












































































































Appendix E 
Hillview Water Company  

Sierra Lakes Wells Centralized Treatment for  
Arsenic and Uranium  

Task Memorandum Report 











































































































































Appendix F 
Proposed Groundwater Monitoring Program  

for Madera County 









































































Appendix G 
Responses to Comments and  

Questions on Draft IRWMP 



County of Madera 
Responses to Comments and Questions on  

Draft Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 

 

No. Reference
1

Comment/Question Response 

Christopher Campbell, Baker Manock & Jensen, 3/20/08 

1. -- I strongly encourage the County to include development of a water 
impact fee program in the Conclusions and Recommendations 
section of the IRWMP. 

Language encouraging consideration of a water impact fee 
program added in Sections 8.4.2 and 9.2.2.3. 

Sandra Wright 

2. -- Suggest that there be a clause adopted for future review and update 
of the IRWMP through Madera County avenues on an annual basis.  
My suggestion is to have a specific governing body assigned to the 
IRWMP for future updates, with oversight and annual review being 
performed by the assigned county entity (or TAC), who could then 
have the authority to bring the suggested updates to the Board of 
Supervisors’ attention for adoption as deemed necessary. 

Section 1.4.4.4, “Plan Acceptance and Updates” added. 

Jeannie Habben, 3/9/08 

3. P ES-23 First bullet, 7th line … “were” should be “where.” Corrected. 

4. P ES-26 First bullet, 2nd line – comma after “Chowchilla River.” Corrected. 

5. S 9.1.4 “arundo” should be changed to Arundo donax. Corrected. 

6. S 5.1.2.2 Please review and explain this section.  Aquifers do not exist in the 
foothills. 

The term “aquifer test” is used to identify the type of 
pump test described in this section.  This term is 
commonly used by hydrogeologists and the pump testing 
industry.  The use of this term is not intended to imply 
that aquifers exist in the hardrock areas of the County. 

7. -- There should be a section on “Snow Pack and Recharge” also on 
“Climate Change and Storage.” 

These issues will be addressed in the planned update of 
the Plan as described in Section 1.4.4.4. 

 

                                                 
1 “P” refers to the page number in the draft IRWMP. 
  “S” refers to the section number in the draft IRWMP. 
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No. Reference Comment/Question Response 

8. -- There should also be a section with more clear recommendations on 
water conservation for both the foothills and the valley. 

Water conservation opportunities for the Valley Floor are 
discussed in Section 8.1.2.  Language added discussing 
applicability to the Foothills/Mountains area. 

9. S 8.1.3.1  This section suggests the formation of a JPA...but does not mention 
the JPA already in existence….  The Chowchilla Red Top RCD has 
a signed JPA with the City of Chowchilla and the Chowchilla 
Water District. 

Existing JPA language added in Section 8.1.3.1. 

10. S 9.2.1.1 The line about “pilot holes” should be removed. Language modified to reflect recommendation only 
applies to new “public” supply wells. 

11. -- There should be a section specifically on agriculture and what 
agriculture is doing to address conservation/water demand, water 
quality, flood control, etc. 

Agricultural water conservation is addressed in Section 
8.1.2.  Language added regarding Water Management 
Plans.  Additional language regarding agricultural water 
quality programs added in Section 8.3.  Agriculture’s role 
in flood control is mentioned in several areas of the Plan, 
and future participation is discussed in Section 9.2.2.5. 

12. -- There needs to be a section on governance. Governance language added in Section 1.4.4.4 

13. -- There should be a subsection on code enforcement. Additional language added in Section 8.3. 

14. -- Recommendation for the “treated effluent” from the area treatment 
plants: instead of the sole suggestion of the use on spray fields, this 
water could be sold (or given) to water trucks for use for dust 
control on roads and/or for construction and building sites, also for 
road compaction. 

Section 9.2.1.3 states that the Oakhurst and Bass Lake 
WWTPs use sprayfields for effluent disposal and suggests 
alternative disposal methods.  California law will not 
allow the use of secondary treated effluent for these 
purposes.  The level of treatment provided by the plants in 
the County is secondary or lower. 

15. -- Better definitions are needed in the plan in regards to 
1) subdivisions and 2) shared wells. 

Reference to shared wells has been removed and 
subdivision language removed or clarified throughout the 
Plan. 

16. -- Please review the section for the new recommendations in regards 
to shared wells.  According to Ken Schmidt, his five-year-old plan 
is out of date and the County has a new Well Ordinance.  Please 
refer to the new Well Ordinance when discussing shared wells. 

Recommendations related to shared wells have been 
removed. 
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No. Reference Comment/Question Response 

17. -- There needs to be a recommendation that discusses the need for or 
the “recommendation” for stock ponds, ponding basins, or recharge 
ponds on individual properties in the foothills. 

Recommendation language added in Section 9.2.1.2. 

18. S 9.2.1.5  It suggests only “surface water” as a solution to the issue.  This 
needs to be expanded on because that is not the only solution to 
review.  There are many others to be looked into (though some may 
not be popular) such as: no more development in some areas, or 
make a proposed development smaller, or pull from other 
groundwater sources, etc. 

Language added in Section 9.2.1.5. 

Phillip R. Pierre, 3/10/08 

19. P ES-13 
Water 
Quality 

Arsenic is listed as a “contaminant of concern” for the Foothills and 
Mountains, however is not listed as one for the Valley Floor.  
Figure 6-1 identifies arsenic as a “contaminant of concern” for the 
Valley Floor from data points provided in Table 6-2. 

Corrected. 

20. Executive 
Summary 

Overdraft:  Figure ES-6 shows SOUTHEAST UNDISTRICTED AREA 
22,000 AFY.  Ken Schmidt’s study identified 22,000 for 
Southeastern Madera County, including 3,400 within Root Creek 
Water District.   

Changed to “Southeast Area” on Figures ES-6 and 5-7. 

Dale Drozen, 3/12/08 and 3/20/08 

21. -- Before the IRWMP endorses and vigorously supports the water 
bank system, I think it would be prudent to at least know the rules 
that will apply and if the water will be exported out of the County. 

Recommendation language modified in Section 9.2.2.1.  
MID has stated publicly that water originating in Madera 
County will not be exported out of the County, but a 
thorough review of the Water Bank rules should be 
conducted. 

22. -- The IRWMP’s statements about lot sizes are not based on any 
verifiable data and should be removed. 

Specific lot size language has been removed. 
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No. Reference Comment/Question Response 

23. -- The water usage documented makes no provision for water being 
returned to the ground via septic systems in foothill land mountain 
areas. 

The term “water demand” or “water use” refers to the 
amount of water needed to meet all demands and does not 
indicate “consumptive use,” which includes reduction for 
water returned to the basin.  The amount of water returned 
to the basin does not affect the calculation of the amount 
of water needed to meet future demands. 

24. -- Agricultural conservation is barely addressed. Agricultural water conservation is addressed in Section 
8.1.2.1.  It must also be noted that the County has very 
little authority with regard to agricultural water use.  The 
irrigation and water districts have the surface water 
contracts and the majority of the water rights in the 
County.  In addition, the County currently has no 
authority to regulate groundwater pumping. 

25. -- Decorative landscaping and lawns are also ignored. Addressed in Section 8.1.2.2. 

26. -- Potential water exports are not addressed. Section 6.4.1 includes a summary of Section 13.100 of 
Madera County Ordinances that addresses export of 
water. 

27. -- How about adding some kind of plan for annual updates or 
modifications?  How about naming the County Water Advisory 
Commission to be the body to review and recommend changes to 
the Board of Supervisors? 

See Response No. 2. 

28.  Shared wells were discussed and recommended by the hydrologist 
doing the study yet the Plan recommends not allowing shared 
wells. 

See Response No. 15. 

29.  Population numbers appear to have been inflated. See Tables 2-1 and 2-2. The population of Madera County 
increased at an annual rate of over 3 percent between 
2000 and 2007. The annual rate of growth for the City of 
Madera is about 3.6 percent and 3.1 percent for the City of 
Chowchilla. The County’s Planning Department 
projections for the County assume an annual growth rate 
of 3.85 percent, which may be slightly high but is 
reasonable when using for planning purposes.  
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30.  We…have been assured…this will be a living document… See Response No. 2. 

31.  The IRWMP uses the creation of a subdivision as a trigger point for 
certain requirements and or tests. Trigger points should be based on 
density… 

Language with regard to subdivisions has been clarified 
throughout the document and it has been noted that the 
number or size of lots in the subdivision that will trigger 
the requirement will have to be defined in creating any 
new ordinance or code.  

32.  The IRWMP should strongly recommend that an immediate 
regulation of groundwater pumping from the Madera County 
aquifer to a level that halts the overdraft…. 

The County does not have the authority to immediately 
regulate or halt groundwater pumping. One of the primary 
purposes of this Plan is to identify programs, projects, and 
policies that the County can implement that will help 
address the overdraft problem. 

33.  The IRWMP should strongly recommend the privatization of all 
special districts within the County. 

The Plan recommends that the special districts rates be 
adjusted to make each district self-sufficient and also 
recommends combining districts where feasible to 
improve efficiencies in operation and costs. The County 
has recently shown that privatization is an option that it 
will consider implementing if the customers of the district 
will not support rates needed to properly operate the 
district (MD 95A). 

Elissa Brown, 2/26/08 and 3/5/08 

34. P 1-1 
S 1.1 

Third paragraph, last sentence.  Why only through 2030?   Period of study agreed to by County staff.  The year 2030 
was only used as a reference point for determining future 
water demands.  The potential programs, projects, and 
policies are not subject to this planning timeframe. 

35. P 2-1 Madera County is closer than 88 miles from Yosemite National 
Park.   

Language removed. 

36. P 6-1 
S 6.1 

“Surface Groundwater” has not been defined.  Do you mean 
groundwater, surface water, or shallow groundwater here? 

Corrected (groundwater). 

37. P 7-2 Next to last line:  Most project levees are maintained by local 

agencies such as reclamation and levee districts and the Madera 

County FCWCA. 

Corrected. 
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38. P 7-7 
S 7.1.3.4 

Section 7.1.3.4 is not specific enough.  You note that the FCWCA 

does not have sufficient funding and staff to adequately address 

flood control planning and maintenance requirements, but you 
don’t say why.  What are the current sources of funds?  What are 
the planning and maintenance requirements?  Later on in Chapter 8 
you make recommendations about increasing the funding to the 
FCWCA.  You should either repeat those here or refer to them. 

Reference to Section 8.1.3 added. 

39. P 7-12 
S 7.2.2.2 

Second sentence.  Natural obstructions to flood flow include brush, 

reeds, and other vegetation…. 
Corrected. 

40. P 7-16 Third sentence.  …to implement flood control planning projects 
and would make the County ineligible for FEMA rehabilitation 
assistance under Public Law 84-99.   

Corrected. 

41. P 7-17 First line.  Because the plant is so invasive… Corrected. 

42. P 7-17 
S 7.3.2 

In conjunction with the eradication of Arundo, the County has 
received a countywide permit….  This will allow the County to 

alter… 

Corrected. 

43. P 7-17 
7.3.3 

First sentence.  “It is reported that some of the levees are in poor 
shape and badly in need of repair” is too vague.  The next sentence 
“The County needs to restore these levees” is also too vague.   

Corrected. 

44. P 8-41 Last paragraph.  Please indicate the elevation of the Eastman 
Reservoir. 

Corrected. 

45. P 8-43 First bullet.  What fuel break are you referring to?   The Fuel Break Program included construction of many 
fuel breaks. 

46. P 8-56 Paragraph 2 …is not considered in this estimation.  In many cases 
the flow will be into existing rivers and streams which already have 
conveyance infrastructure associated with them, so costs may not 
be an issue or may only involve expansion of existing 
infrastructure.  Cost components must be developed… 

Suggested language added. 

47. P 8-56 Last bullet point.  Insert the same sentence before Infrastructure 

will have to be…. 
Language modified. 
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48. P 8-59  
S 8.3.1.2 

…it is recommended that a feasibility study be conducted for 

sewering these areas.  Identify the areas of high density and 
environmental sensitivity (i.e., near to streams and rivers) that 
would be the highest priority for this type of feasibility study.   

Language modified to include prioritization of areas. 

49. P 8-62 
S 8.4.1 

Change “could” to “would.” Language modified. 

50. P 8-63 Next to last sentence …or by transfer of water into the County, or 
by reducing evapotranspiration through vegetation management. 

Language modified. 

51. P 9-27 
S 9.2.2.5 

First sentence.  …that deficiencies exist on the Chowchilla River, 
Ash and Berenda Sloughs. 

Corrected. 

Ed McIntyre, 3/19/08 Water Advisory Commission Meeting 

52.  Why was higher County population estimate used versus lower 
DOF numbers? 

DOF projections are lower than historical population 
growth rates.  See Response No. 29. 

David Brodie, 3/19/08 Water Advisory Commission Meeting 

53.  Have all water diversions from the San Joaquin River in Madera 
County been included in the surface water use numbers in the 
report? 

Language added to Table 5-1 indicating the amount of 
water diverted from the San Joaquin River under Holding 
Contracts with the USBR is not included. 

John Reed, 3/21/08 

54.  There needs to be more emphasis on water usage by agriculture. See Response Nos. 11 and 24. 

55.  There needs to be more study done on the travel of groundwater in 
the foothills and mountain areas. 

Suggested recommendation added to last recommendation 
in Section 9.2.1. 

56.  References to mandatory septic tank pumping schedules need to be 
removed. 

Removed. 

57.  All references to requirements for “subdivisions” need to be 
removed or clarified. 

See Response No. 15. 

58.  The IRWMP should be heard and updated regularly, by the WAC if 
not the BOS, for updating and revisions. 

See Response No. 2. 
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59.  A study should be recommended to identify additional site for 
water recharge basins in the valley to provide storage capacity for 
untapped surface water in winter and spring.  Some effort to gain 
additional water rights to that water from the BOR should be 
examined. 

See second recommendation in Section 9.2.2.5 and third 
bullet in Section 9.2.2.1. 

60.  The County should identify all of its options and opportunities vis a 
vis the proposed MID water bank, any additional water banks, and 
other storage possibilities in the foothills and the valley in one 
document that should be incorporated into the IRWMP.  The 
development of that document should be a recommendation of the 
report. 

Suggested recommendation added to second bullet in 
Section 9.2.2.1. 

61.  A Temperance Dam planning effort should begin immediately to 
protect and enhance the County’s interest and participation in the 
project should it become a reality.  A standing committee should 
exist (maybe the WAC?) to direct those efforts and monitor the 
project for the BOS. 

Suggested recommendation added to fifth bullet in 
Section 9.2.2.1. 

Dave Merchen, Community Development Director, City of Madera, 3/20/08 

62. P 3-5 The discussion of MID should briefly note the relationship between 
the District and the City of Madera. 

Added to Section 3.1.1.1. 

63. S 7.2.2.2 Should the role of Freeway 99, as it intersects Cottonwood Creek 
and Schmidt Creek, be included in this discussion? 

Data or information was not identified to enable a 
discussion of the impact of Freeway 99 on flood control. 

64. S 8.1.1.3.1 The potential benefit/relationship to the City of Madera from/with 
the water bank project should be defined. 

Language added to ninth bullet in Section 8.1.1.3.1. 

65. S 8.1.1.5 The discussion of the Madera Lake Area Groundwater Storage 
Project should establish the connection between the recharge 
potential at this location and the direct benefit to the City of Madera 
as well as the potential of the City of Madera to be a partner in the 
project. 

Language added to last sentence of seventh bullet in 
Section 9.2.2.1. 
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66. P 8-35 The discussion regarding use of the Economic Development 
Reserve should include a recommendation that requires the creation 
of a definition for eligible projects and how local projects would 
differ from FCWCA projects, if such as distinction is intended. 

Recommendation added to fourth bullet in Section 8.1.3.3. 

67. Pages 8-30, 
9-25, etc. 

Water metering discussions refer primarily to the Cities’ systems.  
Is there an assumption that urban development which may occur in 
the County will be metered? 

Yes.  All new homes constructed since 1992 that are part 
of a community water system have been metered under 
State law.  The Plan recommends that all community 
systems in the unincorporated area of the County be 
metered and billed for water use on a volumetric basis. 

68.  Some preliminary discussion occurred between the City of Madera 
and MID regarding the potential feasibility of modifying the storm 
drain system to put more storm water into canals and drainage 
facilities (after filtration) with the intent of getting that water into 
water bank or other regional recharge facility. 

Language added to Section in 8.1.3.2.1. 

Susan Larson, 3/20/07 

69. Chapter 9 Retool the final recommendations to include a water-related 
requirements checklist that must be applied equally to all 
subdivisions as baseline criteria for approval of a subdivision. 

The Plan can only recommend and cannot require the 
County implement any suggested water-related 
recommendations having to do with development.  
Several recommendations regarding water supply for new 
development are included in the Plan. 

70. -- We must require certified hydrologists to examine water conditions 
when determining viability at preplanning for a subdivision as 
outlined in this report.  The language of this must be framed as a 
requirement, not an option. 

Again, the recommendation is made, but the document is 
a planning document and will not enact any new 
requirements without further County actions required. 

71. -- Create stronger and more specific language about the required 
mitigation for subdivisions that might prove through EIRs to 
adversely impact water availability of surrounding properties.  
Ensure that it is a requirement, rather than a negotiated option, that 
concurrent well testing and monitoring is used to determine water 
viability for a subdivision. 

See Response Nos. 69 and 70. 
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72. -- For public or private water systems serving multiple customers, 
such as Broadview or Hillview, requirements must be in place to 
ensure that where they find water to drill for new wells, that it is 
handled in the same way as a subdivision.  More stringent 
requirements for drilling public wells on private land should be in 
place. 

The County has limited authority with regard to HWC and 
BTMWC because they are CPUC-regulated water 
systems. 

73. -- Ensure that subdivisions are required to provide legal information 
regarding contaminant levels to potential buyers and how they will 
be mitigated.  Ensure that this is a requirement, not a 
recommendation. 

Recommendations regarding enhanced water quality 
testing and provision of the results to the public are 
addressed in the Plan.  See Section 9.2.1.1, fourth and 
fifth bullets. 

74. -- Require that subdivisions are required to mitigate higher-than-
allowed contaminants, with a viable plan, prior to gaining ok of the 
subdivision from the planning department and environmental health 
department.  Currently there are only recommendations rather than 
requirements. 

All new public water supply systems are required to prove 
availability of sufficient water meeting all drinking water 
requirements prior to being permitted. 

75. -- Ensure that all water-related requirements for subdivisions are 
applied equally across the County and are not negotiable. 

The Plan discusses code enforcement which applies to 
ensuring equal treatment of all citizens and projects within 
the County. 

76. -- Require beefed-up EIR requirements for subdivisions regarding 
water and deny subdivision developments that cannot prove 
sustainable water supplies. 

State law establishes the requirements for CEQA 
documents including EIRs.  The Plan addresses the need 
for new development to prove sustainable water supplies 
in Section 8.4.2.   

Larry E. Ballew 3/17/08 

77.  It was pointed out numerous times that the leadership and authors 
did not differentiate between individual homeowner wells, shared 
wells, small public well systems in comparison to large community 
well systems. 

See Response No. 16.  Language regarding the type of 
well has been clarified throughout the Plan. 

78.  There is no ongoing governance, accountability, living document 
concepts, scientific change allowance, or future voice of the people. 

See Response No. 2. 
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79.  No landowner or private individuals shall be required to perform 
any of the following activities as they relate to private individual 
wells and private property. 

1. Meter any well and pay a pumping fee to any public entity. 

2. Prohibit use of shared wells or water storage on or between 
parcels. 

3. Conduct pothole surveys (remove from document). 

4. Employ a certified or licensed engineer or hydrologist during 
planning or drilling of the well(s). 

5. Perform pump test beyond the normal driller’s blow test.  
Hour/time designation prohibited. 

6. Involuntary water testing. 

7. Restrict any water conservation practice, including moisture 
impoundment of salvaged waters from his or his predecessors’ 
activities. 

8. Be prohibited from using historical and scientific practices of 
vegetation management or improving or conserving water 
supplies. 

9. Consider or plan for offsite water sources. 

10. Be prohibited from developing groundwater recharge 
practices. 

The Plan language has been clarified and does not 
recommend any changes to current County ordinances as 
they apply to individual wells and/or private property as 
listed in Items 2 through 10.  However, the Plan does 
suggest that the County investigate the legal and 
institutional feasibility of requiring metering of 
groundwater wells and the imposition of a groundwater 
pump tax or land-based assessment to fund water supply 
projects.  In addition, the Plan recommends the chemical 
and radiological testing of well water for new wells and 
upon sale of property.  See first paragraph of Section 9.2 
for process required for implementation of any 
recommended programs, projects, or policies. 

Bruce Gray, 3/20/08 

80.  Please add a recommendation assigning a committee the 
responsibility of overseeing this document and through the Board 
of Supervisors implementing the recommendations to ensure this 
document does not gather dust like many others. 

See Response No. 2. 
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81. P ES-23/24 MID to pump 9,600 AFY of water from the City of Madera’s 
WWTP and conveyed through MID distribution system.  How will 
the quality of water and the contamination factor be monitored?  
What effect will these waters, if contaminated, have on the canal 
and waters being conveyed in the same distribution systems? 

The water pumped is groundwater from under the 
percolation ponds.  The water quality will be monitored.  
Pilot tests and water quality testing have indicated the 
pumped water will not restrict the current use of water in 
the canal. 

82.  The greatest number of new housing starts will be happening in the 
Rio Mesa area and, other than mentioning that the greatest average 
water level decline in Madera includes Madera Ranchos and 
Rolling Hills, there is no real mention of this area.  It looks like the 
area west of Highway 41 was just forgotten.  Where is the study of 
the Rio Mesa area? 

Specific or detailed study of any areas on the Valley Floor 
was not included in the Work Plan for this study. 

83.  There seems to be a push to get the Madera Water Bank going, 
much more so than any other project in this report.  Where are the 
studies and reports on which you base your recommendations? 

The technical studies and the adopted EIR were conducted 
by MID and/or the previous owners. 

84.  Please explain how the Water Bank, which will use runoff and 
release water from Millerton Lake, will be viable if Temperance 
Flat dam is built.  How can they both be useful? 

The two projects complement each other.  Temperance 
Flat Dam will provide additional CVP yield and flood 
control protection that may make more water available to 
bank for recovery and use in dry periods. 

85.  What will the cost of Temperance Flat dam be and what will the 
cost of the water to the farmers and the City be? 

Costs of construction depend on the site selected and size 
of dam but range from about $200M to $1.8B.  Cost of 
water to contractors is not available. 

86.  There seems to be an incredible amount of water testing that could 
have brought in dollars for Madera (the one conducting the study).  
Why were all of the water tests shown in this document done in 
Fresno and not in Madera? 

No State-certified labs are available in Madera County. 

87.  Ag water makes up 97% of all water used, but I do not see a 
proportionate number of recommendations suggested for this water.  
Why is that?  Why were the water consumption records used for ag 
water usage and not more study into the actual crops being grown? 

Cropping pattern information is presented in Table 4-1 
along with ag water use in Figure 4-1.  See Responses 11 
and 24. 
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Don Roberts, Madera Irrigation District, 3/21/08 and 3/24/08 

88. P ES-9 Second area of greatest water level declines is in the Madera Basin, 
east of the Santa Fe RR. 

Language modified to reflect comment. 

89. P ES-10, 
12 etc. 

We were previously unaware of the formation of Progressive Water 
District.  It is within the sphere of include of Madera Irrigation 
District, which was adopted by LAFCO in 1988. 

Source of map was the Todd Engineers report, 2002.  
Progressive Water District identified as “inactive.” 

90. P ES-18 Third paragraph.  Water balance should be required for new 
development.  Need to define development. 

Modified language. 

91. P ES-19 The requirement for a chemical and radiological analysis for all 
private drinking wells (includes single family or livestock?)  Would 
do what – prohibit use?  Require treatment?  Or be advisory? 

Well spacing should include spacing from septic tanks, leachfields, 
and property lines. 

See Section 9.2.1.1, fourth and fifth bullets. 

 

Well spacing language modified to include 
recommendation. 

92. P ES-20 Vegetation management to acquire a water right.  This has 
previously been granted by the State Water Rights Board, but they 
apparently don’t do follow-up to assure the vegetation stays 
removed. 

Any program established by the County would have to 
include provisions to ensure land is maintained and land 
use does not change.  See Section 8.2.3. 

93. P ES-21 Conveyance of Section 215 water in Madera Canal.  The canal 
capacity is allocated, and conveyance of “County” water may 
require enlargement of the canal. 

See seventh bullet in Valley Floor Recommendations in 
ES, Section 8.1.1.8, and eighth bullet in Section 9.2.2.1. 

94. P ES-22 Madera Canal/Hidden Dam pumps storage.  The 6,000 AF of water 
would be available for use by MID as a redirection of an existing 
water supply. 

Language modified in ES and Section 9.2.2.1. 

95. P ES-24 The possible exchange of water between MID and the City has not 
reached any formal discussion level. 

Language modified in ES and Section 9.2.2.1. 

96. P ES-25 Define development – includes single-family units? Language added and clarified. 

97. P ES-27 Countywide groundwater monitoring.  How would information be 
collected and shared? 

Details have not been determined, but it is anticipated that 
it would be a cooperative effort among the various water 
agencies in the County, and data would be made available 
to the public. 
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98. P 3-5 Progressive Water District shown on maps – not referenced 
anywhere in text.  Is it active or inactive? 

See Response No. 89. 

99. P 3-6 Big Creek Soquel 
10,000 should be 9,400 9,700 
See 5-26. 

Corrected. 

100. P 3-7 Madera Water District purchases surface water for lands that are 
within MID. 

Corrected. 

101. P 3-26 The City was excluded from the MID groundwater management 
plan at the City’s request.  MID does not measure wells within the 
City of Madera. 

Language modified. 

102. P 3-27 MID no longer accepts any new storm water into its system 
because of water quality concerns and a lack of capacity within the 
MID system. 

City storm water may be delivered to growers, but it requires MID 
to cut back on its water supply at the system head, which often 
results in unanticipated spilling of District supplies.  There is 
usually a net loss to the MID in water. 

Language modified. 

103. P 3-30 MID Recharge Basins.  The Pistoresi Pond and the Allende Pond 
are no longer available for use as recharge basins. 

Corrected. 

104. P 5-12 First paragraph.  Wording should agree with ES-9. Language modified.  See Response No. 88. 

105. P 5-25 Paragraph 2.  The sixth sentence should be deleted (not factual).  
The remainder of the paragraph needs to be amended in that other 
riparian rights and appropriative rights can reach several thousand 
acre-feet in some years.  Also, riparian rights quantities can change 
(increase) with a change in diversion capabilities and cropping 
patterns and could become more significant in even below-normal 
water years. 

Corrected.  Language added. 

106. P 5-26 Big Creek 9,400 AFY, see 3-6 
Soquel Should read pre-1914.  Ave yield not noted. 

Corrected. 
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107. P 5-27 GFWD has no water rights to the Hensley Lake yield.   
Section 215 water.  The average field of 114,000 AFY seems like 
an excessive amount.  If this number is based on use, often because 
of pricing, the Class I and Class II uses are reduced accordingly.  
Also, 215 water doesn’t occur annually. 

Language corrected and modified to reflect comment. 

108. P 6-32 Would suggest that the code be revised to have a 50-foot distance 
from property line; that way each adjoining property is impacted 
equally. 

Language added to seventh bullet in Section 9.2.1.1. 

109. P 6-36 Table 6-13, our dictionary is old, but we couldn’t find “analytes.” Changed to “analyses.” 

110. P 7-12 Last paragraph.  We take exception to the statement, that MID’s 

diversion weir is a significant cause of flooding along the Fresno 

River.  The weir is designed for a 10,000-cfs flow, which matches 
the designated channel capacity, and flows up to and exceeding this 
amount have successfully passed the weir without flooding.  The 
area directly upstream of the weir is desanded on a regular schedule 
to maintain channel capacity. 

Paragraph removed. 

111. P 7-13 The primary cause of flooding on Berenda Creek, Dry Creek, and 
Cottonwood Creek is the reduced channel capacity as these 
channels progress to the west.  Originally there was a main channel 
and several overflow areas.  Now there are only main channels and, 
with increasing runoff from the eastern portion of the County, the 
channel capacities are exceeded during heavy storm events.  
Current requirements of California Fish & Game restricts the 
amount of bank clearing that takes place as part of channel 
maintenance, further inhibiting flood flows. 

Language added to reflect comment. 

112. P 7-18 Fresno River.  To our knowledge, the USBR has no statutory 
authority on this channel.  The Reclamation Board had this 
authority and is a State agency. 

The Fresno River channel improvement went from halfway 
between Road 21½ and Road 22 westerly to the Bypass near 
Road 9.  No improvements were made upstream of this location. 

“USBR” changed to “Central Valley Flood Protection 
Board” (formerly Reclamation Board). 

 
Noted.  Description in Plan is taken from “Flood Plain 
Information, Madera, CA” prepared by USACE, June 
1973. 
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113. P 8-7 Project Benefits.  The 23% of the Friant Unit represents a 100% 
supply of both Class I and Class II supplies.  This gives a distortion 
to the available “pre river restoration” number as the 100% number 
is not an annual number.  An average percentage would be more 
meaningful. 

Language modified to reflect comment. 

114. P 8-9 Paragraph 2.  The project will help reduce the need.  The words 
after dry years are optimistic. 

Paragraph 3.  Subject to agreements with MID. 

Paragraph 4.  Also contingent on agreements with MID. 

Paragraph 2 language modified. 
 

Paragraph 3 language modified. 

Paragraph 4 language modified. 

115. P 8-11 No signed agreement at this time.  Oversight committee formed to 
protect adjacent lands. 

Sentence removed.  “Landowners” changed to “lands.” 

116. P 8-31 
8.1.2.3 

Wastewater.  Oakhurst has a water?  Should be wastewater? Corrected. 

117. P 8-39 Projects - Water supply from Lewis Creek, Willow Creek, or Bass 
Lake.  MID’s Big Creek water flows into Lewis Creek and is not 
available for use without a contract agreement.  MID’s Soquel 
water flows into either Nelder Creek or stays in Willow Creek to 
Bass Lake, depending on conditions.  This water is not available for 
use without a contract. 

Language added to Section 8.2.2.1, first paragraph. 

118. P 8-64 Pump tax or land-based assessments.  The constraints of Prop 218 
and Prop 13 should be noted. 

Language added.   

119. P 8-41 The agreement between MID and the Titan Group, Yosemite Lakes 
Park, was terminated in the early 1990s. 

Language modified to reflect termination of agreement. 

120. P 9-18 Water Supply.  It’s our understanding that the Fresno River and San 
Joaquin River water has all been previously appropriated. 

Black Hawk Reservoir has a permit for livestock watering and 
recreation use only. 

The Plan is discussing a potential study to identify 
possible surface water supplies, and the mentioned issues 
would be addressed and verified as part of the study. 

121. P 9-19 See previous applicable comments. See Response No. 92. 

122. P 9-22 Currently, MID has an Agricultural Use Contract with USBR, and 
this may limit opportunities in this area. 

Language added to reflect comment. 
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123. P 9-24 Study to increase the capacity of Madera Canal. This is a good idea. Noted. 

124. P 9-26 
9.2.2.3 

Balance the development’s water supply.  This is a good concept. Noted. 

125. P 9-28 Last paragraph.  Should discuss or at least mention limitations 
imposed by Props 218 and 13. 

Language added. 

126. App. F 
P 10 

The Fresno River is gauged at Road 16. Corrected on page 10 and Figure 4 in Appendix F. 

127. App. F 
P 23 

Cost of these measuring structures and operations is expensive and 
should be a County cost. 

See Response No. 97.  Program details have not yet been 
addressed. 

Madera County Farm Bureau and H. Clay Daulton, 3/18/08 

128. P ES-1 Regarding the comment, Groundwater of suitable quality for public 

consumption has been demonstrated to be present in most of the 

area (Valley floor) at specific depths.  The problem with this 
statement is there is no mention of how long local water will last 
under the increasing rates of use and overdraft that are observed. 

Noted.  The estimation of how long the local water 
(groundwater) will last is very complex and will vary 
within the County.  This level of effort is beyond the 
scope of work for this Plan. 

129. ES-15 Water Demand Reduction Measures (for agriculture).  For 
agriculture, this is ongoing due to economics and genetics.  Most 
gains have already been achieved.  Do not expect significant future 
gains of water from this source. 

Noted.  Discussion of potential agricultural water 
conservation measures is discussed in several areas of the 
main report. 

130. ES-18 New development water should not come from existing agricultural 
accounts. 

No recommendation was made regarding new 
development source of water.  Sale, exchange, and/or 
transfers are subject to various existing regulations. 

131. ES-21 Regarding the comment, Madera County should exercise its 10,000 

shares in the water bank, but it should declare at the outset its plans 
for the use of waters it will be eligible to store.  And that use, if 
used to mitigate losses of any kind, should include agriculture in 
part of a balanced distribution formula. 

Language has been modified to read, The County should 

evaluate participation in the….  Evaluation of the Water 
Bank program and the use of the County’s share will be 
part of the County’s investigation process. 
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132. ES-25 Regarding the comment, Setting limitations on new agricultural 

development if water supply is not sufficient to meet demand and/or 

requiring annexation into an irrigation district as a prerequisite.  A 
water use per acre limit would be more logical and probably less 
challengeable in court.  Regulations emanating from this advisory 
should only apply to areas where the water table is declining 
significantly. 

Language modified to reflect comment. 

133. ES-25 Regarding the comment, Groundwater use or pump tax to fund 

future water supplies.  Such tax collections are limited to areas only 
where proposed projects have been identified and engineered and 
should never go into the county general fund.  While mentioned in 
Chapter 9 in the IRWMP summary/conclusion, the idea that the 
proposed pump tax should be reserved for water development is not 
mentioned. 

Noted.  Language modified to reflect comment in ES, 
Section 8.4.4, and Section 9.2.2.3. 

134. P 2-14 
S 2.6 

This section declares timber as being part of the economy.  Timber 
has become a negligible part of the county’s economy due to 
actions of environmental activists. 

Language modified. 

135. P 4-8 
S 4.1.3 

Regarding the comment, The majority of the water use in the 

County is for agricultural purposes, with approximately 3% being 

used for urban and rural use.  Is the agricultural use of natural 
rainfall water on rangeland included in the 3% calculation for urban 
use, or not?  What is the meaning of rural use in this sentence?  
Does this 3% urban use include percolated agricultural water and 
irrigation district urban percolation ponds? 

Rainfall on rangeland is not included in urban use.  Rural 
means use of water for household or domestic use in the 
unincorporated area of the County (water use other than 
for agriculture).  Urban use does not include percolated 
water, only use for household or domestic purposes. 

136. P 4-10 
S 4.2 

The retirement of agricultural land locally for the specific purpose 
of saving surface-delivered water, only to have that water sent or 
displaced to distant places within or outside the county for the 
purposes of development of naturally, now parched lands is 
unacceptable and should be fought. 

Agreed.  The County has an ordinance prohibiting export 
of groundwater outside the County.  See Table 6-12. 
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137. P 5-3 
S 5.1.1.1 

The subbasins of lower foothills and Raymond areas do not appear 
to have been as rigorously studied as other, larger basins and, thus, 
no regulatory framework for this area should be emplaced prior to 
studies of equivalent caliber and paid for from the same sources. 

Noted. 

138. P 5-19 
S 5.1.2.4 

Regarding the concluding sentence, There is little stream flow that 

originates in the foothills because of low precipitation.  Certainly, 
there is little stream flow sufficient to help the valley floor 
development and overdraft problems, but stream flow is a relative 
term and it is highly important to operation of the open space 
preserving institution of cattle ranching and to the ecology of the 
foothills and mountains.  Further, the report’s assertion that only 
about a tenth of foothill rainfall makes it into the groundwater is 
probably not correct for all areas. 

Language added to reflect comment. 

139. P 5-25  
S 5.2.1.1 & 
P 5-27 
S 5.2.1.3 

Franchi Weir, not Fanchi Weir. Corrected. 

140. P 6-1 
S 6.1 

Regarding the text description, The main source of [groundwater] 
chemical [pollutants] has been associated with agricultural and 

industrial uses.  Proportions of blame associated with each 
chemical pollutant needs to be identified so that agriculture does 
not receive a disproportion of defamation. 

Language modified. 

141. P 6-17 
S 6.2 

While partially applicable, the comments in 6.2, Surface Water 
Quality, Typically, surface water contains microorganisms such as 

bacteria, viruses, protozoa such as Giardia and 

Cryptosporidium…,and further down, in another negative context, 
animal…activities, and finally, watershed protection to minimize or 

eliminate [emphasis added] these sources of pollution is essential 

to public health protection.  All three of the quotations are alarmist, 
misleading, and the concluding one is just plan irrational! 

Language modified to reflect comments. 
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142. P 7-12 
S 7.2.2.2 

Regarding commentary on debris during flooding.  Culverts need to 
be adequate in dimension so as not to cause erosion on the emitting 
end due to fire-hose forces of existing water and roadway overflow 
due to inadequate sizing. 

Due to high dumping charges at the Madera County Landfill, along 
with its distance from many areas needing more immediate access 
to dumping sites, huge amounts of trash is being illegally dumped 
on roadsides near culverts and into creeks wherever access is 
possible. 

Language modified to reflect comments. 

143. P 8-5 
S 8.1.1.2 

Temperance Flat Dam.  The commentary in this section is an 
excellent and commendable treatment on new water and is 
somewhat refreshing compared with the excessive gloom and doom 
found throughout most of the rest of the report.  When the County 
adopts this Plan, it is imperative that it actively pursue Temperance 
Flat Dam with vigor uncharacteristic of most government entities.  
The same can be said for the other water enhancement projects 
found in Chapter 8. 

Noted. 

144. S 8.1.1.3.1 Species Recovery.  Caveats and disclaimers need to be added when 
mentioning endangered and threatened species. 

Noted.  No change in language in the eleventh bullet of 
Section 8.1.1.3.1 discussing species recovery.  This is the 
only discussion of species recovery in the Plan. 

145. P 8-29 
S 8.1.2.1 

Water Conservation.  To paraphrase the paragraph:  [Adoption] by 

agriculture of modern drip and microsprinklers to conserve water 

[is recommended].  There can be no significant commercial 
irrigated agriculture left that does not use drip or microsprinkler 
irrigation where applicable. 

Agreed, but the mention of this practice is important to 
encourage those who may not have converted or are 
planning new agricultural development or conversion of 
crops. 

146. P 8-35 
S 8.1.3.3 

Flooding project selection on a first-come/first-served basis is a 
questionable idea when merit may be a far better method. 

Language added. 

147. P 8-41 
S 8.2.2.3 

Daulton is misspelled as Dalton.  The correct spelling is Daulton. Corrected. 
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148. P 8-54 
S 8.3.3.2 

Under Disadvantages of [mountain and foothill] vegetative 

management: Land ownership patterns in the watershed which may 

not be suitable for integrated [watershed] management.  This 
observation conveys the idea that an individual owner of several 
contiguous parcels is subject to greater government regulation than 
are owners of single parcels. 

Section language expanded to clarify the intent. 

149. P 8-61 
S 8.4 

Under Other Water Management Measures, Management of all 

large capacity well pumpages in the valley.  Who will pay for this? 
This is not discussed in the Plan and would be determined 
during the program development and adoption process if 
pursued. 

150. P 8-61 
S 8.4 

Regarding the commentary under Other Water Management 

Measures, Controls on groundwater pumping.  Who will be the 
controlling authority?  What considerations will be given to 
temporal priority?  Urban vs. agricultural priority? 

The mention of controlling groundwater pumping as a 
means of addressing overdraft does not address all of the 
issues raised in this comment along with many legal 
issues.  These would have to be addressed in the 
development of an ordinance or regulation dealing with 
controls on groundwater. 

151. P 8-62 
S 8.4.1 

Regarding the commentary under Land Use Policies, Limitations 

on new development (agricultural and urban) if the water supply is 

not sufficient to meet demand.  This is an excellent idea based on a 
hard fact known for at least 60 years.  It should have been 
implemented as a temporary measure after the first IRWMP 
committee meeting. 

Noted. 

152. P 8-62 
S 8.4.2 

Water Supply for New Development.  This section ignores the fact 
that the valley floor water table is likely going to be very difficult if 
not impossible to stabilize and that the stabilization of the valley 
floor water table should take precedence over all development until 
it is stabilized. 

Noted.  The Plan does not recommend a moratorium on 
new development but tries to identify alternatives for new 
development to not further impact the existing overdraft 
while identifying measures and opportunities to help 
alleviate the existing overdraft. 

153.  Rainfall inconsistency:  In Chapter 9, there is a comment that 
rainfall ranges from about 14 inches in the lowest foothill areas.  
This number, which is correct, is used elsewhere throughout the 
report.  In one place in the report, it is said that the lower foothills 
receive 13 inches, which is the number of inches stated by Ken 
Schmidt to be the evapotranspiration use. 

Inconsistency not found. 
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154. Schmidt 
Report, 
P 86 

Regarding proposed new well water test requirements.  Does this 
recommendation mean that a pump must be installed immediately 
in all new wells to obtain clear water samples, or is water blown 
from the wells by the pump rig at the time of drilling sufficient for 
the test? 

It is assumed that the comment is in regard to the 
recommendation that individual fracture zones have water 
sampled and analyzed in water quality problem areas.  
This is in the Oakhurst report (Appendix A).  This 
recommendation is only for public supply wells and not 
individual wells.  See Response No. 10. 

Taxpayers Association of Madera County, 3/19/08 

155.  There needs to be a water accounting showing the MID water is 
indeed available for banking. 

The purpose of this Plan does not include legal 
interpolation of MID’s right to store various types of 
water in its groundwater bank.  The County will have to 
address these potential legal issues before deciding 
whether to participate in the project. 

156. S1.2 The specific goals for the Valley Floor are to enable the County to:  
(add) 

• Create an agreement with MID so that MID cannot sell 
Madera County water outside Madera County or to districts 
that well water outside the San Joaquin Valley without 
Madera County’s approval and not to sell water under long-
term contracts to Madera County developers to be used for 
commercial, residential, or industrial use without County 
approval. 

The goals for the IRWMP, as stated in Section 1 
Introduction, are as outlined in the agreement with DWR 
for grant funding and the scope of work. 

157. S 3.1.1.6 
S 3.3.4.5 

Add:  Castle and Cooke, a landowner of Root Creek Water District, 
was approved for development to commercial, residential, and 
industrial use by Madera County with the understanding that they 
had an option to purchase new water form outside Madera County.  
This new water would have a significantly positive impact on the 
Madera County water supply. 

Language added in both referenced sections. 
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158. S 5.2.1.3 Add:  In Rank v. Krug, the trial court found that there was 
significant water percolation from the San Joaquin River to 
properties in Madera County that had significant value to those 
properties.  The court also found that there were properties that 
were riparian to the San Joaquin River as well as properties that had 
appropriative rights to the San Joaquin River.  The water subject to 
those rights has significant value to Madera County and should be 
protected. 

Language added in Section 5.2.1.3. 

159. Chapter 7 Flood Control Planning.  A paragraph should be added about flows 
created by Freeway 41 that flow into the San Joaquin River.  This 
storm water is a source of potential water pollution. 

Language added in first paragraph of Section 6.2 Surface 
Water Quality. 

160. S 8.1.1.3.3 Add:  The Water Supply Enhancement Project EIR, by its terms, 
only prevents MID from selling, transporting, or exporting “native 
groundwater” outside the County.  EIR at 2.3.  Since artificially 
percolated water is not “native groundwater,” this restriction begs 
the question and, in fact, would not prevent MID from selling water 
to other water districts or water entities that are selling water to the 
other water districts or water entities that are selling to the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD).  These 
sales would have the same effect as selling water directly to MWD 
and would affect water availability to Madera County. 

Legal issue that is not within the purpose of the Plan to 
comment on. 

161. S 9.2.2.1 Water Supply, second bullet.  Add:  The County should investigate 
the following issues prior to purchasing 10,000 shares of the bank’s 
capacity: 

• Demonstrate availability of Madera Canal capacity for 
Madera County to carry water that is to be stored in the 
Water Supply Enhancement Project. 

• Due to the current direction of groundwater migration to the 
southwest and the goal of serving more MID constituents, 
MID should consider placing the 10-percent water bank 
reserve from the Water Supply Enhancement Project in the 
Fresno River for percolation. 

The issue of the Madera Canal capacity is addressed in the 
eighth bullet of the noted section and in Section 8.1.1.8. 

The idea of percolating water in the Fresno River and on 
nearby lands is addressed in Sections 8.1.1.5 and 8.1.3.2.2 
and in the seventh bullet of Section 9.2.2.1. 
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Tony Ward, 3/21/08 

162.  In the unincorporated area of the valley, conversion of grazing land 
to crops and/or use of native land for agriculture must be controlled 
the same as dairies.  A CUP will provide the mechanization to 
examine water impacts and the ability to assure water supplies are 
available through water agencies. 

The requirement that conversion of land to agricultural 
use should require a CUP was not addressed in the Plan.  
This would require a legal analysis of the proposed 
requirement and action by the County. 

163.  Madera County has not developed a water agency with a water 
master infrastructure plan.  The proposed plan infers the need for 
such oversight, but does not require the initiation of an Integrated 
Water Management Plan.  The two areas needing a comprehensive 
master infrastructure water plan are Rio Mesa and the Sierra 
foothills. 

The IRWMP work plan did not include development of 
area-specific infrastructure plans.  This will require a 
separate study and should be prepared as part of 
development plans for the areas. 

164.  The use of “shall” has little to no importance in justifying 
controlling ordinances.  If the County is to implement a Water 
Management Plan, it must be supported by legal ordinances. 

The IRWMP only presents recommendations and does not 
implement any programs, policies, or projects.  See first 
paragraph of Section 9.2. 

Joe Middleton, 3/19/08  

165.  The draft Plan does not acknowledge or reference the water cycle 
(hydrological cycle).  The draft Plan also fails to recognize Eastern 
Madera County as a water resource and the effect and relevance of 
the water cycle in Eastern Madera County on the water resource 
issues in the County. 

The Plan does not mention the phrase “hydrological 
cycle” but does discuss all facets of the cycle.  The water 
resources of Eastern Madera County and their importance 
are discussed throughout the Plan. 

Larry Wright, 3/20/08 

166.  I was disturbed to see that the IRWMP report didn’t address the 
issue of water conservation by agriculture.  I don’t buy the 
argument that farmers have done everything possible to keep their 
use, and therefore the cost, of their water to an absolute minimum. 

See Responses 11 and 24. 

Rosemarie Wright, 3/20/08 

167.  When this Plan is passed by the State, it must be recognized as a 
living document. 

See Response No. 2. 
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168.  The County needs to be responsible for creating guidelines—not 
the State. 

It is the intent of the County to use the IRWMP to help in 
creating “guidelines” so that the State does not step in and 
do it for the County. 

169.  Shared water systems must be allowed. See Response No. 16. 

170.  Chemical testing should not be mandatory for the sale of a 
property. 

Noted.  The recommendation in the Plan would require a 
change in the County ordinance and an action on the part 
of the County. 

171.  Mandate no water is sold outside the County.  Create the water 
bank and use the water in Madera County. 

This is the stated position of MID with regard to the 
Water Bank and use of the banked water. 

172.  Recognize that Eastern Madera County has different water needs 
and conditions than the Valley.  Don’t lump us all together.  Ag 
water issues affect the Valley, not the mountains. 

It is clearly stated in the Plan that there are different 
hydrogeologic conditions in the Valley Floor and 
Foothills/Mountains areas of the County and, thus, the 
division of the County into the two separate areas.  
Recommendations are specific to the two areas for the 
most part, but many of the identified potential programs 
and projects can benefit all regions of the County. 

Sandra D. Connolly, 3/19/08 

173.  General comments on the need for the Plan to have definitive and 
enforceable language with regard to wells for subdivisions and 
constraints on the Hillview Water Company in the Raymond area. 

The IRWMP is a planning document with 
recommendations.  Enactment of any changes to or 
creation of new County policies or ordinances will require 
separate action and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors.  See Responses 15, 69, 70, and 76. 
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Doug Welch, Chowchilla Water District, 3/18/08 

174.  Figure 4-1 shows a very short time period and implies that water 
use (ag) in the county is increasing.  Why was data for 1998 
excluded from Figure 4-1?  Agricultural water use may, in fact be 
increasing, but the data to show that trend have not been used in 
this Plan. 

Estimating future agricultural water use is very difficult 
due to many unknown factors, such as acreage in 
production, cropping patterns, water costs (both surface 
water and groundwater), potential water lost to 
environmental purposes and regulations, commodity 
prices, etc.  The DWR estimates for countywide cropped 
acreage and water use were not available beyond 2003 at 
the time of the analysis.  However, it is known through 
visual observation and discussions with irrigation and 
water districts that there has been significant development 
of previously nonirrigated land to permanent crops in 
undistricted areas of the county since 2003.  Based on this 
knowledge and the trend of increasing acreage and water 
use shown in recent years’ data, it was assumed that 
agricultural acreage and water use would continue to 
increase in the near future and then level off due to finite 
water supplies and developable acreage.  The water use 
assumptions assume that water lost to environmental 
purposes and regulations would be replaced by developed 
surface water supplies or additional groundwater 
pumping, which may not be sustainable in the long run. 

The 1998 water use number was not used in the trend 
analysis because it was extremely low due to wet 
hydrologic conditions that year which would have skewed 
the trend line upward beyond any reasonable assumption.  
Further discussion is included in Section 4.2 of the Plan. 

175.  Comment regarding the language and numbers used in describing 
flood releases from Buchanan Dam, the flood capacities of the 
Chowchilla River and the Berenda and Ash Sloughs, and operation 
of these facilities during the 2006 flood releases from Buchanan 
Dam. 

Language and numbers corrected in paragraph 3 of 
Section 7.2.3. 
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Comments and revisions made to the IRWMP included in the motion to accept the IRWMP at the Board of Supervisors meeting, 4/14/08.  

These revisions supersede the revisions made to the Draft IRWMP as presented above. 

176. Dave 
Brodie and 
Tom 
Wheeler 

Dave Brodie and Tom Wheeler suggested that the IRWMP be 
reviewed by County staff with an editor’s view instead of a policy 
view to make the document not read like a policy document. 

County staff reviewed the document and made changes to 
the language in Section 8.1.3.3, pages 8-23 and 8-24 and 
the second bullet of Section 9.2.1.1, page 9-8. 

177. Tom 
Wheeler 

Tom Wheeler discussed the recommendation regarding the use of 
pilot hole drilling and testing of water from different fracture zones 
in the foothills/mountains area and whether it should be a 
recommendation.   

After discussion with Ken Schmidt it was concluded to 
remove the recommendation from the Plan.  The 
recommendation was removed from Section 9.2.1.1. 

178. Tom 
Wheeler 

Tom Wheeler discussed the recommendation in the Plan that states 
“A chemical and radiological analysis should be required when 
new wells are constructed or upon sale of any property served by a 
private well.”  Tom stated that this is an infringement on private 
landowner’s rights. 

After discussion it was concluded to remove the 
recommendation from the Plan.  The recommendation 
was removed from Section 9.2.1.1 and from page ES-14 
of the Executive Summary. 

179. Tom 
Wheeler 

Tom Wheeler noted that the spelling of Wyle Ranch needed 
correction in the “Groundwater Conditions in the North Fork Area” 
report. 

Corrected. 
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