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Karen Mulvany RMP comments  07/25/2017 

For the RMAC River Management Plan (RMP) Cover Letter: 

1. The RMAC worked well as a conflict resolution venue when it was located in the Lotus Coloma 
Valley. There has been no river related litigation since the RMAC was empowered by the BOS 
Resolution in 2002. Ongoing cooperative RMAC communications with State Parks has improved 
parking, access and safety for SFA boaters. Informal communications between private boaters, 
landowners, and commercial outfitters have resolved a variety of conflicts and problems. 
RMAC’s powers and standing have been instrumental in facilitating conflict resolution.  

2. However, conflicts are increasing, due to the emergence new types of river users (tubers, paddle 
boarders, boogie boarders and surfers) and increasing river and residential congestion in the 
Lotus Coloma valley. The forced move of RMAC meetings away from its area of jurisdiction has 
been especially disruptive to the RMP update process and the ability of RMAC to perform its 
duties. 

3. The RMAC has not worked well for river-related capital improvement projects, because there is 
no provision in the RMP for identifying such projects, funding such projects with available 
monies, or pursuing and receiving outside funding for such activities in the River Trust Fund 
(RTF). 

4. The RMAC has not worked well for river-related code compliance or law enforcement 
complaints, over which it has no jurisdiction or reporting powers. 

 

5. Recommendations: 
a. Include in the RMP a provision that, in accordance with section 54954(a) and (b) of the 

California Government Code, RMAC meetings shall be held in the Lotus Coloma Valley; 
b. Update Funding Element 10 to allow for additional sources of River Trust Funds, 

including grants, donations, and funds discretionally directed by the Board Of 
Supervisors (BOS) to the RMT (for example, from SMUD fees). At present, the sole 
source of RMT funds is river use fees. 

c. Add a capital improvements Element to the RMP which requires the RMAC to annually 
specify discrete river-related capital improvement projects that serve the goals and 
objectives of the RMP, which the RMAC shall recommend to the Planning Commission 
and BOS for conditional approval subject to securing outside funding. 

d. Consider including in the RMP a new Element that requires the RMAC to issue semi-
annual reports summarizing river-related Code compliance and law enforcement 
complaints to the County Code Enforcement Unit and Sheriff’s Office, respectively. 
(Note that code enforcement complaints cannot be anonymous.)  
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California Government Code, RMAC meetings shall be held in the Lotus Coloma Valley; 
b. Update Funding Element 10 to allow for additional sources of River Trust Funds, 

including grants, donations, and funds discretionally directed by the Board Of 
Supervisors (BOS) to the RMT (for example, from SMUD fees). At present, the sole 
source of RMT funds is river use fees. 

c. Add a capital improvements Element to the RMP which requires the RMAC to annually 
specify discrete river-related capital improvement projects that serve the goals and 
objectives of the RMP, which the RMAC shall recommend to the Planning Commission 
and BOS for conditional approval subject to securing outside funding. 

d. Consider including in the RMP a new Element that requires the RMAC to issue semi-
annual reports summarizing river-related Code compliance and law enforcement 
complaints to the County Code Enforcement Unit and Sheriff’s Office, respectively. 
(Note that code enforcement complaints cannot be anonymous.)  
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2. However, conflicts are increasing, due to the emergence new types of river users (tubers, paddle 
boarders, boogie boarders and surfers) and increasing river and residential congestion in the 
Lotus Coloma valley. The forced move of RMAC meetings away from its area of jurisdiction has 
been especially disruptive to the RMP update process and the ability of RMAC to perform its 
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specify discrete river-related capital improvement projects that serve the goals and 
objectives of the RMP, which the RMAC shall recommend to the Planning Commission 
and BOS for conditional approval subject to securing outside funding. 

d. Consider including in the RMP a new Element that requires the RMAC to issue semi-
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