Comment: Identification and protection of groundwater recharge zones.
Response: The greater part of Yolo County is a recharge area to some extent. Cache
Creek and to some extent Putah Creek represent site-specific recharge areas.
Accordingly, land use and practices on the land can affect recharge and are appropriately
addressed in the General Plan, ordinances, and permitting process.
6. Comment: Regional communication and cooperation.
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Response: The process of preparing the IRWMP has illustrated the ability of the WRA
and its Technical Committee to be an effective vehicle for addressing water-related
matters in Yolo County. The WRA highlights the fact that the WRA should become
more prominent in fulfilling coordination and facilitating functions. To this end, it is
recommended that non-governmental entities such as the Lower Putah Creek
Coordinating Committee and the Yolo Bypass Working Group participate with the WRA
and Technical Committee on a regular basis to achieve the regional coordination and
communication that is important to the long-term success of the IRWMP effort.
No. 2 – Frank Sieferman, Sr., Landowner
Comment: Mr. Sieferman was advising the WRA of known existing studies related to the
drainages north of Cache Creek.
Response: The studies prepared by the Soil Conservation Service relate to the Hungry
Hollow area and Zamora, Buckeye Creek, and Dunnigan Creeks. The information contained
in the reports will be more applicable in the implementation of the Dunnigan Integrated
Project and the Yolo County Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Management Program.
No. 3 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Mr. Schneider addresses several topics including potential actions, prioritization, specific
studies, and process. An attempt is made to capture the salient points presented in the letter
and to respond accordingly. Paragraphs addressing common topics have been grouped and
numbered for easy reference. Presented below is a summary of the respective topics with a
response following.
1. Comment: Mr. Schneider expressed concerns that the IRWMP does not adequately
address the biological and ecological resources related to waterways in Yolo County.
He also draws attention to linking the IRWMP to the Yolo County HCP/NCCP and
questions the extent to which the IRWMP process has been open to the public.
Response: The IRWMP includes eight Foundational Actions, two of which relate
directly to the comments presented. These are identified in the IRWMP as follows: FA6
HCP/NCCP Development and FA7 Aquatic Habitat and Fish Monitoring Program. With
respect to the HCP/NCCP, the WRA acknowledges the benefit and importance of the
HCP/NCCP in facilitating the implementation of potential actions. Since the Yolo
Habitat JPA is not a WRA member agency special attention will be required on the part
of the WRA and the JPA to coordinate activities on a regular basis.
The WRA agrees that the knowledge base for aquatic and fisheries resources is deficient
and warrants attention as a Foundational Action. FA7 is planned to focus on Cache
Creek and the Yolo Bypass because of the hydraulic connectivity. Biological and
ecological resources related to the other waterways in Yolo County will be addressed in
the Yolo County Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Management Program.
The work plans related to biological and ecological resources for the foundational action
and the management program remain to be developed; however, this is anticipated to be
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an important aspect of both activities. The steps noted in Mr. Schneider’s letter for
investigating these resources will be appropriate to address in the process of developing
the work plans for the above-mentioned foundational action and management program.
With respect to the public process, all meetings of the WRA, the Technical Committee,
and the partners or subcommittees involved in the various foundational actions or the
integrated actions are open to the public. The agenda for the various meetings vary and,
as a consequence, the extent and opportunity for public input varies.
2. Comment: Mr. Schneider draws attention to the fact that an understanding of
biological and ecological resources is foundational to sound water management and
should be dealt with accordingly. He notes that studies of this nature are multi-year
programs and for this reason it is important to initiate them as early as possible so as
not to delay implementation of important water management projects.
Response: The points raised in the comments relate to implementing the Cache Creek
and the Yolo Bypass Integrated Projects and the Yolo County Sloughs, Canals, and
Creeks Management Program. The WRA acknowledges the importance of the work
outlined in the comments and the time required to obtain suitable baseline data and
information. The information needs and the studies listed will be considered in preparing
the work plans and budgets for the respective integrated projects as well as for the related
foundational actions. It is the intent of the IRWMP that the lead partners or leadership
within the respective integrated projects or subcommittees proceed in an open process.
3. Comment: Mr. Schneider expresses concern about the Technical Committee
conducting business behind “closed” doors and requests that the meetings of the
Technical Committee be public.
Response: All meetings of the Technical Committee are open and conducted in
accordance with the Brown Act. From time-to-time subcommittees will be set up to
address particular items or issues and these may not be publicly noticed. However,
recommendations from the subcommittee are brought back to the Technical Committee.
The Technical Committee meetings are open to the public.
No. 4 – Patricia Gouveia, State Water Resources Control Board, Division of Water Quality
Comment: Ms. Gouveia indicates that the IRWMP overlooks urban water quality and
draws particular attention to the handling of storm water runoff through the application of
“smart growth” and “low impact development” (LID).
Response: The emphasis on urban water quality in the IRWMP is associated with recycling
of wastewater and stresses viewing municipal wastewater as a viable “water resource.” The
matter of urban water quality related to storm runoff is addressed in actions for Water
Quality and Flood Management and Storm Drainage. Action WQ4, which deals with the
interface between runoff from agricultural land and urban land, is a component action in the
integrated project, Yolo County Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Management Program. Action
FM15 relates to preparing design criteria for Yolo County that provides consistency among
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the various jurisdictions. The design criteria should have provisions related to LID and the
description of this action now includes mention of LID. Specific reference has been added to
Action FM 21, which relates to storm runoff associated with potential new development in
the vicinity of Dunnigan. This action is a component of the Dunnigan Integrated Project.
No. 5 – Diane Tauzer, Concerned Landowner
1. Comment: Ms. Tauzer expresses concern about the indiscriminate filling in of
drainage channels that alter natural drainage patterns thereby creating drainage
problems and potentially mosquito problems as well. She also suggests that if she was
able to purchase water for irrigation from the District that farming would be more
economical.
Response: It is recognized that there is a need for an entity to be responsible for
addressing flood control and storm drainage issues. Accordingly, Action FM35 was
identified and included as a component of the Yolo County Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks
Management Program. Action FM35 is aimed at creating a flood management division
within the Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District, or a separate entity
to address a multitude of flood/storm drainage issues. Developing a sustainable funding
mechanism is an important part of this action.
With respect to the purchase of water from the District, this can be pursued with the
District directly and outside of the IRWMP.
2. Comment: Ms. Tauzer expresses concern regarding the quality of groundwater in the
vicinity of the Yolo County Landfill and the availability of groundwater data.
Response: The WRA has in the past and continues to support groundwater monitoring
and views it as a foundational action that must be continued and enhanced with or
without an IRWMP. With respect to groundwater level monitoring and groundwater
quality monitoring there are several entities involved. In Yolo County the groundwater
level and quality monitoring is coordinated through the Yolo County Flood Control &
Water Conservation District. With respect to the County Landfill, the monitoring of
groundwater is an essential element of the operation. The data on groundwater from the
monitoring program is available to the public and it should be incorporated into the
groundwater database that includes data from various sources that is maintained by the
District. The data would be available from personnel at the Landifll. With respect to air
quality, this matter should be discussed with Yolo County and personnel at the YoloSolano Air Quality Management District in Davis.
No. 6 – David Bird, Tehama Colusa Canal Authority
Mr. Bird identified three issues that the IRWMP should address. They are noted below with
a response following.
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1. Comment: WS3.2 Oat Creek Water Storage Project. Mr. Bird notes that plans have
existed for quite some time for storage on Oat Creek and he indicates that additional
investigation would reveal its viability.
Response: A storage facility on Oat Creek has been considered by interests in Yolo
County; however, for various reasons it has not appeared to be feasible. This facility is,
however, carried forward in the IRWMP for further consideration in the future.
2. Comment: WS3.3 Bird Creek Water Storage Project. Mr. Bird indicates that with the
Tehama Colusa Canal terminating at Bird Creek a storage facility on Bird Creek could
be worthwhile.
Response: The response to a storage facility on Bird Creek will be carried forward in the
IRWMP for further consideration. It may be attractive in relation to water supply and
managing storm runoff in association with prospective development in the town of
Dunnigan.
3. Comment: WS 23 Tehama Colusa Canal Extension Project. Mr. Bird indicates that
an extension of the Canal hold promise in terms of better water quality, environmental
enhancement, and increase reliability.
Response: Similar to Oat Reservoir, the extension of the Tehama-Colusa Canal has been
considered by interests in Yolo and Solano Counties for supplemental water supplies and
improved water quality. In the regional coordination with the Solano County Water
Agency interest was expressed in relation to the Canal with respect to obtaining water
with improved quality. The concept will be carried forward in the IRWMP for
consideration in the future.
No. 7 – David Pratt, County Resident
1. Comment: Mr. Pratt raises concern about not accepting the work of the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers in March 2003, which indicated setback levees to be the preferred
project for preventing flooding of Woodland by Cache Creek, and the June 1994 report
that indicated “dry” dams on tributaries and temporary off-stream storage to be
impractical.
Response: The work of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) was not
completely ignored. The feasibility study of the USACE indicated that the National
Economic Development (NED) project was the barrier project that was not acceptable
locally. The intent is to examine the full range of options in order to identify an
alternative or combination of alternatives that might be feasible and gain the support of
the community. This even involves an evaluation of the USACE’s hydrology.
Principal reliance for minimizing the risk of flooding to Woodland is not intended to be
on “dry” dams or off-stream storage, but to include them for consideration when an
objective examination of alternative solutions is made.
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2. Comment: Mr. Pratt makes reference to a statement in the draft report on page 5-11
and questions the fact that the IRWMP does not accept the work of the USACE at face
value.
Response: The statement merely reflects the sentiment gleaned from discussions at the
public meetings that there may not be a “silver bullet” to deal with the issues of flooding
for the City of Woodland, and that the chances of success in developing a solution will
require an objective examination of all options. This may require going back and
reexamining alternatives considered previously. The USACE is silent on the Cache
Creek Settling Basin, which they know has a limited life. Nevertheless, the alternatives
considered by the USACE completely ignore how the future modifications to the Settling
Basin may affect the alternatives.
3. Comment: Mr. Pratt indicates that the California Department of Water Resources
(DWR) may look unfavorably at the IRWMP for not accepting the work of the USACE
at face value.
Response: There are sufficient questions regarding the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate
Maps and the USACE’s work as it relates to or is influenced by future decisions for
managing sediment from the Cache Creek system that DWR will understand the
necessity for reexamining alternatives.
The documents referenced by the author will be included in the References section.
4. Comment: The question raised by Mr. Pratt relates to the rights for the public to
access the tops of levees in the county. The interest relates to the ability to provide for
foot and bicycle traffic along the levee corridors.
Response: The legal entitlement of all levees and the right for the public to access the
tops of levees would have to be researched. It is anticipated that Action R32, which is
included in the Yolo Bypass Integrated Project, would address this question. This action
will be included in the Cache Creek Integrated Project also.
5. Comment: Mr. Pratt suggested that Action AR8, Cache Creek – Yolo Bypass
Anadromous Fish Passage Project should not be delayed until the Foundational
Action FA6 is implemented.
Response: The scope of a project that would be configured under Action AR8 is not
well known and focused at this time. What ultimately is resolved to deal with the flood
issues related to Lower Cache Creek and the disposition of the Settling Basin can impact
any effort to implement Action AR8.
6. Comment: Mr. Pratt questions the wisdom of Action AR48, Putah Creek Geomorphic
Restoration in that it may reduce the channel capacity of Putah Creek.
Response: The participants in the Lower Cache Creek Coordinating Committee indicate
that the channel size should be reduced to enhance the geomorphological function of the
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creek; however, for reasons you stated, there should be interest in preserving the flood
carrying capacity of Putah Creek especially in view of the expressed concerns of climate
change. It is presumed that those responsible are attentive to this matter.
7. Comment: Mr. Pratt identified some “typos” that need to be corrected.
Response: Thank you. The corrections were made.
No. 8 – Dave Ceppos, Citizen
Comment: Mr. Ceppos draws attention to statements made by the IRWMP facilitation
team during the October 25, 2006, Public Workshop, and notes that was an interesting
approach to enthuse/interest the public.
Response: No response required.
No. 9 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Comment: Mr. Schneider indicates that the work described under Task 2 and Task 11
under Water and Aquatic Habitat Management (page 6-28) should not be limited to the
reach of Cache Creek downstream of Capay Dam, but should extend up to the County
line.
Response: The information is needed throughout the system and this will be reflected in
the description of the work. The availability of funding may dictate that the work be
accomplished according to different segments of the system.
No. 10 – Olin Woods, County Resident
Comment: Mr. Woods in essence supports the Davis-Woodland Water Supply Project
but suggest that consideration also be given to seeking supplemental water from the
Solano Project.
Response: UCD does have a contract for up to 4,000 acre-feet of water annually from
the Solano Project. A decision regarding the allocation or reallocation of water supply
from the Solano Project was made recently for environmental purposes on Putah Creek.
The prospects for an additional allocation of water from the Project for municipal use in
Yolo County are such that pursuing this is not deemed appropriate. The analyses for the
DEIR for the Davis-Woodland Water Supply address other supplemental water supplies
for the community and this document is now available for public review.
No. 11 – Stephen McCord, Larry Walker Associates
1. Comment: Mr. McCord recommends including the water quality management plan
prepared for the City of Woodland in the references. Also the reference to the IRWMP
Technical Appendix needs to be made clear.
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Response: The document is being modified to incorporate the two suggestions.
2. Comment: Mr. McCord suggests making reference to volunteers as an important
source of “funds” to support projects in the county.
Response: Yolo County does have an incredible volunteer ethic. It will be mentioned as
suggested.
3. Comment: Mr. McCord suggest including reference to “pollutant trading buyers”
where entities in the lower Sacramento Valley may be interested in participating in a
project on Cache Creek to reduce the mercury load if demonstrated to be more cost
effective.
Response: Reference will be made to this concept as suggested.
4. Comment: Mr. McCord suggests making reference in Section 6.5 to two regulations,
the TMDL’s and the Basin Plan.
Response: The comment is appreciated; however, it is deemed best to leave the section
more generic otherwise there would be numerous other regulations to reference that are
not necessarily appropriate at this stage.
5. Comment: Mr. McCord expressed his willingness to participate in establishing
prioritization criteria.
Response: Your expressed interest is appreciated; however, the WRA allocated three
months for the lead partners for integrated projects to establish priorities for their
respective geographic subarea.
No. 12 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Mr. Schneider presents some general comments as well as specific comments to text sections
of the report. The general comments will be grouped and numbered with a summary of the
context provided herein. The specific comments will be repeated as presented in
Mr. Schneider’s letter. Responses are provided to each numbered comment.
1. Comment: Mr. Schneider, although acknowledging the difficulty in prioritization of
projects describes the importance of going through the process and suggests a general
example of what might be considered a high priority integrated project. He also
indicates that activities implemented under the IRWMP should be aligned with the
HCP/NCCP and interface with the County General Plan update.
Response: The WRA, in response to the input received at the Public Workshop on
October 25, 2006, regarding the concern about prioritization allocated three months of
time for the lead partners in the respective geographic subareas to prioritize activities
important to implementing the integrated project for which they are responsible. The
results of this effort are reported for the respective subareas in Section 7 of the IRWMP.
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Prioritization as it relates to allocating staff time and funding will be dealt with on an ongoing basis as actions are implemented. Each subarea has and likely will continue to
have different methods or approaches to setting priorities.
The relationship between the IRWMP and the HCP/NCCP is recognized by the WRA as
being important. It was for this reason that the HCP/NCCP was included in the IRWMP
as a Foundational Action. The IRWMP should and does interface with the General Plan.
The IRWMP process initially produced potential water-related policy options to be
considered in the General Plan process. These are included in Appendix C of the
IRWMP. As the General Plan progressed, water-related objectives were produced
according to the five water management categories selected for the IRWMP. Most of
these objectives have been incorporated into Section 2 of the IRWMP.
2. Comment: Mr. Schneider draws attention to the fact that where appropriate for
management of the resource, activities within the various geographic subareas need to
be coordinated. This is illustrated by citing fishery resources between Cache Creek and
the Yolo Bypass as an example.
Response: This point is absolutely true and this coordination between the respective
subareas is an important part of the on-going coordination that can be accomplished
through the WRA with the cooperation of the lead partners in the respective subareas.
3. Comment: Page 3-1: 3.2.2.1
Justice
•

Disadvantaged Communities and Environmental

“The Plan fails to adequately address environmental justice. Hispanic and other
minority communities have special ties to water quality as it relates to subsistence
fisheries and recreation. As an example, the Hispanic community is a significant
user of Yolo County parks in the Cache Creek canyon. Yet, adequate outreach to
this community has not been undertaken and when we checked we found that
significant groups such as the Woodland Hispanic Chamber of Commerce were
unaware of the IRWMP process. We are willing to assist where we can to ensure
that environmental justice issues are addressed.”

Response: The Plan does include several potential actions that would improve facilities
in what are considered disadvantaged communities according to the Proposition 50
Guidelines. Your assistance in reaching out to the Hispanic community as potential
actions are addressed subsequent to completion of the IRWMP would be helpful.
4. Comment: Page 4-5:
•

“Under 4.5.1.1 Salt Creek, Bird Creek, Oat Creek and other tributaries north of
Cache Creek should be mentioned.”

Response: The referenced waterways have been included.
5. Comment: Page 5-8:
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“Description, bottom paragraph: We don’t want the channel put into a pipe.”
Response: This concern should be expressed at the time the specific project
environmental review takes place. It is not a project feature at this time; however, it
could be in the event the feature is combined with the Davis-Woodland Water Supply
Project.
6. Comment: 5-9 to 5-12:
“Several comments are made in these pages related to efforts to address the Woodland
flood issues. We have specific concerns, but first make the following general
comments related to this issue.”
•

“Why does this section completely ignore the Army Corps of Engineers conclusion
that the preferred project for preventing flooding by Cache Creek of Woodland and
the land north of the creek is “setback levees”? [US Army Corps of Engineers,
March 2003. Lower Cache Creek, Yolo County, CA, City of Woodland and
Vicinity. Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report
for Potential Flood Damage Reduction Project.]”

Response: It does not completely ignore what was stated in the work of the USACE. It
was deemed appropriate based upon the reactions of the residents of the City of
Woodland and Yolo County to the USACE’s feasibility study to consider all potential
alternatives and combinations of alternatives to some extent. The purpose is to provide
an objective assessment of the full range of options from which to deal with the problem.
This even includes a reevaluation of the USACE hydrology for the Cache Creek
watershed as identified as a prerequisite task under the Flood Management Element of
the Cache Creek Integrated Project.
•

“Why does this section make its principal reliance (top of page 5-12) on two kinds
of projects that the Corps has specifically rejected”?
1. “dry” dams, the best of which (Bear Valley) the Corps found to be maximally
expensive and minimally effective. [U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, June 1994.
Reconnaissance Report, Westside Tributaries to Yolo Bypass, California]. If
dry dams are to be discussed the earlier Corps reports on the Guinda and
Brooks dams should also be mentioned and included in the bibliography.
2. “temporary off-stream storage, which the Corps concluded would need to flood
so much land so deep that it was impractical. [same 1994 reference]”
Response: The principal reliance for resolving the flood issues in the Lower Cache
Creek area is not proposed to be dry dams. It is suggested that all options be
considered in the process of moving forward to identify an acceptable solution.
Please refer to the response presented above.
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•

“We are unaware that “there seems to be growing consensus that the
Woodland/Cache Creek flood control solution will, by necessity, consist of multiple,
integrated actions.” We totally disagree with this statement and in fact it is our
preliminary conclusion that efforts to utilize multiple integrated actions will in
effect divert attention and funding to projects that do not resolve Woodland’s flood
issues and that the capital and operating and maintenance funds that might be
expended will make it increasingly difficult to resolve this issue. There is no
growing consensus. We do recognize, however, that some projects that may provide
some incremental improvement such as re-operation of Indian Valley Reservoir or
changing the decrees with respect to management of the water level on Clear Lake
can make sense and be cost effective.”
Response: The language was modified. The intent is that there may not be a single
project that adequately addressed the problem and that a combination of projects may
be required.

7. Comment: Pages 5-10:
•

“Under Theme - Our goal should be 200-year flood protection and this should be
explicitly stated.”

•

“Under Relevance to Goals and Objectives- Fifth bullet should be changed to read
Providing recreational opportunities while minimizing impacts to other property
owners.”

Response: The City has indicated a 200-year level of protection so this change has been
made. The objective was left unchanged as that was the intent when the language was
drafted.
8. Comment: Page 5-11:
•

“The Thurston Lake Pump Storage Project is referred to as (WS1) but this should
be (WS 19)”

•

“Under Description: We are unaware that “there seems to be growing consensus
that the Woodland/Cache Creek flood control solution will, by necessity, consist of
multiple, integrated actions.” We totally disagree with this statement and in fact it
is our preliminary conclusion that efforts to utilize multiple integrated actions will
in effect divert attention and funding to projects that do not resolve Woodland’s
flood issues and that the capital and operating and maintenance funds that might
be expended will make it increasingly difficult to resolve this issue. There is no
growing consensus. This statement should be removed.”

Response: WS1 was corrected to WS19, thank you. Please see the response above for
the second bulleted comment.
9. Comment: Page 5-12:
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•

“We do not agree that consideration should be given to temporarily storing flood
waters in the upper watersheds in new detention basins. However, the re-operation
of existing reservoirs may have merit.”

•

“5.4.5 Cache Creek Water Management Integrated Project
Location: We disagree with limiting this project between Capay Dam and County
Road 94 B. This arbitrarily limits the reaches of the creek for projects that should
be considered over the entire watershed. Specifically, this inappropriately limits the
extant of AR 8, AR 24, AR 46, and R3.”

Response: At this point all alternatives are left open for consideration. The two Cache
Creek integrated projects are combined later in the document and the limitations noted in
the comment are removed.
10. Comment: Page 5-16:
•

“We are extremely concerned about mention of in-stream storage projects on either
Oat Creek (WS3.2) or Bird Creek (WS3.3). We feel that these two smaller creeks in
the Dunnigan Hills should be identified for restoration of riparian and aquatic
habitat elements. This is also true of Buckeye Creek (FM4). The IRWMP is
clearly not “integrated” with the planning process included in the NCCP/HCP,
which is a major point that we have made previously.”

Response: The merits of how the resources should be managed in the future will be the
product of an open process with the appropriate environmental review. The HCP/NCCP
has been brought in as a Foundational Action in order that it is incorporated into both the
planning and implementation process.
11. Comment: Page 5-20:
•

“See comment under page 5-10 with respect to rewording the fifth bullet.”

Response: Same response as for comment under page 5-10.
12. Comment: Page 5-21:
•

“ “At top of the page the sentence should be reworded to state: “Planning and
implementing this action will be closely coordinated with all local stakeholders
and…””

Response: The wording was modified.
13. Comment: Page 5-34 Table 5-1:
•

“FA 6: We continue to request that this title be properly described to include
“opportunity assessment” as it is a critical foundational activity.”
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Response: Agreed. We want to understand the opportunities.
14. Comment: Page 5-36 Table 5-2:
•

“WS 7: We have serious concerns about any efforts to convert the open channel
that parallels highway 16 across the Yolo-Bypass into a piped transmission facility.
We asked to be informed with respect to any continued action or development of
this project.”

Response: Any proposal to significantly modify the conveyance across the Yolo Bypass
will require compliance with CEQA and the process will provide the opportunity for
input at that time.
15. Comment: Page 5-37 Table 5-2:
•

“WS13: We appreciate that this project mentions that fish passage investigations
should be conducted.”

Response: None required.
•

“WS 17: We would like additional information on the status of these projects. It is
also important to insure that the Agricultural Mitigation Conservation Program
will not preclude the establishment of these small reservoirs that are in essence a
widening of a slough, in appropriate locations.”

Response: This action will be included in the Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Integrated
Project. Your participation in the stakeholder group will enable you to be kept informed.
•

“WS 20: This description should include the list of potential projects.”

Response: The list will be developed in collaboration with Lake County as the Cache
Creek Integrated Project matures.
•

“ “WS25: The first statement should be modified to read, “The building of Sites
Reservoir may would enhance the viability…””

Response: Agree. Suggested change was made.
16. Comment: Page 5-46 Table 5-4:
•

“FM1 and FM18: We have serious concerns about both of these projects that
involve on-stream and off-stream dry dams and short duration detention projects.
Both of these projects have large potential environmental impacts and regulatory
and engineering constraints. Studies of these projects that do not include these
environmental elements merely serve to divert needed resources from solutions to
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important flood management projects. There is no consensus on this approach to
resolving Woodland flood management issues.”
Response: Any effort to consider projects of this nature will certainly involve an
environmental assessment at the appropriate time.
•

“ ”FM19: The flood management goal for our region should be a minimum 200year event. The wording should be for a “minimum 200-year event” in place of “at
least 100-year flood protection.” ”

Response: The City has unofficially noted this so the suggested change will be made.
17. Comment: Page 5-53 Aquatic and Riparian
•

“AR 30: Action AR7 and AR30 are substantially similar. Perhaps these should be
combined to refine a plan and county coordination with the entities conducting this
work throughout the region.”

Response: It is agreed that they are similar; however, at this time they are being dealt
with as deemed appropriate by the parties involved.
•

“ “AR36: The YCFCWCD is the best responsible agency to implement control of
invasive species along their canal and natural waterway system in conjunction with
AR7 and AR30. This effort can be coordinated with projects such as AR 36 to
restore habitat and minimize the reinvasion of exotics.” “

Response: Agreed.
•

“AR46: Cache Creek once had significant salmon runs. As Joe Farnham
reported, he remembers his dad fishing in Gordon Slough with a pitchfork in order
to catch salmon to feed to their hogs. A Fish and Game warden reported steelhead
in Clear Lake as late as the 1939.”

Response: The appropriate actions are identified and when implemented this will be
dealt with.
18. Comment: Page 6-21: Conveyance Project
•

“As noted earlier we have concerns with respect to the Conveyance Project and
request to be listed as stakeholders and notified as to any planning on the project
and EIR processing. Is the Draft EIR complete, who is the lead agency, and where
is the EIR available”?

Response: The project has not advanced to the point of preparing the environmental
documentation.
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19. Comment: Page 6-24: Cache Creek Integrated Project
•

“ “Please erase “U.S. Bureau of Land Management designation of a Cache
Creek as a natural area” and replace with “Cache Creek federal Wilderness
designation.” “

Response: The suggested change was made as it applies to land under the jurisdiction of
BLM.
20. Comment: Page 6-25
•

“Yolo County must be listed as partner in this project.”

Response: The County is listed in the previous paragraph in the report as part of the
partnership with the YCFCWCD and the City of Woodland.
.
21. Comment: Page 6-26
•

“We have serious concerns with respect to the composition and representativeness
of the Flood Management Technical Committee. It currently consists of 6
engineers and 1 farmer. In our judgment this composition seriously undermines
the public process and trust in the IRWMP process. It is, perhaps, also a fatal flaw
in efforts to develop a community consensus on flood management options for
Woodland. Tuleyome has formally requested to be a member of this committee in
the past, and there are numerous other interests in the county that should be part of
these discussions.”

Response: This concern was dealt with in the composition of the recently formed and
expired Flood Advisory Committee. This is not to say that there may not be another
Technical Advisory Committee formed in the future.
22. Comment: Page 6-28: Item 2
•

“ “The title of Item 2 should read “Perform Aquatic and Riparian Opportunity
Assessment.” ”

Response: The intent to assess opportunities is clearly stated in the text that follows the
heading.
•

“In addition, this study should not be limited to the area downstream from Capay
Dam. It must include the creek from Clear Lake Dam and Indian Valley Reservoir
to below the settling basin.”

Response: Language was added to reflect the Cache Creek System.
23. Comment: Page 6-31: Item 11.
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•

“Language limiting this action to the area below Capay Dam must also be
eliminated. Items 2 and 11 are directly related to water flows and ecosystem
processes throughout the length of the creek, and the entire system must be studied
in order to address the principles of watershed science that underlie integrated
regional water management planning. As we have said on numerous occasions,
these studies need to be started as soon as possible, as they must be completed prior
to moving forward with water supply, water quality, and flood control projects that
may have adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem elements and fisheries in the
basin. We do appreciate that some funding has been set aside to begin this work.”
Response: The language has been modified to refer to Cache Creek without reach
restrictions.

24. Comment: Figure 6-6
•

“We will submit additional comments on this chart. But, it is clear that the cross
references for Tasks 11 and 12 are inadequately marked. The potential to establish
anadromous fisheries and evaluate potential for aquatic habitat enhancement must
also precede the Huff Corner levee work in the creek, reconciliation of the Cache
Creek settling basin, the purported Cache Creek tributary detention basin project,
the Cache Creek off-stream detention basin project, the Woodland area flood
management project, Water management program, and the Clear Lake operations
evaluation project. The interrelationships of all of these project elements is the
primary point that Tuleyome has been stating about this planning effort for several
years: it is simply impossible to look only at water supply, or flood control, or any
other technical phase of water resources planning, without looking equally at the
ecological, environmental, recreational, and other aspects of water resource
planning and management in the county.”

Response: Work related specifically to the Huff Corner levee is not specifically
addressed. There is agreement on the intent of the comment and it is for that reason that
the work described in Task 2 under the Water and Aquatic Habitat Management Element
was indicated to be initiated early.
25. Comment: Page 6-57
•

“Please add Tuleyome as stakeholders in the Yolo County sloughs, canals and
creeks integrated projects.”

Response: This was done.
No. 13 – Joel Buettner, Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
Comment: Mr. Buettner draws attention to their concern regarding the creation of
mosquito breeding sources and notes that his District has the authority to abate public
nuisances and impose civil penalties and suggested corrections and the addition of some
language related to the concern of mosquito breeding sources.
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Response: Your points are well taken. The corrections and suggested language noted in
your letter are being included in the IRWMP.
No. 14 – Vance Russell, Audubon California
Mr. Russell identified three recommendations that he feels should be addressed in the
IRWMP. These are identified below with responses.
1. Comment: Mr. Russell recommends that the WRA develop guidelines for setting
regional priorities and integrating programs, policies, and project actions for planning
and future funding purposes.
Response: The resources, the degree to which projects have been identified and
analyzed, and the stakeholders involved in the respective subareas identified for
implementing the IRWMP vary substantially. For this reason, setting priorities between
the respective subareas is problematic. Establishing guidelines or a process/procedure for
establishing priorities tailored to the respective geographic areas would be beneficial in
the future.
2. Comment: Mr. Russell recommends that a prioritization process should give an
appropriate balance to water, agriculture, and the environment without compromising
any of the three.
Response: As a practical matter, one interest will emerge to be the “lead”. This will be
driven to some extent by resource needs, readiness, source of funding, and relative
feasibility. To the extent all resource interests are moving forward albeit some in greater
steps than others none should feel compromised.
3. Comment: Mr. Russell indicates that the state requires monitoring and measuring the
effects or outcomes of the recommended plan actions and that not having them in the
IRWMP will jeopardize the opportunity of funding.
Response: Monitoring and measuring the effects or outcomes of actions is important;
however, the protocols for this would be tailored to a specific action the details of which
are not defined at this time. The monitoring protocols will be important in an application
for funding a particular action.
No. 15 – Mary Kimball, Center for Land-Based Learning (CLBL)
1. Comment: Ms. Kimball indicates that the CLBL feels the IRWMP should have a
process by which organizations such as hers would be able to implement projects
within the Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Management Program for which they have the
ability and resources. A concern expressed is that without a structured process certain
organizations will have the advantage over others with respect to implementing their
own priorities.
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Response: The intent of the IRWMP is to coordinate the activities of entities
participating in resource related activities within the respective geographic subareas and
not to exclude or compete with each other. There is no shortage of work and it behooves
all parties to work together for the benefit of the community of Yolo County. The
response you received with respect to how various groups work together was an honest
one at that time and that structure needs to be worked out with the parties and
stakeholders within the respective geographic subareas. The structure will be different in
each geographic subarea. The CLBL is encouraged to be an active participant in the
program and work with or assist the YCFCWCD to organize and implement actions in
the above-referenced program.
2. Comment: Ms. Kimball expresses concern regarding a prioritization process and that
although it is a difficult and complex process there needs to be a way to determine
priorities.
Response: The prioritization of actions is complex and even more so for this particular
integrated program. Do you prioritize by waterway or by activity? In reality, it will
probably be some of both and with other parameters as well. The collaboration of all
interest groups and landowners as well will be important. The program is in its formative
stages and CLBL needs to be actively involved. The approach is not to be a competitive
one but a collaborative one instead. As noted above the CLBL is encouraged to be in
direct communication with the YCFCWCD at this time.
No. 16 – Frank Sieferman, Jr., Yolo County Board of Supervisors
The Board of Supervisors addresses three subject areas where changes should be
incorporated into the IRWMP. Each is addressed below.
1. Comment: Prioritize actions. The Board encourages the WRA to take the time
necessary to develop priorities in a thoughtful and careful manner and include all
interested stakeholders in the process.
Response: The WRA allocated three months for the lead partners to work on
prioritization and integration of actions for each of their respective geographic subareas.
The product of that effort is embodied in the IRWMP for each subarea or integrated
project. The resources, the potential actions, the manner in which they are integrated,
and the stakeholders involved are quite different within each of the integrated projects.
There is no “cookie cutter” that fits all circumstances. There is no substitute for
communication, coordination, and collaboration among the parties involved and this will
be the key to success. Priorities will change depending upon several factors, one of
which is funding and its related criteria. The action of highest priority may in fact be a
long-term project by virtue of its complexity and size. This does not mean that a lower
priority action is put on hold until the priority action is implemented.
From a practical standpoint, so little is known of the majority of the potential actions that
several tasks have been identified for implementation in order to determine if the action
is in fact feasible or what the physical parameters of the action are.
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2. Comment: Integrate actions. The Board suggests that the WRA develop a strategy for
integrating actions so that they achieve multiple benefits. It is suggested further that
the WRA make an initial attempt at integrating actions now and to develop a strategy
that lead agencies may use to revise integrated actions in the future.
Response: The IRWMP is comprised of Integrated Actions. By definition, each
integrated action is comprised of component actions. The component actions are to be
integrated as implementation occurs and as it is determined how this can be best
accomplished. As noted above, implementation in the early years will be the product of
what are identified as perquisite tasks. For example, the Sacramento River West Bank
Integrated Project has public safety as a high priority. Nevertheless, one cannot
commence implementing levee construction or reconstruction without first completing
several critical prerequisite tasks such as geotechnical investigations, establishing zones
of benefit and assessment districts, etc. The strategy for integrating actions in the future
will be different for each of the respective subareas and will be the product of the
collaborative process that emerges in each. This process is well established for Putah
Creek as a result of a lengthy process and the dedication of many people. What is
important is that it works and progress is measurable. That process it not necessarily a
template for the other subareas.
3. Comment: Clarify implementation strategy. The Board suggests that the WRA should
create clear guidelines for implementing the IRWMP in Yolo County.
Response: The discussion on implementation has been expanded in the IRWMP to
reflect some of the Board’s suggestions. The implementation strategy has been expanded
to include factors that are deemed important for the WRA and lead partners as they
proceed into the implementation process.
No. 17 – Caroline Quinn, City of West Sacramento
1. Comment: Ms. Quinn indicates a defensible process of prioritization and integration
of IRWMP actions is needed including a method for stakeholder input on the
priorities.
Response: The WRA allocated three months for the lead partners in the respective
geographic subareas to revisit prioritization and integration of potential actions. The
WRA also allocated funds to the Sacramento River West Bank Integrated Project to
facilitate prioritization and integration. The product developed for each subarea in
relation to further prioritization and integration is presented in Section 7 of the IRWMP.
2. Comment: Ms. Quinn indicates placing more emphasis on greater integration of
recommended actions in different areas of resource benefit and that perhaps a new
consultant could fine-tune the Plan with fresh eyes.
Response: The majority of the actions identified in the IRWMP are not well defined in
terms of scope and even location. This was recognized by most of the members
participating in the development of the IRWMP. Although integration was deemed
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important it was also understood that devoting additional time to integrating actions that
are not well defined would be academic. It was understood that more investigative work
on the actions was necessary to understand where integration was most beneficial. The
consultants providing additional assistance to the City of West Sacramento and Yolo
County for the Sacramento River West Bank Integrated Project were involved in the
preparing the draft IRWMP.
3. Comment: Ms. Quinn suggests that spending additional time to polish and fine-tune
the IRWMP would assist in developing more competitive projects.
Response: As noted above, the WRA provided three months in the schedule for the lead
partners for the respective geographic subareas, particularly the Sacramento River West
Bank and Yolo Bypass Integrated Projects, to revisit the prioritization and integration.
The polished documents are now included in the report. The competitiveness of a given
project for implementation grant funding will be determined on the merits of the project
based on information that needs to be developed beyond the IRWMP.
No. 18 – Jerold A. Bruns, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central
Valley Region
1. Comment: Mr. Bruns draws attention to the concerns related to mercury discharges
in the watershed and notes that, where applicable, the monitoring and assessment
requirements included in the recently adopted Regional Water Board Cache Creek
Mercury Control Program should be rolled into the plan.
Response: The mercury issues relate largely to the Cache Creek Integrated Project and
the Yolo Bypass Integrated Project and the lead partners are fully aware of the concerns
related to mercury. Reference will be made to Regional Boards Mercury Control Plan in
both integrated projects.
2.

Comment: Mr. Bruns notes that the State Water Board administers funding
programs that provide grants and/or loans for wastewater treatment plant construction
and provides the website address for downloading related information.
Response: The WRA appreciates the helpful reference you provided. Reference to this
information will be included in the funding section of the IRWMP.

3. Comment: Mr. Bruns identifies programs of the Regional Water Board that apply to
discharges that may be associated with implementation of IRWMP actions in the
future.
Response: The WRA appreciates this information and it will be referenced in the
discussion on environmental compliance in the IRWMP.
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No. 19 – Yolo County Parks, Recreation, and Wildlife Advisory Committee
The committee provides comments under two categories:
comments, and Advice on setting priorities.

General Individual member

General individual member comments:
1. Comment: Use demographic data more recent than 2000 data.
Response: The information compiled was based on using one source to represent the
respective cities. This was the most readily available at the time.
2. Comment: Specifically identify lead agencies in the IRWMP to carry projects forward.
Response: The lead partners for the respective subareas are identified. It is premature to
identify the lead agency for implementing actions. The actions need to be better defined
and the agency that takes the lead is not necessarily known at this time. Granted, some
are obvious because of jurisdictional responsibilities; however, others could be
implemented by various agencies.
3. Comment: It is suggested that the two Cache Creek Integrated Projects be combined.
Response: This was already done in the draft Action Program.
4. Comment: Include some evaluation of general feasibility of flood management
alternatives in the IRWMP.
Response: This type of evaluation would logically be required for other alternatives if it
were done for flood management. This was beyond the scope of the IRWMP.
5. Comment: Identify opportunities for recreational enhancements as part of the
Sloughs, Canals, and Creeks Integrated Project and further develop the description
and integration of the actions.
Response: The opportunities for enhancement will be site-specific and involve
landowner participation and the involvement of many stakeholders. This is anticipated as
an important part of the planning and implementation of the integrated project subsequent
to completion of the IRWMP.
6. Comment: Combine all types of use of the gravel pits and related Lower Cache Creek
Area Features into a single master plan.
Response: A master plan for Lower Cache Creek has been prepared by Yolo County as
part of the Cache Creek Resources Management Plan. Activities along the creek will
need to be coordinated with the existing master plan.
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7. Comment: Better establish the detailed and/or quantifiable benefits obtained by
integrating individual actions into “integrated projects.”
Response: To develop detailed and/or quantifiable benefits requires that the actions
themselves are well defined. Considerably more work is required to know the
dimensions or details of a particular action. This will, of necessity, have to be done in the
implementation phase.
Advice on setting priorities:
1. Comment: Prioritize based on merit, not only on “the extent that prerequisite tasks
are required before an action can be implemented.”
Response: The merit of actions, similar to the benefits noted above, cannot be evaluated
when the actions are not well defined as most the actions are. What the IRWMP
illustrates is that there is a lot of opportunity; however, there is a great deal of work to be
accomplished to begin to understand the full extent of the opportunity. The prerequisite
tasks, if completed, are intended to provide information from which a better definition of
several actions will begin to be evident.
2. Comment: Prioritization would be easier if we were able to base it on some fiscal
information, specifically projected costs, fiscal history, and projected revenue for each
component.
Response: What is stated is true; however, as noted above, information on the actions is
severely lacking to do what is suggested. It is time to get the program on track and keep
it moving.
3. The Committee suggest the following as top priority actions:
3.1

Comment: Foundational Actions that address wildlife and recreation.
Response: The WRA sees this as a priority and is considering allocating monies
from the WRA budget to initiate work on this action.

3.2

Comment: Removal of invasive species from Cache and Putah Creeks.
Response: There is widespread agreement on this action and work is continuing on
this action.

3.3

Comment: Aquatic and Riprian Ecosystem Enhancement areas that benefit
other action categories, including Recreation.
Response: Aquatic and Riparian Ecosystem Enhancement is an important
consideration in the integrated projects for each geographic subarea. A
determination of what it means in each area is not known at this time; however,
with the appropriate studies and investigative work a definitive program can be
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defined. It would helpful if Committee members participated in the stakeholder
groups that will be a part of the implementation program for most of the integrated
projects. The lead partners are identified for each subarea and can be contacted to
obtain specific information on the planned meetings and activities.
3.4

Comment: All those Recreation actions that are part of the Parks and Open
Space Master Plan and/or have been recommended by the PRWAC.
Response: The lead partners for the respective integrated projects recognize the
importance of recreation. As more detailed planning for implementation of actions
within the respective integrated projects takes place the opportunity for recreational
elements will be considered as a component of an integrated project or a standalone project. Again, it would be helpful if Committee members participated in the
stakeholder groups that will be a part of the implementation program for most of the
integrated projects.

3.5

Comment: Actions benefiting West Sacramento which may not have been
included in the Parks and Open Space Master Plan.
Response: The lead partners for the Sacramento River West Bank Integrated
Project recently completed an effort to identify and prioritize actions. Both
recreation and aquatic and riparian ecosystem enhancement actions were addressed.

No. 20 – Vicki Murphy, County Resident
1. Comment: Ms. Murphy indicates that much more attention needs to be devoted to
removing sandbars and vegetation from the Cache Creek channel to maintain the
flood-carrying capacity. She also asks if Cache Creek will get its share of funding to
do more projects.
Response: Without any doubt Cache Creek is a resource where flood management and
the integration of resource categories are of high priority. Actions taken recently by the
governing bodies of Yolo County, the City of Woodland, and the Yolo County Flood
Control & Water Conservation District to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding to
implement Action FM35, Creation of Flood Management Division or Entity, is
illustrative of the importance being given to flooding associated with Cache Creek and
Yolo County generally.
2. Comment: Ms. Murphy expressed her concern about the time involved to get permits
to implement projects and that there should be a stream-lined permit process to allow
certain projects and types of work to move forward within waterways.
Response: The WRA and member agencies agree with the expressed concern and, it is
in part for this reason that the work of the Yolo Habitat JPA is included in the IRWMP
and a Foundational Action.
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3. Comment: Ms. Murphy expresses concern that the “do-nothing-but-neglect-policy” of
“flood management” in California as well as with Cache Creek is a problem and that
an effective policy to deal with flooding before it happens is needed.
Response: From both a statewide and local perspective flood management, hazard
identification, and emergency preparedness have never received the attention that is being
given at this time. Funding is available to those parties that actively “get their act
together.” As noted under comment 1 above, flood management ranks higher and is
being treated more seriously now than it has ever been. The opportunity to accomplish or
overcome the concerns expressed is good at this time.
4. Comment: If there is wide-spread flooding, what happens to landowners if there are
attempts by environmental groups to lay claim to newly flooded areas as “natural
flows,” “wetlands,” and new riparian corridors?
Response: If new areas are proposed to be flooded or existing flooding is proposed to be
increased, affected landowners will have to be compensated fairly before a project can be
implemented. There is no dispute on this. However, what is considered to be fair
compensation may be disputed.
No. 21 – Maria Wong, Yolo Habitat JPA
Ms. Wong reviewed the administrative draft of the IRWMP and offered both general and
specific constructive comments that are both structural and editorial in nature.
1. Comment: Ms. Wong suggests editing the document and moving the description of the
actions.
Response: The document has been edited and the action program has been moved to a
new Section 7.0.
2. Comment: Ms. Wong suggests replacing jargon with more common terms for ease of
reading.
Response: The WRA plans to prepare an Executive Summary that would be written for
a more general audience and the document would be written accordingly.
3. Comment: Ms. Wong suggests presenting a “take home message” early and concisely.
Response: This suggestion is good. A “take home message” was drafted for inclusion as
a Foreword, however time did not allow all agencies that may be concerned about the
language to review it beforehand. Therefore it was not included. Although the WRA
does intend to prepare a summary document that should be helpful.
4.

Comment: Ms. Wong suggests editing to pick structural inconsistencies and cites an
example.
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Response: The example noted has been corrected.
5. Comment: Section 1
1.2

Suggests adding a sentence regarding the statutory purpose of the IRWMP.

Response: A sentence was added referencing Proposition 50, Chapter 8.
1.3

Indicates that the stated goal in Section 1.3 was oversimplified.

Response: The goal in Section 1 was removed and the goals and objectives in Section 2
were expanded.
1.4

Suggests discussing how the collaborative process will be developed or
referencing Section 6.0 and how “outsiders” are admitted to the process.

Response: Reference is made to Section 6.0 regarding implementation strategy that
addresses some of the items addressed in the comment.
1.5.6

Notes that it is not clear as to what is meant by “native” classification as a land
use designation.

Response: The “native” classification is the terminology reported in DWR’s land use
surveys and relates essentially to a non-cultivated vegetation.
6. Comment: Section 2
2.1.2

Refers to comment 1.2 above regarding goals and objectives.

Response: As noted above, the goals and objectives were expanded in this section.
2.1.3

Notes that stated objectives appear to rely on a future process to actionable and
suggests adding language recognizing this and outlining a roadmap for
developing that process.

Response: The stated objectives are to guide the planning and implementation of
individual actions and integrated actions. Those involved in the respective integrated
actions should be attentive to the objectives as they design and implement prerequisite
tasks aimed at implementing actions.
7. Comment: Section 3
3.6

Suggests reversing the order of the first two sentences and asks how new
information will be integrated as the IRWMP process unfolds.
Response: The two sentences were reversed. As new information becomes available, it
will be the responsibility of the lead partners to ensure that integration is accomplished
where it is appropriate.
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8. Comment: Section 5
•

Suggests moving the detailed discussion to an appendix.

Response: It is not clear as to what the detailed discussion refers. If it was intended to
be the tables, it was decided to leave the tables in Section 5.
9. Comment: Section 6
6.2.3

Suggests explaining the statement “Integration is not the product of this
IRWMP”(pg. 6-4)
Response: Integration is not accomplished in a written document. Integration is
accomplished in the implementation, if at all. The text notes that “this IRWMP
does provide the overall guidance and framework by which integration can be
initiated and sustained as a common aspect of implementation.”

6.2.6

Makes the following suggestions and poses questions as follows:
•

It appears that most foundational projects are “countywide”. Were they
elevated to this status based on some subjective criteria?

Response: The Foundational Actions were identified as such because they are
essentially countywide and should be considered for implementation regardless of
the IRWMP. As noted in the text, several of them are being implemented and
will be enhanced over time.
•

Suggests moving details of Foundational Projects to the appendix.

Response: The “details” of concern are not so detailed and were deemed
appropriate to leave in the main body of the report.
•

It is unclear how centralized the structure is intended to be.
organizational chart would be helpful.

An

Response: The figure entitled, “Yolo County IRWMP Implementation Structure”
is an organization chart showing the relationship between the WRA, Technical
Committee, and the Foundational and Integrated Actions. Coordination is the
central function of the WRA and Technical Committee. The intent is that nonmember organizations would coordinate their projects and programs through the
respective integrated projects and look to the WRA to identify opportunities to
coordinate work.
•

It is unclear how entities not enrolled in the WRA who undertake
“activities’ under this plan would be subject to the decision making process
of the governing organization (WRA).
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Response: The WRA is not a governing body, but rather one with a primary
function facilitating the coordination of the activities of its member agencies. It is
suggested in the IRWMP that the WRA serve as a vehicle for coordinating
activities of non-member entities as well. This relates to the Putah Creek and
Yolo Bypass Integrated Projects in particular. It is also suggested that the WRA
be structured to function as a fiscal agent serving all integrated projects.
No. 22 – David Okita, Solano County Water Agency
Comment: Mr. Okita provide editorial comments to text related to Putab Creek
Response: The edits were incorporated into the IRWMP.
No. 23 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Comment: Mr. Schneider suggested including reference to climate change and increasing
energy costs in the goals of the IRWMP.
Response: Reference to climate change has been incorporated in the objectives related to
water supply and flood management. Increasing energy costs will, of necessity, be dealt with
as will the increase in costs for other items when actions are formulated, evaluated, and
implemented.
No. 24 – Petrea Marchand, Yolo County and Dave Shpak, City of West Sacramento
Comment: The authors suggested edits and additions to the goals and objective of the
IRWMP that provide greater linkage between the IRWMP and the County General Plan.
Response: The majority of the suggested edits and additions were incorporated into
Section 2 of the IRWMP.
No. 25 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Comment: Mr. Schneider expresses his concern regarding the composition of the Yolo
Bypass Working Group Subcommittee that currently exists to prioritize and coordinate
projects under the Yolo Bypass Integrated Project. In particular, Mr. Schneider does not
feel there is appropriate representation on the subcommittee to speak for maintaining,
restoring, and enhancing the Bypass for fish.
Response: The subcommittee has been in existence a short time and was established in
response to the request from the WRA to establish a more formalized structure for
addressing issues and projects in the Yolo Bypass as an element of the IRWMP
implementation process. The subcommittee and the overall coordination through the WRA
and among the respective integrated projects is in the formative stages. The WRA, in the
interest of facilitating management of the resources for the overall benefit of the County can
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provide a forum for addressing the concerns expressed. It is suggested that the concerns
expressed and the basis for them be discussed with the WRA.
No. 26 – Bob Schneider, Tuleyome
Comment: Mr. Schneider describes the importance of the Yolo Bypass as a flood
management feature for the Sacramento Region and the deficiencies that are now known
to exist and suggests including the evaluation of options for increasing the Yolo Bypass
flood conveyance capacity as a Foundational Action in the IRWMP.
Response: Mr. Schneider’s summary of the known deficiencies associated with the Yolo
Bypass is good. The importance of the Yolo Bypass as a flood management feature for flood
protection for the Sacramento Region is well stated. Since this item is not a countywide
issue it will not be included as a Foundational Action, but rather highlighted in the discussion
under the Yolo Bypass Integrated Project and the Cache Creek Integrated Project.
It is recognized that the Yolo Bypass and its relationship with Cache Creek are very
important. Since the draft IRWMP was completed, items of notable significance have been
accomplished. First, the early attention by the jurisdictional bodies of the County, City of
Woodland, and Yolo County Flood Control & Water Conservation District to implement
Action FM 35, and the Creation of a Flood Division or Entity to address flood-related issues
in the County is a major step toward addressing the comment. Although this effort is only
now in the process of becoming memorialized in a Memorandum of Understanding, it does
set the stage for linking flood and other related items between the two geographic subareas.
Second, is that steps have been made to establish an institutional framework for the Yolo
Bypass that could not only ultimately provide a structure for coordinating actions throughout
the Bypass area, but also facilitate coordination, where appropriate, between the respective
geographic subareas of which Cache Creek is one.
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