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April 15, 2010

Mr. Joe Yun
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-001

Re: IRWM Program Guidelines and PSP
Dear Mr. Yun:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines for the Integrated
Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation Packages
(PSP) which were recently released by the Department of Water Resources. As a
participant in the newly emerging Northern Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional
Water Management planning process, we are specifically targeting our comments to that
section of the program and the planning PSP associated with Proposition 84 funding.

The Northern Sacramento Valley IRWM is a collaboration of six counties within the
Sacramento Valley (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Shasta) that are
coordinating this effort. They are joined by many divergent entities including agricultural
and municipal water purveyors; cities; watershed groups; resource conservation districts;
and members of the environmental community. Our region was approved to apply for
Proposition 84 planning funding under the 2009 Region Acceptance Process (RAP).

The primary concern within our region is the 50% match for planning grants. As an
emerging group, we feel that this cost-share is too high to accommodate our needs and
may stifle our ability to attract the diversity that exemplifies our region. Proposition 50
funding only required a 25% match for planning grants. We urge DWR to exercise their
discretion in this matter and lower the cost-share to 25% for the planning PSP.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment regarding the IRWM Draft Guidelines
for the Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal
Solicitation Packages (PSP). We look forward to your response on this issue.

Sincerely,

Stan Wangbefg
General Manager
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April 20, 2010

California Department of Water Resources

Division of Integrated Regional Water Management
Attn: Mr. Joe Yun

P.O. Box 942836

Sacramento, CA 94236-0001

Re: Proposition 84 (Prop 84) IRWM Program Guidelines and PSP
Dear Mr. Yun:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines for the Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP) which were recently released
by the Department of Water Resources. As a participant in the newly emerging Northern Sacramento
Valley Integrated Regional Water Management planning process, we are specifically targeting our
comments to that section of the program and the planning PSP associated with Prop 84 funding.

The Northern Sacramento Valley IRWM is a collaboration of six counties in the northern Sacramento Valley
(Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Shasta) that are coordinating this effort. They are joined by
many divergent entities including agricultural and municipal water purveyors; cities; watershed groups;
resource conservation districts; and members of the environmental community. Our region received
conditional approval to apply for Prop 84 planning funding under the 2009 Region Acceptance Process
(RAP).

The primary concern within our region is the 50% match for planning grants. As an emerging group, we feel
that this cost-share is too high to accommodate our needs and may stifle our ability to attract the diversity
that exemplifies our region. Prop 50 only required a 25% match for planning grants. We urge DWR to
exercise their discretion in this matter and lower the cost-share to 25% for the planning PSP.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment regarding the IRWM Draft Guidelines for the Integrated
Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP). We look
forward to your response on this issue.

Sincerely,

GLENN COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISCRS
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STEVE SOETH, CHAIRMAN _

€c; Butte County Board of Supervisors
Colusa County Board of Supervisors
Shasta County Board of Supervisors
Sutter County Board of Supervisors
Tehama County Board of Supervisors

In accordance with Federal law and U.S. Department of Agriculture policy, this institution is prohibited from discriminating on the basis of race, color,
national origin age, disability, religion, sex, and familial status. (Not alf prohibited bases apply to all programs). To file a complaint of discrimination, write
USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD).
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April 16, 2010 (530) 538-4343 - FAX: (530) 538-3807 - bewater@buttecounty.net
PAUL GOSSELIN
Director
Mr. Joe Yun

Department of Water Resources
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-991

In Re: 2010 Prop 84 IRWM Program Guidelines and PSP
Dear Mr. Yun:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines for the Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP) which were recently
released by the Department of Water Resources. As a participant in the newly emerging Northern
Sacramento Valley Integrated Regional Water Management planning process, we are specifically
targeting our comments to that section of the program and the planning PSP associated with prop 84
funding.

The Northern Sacramento Valley IRWM is a collaboration of six counties within the Sacramento Valley
(Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Shasta) that are coordinating this effort. They are joined by
many divergent entities including agricultural and municipal water purveyors; cities; watershed groups;
resource conservation districts; and members of the environmental community. Our region was
approved to apply for Prop 84 planning funding under the 2009 Region Acceptance Process (RAP).

The primary concern within our region is the 50% match for planning grants. As an emerging group, we
feel that this cost-share is too high to accommodate our needs and may stifle our ability to attract the
diversity that exemplifies our region. Prop 50 only required a 25% match for planning grants. We urge
DWR to exercise their discretion in this matter and lower the cost-share to 25% for the planning PSP.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment regarding the IRWM Draft Guidelines for the
Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP).
We look forward to your response on this issue. If you need further clarification on this request, please
contact Vickie Newlin, Assistant Director at (530) 538-2179.

ZEv.o8

Paul Gosselin, Director
Butte County Water and Resource Conservation
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Joe Yun
P.O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-001

In Re: IRWM Program Guidelines and PSP
Dear Mr. Yun,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines for the Integrated
Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation
Packages (PSP) which were recently released by the Department of Water
Resources. As a participant in the newly emerging Northern Sacramento Valley
Integrated Regional Water Management planning process, we are specifically
targeting our comments to that section of the program and the planning PSP
associated with prop 84 funding.

The Northern Sacramento Valley IRWM is a collaboration of six counties within the
Sacramento Valley (Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Tehama, Sutter and Shasta) that are
coordinating this effort. They are joined by many divergent entities including
agricultural and municipal water purveyors; cities; watershed groups; resource
conservation districts; and members of the environmental community. Our region
was approved to apply for Prop 84 planning funding under the 2009 Region
Acceptance Process (RAP).

The primary concern within our region is the 50% match for planning grants. As an
emerging group, we feel that this cost-share is too high to accommodate our needs
and may stifle our ability to attract the diversity that exemplifies our region. Prop 50
only required a 25% match for planning grants. We urge DWR to exercise their
discretion in this matter and lower the cost-share to 25% or less for the planning
PSP. We would also request that special considerations be taken to reduce cost-
share even further in Regions that contain Disadvantage Communities.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment regarding the JRWM Draft
Guidelines for the Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the

b i Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP). We look forward to your response on this

issue.
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COLUSA COUNTY
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April 19, 2010

Joe Yun
P.0O. Box 942836
Sacramento, CA 94236-001

In Re: IRWM Program Guidelines and PSP
Dear Mr. Yun,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Guidelines for the Integrated
Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the Proposal Solicitation
Packages (PSP) which were recently released by the Department of Water
Resources. Colusa County is a participant in the newly emerging Westside Region
Water Management planning process, we are specifically targeting our comments to
that section of the program and the planning PSP associated with prop 84 funding.

Our primary concem within this region is the 50% match for planning grants. We feel
that this cost-share amount is so high it may stifle our ability to further planning
efforts that effect the portion of our County that falls within this region. We urge DWR
to exercise their discretion in this matter and lower the cost-share to 25% or less for
the planning PSP. Please note that Prop 50 only required a 25% match for planning
grants. We would also request that special considerations be taken to reduce cost-
share even further in Regions that contain Disadvantage Communities.

Thank you for your consideration of this comment regarding the IRWM Draft
Guidelines for the Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Program and the
Proposal Solicitation Packages (PSP). We look forward to your response on this
issue.

Sincerely, ,

JayDee Gar ~—
CCRCD President



