
A Framework for the Future:
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy

Prepared for:

CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Final Report

Prepared by:

Yolo Bypass Working Group,
Yolo Basin Foundation, and Jones & Stokes

August 2001



Final Report

A Framework for the Future:
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy

Prepared for:

CALFED Bay-Delta Program

Prepared by:

Yolo Bypass Working Group, 
Yolo Basin Foundation,

and Jones & Stokes

August 2001



Jones & Stokes.  2001.  A Framework for the Future:  Yolo Bypass Management Strategy:   (J&S
99079.)  August.  Sacramento, CA.  Prepared for Yolo Basin Foundation, Davis, CA.



Final Report Acknowledgments
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy i

Acknowledgments

The Yolo Basin Foundation would like to acknowledge the support of numerous entities
and individuals for making the creation of the Yolo Bypass Working Group and this document
possible.  Thank you to the staff of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program, most specifically the
Ecosystem Restoration Program and the Ecosystem Roundtable for reviewing our original proposal
and having the vision to support funding for this unique venture.  We would also like to thank  the
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  These agencies
provided the original funding that was ultimately awarded via the CALFED proposal process.  Last,
but certainly not least, thank you also to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), the Central
Valley Habitat Joint Venture, and the Dixon Resource Conservation District for providing
additional funding to support specific tasks that were not originally covered under the CALFED
grant.  

Thank you to the staff at the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for their expert
guidance in administering the contract funding and to the staff of the California State Resources
Agency for their guidance and support from the very beginning of this project.

The creation of the Yolo Bypass Working Group and the subsequent Yolo Bypass
Management Strategy was possible because of the interest and dedication of the many landowners,
farmers, and duck club members (stakeholders) with a direct interest in the Yolo Bypass.  These
approximately 50 individuals took significant time out of their work days to travel to and attend
meetings, review documents, and participate in discussions. These stakeholders were not paid to
participate in such efforts and the lengths to which they consistently participated is a testament to
their commitment to collaborative problem solving.  Their patience in seeing this uncharted process
through is appreciated.  The Yolo Basin Foundation will be forever grateful to them for trusting
us to carry out this task.

In addition to the many individuals whose livelihoods depend on the Yolo Bypass, we
would like to acknowledge the participation of staff from the following agencies that hold a
institutional responsibility for some aspect of the Bypass:  the California Departments of Fish and
Game (DFG) and Water Resources (DWR); the California State Reclamation Board (Reclamation
Board); the California Delta Protection Commission; the USFWS; Yolo County; the Cities of
Woodland, West Sacramento, and Davis; Reclamation District 2068; the Dixon Resource
Conservation District;  the Yolo County Resource Conservation District, the Yolo County Flood
Control and Water Conservation District, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  These
staff provided their valuable time, expertise, and guidance in developing this document.  

For making special presentations to the Working Group, thank you to staff at the U.S.
Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation Service and Farm Service Agency,
the USACE’s and the Reclamation Board’s Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers Comprehensive



Final Report Acknowledgments
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy ii

Study, the USACE’s Lower American River Program, the USFWS’s refuge planning branch, the
Sacramento–Yolo Port District, the Butte Sink Waterfowl Association, the DFG Vic Fazio Yolo
Wildlife Area , the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency, the University of California at Davis,
and DWR’s Fisheries Program.  Similarly, thank you to the firms of Northwest Hydraulics
Consulting, Inc. and Gus Yates Consulting Hydrologist for your technical presentations.  Thank
you also to staff from The Nature Conservancy, Ducks Unlimited, Trust for Public Lands, and
Natural Heritage Institute for your participation and advice based on previous similar experiences.
A special thanks to the California Waterfowl Association for your participation and leadership with
duck club representatives of the Bypass.

Thank you to the staff of the DFG Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area for making their
conference room and office equipment available.  Finally, thank you to the staff at Jones and Stokes
for their expert meeting preparation, facilitation, technical and administrative support, and
preparation of this document.



Final Report Preface
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy iii

Preface

The Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) and the Yolo Bypass Working Group (Working
Group) are pleased to present the following document: A Framework for the Future:  The Yolo
Bypass Management Strategy (Management Strategy).

The Management Strategy is the product of more than 2 years of meetings held by the
Working Group, a collection of landowners, water users, and public agencies (collectively defined
as “stakeholders”) that have ownership of or responsibility for property and flood conveyance
functions in the Yolo Bypass (Bypass).

The genesis of the project came from the Foundation and other parties who were concerned
that many entities throughout the Sacramento River watershed were expressing an interest in
creating and enhancing fish and wildlife habitat in the Bypass.  Specifically, the Foundation
observed that such habitat-related discussions were ignoring the presence of private property in the
Bypass.  The future of the Bypass was being planned as though the Bypass were a blank slate; the
established agricultural economy and the existence of significant areas of privately and publicly
managed wetlands were being ignored.  

The Foundation has a reputation for successfully working with the Bypass community, a
reputation developed over its decade-long work establishing the Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area
(Yolo Wildlife Area).  It became clear that the issues facing the future of the Bypass were the same
as those encountered in the Yolo Wildlife Area effort but on a landscape level.  With this in mind,
the Foundation prepared a proposal to the CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED) for the
development of a grassroots, stakeholder-driven group that would define its own concept for the
future of the Bypass, a locally based concept that would accommodate a range of land uses and
lifestyles.  The formation of the Working Group and the preparation of this Management Strategy
are the culmination of that initial goal.

The Working Group has spent time and effort reviewing the overall mission of CALFED,
particularly CALFED’s ecosystem restoration concepts for the Bypass.  Simultaneously, the
Working Group has also developed its own concept for the Bypass.  This document presents an
integration of those concepts.

It is important to note that the establishment of the Working Group is in response to
CALFED, rather than in blanket support of CALFED.  From the perspective of the Working Group,
the Bypass already provides extensive and important habitats for many wildlife species. The Bypass
also provides important economic opportunities for landowners and their employees, along with
tax revenue opportunities for Yolo and Solano Counties. Most importantly, the Bypass provides
critical flood management functions for the Sacramento Valley. While the regional economic
opportunities of agriculture are currently threatened, it is important to remember that such
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conditions are cyclical.  This cyclical nature means that landowners must retain flexibility in
managing their lands. The Working Group remains concerned that CALFED has not answered
many critical questions regarding the program’s impact to the Bypass economy, land use, flood
conveyance, and private property rights.

The Working Group envisions the Bypass as a mix of land uses, where agricultural
economic viability, flood conveyance capacity, and fish and wildlife habitats can be balanced.  The
Bypass can be a place where landowners are fairly compensated for land use and flood conveyance
changes.  It can be a place where landowners need not be threatened by the presence of additional
wildlife habitat and special-status species.  It can be a place where realistic goals and objectives
can be achieved, resulting in benefits for all parties involved.  To do so, however, will require a
commitment on the part of numerous state and federal decision makers to work with the local
community of stakeholders to solve problems and resolve many issues with mutually beneficial
results.  The Management Strategy identifies these problems and issues.

As previously stated, Working Group participants have spent time reviewing CALFED’s
concept for the Bypass.  Many of the ideas put forth by CALFED for the Bypass  are scientifically
laudable but are unrealistic in the context of private property rights and current and future land use.
These ideas fail to capture the realistic needs of landowners in maintaining current use of their
lands, while remaining financially stable.  In short, they are proposed actions created in the absence
of involvement from the people most affected.

Looking to the future, the Working Group seeks to assist CALFED by clarifying these ideas
and identifying achievable goals.  This document presents a framework through which CALFED
can meet the spirit of its vision, while respecting the needs and desires of private landowners and
stakeholders.  The Working Group appreciates the opportunity to participate in planning the future
of the Bypass.
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Executive Summary

A Framework for the Future: The Yolo Bypass Management Strategy (Management
Strategy) presents a locally based concept for the future of the Yolo Bypass (Bypass). It  has been
prepared by the Yolo Bypass Working Group (Working Group), a collection of landowners, water
users, and public agencies (collectively defined as “stakeholders”) that have ownership of or
responsibility for property and flood conveyance functions in the Bypass. The Management
Strategy is the culmination of a stakeholder- and consensus-based process that was funded by the
CALFED Bay-Delta Program (CALFED) in 1998.  As a product of a consensus-based process, the
Management Strategy presents conditions of agreement and disagreement between Working Group
members regarding key issues.

Chapter 1 presents general information about the location of the project area, background
about the project process, and descriptions of past and present projects related to the Bypass.  

Chapter 2 presents a description of existing geographic, biologic, and hydrologic conditions
in and near the Bypass as a basis for later discussions of land use opportunities and constraints.
An extensive analysis of historic and recent floodflow and low-flow hydrologic data is presented,
with an emphasis on flow sources and casues/patterns of Bypass inundation.  The information is
presented as a basis to determine whether water requirements of future proposed Bypass habitats
could be met under current hydrologic conditions. Chapter 2 ends with thirteen hydrologic
conclusions that the Working Group agrees could reasonably be made about Bypass conditions.

Chapter 3 identifies constraints to potential habitat enhancement in the Bypass based on
concerns of landowners and other stakeholders. Assurances needed to alleviate these concerns and
encourage landowner consideration of habitat-based land use changes are identified.  They are: 

# maintenance of stakeholder economic viability;

# protection of stakeholder lifestyles;

# fair compensation for land use changes;

# establishment of statutorially authorized, legally binding, and enforceable safe harbor
(or similar) agreements regarding the introduction or enhancement of habitat for special-
status species;

# assessment and mitigation of habitat enhancement project impacts related to hydraulic
and hydrologic alterations; and
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# acknowledgment by local, state, and federal government representatives that the
Working Group is a primary advisory organization for all land management/water use
issues in the Bypass.

The assurances are further organized into related topics that should also be addressed in the
future as part of habitat enhancement plans.  They are:

# federal and state resource management and regulatory programs,
# water and flood management structures,
# land and flowage easements,
# water use and availability,
# economic impacts,
# public access to bypass lands,
# flooding and floodflows,
# upstream storage and river capacity,
# fisheries,
# waterfowl and upland game birds,
# agricultural pests,
# general habitat conditions, and
# general information needs.

Chapter 4 describes habitat opportunities and constraints in the Bypass.  Information
presented in Chapter 3 is compared with CALFED’s goals and objectives for the Bypass.  The
result is a set of realistic habitat recommendations that can accommodate existing and future land
uses and constraints, while still meeting the spirit of CALFED’s habitat goals and objectives.  The
chapter presents these habitat recommendations under two general land use categories:

# agriculture with integrated habitat enhancement and 
# habitat enhancement as the primary land use.

Options for each general category are defined.  Agriculture with integrated habitat
enhancement includes suggestions for water management, vegetation management, and crop
management and describes specific practices and their associated benefits, related benefits (as
defined by CALFED), constraints, and funding options.  Habitat enhancement as the primary land
use is described more generally and includes five variables to be considered/resolved when
converting large parcels of agricultural land to habitat.  They are:

# easement and acquisition funding opportunities,
# hydraulic impacts,
# habitat type suitability,
# economic impacts, and
# special-status species.
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Chapter 5 presents final conclusions and recommendations of the Working Group,
including eight technical studies and/or actions that should be initiated to further the assessment
and potential implementation of habitat enhancement ideas in the Bypass.  They are:

# identify and coordinate comprehensive funding programs and partnerships,

# identify and adjust policies prohibitive to habitat enhancement,

# provide coordinated habitat design support,

# coordinate and communicate water and sediment quality analyses,

# develop project-specific monitoring programs,

# support the Yolo Bypass Hydraulic Issues Technical Advisory Committee,

# support the development of statutorily authorized, Bypass-specific safe harbor policy,
and 

# analyze the feasibility of Bypass-specific “environmental water”, including water rights,
reliability, and transport.



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy viii

Table of Contents

Page

Chapter 1.  Introduction . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1
DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1
LOCATION OF PROJECT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-1
CURRENT FUNCTION OF PROJECT AREA . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-2
PROJECT PROCESS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-3

Stakeholder Involvement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-3
Yolo Bypass Working Group . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-3

FUTURE OF THE PROJECT . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-4
RELATED PAST AND ONGOING STUDIES/PROJECTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-5

State and Federal Water Projects—1860 to Present . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-5
Hydrologic Analysis of the Mace Ranch Portion of the 

Proposed Yolo Basin Wildlife Area—December 1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-6
Suitability Analysis for Enhancing Wildlife Habitat

in the Yolo Basin—January 1994 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-6
Results and Recommendations from 1997–1998

Yolo Bypass Studies—April 1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-7
Environmental Assessment, Land Protection Plan, and Conceptual 

Management Plan for the Proposed North Delta National 
Wildlife Refuge, Solano and Yolo Counties—December 1999 . . . . . 1-7

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and California Department of 
Water Resources Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers 
Comprehensive Study . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-8

The CALFED Bay-Delta Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-9
The Yolo Bypass Hydraulic Issues Technical Advisory Committee . . . . . . . 1-11

GLOSSARY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-12

Chapter 2.  Existing Conditions in the Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-1
Soils and Landforms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-1

AGRICULTURAL AND MANAGED WETLANDS LAND AND WATER USE . . 2-2
Agricultural Land Use and Production . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-3

Northern Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-3
Southern Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-3

Agricultural Water Use, Sources, and Delivery . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-4
Northern Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-4
Southern Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-5
Flooding Impacts to Agricultural Operations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-6



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy ix

Managed Wetland Land and Water Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-7
Flooding Impacts to Managed Wetlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-9

Natural Gas Land Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-9
STATE AND FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT IN THE YOLO BYPASS . . . . . 2-9

United States Fish and Wildlife Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-10
Conservation Easement Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-10
Partners for Fish and Wildlife Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-10

Natural Resources Conservation Service . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-11
Wetlands Reserve Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-11
Water Bank Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-11
Conservation Reserve Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-12
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-12

California Department of Fish and Game . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-13
Presley Program . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-13

NATURAL VEGETATION AND WETLANDS IN THE YOLO BYPASS . . . . . . 2-14
Riparian Habitats . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-14
Valley Oak Woodland . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-15
Uplands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-15
Open Water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-16
Natural and Managed Wetland Habitats . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-16
Managed Wetlands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-16

YOLO BYPASS FLOOD HYDROLOGY AND CONVEYANCE . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-17
History and Design of the Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-17
Floodway Restrictions on Land Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-19

State Easements in the Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-19
Variation in Easement Format.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-20
Language. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-20

Historical Inundation of the Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-21
Trends in Inundation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22
Sources of Inundation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-23
Sediment Erosion and Deposition . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-25

LOW-FLOW HYDROLOGY . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-26
Development of Daily Inflow Data for 1968–1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-26

Fremont Weir . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-26
Sacramento Weir . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-27
Putah Creek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-27
Willow Slough . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-28
Cache Creek . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-30
Knights Landing Ridge Cut . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-30

HYDROLOGY CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-31

Chapter 3. Assurances Sought by Stakeholders for Habitat Enhancement Activities 3-1
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-1
ASSURANCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-2

Maintenance of Stakeholder Economic Viability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-3



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy x

Protection of Stakeholder Lifestyles . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-4
Fair Compensation for Land Use Changes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-4
Establishment of Statutorially Authorized, Legally Binding, and 

Enforceable Safe Harbor Agreements Regarding Special-
Status Species . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-5

Assessment and Mitigation of Hydraulic and Hydrologic 
Impacts on Stakeholder Lands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-6

Acknowledgment of the Working Group as  a
Primary Yolo Bypass Advisory Organization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-6

ASSURANCE-RELATED TOPICS AND ISSUES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-7
Federal and State Resource Management and Regulatory Programs . . . . . . . . 3-7
Water and Flood Management Structures . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-8
Land and Flowage Easements . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-9
Water Use and Availability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-10
Economic Impacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-10
Public Access to Bypass Lands . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-11
Flooding and Floodflows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-12
Upstream Storage and River Capacity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-12
Fisheries . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-12
Waterfowl and Upland Game Birds . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-13
Pest and Predator Management . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-13
General Habitat Conditions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-14
General Information Needs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-14

TOPICS AND ISSUES RELATED TO THE PROPOSED 
NORTH DELTA NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3-15

Chapter 4. Yolo Bypass Habitat Opportunities and Constraints . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1
INTRODUCTION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1
REVIEW OF CALFED DOCUMENTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-1
HABITAT OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-2

Agriculture with Integrated Habitat Enhancement . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-3
AGRICULTURE WITH INTEGRATED HABITAT ENHANCEMENT . . . . . . . . . 4-5

Water Management: Construct Tailwater or Seasonal Ponds . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-5
Water Management: Implement Alternative Flooding Regimes . . . . . . . . . . 4-10
Vegetation Management: Plant Hedgerows . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-14
Vegetation Management: Establish Riparian Corridors . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-16
Crop Management: Unharvested Crops, Food Plots, and Unused Areas . . . 4-22
Habitat Enhancement as the Primary Land Use . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-23
Habitat Enhancement Variables . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-23

Easement and Acquisition Opportunicites . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-23
Hydraulic Impacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-24
Habitat Type Suitability . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-24
Economic Impacts . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-24
Special-Status Species . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-24

Ongoing Large-Scale Habitat Opportunities . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-25



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy xi

Chapter 5.  Conclusions . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-1
RECOMMENDED BYPASS-SPECIFIC ACTIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-3

Identify and Coordinate Comprehensive Funding Programs and 
Partnerships . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-3

Identify and Adjust Policies Prohibitive to Habitat Enhancement . . . . . . . . . . 5-4
Provide Coordinated Habitat Design Support . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-4
Coordinate and Communicate Water and Sediment Quality Analyses . . . . . . 5-5
Develop Project-Specific Monitoring Programs . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-5
Support the Yolo Bypass Hydraulic Issues Technical Advisory 

Committee . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-6
Support Bypass-Specific Safe Harbor Policy Development . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-7
Analyze the Feasibility and Implications of Bypass-Specific 

Environmental Water . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-8
THE FUTURE OF THE WORKING GROUP . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-8
CONCLUSION . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5-9

Chapter 6.  Citations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6-1
PRINTED REFERENCES . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6-1
PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6-2

Appendix A. List of Working Group Participants

Appendix B. Working Group Meeting Agendas

Appendix C. Yolo Basin Soil Types and Soil Characteristics

Appendix D. Yolo Typass-Related Targets and Programmatic Actions from the CALFED
Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan, Volume II

Appendix E. Habitat Suitability Criteria and Maps

Appendix F. Working Group Letters of Support and Appreciation



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy xii

List of Tables and Figures

Table Follows Page

   2-1 State and Federal Land Management in the Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-8 

Figure 

   1-1 Project Location . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-2

   1-2 Map of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-2

   1-3 Proposed North Delta National Wildlife Refuge — 12,300 acres . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-8

   2-1  Landforms of the Yolo Basin Study Area, Indicated by Soil Type . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-2

   2-2 Soil Types . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-2

   2-3  Hydric Soils . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-2

   2-4 Northern Portion of Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-4

   2-5 Southern Portion of Yolo Bypass . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-6

   2-6 Periods of Yolo Bypass Inundation at Lisbon Gage, 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22

   2-7 Duration and Maximum Stage of Inundation at the Lisbon Gage 
during 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22

   2-8 Relationship of Maximum Stage to Duration of Inundation at the 
Lisbon Gage, 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22

   2-9 Annual Unimpaired Runoff in the Sacramento Valley (4-Rivers Index)
during 1906–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22

   2-10 Relationship between Yolo Bypass Inundation and Sacramento Valley 
Unimpaired Runoff, 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-22



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy xiii

   2-11  Annual Maximum Daily Flows at Fremont and Sacramento Weirs and
Duration of Yolo Bypass Inundation during Water Years 1935–1999 . . . . 2-24

   2-12 Annual Maximum Daily Flows in Putah and Cache Creeks and Duration 
of Yolo Bypass Inundation during Water Years 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-13 Periods of Overflow of the Fremont Weir, 1935–1999 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-14 Hydrographs of Yolo Bypass Inflows and Stage at Lisbon Gage under Wet
Conditions during Water Years 1995–1998 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-15 Hydrographs of Yolo Bypass Inflows and Stage at Lisbon Gage under Wet
Conditions during Water Years 1995–1998 (Expanded Scale) . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-16 Hydrographs of Yolo Bypass Inflows and Stage at Lisbon Gage under Dry 
Conditions during Water Years 1987–1990 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-17 Cache Creek Flow and Lisbon Gage Stage during Water Year 1988 . . . . . . . . . . 2-24

   2-18 Effect of Cache Creek Runoff Events on Stage at Lisbon Gage in Years without 
Fremont Weir Spills . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-26

   2-19 Relationship of Fremont Weir Spill to Sacramento River Flow at Verona . . . . . 2-26

   2-20 Daily Flows in Colusa Basin Drain at Highway 20 and the Outlet Gate to the
Sacramento River during Water Year 1996 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2-30

   4-1 Yolo Bypass Habitat Opportunities and Constraints, Chapter 4 Organization . . . . 4-2

   4-2 Conceptual Tailwater Pond Plan and Section . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-8



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy xiv

List of Acronyms

Bay-Delta Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta and San Francisco Bay
BOR U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
Bypass Yolo Bypass
CALFED CALFED Bay-Delta Program
CESA California Endangered Species Act
cfs cubic feet per second
CNGA California Native Grass Association
Corps U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
CR County Road 
CREP USDA FSA Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program
CRP Conservation Reserve Program
CVHJV Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture
CVP Central Valley Project
CWA California Waterfowl Associaton
Delta Sacramento–San Joaquin River Delta
DFG California Department of Fish and Game
DPR California Department of Pesticide Regulation 
DU Ducks Unlimited
DWR California Department of Water Resources 
EA environmental assessment
EMU Ecological Management Unit
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ERP CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program
ERPP CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan
ESA federal Endangered Species Act
FCP Sacramento River Flood Control Project
Foundation Yolo Basin Foundation 
FSA Farm Services Agency
I-5 Intersate 5
I-80 Interstate 80
Management Strategy Yolo Bypass Management Strategy
NAWMP North American Waterfowl Management Plan
NDNWR North Delta National Wildlife Refuge
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service
NRCS National Resources Conservation Service
RCD Resource Conservation District
RD Reclamation District
Reclamation Board State of California Reclamation Board
SAFCA Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency



Final Report Table of Contents
A Framework for the Future: August 2001
Yolo Bypass Management Strategy xv

Ship Channel Sacramento River Deep Water Ship Channel
SWP State Water Project
SYMVCD Sacramento–Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District
TAC Yolo Bypass Hydraulic Issues Technical Advisory Committee
Project Team Yolo Basin Foundation and Jones & Stokes team
TNC The Nature Conservancy
UC University of California
UCD University of California, Davis
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS  U.S. Geological Survey
WCB Wildlife Conservation Board
Working Group Yolo Bypass Working Group
WRP Wetlands Reserve Program
Yolo Wildlife Area Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area


